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Report on the Shared Education Bill

Remit, Powers and Membership

The Committee for Education is a Statutory Departmental Committee established in
accordance with paragraphs 8 and 9 of the Belfast Agreement, Section 29 of the
Northern Ireland Act 1998 and, under Standing Order 48.

Statutory Committees have been established to advise and assist the appropriate
Minister on the formation of policy in relation to matters within his/her responsibilities.
Specifically, the Committee has power to:

= consider and advise on departmental budgets and annual plans in the
context of the overall budget allocation;

= consider relevant secondary legislation and take the committee stage of
primary legislation;

= call for persons and papers;
= initiate inquiries and make reports; and

= consider and advise on matters brought to the Committee by the Minister for
Education.

The Committee has 11 members, including a Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson,
and a quorum of 5. The membership of the Committee is as follows:

The Committee has 11 members including a Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson
and a quorum of 5. The membership of the Committee is as follows:
Peter Weir (Chairperson)’

Sandra Overend (Deputy Chairperson)?

Maeve McLaughlin

Jonathan Craig

Danny Kennedy®*

Nelson McCausland

Chris Hazzard

Trevor Lunn

Robin Newton

Pat Sheehan

Sean Rogers

'With effect from 11 May 2015 Mr Peter Weir replaced Miss Michelle Mcllveen as Chairperson

2 With effect from 15 June 2015 Mrs Sandra Overend replaced Mr Danny Kinahan as Deputy
Chairperson

® With effect from 23 June 2015 Mr Ross Hussey replaced Mrs Sandra Overend

*With effect from 14 September 2105 Mr Danny Kennedy replaced Mr Ross Hussey
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Executive Summary

The Shared Education Bill is described as providing for a legislative definition of
Shared Education, confering power on the Department and its relevant arms-length
bodies to encourage and facilitate Shared Education, and at the same time
commencing the duty specified in the Education Act (NI) 2014 for the Education
Authority to encourage, facilitate and promote Shared Education. The Bill is
underpinned by a Departmental policy paper entitled “Sharing Works - A Policy for

Shared Education”.

During the Committee Stage, Members considered written evidence from over 40
organisations and undertook 7 oral evidence sessions and 5 formal meetings.
Deliberations were also informed by the Committee’s recently published report (1 July
2015) on its inquiry into Shared and Integrated Education which can be viewed at the

following link:

http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/reports/education/inquiry-into-

shared-and-integrated-education-complete.pdf

In line with the findings and recommendations of its recent inquiry, the Committee
agreed that it strongly supported the extension of access to Shared Education
programmes to all schools. The Committee agreed that Shared Education should
foreground improvements in educational attainment while also enhancing good
relations and improving attitudes of children and young people in respect of persons
of different backgrounds. The Committee welcomed the development of a legal
definition of Shared Education and accepted that incorporating all of the above into

the legal definition would not be practicable.
The Committee agreed to put down a number of amendments which would:

- require the Department to report regularly on the progress made in Shared
Education programmes in respect of the level of participation and the impact
on educational attainment, good relations, and improved attitudes among
children and young people;

- amend the definition of Shared Education in order to ensure the inclusion of
children and young people of all faiths together with those who designate as

having no religious belief;
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- place a duty on the Department, in line with that currently on the Education

Authority, to promote, facilitate and encourage Shared Education;

The Committee also agreed to put down an amendment which would extend powers
to education sectoral bodies in respect of the facilitation and encouragement of

Shared Education. The Committee agreed to seek legal advice on this amendment.

In order to ensure the widest possible participation in Shared Education by all schools
including small, rural or other schools, the Committee agreed to seek a Ministerial
assurance that the “reasonable numbers” aspect of the Shared Education definition

would be interpreted flexibly by the Department.

Further to the objective of promoting more sharing between schools, the Committee
also agreed to support a Departmental amendment to the Shared Education Bill
which will permit the Department and the Education Authority to establish and
participate in a company which can act as the owner/manager of school buildings and

facilities in a Shared Education campus.
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Introduction

1. The Shared Education Bill (NIA 66/11-16) (the Bill) was introduced to the Assembly
on 2 November 2015 and referred to the Committee for Education for consideration
on completion of the Second Stage of the Bill on 9 November 2015 in accordance
with Standing Order 33(1).

2. At introduction the Minister for Education (the Minister) made the following statement
under Section 9 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998:

“In my view the Shared Education Bill would be within the legislative competence of

the Northern Ireland Assembly.”

3. The Shared Education Bill (NIA 66/11-16) is designed to ‘...make provision in relation
to shared education.” The Bill's Explanatory and Financial Memorandum (EFM) sets
out the purpose of the Bill and a summary of its main provisions. The Bill and the

EFM can be viewed at

http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/assembly-business/legislation/primary-
leqgislation-current-bills/shared-education-bill2/

4. The objectives of the Shared Education Bill are described as follows: to provide a
legislative definition of Shared Education, to confer power on the Department and its
relevant arms-length bodies to encourage and facilitate Shared Education, and at the
same time commence the duty specified in the Education Act (NI) 2014 for the

Education Authority to encourage, facilitate and promote Shared Education.

Committee’s Approach

5. The Committee had before it the Shared Education Bill (NIA 66/11-16) and the
Explanatory and Financial Memorandum that accompanied the Bill. The Committee
had also recently completed an inquiry into Shared and Integrated Education. The
Committee’s report on the inquiry can be found at the following link:

http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/documents/reports/education/inqui
ry-into-shared-and-integrated-education-complete.pdf

6. The Committee received a Departmental briefing on the Shared Education Bill, at its
meeting on 4 November 2015, in advance of the Committee’s formal consideration of
the Bill at Committee Stage.

7. Following introduction of the Bill to the Assembly the Committee wrote, on 4
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November 2015, to key education stakeholders. The Committee also inserted notices
in the Belfast Telegraph, Irish News and News Letter seeking written evidence on the
Bill by 19 November 2015. The Committee also highlighted its call for evidence via

social media.

. Owing to the extensive nature of the Executive’s general legislative programme and

the introduction of a number of Education Bills during the final session of the mandate
and as the Committee had recently concluded an in-depth inquiry into Shared and
Integrated Education, the Committee agreed to undertake its scrutiny of the Shared
Education Bill over a much shorter timescale than is usual. Some Members
expressed concerns in respect of the consequent limited opportunity for effective

Committee scrutiny of the Bill.

Around 40 organisations and individuals responded to the request for written
evidence and copies of these submissions received by the Committee are included at

Appendix 3.

During the period covered by this Committee Stage Report, the Committee
considered the Bill and related issues at 5 of its meetings. The relevant extracts from
the Minutes of Proceedings for meetings, as appropriate, are included at Appendix 1.
From 25 November 2015 to 2 December 2015, the Committee took oral evidence

from selected stakeholders who had submitted written evidence. These included:

Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education and the Integrated
Education Fund (25 November 2015);

Centre for Shared Education at Queen’s University, Belfast (25 November
2015);

Council for Catholic Maintained Schools (2 December 2015);

Equality Commission for Northern Ireland and the Northern Ireland Human

Rights Commission (2 December 2015);

Northern Ireland Commissioner for Children and Young People (2 December
2015);

Rural Centre for Shared Education (2 December 2015); and
Transferors’ Representative Council (2 December 2015).

Both stakeholders and Departmental officials answered Members’ questions after
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their individual sessions - as reflected in the Minutes of Evidence for each of these
meeting sessions (extracts reproduced at Appendix 2). Departmental officials were
requested to provide specific follow-up information to the Committee - this is

reproduced at Appendix 4.

The Committee commenced its informal deliberations on the clauses of the Bill on 9
December 2015 and completed its formal clause by clause scrutiny of the Bill at its

meeting on 16 December 2015.

Report on the Committee Stage of the Shared Education Bill

At its meeting on 6 January 2016, the Committee agreed that its Report on the
Shared Education Bill - this Report - would be the 7™ Report of the Committee for the
2011-16 mandate. The Committee also agreed that this Report should be printed.
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Consideration of the BiIll

Shared Education: Purposes, Reviewing and Reporting

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

A number of stakeholders wrote to the Committee and gave oral evidence
suggesting that an additional “purposes” clause be added to the Bill in order to set
out the purpose or objectives of Shared Education. Stakeholders identified

different objectives for inclusion in the Bill.

The Northern Ireland Commissioner for Children and Young People (NICCY)
contended that the Bill should include a formal link with the objectives of the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) to develop the
personalities and talent of children and young people and to help them live full and

satisfying lives.

Some Integrated schools and the Community Relations Council (CRC) felt that the
Bill should formally set the purpose of Shared Education as enhancing community
reconciliation and contributing to the development of a shared future for Northern

Ireland.

Other submissions including those from Dr D A Wilson, University of Ulster
suggested that the Bill should indicate that the purpose of Shared Education
should focus on tackling educational underachievement and should support other

educational attainment initiatives.

The Rural Centre for Shared Education (RCSE) and the Corrymeela Community
suggested a balanced set of purposes arguing that the Bill should indicate that
Shared Education should: provide societal benefit; support improved educational

attainment; and ensure the efficient and effective use of resources.

RCSE and the UNESCO Centre at the University of Ulster suggested that the
Department be statutorily obliged to report regularly in respect of Shared
Education progress. The Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education
(NICIE) also argued that the Northern Ireland Audit Office should undertake a
review of the efficiency and effectiveness of Shared Education programmes.

The Department advised that the inclusion of a “purposes” clause might lead to
some level of confusion in respect of the interpretation of the provisions of the Bill
or the expectations of stakeholders. The Department also expressed concern that

a prescriptive set of purposes or objectives for Shared Education might serve to
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limit the inclusion of some high quality Shared Education projects which may not

necessarily always obviously match the stated objectives.

The Committee noted with approval the imaginative and intelligent suggestions
from stakeholders in respect of the purposes of Shared Education and the
resonance between many of their proposals and the Committee’s
recommendations in its report on its inquiry into Shared and Integrated Education.
In particular, Members felt that Shared Education should be based on meaningful
curriculum-based interactions between schools, foregrounding educational
attainment while also supporting societal development and community cohesion by
improving the attitudes of children and young people to relevant Section 75
groups. The Committee noted also the importance of sharing in schools being a
continual and improving process which makes effective use of resources including

the exploitation of the existing school IT infrastructure.

The Committee accepted the Department’'s argument that a “purposes” clause
may be both an inappropriate inclusion in the Shared Education Bill and an
inefficient means of giving effect to the Committee’s stated views on the purposes
of Shared Education. The Committee therefore agreed to put down an
amendment which would insert a new clause requiring the Department to review
and report on Shared Education including the relevant actions of the Education
Authority.

The Committee agreed that the Department should be obliged to report on the
extent to which Shared Education has: improved educational attainment; improved
the attitudes of children and young people to persons of different social and other
backgrounds; used resources efficiently and effectively including ICT
infrastructure; and increased participation in sharing in schools and relevant
organisations. The Committee agreed that the report should be produced on a
similar timescale to the Education and Training Inspectorate’s Chief Inspector’s
report i.e. once every 2 years.

Clause 1: “Shared Education”

24. Clause 1 is described as providing a common definition of Shared Education.
Other Definitions
25. Stakeholders wrote to the Committee and made oral submissions suggesting a

10



26.

27.

28.

29.

Report on the Shared Education Bill

wide range of changes to the definition of Shared Education

NICCY, the Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission (NIHRC), the National
Association of Head Teachers (NAHT) and others suggested that the relevant
definition be extended beyond Protestant and Catholic children and young people
and those experiencing different levels of socio-economic deprivation in order to
include a wide range of different Section 75 groups - including those of different
race, gender, disability, sexual orientation and gender assignment and those with
and without dependents etc. NIHRC advised that it believed that the failure to
reference these groups meant that the Bill might not “meet the reasonable and

objective justification test required by human rights standards”.

The National Association of Schoolmasters and Union of Women Teachers
(NASUWT), Rural Community Network (RCN) and the UNESCO Centre at the
University of Ulster argued that the Bill should be amended such that instead of
simply referring to children and young people being educated together, the Shared
Education definition should be based on either the Department’s “Sharing Works”
definition or the Ministerial Advisory Group (MAG) report which defined Shared
Education as “2 or more schools from different sectors working to deliver
educational benefits to learners promoting the efficient and effective use of
resources and equality of opportunity and identity, good relations and respect for

diversity and community cohesion.”

The Department contended that a reference to a wide range of Section 75 groups
or the adoption of the MAG definition or its own Shared Education policy definition
would not be appropriate for legislation. The Department argued that the inclusion
of any of the above in legislation could serve to prevent the participation of some
schools or other organisations in high quality Shared Education projects which
may not necessarily always meet the requirements of the revised definitions
including the involvement of Section 75 groups or schools from different sectors.
The Department also asserted that as schools do not record most of the Section
75 identities that have been suggested, it would be impossible to determine
whether Shared Education projects were indeed compliant with the revised

definitions.

Additionally the Department assured the Committee that as its “Sharing Works”
policy clearly sets out an expectation in respect of community cohesion and

attitudinal improvement, it was unnecessary to set out these expectations again in

11
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legislation.

The Department also strongly contended that the Bill was indeed compliant with
human rights legislation and that there was reasonable and objective justification
for the proposed definition. The Department indicated that Shared Education is
designed, among other things, to tackle community divisions in Northern Ireland
and thus it unsurprisingly focuses largely on Protestant and Catholic children. The
Department also argued that socio-economic deprivation was included in the
definition as there is a clear correlation between educational underachievement
and poverty. Additionally DE asserted that as the Bill allows all grant-aided
schools including Special Schools to participate in Shared Education, this would

ensure the inclusion of children with disabilities.

The Committee noted the findings and recommendations of its recent inquiry into
Shared and Integrated Education. In particular, the Committee recalled its
recommendation that Shared Education should promote community cohesion and
attitudinal improvement in respect of Section 75 groups. Notwithstanding the
above, the Committee accepted that the suggested alternative definitions of
Shared Education (which are designed to enhance inclusion) may have little effect
given the limited Section 75 profiling of children and young people currently
undertaken by schools. The Committee felt that the new obligations it had
proposed in respect of the Department undertaking regular review and reporting on
Shared Education would go some way to meeting the Committee inquiry
recommendations and the concerns of stakeholders in respect of Shared

Education and inclusion.

The Committee noted with concern the assertions made by NIHRC in respect of
the possible non-compliance of the Bill with human rights standards. The
Committee felt that its suggested amendment, which would insert a new review
and report clause focusing among other things on good relations and attitudinal
improvement, would address some of the concerns raised by NIHRC.

The Association of School and College Lecturers (ASCL) and Drumragh Integrated
College commented that the definition of Shared Education included in the Bill
should make some reference to the nature or the quality of the evolving Shared

Education experience in which children and young people were to be involved.

The Committee felt that further amendments in this regard were unnecessary as its

review and report amendment would oblige the Department to report on Shared

12
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Education progress and the overall impact that Shared Education projects had on

children and young people.

“Religious Belief” / “Reasonable Numbers”

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

A number of stakeholders including the Equality Commission (EC), the Community
Relations Council (CRC), the Integrated Education Fund (IEF) and the Centre for
Shared Education (CSE) at Queen’s University Belfast commented in respect of
the requirement for Shared Education projects to include children and young
people of different “religious belief” including “reasonable numbers” of Protestants

and Catholics.

It was argued that the “religious belief” wording was inappropriate as schools could
not determine the actual religious practices or beliefs of their pupils. EC and CSE

etc. argued that a more useful term would be community or cultural background.

CRC and IEF contended that the reference to Protestants and Catholics was
restrictive and might lead to the exclusion of some schools with a high proportion
of children with no designated religion. CRC and IEF also suggested that the
“reasonable numbers” wording was unclear and might lead to poor definition of

Shared Education projects.

The Department advised that schools presently do not consistently record the
community or cultural background of their pupils but instead record in some detail
their religion - this, DE advised was an inclusive definition which always covered
children who designate as having no religious belief. DE therefore contended that
as this terminology was in line with Section 75 guidance from the Equality
Commission and was understood in law and by schools and other stakeholders,
compliance with the associated criteria could be assured. DE also indicated that
the “reasonable numbers” condition would be applied flexibly recognising the
diverse and varying circumstances that e.g. large urban and small rural schools
may experience in respect of the numbers of pupils with different religions or

“religious belief”.

The Committee indicated its support for a wide-range of good quality Shared
Education projects involving schools (and other providers) of varying sizes and
with children and young people of different community backgrounds throughout
Northern Ireland. The Committee accepted Departmental assurances in respect of
the recording and inclusive meaning of the information relating to pupils’ religion

which is presently held by schools. The Committee therefore agreed that it would

13
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not pursue amendments which would alter the Shared Education definition in order

to refer to community or cultural background.

However Members expressed concerns in respect of the possible inadvertent
exclusion of the growing number of children designating as having no religious
belief. The Committee therefore agreed to put down an amendment which would
explicitly include children and young people with no religious belief in the definition
of Shared Education. The Committee agreed that it would review its position on

this amendment in the event of the Department suggesting alternative wording.

The Committee also agreed to seek a Ministerial assurance at Consideration
Stage in respect of the flexible application of the “reasonable numbers” criteria in
order to ensure the inclusion of schools of varying size and differing pupil
backgrounds. Consequently, the Committee agreed that it would not bring forward

amendments in this regard.

Stakeholders - including the Transferors’ Representative Council (TRC), EC, CSE
and the UNESCO Centre at the University of Ulster - commented on the inclusion
of socio-economic deprivation as part of the qualifying criteria for Shared
Education programmes. TRC suggested that these be removed in order to avoid
the possible exclusion of some schools from Shared Education. Other

stakeholders sought clarity as to how deprivation would be assessed.

The Department advised that a variety of socio-economic measures would be
employed including Free School Meal Entittement in schools and spatial
deprivation indicators for other educational providers. The Department assured
the Committee that such measures would be applied flexibly and on a case-by-
case basis with a view to including a wide range of differing high quality Shared

Education projects.

The Committee noted the clarification and assurances provided by the Department
and agreed that as the intention of the wording in the Bill was to widen participation
in Shared Education, it would not bring forward related amendments.

Integrated Education

45.

NICCY; NICIE; the Rural Community Network and a number of Integrated schools
argued that the clause should be amended in order to link Shared and Integrated
Education. Some stakeholders contended that the Bill should make clear that
Integrated Education was the logical progression for schools participating in

14
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Shared Education. These stakeholders also referenced the Department’s “Sharing
Works” policy which refers to Integrated Education as being at the upper end of the
sharing continuum - they suggested that this wording should be incorporated into
the Bill.

The Department countered that Integrated Education was clearly defined in
legislation in terms of the nature and governance of an Integrated school etc. and
thus could not be linked in the Bill to Shared Education which requires
participation between more than 1 school. DE contended that the reference in the
“Sharing Works” policy to the upper end of a sharing continuum referred to the
inclusive elements of Integrated Education rather than a Departmental expectation
that schools involved in Shared Education will necessarily ultimately become

Integrated schools.

Some Members felt that the absence of any reference to Integrated Education in
the Bill was a serious omission and exposed inconsistencies between the
Department’s policy on Shared Education and the Bill. These Members contended
that an amendment - indicating that, in line with “Sharing Works”, Integrated
Education was a natural progression of Shared Education - was required, in order

to address this problem.

Other Members accepted the Department’s explanation that Integrated and
Shared Education differed considerably and consequently could not be usefully

linked in legislation.

The Committee agreed that it would not support related amendments.

Relevant Providers

50.

51.

52.

A number of stakeholders - NICCY, CSE, TRC and NAHT - commented on the
“relevant providers” provisions which set out that all grant-aided schools and other

providers of educational services can participate in Shared Education.

Some stakeholders argued that, in line with the MAG definition, these provisions
should require participating schools to be from different sectors so as to ensure
that schools with predominantly Protestant pupils are obliged to share with schools
with predominantly Catholic pupils. CSE and NAHT also argued that the provisions
should require or encourage sharing between mainstream and Special Schools.

NICCY argued that the clause should specifically reference early years settings
and Further Education colleges - highlighting the existing support for sharing

15
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projects provided to schools by these providers.

Other stakeholders - including some schools - suggested that communities or
individual schools with a high level of mixing should be recognised as “relevant

providers” of education and thus participants in Shared Education.

The Department clarified that the Bill would permit schools/providers from the
same sector to participate together in Shared Education projects. The Department
argued that the fair and flexible application of the “reasonable numbers” criteria
would ensure that projects always involved cross-community participation. The
Department also advised that as the definition of “relevant providers” was widely
drawn, this would allow the participation of individual mainstream schools, early
years settings, Further Education colleges and Special Schools etc.. The
Department contended that consequently the definition of relevant provider

required no amendment.

Some Members felt that Further Education colleges should be explicitly referenced
in the Bill as relevant providers in line with the existing reference to youth services
in the Bill. Other Members disagreed and accepted the Department’s explanation
that an explicit reference to Further Education colleges was superfluous. The
Committee divided on the question of the explicit inclusion of Further Education
colleges in the Bill as relevant providers. The Committee agreed that it would not

put down amendments in this regard.

The Committee accepted the Department’s explanations in respect of the inclusion
of other providers e.g. early years settings etc. and agreed that it would not bring

forward related amendments.

Clause 2: Power to encourage and facilitate shared education

57.

Clause 2 is described as conferring on the listed bodies (the Department of
Education; the Council for Catholic Maintained Schools; the Youth Council for
Northern Ireland; and the Northern Ireland Council for the Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment) a power to encourage and facilitate Shared
Education.

Listed Bodies

38.

Stakeholders suggested that a number of additional organisations be identified in

16
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the Bill as listed bodies.

NICCY suggested that the Department for Employment and Learning should be a
listed body as Further Education colleges’ enrolments tended to be mixed and as

colleges were already participants with schools in Shared Education projects.

The submission from Armagh - A Learning City and the Corrymeela Community
contended that district councils and non-statutory voluntary organisations etc.
should also be recognised as listed bodies with the associated powers in respect

of Shared Education.

A large number of respondents indicated that they believed that NICIE should have
powers in respect of Shared Education - arguing that Shared Education was a
logical forerunner of Integrated Education and that without the suggested
amendment, NICIE would unfairly be excluded from access to Shared Education

funding.

TRC, UNESCO Centre and NICIE contended that all sectoral bodies and perhaps
the General Teaching Council Northern Ireland should be listed in the Bill as
having powers to facilitate and encourage Shared Education. These respondents
felt that if the Department was to maintain the distinction between the definitions of
Shared and Integrated Education and if the former was to be available to all
schools in all sectors, it was only logical to allow a wider range of bodies to have

the associated powers.

The Department indicated that the suggested additions to the listed bodies may be
inappropriate or unnecessary as in some cases the organisations were companies
limited by guarantee and in other cases they had no direct responsibility for Shared
Education and in still other cases were currently directly involved in delivering
Shared Education and thus would derive no benefit from having a power in respect
of Shared Education.

DE further advised that it had received legal advice that indicated that statutory
powers should not be conferred on non-statutory organisations including e.g.
NICIE or Comhairle na Gaelscolaiochta (CnaG) etc.. DE also advised that it
understood that where the Department had a statutory duty, this would influence
its dealing with statutory Arms Length Bodies in respect of e.g. funding etc.
although the duty itself would not necessarily automatically transfer to the statutory
Arms Length Body. DE also indicated that existing legislation limited its discretion

in respect of placing further statutory duties on the General Teaching Council
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Northern Ireland.

The Committee accepted the Department’s argument in respect of the General
Teaching Council Northern Ireland. The Committee therefore agreed that it would

not pursue amendments in that regard.

The Committee noted the Department’s argument that non-statutory bodies should
generally not be given statutory powers. However the Committee felt that an
amendment which permitted DE to recognise organisations as sectoral bodies (i.e.
those representing the interests of different kinds of grant-aided schools) would be
compatible with the extension of relevant powers. The Committee anticipated that
these bodies will be: the Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education
representing Integrated schools; Comhairle ha Gaelscolaiochta representing Irish
Medium schools; and the Controlled Schools Support Council representing
Controlled schools. The Bill, as drafted, already references CCMS which

represents the interests of Catholic Maintained schools.

