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Commuittee on the
Programme for Government

On 24 November 2006, following a direction from the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland,
the Rt Hon Peter Hain MP, the Business Committee established a Committee on the
Programme for Government to agree priorities for a restored Executive and to make
preparations for restoration. The Secretary of State directed that the Committee should,
initially, be chaired by the deputy presiding officers, Mr Jim Wells and Mr Francie Molloy.

Membership

The Committee has ten members with a quorum of six, with at least one representative
present from each party on the Committee. The membership of the Committee since its
establishment on 24 November 2006 is as follows —

Gerry Adams MP
Jeffrey Donaldson MP
Mark Durkan MP

Sir Reg Empey
Michelle Gildernew MP
Martin McGuinness MP
David McClarty

Ian Paisley Jnr
Margaret Ritchie

Peter Robinson MP

At its meeting on 27 November 2006, the Committee agreed that deputies could attend if
members of the Committee were unable to do so.

The Committee met on eight occasions between November 2006 and 22 January 2007. At
the first meeting on 27 November 2006, the Committee noted the direction from the Secretary
of State dated 23 November 2006 that a Committee on the Programme for Government
should be established to agree priorities for a restored Executive and to make preparations
for restoration. (A copy of the direction issued by the Secretary of State is attached at
Appendix 6).

The Committee agreed to consider the Ministerial Code, Victims and Survivors issues and the
Lifetime Opportunities strategy and to set up sub-groups to consider and report back on —

= Economic Issues

s Workplace 2010 and Public Sector Job Location

» Policing and Justice Issues

»  Schools Admissions Policy
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»  Review of Public Administration and Rural Planning

»  Comprehensive Spending Review; Programme for Government; Rates Charges and
Water Reform

Sub-group on Schools Admission Policy

6. The Committee agreed the sub-group’s terms of reference on 4 December 2006. The sub-
group submitted its report on 17 January 2007. The Committee considered the report on 22
January 2007 and noted that further work was required on a number of issues relating to the
policy on schools admission and the pupil profile, pending restoration of the Institutions and
to inform an incoming Executive.

Approval of the Report and Further Action

7. The Committee agreed to print the report and to write to the Secretary of State asking him to
take action urgently on a number of the recommendations in it. A copy of the letter, which
was sent to the Secretary of State on 22 January 2007, is attached at Appendix 7.




Sub-group on Schools Admission Policy

Membership and Terms of Reference

Membership

The sub-group has 6 members with a quorum of 4 and with at least one member from each of
the four parties represented on the Committee on the Programme for Government. The
membership of the sub-group since its establishment on 27 November 2006 is as follows:

Dominic Bradley (SDLP)
Jeffrey Donaldson MP (DUP)
Barry McElduft (SF)

David McNarry (UUP)
Caitriona Ruane (SF)

Sammy Wilson MP (DUP)

The Committee on the Programme for Government agreed at its meeting on 11 December
2006 that the sub-group on Schools Admission Policy would be chaired by a member from
Sinn Féin. Sue Ramsey was nominated as Chairperson by Sinn Féin on 12 December 2006 but
was subsequently replaced by Willie Clarke. Jim Wells chaired the meeting of 8 December
2006. Sue Ramsey chaired the morning session of the meeting of 15 December 2006. Willie
Clarke chaired the afternoon session of the meeting of 15 December 2006 and the meetings
of 22 December 2006, 8 January 2007, 12 January 2007 and 16 January 2007.

The Committee on the Programme for Government agreed that deputies could attend if members
of the sub-group were unable to do so.

Terms of Reference
On 4 December 2006 the Committee agreed the terms of reference, set out below, for the
sub-group

To examine the proposed new post-primary admission arrangements including:

= The Pupil Profile

»  The Admissions criteria* for over-subscribed schools including any specific number or
combination of criteria to be included and whether the criteria should be applied in a
specific sequence

To identify any other appropriate arrangements that may be considered.
To report to the Committee on the Programme for Government by 10 January 2007. This
date was subsequently revised to 17 January 2007.

*Note: In the consultation document on new admissions arrangements the criteria were
grouped under the broad categories of

= Family-Focused Criteria;
= Community-Based Criteria;

»  Geographical Criteria; and

m Tiebreakers.
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Executive Summary

Schools Admission Policy

Grammar schools are currently able to select pupils based on their grade received in a transfer
test commonly know as the 11+. Secondary schools cannot select pupils on the basis of
ability. Children who wish to attend a grammar school sit the 11+ in their final year at
primary school and receive a grade from A — D. If a school is over subscribed, it applies
additional admissions criteria set by its Board of Governors.

The new admission arrangements

The new admission arrangements proposed by the Department of Education are based around
a number of key principles and allow for an open menu of admission criteria that all schools
can apply if they are oversubscribed. The detail on the admission criteria will be set out in
regulations, which the Department intends to consult on early in 2007.

The sub-group considered the admission arrangements at its meetings on 22 December 2006
and 8 January 2007.

The sub-group noted that, as a result of section 21 of the Northern Ireland (St. Andrews
Agreement) 2006, academic selection was not prohibited and there was a lengthy discussion
on the use of academic selection as an admission criterion. However, while the sub-group
was opposed to the 11+ and did want to see a workable, realistic replacement for it, the
members were not able to reach agreement on its continued use as part of the admission
criteria. The members of the sub-group were however interested in obtaining further
information on transfer systems at the age of 14 and agreed that there should be further
research on the operation of the Dickson plan in Craigavon and on transfer arrangements at
age 14 elsewhere in Europe.

The sub-group also agreed that there should be an additional principle that “there is a need
to ensure equality of opportunity for every child and in particular the need to take account of
difficulties faced by newly arrived families and ethnic minorities”, but did not reach consensus
on the admission criteria overall as there were differing views on the weight and relevance
which should be given to these, particularly to the geographically based criteria.

The sub-group also considered if the criteria should be applied in a consistent manner across
Northern Ireland or whether their application should be flexible and open as proposed by the
Department but could not reach consensus on this matter. There was agreement, however,
that additional research and modelling would be required to show how the criteria would
interact and operate in practice.
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The sub-group also noted and agreed with the comments made by a number of the groups
who submitted evidence to it, that the use of the term “parental choice” was misleading and
considered that it should be replaced with the more accurate term of “parental preference”.

The sub-group was extremely concerned about the delay in resolving the post primary
admission arrangements to schools for children in Northern Ireland and the uncertainty and
confusion this was creating for teachers, parents and pupils. It has recommended that as a
key priority an incoming Executive should reach a decision on the schools admission
policy.

Pupil Profile

According to the Department of Education, the new transfer arrangements to post primary
schools will be based on parental choice for a particular post primary school or schools.
Parents will have access to a range of information to assist them in making this choice
including

= Pupils visiting post primary schools in P6 year;

= Receiving information packs from a range of schools;

» Parents and children attending open days / evenings; and
» Informal discussions with post primary schools.

Parents will complete a transfer form indicating their choice(s) of post primary school(s). If
a school has more applications than places it will apply the admission criteria. The process
will allow for appeals. The pupil profile is intended to be a key element of informed parental
choice and will replace the annual report to parents by providing information in a standardised
format. There have been a number of trials of the system that have been evaluated by BDO
Stoy Hayward.

At the meeting on 12 January 2007, the sub-group considered a number of issues relating to
the pupil profile including its use as a means of academic selection; its manageability for
schools and teachers; the relevance for parents and pupils; the content of the profile; sharing
the profile with schools; the cost and delivery of the ICT solution and the timetable for
introduction.

The sub-group considered if the pupil profile should be revised to include academic ability
and used for academic selection but was unable to reach agreement on this.

It heard, and received, evidence from a number of groups about many issues relating to the
pupil profile which it carefully considered and as a result had major concerns about many
aspects of the profile. It was not convinced that sufficient evidence had been provided by
CCEA or the Department of Education to support their view that the pupil profile could be
up and running by September 2007.

Nor did it believe that the proposed system was properly supported with the full range of
resources it required (including ICT, additional reporting time and advanced training for
teachers, and educating parents) for it to be of meaningful use to teachers, parents and pupils.
It has made a number of recommendations designed to address the weaknesses in the content
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of the pupil profile; improve its manageability for teachers and schools and make it more
relevant to parents and pupils.

The sub-group asks the Committee on the Programme for Government to note that it has
considerable doubts that the pupil profile can be delivered in an effective and efficient format
in the manner and timetable proposed by the Department of Education and CCEA. It calls on
the Committee to ask the Secretary of State to take action urgently to address its concerns.
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Recommendations

1. The Committee on the Programme for Government should write to the Secretary of
State now asking him to take action immediately on recommendations 4, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12,
14, 18, 20 and 21.

On the schools admission policy the sub-group recommends that:

Principles of the schools admission arrangements

2. ‘The need to ensure equality of opportunity for every child and in particular the need
to take account of difficulties faced by newly arrived families and ethnic minorities’
should be added to the principles. (paragraph 17)

3. The words ‘and additionally’ should be removed from the principles. (paragraph 17)

Academic selection as an admission criteria

4. Further research should be commissioned urgently on the experience of transfer at age
14 including the Dickson Plan in Craigavon and elsewhere in Europe. This should
include an assessment of the resource implications of restructuring schools to
accommodate such a system, including as an area based solution. (paragraph 32)

5. As an immediate priority an incoming Executive should reach a decision on schools
admission policy. (paragraph 32)

The definition of the proposed criteria

6. The Department, as a matter of urgency, should conduct independent research and
carry out exploratory modelling on the interaction between the proposed criteria. It
should then consult widely on the criteria as soon as possible. (paragraph 47)

The intervention powers to prevent misuse of admission criteria

7. The current independent appeal system operates well and following the establishment
of the Education and Skills Authority, and the disbandment of the Education and
Library Boards, this system should continue and involve, where appropriate, skilled
professionals. (paragraph 55)

Admission arrangements for special needs

8. Some of the proposed additional funding for education, recommended by the sub-group
on Economic Issues in its report, should be allocated to special needs and that special
needs education should be appropriately resourced. (paragraph 69)
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Other issues

In the new single Education and Skills Authority there should be provision for a
representative parental voice forum, including capacity building for parents, and that
the Department should update members of the sub-group on progress in this area as
soon as possible. (paragraph 76)

The Department lays out clearly how the admission criteria and pupil profile will be
impacted on by the proposed changes in education policies such as: transport
arrangements; collaborative arrangements; the entitlement framework; specialist
schools and the Independent Strategic Review of Education and recent legislation,
including that arising from the Northern Ireland (St Andrews) Agreement Act 2006.
(paragraph 76)

The Department should examine what impact the admission criteria and pupil profile
will have on Dickson area schools and see what flexibility there would be for this and
other local arrangements. (paragraph 76)

The term ‘parental choice’ should be changed to ‘parental preference’ to reflect the
reality which will pertain after the proposed changes. (paragraph 76)

On the pupil profile the sub-group recommends that:

Manageability for schools and teachers

The Committee on the Programme for Government agrees that, if time allows, the sub-
group should visit a small number of schools involved in the pilot to ascertain the views
of teachers and pupils. (paragraph 93)

The final report from BDO Stoy Hayward on the independent evaluation of the pupil
profile is made available to ML As and interested groups without delay. (paragraph 93)

Adequate resources are made available for schools and for the professional development of
teachers to enable them to carry out the completion of the pupil profile. (paragraph 93)

Relevance for parents and pupils
The public is kept informed about the progress of the pupil profile through a wide
range of media. (paragraph 100)

Consideration needs to be given as to how the pupil profile will be made accessible and
easily understood by all parents. (paragraph 100)

The content

Further work needs to be done on the usefulness of the pupil profile as a guide given the
potential for variation and interpretation in the meanings of the headings particularly
on the levels of progression in literacy and numeracy; its manageability for teachers;
and the opportunity for a child to comment on his/her own progression, achievements
and aims for post primary education. (paragraph 107)
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Sharing the pupil profile with schools
The receiving post primary school should automatically get a copy of the pupil profile
to inform individual education plans for the child. (paragraph 114)

Cost and delivery of the ICT solution
The Department of Education should make available information about the cost and
delivery of the ICT solution proposed for the pupil profile. (paragraph 121)

Timetable for introduction

The Department and CCEA should consider, as a matter of urgency, whether the
timetable for the introduction of the pupil profile is achievable. (paragraph 127)




Introduction

The sub-group on the Schools Admission Policy was asked to report by 10 January 2007.
This date was subsequently extended to 17 January 2007.

The sub-group met on six occasions between 8 December 2006 and 16 January 2007. At the
first meeting on 8 December 2006, the sub-group agreed a work programme and procedures
for taking forward work on the consideration of the Schools Admission Policy. Decisions of
the sub-group were taken by consensus and all of the recommendations set out in this report
were reached on that basis.

The sub-group agreed to take oral evidence from a number of educational bodies and
organisations. The transcripts of the oral evidence are included under Minutes of Evidence
at Appendix 2. Organisations were also invited to make a short written submission to the
sub-group setting out their views on the proposed schools admission policy.

The sub-group also agreed to invite a number of other educational organisations and bodies
to make a full written submission. Written submissions were received from 22 educational
bodies and organisations and these are included at Appendix 3.

Other papers considered by the sub-group included briefing papers provided by the Assembly
Research and Library Services. Copies of the papers are attached at Appendix 4.

Papers provided by the four parties of the sub-group were also considered. Copies of the
papers are attached at appendix 5.

The Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006 and the Northern Ireland (St Andrews
Agreement) Act 2006

The sub-group received legal advice on the current statutory position. It noted that Article
28(2) of the Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006 prohibits the use of academic ability
as an admissions criterion. Article 28(2) is not in operation. Article 1 of the Order provides
the circumstances in which it will come into operation.

Article 1 was amended by section 21 of the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act
2006, so as to provide that Article 28(2) comes into operation:

» if Schedule 4 to the 2006 Act (repeal of the Northern Ireland Act 2000 which provides
for suspension) comes into force, on such date as the Department may by order appoint.
Such a Commencement Order would be subject to affirmative resolution by the
Assembly ie a majority of Assembly members who vote, would have to vote in favour
of the Order bringing the prohibition of academic selection into force. Such an Order
cannot be amended — it can only be approved or negatived.

= Affirmative resolution of the Commencement Order would not require a cross-
community vote. However, if a matter becomes the subject of a petition of concern,
then under section 42 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 the vote on that matter would
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Or

require cross-community support ie support of 50/50/50 or 60/40/40 of members
voting, to bring the prohibition of academic selection into force.

If there is no such Commencement Order, or the Assembly does not approve such an
Order, academic selection is not prohibited.

if Schedule 3 to the 2006 Act (non-compliance with the St Andrews Agreement
timetable) comes into force, Article 28(2) of the Education (Northern Ireland) Order
2006 comes into force on the same date on which the Schedule comes into force. No
Commencement Order is required — Article 28(2) prohibiting academic selection comes
into operation immediately.

Article 1(6) of the Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006 expressly provides that, in
either case, Article 28(2) has effect only in relation to admissions on or after 31 July 2010.

Report to the Committee

9. The sub-group met on 16 January 2007 and agreed that this report should be submitted to the
Committee on the Programme for Government.
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Consideration of Issues -
Schools Admission Policy

The sub-group met on 22 December 2006 and 8 January 2007 to consider the issues
surrounding post primary admission arrangements.

Principles of the schools admission arrangements

In a paper to the sub-group, the Department of Education noted that the principles for the
new admission arrangements should -

“put the interests of the child at the centre of the decision-making process;

be transparent, consistent and easily understood by parents;

be based upon informed choice by parents and pupils;

be fair and free from any bias or indirect discrimination against particular groups or
individuals; and

acknowledge that schools normally serve local communities.

And additionally

retain as much flexibility as possible, so that schools can reflect their local
circumstances, and

ensure that the combined effect of the criteria does not result in postcode selection or
social exclusion, and that it does not disadvantage pupils living in particular areas, e.g.
rural areas, or pupils attending primary schools that are not given an appropriate
degree of priority for admission”

The sub-group considered the principles of the schools admission policy and the extent to
which they had been met.

The sub-group received written and oral evidence from various groups (see Appendices 2
and 3). A number of these groups were broadly in agreement with the principles but some of
the evidence provided to the sub-group noted some caveats such as the need to consider
families who have migrated to Northern Ireland and ethnic minorities, suggestions that the
use of parental choice could be misleading and the term “parental preference” may be more
realistic and the impact of transport policy on parental preference. Other submissions noted
concerns about postcode selection and that the focus should be on the welfare of the child
rather than the welfare, ethos or tradition of the school.