The Committee felt that the above approach was necessary in order to ensure
fairness and wider access to Shared Education for schools. The Committee

agreed to seek legal advice in respect of the amendment.

Powers and Duties

68.

69.

70.

Stakeholders also commented suggesting alternatives to the powers in respect of
Shared Education which the Bill, as introduced, places on the listed bodies. Some
stakeholders felt that duties should be specified for the Department of Education

etc. in this regard.

Armagh - A Learning City and ASCL suggested that the clause should place an
obligation on DE to facilitate discussions between schools and enhance local
autonomy in order to support Shared Education. CRC, NIHRC and CSE also
appeared to support an amendment which would place a duty on DE to encourage,
facilitate and also promote Shared Education in line with the existing obligations on
the Education Authority. RCSE and the UNESCO Centre supported the extension
of the new duty to all of the Arms Length Bodies named in the Bill. In contrast,
NICIE suggested that powers in respect of Shared Education should remain as
drafted in order to prevent the development of a hierarchy in which Shared
Education took precedence over Integrated Education.

The Department argued that a power rather than a duty to facilitate and encourage

18
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Shared Education would permit the listed bodies (including the Department) a
necessary level of flexibility in the application of the relevant power. The
Department also argued that new duties on the Department in respect of Shared
Education could have wide-ranging, unfortunate and unforeseeable consequences

for other Departmental policies and its efficient use of resources.

Some Members noted that in the absence of any relevant legislative powers, the
Department had been encouraging, facilitating, and promoting Shared Education
for some years and with some success. The Committee therefore felt that the
Department’s support for the introduction of a new power which would appear to
have no additional effect did not appear to be logical. These Members argued that
in order to consistently encourage, facilitate and promote Shared Education in
support of improved educational attainment and attitudinal improvement among
children and young people etc., a new clause was required which would place a
duty on the Department in respect of Shared Education. These Members felt that
this would not conflict with DE’s existing duties in respect of Integrated Education

or lead to a hierarchy of obligations.

Other Members referred to the legal concerns raised by the Department and in
view of the apparent level of uncertainty in respect of the impact on statutory Arms
Length Bodies of a new duty on the Department, contended that consideration of

such an amendment be deferred.

The Committee divided and agreed to support the application of a new duty on the
Department in line with the existing duty on the Education Authority in respect of

the promotion, facilitation and encouragement of Shared Education.

The Committee recalled its recent inquiry recommendation which suggested that
Shared Education duties should extend to all relevant Arms Length Bodies.
Members accepted the Department’s advice in respect of possible difficulties
associated with placing statutory duties (rather than statutory powers) on non-
statutory bodies and therefore agreed to not pursue amendments which would
extend duties in respect of Shared Education to the revised set of listed bodies in
the Bill.

In submissions to the Committee, RCSE suggested that the Bill be amended in
order to require DE to screen all policies and commitments - similar to the practice
in respect of rural proofing - in order to determine whether they promote sharing or

further entrench division in education.
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DE advised that an obligation to screen all policies in respect of sharing and to
make related reasonable adjustments to those policies may entail a significant

financial and administrative burden.

The Committee accepted the Department’s explanation and agreed that it would

not pursue amendments in this regard.

NICIE, IEF and a number of Integrated schools suggested that the clause be
amended in order to place a duty on DE to facilitate the transformation of schools
involved in sharing to formal Integrated status. Some of these submissions also
suggested that new duties be placed on DE and/or the Education Authority in
respect of a formal obligation to plan for the Integrated sector (equivalent to the

obligation on CCMS in respect of the Maintained sector).

The Department argued that the extension of the power to include the
encouragement of schools to transform to Integrated status was beyond the policy

intention of the Bill.

Members agreed that additional duties in respect of the promotion and planning of
Integrated Education were likely to be outside the scope of the Bill and would
require further study of their implications before their adoption could be

considered.

Members also recalled the Committee’s recent inquiry recommendation that the
Department should undertake a strategic review of its approach to Integrated
Education, the terms of reference of which should include: the effectiveness of its
actions in encouraging and facilitating this form of education; and the roles of the
sectoral bodies etc.. The majority of Members felt that this review should be
undertaken and conclusions developed prior to the adoption of any new legislation
in respect of Integrated Education.

Clause 3: Commencement of duty of Education Authority in relation to shared education

82.

Clause 3 is described as amending Section 7 of the Education Act (NI) 2014 to
provide for the commencement of the duty on the Education Authority to
encourage, facilitate and promote shared education. That duty will come into
operation on the day after the day on which the Shared Education Bill receives
Royal Assent.
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NASUWT argued that the duties on the Education Authority in respect of Shared
Education should not be commenced until an appropriate Shared Education

framework is established with a coherent implementation plan.

The Committee felt that Shared Education should be encouraged, facilitated and
promoted and that the relevant duties should be commenced as soon as an

agreed statutory definition of Shared Education was in place.

The Committee therefore agreed that it was content with Clause 3 as drafted.

Clause 4: Short title and commencement

86.

87.

This clause contains the short title of the Act - Shared Education Act (Northern
Ireland) 2015.

Members noted that the short title ill likely reference the year in which Royal
Assent is achieved i.e. 2016. Otherwise, the Committee was content with the

Clause as drafted.

Shared campus clause

88.

89.

The Department proposed an amendment which would insert a new clause which
would permit the Department or the Education Authority to establish and
participate in a company which could act as the owner of school buildings etc. in a

shared educational campus.

The Committee noted that the Strule shared campus in Omagh included schools
from a number of different sectors. The Committee recognised the challenge that
different ownership models, prevalent in each sector, might present to the
governance of a shared educational campus. The Committee accepted that
resolution of the ownership question might facilitate progress in Strule and in other
future shared campuses. Consequently, the Committee agreed to accept the

Department’s amendment.

Other Issues

90.

Irish National Teachers’ Organisation argued that the Bill should explicitly indicate

that progress in respect of Shared Education should not be linked to academic
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performance but should instead be based on a “dashboard of measures” of
participating schools including respect and empathy for others. NAHT also
indicated that Shared Education progress should not be linked to Levels of

Progression and that the Bill should indicate this.

The Committee recalled its inquiry recommendation that the Department should
give consideration to a wide range of agreed, objective impact measures for
Shared Education based on educational improvement in the first instance and
societal reconciliation progress in the second. The Committee noted DE’s
programme to develop a “dashboard of measures” of school performance and
recent developments in respect of the ongoing industrial dispute relating to Levels
of Progression. The Committee therefore agreed that it would not pursue
amendments related to the assessment of associated educational attainment or

other aspects of Shared Education.

IEF proposed an additional clause which would compel DE to adopt an Integration
Strategy which would support the progression of schools from Shared Education to
Integrated Education and specify actions and outcomes which DE must adopt.
NICIE also proposed that the Bill be amended in order to oblige DE to establish an
independent commission to review the legislative framework and the statutory duty
in respect of Integrated Education. NICIE also called for the development of a new
Integration policy in order to secure support, resources and planning arrangements

for Integrated Education.

The Department argued that the proposed amendments and other comments

referred to matters which were outside the policy intention of the Bill.

Members agreed that new strategies in respect of Integrated Education were likely
to be outside the scope of the Bill and would require further study of their
implications before their adoption could be considered. Members recalled the
Committee’s inquiry recommendation that the Department should undertake a
strategic review of Integrated Education. The majority of Members felt that this
should be undertaken prior to the adoption of new legislation etc. in respect of
Integrated Education.
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95.

Clause by Clause Scrutiny of the Bill

This section gives the decisions on the Committee’s scrutiny of the clauses of the
Shared Education Bill. Members and other readers of this report may wish to refer
to the previous section so as to gain a full understanding of the Committee’s
consideration and deliberations on the individual clauses, alongside the decisions

set out below.

Clause 1: “Shared Education”

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

The Committee agreed that it would not recommend to the Assembly that an
amendment be made to 1(2)(a) replacing the wording ‘religious belief with

‘community background’.

The Committee agreed that it would recommend to the Assembly that an
amendment, as indicated below, be made to the wording of 1(2)(a) adding after
‘those of different religious belief’, reference to children and young people with no

religious belief.
Clause 1, page 1, line 8
After ‘belief’, insert ‘or none’

The Committee also agreed that its views on the inclusion of a reference to
children and young people of no religious belief in the Clause may alter subject to

the consideration of an anticipated related Departmental amendment.

The Committee agreed to seek a formal Ministerial assurance, at Consideration
Stage, that a flexible approach will be taken on the interpretation of the ‘reasonable
numbers’ criteria in 1(2)(a) in order to ensure the inclusion of small, rural or other

schools in Shared Education projects.

The Committee agreed that it would not recommend to the Assembly that an
amendment be made, as indicated below, to 1(2) linking the definition of Shared

Education to Integrated Education.

Clause 1, page 1, line 13
At end insert -

‘with a view to supporting a natural progression towards integrated education,
as appropriate, where this is supported by the school community’
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101. The Committee agreed that it would not recommend to the Assembly that an
amendment be made, as indicated below, to 1(3) explicitly identifying Further

Education colleges as relevant providers of Shared Education.

The Committee divided.

Ayes Noes Abstained Not voting
Peter Weir Sandra Overend Chris Hazzard
Trevor Lunn Sean Rogers

Clause 1, page 1, line 15

At end insert -

‘(@aa) further education, as defined in Article 3 of the Further Education
(Northern Ireland) Order 1997’

New Clause 1A

102. The Committee agreed to recommend to the Assembly that amendments be
made, as indicated below: to Clause 1; inserting a new clause; and to Clause 2 in
order to place a duty on the Department of Education in respect of Shared

Education.

The Committee divided.

Ayes Noes Abstained Not voting
Peter Weir Chris Hazzard

Sandra Overend  Trevor Lunn

Sean Rogers

New Clause

After clause 1, insert -

‘Duty to promote, encourage and facilitate shared education

1A.—(1) It is the duty of the Department of Education to promote, encourage
and facilitate shared education.’

Paving amendment:
Clause 1, page 1, line 3
After ‘section’ insert ‘1A/

Consequential amendment:
Clause 2, page 2
Leave out paragraph (a)
103. The Committee agreed that it was content with Clause 1, subject to the proposed

amendments.

Clause 2 Power to encourage and facilitate shared education
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104. The Committee agreed to recommend to the Assembly that 2(2) be amended, as
indicated below, in order to allow powers in respect of Shared Education to be

extended to sectoral bodies.

Clause 2, page 2, line 6

At end insert -

‘(e) any sectoral body

(3) In this section, “sectoral body” means a body—

(a) which is recognised by the Department as representing the interests of
grant-aided schools of a particular description; and

(b) to which grants are paid under Article 115 of the 1986 Order, Article 64 of
the 1989 Order or Article 89 of the 1998 Order.’

105. The Committee also agreed to seek legal advice on the proposed amendment.

106. The Committee agreed that it was content with Clause 2, subject to the proposed

amendments.

New Clause 2A

107. The Committee agreed to recommend to the Assembly that the Bill be amended in
order to insert a new clause, as indicated, below which would require the
Department of Education to review and report on Shared Education progress

including the relevant actions of the Education Authority, every two years.

After clause 2, insert -
‘Review
2A. —(1) The Department must—
(a) not later than two years after the date on which this Act receives
Royal Assent, and
(b) at intervals of not more than two years thereafter, review, and
prepare a report on, the operation of this Act and section 2(3) of the
Education Act (Northern Ireland) 2014 (“the 2014 Act”).
(2) The Department must lay any report under this section before the
Assembly.
(3) A report under this section must include statements on the following
matters, so far as relating to the reporting period—
(a) the extent to which the bodies listed in section 2(2) have exercised
their powers under that section;
(b) the extent to which the Education Authority has complied with its
duty under section 2(3) of the 2014 Act;
(c) the level of participation in shared education and the extent to which
there has been any increase or decrease in participation;
(d) efficiency in the use of resources allocated for the purposes of
shared education, including information and communications
technology infrastructure;
(e) the impact of shared education on—
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(i) educational attainment;

(i) good relations between participating children;

(iii) attitudes of participating children towards persons from
backgrounds other than their own.’

New Clause 2B

108. The Committee agreed to recommend to the Assembly that the Bill be amended in
line with a Departmental suggestion, to insert a new clause, as indicated below
which would allow DE or the Education Authority to form a company in order to

provide for the ownership of school buildings etc. in a shared campus.
After clause 2 insert
‘Power to form company
2B.(1) For the purposes of its functions under section 2, the Department of
Education may form, or participate in the formation of, a company under the
Companies Act 2006.
(2) For the purposes of its functions under section 2(3) of the Education

Act (Northern Ireland) 2014, the Education Authority may form, or
participate in the formation of, a company under the Companies Act 2006.’

Clause 3 Commencement of duty of Education Authority in relation to shared
education

109. The Committee agreed that it was content with Clause 3, as drafted.

Clause 4 Short title and commencement
110. The Committee agreed that it was content with Clause 4, as drafted.

Long Title

111. The Committee agreed that it was content with the Long Title of the Bill, as drafted.
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Northern Ireland
Assembly
Committee for Education
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
WEDNESDAY 4 NOVEMBER 2015
SENATE CHAMBER, PARLIAMENT BUILDINGS

Present:

Peter Weir MLA (Chairperson)
Sandra Overend MLA (Deputy Chairperson)
Jonathan Craig MLA

Chris Hazzard MLA

Danny Kennedy MLA

Trevor Lunn MLA

Nelson McCausland MLA
Maeve McLaughlin MLA
Robin Newton MLA

Sean Rogers MLA

Pat Sheehan MLA

In Attendance:

Peter McCallion (Assembly Clerk)
Paul Stitt (Assistant Clerk)

Paula Best (Clerical Supervisor)
Kevin Marks (Clerical Officer)

Apologies:
None

The meeting commenced in public session at 9:38am.

1. Shared Education Bill — Departmental briefing

The Committee noted correspondence from a concerned principal relating to school
compliance with the Levels of Progression as a criterion for participation in the

Shared Education Signature Project.

Departmental officials joined the meeting at 9:40am.

Faustina Graham, Director of Collaborative Education and Practice and Andrew
Bell, Head of Shared Education and Community Relations Team briefed the

Committee on the Shared Education Bill.
Danny Kennedy joined the meeting at 9:42am
A question and answer session followed the briefing.

Sandra Overend joined the meeting at 9:53am.



Nelson McCausland joined the meeting at 9:53am.
Maeve McLaughlin joined the meeting at 10:10am.
Pat Sheehan joined the meeting at 10:10am.
Danny Kennedy left the meeting at 10:25am.

The officials left the meeting at 10:47am.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department requesting
urgent clarification in respect of concerns raised by schools regarding
reported inconsistent advice from the Education Authority and differing
treatment of schools which are said to be not complying with the Levels of
Progression but are seeking to participate in the Shared Education Signature
Project.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to forward, to the approved list of
stakeholders, correspondence inviting submissions to the anticipated
Committee Stage of the Shared Education Bill.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to publish a press advertisement inviting

submissions to the anticipated Committee Stage of the Shared Education
Bill.

[EXTRACT]



Northern Ireland
Assembly
Committee for Education
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
WEDNESDAY 25 NOVEMBER 2015
SENATE CHAMBER, PARLIAMENT BUILDINGS

Present:

Peter Weir MLA (Chairperson)
Sandra Overend MLA (Deputy Chairperson)
Jonathan Craig MLA

Danny Kennedy MLA

Trevor Lunn MLA

Nelson McCausland MLA
Maeve McLaughlin MLA
Robin Newton MLA

Sean Rogers MLA

Pat Sheehan MLA

In Attendance:

Peter McCallion (Assembly Clerk)
Paul Stitt (Assistant Clerk)

Kevin Marks (Clerical Officer)
Alicia Muldoon (Clerical Officer)

Apologies:
Chris Hazzard MLA

The meeting commenced in public session at 10:01am.

6. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Background Information —
written briefing

The Committee noted a written briefing including background information on the
Shared Education Bill.

The Committee noted that all responses received to the Committee’s Call for
Evidence on the Shared Education Bill had been uploaded and were available to view
on their SkydrivePro account.

Agreed: The Committee agreed that all submissions could be shared with the
Department of Education and published on the Committee’s webpage.



Committee proceedings were suspended at 11:29am

Committee proceedings resumed at 11:40am with the following Members: Peter
Weir, Sandra Overend, Sedn Rogers, Robin Newton, Danny Kennedy, Maeve
McLaughlin and Trevor Lunn.

7. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Northern Ireland Council for
Integrated Education and Integrated Education Fund

Witnesses joined the meeting at 11:40am.

Tina Merron, Chief Executive, Integrated Education Fund; Sam Fitzsimmons,
Communications Director, Integrated Education Fund; Lorna McAlpine, Senior
Development Officer, Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education; and Bernie
Kells, Senior Development Officer, Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education
briefed the Committee as part of the Committee Stage of the Shared Education Bill.
A question and answer session followed the briefing.

Nelson McCausland rejoined the meeting at 11:55am

The witnesses left the meeting at 12:22pm.

8. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Centre for Shared Education,
Queen’s University, Belfast

The witnesses joined the meeting at 12:23pm.

Professor Joanne Hughes, Centre for Shared Education, Queen’s University Belfast;
Michael Arlow, Lecturer in Shared Education, Queen’s University Belfast; and Dr
Danielle Blaylock, Research Fellow, Centre for Shared Education, Queen’s
University Belfast briefed the Committee as part of the Committee Stage of the
Shared Education Bill.

Nelson McCausland left the meeting at 12:35pm

Maeve McLaughlin left the meeting at 12:36pm

A guestion and answer session followed the briefing.

The witnesses left the meeting at 12:49pm.
Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department to seek clarification
as to how it intends to define and measure socio-economic deprivation in the
context of the Shared Education Bill. The Committee also agreed to seek

further clarification on the wording of the Shared Education definition.

[EXTRACT]
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Assembly
Committee for Education
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
WEDNESDAY 2 DECEMBER 2015
SENATE CHAMBER, PARLIAMENT BUILDINGS

Present:

Peter Weir MLA (Chairperson)
Sandra Overend MLA (Deputy Chairperson)
Jonathan Craig MLA

Chris Hazzard MLA

Danny Kennedy MLA

Trevor Lunn MLA

Nelson McCausland MLA
Maeve McLaughlin MLA
Robin Newton MLA

Sean Rogers MLA

In Attendance:

Peter McCallion (Assembly Clerk)
Paul Stitt (Assistant Clerk)

Paula Best (Clerical Supervisor)
Kevin Marks (Clerical Officer)

Apologies:
Pat Sheehan MLA

The meeting commenced in public session at 9:45am with the following Members
present. Peter Weir (Chairperson), Jonathan Craig, Trevor Lunn and Nelson
McCausland. In the absence of a decision-making quorum, proceedings
commenced in line with Standing Order 49(5).

5. Shared Education Bill - Committee Stage - Council for Catholic Maintained
Schools (CCMS)

The witnesses joined the meeting at 9:47am.

Gerry Lundy, Deputy Chief Executive, CCMS; and Michael Graham, Senior
Education Adviser, CCMS briefed the Committee as part of the Committee Stage of
the Shared Education Bill.

Sandra Overend joined the meeting at 9:49am. The Committee achieved a
decision-making quorum.
Robin Newton joined the meeting at 9:57am



A question and answer session followed the briefing.

Danny Kennedy joined the meeting at 10:02am
Maeve McLaughlin joined the meeting at 10:02am
The witnesses left the meeting at 10:23am

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Council for Catholic
Maintained Schools seeking further information on alternative governance
models for CCMS schools.

Trevor Lunn left the meeting at 10:24am

Agreed: The Committee agreed to proceed with a revised agenda.

6. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Equality Commission for
Northern Ireland (EC) and Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission
(NIHRC)

The witnesses joined the meeting at 10:25am.

Dr Michael Wardlow, Chief Commissioner, EC; Eileen Lavery, Head of Advice,
Compliance and Legal, EC; David Russell, Deputy Director, NIHRC; and Fiona
O’Connell. Researcher, NIHRC briefed the Committee as part of the Committee
Stage of the Shared Education Bill.

A question and answer session followed the briefing.

Jonathan Craig left the meeting at 10:30am
Chris Hazzard joined the meeting at 10:54am
Maeve McLaughlin left the meeting at 11:00am

The witnesses left the meeting at 11:06am

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Northern Ireland Human
Rights Commission seeking information as to how it monitors compliance by
the Department of Education in respect of the provision of the cultural rights
of school children in line with the relevant international rights conventions.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Equality Commission and the
Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission seeking their views on the
‘reasonable numbers’ provisions within the Shared Education Bill and the
extent to which these provisions comply with the requirements of equality /
human rights legislation.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department to seek its views
on the Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission’s assertion that the Bill
was not compliant with human rights legislation.



7. Shared Education Bill - Committee Stage - Northern Ireland Commissioner
for Children and Young (NICCY)

The witnesses joined the meeting at 11:07am.
Mairéad McCafferty Chief Executive, NICCY and Natalie Whelehan Senior Policy
and Research Officer, NICCY briefed the Committee as part of the Committee

Stage of the Shared Education Bill.

Sean Rogers joined the meeting at 11:20am

A question and answer session followed the briefing.

Maeve McLaughlin rejoined the meeting at 11:24am

The witnesses left the meeting at 11:29am
Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department seeking information
on discussions (if any) with the Department for Employment and Learning in

respect of its inclusion in the listed bodies in Clause 2 of the Shared Education
Bill.

8. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Rural Centre for Shared
Education

The witnesses joined the meeting at 11:30am.

Lauri McCusker, Director of the Fermanagh Trust; and Catherine Ward, Shared

Education Programme Advisor, Fermanagh Trust briefed the Committee as part of

the Committee Stage of the Shared Education Bill.

Jonathan Craig rejoined the meeting at 11:40am

A guestion and answer session followed the briefing.

The witnesses left the meeting at 11:59am

9. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage — Transferors’ Representative
Council (TRC)

The witnesses joined the meeting at 12:00noon.

Dr Peter Hamill, TRC; Gavin Norris, TRC and Rev Colin McClure, TRC briefed the
Committee as part of the Committee Stage of the Shared Education Bill.

A question and answer session followed the briefing.



Chris Hazzard left the meeting at 12:16pm
The witnesses left the meeting at 12:20pm
Jonathan Craig left the meeting at 12:20pm

16.Shared Education Bill — Informal Deliberations Table

The Committee noted a table which summarised the commentary and possible
amendments to the Shared Education Bill based on the written and oral
submissions from stakeholders.

The Committee noted correspondence from the Department in response to
Committee queries on the Shared Education Bill.

[EXTRACT]
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
WEDNESDAY 9 DECEMBER 2015
ROOM 21, PARLIAMENT BUILDINGS

Present:

Peter Weir MLA (Chairperson)

Sandra Overend MLA (Deputy Chairperson)
Chris Hazzard MLA

Danny Kennedy MLA

Nelson McCausland MLA

Maeve McLaughlin MLA

Robin Newton MLA

Sean Rogers MLA

In Attendance:

Peter McCallion (Assembly Clerk)
Paul Stitt (Assistant Clerk)

Paula Best (Clerical Supervisor)

Kevin Marks (Clerical Officer)

Eilis Haughey (Bill Clerk — item 1 only)

Apologies:
Jonathan Craig MLA

Proceedings commenced in private session at 9:39am.

1. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - informal deliberations -
written briefing

Assembly Bill Office joined the meeting at 9:39am.

The Committee noted correspondence from the Department in respect of:
- an amendment relating to shared campuses;
- the measures to be used by the Department to identify socio-economic
deprivation in the context of the Bill;
- the compliance of the Bill with Human Rights legislation; and
- contacts with the Department for Employment and Learning regarding
involvement of Further Education Colleges in Shared Education.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to forward the relevant Departmental
response to the Committee for Employment and Learning, for its information.



The Committee also noted correspondence from the Northern Ireland Human
Rights Commission; the Integrated Education Fund and the Northern Ireland
Council for Integrated Education on issues relating to the Bill.

The Committee considered procedural advice relating to the Committee Stage of
the Shared Education Bill.

The Committee considered possible amendments to the Shared Education Bill.

Nelson McCausland joined the meeting at 9:50am
Maeve McLaughlin joined the meeting at 10:02am
Robin Newton joined the meeting at 10:03am
Nelson McCausland left the meeting at 10:46am

Proceedings moved into public session at 10:48am
Assembly Bill Office left the meeting at 10:48am

2. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - informal deliberations —
DE briefing

Departmental officials joined the meeting at 10:49am.

Faustina Graham, Director of Collaborative Education and Practice, Department of
Education; Suzanne Kingon, Head of Irish Medium and Integrated Education Team,
Department of Education; Joanne Maxwell, Shared Education and Community
Relations Team, Department of Education; and Jacqui Durkin, Director of Area
Planning, Department of Education briefed on the Shared Education Bill.

Danny Kennedy left the meeting at 10:58am
A question and answer session followed the briefing.
Clause 1: “Shared Education”

The Committee considered submissions which suggested that a new clause be
inserted in the Bill which would set out the purpose of Shared Education in terms of:
the promotion of educational attainment; support for a shared future; underpinning
reconciliation; improving community cohesion; linking to Area Planning and the
delivery of effective and efficient education.

The Committee informally agreed that it would not pursue an amendment to
incorporate a purposes clause in the Bill.

The Committee informally agreed to pursue an amendment that would
incorporate a new clause in the Bill that would require the Department to
review and report on Shared Education, every two years, highlighting related



improvements in: educational attainment, community cohesion, and attitudes
to Section 75 groups while also commenting on the efficient use of resources
including the optimal use of IT infrastructure and progress in respect of
sharing in education.

Nelson McCausland rejoined the meeting at 11:02am

The Committee considered submissions in respect of the definition of Shared
Education including the suggested redrafting of the definition in order to: reference
Section 75 groups; utilise the wording proposed by the Ministerial Advisory Group
MAG); or revise the ‘reasonable numbers’ and ‘religious belief’ wording.

The Committee noted Departmental assertions that the MAG definition or wording
referencing Section 75 groups may restrict the scope of Shared Education projects
or limit the participation by the widest possible range of schools.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to seek a Ministerial assurance at
Consideration Stage on the interpretation of the ‘reasonable numbers’ wording
in respect of schools or areas with low numbers of children from a minority
community.

Maeve McLaughlin left the meeting at 11:07am

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department seeking
clarification as to how schools identify pupils’ religious belief or community
background.

The Committee informally agreed to pursue an amendment which would
replace the wording ‘religious belief’ with ‘community background’, subject to
further clarification from the Department.

The Committee considered submissions suggesting that the Bill be amended in
order to include references to Integrated Education in the Shared Education
definition.

The majority of Members informally indicated that they were unlikely to
support amendments of this kind, however the Committee informally agreed
that it would give further consideration to an amendment linking Shared and
Integrated Education as part of a sharing continuum.

The Committee considered submissions that suggested that Further Education
Colleges, Early Years providers and communities be included as ‘relevant
providers’ of Shared Education.

The Committee informally accepted that the ‘relevant providers’ definition was
sufficiently widely drawn so as to ensure the inclusion of all appropriate
organisations and educational settings. However the Committee also
informally agreed to give further consideration to an amendment which would
explicitly identify Further Education Colleges as a ‘relevant provider’.



Clause 2 Power to encourage and facilitate shared education

The Committee considered submissions suggesting that a wide range of additional
organisations be included in the bodies listed in the Bill as having a power to
encourage and facilitate Shared Education.

The Committee informally agreed to pursue an amendment which would add:
the Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education; the General Teaching
Council for Northern Ireland; Comhairle na Gaelscolaiochta; and the
Controlled Schools Support Council in the listed bodies as set out in the Bill.

Maeve McLaughlin rejoined the meeting at 11:42am
Chris Hazzard left the meeting at 11:45am

The Committee considered submissions suggesting that the Department and other
bodies be given duties rather than powers in respect of the encouragement and
facilitation of Shared Education. The Committee also considered submissions
which argued that DE’s powers should extend to the progression of schools from
sharing to formal integration.

The Committee informally agreed to consider amendments which would place
a duty on the Department to encourage, facilitate and possibly promote
Shared Education.

The Committee informally agreed that it would not pursue amendments which
would alter or introduce powers or duties in respect of the progression of
schools from sharing to formal Integration.

The Committee considered amendments which would specify powers or duties in
respect of Shared Education including the screening of all policies.

The Committee noted Departmental assurances that the proposed legislative
provision provided necessary flexibility in respect of Shared Education and
the requirement of screen all policies would amount to a significant financial
and administrative burden. The Committee therefore informally agreed that
it would not pursue related amendments.

Clause 3 Commencement of duty of Education Authority in relation to shared
education

The Committee informally agreed that it was content with Clause 3, as
drafted.

Clause 4 Short title and commencement
The Committee informally agreed that it was content with Clause 4, as drafted.

Miscellaneous



The Committee informally agreed that it would support a Departmental
amendment which is designed to provide support for shared campuses.

The Committee noted recent developments in respect of ongoing industrial
action relating to Levels of Progression and Shared Education. The
Committee therefore informally agreed that it would not support amendments
relating to the assessment of educational attainment associated with Shared
Education.

Robin Newton left the meeting at 11:52am

The Committee informally agreed not to pursue amendments relating to
resourcing for Shared Education.

Robin Newton rejoined the meeting at 11:56am

The Committee informally agreed not to pursue an amendment relating to the
equality and human rights compliance of the Bill.

The Committee informally agreed not to pursue amendments relating to the
further development of Integrated Education.

The officials left the meeting at 11:59am.
Proceedings were suspended at 11:59am.

Proceedings were resumed at 12:06pm with the following Members: Peter Weir,
Nelson McCausland, Sandra Overend, Robin Newton, Maeve McLaughlin and
Seéan Rogers.

Sandra Overend recorded her concerns and dissatisfaction in respect of the

compressed nature of the timescales for the Committee Stage of the Shared
Education Bill and the Committee’s consequent limited opportunity for scrutiny.

[EXTRACT]
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Trevor Lunn MLA
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Paul Stitt (Assistant Clerk)
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Apologies:

Danny Kennedy MLA
Robin Newton MLA
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Maeve McLaughlin MLA
Pat Sheehan MLA

The meeting commenced in private session at 10:10am with the following Members
present: Peter Weir (Chairperson), Chris Hazzard, Trevor Lunn and Sean Rogers.

In the absence of a decision-making quorum, proceedings commenced in line with

Standing Order 49(5).

Agenda items 1-4 were deferred.

5. Shared Education Bill - Formal Clause By Clause Scrutiny

Assembly Bill Office joined the meeting at 10:10am.

The Committee considered possible amendments to the Shared Education Bill.

Sandra Overend joined the meeting at 10:27am. The Committee achieved a

decision-making quorum.
Assembly Bill Office left the meeting at 10:48am.

The meeting moved into public session at 10:50am.



The Committee adopted a revised meeting agenda.

7. Shared Education Bill - Formal Clause By Clause Scrutiny
Departmental officials joined the meeting at 10:59am.

Andrew Bell, Head of Shared Education & Community Relations Team, Department
of Education; Suzanne Kingon, Head of Irish Medium & Integrated Education Team,
Department of Education; Joanne Maxwell, Shared Education & Community
Relations Team, Department of Education; and Jacqui Durkin, Director of Area
Planning, Department of Education briefed on the Shared Education Bill.

The Committee commenced its formal clause-by-clause scrutiny of the Shared
Education Bill.

Clause 1: “Shared Education”

The Committee noted DE clarification that the wording ‘religious belief is well
understood in law and by schools and other providers.

Question: “That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment to 1(2)(a)
replacing the wording ‘religious belief’ with ‘community background’, put and not
agreed to’.

The Committee expressed concerns in respect of the need to ensure the inclusion
of children and young people in Shared Education programmes who have no actual
or no designated religious belief.

Question: “That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment to add
new wording to 1(2)(a) after ‘religious belief’ referring to children and young people
with no religious belief, put and agreed to”.

Agreed: The Committee agreed that it may revise its position in respect of
the wording referencing children and young people with no religious belief,
subject to the subsequent consideration of an anticipated related
Departmental amendment.

The Committee noted Departmental correspondence and confirmation from officials
that the Minister will give a formal assurance, at Consideration Stage, that a flexible
approach will be taken on the interpretation of the ‘reasonable numbers’ criteria in
1(2)(a) in order to ensure the inclusion of small, rural or other schools in Shared
Education projects.

Question: “That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment to 1(2) as
indicated below, put and not agreed to”.



Clause 1, page 1, line 13
At end insert —

‘with a view to supporting a natural progression towards integrated
education, as appropriate, where this is supported by the school community’

Question: That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment, as
indicated below, to provide an explicit reference to Further Education colleges as
‘relevant providers’, put and not agreed to.

The Committee divided.

Ayes Noes Abstained Not voting
Peter Weir Sandra Overend Chris Hazzard
Trevor Lunn Sean Rogers

Clause 1, page 1, line 15

At end insert —

‘(@a) further education, as defined in Article 3 of the Further Education
(Northern Ireland) Order 1997’

Agreed: The Committee agreed to write to the Department to seek clarity on
the legal definition of a young person.

New Clause 1A

Question: That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment, as
indicated below, to place a duty on the Department in respect of facilitating,
encouraging and promoting Shared Education, put and agreed to.

The Committee divided.

Ayes Noes Abstained Not voting
Peter Weir Chris Hazzard

Sandra Overend  Trevor Lunn

Sean Rogers

New Clause

After clause 1, insert —

‘Duty to promote, encourage and facilitate shared education

1A.—(1) It is the duty of the Department of Education to promote, encourage
and facilitate shared education.’

Paving amendment:
Clause 1, page 1, line 3
After ‘section’ insert ‘1A,



Consequential amendment:
Clause 2, page 2
Leave out paragraph (a)

Clause 2 Power to encourage and facilitate shared education

The Committee noted a Departmental assertion that it was inadvisable to add new
Shared Education powers or duties in respect of the General Teaching Council for
Northern Ireland (GTCNI).

Question: That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment, as
indicated below, to supplement the list of bodies identified at 2(2), put and agreed
to.

Clause 2, page 2, line 6

At end insert -—

‘(e) any sectoral body

(3) In this section, “sectoral body” means a body-

(a) which is recognised by the Department as representing the interests of
grant-aided schools of a particular description; and

(b) to which grants are paid under Article 115 of the 1986 Order, Article 64
of the 1989 Order or Article 89 of the 1998 Order.’

Question: “That the Committee is content with Clause 1 as amended, put and
agreed to.”

Question: “That the Committee is content with Clause 2 as amended, put and
agreed to.”

New Clause 2A

Question: That the Committee is content with the proposed amendment, as
indicated below, to insert a new clause which would require DE to review and report
on Shared Education progress every two years, put and agreed to.

After clause 2, insert —
‘Review
2A. —(1) The Department must—
@) not later than two years after the date on which this Act
receives Royal Assent, and
(b)  atintervals of not more than two years thereafter,
review, and prepare a report on, the operation of this Act and section 2(3) of
the Education Act (Northern Ireland) 2014 (“the 2014 Act”).
(2) The Department must lay any report under this section before the
Assembly.
(3) A report under this section must include statements on the following
matters, so far as relating to the reporting period—



(a) the extent to which the bodies listed in section 2(2) have exercised
their powers under that section;
(b) the extent to which the Education Authority has complied with its
duty under section 2(3) of the 2014 Act;
(c) the level of participation in shared education and the extent to
which there has been any increase or decrease in participation;
(d) efficiency in the use of resources allocated for the purposes of
shared education, including information and communications
technology infrastructure;
(e) the impact of shared education on—
(i) educational attainment;
(ii) good relations between participating children;
(i) attitudes of participating children towards persons from
backgrounds other than their own

New Clause 2B

Question: That the Committee is content with the proposed Departmental
amendment, as indicated below, which would insert a new clause to allow DE or the
Education Authority to form a company in order to provide for the ownership of
school buildings on a shared campus, put and agreed to.

After clause 2 insert

‘Power to form company

2B.(1) For the purposes of its functions under section 2, the Department of
Education may form, or participate in the formation of, a company under the
Companies Act 2006.

(2) For the purposes of its functions under section 2(3) of the
Education Act (Northern Ireland) 2014, the Education Authority may
form, or participate in the formation of, a company under the Companies
Act 2006.

Clause 3 Commencement of duty of Education Authority in relation to shared
education

Question: “That the Committee is content with Clause 3 as drafted, put and agreed
to.”

Clause 4 Short title and commencement

Question: “That the Committee is content with Clause 4 as drafted, put and agreed
to.”

Long Title

Question: “That the Committee is content with the Long Title of the Bill as drafted,
put and agreed to.”



The Committee concluded its formal clause-by-clause consideration of the Shared
Education Bill.

The officials left the meeting at 12:07pm
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Apologies:
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The meeting commenced in private session at 10:04am.

The meeting moved into public session at 10:43am.

7. Shared Education Bill — Committee Stage - Review/Rescinding of final
decisions/Agreement of Bill Report

The Committee considered Departmental powers and duties and their effect on the
Department’s Arms Length Bodies.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to seek legal advice — to be considered at
the meeting on 13 January 2016 - on the effect of a proposed amendment to
the Shared Education Bill which would seek to confer statutory powers on
non-statutory bodies to encourage and facilitate Shared Education.



The Committee considered its report on the Committee Stage of the Shared
Education Bill.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Contents section of the report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Remit, Powers and
Membership section of the report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Executive Summary section of
the report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Introduction section of the
report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Consideration of the Bill
section of the report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Clause by Clause
Consideration section of the report.

Agreed: The Committee read and agreed the Appendices of the report.

Agreed: The Committee agreed that it was content for the minutes of the
meeting of 6 January 2016 to be included in the Report.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to order the Report on the Shared
Education Bill to be printed as the seventh report of the mandate.

Agreed: The Committee agreed to publish the Report on the Committee’s
website and to advise stakeholders accordingly.

[EXTRACT]
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The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | welcome from the Department Faustina Graham, who is the director of
collaborative education and practice, and Andrew Bell, who is the head of shared education and the
community relations team. | ask you, Faustina and Andrew, to brief us for a short period, and then we
will open it up to questions.

Mrs Faustina Graham (Department of Education): | begin by thanking the Committee for
accommodating an earlier start to your meeting this morning to facilitate our other commitments; it is
very much appreciated. | also thank you for the opportunity to brief the Committee on the Shared
Education Bill ahead of next week's Second Stage debate.

| will take a few moments to update you on developments since we last briefed you. Sharing Works,
which is the policy for advancing shared education, was published on 16 September. The policy
addresses a number of the recommendations that the Committee made in its report on shared and
integrated education, and that includes action to provide consistent support and tailored programmes
of training for senior leadership teams, teachers, parents, children and communities. It is also about
monitoring and evaluation arrangements based on a wide range of objective impact measures, a focus
securely on educational improvement and mechanisms to disseminate good practice, which will
include good practice from the integrated, other mixed non-integrated, special school, and preschool
and nursery settings. The Minister has also announced his intention to undertake a review of
integrated education, which is a further Committee recommendation, and we are considering how best
we can address the remaining Committee recommendations.



In relation to the Delivering Social Change (DSC) signature programme, a third and final call has been
made for applications from school partnerships to that project, and there is a closing date of 23
November. Members will be aware that ongoing industrial action by teacher unions in relation to the
statutory assessment process has impacted on delivery of the signature project. The Minister is
personally engaged in discussion with teacher unions to resolve that issue, and the tone of those
discussions has been positive. We are hopeful of a speedy resolution.

| turn to the Shared Education Bill. The Bill includes a legislative definition of shared education and
will provide the Department and relevant arm's-length bodies with the power to encourage and
facilitate shared education. It will also enact the duty on the Education Authority (EA) to encourage,
facilitate and promote shared education as provided in the Education Act 2014, as well as the
requirement on the authority to appoint a standing committee to exercise its functions on shared
education. It is important to say that the Sharing Works policy is designed to complement the Bill, and
the policy then develops definitions and operational detail to illustrate the Bill's practical outworking.
The legislative definition set out in the Bill references the minimum essential requirements that must
be in place for shared education, and that is the education together of those of different religious belief
and socio-economic background.

Since we last briefed the Committee, the wording "including reasonable numbers of both Protestant
and Roman Catholic children and young persons" has been added to ensure that addressing the
legacy of the past remains integral to work on building a shared future. As | indicated, the legislative
definition is underpinned by the policy description. Both are reflective of the definition endorsed by the
ministerial advisory group. Both also encourage educational settings to work to maximise the
education together of those from all section 75 groups, as far as is practically possible.

The power to encourage and facilitate shared education will apply to the Department, the Council for
Catholic Maintained Schools (CCMS), the Youth Council and the Council for the Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment (CCEA). The proposed legislative power to encourage and facilitate
shared education is complementary to and in no way undermines or supersedes the Department's
statutory duty to encourage and facilitate integrated education. The Committee recommended that the
statutory obligation to encourage, facilitate and promote shared education, as set out in the Education
Act 2014, should be extended to the Department and its arm's-length bodies. Shared education is still
an evolving area, and good practice is still being developed. A power will provide the necessary
flexibility as we seek to embed and, ultimately, mainstream shared education. It allows us time and
space to encourage and build confidence in the education system and, importantly, in the wider
community on the benefits of shared education and to remove doubts about perceived risks as
expressed by some of the respondents in the public consultation.

There were mixed responses regarding the need for legislation and the proposals for a power rather
than a duty. Some respondents argued that building consensus was preferable to legislation. A
power will enable the Department to encourage growth organically from school to school, youth
organisations to schools and early years organisations to schools, as quickly or slowly as is
appropriate for the various partners. It also allows discretion as to the level of compliance of individual
communities, reflecting unique factors such as the degree of community tension that exists. In other
words, a power avoids the risk of communities perceiving shared education as being imposed on them
rather than encouraging and facilitating those communities to move at a pace that builds powerful and
meaningful relationships. There is the risk, too, that placing a duty on the Department that additionally
includes a requirement to promote shared education will be perceived by some as a hierarchy, where
shared education is regarded as in some way preferable to integrated education. The word "promote”
is not used in the statutory duty for integrated education.

The Committee further recommended that shared education be defined as:

"curriculum-based interactions that always foreground educational improvement ... promoting
attitudinal improvement and meaningful contact involving children and young people".

We believe that those operational issues are addressed comprehensively through the policy. The
policy firmly positions shared education as primarily related to educational improvement, reflecting the
DE vision and aims and those of the Northern Ireland curriculum. The shared education continuum
model developed by the Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI) and currently in use makes explicit
links to curriculum-based interactions. We have established targets that include meaningful contact
and attitudinal improvement, along with clear and objective impact measures for monitoring purposes.



| alert the Committee to the potential need for an additional clause in the Bill that, if required, would be
added at Consideration Stage. We are currently in discussion with the Office of the Legislative
Counsel regarding a clause that would allow the Department and the Education Authority to establish
and participate in a charitable company limited by guarantee to support the ownership and
governance arrangements for shared education campuses. That follows legal advice related to the
ownership, governance and management arrangements for shared campus schools. Should an
additional clause be necessary, | propose to provide members with an updated Bill and to brief you
more fully during Committee Stage.

That concludes my statement. We welcome any questions that members might have about the
Shared Education Bill.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Thank you, Faustina. That has been useful. Obviously, we will await
developments on the potential additional clause.

I will ask you three questions on the content. You touched on the first one, which is the departmental
policy side of it. The policy explicitly talks about educational improvement as one of the main drivers

behind this. Why does particular reference to educational improvement not appear in the Bill to make
it explicit instead of it being something that is, essentially, implicit?

Mrs Graham: As | said, we see what happens with regard to curriculum development and the
interactions that go on as the operational outworking of the Bill. In planning the two pieces of work
together, we saw that as being the more appropriate place to put the operational side of it.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): At least in terms of an operational objective. Talking about educational
improvement is something by way of a driver or an aim rather than what the delivery mechanism is.
Would the Department be hostile to making any reference to educational improvement in the Bill?

Mrs Graham: | do not think that the Department would ever be hostile to making reference to
educational improvement; that is our entire aim.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Those words may be taken down and used in evidence against you at a
later stage. [Laughter.] The second point is about something that is not explicitly mentioned. The Bill
makes explicit reference to socio-economic deprivation, but, previously, when indications were given
from an operational point of view, you mentioned the promotion of inclusion, not just from the socio-
economic side but from the aspect of racial or family background differences. Is there any intention to
use the Bill to promote that form of inclusion? How will you do that?

Mrs Graham: | referred to the inclusion of all section 75 groups, and | said that that was the minimum
essential requirement. We feel that we have put into the Bill what could be captured and measured
easily with regard to the section 75 groups. Our experience has been that schools go beyond that
minimum requirement, and | am sure that the Committee has found that in some of its work with
schools. There is that expectation of inclusion in all schools; therefore, the whole area of the changing
nature of our society will be reflected in the work that is ongoing in schools. As that grows and
develops, the needs of all young people will be considered. That is the requirement of any school.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Finally, you may be pleased to hear that | will ask about something that
is in the Bill rather than something that is not. | will then open it up to the Committee. | know that
other members want to ask questions.

From a definitional point of view, the Bill refers to:

"those of different religious belief, including reasonable numbers of both Protestant and Roman
Catholic children".

That will obviously apply to the different providers. It might be part of the definitions, but what does
"reasonable numbers" mean in practice? Schools out there may wonder whether that could mean two
schools from the same broad sector — say, two controlled schools — with some level of mix within
them. Will you perhaps tease out for us what you mean by "reasonable numbers" and what that
means from a practical point of view in the sense of who would be eligible to be counted as part of
shared education?



Mrs Graham: As the Minister has said, the whole approach to the Bill and the policy has been to take
a practical and common-sense approach. We have based everything that we have put together on
the experience that we have had to date. With regard to the concept of reasonable numbers, we have
found that we will always encounter variety in any school, group of partners and the community in
which it is based. There are so many variables that to have been more precise than "reasonable
numbers" would have limited what people would have done, whereas the Bill is trying to be enabling
and empowering.

In all the programmes that we have had in place to date, a decision on whether to support a piece of
shared education is never taken exclusively on the number of young people. It will be taken on a
range of factors, of which the numbers will be a part. What is reasonable in one situation may not be
exactly the same in another. Our schools reflect the communities in which they are based, and the
same thing will happen with the partner schools. We have had situations in which it looks like there is
an imbalance in the numbers towards one community or the other, but, in fact, the importance of the
work that has been done is that each community is given recognition in that work. However, it has
been a sensible approach for those schools to partner together. In our practical experience, we
cannot say that it must be 50% or 30%; it is about making a common-sense, practical judgement and
looking at it in the round to see what works.

When we spoke to the Committee previously, people raised the issue of special schools, and we also
had that in the applications for the DSC project. Technically, special schools are designated as
controlled schools. Therefore, there was a query about whether they could partner only with schools
from the Catholic maintained sector, which is not the case, because obviously it depends on the
population of the special school. The fact that it is designated as "controlled” in some way should not
preclude —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): The designation —
Mrs Graham: It really is the spirit of reasonable numbers —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): From that point of view, the designation will not be a bar to two schools
working together, if they are from the same designation, but provided they pass the other test.

Mrs Graham: They can show that there are reasonable numbers.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Just to be 100% certain on this — it is not defined here — is it the
indication that the Department, so far as you are aware, does not intend to define that any stage, but it
or the EA will make a judgement on a case-by-case basis and say, "Here is a particular project, and
we believe that it meets the test, given the overall circumstances. Here is a second application, and
this application maybe does not meet the test for whatever reason"? However, it will not be explicitly
about it needing to have a certain percentage of pupils; it will be flexible in that regard.

Mrs Graham: Absolutely. You have described it exactly as it has worked out in practice for us.