The DUP believed that the primary principle should be that children are matched to schools
which best enable them to develop to their full potential. The DUP did not believe that at post
primary level schools normally serve local communities. For a variety of reasons children
were far more mobile at this level and while some schools did primarily serve a local
community many drew from a huge catchment area. The party further stated that not only
should the transfer be based upon informed choice by parents and pupils but there should
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also be an input from the receiving school. This would require the school to have some
knowledge of the abilities of the child applying. The DUP stated that the principles conflicted
and contradicted each other.

Sinn Féin advocated that schools admission arrangements should be child centred and that
all educational decisions must be taken in the best interests of the child. These arrangements
needed to be based on clearly understood criteria, which were uniformly applied. Parental
choice, fully informed by teachers was a fundamental principle in all of this and any advice
from teachers should be non-directive. It would be about providing the parent with the
necessary information to make an informed choice. The party were supportive of the
principles.

The SDLP broadly agreed with the principles of the schools admission arrangements and
considered that all 7 priorities should be considered equally and that there was no need for
‘and additionally’ to precede principles 6 and 7. The SDLP stated that the principles needed
to be expanded to take account of difficulties facing newly arrived families to Northern
Ireland.

The UUP stated that the principles should put the interests of the child at the centre of the
decision-making process, by ensuring that the child is placed in a post primary school best
suited to her/his aptitudes, talents and abilities; be transparent, consistent and easily
understood by parents and by schools; be based upon informed choice by parents, facilitated
by pupil profiles being provided to post primary schools and post primary schools providing
parents with a statement of advice; be fair and free from any bias or indirect discrimination,
ensuring that the criteria did not result in postcode selection, social exclusion or disadvantaging
of ethnic minorities; acknowledged that many schools serve local communities, and that
some grammar, special needs, integrated and Irish medium schools serve wider communities;
and should retain as much flexibility as possible, so that schools could reflect their local
circumstances and educational ethos.

The sub-group recommends that the following changes should be made to the principles -

s ‘The need to ensure equality of opportunity for every child and in particular the
need to take account of difficulties faced by newly arrived families and ethnic
minorities’ should be added to the principles.

s The words ‘and additionally’ should be removed from the principles.

The following proposals were made:

= That the principle ‘acknowledge that schools normally serve local communities’ should
be removed.

= That an additional principle ‘pupils should attend the most appropriate school for their
needs in order to maximise their development’ should be added.

= That all the principles as amended should be accepted.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on these proposals.

10
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The admission criteria as proposed by the Department of Education

The admission criteria proposed by the Department of Education are:

» Sibling currently at the school,

m eldest child,

» feeder primary school,

m parish catchment area,

= nearest suitable school,

= random selection tie-breaker and distance from home to school as tie-breaker

There was a variety of opinions on the criteria across those who submitted or gave evidence
to the sub-group. However of those who commented on the use of tie-breakers, most
considered that the random tie-breaker would be fairer than the proximity to school tie-
breaker. Concern was expressed by some of the groups about the lack of information on how
individual criterion would interact with, and perhaps change the impact of, other criteria.
There was also apprehension from some groups that the geographical criteria could lead to
postcode selection e.g. house prices in areas perceived to have ‘good’ schools would be
pushed up and as lower income families could not afford to buy in these areas, these children
would loose out on access to ‘good’ schools.

The discussion by the sub-group on the admission criteria included detailed consideration of
the geographical, the family focus and the tie-breaker criteria. The sub-group also looked at
whether any additional criteria should be included; at the application of the criteria for Irish
medium and integrated schools, children from ethnic minorities and the travelling community;
and at the use of the criteria in border areas of Northern Ireland.

The DUP was of the view that the emphasis on geography was unacceptable and that all but
two of the criteria were geographically based. The party considered that the criteria did not
reflect the new political reality namely that academic selection was back on the agenda and
insisted that it would not accept any criteria which did not include this. The party suggested
some forms which academic selection might take and stated that if no agreement could be
found on a statutory test to be used across the primary sector then academic selection, set by
individual or groups of post primary schools which might wish to use it, might be considered.
It stated that where a school choses to have academic selection as one of its criteria it should
be allowed to do so. The party was content with sibling and eldest child as criteria.

Sinn Féin was of the view that catchment area and named feeder schools should be the main
criteria applied. The geographical definition of a catchment area needed to be clearly defined.
The attendance of a sibling could be another criterion, as could the fact of a parent or a
guardian working at the school. In the event of a tie-breaker the party favoured random
selection. In relation to Irish medium education, any community-based criteria should take
account of the Irish language community. Similarly, flexible arrangements needed to be put
in place for the integrated sector, Irish travellers and ethnic minority groupings. Admissions
criteria should be applied as consistently as possible across the North. There might be value
in additional modelling analysis in this area. Again, with a strong emphasis on schools
working together in new collaborative arrangements, there needed to be proper provision,

11



Report on Schools Admission Policy

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

including transport for children in border communities who may attend their nearest school
in the other State.

The SDLP stated that the sibling currently at school and eldest child were important criteria
as they help keep families together and support the child-centred aim of the principles of the
schools admission arrangements. The criteria feeder primary schools, parish and catchment
area were interrelated and that in practice there was little need for distinction between these
three admission pools and that feeder primary school could adequately cover all three. It was
important that feeder primary schools were not narrowly defined and that they were not
based on cherry-picking. The party believed that random selection within a catchment area
should be the only tie-breaker criterion and was opposed to a system of creating (or
exacerbating) a ‘postcode lottery’ or any differential opportunities for urban and rural
populations. Catchment areas around all post primary schools would therefore need to be
widely defined. The SDLP considered the criteria of nearest suitable school particularly
applicable in relation to Irish medium and integrated post primary schools and was opposed
to the use of proximity from home to school as a tie-breaker as this could result in a postcode
lottery.

The UUP stated that the criteria should be sibling currently at the school; eldest child; feeder
primary school; catchment area; nearest school appropriate to the child’s aptitudes, talents
and abilities. The UUP also stated that in the event of over-subscription, schools should also
have the option of using fair and consistent academic criteria (approved by the Minister) in
order to enable the child to be placed in the post primary school best suited to his/her aptitudes,
talents and abilities and that schools should have the freedom to employ additional criteria
e.g. parent was a past pupil, parent or guardian teaching at the school. The party also indicated
that it was in favour of feeder primary schools and noted that historically some feeder primary
schools were not in a school’s catchment area, and that this might present some difficulties.

Academic selection as an admission criterion

The sub-group noted the advice on the current legal position in relation to academic selection
(page 7) and the implications of this for transfer to post primary schools.

The evidence considered by the sub-group during its deliberations on this issue fell largely
into two opposing sets of opinions —1) those who did not agree with academic selection in
any form or at any age; and 2) those who felt there was merit in retaining academic selection.
Amongst the latter group, there were varying opinions on the age at which academic selection
should be used. There was some opposition to academic selection at 11 years of age with a
number of groups suggesting that, if it were to take place, it would be better at ages 14 or 16
years of age.

The DUP referred to the legal position and highlighted the problems that would arise if there
were no agreement on academic selection. The party also made reference to the response to
the household survey where the majority of those who responded was in favour of retaining
academic selection and stated that the party was of the view that parents should be able to
opt in or out of academic selection, with schools able to set their own tests. This would allow
for parental choice to be exercised. If there were a suitable replacement, the DUP would

12
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agree to the end of the 11+. The party indicated that it would like to see further research into
the possibility of selection at 14 and referred to the Dickson system.

Sinn Féin was opposed to academic selection in any form and stated that there was a direct
link between academic selection and the long tail of under-achievement. The party believed
that academic selection failed the majority of young people and contributed to low self-
esteem on the part of many children who were not selected. The party stated that academic
selection was socially divisive and it should not be introduced under any guise - for example,
entrance exams and Computer Adaptive Testing were not acceptable. Sinn Féin’s position
was that the arrangements should be child-centred. The party also noted that in socially
deprived areas only a small number of children passed the 11+. The party noted the evidence
on the possibility of deferring the decision making on transfer to age 14 and agreed that
further research on this would be helpful.

The SDLP was opposed to academic selection on the grounds that it was educationally
unsound, socially divisive and detrimental to children from disadvantaged backgrounds. The
party had campaigned for an end to academic selection since its inception. The party wished
to see an end to the 11+, and all forms of academic selection, which have had a detrimental
effect on the primary school curriculum over the years. It favoured parental choice informed
by an improved pupil profile and urged CCEA to make the necessary changes to make it
more relevant. The SDLP noted that the issue of transfer at age 14 was of interest as children
at that age were more aware of their own strengths and weaknesses, had benefited from three
years of post primary education and were more capable of making decisions affecting their
future.

The UUP was of the view that, without academic selection, many secondary schools would
struggle with falling numbers as parents tried to access a grammar school education for their
child. The party indicated that it was in favour of schools having the option of academic
selection in the event of over-subscription and noted that some secondary schools already
streamed children. The UUP would accept the removal of the 11+ if there were a suitable,
realistic, workable alternative. The party stated that as an alternative system, the Dickson
plan could not be ignored. It also pointed out that there were indications in the Independent
Strategic Review of Education that the education system could move in this direction in the
future.

The sub-group agreed that it was opposed to the 11+ and wants to see a workable realistic
replacement for it. [The SDLP and Sinn Féin stated that they agreed to this on the basis that
it allowed for an open-ended debate on post primary transfer arrangements and did not imply
continuation of academic selection]. The sub-group recommends that

n  Further research should be commissioned urgently on the experience of transfer
at age 14 including the Dickson Plan in Craigavon and elsewhere in Europe. This
should include an assessment of the resource implications of restructuring schools
to accommodate such a system, including as an area based solution.

= As an immediate priority an incoming Executive should reach a decision on
schools admission policy.

13
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The sub-group noted that while some of the parties continued to oppose academic selection,
very little research had been conducted into alternatives to the 11+ that would be available
to an incoming devolved Minister in the event of academic selection not being prohibited.
Sinn Féin and the SDLP stated that they were clearly on the record that there was no need for
research on academic selection at any age as there was no need for an alterative to the 11+.

The following proposals were made:

» That there should be a debate in the Assembly on post primary transfer arrangements as
a result of section 21 of the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act 2006.

» That there should be a debate on post primary transfer arrangements.

» That in the light of academic selection continuing to be part of the admissions policy,
detailed consideration should be given to the safeguards which need to be put in place
to ensure that the interests of the child are at the centre of the decision-making process.

»  That the sub-group is opposed to the 11+.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on these proposals

The open menu approach
The sub-group considered:

»  The question of whether admission criteria should be applied centrally and uniformly
across Northern Ireland or whether schools should be allowed to chose from an open
menu.

m  The degree to which one or more of the admission criteria should be compulsory.
» The effects of applying criteria in a particular order.
= The interdependence between criteria.

The opinion of the evidence received by the sub-group fell largely into two categories with
one set supportive of the open menu approach because it allowed post primary schools to be
flexible and responsive to the local community. Those in the other category generally believed
there should be a compulsory order of criteria applied consistently across Northern Ireland.
For those who would like to see a consistent approach, there was some agreement that the
order should be family focused criteria followed by the geographical criteria and then the
random selection tie-breaker.

The DUP favoured the open menu approach since it permitted individual schools to tailor
entrance to their own local and educational circumstances.

Sinn Féin considered that the admission criteria should be set centrally and applied as
consistently as possible across the North.

The SDLP believed that the list of criteria should be centrally agreed and uniform for all
schools with built in flexibility for Irish medium and integrated post primary schools. This
uniformity would increase public confidence by presenting both parents and schools with a
transparent and readily comprehensible process. A uniform and centrally agreed list of
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44,

criteria would also help prevent instances of unfair exclusion and promote equality of
opportunity for all pupils and schools.

The UUP stated that schools should be allowed to choose from a menu of admission criteria,
and to determine the order in which the criteria were applied. It considered that the open
menu approach would maximise the potential for schools to respond to community needs
and to reflect their educational ethos.

The definition of the proposed criteria
The issues considered by the sub-group were:

» The clarity surrounding the definitions of the admission criteria for both parents and
post primary schools.

m The ease of application by post primary schools.

» The application of the criteria in a coherent manner between post primary schools
across Northern Ireland.

»  The degree to which the proposed criteria would lead to postcode selection.

= The extent to which the distance tie-breaker could discriminate against pupils in rural
areas and / or integrated schools.

The evidence suggested that more research and modelling were required on how the criteria
would interact and that the measurement of distance would be very important. There was
some evidence suggesting that care was needed with the definition and application of the
feeder primary school criterion — that if a post primary school had too many feeder primary
schools on its list, this criterion would become of little use as a selection tool. Many of the
Education and Library Boards noted that the geographical criteria, such as parish, needed to
be tightly defined to avoid legal challenge at the application stage.

The DUP noted that there were different views as to what were feeder primary schools or
how a local school should be defined in the event of three different schools serving a similar
area, or how children living in rural areas might be protected against marginalisation, and
indicated that the criteria were wide open to interpretation. The party believed this was
deliberate to divert attention to the fact that in practice, there would be little choice permitted
and that children would be corralled into all ability local comprehensives. The DUP had
concerns that the criteria were too geographically based and were also of the view that the
definitions needed to be clarified as they meant different things in different contexts and that
overall they did not back up the aim of putting the interests of the child at the centre of the
decision making process.

Sinn Féin considered that the definitions needed to be clear, easily understood and easily
applied; that there needed to be maximum transparency and that the tie-breaker definitions
needed to be clear and applied in such a way as to remove any notion of potential discrimination
e.g. against rural areas. The party also stated that there should be special provisions for Irish
medium and integrated schools and for Irish travellers and ethnic minorities. It was also of
the view that advice from primary school teachers should be non-directive.
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The SDLP believed that certain criteria required expansion and more detail to ensure that
they were applied uniformly and with equality in all schools. The family criteria should
make extra provision for single-sex schools ie to prevent exclusion of a son or daughter who
was not the eldest member of their immediate family and the criterion of ‘eldest child’ should
automatically include the oldest boy or girl if the application was to a single-sex school. The
party stated that there must also be more clarification on how children were related within a
family. Foster children and half-brothers or sisters must be included in this criterion without
discrimination. Special consideration should be given under extraordinary circumstances to
children in care as their educational experience tended to be very poor. The party noted that
feeder primary schools were important in relation to defining the catchment area, would help
avoid a postcode lottery and assist grammar schools to maintain their current catchment
area.

The UUP believed that inevitably the existing proposals would lead to postcode selection,
that pupils in rural areas or on the periphery of urban centres would be disadvantaged and
that both proposed tie breakers of random selection or proximity of home to school were
inherently unjust. The party stated that the principles were to put the interests of the child at
the centre of the decision making process but that the definitions did not back this up. It felt
that allowing schools to apply academic selection particularly when overscribed, would help
to address parental needs.

The sub-group recommends that-

= The Department, as a matter of urgency, should conduct independent research
and carry out exploratory modelling on the interaction between the proposed
criteria. It should then consult widely on the criteria as soon as possible.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on the following proposal-

» That the admissions policy as outlined will not lead to a situation where the interests of
the child are paramount and the criteria will only result in children being channelled to
a local school regardless of whether it is best suited to their needs.

The intervention powers to prevent misuse of admission criteria

The sub-group considered the issues surrounding the intervention and appeal powers.

The evidence from those who made submissions to the sub-group indicated that the role of
the proposed Education and Skills Authority, in ensuring no direct or indirect discrimination,
would be vital. There was some suggestion in the evidence that a central body, which could
include the social partners, could have a role to play in the application and oversight of the
application of the criteria.

The DUP was content with the current arrangements for appeals and that the system currently
used should be carried over from the Education and Library Boards to the Education and
Skills Authority. The party noted that it was not always necessary to have educational
psychologists involved in appeals but did not disagree that they could provide important
input for certain types of case.
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Sinn Féin stated that currently Education and Library Boards administer an Independent
Appeal Tribunal System and that this type of arrangement should be retained following the
establishment of the Education and Skills Authority and the dissolution of the Education and
Library Boards. The party stated that there was an absolute requirement for an independent
system, which would have the involvement of skilled professionals, including educational
psychologists when appropriate.

The SDLP believed that such powers must be defined within the Education Reform Act and
that the current appeals procedure was effective. There was a need for the Department to
have the power to ensure that schools were operating the admissions criteria in an inclusive
way, which did not disadvantage applicants on social, geographical, racial, or cultural
grounds. The party stated that the advantage of a fully uniform system was that it was possible
to have a central appeals body, which could consider complaints about the way the procedures
were operated, or to consider pleas for entry to a school due to special circumstances.

The UUP was of the view that intervention powers must recognise and respect the freedom
and autonomy of schools to reflect their local circumstances and educational ethos and that
the appeals procedure must be robust, accessible and transparent. The party was concerned
about the designation of feeder primary schools, and noted the scrutiny role which the
Department of Education would have in relation to this.