Mr Andrew Bell (Department of Education): The important thing, from our perspective, is that,
whatever that breakdown is, it has the support of the local communities. That is the key. In
partnerships where one community appears to dominate, those partnerships have to show how they
have engaged with their local community to show that support and how they are planning. We have
had some cases where it has been maybe 3:1 in favour of one community, but schools are actually
managing that on a day-to-day basis by rotating the classes so that they have a better mix in those
classes. Simple numbers in a school are not the key factor. Community support —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): When you have flexibility — | suppose it is the age-old problem in
various things — it can create opportunities, but, because there is a level of uncertainty, there is a
downside to that as well.

Robin, did you want to speak on the numbers point specifically?

Mr Newton: Just on that point, Faustina, there are schools that exist in one sector but are very mixed
and have taken those actions. They still exist in that sector. If such a school wanted to embrace this
and move further along with it, what other factors would be taken into account?



Mrs Graham: As Andrew has said, in making any kind of bid, particularly within a project, there has to
be that element of community support, so that there is support for this moving forward. More
importantly, what will be crucial is the quality of the educational experience that will be defined in any
piece of work that comes forward. You have indicated that this is, first and foremost, about
educational improvement. We have found in the past that, sometimes, anything around this area has
been viewed as a luxury or an add-on. This work is aimed at making all the work that takes place over
the next period something that will be integral to the delivery of the curriculum. As people begin to see
how that can actually achieve improved educational outcomes for their young people and, | suppose,
create and develop more rounded young people as they leave school at 16 or 18, we see that,
eventually, mainstreaming should happen almost of its own accord, rather than the Department having
to lead it. However, we will continue to lead it.

Mr Newton: That is a good expression: "mainstreaming should happen of its own accord".
Mrs Graham: We would love that to happen.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): The question was about other factors. If schools are looking at building
up a project, they will want a reasonable idea of whether what they are pitching is suitable. |
appreciate that you have been looking at a range of factors. Does the Department intend to, at least,
offer schools guidance on what would be acceptable?

Mrs Graham: Yes. | made reference to the Education and Training Inspectorate continuum. One of
the things that we have said in general in the policy is that it is our intention to try to make policy
connections etc more explicit for schools and to help facilitate the process. The Education and
Training Inspectorate developed a continuum that allows schools to baseline their performance and
that of their partner school together, to work collectively to establish a baseline of how the partnership
is working. The important thing about that is that it is based on the four pillars of Every School a Good
School, which are learner-centred provision, leadership, quality of learning and teaching, and the
school in its community. Schools are very familiar with Every School a Good School and how that
works, and they are familiar with ETI's 'Together Towards Improvement' documentation. This has
been developed as an extension of that. In the guidance that schools will use for self-evaluation are
four stages of that continuum: developing, defining, extending and embedding in the curriculum, which
we have talked about. So, there is a clear guide, at the moment, around our best understanding of
what shared education is. | anticipate that that continuum will look different by the end of the next four
years from how it looks now. We are trying to have the Department, the Education Authority, ETI and
schools working collectively to learn together through the process. That is the intention.

Mr A Bell: The other key thing is that we have provided the funding to the Education Authority. Any
partnership will be offered the services of a shared education development officer who will work with
them and work through the detail, so that they are not putting in applications, which they obviously put
a lot of work into, that will not meet the requirements.

Mr Lunn: Thanks for your presentation. The Bill is mercifully short; | will say that. | am looking at the
definition. Does it mean that a controlled or voluntary grammar and a controlled secondary school in
the same area, where there might be educational benefits to sharing classes and facilities, which |
thought was the original intention of this, may well not qualify under the definition, if they come from
the same sector? There could be a struggling secondary school and a successful grammar close by.
There would be obvious benefits — | would say to both schools but certainly to one of them — in the
delivery of the curriculum and quality teaching. However, that definition does not appear to include the
facility for them to cooperate under the scheme.

Mrs Graham: Are you talking about two grammar schools that would not have what we have
described as a "reasonable” mix of —

Mr Lunn: | am talking about a voluntary grammar and a secondary school from the same ethos and
background. Let us say that the voluntary grammar is, as some are, largely of one religion, if you
must talk in religious terms, and so is the secondary school. It seems to me that a number of
gualifications are required. You have to have "reasonable” — whatever that means — numbers of
Protestant and Roman Catholic children or young persons. Is there a difference between a child and
a young person? Then there are those who are experiencing socio-economic deprivation and those
who are not. We have been waiting for the definition; at least we have one now. At the start of this,
we were assured that the primary objective was to improve the educational prospects of children and



to enable the curriculum to be delivered in circumstances in which some schools would have had
difficulty otherwise, particularly at the top level, with small classes and combinations. It has been
going on for years, and it is perfectly sensible. This appears to be almost diverting the project down
the path of trying to encourage social mixing and bringing our children together, which is no bad thing.
Obviously, as a supporter of a different system, | would say that. Where are we with this?

Mr A Bell: The key thing is that shared education is about educational improvement and improving
reconciliation outcomes, which are part of the curriculum. Our experience from having run five years'
worth of programmes with IFI funding is that you need to have that contact with the other community
and meaningful contact on a long-term basis to be effective on the reconciliation front. Therefore, we
need to ensure that, if those are the aims of shared education, there is that mix. Each application is
looked at on a case-by-case basis. It is about ensuring that it has that mix. It is about educational
improvement, but it is also about being able to address the reconciliation aspect.

Mr Lunn: To take a specific example; if Methody wanted to cooperate with the local secondary school,
would it actually have to count the numbers in order to make sure that there was a reasonable
balance? If it came up with a cross-section of its school population that reflected the overall
percentages, which as we all know are 45% Protestant, 25% Catholic and 30% others, and there was
a preponderance of "others" in the make-up, then the scheme would be very beneficial, potentially, to
the other school involved, which may or may not be one that has a high level of socio-economic
deprivation and free school meals, let us say. Itis all a bit woolly. Andrew, you say that it is on a
case-by-case basis, and | accept that that is really the only way to go on this. However, | hope that,
as it rolls out, there will be a large degree of flexibility.

Mr A Bell: That is how the applications are looked at currently. There is a project board, and an
assessment panel looks at each application. It looks at applications from the point of view of whether
schools are able to deliver good educational outcomes, whether they demonstrate in their applications
and action plans how they actually do that and whether they are able to address the reconciliation
outcomes as well. It very much depends not just on the make-up of the schools but on what they
clearly demonstrate in the action plans that they propose to do.

Mr Lunn: If you are doing that, is there going to be a genuine attempt to quantify the reconciliatory
benefits at some stage?

Mr A Bell: Yes, we have measures for those. Queen's has already done a longitudinal research
study, which | think they have already briefed the Committee about. That study has been extended to
include shared education. We are measuring that. We are using the Young Life and Times Survey to
get children and young people's attitudes on shared education directly. Again, the reconciliation
guestion was asked as part of that.

Mr Lunn: To go back to it, two controlled schools with largely Protestant populations will not qualify for
this. Yet, they may have a real need for it to deliver the curriculum, which was the original intention.

Mrs Graham: If it is two controlled schools or even to take your question around Methody and another
school, the important thing is that schools are very clear about why they want to cooperate. If it is
about educational improvement including the reconciliation outcomes, obviously a project like this is
entirely appropriate. As we have said, | would not preclude the specific example you give as being an
obstacle to someone participating in the programme.

It is also important to say that the Department has looked at the whole concept of schools that
experience difficult circumstances in school improvement and those that can support other schools to
improve. While we do not have something defined as a project at the moment, there is nothing to stop
the Education Authority supporting schools, particularly post-inspection or, more importantly, those
that are working in partnership on their own volition, in exactly the way that you have described. | do
not want it to seem as though this is not an option for schools, but it is important that each school, as
they partner, is very clear about the purposes for being partner schools in that way. That allows
educational attainment to be improved as a result.

Mr Lunn: Last one, Chair. If two schools came up with a project that is extremely worthy but is clearly
aimed more at reconciliation than educational attainment, which | would obviously support, would that
find favour with the project board?



Mrs Graham: As we have discussed this morning, we are trying to give clarity around all of this
through the Bill and the policy. There are still mixed messages out there. Some people see this as
being purely about reconciliation, which is entirely understandable. If we looked at a project like that
and thought that it seemed as though it had very worthy outcomes, as you have described, then we
would return it to the schools with the offer of support from the development officers to see how we
could get the focus of the project securely on educational improvement. Those projects have then
been allowed to resubmit their applications, and we have reviewed them along the way. Itis in our
interests to help school improvement and to help them to develop.

Mr Lunn: If two schools in north Belfast wanted to come together to do a project to examine each
other's traditions that would not help the pupils to pass their GCSEs but would help them to
understand each other better, how would that fit?

Mrs Graham: | would argue that there are ways in which the schools could approach teaching their
GCSEs that would also improve the GCSE outcomes — obviously, | would argue that. If part of the
process of application and approval is actually helping those schools to see how that is possible, that
would be a win for everyone. In all honesty, we are still in the situation where, particularly, there are
guestions to be asked around each of our disciplines and all the subject areas. In other words, how
does this differ when | teach this in a shared education context to still achieve high-quality outcomes
that also lead to the other aims of the project? We are still learning.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): This is more of a comment than a question. | am sure that quite a few
other people want to come in here. To take Trevor's point on a broader level in relation to this, there is
clearly a need for a high level of flexibility. You mentioned clarity, and the problem is that flexibility
sometimes means that clarity is not necessarily there. One of the things we will have to look at, as a
Committee, is that if we accept the definition at face value — and there could be a danger in tying it
down too much as well — then how do we give ourselves some level of assurance that the
implementation process will be correct and that we are not left with a number of cases in future where,
taking Trevor's point that most people would look at a reasonably generous interpretation of the
wording to permit projects, we do not get a situation where six months or a year down the line a rash
of projects are rejected and the Committee or its successor turns round and says, "That is not really
what we intended when we passed the legislation.” There needs to be some level of thought put into
this — and | am not quite sure how that is done — about the level of monitoring of the on-the-ground
implementation, and about whether there is any level of control or a checking mechanism in that.

Mr Lunn: You are saying what | meant to say. You cannot expect absolute clarity in a situation like
this — | accept that. You have to have a measure of flexibility, but | hope that it is a flexibility that will
recognise the realities of some situations.

Mr A Bell: We have monitoring checks in there. One of the Committee's recommendations was that
we would publish those, and that is the intention. Obviously, as things change, it is a lot easier to
change a policy than to change legislation. We will be looking to update the policy, and that is what
will —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | understand that. | am not being prescriptive about whether this should
be the case, but the question is this: are there mechanisms to do this other than legislation, as part of
our overall examination of the issue? Is there anything in the legislation that we need to look at that
can provide some form of mechanism? | am simply putting open questions at this stage, but it is
something that we need to think through to take account of the implications of what we are passing.
Generally speaking, people will welcome it, but they want to make sure that what is there is fit for
purpose.

Mr Rogers: You are very welcome. | will go to the curriculum. You talked about things being
curriculum-based and about school improvement and so on. Faustina, would you remind us of the
four stages of shared education?

Mrs Graham: Defining, developing, expanding and embedding.
Mr Rogers: What mechanisms will there be to ensure that it is embedded in the curriculum?

Mrs Graham: The continuum is used by all partner schools to look specifically at their partnerships
and how they work. At the moment, what we have asked for in the project is that in the self-evaluation



process, where they baseline their performance, they would be at the developing stage in at least
three —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | am sorry; somebody's phone seems to be buzzing. We can feel the
vibrations. It may be helpful, wherever the phone is, that at least it is not sitting on the table.

Mr Kennedy: Are they good vibrations?

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): They are as good as ever happens in this Committee, Danny. | am
sorry, Faustina.

Mrs Graham: — of the four areas, with a view to moving at least one step along that continuum for
the duration of this project.

There are schools that perhaps already see themselves as being at the expanding stage in some
areas of the continuum. We would like to think that they would be embedding their work by the time
they come to the end of the project. Overall, however, all schools are required to demonstrate how
their partnerships have moved along the continuum in the course of the project. We cannot say that
everyone will have embedded this in the curriculum by the end of the project. However, to give an
example of some of the projects we looked at in the past, particularly under the IFI, they were very
well intentioned. They did really good work and then felt, as the funding came to an end, that,
potentially, the project came to an end.

Sustainability is built into the requirements of this work. A project may start at Key Stage 3 or post-16,
but the expectation is that the school will demonstrate through its school development plan and the
action planning process that the project will become whole-school as it develops. That is the intention.
Whether it is in a curriculum area or, for example, in personal development and mutual understanding
(PDMU), it should be developed on a whole-school basis. It is about each partnership developing it in
a way that it can do best. At this point, all the partnerships that have been approved have had a
baseline visit from the Education and Training Inspectorate to confirm their self-evaluation. The
feedback we have had from the partnerships is that those visits have been very productive and
constructive.

Mr Rogers: Say that, at GCSE level, the baseline was that one tenth of their curriculum involved
sharing a subject across two communities. If they were to decide to move that up a step or two and
three of their subjects were shared between two schools, would that lead to extra funding?

Mrs Graham: Not as part of the project, unless that is part of the plan. If they have planned for that to
be staged across the four years, the funding would accrue over that period. Again, it comes back to
the needs of individual schools in their partnership arrangement.

There is also the question of how far you need to go in sharing classes and the purposes for doing so.
In some instances, it may not make sense for the school in a particular discipline; in other cases, it
may be that it is not just about class sizes but the expertise of the staff in any of the given schools. |
know that we are talking very much about the concept of flexibility this morning, case by case, but we
have to have the confidence, as an education system, to allow that to happen. You will have
experienced, as have |, the imposition of a training approach or idea that people then reject along the
way, so this is really about allowing people to progress in a way that they have, as Andrew said,
checks and balances to ensure that things move in the right direction. Ultimately, it is about the
partnership having control over what it does.

Mr Rogers: Would the ETI be quality-assuring the self-evaluation of the process?

Mrs Graham: That has happened on every partnership to date. The first cohort will have a monitoring
visit at the end of their first year.

Mr Rogers: This disturbs me. Take, for example, the DSC project, in which levels of progression
were used to measure the quality of community interaction: we found that to be very strange, although
schools had high-quality assessment in their own schools. Will we get away from that type of
measure?



Mrs Graham: | do not think that we will ever get away from statutory assessment, because it is
statutory assessment —

Mr Rogers: | do not mean that; | am just disturbed by some of the things that happened. | know that
we are trying to work through a solution on this thing that would have used some arbitrary measure
such as levels of progression that were really removed from looking at community engagement, which
they do not measure at all.

Mr A Bell: They are used only for the educational improvement aspect. We have other measures for
community engagement.

Mr Rogers: Yes, but, if you were in the schools' situation of looking at the baseline and they were
using some different method of assessing their plans for community engagement, whether it was to
offer two subjects at GCSE across two schools, you would be happy to use their measures — or ETI
would be happy.

Mrs Graham: The important thing is that, looking at individual partnerships, all measures that are
being developed will be used in that evaluation process. To be fair to the ETI, all measures have
always been used in looking at the evaluation of individual schools. Part of this is that, as Andrew
said, new measures are being developed that we cannot be completely confident about at this point in
time, but, hopefully, especially with those around attitudinal etc, we have built on the experience that
we have had to date. We are hopeful that some of our measurements will be quite cutting-edge in
comparison. When we looked even internationally, we struggled, as you know, to find ways of
measuring some of that achievement. In fact, | think that we will be leading the way on the work that
we do on attitudinal change.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | will bring in our ageing Beach Boy, Danny.

Mr Kennedy: Thank you very much, Chairman. | am surprised that one so young should remember
those people.

You are very welcome. | apologise to other colleagues, but | have to move on to exciting political
talks.

| want to expand a bit on Mr Lunn's concern about how this will work, not only on a cross-community
basis but on a cross-sectoral basis, in that it is not going to be loaded with quotas that will, effectively,
discount the opportunity for schools to bring forward proposals for shared education on a cross-
sectoral basis.

Mrs Graham: When you say cross-sectoral, do you mean as in primary and post-primary?

Mr Kennedy: Yes. Also post-primary in terms of grammar and non-grammar — selective and non-
selective. Are any restrictions or quotas going to be put in place to, essentially, exclude the potential
for cooperation there?

Mrs Graham: No. | do not think that there would be any intention; that goes back to the concept of
flexibility. As long as we have reasonable numbers, as it says in the Bill, and a mix of socio-economic
background, that is the minimum essential requirement. Of course, we have seen that schools and
their partners go way beyond that in reality, and so we have said that that is the minimum requirement.
We are confident that schools, in terms of inclusion, are beyond that stage at the moment. We have
seen interesting work across time in that area.

With regard to cross-sector for primary or post-primary, there are some pieces of work ongoing around
transition beyond the shared education programme, but we would encourage those types of
partnership as well, because the whole build of cross-sector is something that we have still not
cracked completely in education. It would be very welcome.

Mr Kennedy: Where do you see the difference between shared education and integrated education in
respect of the Bill?

Mrs Graham: At the most basic level, it is the fact that integrated education is about young people
from both community backgrounds being educated in one school and shared education is very much
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about encouraging partnership between schools and encouraging them to work together. That is the
basic explanation for the differences between the two approaches. One is an educational approach
and has a sector associated with it — obviously, the integrated sector — and the other is an
educational approach generally. At its simplest, it is children being educated in one school and
children being educated through a partnership or network of schools.

Mr A Bell: Integrated schools can bring a lot to the process. Obviously, they have already developed
a very inclusive ethos, which is one of the things we are trying to achieve through this. They can
share that, but, equally, they can benefit from learning from others about educational improvement
areas where they may be weaker in certain subjects.

Mr Kennedy: The intention of the Bill is to encourage further cooperation, collaboration and sharing
between schools, rather than, ultimately, integrating them.

Mrs Graham: That is the intention, but schools, as a result of engaging in a programme like this, may
choose to consider something different. Any integrated school will be established through parental
preference; it is not something that we would dictate.

Mr A Bell: As communities move along with this, there is the potential for them to decide that the
integrated approach is something that they want to move to. There is the potential for that to happen,
but it may not happen in all communities.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): The other issue is defined in the Bill. We often think of sharing as "Here
are two schools getting together”, but, as well as that, various projects could be a cluster of schools. It
could be a number of schools from different sectors in that regard.

Mr Craig: Like Danny, most of us are trying to get our heads round the definition. This is not about
integration; that is not my understanding of it. It may lead to that, but it is not about it. That is what |
want to explore with you. When you look at a shared education project, what will be the key drivers?
Will it be educational achievement? That is vital. Will it be the sharing of scarce resources between
two schools or, in many cases, more than two schools? Will that score highly? Is it, again, down to
the sharing of traditions across sectors? How will you measure that? Is there almost a scoring card
when it comes to a shared project as to how well it will do with regard to all of that?

Mr A Bell: It can be all of those. It is not really addressed in those particular points. Obviously, if an
application shows that it is doing all of those, that is a relatively easy decision. All schools and
communities are at different stages of the process. Some schools are in areas in which there are a lot
of community tensions and there are different issues for those schools. Therefore, each needs to be
looked at case by case. When looking at applications, two questions are key. The first is whether it is
about educational improvement, whether they can demonstrate through their action plan how they will
achieve that educational improvement, and whether we have the confidence that the steps that they
are suggesting will do that. The second is whether they can also address the reconciliation issue.
Those are the two primary issues that we look at.

Mr Craig: Andrew, this is where it will get difficult. It is not down to the legislation. We are here to
encourage the sharing of resources, sectors, backgrounds and whatever. That is OK; that is easy to
put into legislation. In reality, though, | know that you are saying that you take every case on a case-
by-case basis, but this may well lead to legal challenges if cases are turned down.

Mr A Bell: To date, most of the applications have gone through. If there have been concerns, as
Faustina has indicated, development officers will work with those schools. To be fair to the schools,
they are perfectly open to that; they are working with development officers to address those issues.
That is more of the approach that we are taking; we are trying to have a very facilitative approach to
encourage as many schools as possible. We are not looking to turn schools down; we are looking at
how we get schools involved in the process. That is the approach that has been taken to date. We
are trying to be as flexible as possible and to give the schools the support and advice that they need
so that they can address the points. In some cases, it may not have been a factor that they have
thought about, and when it is raised with them they will be able to meet more of the aims.

The point that | was trying to make was that the key thing is that, because schools are all at different

stages, one of the other factors that we will look at is where that school is. They give a background as
to what they have done in the past and what the issues are. All those factors are taken into account.

10



In judging applications, we look at where a school is at, what it is proposing and whether everything
aligns so that we have the confidence that that programme will move forward.

Mrs Graham: In response to Mr Rogers, | touched on ETI and the continuum. The first place that a
partnership will fall down is in the quality of the self-evaluation or if it is effective in looking at self-
evaluation but realises, through that process, that it is not at a stage where it can embark on a
Delivering Social Change programme. Some partnerships have recognised that. As Peace IV comes
on board, it will be specifically aimed at schools that feel they are further back in the process. The
important thing is that, through the self-evaluation process, schools are enhancing the quality of what
they do. They have been quite familiar with doing that on a single-organisation basis. It begins to test
things a bit more, particularly around educational improvement, when you have to open up all your
organisation to another school and when you are doing that on the basis of trust. It is not something
that is imposed or something that we have told people to do, but they know that, in order to work
together, they have to build that trust.

That is a really interesting aspect of how you begin to see quality; equally, however, in looking at
assessing those projects, that is one of the easiest places to say no to. In individual projects, we
sometimes see a lack of mixing of children with the emphasis having been on the adults interacting as
opposed to the sharing of classes. It has perhaps been about professional development for teachers
rather than for the children. Again, that allows us to say, "Have you thought this through or are you
are at the right stage to embark on this programme?" It has been an iterative process in that way.
Hopefully, we will not have challenges.

Mr Craig: Faustina and Andrew, | welcome that it is a more open approach; it is almost a list. This
goes back to what Sean was trying to get at. A lot of the projects are excellent. | could take you to
examples in my constituency where this occurred naturally before we were even thinking of a Shared
Education Bill. One of the biggest issues is the question of trust. It is not easy for two schools to trust
and to share all the information that they have —

Mrs Graham: Absolutely.

Mr Craig: Because, ultimately, they are competing. You cannot escape that under our choice system.
When trust is built up to a level at which they share resources, and that benefits everyone, you can get
around the complexities of timetabling, sharing teachers and all that because those are technicalities,
but the one thing that you cannot escape is the physical resource implications of transport. The Bill is
well and good, but will resources follow to allow or encourage those things?

Mr A Bell: The Minister has already committed on a number of occasions. This was brought up in the
ministerial advisory group report, which reckoned that it was a shared education premium. There are
arguments for and against that. The Minister has said that he is committed to mainstreaming funding
for shared education in the longer term and to using the experience of the signature project and Peace
IV to determine how best that happens. He has said on a number of occasions that he recognises
that there are additional costs with that, and he has indicated that he is willing to mainstream those
additional costs.

Mr Rogers: | have a very brief point on that. Looking at good practice in the past, we should open our
eyes more to sharing education virtually and to projects for dissolving boundaries and so on where
children from the two communities are brought together in a virtual classroom. Surely that should be
used as a mechanism. It will not eliminate the transport issue. The resources are already there in
terms of C2k and so on.

Should the technology not be used to its full capacity by having virtual classrooms?

Mr A Bell: Schools that have applied to the programme are doing that. However, one of the key
factors is that a lot of evidence states that simply relying on virtual is not as beneficial as having some
face-to-face interaction and opportunities for young people to meet somebody from another
community face to face. | think that Queen's talked to the Committee about that. On a number of
occasions, the Minister talked about young people learning about one another from one another.
Evidence shows that ongoing sustained engagement helps with some of the reconciliation issues that
you do not get to the same extent with a virtual environment. We are not saying that the use of ICT
and C2k is not a key aspect of how you can deliver this in an economic way.
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Mr Rogers: | am not saying that virtual should replace face-to-face contact, but surely a mix of both
would cut down on travel costs and so on.

Mr A Bell: A number of the applications that we have seen are already doing that.

Mrs Overend: Thank you for coming in; apologies for missing the start, but | had to call at my local
school with Nathan. | agree with a lot of the comments and concerns that have been raised this
morning. The Youth Council is included in the list. What sort of projects do you foresee coming in
under that umbrella?

Mr A Bell: As you will be aware, the signature programme is targeting schools. That will expand when
the shared education funding through Peace IV comes in. In the past, we have seen youth-to-school
collaborations that have been agreed under Peace IV. We have a number of very successful projects
with International Fund for Ireland (IFI) funding in which youth workers work alongside teachers in
schools. That is the sort of project that we are talking about. That gives you a more consistent
approach, because the young people who attend those schools during the day go to youth clubs in the
evening. So, the two are much more aligned, and you have a much more joined-up approach
between the two sectors. If youth workers are working with schools, they can see what the schools
are addressing, and they can address the same thing in an informal way through the youth sector. So,
we have found those youth-to-school collaborations to be very effective.

Mrs Overend: So, it is not youth organisations working with other youth organisations across the
community.

Mr A Bell: There will be potential for that under Peace 1V, but not under the shared education
thematic area. It will be under the children and young people thematic area, because youth
organisations have already done this quite a lot in the past, as you may be aware. They have their
equity, diversity and interdependence to address a number of the issues. That underpins a lot of
youth-work practice. Yes, there will be an opportunity for youth-to-youth organisations under Peace
IV, but it will be under the children and young people thematic area rather than the shared education
thematic area.

Mrs Overend: How is that assessed? Will there be an assessment of the success of that?
Mr A Bell: Do you mean for shared education?
Mrs Overend: Yes.

Mr A Bell: Peace IV will expand into early years. We already have the school-to-school framework
model, and Faustina talked about the continuum model. The Education and Training Inspectorate
helped to work up similar models specific to the youth and early years sectors to address the same
issues. They will be used as a baseline for self-evaluation and for identifying how they take that
forward.

Mrs Overend: Thank you for that. | wanted to raise the signature projects and the problems being
experienced there. | have been contacted by schools in my constituency, as, | am sure, have
colleagues. | shared a letter with the Committee this morning regarding the concerns that primarily
schools under tranche 1, in particular, have. | understand that they participated in training and had
away days, etc, before they were aware of the assessment criteria being placed upon them. |
understand that some schools are proceeding with the project in the view that it all will be sorted while
other schools have been advised that they must wait until it is all confirmed. There seems to be
different views and advice being given to schools across the country. Can you clarify when they
should have been told? They should have been told the assessment criteria upfront, surely.

Mrs Graham: That has been brought to our attention. | know that you asked about that yesterday.
We would be happy to come back to you on that because we have a project board meeting this
morning when we leave here. We will take that up with the Education Authority. We are confident
that, in tracing back all our information, it has been in the documentation that there is an expectation
that end-of-key-stage results would be submitted, although there are two things at play here. The
Minister decided that any new money going into the system would be dependent on schools
participating in statutory assessment. In the shared education programme, there is also an
expectation that end-of-key-stage outcomes would be used as one of the measures. | think that that
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was the point that Andrew was making earlier to Mr Rogers. It is one of the measures in the
programme, but, at the moment, it is the only common measure that we have of educational
improvement. While we will look at all the outcomes in the round, it is nevertheless the common
measure that we have across schools.

While we are confident that that was included in the documentation, of course we have to be open to
listening to schools saying that they received mixed messages. | think that the important thing for us
at the moment is that, as | said in the briefing, the Minister is engaging personally with the unions to try
to bring resolution to this situation around the end-of-key-stage assessments and is awaiting a
response from the unions at the moment.

Mr A Bell: As a Department, we have not been advising schools either to sign up or not to sign up;
what we have been keen to do is to ensure that schools have all the facts. A number of schools were
unaware of some of the negotiations that were going on, and we made them aware of those facts.
What we do know is that some schools, immediately on receiving their letters of offer, indicated that
they could not sign them and could not comply with the conditions. In those circumstances, the
Education Authority has no option but to withdraw the offer. However, we have said that if schools get
to a stage where they can, those offers will be reinstated. It is for other schools that came and asked
the questions. We were giving the information, saying that this was something that they needed to
consider and trying to be as helpful and facilitative in the process as possible. Ultimately, it is up to
schools to make the decisions.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Faustina, you indicated that there is a meeting on this today: can you
provide the Committee with correspondence? | am conscious that, while it is a very important issue
and the Deputy Chairperson and | both raised it yesterday at Question Time, although | think that we
pursued different routes on it —

Mrs Graham: It was raised with us, and we will take those concerns forward with the Education
Authority.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): OK. | am just conscious that we get the most up-to-date information but
also that we obviously have a lot of stuff to do today, so | am keen probably to continue.

Mr Hazzard: Thanks very much. | have probably just a few thoughts, actually. Without getting into
the whole integrated and shared education argument, a lot of this is around the need to dissolve
boundaries, yet | just wonder whether there is a fear that we may copper-fasten such boundaries if we
are talking strictly about "shared" as being shared by Catholics and Protestants. | know that we have
included social class in there as well, but we have serious issues in this society around newcomer
children and ethnic minorities: where do they fit in shared education? Looking at the main reasons for
bullying in schools, we see that they are homophobia, race and national identity etc: where does that
fit into shared education?

| fear that we are looking at a 20th-century solution to a 21st-century problem. Our system is trying to
move away from such identity factors as "Catholic" and "Protestant”, and it should be. How does the
Bill enable us to, | suppose, evolve in time? Is there scope to evolve if our system evolves? How do
we ensure that this is not just another project or policy and that it will be inbuilt in everything that we
do, with specific reference, | suppose, to area planning? Do the two dovetail? Are the two separate?
Are there two working groups working together on this? For example, when Delivering Social Change
funding ends, does shared education end with it or will it be inbuilt in the system that it is now here for
the foreseeable future? There are probably more thoughts than questions in there.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): If you want to respond shortly. [Laughter.]

Mrs Graham: In answer to your first question, yes, obviously. In its report, the Committee talked
about visiting schools, seeing their work and listening to teachers talking about what they do. We
have to have confidence that teachers know and understand the curriculum, and what we are doing
here is supporting the development of that. It is the tension, | suppose, between, on the one hand, not
ignoring the legacy of the past in order to build a brighter future and trying to ensure that there is that
breadth that you have described. That comes back to my earlier explanation of the Bill being quite
precise but the policy trying to demonstrate the outworkings as being much broader. To date, what we
have seen in schools reflects that. That can only grow and develop in a very positive way around the
concept of inclusion. | understand your point, and | think that we have taken cognisance of it.
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As regards liaison, yes, we have tried in this, as | have said, to make the connections. | talked about
how we made the connections between evaluation that is ongoing with ETI, moving it into this and
making connections with Every School a Good School so that there is continuity and that we are
making what is happening explicit for schools. Andrew and Mr Rogers talked about ICT, for example.
We have been told now that the attitudinal survey, for example, will be delivered through the C2k
system, so while it is Queen's University that has responsibility for that, children will participate through
C2k. To me, the important thing here is not to rush this into an initiative that will be done and dusted
in two or three years but, in fact, to have the confidence to look at this as a system-wide development
that, after the DSC programme, will continue and the concept of this ultimately being fully integrated
into the delivery of the curriculum. That is as fast as | could go.

Mr A Bell: The Minister has also, on a number of occasions, indicated that one of the reasons why he
wants to bring forward a shared education Bill is to ensure that the message is very firm that this is
part of our system.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Thank you, Faustina and Andrew. It has been a lengthy but useful
session in exploring the details of this.
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The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | welcome Tina Merron, the chief executive of the Integrated Education
Fund; Sam Fitzsimmons, communications director of the Integrated Education Fund; Bernie Kells, a
senior development officer at the Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education (NICIE); and Lorna
McAlpine, also a senior development officer at NICIE. | will hand over to you to make a short
presentation, and we will then open up the meeting to questions from Committee members.

Ms Bernie Kells (Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education): Thank you, Chair and
Committee members. | want to do two things: first, | want to assure the Committee of our commitment
to the Bill and our expertise in commenting on it, and, secondly, | will summarise why we believe that
the Bill as it stands needs amended if it is to be consistent with the Department of Education's policy
definition of shared education. In the document, shared education is described as a continuum, with
integrated education (IE) at the "upper end of that continuum®. In fact, the document refers to
integrated education as the "optimum" form of sharing. We therefore believe that it is essential that
integrated education be written into the legislation, and my colleagues will present on the detalil.

For a moment, | will speak on behalf of the integrated movement. We are here today to speak with
one voice. We welcome anything, including shared education, that brings young people together to
learn with, from and about one another. That is the mission of integrated education, and we have long
experience of and expertise in doing it. Integrated education has been actively involved in supporting
and managing shared education projects, and my colleague will give further detail. Central to the Bill,
however, is the idea that, through sharing, schools will proceed to becoming fully integrated. DE
envisages that shared education can be a stepping stone to schools becoming fully integrated It is



therefore essential that, if the Bill, which is the outworking of the Department's policy, is to have the
best chance of working, schools be supported to move along the continuum, as the policy requires.

I now hand over to Lorna, who will make some comments on the detail of the clauses.

Ms Lorna McAlpine (Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education): Thank you very much for
the invitation. | begin by apologising. | have a dose of the cold, and my voice has been badly
affected.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Itis a by-product of this time of year.

Ms McAlpine: Exactly.
| am delighted to be here to speak to the Committee about the clauses.

We think that the Bill would benefit from some amendments. In particular, we would welcome an
amendment to clause 1 to make clear the linkage between shared and integrated education as stated
very clearly in the shared education policy that Bernie quoted. Not including a reference to integrated
education seems like an omission. It calls for clarity, because, from the public's point of view and for
everyone's perception, there needs to be some clarity on the linkage between the two. As it stands, IE
is not included in the clause. That could be detrimental to the development of integrated education, as
the Education Authority (EA) has the duty to:

"encourage, facilitate and promote shared education”,

yet there is no mention of integrated education. It is in article 64 of the Education Reform (Northern
Ireland) Order 1989, as we know, but some linkage needs to be made here.

Clause 2 deals with the power to encourage and facilitate shared education. It may be worth saying
that | have worked in integrated education for a long time. We had integrating education projects in
2005 and 2007, and my colleagues from the Integrated Education Fund (IEF) will tell you that they
have been involved in the Promoting a Culture of Trust (PACT) programme for about 15 years. We
then had the Primary Integrating/Enriching Education (PIEE) project, which was run by the North
Eastern Education and Library Board (NEELB). A colleague of ours, Roisin Marshall, was loaned out
from NICIE to run that project. She is coming back as our new chief executive in the new year. We
have a long history in this. More recently, Bernie led a very successful project to support shared
education called "Sharing Classrooms/Deepening Learning”, which was an International Fund for
Ireland (IFI) project.

We have shown a commitment over many years to the role of IE within the shared education policy.
We are just surprised that NICIE has not been included in the list of bodies to encourage and facilitate
shared education. We have many schools already involved in shared education projects, so | think
that our not being included is an oversight. We were created a non-departmental public body (NDPB)
in 2011. The Youth Council, which you heard from earlier, is on the list of NDPBs, so we do not see
any reason why NICIE, as an NDPB, and maybe others involved such as Comhairle na
Gaelscolaiochta (CnaG) could not be listed to help the growth of shared education. That inclusion
would, we think, be helpful in implementing the shared education policy, which refers to:

"opportunities for sharing the good practice that has been developed within the integrated sector"

and the provision of:

"collaborative opportunities that can equally benefit pupils attending integrated schools."

We are trying to say that it is important to make that linkage again and to make sure that we can offer
certain support for schools, as we have already done through the various projects, to make the whole
experience for young people better in the shared environment. It would also be helpful for the
Department of Education and NICIE in discharging their obligations under the Programme for
Government for shared education.

There is an anomaly with planning, because, at the moment, no one has the right to plan for integrated
education. That planning role could be given to the EA or, more properly maybe, to NICIE. That



would clarify matters. It would also be an assurance for us to know that DE is fully committed to the
1989 Order, article 64 of which contains the duty to:

"encourage and facilitate the development of integrated education".

We are pleased that an agreement on the review of integrated education came from this Committee.
We would welcome the chance to input to the terms of reference, because there is an issue about the
linkages and the joined-up nature of what we offer to the public and to young people in particular as
experiences in shared or integrated settings. As you can see, we are committed to the whole sharing
thing and have been involved in it for a long time.

Thank you very much. | hand over to Sam, who will outline some of the economic issues.

Mr Sam Fitzsimmons (Integrated Education Fund): | wish to touch briefly on the potential impact of
the Bill. The Minister has committed to mainstream funding in the longer term, using the experience
gained during this initial implementation period. Investment to date has been around £25 million over
four years. That is estimated to reach around 10% to 15% of pupils. Of that £25 million, £15 million
will be spent on teacher cover and renting premises, with a further £5 million on transport and buses.

The Department's explanatory and financial memorandum that accompanies the Bill addresses the
financial effects. It acknowledged:

"there may be additional financial implications to schools working in partnership particularly in
relation to transport and substitute teacher costs."

Therefore, at the end of this shared education signature project, we would call for an audit of the
financial impact of mainstreaming shared education. That should be carried out by, for example, the
Northern Ireland Audit Office (NIAO). It could include the number of children involved in shared
education and an evaluation of the educational outcomes.

| will pass over to my colleague Tina Merron, who will expand a little on vision and structural change.

Mrs Tina Merron (Integrated Education Fund): The Bill is an opportunity to provide a vision for
education for the next five years. It could lay a pathway that brings structural change that could lead
to a more cohesive education system. It could provide an opportunity to progress and deal with some
of the problems that have been identified in area planning by this very Education Committee. The Bill
should also be considered in the light of the recommendations of the NIAO report on the sustainability
of schools, which is currently with the Public Accounts Committee. | believe that it is likely to publish a
report in January or February, so that should be taken into consideration.

It is ambitious, but shared education could help with the problem of the lack of consultation in area
planning by providing an opportunity for more discussion with parents and more consultation with the
full community in an area to find out what parents want and what is needed. That would give
communities the confidence that their voice will be heard and that they are part of the future planning.
They, in turn, could help with the creative solutions required for their area. Those solutions, through
shared education, could, in turn, help reduce surplus places.

From our experience of community engagement over a number of years, we know that schools want
to move along the continuum, but there is no authority or support body to help them on that journey.
Parents want their voice heard. Independent community audits are a proven mechanism for achieving
that. The wider school community also needs to know that parents have the same vision as it. The
Bill does not address that issue. It makes minor adjustments, but it does not provide a vision for the
future. There is no evidence of structural change. However, if that is what we have at this stage, at
least it is a start. It is not just about what parents want: there is enough evidence that a younger
generation is demanding more and has a greater vision than the current education stakeholders. Has
anyone actually brought all the pupils of Lisanelly together and asked them what they really want?
Have they been brought together and asked, "Do you want a joint sixth form or a single sixth form?"?
Those are the questions that the pupils should be asked.

On behalf of the integrated movement, | will leave you with three possible amendments to the Bill. We
think that shared education is a step in the right direction, but the Bill is not ambitious enough. First,

there needs to be an authority or structure built into the Bill to help schools move along the continuum
and to provide links to integrated education. Secondly, all nine non-departmental public bodies should



be given the power to support shared education projects. Thirdly, the Education Authority must
consult the full community, possibly through independent community audits. That must be central to
area planning, as creative solutions can help with duplication. We must stop assuming that what we
have is what parents and young people want.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): That will be very useful. Thank you for your evidence.

Perhaps you can get the specifics of those amendments to the Committee Clerk. | appreciate that you
have given a direct submission, but you mentioned, for instance, clause 1 and the legislative definition
therein. You suggested that there needs to be a direct reference to integrated education, but it is not
clear what your specific amendment would be. If you have specific amendments, they would be
helpful.

There may be an opportunity to do this at Consideration Stage, but it struck me that certain things may
lead directly to an amendment. The Committee will also produce a report on the Bill. Some of the
monitoring arrangements may be stuff that will not necessarily be in legislation but should be put in
place. Therefore, there may be issues around what we recommend on that broader level.

I want to clarify a couple of things on NDPBs. You stated that the list of bodies should reference
NICIE. Presumably, that means that all the education sectors should be mentioned, including, for
instance, the new controlled sector one. | have not seen your full list in that regard, but that is what |
take from your position.Another issue to touch on is the definition of "shared education” and
"integrated education". Integrated education is focused particularly on one limb of the Bill and relates
to the relationship between the two main communities. However, the Bill also goes on to completely
different ground and deals with the socio-economic side. Do you accept that, while there is a
continuum, there are slight differences between shared and integrated education?

Ms Kells: Yes, absolutely. Shared education is a continuum, in the sense of schools with different
religious backgrounds and socio-economic groups and, indeed, other groups that are not referenced
in the Bill but are in the policy sharing together. Integrated education, consciously on a daily basis,
brings those groups together, which is why it is referred to in the policy as the optimum form of
sharing. From that point of view, it is absolutely important that there be strong, clear linkages, both in
the definition in the Bill and in its outworkings, between shared and integrated education. Integrated
education is quality, sustained sharing on a daily basis. It is what the Department itself envisages
happening as schools become more and more involved in sharing. Indeed, it envisages some schools
progressing right to the end of the continuum. That is why we think it important that the Bill reflect that
intention.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | understand that. Clearly, one limb of the test is that some schools fulfil
that, as do other schools in other sectors. Although integrated education will bring together people
from different backgrounds, it is not specifically focused on bringing in those who have socio-economic
deprivation and those who do not.

Ms Kells: Integrated schools absolutely do that.
The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It is not part of their aims and objectives.

Ms McAlpine: It is part of the statement of principles that we talk about in being inclusive regarding all
socio-economic issues. Itis right in there. It is part of our thing about equity and diversity.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Obviously, the thrust of the Bill is not really meant to be about within
schools; it is between schools.

Ms McAlpine: Yes, but it is about what you are going to share. Are you going to share a site, a
building, some curriculum, a field or, in our case, are you sharing an ethos within one building? The
definitions are very similar. In the definition of “integrated" in the 1989 Order, there is an "s" missing:
one article states "school", while another states "schools". That definition is very close. Itis trying to
say that there are linkages. It is maybe also trying to avoid confusion in people's minds and to give us
our place, in the sense that we have something to offer here. We are keen to offer it and have shown
that we have offered it before. We would be happy to help again to develop and work with teachers,

as Bernie has done, to make this a better experience for young people.



Mr Lunn: Thanks for your presentation. | do not need convincing about your arguments, as you
probably realise. | let other people ask the questions. Talk to me about the definition of shared
education, which is between:

"those of different religious belief, including reasonable numbers of both Protestant and Roman
Catholic children".

Do you see that as being satisfactory, or would you like to see it extended?

Ms Kells: | go back to the point that | made in response to the first question, Trevor: it does not reflect
the diversity of all the groups that we have in society. Therefore, | do not think it is satisfactory. |
understand that there is an attempt in the policy to name the groups, but, in the context of improving
the Bill, strengthening the Bill and really giving a commitment that it could make a societal step
forward by recognising and in visibly stating that those other groups are members of our society, the
Bill does not go far enough in that respect.

Mr Lunn: Does it need to mention others? Is it as simple as that? Effectively, the Bill defines the
circumstances in which two schools can cooperate, and it is entirely related to Protestant and Roman
Catholic children. | can foresee a situation in which that ratio might not be correct, as some schools
have maybe 30% of others.

Ms Kells: You are absolutely correct. The Bill, if it is about shared education, needs to reflect the
actual increasing diversity of young people and their backgrounds, beliefs, values and orientations. If
the Shared Education Bill is for a shared future and a shared society, it needs to reflect that.

Mr Rogers: You are very welcome.

Bernie, | am reflecting on a few words that you said at the beginning:

"through sharing, schools will proceed to becoming fully integrated."

The Bill, as you see it, is the stepping stones towards shared education, but those stepping stones are
not there for getting to the ultimate aim of integrated education. Other people mentioned the
continuum. Do you believe that there needs to be a system by which we incentivise the idea of
sharing so that people will work towards being fully integrated? For example, can children who share
25% of their curriculum time as opposed to those who share 100% be incentivised? Would that be of
any benefit? Do you see an opportunity? The other question that | had in my mind is this: does the
Bill, in committing to shared education, lead down the road towards integrated education?

Ms Kells: | will take each point separately. You are right: underpinning the Bill is the shared
education framework, which is essentially a continuum that charts schools at various stages of their
journey. The more they share, the more they move up the continuum. The Department itself states
that it envisages these being stepping stones. It is an incremental journey to get a more integrated
system of education, and more schools may decide to take the final stage to becoming formally
recognised as "integrated". That is the underpinning of the policy behind the Bill.

Your second question was on whether schools should be incentivised to share. The simple answer to
that is that they are already being incentivised to the tune of £25 million. In response, | ask what will
happen when the money is not there to incentivise them. We need a progressive mechanism whereby,
if schools have shared at one stage, it is not enough then to walk away and say, "We will do it while
there is money there". For what we are trying to do as a society, if schools make the commitment to
share, they need to be supported to continue to share along that pathway.

Mrs Merron: | have been out to schools that want to continue and want that support to continue.
Once you start involving them, parents want to see what the end journey will be. They need
somebody to take them on that journey. It will be a journey that will take a couple of years, but there is
not the support out there currently.

Mr Rogers: Particularly in rural areas, it is difficult to get to the integrated stage at which pupils are all
in one classroom. Do you see IT as being a useful vehicle for sharing the curriculum experiences to
get there?



Ms Kells: It is certainly part of it. Just as you and | are sitting face-to-face speaking to each other,
Sean, there is nothing like doing that on a daily basis and on a personal basis. IT can certainly
enable, but it should certainly not replace or be there instead of.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): There is, sometimes, a temptation to communicate with other members
via IT or whatever, but | would miss all my colleagues around the table. | would miss that face-to-face
experience. [Laughter.]

Mrs Overend: | will not comment on that. [Laughter.]
The Chairperson (Mr Weir): No. | am glad that you are not kicking the ball into an open goal.
Mr Kennedy: Lie in a darkened room and think about that.

Mrs Overend: Thank you very much for coming in today. How do you feel that the success of shared
education could be monitored, valued and, ultimately, measured? Should that become part of the Bill?

Ms Kells: We are aware that the Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI) has developed a detailed
and coherent framework with indicators of how shared education is impacting on management and
structures within the school and, more important from our point of view, how it is impacting on and
improving the educational achievement of the children and young people and the promotion of
understanding, mutual respect and trust. There is also an attempt built into that to measure attitudinal
change. Above everything else, this is a societal opportunity to bring all these things together, and the
ETI framework takes care of that. It is also, however, contingent on the fact that, at the end of each
year, when schools are inspected and monitored, they will have to demonstrate that they have made
sufficient progress on the indicators. Our experience with schools to date tells us that, like any
process, it is extremely onerous, but the monitoring and evaluation are very important.

I have many years of experience of this work, and | would say that it is really important that we do not
simply say that everything is taken care of because we have an instrument. We need to pay close
attention, all the time, to how much it changes and improves life experiences and the understanding
between children, young people, parents and the wider community. Those are the really important
things, and they are the things that are hard to measure. | reiterate the point that that is why
integrated education, with its 30 years of experience, has a massive contribution to make, and that is
why it should be connected in the Bill.

Mrs Overend: Let me get this right: you say that the ETI has the ability to do this, but has it the ability
to do it across schools? It is bound to be more able to do that within one school but —

Ms Kells: Schools that apply for the funding to take part in shared education make their bid in the
context of the ETI instrument — that is in place.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Are you happy enough with the mechanism? Leaving aside whatever
tweaks might be needed, is ETI really the appropriate body to monitor?

Ms Kells: It absolutely needs to be monitored and evaluated, of course, and lessons must be learned
from it.

Mrs Merron: Sandra, it is not just the individual projects but the overall contribution of shared
education that need to be evaluated before more money is put into the mainstream for it. As my
colleague said earlier, we must make sure that it is working, that sufficient numbers are going through
it and that everybody is happy. A body such as the Northern Ireland Audit Office (NIAO) should look
into it when it is completed in 2018.