The sub-group recommends that-

s The current independent appeal system operates well and that following the
establishment of the Education and Skills Authority, and the disbandment of the
Education and Library Boards, this system should continue and involve, where
appropriate, skilled professionals.

The provision for sectoral schools such as integrated schools and Irish
medium schools

The sub-group gave consideration to the issues surrounding the impact of the new admission
arrangements on sectoral post primary schools.

The evidence was, in the main, focused on the requirements of the Irish medium and integrated
school sectors and noted that post primary secondary schools in these sectors often required
wide catchment areas. With respect to Irish medium schools, there was evidence submitted
to suggest that the definition of community should be flexible enough to include any Irish
speaking community.

The DUP stated that given that the earlier principles emphasised consistency and putting the
child first free from bias, it seemed contradictory to have special arrangements for particular
schools and it was opposed to the introduction of special arrangements for favoured sectors.
The party advised that if special arrangements were put in place for Irish medium and
integrated schools then these provisions should also apply to grammar schools serving rural
areas.

Sinn Féin stated that the definition of community based criteria needed to be sufficiently
flexible to incorporate or identify the Irish speaking community in a given area. This may go
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beyond defined catchment area boundaries, which applied in other circumstances. It was
important to support a child who had attended Irish medium primary provision and who was
transferring to a post primary school. They should be accommodated in the nearest post
primary school with suitable Irish language provision. The party also noted that integrated
post primary schools may wish to use attendance at an integrated primary school as a criterion.
Flexibility needed to be built in to accommodate the needs and requirements as identified by
the integrated sector. For both the Irish medium and integrated sectors, the feeder school
criterion should be used. The special requirements of Irish travellers also needed to be
accommodated.

The SDLP stated that it considered the criterion of nearest suitable school, in relation to Irish
medium and integrated post primary schools, was particularly applicable as the availability
of schools in these sectors was limited by comparison to the availability of schools in other
sectors. Sectoral schools would be further protected by the ability to define their own feeder
primary schools within their catchment areas.

The UUP noted that in some areas, the introduction of new Irish medium and integrated
schools plus falling roll numbers created difficulties for traditional schools. There was, in
addition, a need to ensure that the system was not open to abuse.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on the following proposal-

» That the provision for sectoral schools such as Irish medium and integrated schools
should also apply to grammar schools serving rural areas.

Admission arrangements for special needs

The adequacy of provision for pupils with special needs was discussed by the sub-group
which considered evidence from the Department that the post primary placement of children
with special educational needs would take place outside the constraints of the normal transfer
system. Others who gave evidence to the sub-group welcomed the fact that the Department
would retain the procedures relating to compelling individual circumstances.

The parties noted that the sub-group on Economic Issues, in its report to the Programme for
Government Committee on the Chancellor’s Economic Package and on Alternative Proposals,
had included a recommendation for an additional £20m per annum to be allocated to
education, with particular reference to special needs education, early years development,
educational underperformance and teacher training.

The DUP noted that it was content with the arrangements for post primary transfer made by
the Department for the placement of children with special educational needs. The DUP
supported the provision of additional funding for special needs education and believed that
it should be adequately resourced.

Sinn Féin stated that there was a need for much greater investment in support arrangements
for children with special needs. Special education required major development. Special
schools had an important contribution to make to raising standards of achievement of pupils
with special educational needs in mainstream schools. There was an urgent need for a clear
vision for special educational needs, not least because of the growing number of statemented
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pupils. Again, parents must be given the fullest possible information and high levels of
support to inform their decision. This decision may involve sending their child to a special
school or it may involve sending their child to a mainstream school. The party also noted that
the Department of Education had observed that there was considerable support for the view
that the word ‘special’ should not be included in the title of a special school. Of crucial
importance, was the need to provide the necessary resources and to employ more educational
psychologists so that the earliest possible intervention and diagnosis could take place. It was
a proven fact that delaying the process of special educational needs statementing could do
severe damage to the child’s educational development.

The SDLP believed that arrangements for special needs pupils were sufficiently protected by
the statementing process and that the current SENDO legislation would continue to protect
special needs pupils. The absence of any criteria that might contravene the legislation meant
that no special needs pupil could be excluded by the new process.

The UUP noted the recommendation from the sub-group on Economic Issues on funding for
education and stated that special needs education should be adequately resourced.

The sub-group welcomed the proposal on additional funding from the sub-group on Economic
Issues and recommends that some of this funding should be allocated to special needs
and that special needs education should be appropriately resourced.

Other issues

The sub-group deliberated on a number of other issues including the question of whether
there should be a ‘parental voice forum’; the coherence between the schools admission policy
and other key educational policies and the impact of the admission policy on Dickson
Schools.

In considering the evidence provided to it, the sub-group noted the number of organisations
who expressed concern at a lack of coherence between the various educational policies and
the proposed admission criteria. It noted the comment by the Department that the Minister
would determine the way in which the parental voice would be established.

The DUP was supportive of the parental voice proposals and did not feel that the Department
had provided clarity on the impact on Dickson schools.

Sinn Féin stated that there should be investment in the development of the capacity of parents
to articulate their views and to play a full partnership role in the education of their children.
There needed to be coherence between schools admission policy and other key education
policies including transport provision and collaborative working arrangements between
schools. It was not desirable nor in the best educational interests of the child to be travelling
long distances to school. The party stated that there was a strong belief among educationalists
that delayed entry to formal education at primary level would serve the best interests of the
child. The 11+ and current transfer procedure distorted the entire primary school system /
curriculum and there needed to be fresh thinking about the appropriate age for children
entering formal education.
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The SDLP believed that the Dickson schools would be helped by the proposed admissions
policy. As with sectoral schools, the establishment of catchment areas, as defined by feeder
primary schools and a set list of admission criteria, would protect their intake. The SDLP
wanted the admission policy to have full coherence with policies such as funding, transport
and collaboration. The party believed that to achieve collaboration between schools, sufficient
departmental level funding was required. This would entail up-front costs for the government
but the long-term gain from such investment would be immeasurable. It was also vital that
provision be made in policy formulation for adequate home to school transportation across
the board. This promise was crucial for preventing the exclusion of pupils from rural areas.

The UUP stated that a parental voice forum should have a statutory role in assisting the
review of the workings of the transfer procedures; that communities presently served by the
Dickson schools should be given the option of retaining their existing framework and
consideration should be given to allowing groups of schools in other areas to opt into a
Dickson arrangement. The party further stated that the Department should urgently provide
stakeholders and elected representatives with an assessment of the impact of the Independent
Strategic Review of Education upon transfer procedures.

The sub-group recommends-

= In the new single Education and SKkills Authority there should be provision for a
representative parental voice forum including capacity building for parents and
that the Department should update the sub-group on developments in this area as
soon as possible.

»  That the Department lays out clearly how the admission criteria and pupil profile
will be impacted on by the proposed changes in education policies such as:
transport arrangements; collaborative arrangements; the entitlement framework;
specialist schools and the Independent Strategic Review of Education and recent
legislation, including that arising from the Northern Ireland (St Andrews)
Agreement Act 2006.

»  The Department should examine what impact the admission criteria and pupil
profile will have on Dickson area schools and see what flexibility there would be
for this and other local arrangements.

= The term ‘parental choice’ should be changed to ‘parental preference’ to reflect
the reality which will pertain after the proposed changes
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Consideration of Issues -
The Pupil Profile

According to the Department of Education, the new transfer arrangements to post primary
schools will be based on parental choice for a particular post primary school or schools. Parents
will have access to a range of information to assist them in making this choice including

= Pupils visiting post primary schools in P6 year;

= Receiving information packs from a range of schools;

= Parents and children attending open days / evenings; and
» Informal discussions with post primary schools.

Parents will complete a transfer form indicating their choice(s) of post primary school(s). If
a school has more applications than places it will apply the admission criteria. The process
will allow for appeals.

The pupil profile is intended to be a key element of informed parental choice and will replace
the annual report to parents by providing information in a standardised format. The Council
for the Curriculum, Examinations and Assessment (CCEA) provided the following timetable
for the introduction of the pupil profile:

Academic Year Pupil Profile in for Year Groups
2007/08 Yrs 1 and 5

2008/09 Yrs2,6,8,9

2009/10 Yrs 3,4,7,10, 11, 12

At its meeting on 12 January 2007, the sub-group considered a number of issues relating to
the pupil profile including using it as a means of academic selection; its manageability for
schools and teachers; the relevance for parents and pupils; the content of the profile; sharing
the profile with schools; the cost and delivery of the ICT solution and the timetable for
introduction.

Pupil profile as a means of academic selection

The sub-group gave detailed consideration to the use of the pupil profile as a means of
academic selection and took note of the evidence provided to it. Some of the evidence was
opposed to the pupil profile being used for this purpose and pointed out that it was not
designed to be used in this way. Concern was also expressed at the possibility of litigation if
the pupil profile was used for selection purposes. Some of the Teachers Unions mentioned
that teachers would be very uncomfortable if they were asked to complete pupil profiles that
would then be used as a tool for selection. Others who provided evidence to the sub-group
did feel that the pupil profile could be used as a tool for academic selection with one group
making reference to the use of Computer Adaptive Testing (CAT).
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The DUP believed that the pupil profile as a means of academic selection should be looked
at immediately as an option but recognised that to protect teachers any academic assessment
should be externally based. The DUP noted that CAT tests were suggested as an option and
may answer many of the objections made against the 11+ in that they would not be high
stakes i.e. dependent on performance on only two half days, would not be open to tutoring
and would tie in with the normal curriculum.

Sinn Féin agreed with the concept of the pupil profile but stated that it must not be used for
the purpose of academic selection. The party stated that the aim of the pupil profile was to
provide an analysis of the pupil’s progress and to inform the parents but that it was not
designed to be used as a tool for selection.

The SDLP was against the use of the pupil profile as a means of academic selection. The
party stated that the current form and logic of the profile made no sense if it was to be used
as a selective tool as it was meant to be a tool for giving feedback to the pupil, to the parent
and so that the teacher could adjust the learning approach for the pupil.

The UUP stated that the pupil profile should be revised in order to record the academic
ability of the child on the basis of fair and consistent standards. This record would help
inform post primary schools in developing the child’s aptitude, talents and abilities and could
be used by post primary schools in the event of over-subscription.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on the following proposal-

» That the pupil profile should be revised in order to record the academic ability of the
child on the basis of fair and consistent standards.

Manageability for schools and teachers

The main issues considered by the sub-group included the manageability of the pupil profile,
as it currently stands for schools and teachers and the question of whether the pupil profile
could be delivered without additional resources or time allowance for schools and teachers.

The Department noted that manageability for schools was a key priority. Other evidence
indicated that there was some apprehension among stakeholders on the time taken to complete
the profile, the timing of the tests and on the availability of the ICT resources required to
complete them. The Irish medium sector had some concerns about the ability of the pupil
profile to assess proficiency in Irish language literacy. The sub-group also considered
information provided by the CCEA on some of the outputs from the pilot undertaken by
BDO Stoy Hayward which indicated that 84% of parents agreed or strongly agreed that the
pupil profile report provided them with a clear description of their child’s progress throughout
the school year; that an additional pupil profile report at a mid point in school would be
beneficial to allow for remedial action to be taken; that parents were confused about the
purpose of the profile as they were unsure whether it replaced the current 11+ or was to be
used to support an application to a post primary school and that there also needed to be a
greater level of communication with parents about the pupil profile.

The DUP stated that the evidence from the Teachers Unions was that the pupil profile was
not manageable for schools and teachers and that it took an inordinate amount of time to
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complete. There were concerns that teachers were not capable of dealing with the I'T component
even if they had the hardware, which many did not. The party believed that the manageability
for schools and teachers was questionable and that additional resources would be required
for teacher training as well as extra time allowance to complete the pupil profile.

Sinn Féin noted that teachers had expressed concerns because the profiles were not yet fit for
purpose, there were problems with presentation and that teachers’ concerns about the concept
of awarding ‘scores’ and about the length of time which it took to complete the profile
needed to be factored in.

The SDLP stated that, as it stood, the pupil profile was not a manageable tool for either
schools or individual teachers and that the responses from the Teachers Unions reflected
that, at present, teachers were increasingly dissatisfied with the level of resources available
to them in formulating the pupil profile. The party noted that the profile needed considerable
honing to be manageable, that the hardware required to complete the profile was not available
to all schools and that teacher training would be required.

The UUP noted that the information on the trials of the pupil profile did not show any proven
or conclusive results; the profile had evolved during the trials and there was uncertainty
about which of the pupil profiles the pilot results related to; there was no information about
whether other types of pupil profiles had been considered; there was limited information
about the responses from teachers; the technology would be unfamiliar to them and they
would therefore require advanced training. In addition, the sub-group had not had an
opportunity to hear from those directly involved in the pilots ie the teachers and pupils. The
party stated that resources, training and a realistic timetable to facilitate the introduction of
the pupil profile must be provided and that the full results of the pilots must be made available
as soon as possible.

The sub-group recommends that-

s The Committee on the Programme for Government agrees that, if time allows, the
sub-group should visit a small number of schools involved in the pilot to ascertain
the views of teachers and pupils.

n  The final report from BDO Stoy Hayward on the independent evaluation of the
pupil profile is made available to ML As and interested groups without delay.

= Adequate resources are made available for schools and for the professional
development of teachers to enable them to carry out the completion of the pupil
profile.

Relevance for parents and pupils
A number of issues were considered by the sub-group including:

= The extent to which the pupil profile provided the information parents needed to enable
them to make decisions on post primary schools for their children
= The provision of the information in a format/ language that parents could understand

m  The extent to which a child had input into the pupil profile.
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The evidence provided to the sub-group on the trial by CCEA indicated that there was a high
degree of parental acceptance of the pupil profile although parents were still confused about
its purpose. Other evidence broadly welcomed the pupil profile while expressing a worry
about undue parental influence on teachers completing it.

The DUP stated that, as it currently stood, the pupil profile would be totally subjective
documents with little consistency possible between teachers, let alone schools, and that they
would therefore be of little use to parents. The DUP further stated that some of the headings
in the profile would not be understood by parents. It noted that the CCEA had admitted that
it would have to train parents in how to use these and the party had serious concerns about
the usefulness of these reports and their accessibility to parents who themselves had educational
difficulties. Even though the CCEA indicated that there would be levels of progression to
guide teachers in relation to their comments, these would only be set for 3 out of the 17 categories
on the report and even then the levels of progression would be open to interpretation.

Sinn Féin stated that the purpose of the pupil profile was to serve as an aid to parents and
children in the process of choosing the most appropriate pathway; it should be used as an
analysis of pupil progress and not as a precursor to academic selection and pupils and parents
needed to be centrally involved in the whole process. The party made reference to the Report
Card Template used in the Republic of Ireland, which recorded the child’s social and personal
learning, provided guidance on next steps and referred to the child as a learner and thus made
that format more relevant for the parent and the child.

The SDLP stated that the current model for the pupil profile was equally inadequate for parents
and pupils in terms of providing them with the information sufficient to make decisions
about their child’s future. The summative pupil profile provided information on the pupil’s
development between years 4 and 7 in terms of reading and mathematics. While the charts
were visually helpful, it would be beneficial to include a brief explanation of the overall
findings. This would help make the charts more comprehensible to parents. The provision of
comment banks would be a helpful addition so long as they did not in practice act as hindrance
to the process. These would help to make the pupil profiles more comparable across the
board and would assist teachers and primary schools involved in compiling the profiles.
Furthermore, the provision of understandable and detailed comments would guarantee that
the pupil profile would act as a useful tool for parents and pupils.

The UUP stated in that order to adequately determine the relevance of the pupil profile for
parents, the results of the pilots must be made available to stakeholders and representatives.
The party was concerned that the first set of pupils to go through the pupil profile process would,
in effect, be ‘guinea pigs’ and that some allowances must therefore be made for them.

The sub-group recommends that-

s The public is kept informed about the progress of the pupil profile through a wide
range of media.

m  Consideration needs to be given as to how the pupil profile will be made accessible
and easily understood by all parents.
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The Content

The discussion about the content ranged across a number of issues including the degree to
which it was fit for purpose and its usefulness as a guide if there were variations in the
meaning of its content within, and across, schools in Northern Ireland. The usefulness of
CATs as a component of the pupil profile was also considered.

The sub-group, in its consideration of the evidence, noted that some concern had been
expressed about the inclusion of class or Northern Ireland averages in the profile. The sub-
group also noted the evidence given to it by the Association for Quality Education which
advocated the use of CATs and that the literacy and numeracy tests proposed by the CCEA
in the pupil profile, were based on computer based diagnostic assessment.

The DUP stated that it was concerned that the usefulness of the pupil profile as a guide to
parents would be undermined by the variation in interpretation of meaning between schools.
The party had particular concerns about variation in the level of progressions in the literary
and numeracy sections of the profile. It recognised that there was insufficient information
and research available to the sub-group on CATs but felt that they should be given consideration
as a possible means of addressing ‘high stakes’ academic testing.

Sinn Féin stated that the success of the Report Card Template, which was structured into
three components and which was used in the rest of Ireland, should be looked at. This
provided information on- the child as a learner with reference to curriculum subjects and/or
areas; the child’s social and personal development; the next steps in learning and/or advice
for parents on supporting learning. In relation to Irish medium education, Sinn Féin stated
that the pupil profile needed to reflect the characteristics of immersion education. It also
needed to take into account that assessment of literacy and numeracy in Irish medium
education was problematic.

The SDLP stated that it would welcome the opportunity for pupils to include their own
comments on their profiles. These could come in the form of sections where a pupil might
list their extra-curricular activities or personal interests, their own assessments of their
strengths and weaknesses, their future learning intentions as well their aims for post primary
education. The party noted that CATs could be a useful tool to track the development of
knowledge but that they should only be used as a formative tool and it was not aware of
CATs being used in other countries for high stakes type selection. If CATs were used as a tool
for selection, it would be possible for parents to buy the software, coaching would still be
possible and this would lead to disadvantage for some children.

The UUP stated that the professional judgement and experience of teachers were an important
part of the pupil profile and that this should be supported by a record of the academic ability
of the child on the basis of fair and consistent standards. The party noted the inclusion in the
pupil profile of computer based diagnostic testing. It had concerns about the development
and application of CATs . It felt that the sub-group was being asked to put its faith in a system
which was unproven and it needed more information on which to base such an assessment
particularly from those most affected — the teachers and pupils.
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The sub-group agreed that it was not happy with the content of the pupil profile and
recommends that-

= Further work needs to be done on its usefulness as a guide given the potential for
variation and interpretation in the meanings of the headings particularly on the
levels of progression in literacy and numeracy; its manageability for teachers; and
the opportunity for a child to comment on his/her own progression, achievements
and aims for post primary education.

The sub-group, after consideration, did not reach consensus on the following proposal:

= That development of the pupil profile needs to reflect the characteristics of immersion
education, including taking into account problems in assessing literacy and numeracy
in Irish medium education.

Sharing the pupil profile with schools

The sub-group deliberated on this issue and looked at whether post primary schools should
automatically get a copy of the pupil profile. It considered evidence that largely fell into two
categories; the first, which did not feel the pupil profile should be shared with post primary
schools whilst the second group considered that it should be. However, this group was
divided on whether it should be shared for use as a tool for selection.

The DUP stated that sharing the pupil profile with schools was essential but the profile
needed to be more robust and objective than at present otherwise it would be of limited value
to both the receiving school and the parents.

Sinn Féin stated that there should be a free and open approach with respect to sharing the
pupil profile with receiving schools where this was used to inform individual education
plans for the child but that the pupil profile must not be used for the purpose of selection.

The SDLP stated that parents should not be prevented from voluntarily providing prospective
schools with their child’s pupil profile. The profile was intended as a tool to allow parents to
make an informed decision about their child’s educational future. It was therefore the parents’
prerogative to use the profile in any way which assisted their decision making process. The
SDLP emphasised that prospective schools should not automatically receive a copy of the
pupil profile as this could result in the profile being used by post primary schools as a tool
for selection. The party was opposed to the pupil profile going to a school before the transfer
of the pupil to that school had been agreed.

The UUP stated that a post primary school should automatically receive a copy of the pupil
profile of a child seeking to transfer to that school. The party also considered that in the event
of over-subscription, schools should also have the option of using the pupil profile (revised
to include a record of academic ability) in order to enable the child to be placed in the post
primary school best suited to her/his aptitudes, talents and abilities.

The sub-group recommends that-

m  The receiving post primary school should automatically get a copy of the pupil
profile to inform individual education plans for the child.
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115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

Cost and delivery of the ICT solution

The sub-group discussion centred on the degree to which the ICT solution would increase
the manageability for schools and teachers and the question of whether the ICT solution
could be delivered in time.

When looking at the evidence, the sub-group noted the comments from the Irish National
Teachers Organisation (INTO) that there was a presentational problem with the boxes and
graphs and insufficient hardware to carry out the computer based diagnostic tests. The sub-
group also noted the INTO comment that CCEA was proposing that a bus, loaded with
computers, would be driven around schools to allow pupils to do the computer based tests.

The DUP stated that the CCEA could not guarantee delivery and that it was particularly
worrying that it was contemplating carting busloads of computers around schools with no
indication as to the programme for teachers training.

Sinn Féin stated that it would need further information from the Department of Education
and CCEA on the cost and delivery of the ICT solution.

The SDLP stated that it had concerns about the ICT solution and would need further detail
on the practicalities, costs and timescale for the delivery of the ICT solution.

The UUP stated that schools were being asked to take on new technology, that time would
be required to put this technology into place and train teachers in its use. It questioned
whether the computer hardware and software had been proven and noted that the sub-group
had not been given any information about the technology or other technical options.

The sub-group recommends -

= That the Department of Education should make available information about the
cost and delivery of the ICT solution proposed for the pupil profile.

Timetable for introduction

The sub-group considered the timetable as laid down for the introduction of the pupil profile
(see paragraph 79) and noted that some of the evidence received by the sub-group indicated
that stakeholders did not feel that the pupil profile would be ready on time. However, some
of the Teacher Unions indicated that if it were not all finalised, they would still be able to
work with what was available.

The DUP believed that the timetable for the profile, which was meant to start in September
2007, was totally unrealistic.

Sinn Féin stated that it was not content that the timescale as indicated by CCEA was
achievable.

The SDLP indicated that the party was not confident that the pupil profile would be delivered
for the new academic year of 2007/2008.

The UUP had concerns that the information from the pilots was not available and that there
was therefore no indication of what adjustments were required to make the pupil profile fit
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127.

for purpose and whether those adjustments could be made in time for the planned introduction
to schools. The party also wanted to see a report on the overall performance of the pupil
profile and noted that in the absence of such a report no judgement could be made on whether
the system would live up to expectation.

The sub-group agreed that it was not content with the proposed timetable for the introduction
of the pupil profile and recommends that the Department and CCEA should consider, as
a matter of urgency, whether it is achievable.
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Minutes of Proceedings

Friday, 8 December 2006
in Room 135, Parliament Buildings.

In the Chair:

Present:

In attendance:

Observing:

Apologies:

Jim Wells

Dominic Bradley
Jeftrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry
Caitriona Ruane

Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)

Stella McArdle (Clerk)

Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)

Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)

Tony Marken (Research and Library Services)
Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Brian Crowe (UUP Researcher)

Eilis Haughey (SDLP Researcher)
Grainne McEvoy (SDLP Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)
Richard Bullick (DUP Researcher)

Sammy Wilson MP

The meeting commenced at 9.41 a.m. in closed session.

The Chairperson informed the members that the BBC had asked to be allowed to film the
beginning of the meeting. The DUP, SDLP and Sinn Féin were content but the UUP was not
and as there was not consensus the request was refused.

Apologies

An apology was received from Sammy Wilson, MP. Members noted that deputies could attend
sub-group meetings if members were unable to do so.

Sub-group Procedures and Terms of Reference

Members noted the procedures for the sub-group as determined by the Programme for
Government Committee.
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Following discussion the sub-group agreed by consensus that all evidence sessions would be
public and recorded by Hansard and that all other meetings and parts of meetings would be
closed.

Members agreed to accept the terms of reference for the sub-group, as determined by the
Programme for Government Committee.

4. Declaration of Interests, Transitional Assembly Privilege and Sub Judice

Members noted that the Transitional Assembly’s Standing Order 29(f) states that before
taking part in any debate or proceeding of the Assembly, a Member shall declare any interest,
financial or otherwise, which is relevant to that debate or proceeding, where such interest is
held by the member or an immediate relative.

The following interests were declared by members:

Mr Bradley advised that he is on the staff of St Paul’s High School, Bessbrook, a member of
the Board of Governors of Bunscoil an Itiir, Newry, a member of NASUWT and receives
payment as the editor of the education pages of the Irish language newspaper La.

Mr Donalson advised that he is a member of the Board of Governors of Parkview Special
School.

Mr McElduff advised that he is a member of the Western Education and Library Board and
of the Boards of Governors of St Patrick’s Primary School, Garvallagh, St Patrick’s Primary
School, Eskra and St Lawrence’s Primary School, Fintona.

Members noted the information in relation to privilege as set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule
1 to the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act 2006.

Members noted the information provided with regard to sub-judice.
The meeting was suspended at 10.08 a.m.

The meeting reconvened at 10.20 a.m. in public session

5. Presentation by officials from the Department of Education

The sub-group took evidence from Dr Robson Davison, David Woods, Leslie Ashe and John
Leonard representing the Department of Education.

The meeting was suspended at 11.40 a.m.

The meeting reconvened in closed session at 11.50 a.m.

32



Minutes of Proceedings

Work Programme

Members discussed the draft work programme and agreed by consensus to invite a number
of organisations to give oral evidence to the sub-group at the next meeting. A number of
other groups should be asked to provide written submissions for members’ consideration.

It was agreed that the Assembly’s Research and Library staff would prepare a paper on the
post-primary education system in the Republic of Ireland

Any Other Business

Members agreed that a press release should be issued following the meeting. The wording of
the press release was agreed.

Date, Time and Place of Next Meeting

Subject to a decision by the Programme for Government Committee on future chairing
arrangements, members agreed that the next meeting will be held at 9.30 a.m. on Friday 15
December 2006 in the Senate Chamber, Parliament Buildings. A further meeting will be held
at 9.30 a.m. on Friday 22 December 2006 in Room 144 Parliament Buildings.

The meeting ended at 12.16 p.m.
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Friday, 15 December 2006 1n the Senate
Chamber, Parliament Buildings.

In the Chair: Sue Ramsey
Willie Clarke took the Chair at 1.35 p.m.

Present: Dominic Bradley
Jeffrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry
Caitriona Ruane
Sammy Wilson MP

In attendance: Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)
Stella McArdle (Clerk)
Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)
Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)
Tony Marken (Research and Library Services)
Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Observing Jim Falconer (SF Researcher)
Eilis Haughey (SDLP Researcher)
Grainne McEvoy (SDLP Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)

The meeting commenced at 9.43 a.m. in closed session.

1. Minutes of the Meeting held on 8 December 2006

The minutes of the meeting on 8 December 2006 were agreed subject to the following
amendments:

At Item 4 - Mr Dominic Bradley’s interests should read:

Mr Bradley advised that he is on the staff of St Paul’s High School, Bessbrook, a member of
the Board of Governors of Bunscoil an Itir, Newry, a member of NASUWT and receives
payment as the editor of the education pages of the Irish language newspaper La.

2. Declaration of Interests
The following interest was declared:

Mr Sammy Wilson advised that he is employed by the Council for the Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment.
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Sub-Group Procedures

The paper on revised sub-group procedures provided by the Committee for the Programme
for Government was noted.

Letter from the Secretary of State about the provision of information by officials

Members expressed concern at the information supplied in paragraph four of the
correspondence from the Secretary of State. Following a short discussion, Mr McNarry
proposed that the sub-group should write to the Committee on the Programme for Government
to draw attention to these concerns and ask that the Committee should relay these to the
Secretary of State. The proposal was agreed by concensus.

Mpr Jeffrey Donaldson joined the meeting at 9.50 a.m.

Briefing Papers

The paper on the post-primary education system in the Republic of Ireland was noted and it
was agreed that additional information on the report card template and transitional year
would be sought.

The issues paper was tabled and members were advised by the Chairperson that any additional
issues for discussion, which members wished to add, should be forwarded to the Clerk by
noon on Tuesday 19 December 2006.

The meeting moved to public session

Evidence Sessions

The sub-group took evidence from the following witnesses:

Session One
The Association of Teachers and Lecturers represented by Mr Mark Langhammer

The Irish National Teachers’ Organisation represented by Mr Brendon Harron

The National Association of Schoolmasters and Women Teachers represented by Mr Seamus
Searson

The Ulster Teachers’ Union represented by Ms Avril Hall-Callaghan

Session Two

The Association for Quality Education, which comprises the Grammar Principals’ Association,
the Concerned Parents for Education and the Confederation of Grammar Schools’ Former
Pupils’ Associations represented by Sir Kenneth Bloomfield, Mr Billy Young and Mr Marcas
Patterson

The Governing Bodies Association represented by Mr Finbarr McCallion
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The meeting was suspended at 11.45 a.m.
The meeting reconvened at 11.55 a.m.

Ms Caitriona Ruane joined the meeting at 11.55 a.m.

Session Three
The Association of Head Teachers in Secondary Schools represented by Mr Uel McCrea

The Council for Catholic Maintained Schools represented by Mr Jim Clarke
A parental representative, Mr George Buckley

The meeting was suspended at 12.55 p.m.

Ms Caitriona Ruane left the meeting at 12.55 p.m.

The meeting reconvened at 1.32 p.m. with Mr Willie Clarke in the Chair

Session Four

The Council for the Curriculum, Examinations and Assessment represented by Mr Gavin
Boyd, Mr Robert Shilliday, Dr Charlie Sproule and Mr Richard Hanna

The meeting was suspended at 2.26p.m.
The meeting reconvened at 2.34 p.m.

Ms Caitriona Ruane rejoined the meeting at 2.34 p.m.

Session Five
The Northern Ireland Council for Integrated Education represented by Mr Michael Wardlow

Session Six

The Department of Education represented by Mrs Dorothy Angus, Ms Irene Murphy and Mr
John Leonard

The meeting was suspended at 3.14 p.m.

The meeting resumed at 3.30 p.m.

Session Seven

The Transferors’ Representative Council represented by Reverend Dr Lee Glenny, Reverend
Robert Herron and Reverend Ian Ellis

7. Any Other Business

Members agreed a press release to be issued following the meeting.
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Date, Time and Place of Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held at 9.30 a.m. on Friday 22 December 2006 in Room 144
Parliament Buildings. A further meeting to discuss the sub-group’s report to the Committee
on the Programme for Government will be held at 9.30 a.m. on Friday 5 January 2007 in
Room 144, Parliament Buildings.

The meeting ended at 3.59 p.m.
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Friday, 22 December 2006
in Room 144, Parliament Buildings.

In the Chair: Willie Clarke

Present: Dominic Bradley
Jeftrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry
Caitriona Ruane
Sammy Wilson MP

In attendance: Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)
Stella McArdle (Clerk)
Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)
Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)
Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Observing: Brian Crowe (UUP Researcher)
Grainne McEvoy (SDLP Researcher)
Jackie McMullan (SF Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)

The meeting commenced at 10.14 a.m. in closed session.

l. Minutes of the Meeting held on 15 December 2006

The minutes of the meeting on 15 December 2006 were agreed.

2. Matters Arising

The Clerk’s letter to the Committee on the Programme for Government raising concerns
about the information contained in the letter from the Secretary of State about the provision
of information by officials was noted. Members also noted that the Committee on the
Programme for Government had written to the Secretary of State to pass on these concerns
and had asked for a reply by 3 January 2007.

Members noted the additional briefing paper supplied by the Assembly Research and Library
Services on the post-primary education system in the Republic of Ireland.

3. Written Submissions

Written submissions provided by a number of organisations were noted.
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Consideration of Issues

Principles of Schools Admission Arrangements

There was detailed discussion on the principles of schools admission arrangements as
proposed by the Department of Education and the following proposals were made:

It was proposed by Mr Bradley that an additional principle ‘there is a need to ensure equality
of opportunity for every child and in particular the need to take account of difficulties faced
by newly arrived families and ethnic minorities’ should be added.

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

It was proposed by Mr Donaldson that the words ‘and additionally’ should be removed from
the principles.

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

The meeting was suspended at 10.58 a.m.
Mr Donaldson left the meeting at 10.58 a.m.

The meeting reconvened at 11.21 a.m.

It was proposed by Mr Wilson that the principle ‘acknowledge that schools normally serve
local communities’ should be removed.

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal and
SDLP and SF objected.

It was proposed by Mr Wilson that an additional principle ‘ pupils should attend the most
appropriate school for their needs in order to maximise their development’ should be
added.

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal, the
SDLP considered that this was already covered in the principles and SF objected.

It was proposed by the Chairperson that all the principles, as amended, should be accepted.

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. SDLP and SF supported the proposal, the
DUP considered that the principles were contradictory and not explicit and UUP objected.