Mr Fitzsimmons: The Department's business case acknowledged the challenges in recording precise
numbers of pupils. That would impose significant bureaucracy on schools and be subject to risk
through either under- or over-recording the number of pupils involved in the programme. That is an
underlying issue that the Department has already acknowledged. How you could roll that out if you
were mainstreaming it and how you monitor and evaluate the outcomes for individual pupils may be a
big challenge for the Department.



Ms Kells: Further to that, it has to be about more than numbers and hours of curriculum lessons
taught. It absolutely has to be about more than that because there has been initiative after initiative
here. Once they finish, their impact on changing our system is questionable. We face the same
challenge of 92% of our children going to — for want of a better phrase — religiously segregated
schools, and that is despite the millions and millions of pounds that have been put into various
initiatives. We are saying that this is an opportunity, but let us learn from all of the previous initiatives.
This one has to do better.

Mrs Overend: Do you have an opinion on the idea that breaking down the barriers must start with the
employment of teachers and that the fact that teachers need an RE certificate to teach in certain
primary schools is one such barrier? Does that need to be dealt with?

Mr Fitzsimmons: Sandra, your question very much reflects the need for the structural reform that we
talk about. How we move away from the segregated nature of our teacher training colleges is one
area that certainly needs further exploration. We do not have an answer to that, but we see it as one
of the components that need to be addressed in any reform of our education system.

Ms McAlpine: | will add a wee bit to that. At the moment, teaching has, shall we say, a derogation in
fair employment legislation, in that it does not apply to either promotion or recruitment. We looked at
that some years ago and asked whether it could it be changed and applied only at primary level,
because that is when the sacrament preparation is done. We supported the removal of the derogation
from secondary level, at which there is no need to have it. That is just sitting there, waiting to be
enacted. It would have made life a bit easier for teachers, given the situation in which schools are
closing or moving and so on, and it would have connected the systems a bit better.

What we are really talking about is that our system supports segregation within teaching, which is an
employment segregation that is not required now. Yes, there is probably a need to be able to recruit
someone with a certificate to teach Catholic RE in the primary sector, but it is not at all necessary in
post-primary because sacramental preparation is done at P4 and P7, beyond which there is really no
such need. There are ways other than separating employment to protect ethos. People can be
asked whether they have a commitment to a particular ethos, which is probably a simpler way of doing
it and a more straightforward employment matter than having it in law.

Mr Kennedy: Welcome, and thank you very much for your presentation. Surely you must have a
lurking concern that the Shared Education Bill will ultimately frustrate your ambitions for integrated
education. Itis all right to talk about a continuum, but the harsh facts are that the existing power
blocks in education are reasonably content with the situation. They can cooperate and share facilities
or services at some level and be financially rewarded for that. There is no real compulsion to travel
towards your solution, which is integrated education. Is there a danger that, by cooperating with the
Bill, you guys will ultimately run out of road?

Ms Kells: Would you like me to respond to that? We are pragmatists, and we understand the
attention and support that have been given to shared education. We are also pragmatists in the sense
that we realise that shared education is not a new concept. It has been reimagined and rebranded,
and it is something that integrated education has been doing for a long time. That is the first point. On
the second point, Danny, | agree with you that some sort of mechanism and incentive must be built
into the Bill to ensure that schools that enjoy the benefits and incentives of sharing do not simply stop
when the money goes. That is why we are asking for an amendment not only to specifically recognise
NICIE's role, along with the other NDPBs mentioned, but to give clarity and parity to planning for
integrated education in the way that the Bill and its policy give power to the EA to plan and promote
shared education. It is an unequal playing field at the moment.

Mr Kennedy: You are looking for a little more carrot but a lot more stick.
Ms Kells: Exactly. Thank you for putting it like that.

Mrs Merron: The IEF has been funding integrated education and shared education for 15 years, so it
has a lot of experience. In fact, we stopped only this year. We have always been supportive and
thought that it was very important because, when we started, very few schools were doing this work.
We always thought it important that children got the opportunity to sit side by side, even if it was for a
short time.



It is important that, when we look to the future, we ask parents what they want. You talk about schools
and institutions, but are we asking parents what they want? That is probably what is missing.
Everybody assumes that the education system that we have is what parents want, but do they ask
them? Do they ask young people what they want? Especially in rural areas, where people are very
pragmatic, a lot of parents would be very happy for schools to come together so that one school
survived in their community and would not mind which school. We have done a lot of community
engagement work in rural areas, and parents are very pragmatic. | say to you that we should ask
parents what they want.

Ms McAlpine: | want to add a wee bit to that. | have been around integration for a long time too —
about 18 years or so — since the days when we were able to open grant-maintained integrated
schools and so on. The road to integration per se is quite a difficult one. It is a road that is led, by and
large, by parents putting themselves on the line to do a lot of hard work. Sharing, as it stands, is
institutional. Parents have a big role to play in the development of grant-maintained integrated
schools or transformations, and schools take on some of that role.

| suppose that what we are saying is that our growth has slowed, maybe because of other things
happening in schools and education generally, but our polls show that there is still a demand for
integrated education. It may be worth pointing out that transforming a school to integrated status is
almost cost-neutral: the Department of Education and the IEF each give a bit of money to train the
teachers, governors and so on to deal with a more diverse population. | go back to Sandra’s point
about teacher training: teachers are not trained to operate in a more diverse society. We have to put
that training in. Those are roadblocks in transformation, which is actually a very difficult process. An
issue with Catholic schools transforming is that it transfers ownership to the controlled sector.

| hope that the review that the Committee has asked for will look at the whole issue of transformation,
at the growth of the integrated sector and how it is promoted and so forth. As it stands, it is a tricky
road. As has been pointed out, there is incentivisation to share, but what happens when that money
runs out? The cost-neutral aspects of transformation need to be understood, but so do the difficulties
that lie in the way for schools and parents who go down that road. The difficulties need to be
acknowledged and changes made. The legislation needs to be changed.

Mr Kennedy: Very quickly, from another side of the argument, where do you think that the Shared
Education Bill fits? How does it fit with a school that might be described as naturally integrated,
although it falls, at present, within the controlled sector?

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Or the maintained sector.
Mr Kennedy: Or the maintained sector, yes.

Ms Kells: Where does it fit? | have a particular interest in schools that refer to themselves as "mixed"
or "naturally integrated”". We know from looking at the data that there are a lot of them in the system.
Interestingly, although the children themselves may come from mixed and diverse backgrounds, the
ethos of the school is reflective of the ownership of the school. Therefore, if we go back to the idea of
the continuum and schools being supported to progress along it, as is the vision, schools that are
naturally mixed and naturally diverse can gain in confidence in being more open and more visibly
celebrating, naming and formally acknowledging their mixed and diverse status. We have a particular
interest in that; in fact, we have been piloting a small project called Positive Partnerships for
Integration in which we work with schools that may have an interest in celebrating their diversity while
not being able to transform for all the reasons that you talked about, such as the power blocks. From
that point of view, the Bill could give confidence, and it could give a voice to parents and students,
enabling them to say, "We want our school to reflect our ethos. We want it to be formally named to
reflect the natural mixing and natural integration".

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Thank you very much for your evidence. Tina, you made specific
references and gave a very detailed submission. If there are any specific amendments that you want
to suggest beyond that, will you get them to the Clerk as soon as possible? As you can appreciate,
there is a tight time frame for the Bill. We need any additional information as soon as possible
because we will be considering it relatively soon. Thank you very much for your time today.
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The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | welcome our witnesses: Professor Joanne Hughes from the Centre for
Shared Education; Dr Danielle Blaylock, a research fellow at the Centre for Shared Education; and Mr
Michael Arlow, a lecturer in shared education at Queen's. | invite you to make a short presentation,
after which we will move to questions.

Professor Joanne Hughes (Queen's University Belfast): Thank you. First, we would like to say
that we very much welcome the introduction of the Shared Education Bill and the opportunity to
present our oral evidence. We request that a number of points be taken into consideration as the Bill
progresses to Committee Stage, and our written submission elaborates on those.

The first relates to the appropriate designation of groups. For shared education to have a positive
impact in divided societies, it is paramount that the individuals involved in the inter-group contact are
representative of the group's intention. Clause 1(2)(a) defines shared education as the education
together of:

"those of different religious belief, including reasonable numbers of both Protestant and Roman
Catholic children or young persons".

We argue that the terms "religious belief" and "Protestant and Roman Catholic" are not the most
relevant descriptors to use in the Shared Education Bill. We propose instead the terms "community
and cultural background" and "Catholic and Protestant community background". First, "Protestant and
Roman Catholic" may imply a level of religiosity that is likely to be irrelevant to a significant proportion
of the population. There can be little doubt, for example, that traditional cultural and religious identities
are often eroded by secularisation. Our written submission references life and times survey data
showing that, between 2010 and 2014, there was a marked increase in the number of young people



who reported that they did not regard themselves as belonging to any particular religion. While those
individuals may not identify with a particular religious identity, that is not to say that religion remains
socially insignificant. We argue that the term "Catholic and Protestant community background"
captures a broader social identity that extends beyond the limits of individual religiosity and more
accurately addresses self-categorisation and categorisation of other in a divided society and takes
account of religious, cultural and political dimensions amongst others. We argue that the term
"community background”, in encompassing multiple domains, can also take account of the changing
demography of Northern Ireland, which is important in respect of the Bill applying to other ethnic and
religious groups. We believe that it more accurately captures the defining variables that comprise
identity in this society. Belonging to a particular community background is based on an understanding
that individuals generally perceive themselves and are perceived by others as belonging to a larger
group and not to a fixed, homogenous entity.

Our second point relates to proportions. We believe that, with the substantial variations in pupil body
populations across Northern Ireland, a focus on "reasonable numbers" is inappropriate. We argue that
it is more relevant to refer to the proportions of children and young people from different community
backgrounds. Taking those points into consideration, we suggest that clause 1(2)(a) be replaced with:

"those of different community and cultural backgrounds, including a reasonable proportion of
children and young people from Catholic and Protestant community backgrounds."

We also ask for some clarification. First, in addition to the education together of children from different
community backgrounds, clause 1(2)(b) states that shared education will include:

"those who are experiencing socio-economic deprivation and those who are not".

It is unclear how socio-economic deprivation is being defined in this context and why it is deemed
relevant in the context of sharing between schools, all of which will comprise a proportion of pupils
from lower and higher socio-economic groups, albeit that the proportions will vary significantly
depending on the school's location and type. We cannot propose an alternative, but we ask that the
following questions be considered: how will socio-economic deprivation be appropriately measured
and what practical measures can be taken to ensure that this will be carried out? In clause 1(2)(a),
stress is placed on "reasonable numbers", but a similar emphasis is not apparent here, and it is
unclear why.

Our second point relates to the appropriate designation of providers. Clause 1(2) concludes by stating
that shared education:

"is secured by the working together and co-operation of two or more relevant providers."

Clause 1(3) further states:

relevant provider' means a person providing—
(a) education at a grant-aided school, or

(b) services of any kind (including youth services) which provide educational benefit to children or
young persons or which are ancillary to education.”

The centre defines shared education broadly as:

"Collaborative activity between schools from different sectors that is underpinned by a commitment
to reconciliation objectives and can contribute towards school improvement, access to opportunity
and more positive intergroup relations in divided societies."

We feel that it is crucial that relevant providers must also come from differing school sectors, including
predominantly Catholic schools, predominantly Protestant schools, integrated schools, special schools
and youth services. As currently defined, you could have schools from the same sector working
together because they have relatively small proportions of other community pupils. Therefore, we
suggest that the closing statement of clause 1(2) instead read:

"secured by the working together and cooperation of two or more relevant providers of different
sectors".



We would want sectors to be defined in the Bill as:

"those schools that are comprised of predominantly Catholic pupils, predominantly Protestant
pupils, integrated schools, youth services and special schools."

The title of clause 2 is:

"Power to encourage and facilitate shared education”.

We suggest amending that to:

"Duty to promote, encourage and facilitate shared education".

We believe that the use of stronger language reflects the commitment of the Northern Ireland
Executive to shared education and reflects language used in article 64 of the 1989 Education Order,
which placed a statutory duty on the Department of Education to encourage and facilitate integrated
education. On a final note, on 4 November 2015, the Department of Education proposed the possible
inclusion of an additional paragraph in the Shared Education Bill to establish a body to support
ownership and governance arrangements for shared campus schools and other schools wishing to
create a shared entity. On the whole, we support the establishment of such a body and will welcome
sight of final wording of the proposed additional paragraphs.

We will be happy to provide further feedback at that time.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): OK, Joanne, that is very useful. Let me just pick up on a couple of
points. One of the areas of the debate that has been raised is, either from a definitional point of view
or the purpose side of it, the absence in the Bill of a focus on educational attainment as one of its
goals. One solution that has been suggested and would be very much in line with the Committee's
report is that, in addition to whatever changes are made to the actual definitional wording, a sort of
purpose clause or something of that nature might be added. Would you comment on that? Do you
think that it would be helpful?

Professor Hughes: From our point of view, shared education is primarily about reconciliation
objectives and promoting better relations between different groups in society. The research evidence
on educational attainment is inconsistent in this society and in others, although there has not been that
much research done in this society. We do not think of the Shared Education Bill as being concerned
with educational attainment.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): OK. There is another issue | suppose. | think again it probably comes
down to how people perceive these things and definitions because | suppose some of us would see
very much the focus on the community relations side of things; others see that as one element but
also see the issue of educational advancement and the efficiency of use of provision. | will leave that
aside. From the point of view of —

Professor Hughes: Sorry, | should have said "educational attainment”. In terms of educational
outcomes, there are additional outcomes from shared education that have been demonstrated in
some of the research that we have done to date. That included the sharing of resources, specialist
teaching and so on.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): That is useful to know. There is one area that may or may not be in the
Bill but which will clearly be a key question that will have to be dealt with and properly responded to.
Whatever provisions you have within this, there is then the issue of how you measure the
effectiveness of it and any actions that flow from it. From your experience, have you any thoughts on
how measurement of effectiveness is best dealt with?

Dr Danielle Blaylock (Queen's University Belfast): Right now, the Centre for Shared Education is
taking part in a five-year longitudinal study of intergroup attitudes and experiences of contact. From
our research, we know that there are variables in the literature that it would be important to measure,
as we move forward with the Shared Education Bill, to see how they are changing and progressing.
Our strongest belief, though, is that it needs to be school-specific. We cannot give a general average
that everybody should reach for. We need to look at it in terms of the progress that each school is
making and each child is moving forward with and that the significant impact is happening at the



school level instead of talking about it broadly in terms of all schools needing to reach a specific
number. Everybody starts at a different level.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Danielle, whatever exact definition eventually emerges, in looking at
shared education we are looking at projects that will involve at least two providers and, generally
speaking, probably two schools or more in that regard. Should that evaluation of effectiveness cover
how it is impacting on a project-by-project basis? Presumably, that would be one of the tests of
whether things are being done in the right manner.

Dr Blaylock: Yes. Any evaluation needs to look at it on multiple levels. Therefore we can talk about it
in terms of the child, the attitudes and experiences that the child specifically has; the project, with case
studies and qualitative work; the school, on the wider level; and then, perhaps, how it looks at the
community level.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): As you say, there are sort of different levels. Obviously, if we simply
have a generality of the thing of saying, "This has been in place. It has made X amount of
improvement". What that actually means is that, in certain areas it has been very successful and in
others — at a broader level and whatever educational project can be — it can be a mixed bag in terms
of how it is working on the ground. At least by drilling down, we can see how it operates.

Mr Kennedy: Thank you for the presentation. What percentage would be a reasonable proportion,
and do you take account of other factors, such as demographics and social conditions?

Professor Hughes: Reasonable proportion has to be understood in the context of the schools
involved in the interaction or contact. If the schools have higher or lower proportions, the engagement
has to be reflective of that and of the wider demographic.

Mr Kennedy: You are not being precise about the numbers or percentage.
Professor Hughes: It is impossible to be precise.

Dr Blaylock: Our concern was that you might have a school with a larger number of children that is
not reflective of the proportion with minority or majority status. We thought that it was more
appropriate to talk about each school on the basis of the proportions that exist in it. That was where
our push was. It is not so much a matter of what we feel is the best proportion to look at.

Mr Kennedy: How do you determine that, on the basis of equality, you are rewarding those who are
either further ahead or not as far ahead, as measured by what you seek to achieve?

Professor Hughes: It is a fair point. It underlines some of the difficulties with talking about
proportions and, indeed, numbers here. We have to do things case by case.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): But | suppose to take the example on it, which is what we are trying to
tease out a little bit, | mean you are obviously saying that proportions are more important than
absolute numbers. To take an example, say two secondary schools came together, bringing 950
members from one community and 50 from the other, and, on the other hand, you get two rural
primary schools with 60% from one community and 40% from the other. The two secondaries would
have greater physical numbers, but the proportion of mixing would be a lot more in the second
example on it. You are saying that the second case may be more directly relevant to sharing than the
first. | am putting words into your mouth in that regard. | am just getting an understanding of where
you are coming from so that | can grasp that directly.

Mr Lunn: Thank you for your presentation. Somebody mentioned the purposes clause. When we
heard from you previously you emphasised the educational benefits rather than the benefits to society
or reconciliation. Today, | am picking up a different message.

Professor Hughes: We have always emphasised the benefits of reconciliation; it is written into our
mission statement for the centre. That is not to say that we do not believe that there are educational
benefits. | should have said "attainment" earlier. We believe that there are educational benefits in the
form of opportunities created for children and young people. For example, in shared education some



kids will have the opportunity to take subjects that they might not otherwise have had the opportunity
to take, had there been no shared education project in their area.

Mr Lunn: | am reading the Clerk's summary of what has gone before, and he says:

"CSE previously advised the Committee that the objectives of shared education should foreground
educational improvement while including measures to facilitate community reconciliation."

| do not want to argue with you, but it is important to have both. Which is the priority?

Professor Hughes: What we have said is that shared education has worked partly because it has
foregrounded educational outcomes. That is why teachers and schools have been able to buy into it
in a way that they were not always able to buy into community relations initiatives in the past, not least
because teachers themselves feel very apprehensive about dealing with reconciliation per se. We
have shown through the research evidence that shared education has worked to improve negative
social attitudes and to reduce prejudice, while giving children other opportunities.

Mr Lunn: Have you been able to assess the value in societal terms?
Professor Hughes: Yes, absolutely.
Mr Lunn: One of the things that people keep asking is how you assess that.

Professor Hughes: We have done that through the surveys that we have undertaken. Dani
mentioned the five-year longitudinal study that we are involved in. We also undertook a study of
pupils who had participated in shared education vis-a-vis those who had not and showed that the
reconciliation outcomes were more positive for those who had been involved in shared education
initiatives. Our qualitative evidence seems to support that as well, albeit that the outcomes are not the
same for every child and are often area-specific. In areas, for example, where there were high levels
of intercommunity violence in the past, you cannot expect the outcomes of shared education to be as
extensive as where there are opportunities for children to extend friendships beyond the school
setting, for example.

Mr Lunn: Thanks for that. Were you here to listen to the NICIE and IEF evidence?
Professor Hughes: Yes.

Mr Lunn: Do you have any sympathy with their view that the Bill should reference their input as well
and that there should be linkages? The continuum was also mentioned.

Professor Hughes: We absolutely think that integrated education is a very powerful way of reducing
prejudice, and our research evidence has shown that. | suppose that we might have some slight
reservations about the idea of a continuum and that shared education necessarily leads to integrated
education, depending on how those things are defined.

One of the values of shared education is that, in a plural society, there will be groups that want to
retain a distinctive school identity. They are comfortable with the idea of sharing but not with the idea
of a fully integrated system because they believe that they would compromise their identity in that. |
suppose that, in a plural, multicultural society, you have to respect that.

To abstract it from Northern Ireland to some of the work that we are doing internationally, | will give
you one example from the work that we are doing in Macedonia. Formerly, they had an integrated
system, and, as part of their peace agreement, ethnic Albanians got the opportunity to have education
in their first language. Their system moved from being integrated to separate. Shared education is
acceptable to them, but integrated education would never be acceptable. The notion of a continuum is
something that we would probably struggle with a bit.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): On that, Joanne, | appreciate that there should always be the
opportunities or whatever, but | just wonder if there was too explicit a continuum is there a danger —
you mentioned this — that, at times, schools have maybe sort of jumped in when they see the
practical benefits rather than, shall we say, the particular ethos of things, if | can put it that way. You
said that they were maybe a little apprehensive about shared education but, once they got into it,
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found it to be useful. Is there a slight degree of danger that, if you have too explicit a continuum, some
schools may feel that they are entering a conveyor belt that will lead to an inevitable outcome, and that
might act as a degree of deterrence to them to get on to that?

Professor Hughes: That is my sense from our research to date. Some schools and teachers came
into it very reluctantly. Some embraced the idea of shared education, but some were very concerned
about what it might mean for them and their professional identity. Some of them see themselves as
teachers who teach a subject; they are not there to address the problems of Northern Ireland.

Mr Lunn: It might surprise you that | actually agree with what you said —
Mr Kennedy: Steady now.

Mr Lunn: — that schools that are comfortable in their own space and ethos and format should be — |
would not say "encouraged"”, but they should certainly be allowed to continue in that way. If they can
benefit from sharing in societal and education terms, that is fine. However, those who enter into
sharing with enthusiasm could come to the conclusion, or, if you like, the continuum, that the way to
go is to come together and form an integrated situation. My understanding is that they should be
encouraged to do that, and | think that that is the Minister's view. Do you agree with that?

Professor Hughes: Sorry, could you repeat the end of that?
Mr Lunn: | do not know if | could. [Laughter.]
Mr Newton: They should have the choice.

Mr Lunn: My understanding is that the Minister has a duty to encourage and facilitate integrated
education. If shared education develops in a way that is envisaged or hoped for, it should lead to a
situation in which schools may consider that there is no point in remaining separate and sharing and
that they may as well be together under one roof. In line with the Minister's responsibility and
obligation, the shared education movement and the Department should encourage that.

Professor Hughes: Shared education certainly makes the boundaries between different schools
more porous, but it does not mean ultimately that schools have to shift their ethos or identity to
become integrated.

Mr Lunn: They do not have to; | am not saying that they have to.

Professor Hughes: Shared education has been demonstrated to create more porous boundaries
between schools, and that is a good thing.

Mr Lunn: | will wait to see the first time the Department announces that two schools that have been
sharing have decided to become one and get married.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It would be like the first marriage on 'Blind Date'. [Laughter.]
Mr Lunn: | hope so. lItis a long-term project.

Professor Hughes: Maybe that relates to the final point. Michael, do you want to say something
about that?

Mr Michael Arlow (Queen's University Belfast): In clause 2, power is given to encourage and
facilitate shared education. We argue that we prefer the language of "duty" on the Department to
encourage shared education. That relates to some of the questions that our colleagues from NICIE
raised. What happens when the money stops? If there is a statutory duty to foster and encourage
shared education —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Michael, just on that, | presume that there is sort of a potential there on
that basis that there would probably be a double amendment. If you were talking about a duty, then
you do not talk about "may"; you probably talk about "shall'. That is the difference between a duty and
a power; there is probably a consequential sort of thing to that.
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Mr Newton: Thank you for coming. Joanne, you lead a very interesting life between Israel, America
and Macedonia.

Professor Hughes: | am not sure that my children think that. [Laughter.]

Mr Newton: You kind of skipped over the socio-economic aspect. Can you expand on that? That is
the part that | believe is the most interesting and strongest aspect of the Bill, if we can achieve it. Can
you give further explanations or expand on the comments that you made?

Professor Hughes: For us, shared education is primarily about reconciliation, and there is no
guestion that it is important that different socio-economic groups are brought together. Some of our
research evidence has shown that shared education is not as impactful for pupils from lower socio-
economic backgrounds. They often have negative experience of contact, and the outcomes may not
be as extensive. | am not entirely sure how you legislate for that in the context of the system that we
have. | suppose that that is why we are asking you for more clarification of that aspect.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | am not sure who is asking whom at this point.