Members then discussed the following key issues stating their party positions:

Admission Criteria as proposed by the Department of Education

The DUP was of the view that the criteria were too heavily based on geographical location
and that where a school chooses to have academic selection as one of its criteria it should be
allowed to do so. They were content with sibling and eldest child as criteria.

The SDLP indicated that it was content with sibling and eldest child as criteria, that feeder
primary school, catchment area and parish should all be gathered together into one criterion
and that random selection should be the tie-breaker rather than proximity to the school.
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SDLP noted that nearest suitable school would be a particularly useful criteria for Irish
medium and integrated schools.

Sinn Féin was of the view that catchment area and named feeder schools should be applied
as the main criteria; then sibling and that parent/guardian working at the school should also
be included; that random selection should be the tie-breaker rather than proximity to the
school; that flexible arrangements should be built in to provide for Irish medium and
integrated schools and for travellers and ethnic minorities; that catchment areas for border
areas to allow children to go to the nearest schools should also be included and that criteria
should be applied consistently across Northern Ireland.

The UUP indicated that it was in favour of feeder primary schools and noted that historically
some feeder primary schools are not in a school’s catchment area, that this may present some
difficulties and post-primary schools should be given flexibility. The party was also of the
view that siblings and eldest child should also be included and that to include other criteria
would be difficult to manage. The UUP was supportive of the use of academic selection as
an admission criterion with schools being given the opportunity whether to use it or not.

Academic Selection as an Admission criteria

It was proposed by Mr Bradley that academic selection should be discussed again at the next
meeting. The proposal was agreed by consensus.

The Open Menu Approach

The DUP was of the view that there should be flexibility with decisions on admission criteria
left to individual schools. The SDLP believed that there should be a set menu which should
be applied consistently across schools. Sinn Féin agreed that the admission criteria should be
set centrally and applied consistently by all schools. The UUP believed that there should be
an element of autonomy for schools in applying the admission criteria.

The meeting was suspended at 12 noon

The meeting reconvened at 12.08 p.m.

Following a general discussion on the way forward members agreed that the Clerk would
provide a summary of the written and oral evidence and that the Assembly Research and
Library Services should be asked to provide a briefing paper setting out the models of
academic selection currently in use elsewhere.

It was also agreed that each party represented on the sub-group should provide, by Friday 5
January 2007, a briefing paper setting out its views on the key issues, for consideration at the
next meeting.

The sub-group agreed that the Clerk should request an extension to the reporting date from
10 to17 January 2007 from the Committee on the Programme for Government.
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Any Other Business

Members noted an invitation to a seminar on 12 January 2007 received from the Association
of Teachers and Lecturers and agreed that staff of the sub-group could attend.

Date, Time and Place of Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held at 9.30 a.m. on Monday 8 January 2007 in Room 135 Parliament
Buildings, Stormont. The date of a further meeting to discuss the sub-group’s report to the
Committee on the Programme for Government will be decided at this meeting.

The meeting ended at 12.25 p.m.
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Monday 8 January 2007 and

Friday 12 January 2007

in Room 135, Parliament Buildings.

In the Chair:

Present:

In attendance:

Observing

Willie Clarke

Dominic Bradley
Jeffrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry
Caitriona Ruane
Sammy Wilson MP

Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)

Stella McArdle (Clerk)

Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)

Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)

Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Brian Crowe (UUP Researcher)
Richard Bullick (DUP Researcher)
Grainne McEvoy (SDLP Researcher)
Jackie McMullan (SF Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)

The meeting commenced at10.00 a.m. on Monday 8 January 2007 in closed session.

1. Minutes of the Meeting held on 22 December 2006

The minutes of the meeting on 22 December 2006 were agreed subject to the word “differences’
in the proposal by Mr Bradley in section four being amended to ‘difficulties’.

2. Matters Arising

Members noted that the Committee on the Programme for Government had agreed to the
request by the sub-group to extend the reporting date to 17 January 2007.

The summary of written and oral evidence submitted to the sub-group on key issues was

noted.
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Party Position Papers

Party position papers on schools admission policy provided by the four parties of the sub-
group were noted.

Consideration of Academic Selection
Members noted the following papers

» Advice on academic selection and the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act 2006;
» Academic Selection - possible options and
= An over-view of post-primary transfer arrangements in other countries.

There was a detailed discussion on academic selection and members set out their party
positions.

The DUP referred to the legal position and highlighted the problems that would arise if there
was no agreement on academic selection as schools would be left to set their own selection
criteria. The DUP also referred to the response to the household survey when the majority of
those who responded was in favour of retaining academic selection. Parents could opt out of
academic selection if they did not want their children to sit the tests and therefore there was
parental choice in the present system. To make the system more voluntarily, schools could
be allowed to set their own tests. This would allow for increased parental choice. If there was
a suitable replacement, the DUP would agree to the end of the 11+.

Sinn Fein pointed out that many of the groups who responded to the sub-group’s request for
submissions, were opposed to academic selection. The party was opposed to academic
selection because it was socially divisive, not in the best interests of the child, contributed to
the long tail of underachievement, distorted the primary school curriculum and lead to low
self esteem in a number of children. Sinn Fein’s position was that the education system
should be child centred and the child’s best interests should be at the centre of this. The party
also noted that in many socially deprived areas only a small number of children passed the
11+.

The SDLP noted that while the majority of respondents to the household survey were in
favour of academic selection, while wanting an end to the 11+, the results had been distorted
by a huge amount of lobbying. The party wished to see parental choice informed by an
improved pupil profile and urged CCEA to make the necessary changes to make the pupil
profile more relevant. The party would also wish to see an end to the 11+, and all forms of
academic selection, which have had a detrimental effect on the primary school curriculum
over the years.

The UUP was of the view that, without academic selection, many secondary schools would
struggle with falling numbers as parents tried to access a grammar school education for their
child. The party indicated that it was in favour of schools having the option of academic
selection in the event of over-subscription and noted that some secondary schools already
stream children. The UUP would accept the removal of the 11+ if there were a suitable,
realistic, workable alternative. The consequences of the changes as a result of the St Andrews
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Agreement Act 2006 made it vital that the Transitional Assembly considered the implications
for post-primary schools admission.

Mr Donaldson left the meeting at 10.25 a.m.
Ms Ruane joined the meeting at 10.47 a.m.
The following proposals were made:

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘there should be a debate in the Assembly on post-primary
transfer arrangements as a result of section 2 1 of the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement)
Act 2006.”

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal and
Sinn Fein and SDLP objected.

Ms Ruane proposed that ‘there should be a debate on post-primary transfer arrangements.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. Sinn Fein and SDLP supported the proposal
and DUP and UUP objected.

Mr McElduft proposed that ‘the sub-group is opposed to the 11+.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. Sinn Fein and SDLP supported the proposal
and DUP and UUP objected.

Mr Wilson proposed that ‘the sub-group is opposed to the 11+ but wants to see a workable
realistic replacement for it.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed. Sinn Fein and SDLP stated that they
agreed to the proposal on the basis that it allowed for an open-ended debate on post-primary
transfer arrangements and did not imply acceptance of academic selection.

The Chairperson proposed that ‘as an immediate priority an incoming Executive should
reach a decision on schools admission policy.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Mr Wilson proposed that ‘ in the light of academic selection continuing to be part of the
admissions policy, detailed consideration should be given to the safeguards which need to be
put in place to ensure that the interests of the child are at the centre of the decision-making
process.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal and
Sinn Fein and SDLP objected.

The meeting was suspended at 11.30 a.m.
The meeting recommenced at 11.48 a.m.

Mr Donaldson rejoined the meeting at 11.48 a.m.
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Consideration of Issues

Members discussed the following key issues stating their party positions:

Definition of Proposed Criteria

The DUP stated that the definition of the criteria was not clear and that the criteria were too
geographically based. The party was particularly unhappy with the statement that ‘schools
serve local communities’ and also recognised that all parties were concerned about the
distance criterion in respect of rural schools. DUP was also of a view that the definitions
need to be clarified as they meant different things in different contexts and did not back up
the aim of putting the interests of the child at the centre of the decision making process.

Sinn Fein stated that advice from primary school teachers should be non-directional and that
random selection, not proximity, should be the tiebreaker. The party agreed that the geographical
criteria should be clearly defined and that there should be special provision for Irish medium
and integrated schools and for Irish travellers and children from ethnic minorities.

The SDLP was concerned that family focused criteria should make provision for single sex
schools to prevent the exclusion of a son or daughter who is not the eldest member of their
immediate family. Foster children and half —brothers and sisters should be included in this
criterion and children in care required special consideration. Feeder primary schools were
important in relation to defining the catchment area, avoiding a post-code lottery and assisting
grammar schools to maintain their current catchment area. The party favoured random
selection as a tie-breaker.

The UUP stated that a statement of advice from the post-primary school would assist informed
choice by parents. The party would favour an open menu approach which would allow
schools to respond to the needs of the local community and protect their ethos. The controlling
principle should be that the child is matched with the school that best suits its needs.

Ms Ruane left the meeting at 11.55 a.m.

Mr Donaldson left the meeting at 12.05 p.m.

Mr Wilson proposed that ‘the admissions policy as outlined will not lead to a situation where
the interests of the child are paramount and the criteria will only result in children being
channelled to a local school regardless of whether it is best suited to their needs.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal and
Sinn Fein and SDLP objected.

Mr Donaldson rejoined the meeting at 12.08pm

The Chairperson proposed that ‘ the Department, as a matter of urgency, should conduct
independent research and carry out exploratory modelling on the interaction between the
proposed criteria. It should then consult widely on the criteria as soon as possible.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.
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Intervention powers to prevent the misuse of admission criteria

The DUP was content that the current arrangements for appeals should be transferred from
the Education and Library Boards to the new Education and Skills Authority. .

Sinn Fein was content with the current arrangements subject to greater involvement of skilled
professionals when appropriate.

The SDLP was of the view that the selection of feeder primary schools by post-primary
schools should be open to scrutiny.

The UUP requested that the Department should be asked to give further information on how
feeder primary schools would be designated and how lists created by post primary schools
would be approved. The sub-group agreed that the Clerk should write to the Department
asking for an urgent response regarding the role of the Department in relation to the selection
of feeder primary schools under the proposed arrangements.

Mr Donaldson left the meeting at 12.17 p.m.

Mr McElduff proposed that ‘the current independent appeal system operates well and that
following the establishment of the Education and Skills Authority, and the disbandment of
the Education and Library Boards, this system should continue and involve, where
appropriate, skilled professionals.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

The provision for sectoral schools

The DUP was of the view that any provision for Irish medium and integrated schools should
also apply to grammar schools serving rural areas.

Sinn Fein noted the need for flexibility for the Irish medium and integrated schools and
believed that the community based criteria would meet this need.

The SDLP favoured flexible arrangements for Irish medium and integrated schools as
provision for transfer from a primary school to a post primary school is limited in these
sectors. The party considered that ‘nearest suitable school’ as a criterion would provide this
flexibility.

The UUP noted that in some areas, the introduction of new Irish medium and integrated
schools plus falling roll numbers created difficulties for traditional schools.

Mr Donaldson rejoined the meeting at 12.30 p.m.

Mr Wilson proposed that ‘the provision for sectoral schools such as Irish medium and
integrated schools should also apply to grammar schools serving rural areas.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP, SDLP and UUP supported the proposal
and Sinn Fein objected.

Mr Wilson left the meeting at 12.35 p.m.
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Admission arrangements for special needs
The Department’s review of special needs provision was noted.

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘the sub-group welcomes the proposal on additional funding from
the sub-group on Economic Issues and recommends that some of this funding should be allocated
to special needs and that special needs education should be appropriately resourced.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Miscellaneous

There was a general discussion on the various miscellaneous issues and a number of proposals
were made.

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘in the new single Education and Skills Authority there should be
provision for a representative parental voice forum including capacity building for parents
and that the Department should update the sub-group on developments in this area as soon
as possible.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Mr Donaldson proposed that ‘the Department should examine what impact the admission
criteria and pupil profile will have on Dickson area schools and to see what flexibility there
would be for this and other local arrangements.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘the term ‘parental choice’ should be changed to ‘parental
preference’to reflect the reality which will pertain after the proposed changes’.

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Any Other Business

Paper from Sub-group on Economic Issues

The paper from the sub-group on Economic Issues regarding a recommendation on additional
funding for education was noted. Members agreed that the Clerk should inform the sub-
group that a recommendation that some of this funding should be allocated to special needs
would be included in their report.

Issues around Feeder Primary Schools

It was agreed that the Clerk would request further information from the Department of
Education on issues around feeder primary schools.
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Legal Advice on Academic Selection and the Northern Ireland (St Andrews
Agreement) Act 2006

It was agreed that further details of the legal position in relation to the implications of the
Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement ) Act 2006 would be provided for the next
meeting.

Press Release
Members agreed a press release to be issued following the meeting.

The meeting was suspended at 12.58 p.m.

The meeting was reconvened in closed session at 2.33 p.m. on Friday 12 January 2007

In the Chair: Willie Clarke

Present: Dominic Bradley
Jeffrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry

In attendance: Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)
Stella McArdle (Clerk)
Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)
Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)
Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Observing Brian Crowe (UUP Researcher)
Jackie McMullan (SF Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)

7. Apologies

Apologies were received from Catriona Ruane and Sammy Wilson MP.

8. Matters Arising

Paper from Sub-group on Economic Issues
Members noted the response from the Clerk to the sub-group on Economic issues.

Issues Around Feeder Primary Schools

The paper provided by the Department of Education on issues around feeder primary schools
was noted. Members agreed that the Clerk should request further clarification from the
Department on the proposed timetable on the provision of guidance to schools.
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Response from CCEA regarding Legal Challenges to the Pupil Profile

It was agreed that the Clerk should request a response from CCEA regarding the possibility
of a legal challenge to the proposed pupil profile as promised during the evidence session on
15 December 2006.

Legal Advice

Members noted legal advice on the implications of the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement)
Act 2006.

Consideration of Schools Admission Policy

Mr Donaldson proposed that ‘the Department lays out clearly how the admissions criteria
and pupil profile will be impacted on by the proposed changes in education policies such as:
transport arrangements, collaborative arrangements, the entitlement framework; specialist
schools and the Independent Strategic Review of Education and recent legislation, including
that arising from the Northern Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act 2006.°

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Schools Admission Criteria
There was a short discussion on a shift in focus from transfer at age 11 to age 14 and the

references which had been made to this by a number of groups which gave evidence to the
subgroup.

Mr Donaldson proposed that ‘there has been substantial interest in the idea of transfer at age
14 and further research should be commissioned urgently on the experience of this system,
including the Dickson Plan in Craigavon, and elsewhere in Europe. This should include an
assessment of the resource implications of restructuring schools to accommodate such a
system, including as an area based solution.’

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Consideration of the Pupil Profile

Members discussed the following key issues and set out their party positions.

Pupil profile as a means of academic selection

The DUP stated that this option should be looked at immediately and that the academic
selection element should be externally based to protect teachers. CATs would be one option
as they would seem to answer objections to the 11+ in that they would not be high stakes nor
open to tutoring and would tie in with the normal curriculum. The party supported academic
selection but would wish to see research undertaken into a good alternative to the 11+.

Sinn Fein agreed with the concept of the pupil profile but stated that it must not be used for
the purpose of academic selection but should be used as an aid to parents in deciding a
pathway for their child.
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The SDLP stated that the party was against the use of the pupil profile as a means of academic
selection as it had been designed to be used to inform the parent and teacher about a child’s
progress.

The UUP stated that there was insufficient information available in relation to its development,
the feedback from teachers to the pilot schemes run by CCEA and the fall back position for
children in the first years of its use if it did not live up to expectations. The pupil profile
should be revised to record the academic ability of the child but further information was
required on the options available to assess this.

Manageability for schools and teachers

The DUP stated that the evidence from teachers was that the pupil profile was not manageable
for schools and teachers and that it took a considerable amount of time to complete. The
party was concerned that some teachers were not capable of dealing with the IT component
even if the computer hardware was available and that additional resources would be required
for training and to allow teachers the extra time required to complete the profiles.

Sinn Fein stated that teachers had expressed concern that the profiles were not fit for purpose,
that there were problems with presentation and that teachers were concerned about the
awarding of scores and the amount of time it would take to complete the report.

The SDLP stated that the pupil profile was not at present a manageable tool and that it needed
a considerable amount of honing to make it so. The party also stated that the hardware required
to complete the profile was not available to schools and that teachers would require training
on its use.

The UUP stated that more information was required on the results of the pilots on the profile
but resources, training and a realistic timetable to facilitate its introduction must be provided.
The party also stated that the results of the pilots must be made available to stakeholders and
elected representatives as soon as possible.

Relevance for parents and pupils

The DUP stated that the pupil profiles would be totally subjective documents with little
consistency between schools and that they would therefore be of little use.