Mr Newton: | understand the point that you make. To me, it is the most exciting aspect of what we
are trying to do. If we can achieve it, it is the aspect that will have the greatest impact on our society.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | will take that as a comment rather than a question. Sean is next,
finally.

Mr Rogers: Joanne addressed my questions in earlier answers.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It is always good when someone who is giving us evidence addresses
the questions ahead of members asking them; it is a good sign of the relevance of your contribution.
Joanne and your colleagues, thank you for your evidence; it has been very useful. Because of the
relatively tight time frame, we will be coming to conclusions fairly quickly in relation to this, but it has
been a very valuable session for us. Thank you.
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The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | welcome Mr Gerry Lundy, deputy chief executive of the Council for
Catholic Maintained Schools (CCMS), and Mr Michael Graham, senior educational adviser. | will
mention this to all the groups today: we have five presentations to get through and are trying to give
everybody a fair shake. We will therefore limit each evidence session to a maximum of 40 minutes; it
may be that it does not have to go on that long. | invite Gerry to start with an initial briefing, and then
we will take questions.

Mr Gerry Lundy (Council for Catholic Maintained Schools): Thank you, Chair. Good morning,
members. | propose giving quite a short presentation. | will talk at a high level, and my colleague,
Michael, will complete the presentation by giving some detail on how shared education models
operate in practice. Members may be interested in that.

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Bill and, indeed, the introduction of a Shared
Education Bill, as we think that it can bring some stability to the arena of shared education. By way of
background, we at CCMS have been involved as a managing authority, but our schools, principally,
have been involved in what can be identified as shared education since around 2006. | noted those
initiatives in our written submission. This area of work has seen significant growth in activity,
particularly through the new Delivering Social Change programme on shared education project, which
launched this year, and the circular from the Department of Education on jointly managed church
schools. There is a lot of independent work going on, undertaken by partnerships of proactive
schools. We see many examples of schools engaging in shared learning and collaborative delivery,
particularly of the curriculum, between and across sectors. We should not underestimate the impact
and the success of area learning communities in moving the shared education agenda forward.



We included in our written submission an appendix giving some high-level statistical information on
the level of involvement. One of the most important things that we have established over the past nine
or 10 years is that the best and most meaningful work is done by schools at a local level, as part of a
bottom-up approach rather than a top-down imposition. On that point, where we see the need for and
the benefit of, legislation is that in some areas schools may need encouragement and facilitation to
move things forward. They may feel that they need the support of the managing authority. The Bill
allows CCMS as a statutory body to become more proactively involved in encouraging and facilitating
this.

| would like to make some comments on the Bill. We note the duty on the Education Authority (EA) in
clause 1(1)(b) to "encourage, facilitate and promote shared education”. We see that duty aligned with
the policy, but it is not qualified in any way. While we have no concern about the Education Authority
having a duty to promote, we have a slight concern that at a time of restricted resources it may be
necessary to consider some qualification of the duty to promote by aligning it with the effective and
efficient use of resources.

As we are all well aware, our communities live in divided housing. Many schools in the Catholic sector
are clearly located in a single-identity community and are not in a strong position to bid for shared
educational experiences or, in particular, the shared education campus programme. We feel that the
duty to promote may, at times, need to be qualified by resource considerations, and | can respond to
guestions on that. We feel that the priority at all times should be raising standards and providing high-
quality, sustainable and viable opportunities for young people that lead to better educational and
societal outcomes.

| want to move on to the definition of shared education in the Bill. We welcome the move to provide
such a definition, as there are lots of definitions about. We have been proposing a discussion of all
those concepts for some time — what do we mean by integration and sharing in education? — so that
we have a shared understanding, particularly at an authority level. While the proposed definition in the
Bill is a very high-level definition, we believe that it provides a firm framework within which managing
authorities and schools can further develop the delivery of shared education. Because the definition is
high-level, it is flexible rather than restrictive, and we see that as an advantage.

We support the widening of the definition to include the educating together of those who are
experiencing significant social deprivation and those who are not. There are many schools that,
because of their location, do not have a real opportunity of doing something meaningful with a school
from another sector. The logistics can be very complicated. We believe, therefore, that the definition
will allow schools to share better and allow the authority to promote that sharing better.

Looking at the changing population of our schools in many areas, we think that consideration needs to
be given at a future time to a specific reference to those who have come to Northern Ireland from
different countries and cultures. We have a significant percentage of schools that now have a very
high percentage of newcomers in their cohort of students.

We also welcome the definition of providers and the inclusion of CCMS in the list of bodies to which
the power to encourage and facilitate shared education is to be assigned. As | said, we believe that
shared education initiatives are most successful when they are driven from the bottom up. However,
naming us as one of the bodies gives us a legislative basis for playing a proactive leadership role in
the development of shared education so that we can challenge some of our schools that we feel may
need to be involved but are not perhaps availing themselves of the opportunities. We certainly would
not want to exercise the power in a very authoritarian way, but we think it would be important for us to
be able to do that and to have it on a legislative basis.

Shared education is a healthy, organic growth that, with support, will continue to develop in a
sustainable way. It has become a key feature. | will now pass you over to my colleague, Michael, who
will outline briefly the high-level points of a shared education initiative in the North Eastern Board that
has been very successful: the partnership, inclusion, reconciliation, citizenship and history (PIRCH)
project.

Mr Michael Graham (Council for Catholic Maintained Schools): In our main submission, we made
reference to the fact that, over the past seven or eight years, there has been a lot of intensive work in
shared education. There has also been a lot of learning, because, as Gerry said, there have been
various definitions and interpretations of what shared education is, which is a bit of a concern to me. |
think that we are now beginning to focus and to make things more succinct.



| worked for the North Eastern Board for a number of years, and we had what we considered to be two
of the most direct and proactive shared education models in operation, going back maybe over the last
four or five years. We had a primary model there as well that some of you may have heard of: the
primary integrating/enriching education (PIEE) project. | was from a post-primary background. One of
the things that I led on was the delivery of the partnership, inclusion, reconciliation, citizenship and
history project, which you may also have heard of. It is a model that sought to work with larger
schools. The PIEE project at primary level had come about in partial response to the sustainable
schools policy, in that it was applicable to, and open to, schools of fewer than 105 kids. The PIRCH
project, which Gerry mentioned, was to take things on a stage. At that time, there was a notion that
perhaps shared education was more deliverable among very small schools with small numbers of
children and small numbers of teachers.

The PIRCH project was the complete opposite. It was an attempt — in some ways, an experimental
attempt — and learning process to get into the realms of how shared education could work between
larger institutions and post-primary schools with, in some cases, 50 or 60 teachers and 600 or 700
children a school. That is where the PIRCH project differed significantly from other similar educational
initiatives. Maybe it was the nature of who | am or my particular working context at that time, but there
was a lot of talk about journeys and capacity building. The PIRCH project unashamedly decided that
we would take a very direct line and move quickly into the mechanics — the nuts and bolts, daily
routines, practices and practicalities — of what shared education means.

The then North Eastern Education and Library Board's PIRCH project was funded through the
International Fund for Ireland and featured six pairs of post-primary schools. Most people in the room
could probably name some of them, but | will name a few of them to give an adequate picture of what
it looked like. In the town of Ballymoney, we had Ballymoney High School and Our Lady of Lourdes;
in Ballycastle, we had Cross and Passion College and Ballycastle High School; and, in Coleraine, we
had St Joseph's College and Coleraine College. That was replicated, so we had six pairs of post-
primary schools in Coleraine, Ballymoney, Ballycastle, Antrim, Ballymena and Magherafelt.

We were talking about large numbers of children and teachers. With those six pairs of post-primary
schools, we delivered a project that touched upon the professional lives of 160 teachers across 12
schools and the lives of approximately 6,500 young people over a sustained period of almost three
years. So shared education became something that young people not only experienced but got used
to as a regular, recognised and natural part of their educational experience.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Thank you, Michael. A number of folk will want to come in with
guestions.

Mr Graham: | anticipated that.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): A few folk want in, but | would like clarification on one issue. In terms of
the qualification of the duty, do you see that, primarily or exclusively, simply as a restriction on the
resource and logistics side of it? Do you see any other qualifications?

Mr Lundy: A duty to promote is a duty to actively develop, aid and assist; that is what we are looking
at. We have no issue with that, but the duty brings a legal obligation. At a very basic level, choices
may have to be made as to when a decision on the allocation of resources is being made for
resourcing support for a curricular programme for literacy support or resourcing a programme for
shared education, for example. We feel that a duty may give a legal obligation to allocate the
resources to shared education. It is really about how it operates in practice as opposed to —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): What is specifically in the legislation.

Mr Lundy: Yes, what is specifically in the legislation. That is the only example. It is just to get
management of that type of thing. We have very tight resources, and hard decisions are being made
in the current economic climate. That may pose a difficulty that needs to be managed.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It is useful to clarify that.

Mr Lunn: Thanks, Gerry and Michael. First, it is nice to agree with you about something, because the
duty to promote irritates those of us who feel that the same duty should apply to a different sector. Is it
fair to say that CCMS is fully committed to the sharing process? | do not ask that to be unkind but



because my impression down the years and perhaps that of other people has been that you could
almost have put "fortress" in front of CCMS as there was a "What we have we hold" attitude. | am
sure that it is not completely true, but that is the impression. Is there full commitment to sharing and to
the jointly managed church schools, where appropriate?

Mr Lundy: The short answer is yes, Trevor. We have to look at what we have done over the past 10
years or more in shared education. We have, in a sense, created a framework within which we
provide guidance for our schools about what CCMS may or may not support for shared education
campus bids, which is linked to sustainability criteria. Particularly in the area planning framework, we
have been very clear with our schools that we want them to bring forward proposals and that they are
open to proposals for shared education solutions to sustainability issues. We have fully participated in
all the initiatives in respect of PIEE and PIRCH, as Michael said. Indeed, in the recent shared
education campus announcements, CCMS has engaged in full partnership working with our former
board colleagues — now our EA colleagues — in the delivery of all those campuses. We have been
very proactive when we have been required to be and been asked to be, and we have encouraged
schools to bid for these. Yes, we are completely committed to this, and a definition of shared
education based on a humber of providers collaborating gives us the absolute comfort to be able to do
that.

At the moment, we see jointly managed church schools as having significant potential in a small
number of areas, Trevor. However, we are, unfortunately, at the very early stages of development,
and we have identified, from the Catholic sector side, a couple of areas where we believe that a jointly
managed church school can provide a strong, viable solution for the communities that the existing
schools serve, particularly in two areas where we have two schools from each sector suffering
significant sustainability challenges. There are discussions going on between the transferors and the
trustees of those schools to explore the jointly managed church schools initiative as a route forward.
We believe that, because that is a church-based proposal, the churches need to be heavily involved in
the driving of it. We are very open to doing that and, indeed, are providing a resource to the
discussions around that, Trevor.

Mr Lunn: | have one more question. Some of the people who are keen to see shared education grow
acknowledge that, in the words of some of the documentation that we have seen, shared education is
at the bottom, integrated education is at the top, and it is a continuum. A lot of people see that if
shared education really works it may lead some situations to move towards integrated, a coming
together and amalgamation but to the disappearance in some areas of separate schools and to
Catholic schools and what you might perceive as Protestant schools coming together. That is where |
have a doubt that you are really open to that; it could be "Thus far and no further". What do you think?

Mr Lundy: | can only comment on my experience in dealing with the attitude of CCMS and the
committees to this. In one shared campus project where we had a bid endorsed last year and again
for this year's second round, there are two small schools, each with about 55, 60 or 70 pupils, bidding
for a shared campus, a facility that is a significant advance on where the communities were 10 years
ago. The discussion around the CCMS committee, which is captured in the minutes of the education
provision committee, is, "Yes, this is a solution at this time, but could we really see that, in five or 10
years' time, this campus will be running with two principals and two staffs teaching 120 pupils?". The
view of the committee was that surely this is an initiative that should have the potential to evolve into a
single school. That captures the council committee's formal discussion on that. We believe that there
should be no barrier to that. | believe that the jointly managed church school model significantly
facilitates and liberates that discussion.

Mr Craig: Gerry, good to see you again. You are absolutely right: a lot of this stuff will evolve from the
bottom up. It is good that there is encouragement and a facilitating exercise from yourselves now. |
have had both good and bad experiences of this. Laurelhill and St Patrick's are in an area learning
community and are jointly hosting A levels. That works well, but it was facilitated by both schools
wanting to do it. Unfortunately, at the other end of the town, | have had a bad experience of shared
transport of all things. | have to be honest with you that it was the maintained sector that was resistant
to that being facilitated, but we seem to have got over most of the hiccups there.

Gerry, | listened closely to you speak of your ideals of promoting. We all have a misapprehension that
shared education is solely about sharing between sectors. That is an important aspect of it, but | can
also think of several locations around our own constituency where 60% or 70% of a smaller school's
budget is taken up by one or two in the management end of things. There is more potential in existing
sectors to share management across existing schools and reduce those facilities' overhead costs and



running costs. That is also an important aspect of the sharing agenda. Will CCMS look closely at that
aspect? | suspect that that is a big issue for you, maybe not in Lagan Valley but in other areas.

Mr Lundy: Yes, we have been considering that for some time. The concept of having a senior
management team and funding all of that in nine or 10 schools, even in one sector, that work so
closely together does not seem to be the best and most effective use of resources. We have made
study visits to academies and federations in England, where the legislation allows you to have an
overarching board of governors and an executive principal or director across six or seven schools, but
with each school having a director of learning who is responsible for the quality of each individual unit
and the quality of outcomes. We believe that that requires change to legislation.

A piece of work looking at area planning was done through the strategic forum four or five years ago
when the ESA experiment — to use that word — and all those discussions were under way. At that
time, there was an exploration of what can be done under the existing legislation. It is remarkable how
much can be done under existing legislation, as it is possible for two schools to establish and delegate
from their boards of governors to a subcommittee to run the shared learning, the cross-sectoral work
or whatever it happens to be. They can delegate significant powers, including appointments; they can
also delegate finance and some curriculum responsibilities. A lot of work was done.

Those models exist and, indeed, are under discussion as part of the shared education campuses'
facilities. So CCMS sees significant merit in changing the legislation to create greater availability and
variety of models of governance. Under the legislation, CCMS has set up one board of governors to
govern three primary schools. That brings efficiencies of governance in a rural area. It would be
significantly more efficient if you could use that model to have one principal, but the current legislation
requires us to have a principal for each of the three schools. So, yes, we would see significant benefit
in having a greater flexibility of models for that, Jonathan.

Mr Craig: | take it from what you are saying that you will be happy to buy into it if the legislation
encourages you or tells you to encourage these types of new structures and that you will encourage
whatever you can under the existing legislation. | have no doubt that the Minister is listening to what is
being said about those other changes. It is important that we try to do as much as we can around
that, despite the legislative situation.

Mr Lundy: | think that there is flexibility under the existing legislation to move this forward much
further than we have moved it at this stage.

Mrs Overend: Thank you very much for coming this morning. Trevor touched on what | wanted to
ask: your thoughts on the debate about the aims of shared education and where we are going with
shared education models. How should the success of shared education be assessed? Should there
be incentives to progress to more shared education so that it does not become tokenistic?

Mr Lundy: At the moment, as the Committee will be aware, an inspection model for shared education
is being developed. Recent inspection reports outline where schools are along a continuum of shared
education. We believe that that is advantageous in the sense of ensuring that shared education
becomes a fundamental part of the planning of a school and that it is to be evaluated. It is being
evaluated, at the moment, but, as | understand it, it is not being used to impact upon the judgement of
the band or outcome of the inspection. We have had discussions with the inspectorate team that has
been taking this forward. We believe that the inspection regime should evaluate how a school is
performing.

When we look at the requirement under school development planning, we believe that shared
education, as a fundamental part of school development planning, should be a requirement. Indeed,
an authority with the power to encourage and facilitate could then look at school development plans.
Schools have an obligation to provide us with their school development plans, and we have the right to
evaluate and comment on them. If we have the power to facilitate and encourage shared education,
we could evaluate those and revert to schools where, perhaps, it is an area of activity not on the
school's radar. As a managing authority, we can begin to influence schools significantly in that regard
by using a school development planning process, which has a statutory basis.

We have to be cautious about making the move from shared education as a reporting element in an
inspection to something that is used to evaluate whether a school is a good school or an outstanding
school. It is difficult to do that at this point because we are still evolving that, Sandra.



Mrs Overend: Should we include the ideal of promoting shared education in other educational
decisions? Would you consider bringing shared education into other considerations with regard to
education policy?

Mr Lundy: Obviously, a policy for shared education has been published. Strategic policies give a
framework within which schools operate. Schools are very busy places. There are significant
demands on their leadership, their teachers and all of their staff. Schools have to prioritise what they
do, given the plethora of policies that come to them. It is important to make schools aware of what the
policies are and be proactive about that.

| will give you an example. When a policy is approved, the CCMS immediately circularises all of its
schools and asks them to draw attention to and take account of that policy. What schools prioritise
and do about it is then up to them and their boards of governors. It is a balance between being very
directive and encouraging schools to embrace a policy. | think that they will embrace a policy when
they see significant benefit arising from it for the young people they serve.

Mrs Overend: What | mean is that when you are thinking about employing teachers or delivering
subjects, you think primarily about the curriculum and the school. Should shared education come into
the thought process when schools make such policy decisions?

Mr Lundy: If, in practice, you have a strong shared education model operating between schools —
whether it is a curriculum model or one of social, economic, cross-community balance and all of those
things — then a mature partnership and arrangement would be that schools should be looking at their
staffing model and saying, "Well, why should | be employing a music teacher or a science teacher
when, actually, that aspect of the curriculum is being delivered through my shared education
arrangement with my partner school?". There are schools, albeit very few, that are moving towards
this. The policy is encouraging them to say, "Resources are tight. My partner school has a very high-
quality science department. Why should | continue to staff a science department to teach post-16
science pupils in my school when they can all go to my partner school?".

I think that schools are getting to the stage that the policy is informing the resource decisions they
make in the best interest of all children within the arena. If the best expertise for delivery is in a
particular school, why would another school not avail itself of that? It can then use the resources that
that frees up to widen the curriculum and provide a different specialism for their school partner. That
is what we need.

Mrs Overend: How do you challenge the schools that do not have that set-up to progress towards
doing that? Is that something that you want to encourage?

Mr Lundy: There have been developments as schools work on shared education campuses. They
are getting into detailed service level agreements about how they handle some of the issues around
that. Ultimately, an individual school's leadership and governance are accountable for the standards
and outcomes achieved by the young people they serve. You get into difficult decisions about
competency and how you satisfy yourself and deal with some of the HR and performance issues that
may arise when responsibility for outcomes in a particular area has been delegated to another school,
which is perhaps not performing or where there is a gap in standards. However, schools are now in
the situation of having mature discussions about that, and we need to make sure that the legislation
facilitates them doing that. | think that a lot of progress has been made.

Mr Newton: First, welcome. We spend most of our time talking about Protestant and Catholic
schools, but the Bill also looks at socio-economic situations, which is an area that | am particularly
keen to see addressed. May | ask for some comments around that? In reply to Mr Lunn, you
indicated that there was an initiative; you said that it was initially from the Church and then said
"Churches" but that numbers were a problem. Will you expand on that?

Mr Lundy: Yes. Because the jointly managed church school is in a faith-based system, there needs
to be discussions between the main Churches about establishing such a school. You cannot set up a
jointly managed church school unless the Churches are involved in the discussions. We have
identified two, potentially, although there may be others. We reverted to the diocese and particular
bishop who is in conversation with the Transferors about the potential of establishing a jointly
managed church school.



We were looking at closing our school or amalgamating with another Catholic school. It was clear,
because of the relationships between it and a small controlled school that was experiencing similar
difficulties — they might not have thought that, but that was how it looked from our perspective — that
there was potential to form a jointly managed church school and retain a school for the community
within that village. The CCMS cannot do it, because we do not have any responsibility for jointly
managed church schools. We initiated discussions, through the Churches, about exploring the
potential and, perhaps, bringing this to fruition, but it has to be led and driven with the ownership of the
Churches, because they, and not the CCMS, would be setting up the school. It would not be a
Catholic maintained school that would be created through that initiative.

We support the socio-economic aspect of the Bill. A number of schools are not in a position to fully
participate in a cross-community and cross-sectoral approach, but we welcome having the support of
the legislation to engage with a school in the same sector and create a greater social mix and social
inclusion in an area. The power of the CCMS to facilitate and encourage that gives us the opportunity
to advocate that.

A large primary school is a busy place. Our schools are generally successful because the governors
and leadership take ownership of them. To ask them then to take responsibility for a wider community
served by other schools that may be in competition with them is a change in mindset and quite a leap
in terms of our system. The definition allows those discussions to take place. We believe that many
schools are willing to do that, so we welcome that aspect of the definition.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Gerry and Michael, thank you for your evidence. It was very useful.
This is an issue that is coming swiftly to a conclusion, but it has been a useful session.

Mr Lundy: If the Committee wishes to have some of the documentation that sets out the governance
arrangements that are available, | can have that supplied.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Anything you want to send us will be welcome.

Mr Lundy: That was put together by a working group from the unions, the CCMS and the controlled
schools.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Some of those things will not be just to inform us directly as regards the
legislation but will be helpful as we move ahead with the broader implementation of these issues.
Thank you very much.
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The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | welcome Michael Wardlow, chief commissioner of the Equality
Commission; Eileen Lavery, head of advice and compliance in the Equality Commission; David
Russell, deputy director of the Human Rights Commission; and Fiona O'Connell, a researcher for the
Human Rights Commission. We have five evidence sessions today. Michael, as chief commissioner
of the Equality Commission, you will appreciate the irony in my saying that we are trying to ensure that
everybody gets an equal amount of time. So, we are trying to limit each of the sessions to about 40
minutes. If you want to make a short initial presentation, we will then open it up to members.

Dr Michael Wardlow (Equality Commission for Northern Ireland): It will be brief. First, thanks very
much for allowing us to come back to make some comments on the Bill. In the past, you have
received submissions from us, and we have been in touch with, written to, and engaged with, the
Minister since the Bill was launched. | want to say a couple of things about the generalities, and when
we come to the questions | will be happy to deal with some of the detail.

Our concerns are still around the definition and the alignment between the Bill and the policy and its
outworking. They are still not clearly enough aligned. There is narrowing between the policy and the
Bill, which | can talk more about when the questions come. There are also issues for us that move
outside this, which are some of the barriers to sharing, and, more importantly, some of the enablers to
sharing. There is obviously a concern, therefore, that with the two-year run on this, there could be a
lot of tightening of resources and measurements . Let us hope that this is something that we can also
talk about.



Specifically, our position has always been that societal mixing, in and of itself, is a good thing.
Therefore, we would like to make sure that all schools are on a continuum of travel to share, in as
much as they can. We cannot change the location of people's houses or school enrolment patterns.
Therefore, for some schools that are juxtaposed with a school of another type, it will be easier to do
this. That has demonstrably been the case, which has meant that the artificiality of saying, "You must
do x, y and z", has not been there. However, we are saying that this should not be a barrier to all
schools actively participating in moving towards the maximising of sharing across all the categories,
and the policy makes that clear. So, this is not just about Protestant and Catholic categories or socio-
economic categories; it is about all section 75 categories, as arrived at in the policy.

We also are very clear, and have been from day one, that the Department of Education should be the
duty bearer. A power is a latent tool that may or may not be used, whereas a duty is an obligation
that, through a judicial review and everything else, can be tested, and we know what it looks like. In
another life, | was director of integrated education for 15 years. The Department had a duty under the
1989 Order to encourage and facilitate integrated schools. It has the same duty for the Irish language,
and we do not see any reason why the Department should not have the duty in this case. In fact, we
say it should have that duty.

| have heard departmental representatives in their evidence saying that a power and a duty are, more
or less, interchangeable. That is not our view. What you do with the lower level organisations — the
other public bodies — is a matter for debate, but we would not want the duty to be abrogated or
delegated further down the line from where the duty bearer should be.