Sinn Fein considered that the Report Card Template used in the Republic of Ireland, which
recorded the child’s social and personal learning and provided guidance on next steps, should
be examined in more detail.

The SDLP stated that it still needed to be assured that the pupil profile would be adequate to
allow parents to make an informed choice. The provision of comment banks would be a
helpful addition as these could provide a basis for comparability.

The UUP stated that there was no proven information on the pilot schemes and it was not
possible to determine the relevance of the pupil profile to parents until the results of these
pilots was made known.
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The content

The DUP stated that it was concerned that the usefulness of the pupil profile would be
undermined by the variation in interpretation of meaning between schools. The party had
particular concerns about variation in the level of progressions in the literacy and numeracy
sections of the profile.

Sinn Fein stated that the pupil profile needed to reflect the characteristics of immersion
education. It also needed to take account that assessment of literacy and numeracy in Irish
medium education was problematic.

The SDLP stated that CATs were a useful tool to track development of knowledge and the
party was not aware of similar tests being used elsewhere as a high stakes selection tool. The
party considered that there should be an opportunity for the child’s comments to be included
in the profile.

The UUP noted the inclusion in the pupil profile of computer based diagnostic testing and
had concerns about the development and application of these as there was no evidence
provided to the sub-group that the use of this technology was proven.

Following further discussion on the content of the pupil profile, it was agreed that consideration
of a proposal on this issue would be deferred until the next meeting.

Sharing the pupil profile with schools

The DUP stated that sharing of the profile with schools was essential but it needed to be more
robust and objective than at present.

Sinn Fein stated that there should be a free and open approach with respect to sharing the
profile but that it should be used to inform individual education plans for the child not for
academic selection.

The SDLP stated that it was in favour of parents sharing the profile with schools if they
wished but that it should not automatically go to schools as this could result in it being used
for academic selection.

The UUP stated that it was in favour of schools automatically receiving a copy of the profile
which could be used, in the event of over subscription, to enable the child to be placed in the
post primary school best suited to its aptitudes, talents and abilities.

Cost and delivery of the ICT solution

Members discussed the ICT solution and agreed that they were concerned about the lack of
information available on its cost and delivery.

Timetable for introduction

Members discussed the timetable for the introduction of the pupil profile and agreed that
there were concerns around the proposed date.

The meeting was suspended at 3.40 p.m.
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The meeting recommenced at 3.55 p.m.

The pupil profile as a means of academic selection
The following proposal was made:

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘the pupil profile should be revised in order to record the academic
ability of the child on the basis of fair and consistent standards.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell. DUP and UUP supported the proposal and
Sinn Fein and SDLP objected.

Manageability for schools and teachers

Mr McNarry proposed that ‘the Programme for Government Committee agrees that, if time
allows, the sub-group should visit a small number of schools involved in the pilots to
ascertain the views of teachers and pupils.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.
The Chairperson proposed that ‘the final report from BDO Stoy Hayward on the independent

evaluation of the pupil profile is made available to MLAs and interested groups without
delay.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.

The Chairperson proposed that ‘adequate resources are made available for schools and for
the professional development of teachers to enable them to carry out the completion of the

pupil profile.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.

Relevance for parents and pupils

Mr Bradley proposed that ‘the public is kept informed about the progress of the pupil profile
through a wide range of media.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.

The chairperson proposed that ‘consideration needs to be given as to how the pupil profile
will be made accessible and easily understood by all parents.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus

The content

Mr McElduff proposed that ‘the development of the pupil profile needs to reflect the
characteristics of immersion education, including taking into account problems in assessing
literacy and numeracy in Irish medium education.’

There was not consensus and the proposal fell Sinn Fein and SDLP supported the proposal
and DUP and UUP objected.
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10.

11.

Sharing the pupil profile with schools

The chairperson proposed that ‘the receiving post primary school should automatically get
a copy of the pupil profile, to inform individual education plans for the child.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.

Cost and delivery of the ICT solution

The chairperson proposed that ‘the Department should make available information about
the cost and delivery of the ICT solution proposed for the pupil profile.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus.

The timetable

The chairperson proposed that ‘members are not content with the proposed timetable for the
introduction of the pupil profile.’

The proposal was agreed by consensus

There was a discussion on a proposal on research on forms of academic selection and it was
agreed that the DUP would bring a proposal to the next meeting for the consideration of the
sub-group.

Any Other Business

Press Release
Members agreed a press release to be issued following the meeting.

Date, Time and Place of Next Meeting

The next meeting to discuss and agree the sub-group’s report to the Committee on the
Programme for Government will be held on Tuesday 16 January 2007 at 12.30 p.m. in Room
135, Parliament Buildings, Stormont.

The meeting was adjourned at 4.25 p.m.
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Tuesday 16 January 2007 in Room 135,
Parliament Buildings.

In the Chair: Willie Clarke

Present: Dominic Bradley
Jeftrey Donaldson MP
Barry McElduff
David McNarry

Catriona Ruane

In attendance: Debbie Pritchard (Principal Clerk)
Stella McArdle (Clerk)
Valerie Artt (Assistant Clerk)
Jim Nulty (Clerical Officer)
Eleanor Murphy (Research and Library Services)

Observing Brian Crowe (UUP Researcher)
Philip Weir (DUP Researcher)

The meeting commenced at12.59 p.m. in closed session.

1. Apologies

An apology was received from Sammy Wilson

2. Minutes of the Meetings held on 8 and 12 January 2007

The minutes of the meetings on 8 and 12 January 2007 were agreed.

3. Matters Arising
Timetable for the Provision of Guidance to Schools on Admissions
Members noted the revised paper provided by the Department of Education.
Legal Position Regarding Possible Challenges to Information Contained in the pupil profile

Members noted the information provided by CCEA on possible legal challenges to the
information contained in the proposed pupil profile.

Ms Ruane left the meeting at 1.05 p.m.
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DUP Proposal on Academic Selection

Mr Donaldson proposed that ‘while recognising that some of the parties continue to oppose
academic selection, the sub-group noted that very little research has been conducted into
alternatives to the 11+ that would be available to an incoming Minister in the event of
academic selection not being prohibited.’

Ms Ruane rejoined the meeting at 1.11 p.m.

There was consensus and the proposal was agreed.

Proposal on the content of the pupil profile

Members noted the wording of the proposal on the content of the pupil profile, had been
included in the report and would be considered at the appropriate place in the draft report.

Breach of Confidentality

Mr McNarry referred to the debate on 16 January 2007 when a section of the minutes of a
closed meeting of the sub-group, which had not been agreed were quoted by Mr McElduff.
He stated that he wished to have it placed on the record that it was his view that discussions
during a closed meeting should remain confidential until publication had been agreed.

Consideration of the Draft Report

Members considered the draft report.

Front Page agreed
Membership and Terms of Reference agreed
Introduction

Paragraphs 1 —11 agreed

It was agreed that a new sentence would be inserted into the Introduction stating that all
recommendations of the sub-group had been agreed by consensus.

Consideration of Issues — Schools Admission Policy
Paragraphs12 to 24 were agreed

Paragraph 25 was agreed as amended
Paragraphs 26 to 34 were agreed

It was agreed that a new paragraph containing the proposal on academic selection agreed

earlier in the meeting should be inserted. It was also agreed that the following statement
should be included.

‘Sinn Fein and SDLP stated that they were on the record that there was no need for research
on academic selection at any age as there was no need for an alternative to the 11+.’
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Paragraphs 35 to 44 were agreed

Paragraph 45 was agreed as amended
Paragraphs 46 to 65 were agreed

Paragraph 66 was agreed as amended
Paragraphs 67 to 77 were agreed as amended

Consideration of Issues — Pupil Profile

Paragraphs 78 to 91 were agreed

Paragraph 92 was agreed as amended

Paragraphs 93 to 105 were agreed

Paragraph 106 was agreed as amended

Paragraph 107 was agreed

The draft proposal in paragraph 108 was agreed by consensus.
Paragraph 109 was agreed as amended

Paragraphs 110 to 111 were agreed

Paragraph 112 was agreed as amended

Ms Ruane left the meeting at 1.55 p.m.
Paragraphs 113 to 128 were agreed

List of Witnesses Agreed
List of Written Submissions Agreed
Other papers considered by the sub-group Agreed

Papers submitted by the parties of the sub-group  Agreed

Recommendations
Recommendations 1 to 21 were agreed

It was agreed that the sub headings from the report would be included in the list where
appropriate. It was also agreed that recommendation 21 should be the first recommendation
and the others would be renumbered.

Executive Summary

Paragraphs 1 to 15 were agreed

Report in its entirety

Members then agreed, as amended, the report from the sub-group on Schools Admission
Policy to the Committee on the Programme for Government.

5. Minutes of the meeting on 16 January 2007

The sub-group agreed that it was content for the chairperson to approve the minutes of the
meeting of 16 January 2007.
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Any Other Business

Press Release

Members agreed a press release to be issued following the meeting.

The meeting ended at 2.15 p.m.
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Friday 8 December 2006

Members in attendance for all or part of
proceedings:

The Chairman, Mr Jim Wells

Mr Dominic Bradley

Mr Jeffrey Donaldson

Mr Barry McElduff

Mr David McNarry

Ms Caitriona Ruane

Witnesses:
Mr Leslie Ashe

Dr Robson Davison
Mr John Leonard
Mr David Woods

Department of
Education

The subgroup met at 10.20 am.

L. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Good morning
and welcome to the first meeting of the Subgroup
to Consider the Schools Admission Policy.

2. As is the normal practice, I will call out
the name of each Member as they ask their first
question, rather than waste time with introductions.
I will begin by asking the representatives of the
Department of Education to commence with
opening remarks. Then I will allow Members to
ask questions. School admissions policy is an
issue on which everyone has strong views, and I
am keen to hear as many views as possible.

3. Dr Robson Davison (Department of
Education): The Department has put together
some short papers covering topics such as
previous developments, the current position, and
the main elements involved in the admissions
process. Do you want us to begin by summarising
the papers, or would you rather we started
straight into the discussion? Have Members
received their copies of the papers?

4. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Yes. Please
begin.

5. Dr Davison: I will be brief. The papers
explain how policy has developed, the present
position and the main elements of the process in
which we are engaged. We are here to clarify

anything that we can for Members in relation to
the various processes. We are bound by the
Secretary of State’s letter to the Assembly
setting out the parameters within which we can
operate. We are here to explain things as best
we can for Members, but we are unable to
supply personal or speculative views.

6. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Do any other
members of the Department’s deputation have
anything to say at this stage? No?

7. Members, this is your opportunity to ask
questions. You are all aware of the reference to
this issue in the St Andrews Agreement. My
understanding is that the form of selection
represented by the 11-plus is over, although
other forms of selection are not precluded.

8. Dr Davison: From the Department’s
perspective, the last transfer test will take place
in 2008. However, the St Andrews Agreement
refers the decision on selection by ability or
otherwise to the Assembly. The Assembly’s
decision, endorsed by the Executive, would then
become policy. Present policy may therefore
change.

9. Mr D Bradley: The Independent
Strategic Review of Education, carried out by
Professor Sir George Bain, proposed an area-
based approach to future school planning.
Might that approach be streamlined to match
enlarged catchment areas for schools, so that
transport planning, building development and
other services might be co-ordinated? There
would be obvious advantages, including
financial savings.

10.  Dr Davison: You will appreciate that the
Department has just received the Bain Report.
We are still studying its implications — not
only as regards the issues we are discussing
today, but for the breadth of ground that the
report covers. My only comment is that in our
paper on admissions, catchment areas are one
possibility that could be incorporated. Like
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other elements of policy, catchment areas might
be aligned to area-based infrastructure planning.
That would be for a future Minister and a future
Assembly to determine. Certainly, catchment
areas are one option on the admissions side.

11.  Mr D Bradley: Is that a possibility?

12.  Dr Davison: Catchment is a current
consideration, but it would be for the Assembly
and a future Minister to determine what is built
around it.

13.  Mr Leslie Ashe (Department of
Education): Catchment is just one of a number
of elements in the admissions criteria — it is
important to remember that.

14. Mr D Bradley: If there is an opportunity
for alignment between what Bain is suggesting
and future admissions criteria, that may prove
to be useful.

15.  Dr Davison: That is at one end of the
spectrum. It has the benefits of a central
planning view of the world. However, there are
downsides as well.

16.  Mr D Bradley: What are the disadvantages?

17. Dr Davison: Parental choice would be
involved. The catchment areas drawn up might
not match everyone’s choice.

18.  Mr D Bradley: People will not be
pleased anyway.

19. Dr Davison: You cannot win in a lot of
cases.
20. Mr D Bradley: I said that an enlarged

catchment area might overcome some of the
problems that people have referred to in the past
as the postcode lottery.

21.  Mr David Woods (Department of
Education): That is one point, certainly. One of
the papers that we have submitted touches on
the Department’s current thinking on how
certain admissions criteria might be defined.

22.  The Department assumed that it would
leave the definition of a catchment area to the
schools themselves — recognising the other
side of the coin, that one size may not fit all. We
are conscious that the catchment areas of
schools differ quite markedly depending on

whether one is in an urban or rural area. We had
been allowing flexibility around that. Other
jurisdictions have defined catchment areas
separately for their own reasons, and there are
other ways of coming to a decision.

23.  The Chairman (Mr Wells): I wish to
outline the way forward for the rest of the
meeting. We have extra time, as the opening
remarks were quite brief. I wish to invite Mr
Jeftrey Donaldson to ask a series of questions,
then Mr David McNarry, then Ms Caitriona
Ruane and then Mr Barry McElduft. That saves
introducing each individual later.

24.  Mr Donaldson: I want to return to Mr
Bradley’s point about catchment. Research
Services have provided us with a paper on the
new admissions arrangements for post-primary
education. It contains the following question:

“Will the geographical criteria not result in
selection by post-code?”

25.

“One of the underlying principles of the new
arrangements is that schools normally service
their local community.”

26.  Forgive me, Mr Chairman, for being
parochial: I wish to use the city of Lisburn as an
example. Within a two-mile radius of the urban
core there are six post-primary schools. St
Patrick’s is a maintained school, and there are
five state-controlled or independent grammar
schools. Some of them — for example, the two
grammar schools, Friends School and Wallace
High School — sit almost side by side. How do
those schools define the local community that
they service? If someone lives in Moira,
Hillsborough or Annahilt, which school’s local
community does that person fall into?

10.30 am

27.  Dr Davison: You have illustrated one of
the problems with catchment areas, which is the
simple issue of definition. Lisburn is an
example. However, one could name several
places where there is the same problem: it might
be extremely difficult to define a catchment
area. However, that is not to say that it is

The answer given is:
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impossible. It would be a difficult call in a town
that has five or six schools.

28. Mr Woods: Although we have not
attempted to define what a catchment area is, it
is on the list of admissions criteria that a school
could decide to use. Some schools have a
clearly defined catchment area, such as the local
parish. However, to return to the wider issue,
which is that schools normally serve their local
community, there are costs involved in pupils
travelling long distances to schools. There is
some inconvenience to families as well as costs
to the education budget. The aspiration is that a
school that is well regarded in its community
will serve its community without the need for
pupils to travel in other directions. However, we
have not sought to constrain or confine people
in any way.

29.  Mr Donaldson: Therefore, the idea of a
catchment area or of serving a local community
is, at the moment, a broad concept that has not
been pinned down. With regard to a particular
local community, what is going to happen to the
Dickson plan in Craigavon under those
proposals? As you know, transfer in Craigavon
takes place at age 14 — albeit there is transfer
at age 11, but selection takes place at age 14.
Will the Dickson plan continue under the new
system, and if it does, what does that say about
the capacity to develop local arrangements in,
for example, Lisburn, where there are several
schools in close proximity to one another?

30.  You mentioned that there is not a “one
size fits all” approach. However, I must say that
as a parent and a public representative, nothing
that I have read from the Department has made
clear how it is going to handle that in practice.
It was made clear in the Burns Report, which
went into some detail about local collegiates,
and so forth. However, there has not been any
clarity since. I am not sure whether there has
been a move away from that. Where does the
Dickson plan lie under those arrangements, and
what is there to stop other areas adopting the
Dickson plan under that system?

31.  Mr Woods: To date, nothing in the
Government’s thinking has had any impact on
the structure of schools or on how schools are

organised in any locality. The key difference is
in the Government’s current stance to introduce
a non-selective system by which pupils in
Craigavon, for example, could still go to junior
high schools up to the age of 14 and transfer to
other schools thereafter, but not on the basis of
academic selection. Therefore, the structures
would stay, but the basis of transfer beyond that
would not include academic selection.

32.  Mr Donaldson: Does that not render the
whole point of the Dickson plan irrelevant? The
idea was that there would be transfer at age 14
on the basis of a form of selection which would
allow children to transfer according to their
aptitude, vocational interests, and so on. What is
the point in maintaining a system that transfers
children at the age of 14, when it is not based
on any academic criteria?

33.  What would be the role of Lurgan
College as against Killicomaine Junior High
School, Clounagh Junior High School or
Portadown College, for example? What will be
their role in the future? They are clearly defined
at present, but what will Portadown College
become when this new system is in place? Will
it become an all-ability comprehensive?

34.  Mr Ashe: There is nothing to prevent
those schools from retaining their existing
status, position and role among the schools in
the area. Like transfer now at the age of 14, a
parent would have to examine a child’s
attributes and consider what the school can offer
before deciding whether Portadown College or
some other school is appropriate for the child’s
needs at that particular age. The system of
transfer at the age of 14 would be identical to
the system at the age of 11.

35.  Mr Donaldson: If I were a parent living
in Moira, and I had a choice between the
schools in Lisburn and the schools in Lurgan,
when would I take that decision? Would it be
when my child is aged 11 or 14?

36. Mr Ashe: It could be at both ages.

37. Mr Donaldson: Is it possible to have two
transfers?

38.  Mr Ashe: At the moment, two transfers
are possible under the Dickson plan.
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39.  Mr Donaldson: The Department’s
submission notes the complexity of the current
admissions criteria; your approach in the new
system is to simplify those criteria. However, I
have read your detailed documentation and, as a
parent, am left very confused about how this
system will work. That is not a cheap point; it is
a genuine concern as someone who deals with
parents appealing decisions about what school
their child will get into and so on — as [ am
sure all my colleagues do every summer. I know
how confusing all that form-filling can be. I
appreciate that the current system is far from
simple, but I feel that issues have not been
simplified for parents. There is so much
uncertainty in much of what you have said this
morning that I am still left very confused.

40. Nevertheless, I want to turn now to the
issue of the pupil profile. The Department is at
pains to make clear that the pupil profile is not a
means of selection. The Department is clear in
saying that the objective of the pupil profile is
to inform parents. I accept that parents need
information to make informed decisions about
their child’s education. The Department has
made provision whereby, if it is the parents’
wish, the school can see the pupil profile, but
not for the purposes of selection. Why is the
Department opposed to the pupil profile being
used as a basis for selection?

41. Mr Woods: It is not so much that we are
against it, but that the pupil profile is not
designed for that purpose. It is an information
document — a standardised annual report. All
schools give annual reports to parents at the end
of the school year.

42.  Mr McNarry: s that the pupil profiling
that you are pushing, or is it profiling per se?

43.  Mr Woods: It is the pupil profile that has
been under development. We are talking about
the position to date.

44,  The Chairman (Mr Wells): Ms Ruane, |
think that you may be concerned about the way
in which the subgroup is being conducted?

45. Ms Ruane: Yes, I think that we should
stick to your earlier arrangement.

46. The Chairman (Mr Wells): I am
allowing Mr Donaldson to go down a line of
questioning, but I will be equally generous with
other members so that they can tease out their
own issues.

47.  Mr Woods: The current concept of the
pupil profile is a standardised annual report that
gives parents consistent information about how
children are progressing at school. At the
moment, if parents have children attending
different schools, the format of their reports will
differ from school to school. The pupil profile
will be more consistent in order to benefit
parents. A profile will indicate a child’s progress
in the core skills areas — communication, use
of maths, information and communication
technology — as well as in the other broad
curriculum areas.

48.  Its purpose is to provide information. As
currently conceived, it does not place pupils in
any sort of rank order. Therefore, in its present
form, it could not be used for the purposes of
selection.

49.  Mr Donaldson: Implicit in your remarks
is the suggestion that the pupil profile could be
developed, by changing its layout and so forth.
My children’s reports clearly tell me where they
came in the class in their examination results,
the class average for the results and so on. If it
is possible to include that kind of information in
a pupil profile, is it not also possible, at least in
theory, to develop pupil profiles so that they
could be used in other ways? For example, in
the event of oversubscription, a school could use
pupil profiles as one of the criteria for selection.

50. Mr Woods: In theory, everything is
possible. However, two issues must be borne in
mind. First, we know from historical experience
that primary schoolteachers will not be
comfortable with the idea that what they write
in a pupil’s report will determine which school
that pupil goes to at the age of 11, and their
position must be considered.

51.  Secondly, using the information contained
in the profile in that high-stakes manner would
raise the issue of ensuring consistency. For
example, my child’s profile could show that he
is third in the class, but how would that profile
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compare with that of another child who is fourth
or fifth in a different class, based on a different
class test? There are issues about ensuring
consistency and validity in that sort of
arrangement.

52.  Mr Donaldson: I appreciate that. The
consultation document stated that the pupil
profile was to provide parents with information
about the most appropriate school for their
children. What does the word “appropriate”
actually mean in that context? Does it indicate a
tacit acceptance that certain schools are better
for children with particular aptitudes? Does that
not implicitly represent a form of selection,
even if it is the parents who are making the
decision?

53.  Mr Woods: I am not sure about the
particular reference that Mr Donaldson
mentioned — it may be a bit of poor drafting on
our part. The purpose of the profile is to allow
parents to determine which is the most
appropriate school for their child. The Depart-
ment does not determine that — it does not
have a definition of the most appropriate school.

54. Itis clear that some form of
differentiation— selection is perhaps the wrong
word — is implicit. The Government have not
said that they will abolish grammar schools, so
there will be different types of schools with
different educational characteristics and
different styles of curriculum. Thus, under the
current proposals, parents must choose which
type of school is most suitable for their child.

55.  Mr Donaldson: Finally, what work has
the Department carried out on alternatives to the
11-plus examination since 2000? Has any work
been carried out on a proposed acceptable
alternative to the 11-plus? For example, has any
work been carried out on whether future
admissions criteria might involve some form of
examination, either through continuous testing
or through pupil profiling? Is any such work
available from the Department?

56.  Mr Woods: No.

57.  Mr Donaldson: The Department has not
carried out any work on replacing the 11-plus?

58. Mr Woods: Not with regard to selection
by ability. The work that has been carried out
has been based on the Minister’s view that there
ought not to be selection based on ability.

10.45 am

59.  Mr McNarry: Gentlemen, you are
welcome. The message that I receive from
parents and teachers in my constituency, and in
every constituency that I have visited lately, is
that education is overwhelmed by documentation
but underwhelmed by satisfactory outcomes.
The issue of academic selection has been held
over for consideration by the Assembly, with
which comes the murky world of deadlines and
compelling handovers. Given that that is
happening despite the possibility that a
devolved Assembly may not be restored, it
surely prompts some interesting thinking.

60. If there were to be no restoration — and |
am sure that you are not betting against it —
then, under continued direct rule, the passing of
those deadlines vis-a-vis the future of the
Assembly causes a state of confusion about the
handover of deadlines relating to the 11-plus. I
would welcome a statement from you outlining
exactly how, in the absence of a restored
Assembly, the Department would handle things
under direct rule.

61. Dr Davison: You have entered political
territory there, which the Department is not in a
position to debate. The Department’s under-
standing of the legislation is that there is a
deadline and that if it is not met, Ministers will
proceed with the policy as enunciated before the
legislation was passed. The Department cannot
debate speculatively about what might happen
if that deadline is not met: those are political
issues.

62.  Mr McNarry: Correct me if I am wrong
but, in effect, the Department is preparing either
for a deadline to be met or missed. If it is
missed, the fate of academic selection will no
longer be in the Assembly’s hands. The part of
the legislation that leaves academic selection to
be considered by the Assembly will be nullified,
and the Department will kick into action with
its proposals under new legislation.
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63. Dr Davison: That is our understanding,
but that is clearly a matter for Ministers.

64. Mr McNarry: It is a major concern for
parents. I understand the restraints under which
you are operating, and I am not trying to take
you into political waters. However, some
clarification would be helpful, because parents
and teachers are trying to prepare for all
eventualities. It is unfair to parents that the
situation is so unclear — and I am sure that
other Members have been hearing the same
thing. They are asking what school uniform
they should buy. Are you saying that you cannot
offer the parents any help on that?

65.  Mr Woods: Given that it is not a matter
of opinion but of legislative fact, the Department
can clearly state that if the Assembly is not
restored by the date specified in the Northern
Ireland (St Andrews Agreement) Act 2006, the
automatic consequence will be that the element
of the Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006
banning academic selection comes into effect.
There is no other intervening process.

66. Mr McNarry: You will understand that I
cannot accept your choice of words — “the
automatic consequence” — because that almost
puts the blame on the Assembly.

67. Mr Woods: Sorry, I am not blaming
anyone. It is what the law states.

68. Mr McNarry: The law does not refer to
“consequences” and does not deal in
consequences.

69. Mr Woods: The law simply states that if
the Assembly is not restored by the specified
date, academic selection will be banned.

70.  Mr Ashe: It is also important to say that
while academic selection will be banned at that
point, the ban will not take effect until
admissions in September 2010.

71.  Mr McNarry: That is precisely the point,
and I am glad that you have made it. That is a
grey area for parents; they find —

72.  Mr Ashe: The existing arrangements will
continue until then.

73.  Mr McNarry: [ understand that, but the
situation is not clear for parents. There is an

onus on the Department of Education to try,
where possible, to clarify the situation for
parents. Equally, there is an onus on politicians
to seek the Department’s help in clarifying the
situation for parents. That would be valuable.

74.  One of the principles set out in the post-
primary consultation document is that:

“the interests of the child”
75.  should be

“at the centre of the decision-making
process”.

76. However, none of the Department’s
criteria mentions the real interest of the child. In
your opinion, has that principle been achieved?
Parental choice, which is given a great deal of
credibility throughout the documents, is still an
individual choice, yet there has been no
recognition of the deserving case for a parent’s
choice to be put into a parental voice, forum or
organisation in order to give it some formal
status. We have gone through all of this without
having the benefit of a formal parental voice
being heard on the admissions guidelines. I
know that one of the Department’s tributaries is
working on the new single education authority,
and a parental voice may be considered there.
Will the Department consider expediting that in
light of the involvement of this subgroup and, in
broader terms, the Assembly?

77.  The new admissions criteria allow post-
primary schools to use the category of “feeder”
primary schools. What freedom or autonomy
will post-primary schools have in determining
which primary schools will, or could be, feeder
schools? Many parents are anxious about that
issue. It is important that parents know what
degree of autonomy schools will have in
determining which primary schools they use as
feeder schools.

78.  Parents will be selective about which
primary school they send their children to. The
restraints for bussing are not the same at that
stage. Parents will say that they want their child
to attend a certain school, because it is a
recognised feeder school and their child will
stand a better chance. That could lead to a form
of discrimination. Parents cannot be faulted for
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seeking what is best for their children, and the
system allows that to be explored by parents.

79.  Dr Davison: The question of the parental
voice is for the Minister to determine. The
parental voice has been expressed in various
consultations over the past few years, but on the
specifics of where we go at this point or
subsequently, it will be for Ministers to
determine the way in which they want to assess
the parental voice. Whether that be a forum, an
organisation, a consultation or whatever will be
a call for Ministers.

80. Mr McNarry: Do you agree with the
principle, referred to in the consultation
document, that the interests of the child should
be central? One would expect, perhaps, that a
parent would be the best person to uphold the
interests of a child.

81. Mr Woods: That is certainly recognised;
it is the rationale behind parental preference and
giving parents the information to exercise that
preference in an informed way, accepting that
they have the best interests of their child at
heart. That is one aspect of admissions. As Dr
Davison said, the wider issue of the parental
voice will have to be considered by Ministers in
the context of the new education structures.

82.  Mr McNarry: Will you take it back to
the Minister? She is not really listening.

83.  Mr Woods: The proceedings of the
subgroup will be reported, and I am sure that
the Minister will be able to pick that up.

84.  Mr McNarry: She did not listen to
previous proceedings. She was very badly
briefed at an earlier meeting.

85.  Mr John Leonard (Department of
Education): Post-primary schools will define
their feeder primary schools. The basis of the
proposals is to try to have as much flexibility as
possible for schools.

86. Mr D Bradley: On what basis will feeder
primary schools be defined?

87. Mr Leonard: They will be defined on the
basis of the extent to which the children who
already attend the post-primary school have
come from them. That will be a matter for the

post-primary school. There are indications from
the current system that —

88.  Mr D Bradley: Therefore, a post-primary
school cannot decide to add feeder primary
schools to its list unless that primary school has
contributed pupils over a number of years?

89.  Dr Davison: The school will be free to
choose on the basis of historical attendance.
However, that freedom will be constrained. The
Department of Education has the power to
consider and approve where it thinks that there
is doubt. What it would not want, for example,
is for a primary school that has historically sent
children to a post-primary school to be excluded
on rather strange grounds. The Department will
be in a position to monitor and challenge those
sorts of decisions.

90. Mr McNarry: I accept what you say, Mr
Leonard. However, given the school closures
and amalgamations that we face today, what
degree of flexibility is built into those criteria?
What if an established school, with those kinds
of links, hits the wall? How does the post-
primary school make a decision when, for
instance, it used to be school A, but now
schools A and B have joined together? How
does it address that situation? Is it still the
school’s decision?

91. Dr Davison: In that situation the new
school would revisit —

92.  Mr McNarry: Who would sanction that
revisit?
93.  Dr Davison: Given the Department’s

power to intervene, it would want to examine
what emerged from that.

94.  Mr McNarry: When a primary school
has closed or been amalgamated, and is in the
process of making representations to re-
establish links with a post-primary school where
there is now no history, must that be sanctioned
by the Department of Education, and could
there be disruption to that process?

11.00 am

95.  Dr Davison: In the current system, when
an amalgamation takes place, the same process
applies. The difference will be the Department’s
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role in the process. I am not assuming that there
will be any major dislocation of any process.
The purpose is to leave as much in the hands of
the school as possible, because it knows the
local circumstances best.

96. Mr Woods: There will be no mystery
about what are, or are not treated as feeder
primary schools. The post-primary schools will
have to list the feeder primary schools in their
admissions booklet or prospectus, so parents
will know what the position is. In circumstances
where there is an amalgamation — which
would not happen overnight — there would
always be adequate notice. The list of feeder
schools can be extended.

97. Mr McNarry: I understand that. I know
that you have not had a chance to adopt the
Bain Report, but there is a reference in it about
the funding of preparatory schools. They are
obvious feeder schools in a true sense. Is that
likely to have any impact?

98. Dr Davison: It is too early to speculate
on that.
99. The Chairman (Mr Wells): The next

question is from Ms Caitriona Ruane, to be
followed by Mr Barry McElduff. They have
been waiting for some time.

100. Ms Ruane: Failte romhaibh. You are very
welcome. Thank you for the papers that you
presented and for taking questions from us.

101. There is much angst about all the
changes. Perhaps that is because — as you can
hear from my accent — I did not grow up in the
North of Ireland, although my children are in
school here.

102. In my town, the changes happened very
seamlessly and easily, and parental choice was
fundamental to the process. Very few parents
were unhappy about the changes and the schools
that were chosen to transfer pupils from primary
to secondary school. Different factors were
taken into consideration, such as whether the
pupils wanted to go to an Irish-medium secondary
school, etc. I am not as worried about the
situation as some other people. However, |
understand the angst, because change is difficult.

103. The changes will benefit society in the
longer term and create a more cohesive society.
Initially, there will be much angst, but
eventually, common sense will prevail. Parents
with busy lives will get used to sending their
children to the nearest school, because they do
not want to spend half an hour travelling every
morning. Change also brings dynamism and
creativity. Once we get over the initial
difficulties, that dynamism will kick in.

104. 1 come from a border area: I live in the
South and my kids go to school in the North, so
you can see where my question is coming from
as regards catchment areas. Are you meeting
with an Roinn Oideachais agus Eolaiochta
(Department of Education and Science) in the
South of Ireland? There would be no point in
setting up a system in the North of Ireland when
we will have North/South Ministerial Councils.
The nearest post-primary school for my kids is
in Newry rather than in Dundalk, as is my
nearest primary school of choice for the Irish
language. What thought has been given to
North/South catchment areas? I am sure that the
same applies for Inishowen and Castleblayney,
and vice versa. That has other implications; one
of the banes of my life is that there is no
transport for my kids, which is a pain in the
neck and does not make sense. What thought
has been given to that issue, and what work are
you doing in relation to that?

105. Ilove the idea of schools specialising in
different subjects, such as music. How would
that work in relation to catchment areas or
criteria?