We mentioned to the Minister that, from an equality perspective, sharing education has the benefit of
advancing equality of opportunity. When you get grammar schools with non-grammar schools, and
so-called Protestant schools with Catholic schools and Irish language schools, the mix will put children
together with others from backgrounds they might not otherwise have been in contact with.

One of our concerns is whether, under one of the two definitions, two different — in short-hand,
Protestant and Catholic — schools, both of which are from areas of socio-economic deprivation, would
be able to share under this. The Minister said he did not want to preclude anyone. The difficulty is
that the Bill tends to define shared education as, in short-hand, Protestant, Catholic and socio-
economic background, and does not seem to include the other groups that the policy aspires to. An
aspiration is one thing, but what it says in the Bill is more important, because that leads and makes the
aspiration a reality.

There are huge educational, societal and economic benefits for sharing, so | do not need to rehearse
them. We also know that all the research from contact theory in the 1940s and 1950s showed that
when sharing happens in a good, stable and safe place, people have different views of one another.
In fact, more and more research shows a multiplier effect. If | meet David, and we are from different
traditions, then his friends are more likely to have an open understanding of my tradition through my
contact with him. It works at second, third and fourth hand. Research is now clear that this happens.
| do not need to show more of that to you. We know that there are clear experiences out there
already, and we know you will hear from Fermanagh and others.

| was on the board that set up shared education at Queen's. | served on that board under George
Bain and saw some excellent programmes coming in. | know that the money is running out from the
International Fund for Ireland (IFI) and Atlantic Philanthropies (AP), and the danger is that some of the
determination may run out as well. Therefore, we need to learn from what is out there. Do not
reinvent the wheel but learn from the good practice that is out there. We know that some of those
lessons are hard lessons. It is about what works and what does not work. It is about what makes
good impact and is good common sense and what gives us the best value for money. More
importantly, it focuses for us the importance of measuring what you value and not valuing what you
measure, because if the criteria become what we measure, then we have lost this. This is about the
societal hole.

We raised a number of other issues in education with the Minister that we believe are attendant to this
but still important. For example, we still have separated teacher training. There is the teacher
exemption. There is also the patterns of enrolment. For example, there are about 12,000 people in
the black and minority ethnic (BME) community in Northern Ireland. Of those, 2,200 are at non-
grammar schools and only 200 are at grammar schools. That compares to 40% of the normal
population at grammar schools. There is something going in terms of societal mix.



Finally, selection at 11 is another issue that we have raised. | know that it is not germane to today; it
is simply to say that it has ramifications for further sharing.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Michael, if we get into selection, there is a fair chance that we will not be
constrained to 40 minutes.

Dr Wardlow: Nor would | suggest that we go there. It is simply that we have written to the Minister on
a range of attendant issues.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | will get into a couple of questions unless David wants to add anything.

Dr David Russell (Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission): The Human Rights Commission
welcomes the Bill. In 2008, the Committee on the Rights of the Child noted that segregated education
was still present in Northern Ireland and called for measures to address it. This Bill goes some way
towards meeting the 2008 recommendation. The commission wishes to highlight that human rights
law is not prescriptive in how education should be delivered but it makes clear that one of the
purposes of education is to promote tolerance, respect, understanding, valuing diversity and
friendship, specifically amongst racial, ethnic and religious groups. Whilst we welcome the purpose
and objectives of the Bill, our advice provides recommendations that we believe would enhance it.

The legislative definition of shared education in clause 1 references the minimum essential
requirements of shared education. That is, the education together of those of different religious
beliefs, including reasonable numbers of both Protestant and Catholic children and those experiencing
socio-economic deprivation and those who are not, which is secured by working together and the
cooperation of two or more relevant providers. The Department's rationale in the explanatory
memorandum for not referencing all section 75 groups was that that would set very challenging
demands on the mix of children and young people that education settings would be required to meet
and that it would have practical implications. In the commission's view, limiting the definition of shared
education to two groups on the rationale provided by the Department may not be sufficient to meet the
reasonable and objective justification test required by human rights standards.

There is case law from the European Court on these issues. In the case of Thlimmenos v Greece, the
court found that the right not to be discriminated against under article 14 is violated when states,
without reasonable and objective justification, treat persons differently in analogous situations or fail to
treat differently persons whose situations are significantly different. In the case of Stec v the UK, the
court has ruled that for difference in treatment to be objective and justified, it must pursue a legitimate
aim and there must be a proportionate relationship between the means employed and the aims sought
to be realised. Those principles were endorsed in cases concerning de facto ethnic segregation of
Roma children in education, namely in DH v Czech Republic and in OrSus$ v Croatia. The commission
therefore recommends that the definition should include all the groups that are included in the stated
aim of the policy.

As Michael said, we note that clause 2 confers a power on the Department and listed arm's-length
bodies to encourage and facilitate shared education, and a number of human rights treaties and
standards place a duty on the state to promote tolerance and respect for diversity in education,
including the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the Convention on the
Rights of the Child and the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, all of
which have been ratified by the UK Government and are binding upon the Northern Ireland Executive.
The current drafting of the clause would limit the Department's power to a discretionary power, and the
commission's view, therefore, is that, in respect of the Department of Education, clause 2(1) should be
consistent with the existing legislative duty on the Education Authority that will come into force through
the Bill.

Dr Wardlow: This will probably come up in questions. We had suggested in the definitions that
political opinion should be removed, and we are glad to see that it has been removed. We did say that
we do not think that religious belief should be used —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It should be more community background, really.

Dr Wardlow: The Fair Employment and Treatment Order defines it by community background, and,
when you think of individuals rather than groups and you think of small children, we are still of the view
that it should be community background.



The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | understand that.

There are two issues that | want to probe very quickly. To be fair, they have probably been the main
thrust of your evidence. The first is definition — particularly widening it, or including section 75

groups. This is a multi-part question. How do you see this being worked in and then tested in
practice? If you include various groups, part of the definition is to act almost as a checklist for funding,
with these being the requirements you need to meet. One of the concerns is that, if we had a checklist
involving all of the various section 75 groups and if a project were going forward, would it have to
demonstrate that it had met all of those requirements? Some would be fairly difficult to monitor. How
do you see that working out in practice?

Also related to that is this, and it is more of a question for David: you certainly have a question about
whether what is there is reasonable. Do you believe that the definition offered in the Bill complies with
human rights?

Dr Russell: In short, no, we do not. This is because of the policy underpinning the Bill. For example,
if peace and reconciliation were the stated purposes of shared education, which would be a legitimate
aim, there would be grounds, arguably, to restrict it to community background, since the two main
communities are the source of conflict. If that were the purpose of the Bill, it probably would be a
proportionate restriction on all of the categories covered under the terms of article 14. However, the
stated purpose of the Bill, aligned to the policy, is the much broader concept of what sharing is about
among a whole variety of groups in society. The Department's justification, subsequently, to narrow it
to two groups in the Bill and in the explanatory memorandum is simply saying that it is too challenging
to reflect the principles of the policy. The commission does not think that something being too
challenging is a reasonable and objective justification for narrowing the Bill.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): How do you see it being implemented in practice? As part of the overall
Fresh Start, a certain amount of money will come from Westminster, some of which will be for shared
education projects. There will then have to be a test — once any form of money is available from
government, a range of people will put in bids for projects. Those will have to be evaluated as to
whether they meet the criteria for shared education. From the point of view of definition, it will have to
be very practical, because it cannot simply be something in the abstract. How do you see this being
drafted, and how do you see it being applied?

Dr Russell: We make a distinction between the duty on the Department to encourage and facilitate
shared education in its broadest sense and the subsequent criteria that the Department sets. That is
the schools having to meet the criteria. The criteria could be as wide as the Bill, but, as Michael said,
it is within the Department's gift to identify —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Is that not slightly confusing clause 2 with clause 1? | will come to the
issue of duty in a moment. If you are producing a definition of shared education, surely that it has to
ultimately drive the criteria used in the application of that.

Dr Russell: | understand the conundrum that the Bill poses, but the difficulty is that the Department
has already stated in the policy what it understands shared education to be — it is shared education in
a much wider sense, both practically and in its purpose, than what we subsequently see transferred
into the Bill. The justification for narrowing it is that it would be too challenging. We all understand that
sharing is challenging, but —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | understand that. | am trying to get my head around the practicalities of
this. If you have a definition that, for instance, describes shared education as encompassing all the
various section 75 groups — with a possible exception of the political opinion side of it that Michael
made reference to — let me just ask you a practical question. To count as shared education, is it a
guestion of ticking at least one of those boxes, in which case there is a dilution, or do you have to
effectively show that you are ticking all those boxes, which would be quite a high hurdle?

Dr Russell: That is what | am saying. There is a difference between the duty on the Department to
promote shared education across the whole education system in Northern Ireland and the subsequent
criteria that a school would have to meet in and of itself as an individual identity.



The Chairperson (Mr Weir): No, but with respect, David, the definition will be the driver for the
criteria. 1 am trying to establish whether, if you have a definition that lists, for instance, all the various
elements of section 75 as components or prerequisites of shared education or whatever way you want
to put it, you then get a situation where, to count as shared education, you have to demonstrate that
one or more of those is being met or demonstrate that all of them are being met. | can see problems
with either of those positions.

Dr Russell: Yes, and it may well be the former — one or more. To be honest, that is a question that
should be asked of the Department because, at the minute, the definition is broad in the policy and
narrowed down in the Bill.

Dr Wardlow: Let me take this another way. Let us move away from forensics and ask what we want
to achieve. | was 15 years with integrated schools. The prime purpose was to educate together
reasonable numbers of Protestants and Catholics. That was the stated purpose. It was objective, and
it could be justified and proportionate. Integrated schools at post-primary level had proportionally
more children with special needs — about 50% more — as a by-product of the school. There were
also lots of children who came from other racial backgrounds as a by-product of the school. You could
not argue that they were necessary for funding, but they came as a by-product of the system. In other
words, they were desirable and brought a greater benefit to this place that we call home, but they were
not essential for the funding.

This Bill seems to say that the essential requirement is to bring Protestants and Catholics and those of
different socio-economic groups together. That is the prime driver, the essential criterion and the
funding base. Everything else is nice but not essential. That is the way that it is written at the minute.
The problem is, if the policy says that our outcome is to have a more fluid, interdependent Northern
Ireland where all section 75 groups come together, it is wrong to limit the essential criteria to the top.
The Bill is consistent with a policy that says that it is only about Protestants and Catholics in poverty,
effectively, but the policy does not say that. The two things are discordant.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): There is a mismatch between the two.

Dr Wardlow: They are discordant. | would not want to limit the policy because the Bill happens to
have a narrower focus. It would be much better if the Bill said, "We want to promote the widest
possible inclusion." We do not even know what "reasonable numbers" are. That is not known either,
but we will come to that.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | want to ask you about one of the other key points that both of you
made. | will maybe encourage you by saying that | agree with you about the central thrust of the issue
as regards the Department. | appreciate that there was already a duty on the Education Authority; that
is fairly clear-cut.

Ms Eileen Lavery (Equality Commission for Northern Ireland): A duty, not a power.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Exactly. Personally speaking, | agree with you on that issue. It is very
obvious that there needs to be a duty on the Department rather than simply a power. | was also
intrigued by something else, because it is an area where | have not entirely made my mind up yet. |
suspect that the list of bodies in clause 2 might expand. The Northern Ireland Council for Integrated
Education (NICIE) has already indicated that it wants to be listed in clause 2. We are hearing that it
may be that, if NICIE and the Council for Catholic Maintained Schools (CCMS) are listed, the
controlled sector's body may want to be listed as well. Michael, you were very clear-cut in your mind
about the duty for the Department. You put the issue of a duty or power for arm's-length bodies as
open for discussion. Can you give us some of your thinking around that, specifically for the arm's-
length bodies? Your position as regards the Department is fairly clear.

Dr Wardlow: Take what responsibilities are devolved from outwith here, like international standards
and treaties. The state is the one that has to make sure that those things are compliant through the
Assembly. The first point of contact is the Department of Education. Therefore, that is where the duty
should sit. That is our view, and | think that the Human Rights Commission is of the same view. It
should sit at the first point of contact with the state, and that is the Department. It is a bit like saying to
a district council that it has a duty to promote equality of opportunity. It might say, "Actually it is too
hard. We are going to delegate that to somebody else. Let Joe Bloggs or a consultancy do it." The
Department cannot devolve its duty to someone else, but if the Department decided that it wanted to



give NICIE a delegated duty and still audit it against the Department's overall duty to promote this, that
would be an internal thing for them to do. | do not think that you could give CCMS the duty to promote
shared education, for example. | am sure that it would be uncomfortable with that. | am simply saying
that, for us, what is more important is who is the duty holder, and we are clear that it has to be the
accountable body, which can be held to account for what it does. If the Department said that it does
this by funding NICIE or through the Irish language or whatever, that is more an operational or
functional matter. Would that be fair?

Ms Lavery: Yes. Clearly, the Department has the duty; others potentially have the power. If the
Department thinks that there should be a duty on others as well, it is for the Department to set that out,
but we have not seen that as yet.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | appreciate that what you have said is from an operational point of view.
Legally, if the Department has a direct duty, which | fully accept, how from a practical point of view can
it then impose a duty on those below it? How would that operate in practice?

Dr Wardlow: Let us take integrated schools. There is a duty on the Department to encourage and
facilitate integrated schools. One of the ways that it has always said that it does that is by funding
NICIE. The Department says, "We take decisions on policy when they come to us, but we also fund a
body to promote integrated schools.” NICIE never had a duty. Supposing that the Department said,
"We think that part of our duty is better done by you", it can argue that, and therefore, legally, there is
a subset of duties that fall to another body. You could make that argument. We are saying that we
have not seen it; that is why it is up for discussion. We would not say that there should be a duty, but
there should be at the Department.

Dr Russell: First of all, to confirm, we agree totally with what Michael said. Part of the reason is that it
is a funnel; the lens through which human rights work. It would seem strange in the extreme, to be
quite honest, for the duty from the treaties to funnel down through and bypass the principal element of
government — the Department — and go straight to the Education Authority. That is one point.

My other point that the commission has a concern about is that the duty placed on the Education
Authority is "to encourage, facilitate and promote shared education". The power that is being
proposed for the Department is a power "to encourage and facilitate", absent "to promote". The
"promote" element is important in terms of human rights standards.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): You are saying, effectively, that whatever is there for the Education
Authority —

Dr Russell: It should be mirrored.
The Chairperson (Mr Weir): It should be mirrored within the Department

Mrs Overend: Thank you for coming; it has been a very useful conversation. You mentioned the
additional barriers to shared education, such as the fair employment issue. Do you think that should
be written into the Bill, or would that be too complicated?

Dr Wardlow: There is a danger with a patchwork approach. Let us take equality legislation. If
somebody comes to us and says, "l feel that | have had a discriminatory act", we have to map it
against a patchwork of legislation. The absence of a single equality Bill makes things difficult. In
education there is a patchwork of legislation that runs all over the place. On the one hand, patchworks
are terrible, but at least they are strong and straightforward and have been tested. To now take
shared education and add on to it, while taking away the fair employment exclusion for teachers,
would not, in my view, be the right way to do it. We would still argue that the exemption should be
removed, but there are other things — systemic things to do with where people live, patterns of
enrolment, bus patterns, transfer at 11, feeder primaries. All of these mean that, in some cases,
young people do not have the same opportunities, say, in the west of Northern Ireland as they do
around Belfast, for example. Even accessing grammar-school places is different in one place from
another. That is a quirk depending on where you live. If we are saying that every school should try,
within its remit, to do as much as it can to share, sharing might look very different in the west or north-



east than in east Belfast. We are saying that there are some systemic barriers, but that does not
mean that you cannot overcome them.

Ulidia Integrated College in Carrickfergus made five applications before it was approved. It was said
that it would never have enough Catholics, but it has 30% Catholics in a town that, according to the
last stats, is less than 10% Catholic. So it is possible but it takes time, and that is why the two years is
very difficult. This is a journey, and you will often see it taking a full enrolment pattern of seven years
if you want a second child to come, or me to say to Eileen, "That is a cracker school to go to", and it
happens to be shared. Not everybody chooses integrated or shared schools because they are shared
or integrated; it is because they are darn good schools. The focus of this is on providing the best
educational environment. If adding on funding for sharing is just to get the funding, it is a non-starter.
At the same time, it is necessary for schools to be stretched, and that is where it comes in. We can do
what we can to remove some of the barriers in people's heads — and in teacher training as well.

Ms Lavery: If we have learnt anything at all from the Atlantic Philanthropies and International Fund for
Ireland work on this — the universities have done substantial work by way of evaluation — it is, most
importantly, about the variety of sharing that has gone on. In that respect, to come back to your
guestion as to whether some of these requirements should be in the Bill, my answer is that | think not,
because that may restrict the variety that could continue on. Once we have a duty and once we have
schools encouraged, facilitated, supported and occasionally funded, you will see a wide variety of
work. That is the best that we can see at present.

Dr Wardlow: Let me give you a very practical, current example of that. To set up a brand new
integrated school, you need to demonstrate that you have 30% of the minority tradition in the year that
you open and that that 30% is likely to grow. If you want to transform an existing 100% Protestant or
Catholic school to an integrated school, you need 10% of the intake in the year in which you want to
transform. That could be five pupils, so that school is still on a journey over 10 years to becoming a
fully integrated school, but we do not rule it out because it only has five pupils in the first year. It is not
a one-size-fits-all solution. The danger in restricting this means that it is going to become a numbers
game, which is not what this should be about.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): OK. There are three others, two just on the back of that point. | had
better let Nelson in on the basis that | denied him last time round. Danny, do you want to get in
quickly?

Mr Kennedy: Very quickly. What is your view on trying to avoid sharing for money's sake as opposed
to sharing for sharing's sake?

Dr Wardlow: | have been around long enough, and | was involved in the IFI/AP thing —
Mr Kennedy: By the way, you are all very welcome. [Laughter.]

Dr Wardlow: Thanks very much indeed.

Ms Lavery: We only came up because we got paid for it, you know.

Dr Wardlow: Yes, it is because we got coffee. Actually, we did not.

The bottom line on this is that we know that there will be people who will apply to get money to do
programmes because the money is there. However, my experience has been that that has been a low
number. My other experience is that once people who have got involved nervously in sharing — from
the youth sector, as well as education — see the benefits of diversity, they begin to want to do it. The
sad thing is that when the AP and IFI money ran out, for the want of one peripatetic teacher, a lot of
those programmes that set out in the early stages of the shared education programme were shut.

This notion that it needs a huge amount of money is wrong; it does not. It can be about a change of a
timetable. | talked about enablers earlier; the fact is that you have 23 or 34 learning communities at
the moment where sharing still goes on. We have the entitlement framework, within which people are
required to. My concern was that it is very difficult for special schools to get into that; that is one of the
other issues about the section 75 groups. If you restrict it only to Protestant or Catholic socio-
economic groups, how can the special schools that are already having difficulty get to the table?



Dr Russell: | will come in on the back of that. From the Human Rights Commission's perspective, the
money question is relatively simple in that the right engaged is the right to education. The right to
education should be adequate, accessible and of good quality for all. If it is a money issue that is
going to result in that, in terms of a reduction in the number of schools or increasing sharing between
schools in order to deliver that educational outcome, then that is human rights-compliant, even though
it might fall slightly outside the remit of the Bill.

Ms Maeve McLaughlin: My question is not specifically about this issue. The assertion is that it is
non-compliant with human rights legislation. A very direct question would be why that was not picked
up in the departmental screening process. You have made a very strong case that the policy has
been narrowed in its reflection in the Bill. Why, in your view, was that not picked up before now?

Dr Russell: | have absolutely no idea. The commission engaged with the Department and those with
lead responsibility in advance of the Bill being tabled. We gave very similar advice and clearly laid out
our concerns at that stage, so you are not hearing anything today that has not been told to the
Department in advance.

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): Just to pick up on that point slightly — to be fair, it was maybe because |
asked you a very direct question. We are not always used to getting a direct answer, which, to be fair,
you gave us in that regard. There may have been a slight shift, because | think, in your evidence, you
talked about how "it may not meet this" and "it may not be reasonable”. You were asked whether you
thought it did meet it, and the answer was no. "No, this doesn't meet" is a bit of a shift from, "We are
concerned it may not meet" or "may not meet". | know that we are dancing slightly on —

Dr Russell: Let me be absolutely clear: the Human Rights Commission is not a court. The "may"”
would have to be tested in court, but | am being as open as | can. In our analysis, we have significant
concerns that it is a disproportionate limitation because of the stated objective of the policy as
opposed to the content of the Bill.

Ms Maeve McLaughlin: On a secondary point, | know that there has been some discussion around
the assertion that a duty would actually create a hierarchy. Just deal with the notion that placing a
duty would somehow even supersede processes around integrated responsibilities. | know that you
touched on it.

Dr Wardlow: | have read some of the evidence, and | know from some of the departmental officials
that there was almost a synonym and powers and duties were the same. Absolutely not. | joke and
say to a child, "I will put you on the naughty step". That is a power. lItis latent. | may or may not use
it, but if there was an obligation to do x then you would not have a choice. You would be obliged to.

There will be three concurrent duties to promote shared education, integrated education and Irish-
language education. That does not mean that there is a hierarchy in any of that. What it will do is give
the Minister a concern, for example, in area A, where two schools come together and say that they
want to have a shared project, and a group of parents come forward and say that they would like to
school to transform to integrated status. The Minister is going to have to make a decision there, and
things like money, priorities, and whether it is proportionate and legitimate come in. Itis not simply
that, in circumstance A, that is your priority. He or she will have to balance those competing duties,
but it is not as if there will be a hierarchy. | know that there is a concern within the integrated sector
that a duty on shared education means that the Minister may preference or move with that. If that
happened and it was disproportionate, or a decision was taken and the integrated movement or
anybody else felt that that was wrong, it could be tested. It is certainly not the intention as | read it. It
is simply to bring it up to the others, rather than to have it subservient to —

The Chairperson (Mr Weir): | think the other thing is that there would not be that direct clash if there
was a duty. If you are talking about shared education, you are essentially talking about arrangements
between schools, whereas if you are talking about integrated you are talking about the status of a
school. To a large extent, they are slightly different things.

Dr Wardlow: Sure. The other way to look at it — | did not pick it up when Sandra mentioned it earlier
— is this enabler. Before | left the integrated movement, we were developing an idea that, if you think
of an axis of curriculum and sharing, all schools can move up that curriculum perspective to say that
they will make the best of their shared curriculum, bring people in from the outside, use other teachers
and learn from other places, even though they may never be in a place where they can meet a



Protestant or Catholic. If you then enhance that sharing of the curriculum with sharing with another
school, you begin to move along and say, "l share the curriculum and | share my place with other
people”. Not every school will be able to get to that top quadrant, but it does not mean that they
should not try. That is what we need to incentivise: the outcome. You can measure that on grant. It
is not as if you are simply saying that you only need 10 Catholics. What outcomes? What success?
How are you going to measure it? Unfortunately, that is absent.

Mr McCausland: Thanks for coming today. The submission from the Human Rights Commission
refers to a full range of internationally accepted human rights standards and says that the Northern
Ireland Executive is subject to those because they are UK commitments. Take the UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child and the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities as two
that particularly stand out. We have a situation where we are talking about children from different
communities. We are dropping the political and religious aspects. What, in the end, defines
communities?

Dr Wardlow: Within the framework?

Mr McCausland: Well, first of all, in terms of shared education. If we are not talking about religious or
political background, what are we talking about?

Ms Lavery: If | can be very simplistic, we are saying that if you take, for example, the fair employment
legislation, it specifically uses the terminology "religious belief" and "political opinion". When it comes
to monitoring — specifically when we come to that question about monitoring — we use the
phraseology "community background" because, as we know in Northern Ireland, the level of religiosity
is dropping, so many fewer people are personally attached to churches, but they will still see
themselves as having either a Protestant community background or a Catholic one. We have made
t