106. I must declare an interest as regards my
next question. What would the development of
Combhairle na Gaelscolaiochta — Irish-medium
secondary, primary and pre-schools —
naiscoileanna — mean for the development of
new schools? At the moment, there is a gap in
provision. My child had all her primary
education in a bunscoil, and yet there is no
medanscoil for her, and she is now in an English-
speaking secondary school, which is heart-
breaking for me. Combhairle na Gaelscolaiochta
has plans for development in areas where there
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is a gap in provision, such as Downpatrick,
Newry and west Tyrone.

107. The same is true of the integrated sector,
and there will be dynamism in the way in which
schools will work together. I hope that we will
start to see more natural integration of the
current schooling system rather than a new
integrated set-up, although that is an issue in
which people are also interested. What is the
Department doing about gaps in provision, and
are there any barriers to groups such as
Combhairle na Gaelscolaiochta and the integrated
movement? It would be very worrying if there
were any barriers.

108. The issue of special needs is very dear to
my heart, as it is to other politicians around the
table. Children who do not get the right
intervention at the right stage is something that
breaks my heart. There is some very good early
intervention, but what are the plans for special
needs? Mainstreaming is also an issue. We
really must examine the provision for giving
children the best start at post-primary level. Go
raibh maith agat.

109. Dr Davison: Where do we start? Let us
take catchment areas. The Department has been
working on a set of proposals that emerged
from a consideration of the existing system. The
Department has not consulted on what the
admissions criteria would be, so there is no
agreement on them. Ministers intended to consult
on the issue, but it has still to be considered.
The North/South dimension means that there is
clearly an issue about border areas. The
Department of Education is in regular contact
with colleagues in the Department of Education
and Science. At this stage, full consideration has
not been given about what is incorporated
formally. Nonetheless, the Department is aware
that it would be wise to talk to colleagues in the
Department of Education and Science about
catchment areas around the border. That is the
best answer that I can give you on that issue.

110. Catchment areas have not yet been an
issue with regard to specialist schools. The
Department’s approach to specialist schools is
via school improvement. The school uses its
specialism to improve on a more general basis

and to link into the new curriculum 14+, with
its emphasis on a wider provision and a more
collaborative approach to the curriculum, where
the specialist school can be seen in a wider
context. Specialist schools have not yet been
read into catchment areas in a detailed way.

111. The Department has clearly established
criteria for the establishment of new schools in
the Irish-medium sector. Those proposals go
through the same development proposal route
as those for other schools. That is the policy at
the moment. It is too early for us to say what we
make of proposals in the Bain Report.

112.  Ms Ruane quite rightly said that special
needs is an area of real importance. We have
brought in a schools inspector with expertise in
that area to review special educational needs;
that review is under way. We have brought
together a panel of the main players in that area,
and work has been ongoing for three or four
months. We hope to have an outcome in the
new year. The Department regards special
educational needs as a really important issue.

113. Ms Ruane: Who is the inspector, and
who is chairing that?

114. Dr Davison: The inspector is Marleen
Collins.

115. Mr Ashe: Parents will have a choice of
different types of schools. There will be those
with an academic curricular emphasis and those
with a vocational curricular emphasis, and there
will be specialist schools. Therefore, specialist
schools will be one of a range of schools from
which parents can choose. At the moment, there
is a small number of such schools, but that will
increase.

116. Mr McElduff: From the information that
you have provided, I understand that 100
schools have trialled the pupil profile, which
has been evaluated independently. Two
questions arise from that. First, what information
about the profile would parents like? Secondly,
what do teachers say about its manageability?
Perhaps we should deal with those questions
first, and I will ask my other two questions later.

117. Mr Woods: Parents and teachers in the
schools that have undertaken the pilot generally
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reacted positively to it. Parents have appreciated
the format of the pupil profile and the information
that it contains. They expressed views about
ensuring that it was written in good, clear
English rather than in teacher-speak, as it were.
Therefore, we must ensure that the language in
which it is expressed is meaningful and
accessible to all parents.

118. Teachers were generally content with the
pupil profile. At an early stage, they expressed
fears about its being an additional burden.
However, since it is meant to replace the annual
reports that schools already provide, there should
be no extra burden. We are making arrangements
to provide computer software that will allow
teachers to complete the pupil profiles using
their laptops or other equipment. They can call
down comment banks that would help them to
populate the report. The aim is to make the
pupil profile meaningful for parents but
manageable for schools, and the pilot work to
date confirms that that is the case.

119. People have issues with parts of the pupil
profile, but the Council for the Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment (CCEA) has
been adjusting the format of the profile to
address those concerns.

120. Mr McElduff: Named parishes, named
feeder schools and named catchment areas play
a part in admissions. I am thinking of schools
such as the Christian Brothers Grammar School
in Omagh. Primary schools in Castlederg and
Aghyaran are natural pathways to schools in
Omagh, but people might consider that those
areas are, technically, in the Strabane district.
However, people who live in Castlederg or
Aghyaran shop in Omagh, or perhaps in
Ballybofey; in the main, however, people from
those places go to school in Omagh.

121. Are natural, cultural and social pathways
taken into account? For example, a big fear that
I have heard expressed in that community is that
its enriching contribution to Omagh CBS may
not continue, even though people would like it
to. Is a cut-off planned that would mean that
people from that community would be discouraged
from going to Omagh and encouraged to go
elsewhere?

122. Dr Davison: In the first instance, it would
be for the schools in Omagh to determine their
feeder schools. When it comes to monitoring, |
doubt whether we would intervene to stop that
connection being as broad as the school felt that
it should be. It would not be in our interest to
break natural pathways.

123. Unfortunately, I am not as familiar with
the Omagh area as Mr McElduff is, but we need
to see how maintaining those connections
would work in practice. The first call would be
to ask what schools see as their feeder schools
and how they see their natural pathways. I am
sure that a historical picture would be built up
over many years.

124. Mr Woods: A wider issue relates to rural
schools and rural communities in general. If a
school is oversubscribed after it has applied
whatever other criteria it has decided to use, it
may still retain some sort of a tie-breaker at the
bottom end. If it were to use proximity to the
school, the most rural would be most likely to
be disadvantaged. We anticipate that our advice
to schools in those areas would be that a
randomised approach, rather than a distance-
based approach, tie-breaker might be better.
That approach would not disadvantage those at
the greatest distance.

11.15 am

125. Mr McElduff: I have learnt about the
development of learning partnerships in
communities such as Limavady, which is very
progressive in its approach. What value is there
in establishing learning partnerships now to be
ready for the future?

126. Mr Woods: Learning partnerships are
coming about naturally from the bottom up as
part of the work that schools have been doing in
anticipation of the entitlement framework
requirements, which seek to provide access to a
wider range of subjects for pupils. It has always
been recognised that schools cannot do that if
they are working in isolation; they will need to
collaborate with one another and with their
local further education colleges.

127. Schools in several areas have been
developing their thinking and holding
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conversations among themselves about how
they might make arrangements to provide that
wider range of subjects. The Limavady partner-
ship pre-dates anything that the Department was
doing on the entitlement framework
requirements, to be honest. Nevertheless, it is a
good example of what can be done. We are
aware of similar developments in other areas.

128. Earlier, Mr Donaldson mentioned the
Burns collegiates. These did not receive much
positive comment, as it was felt that they were
over-engineered and were brigading schools
into certain clusters without the schools having
had a say in the matter. The present approach is
to leave it to schools to make pragmatic
decisions on collaborative arrangements. The
idea of considering provision on an area basis,
which I notice is a feature of the proposals in
the Bain Report, has much to commend it, as
the proposals should ensure that when
individual components are taken together, they
make for a broader range of provision for the
young people of an area.

129. Dr Davison: Mr McElduff asked about
the value of learning partnerships. We have
always considered education to be of personal
benefit: it is a good thing to be an educated
person. We have always regarded schools as
having social and cultural value. The revised
curriculum, of which the entitlement framework
is a key part, recognises the economic purpose
of education in opening up the curriculum to
include not just academic provision after the
age of 14 but what the Department for
Employment and Learning calls professional/
technical provision for all pupils.

130. Therefore, the value of learning
partnerships in either school to school, school to
further education college or in a broad mixture
of those settings is in trying to develop that
aspect of schooling as well as the more
traditional aspects. That ties in with the work
that the Department for Employment and
Learning has done in skills development. That
is another dimension of learning partnerships.

131. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Although we
have had the main questioning, several
members wish to ask a supplementary question.

Can we keep the questions to one or one and a
half?

132. Mr D Bradley: Since I asked only one
question in the first place — [Laughter.]

133. The Chairman (Mr Wells): It is an
important issue, and | have allowed members to
tease out points with the representatives from
the Department. Mr Donaldson, Mr Bradley and
Mr McNarry will now put their questions, and
then there will be an opportunity for other
members to ask one final question.

134. Mr Donaldson: Your paper says that non-
academic admissions criteria:

“would be required whether or not it is
decided that academic selection should form
part of future admissions policy: they would be
used by non-grammar schools, and also by
grammar schools where it is necessary to
differentiate within a given ‘ability’ group.”

135. I am anxious to explore what you mean
by “ability” in the context of non-academic
admissions criteria.

136. Mr Leonard: At the moment, grammar
schools that are oversubscribed within a grade
— A or Bl or B2 — apply their non-academic
criteria to decide which pupils to admit. That is
the current pattern. Under an assumed non-
academic scenario, all grammar schools would
apply non-academic criteria all the time and
would not have academic criteria. The purpose
of the criteria is to give them a menu from
which to draw.

137. Mr Donaldson: I appreciate that, Mr
Leonard, but, with respect, that is not what I
asked. I understand that what we are moving to
at the moment is non-academic selection
procedures. However, the Department talks about:

“where it is necessary to differentiate within
a given ‘ability’ group.”
138. I am anxious to explore what you mean
by “ability” and how you define that. What does

that mean in the context of non-academic
selection procedures?

139. Mr Woods: In the context from which
you quoted, we are saying that if there were to
be academic selection, those same criteria
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would serve a certain purpose. That is perhaps
what has caused the confusion. In that context,
“ability” would be determined by whatsoever
means a future Administration decided. That
would be the issue. It is one of the questions
that you must grapple with. If we are not going
to have the existing transfer test but still want to
have something that allows for academic
selection, the question is quite what —

140. Mr Donaldson: I am sorry, Mr Chairman,
for pursuing this, but I am not getting what I am
looking for. I appreciate where the gentlemen
are coming from, but that is not actually what
the paper says. The paper states:

“These would be required whether or not it is
decided that academic selection should form
part of future admissions policy.”

141. So it is in either context.

142. Mr Woods: You are right. That is bad
drafting, specifically on my part. I contributed
that sentence; I should stop contributing
sentences. We tried to deal with both sides. Of
course, in a non-academic situation, all the
criteria that schools apply would be non-academic.
If — and it is still “if”, depending on what
happens with devolution — there is going to an
element of selection, we are simply saying that
the work done on the non-academic criteria has
not been nugatory. It will still be required, even
in the event of academic selection. First, there
will be a group of schools that will not use the
academic criteria, and, secondly, the grammar
schools will need it further down their list of
criteria. I apologise for any confusion.

143. Mr Donaldson: My half-question is a
very simple one. You talked about the different
elements that a school might include in its
admissions criteria. There is the “nearest school”
or “nearest suitable school” aspect. My question
concerns school transport. As you know, at the
moment a child qualifies for school transport at
post-primary level only if the distance between
his or her home and the nearest suitable school
is more than three miles.

144. Currently, “suitable” is defined in
different ways. How will it be defined in the
future? If the term “nearest suitable school” has

a much wider definition in the future and can
include any post-primary school — or will it
include any post-primary school? — then what
do you mean by the word “suitable”?

145. Dr Davison: One issue that feeds into
that is the Bain Report, and how Sir George
Bain sees the world developing in the future.
One of the issues will relate to that definition
and the world that Bain portrays. We will then
need to consider what is meant by the term
“nearest suitable school”, because there is a
picture that suits the current situation, but that
may not suit the decisions that are taken in
relation to the Bain Report.

146. We will have to consider the direction
that the Bain Report takes us in as regards the
overall planning of the schools estate, the nature
of the schools estate and, importantly, the
transport implications. One of the main school
transport issues is the resource implication, the
costs. We need to take that issue on board in
relation to the debate on the Bain Report.

147. Mr D Bradley: I want to return to the
issue of pupil profiling. I understand that the
pupil profile will be a formative document, in
so far as it will outline a pupil’s successes and
achievements, as well as areas for future
development that will be addressed by the
school, the teacher and even the parents. It is on
that basis that primary schoolteachers have
agreed to co-operate in the production of pupil
profiles, and I believe that they have the support
of their unions in that.

148. I assume that, if pupil profiles become an
instrument of academic selection, that goodwill
will not be forthcoming, either from the
teachers’ unions or, indeed, the teachers
themselves. Does that mean that pupil profiles
could not be used as an instrument of academic
selection in the future, purely on the grounds of
the probable withdrawal of support for pupil
profiling from teachers and teachers’ unions?

149. Mr Woods: It would be inappropriate for
me to comment on what the position of
individual teachers’ unions might be. I mentioned
that we would have to have regard to that issue
in the context of whether pupil profiling will be
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used as a basis for selection or whether it will
form some part of the selection process.

150. Those with long enough memories will
remember a process that was attempted for a
few years in the late 1970s whereby the
recommendation of the primary school determined
whether a pupil moved to a grammar school or
a non-grammar school. That process was fraught
with difficulties and only survived for a couple
of years. The evidence of history tells us that
there are certain constraints on what can be done.

151. Mr Ashe: There is further historical
evidence on the use of assessment outcomes for
transfer purposes. That proposal was originally
mooted when assessment was introduced but
had to be shelved, simply because teachers were
not prepared to take part in the training, and so
forth, if the assessment outcomes were to be
used for transfer purposes. That example
contributes to the historical picture.

152. Mr D Bradley: Just to make up the
balance from my only having asked one question
at the beginning —

153. The Chairman (Mr Wells): This is your
half-question.

154. Mr D Bradley: If academic selection
were introduced, how would it impact on the
other provisions of the Education (Northern
Ireland) Order 2006, given that that Order is
largely predicated on the existence of a non-
selective system during its period of operation?

155. Mr Woods: The other main provisions of
the Order concern the curriculum and the
entitlement framework. Those provisions can
proceed, and are proceeding, on the basis that
was originally planned. Those provisions are
free-standing and can, therefore, proceed.

11.30 am

156. Mr D Bradley: You said that the new
curriculum could be a driver for the economy. I
understood by that that it would provide many
skills that are currently lacking in the workplace.
If academic selection were reintroduced, the
present situation would continue. Those skills
that we would expect to get in the workplace

through the operation of the new curriculum
would not, in all probability, be forthcoming.

157. Dr Davison: Under the proposals, one
third of the curriculum offered to all children —
whether they are in academically selected
schools or not — has to be what the Department
for Employment and Learning calls “professional
and technical”. The provision offered to
children would have to include that dimension
of learning. That would obtain whether
selection continues or not. That is an important
part of the plan.

158. Mr McNarry: How can you square the
circle on curriculum content and vocational
education for 14- to 19-year-olds on the back of
this morning’s report when so many pupils fail
to reach standards? Many are not achieving;
their education stops, in effect, at the age of six.
That is a point to which I hope to return.

159. Does the Department categorically rule
out any elements of selection while direct rule
continues?

160. Dr Davison: The Department cannot
answer that; that question should be addressed
to Ministers. Policy is determined by
legislation. Ministers, whether devolved or
direct-rule, will decide what happens. It is not
for civil servants to determine.

161.

162. Mr McNarry: I wish that you had
answered my second.

If I may address your first question —

163. Dr Davison: I cannot. It is for Ministers
to determine direction.

164. Mr McNarry: Surely the Department can
determine the direction that a Minister might take.

165. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Or advise
Ministers.

166. Mr McNarry: s that not why this
Minister and her predecessors are in such a
blooming mess?

167. Mr Donaldson: Resist the temptation.

168. Dr Davison: My job is to give advice to
Ministers and to implement their policies.

169. Mr McNarry: And therefore you cannot
possibly comment.
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170. Dr Davison: I will answer your first
question, which is important. The Audit Office
and the Public Accounts Committee have
illustrated an important issue. It ties in with the
importance of providing for special educational
needs.

171. The Department rightly congratulates
itself on the quality of outcomes in its system.
Sometimes, however, that success masks
underachievement, which was pointed out in a
straightforward manner by the Audit Office and
the Public Accounts Committee. Underachieve-
ment presents the Department with a significant
problem. One of the Department’s responses is
to strengthen greatly the emphasis in the revised
curriculum on basic skills such as literacy,
numeracy, and information and communications
technology. It is conscious that
underachievement is a significant issue.

172.  Mr McNarry: This is my half-bit now —

173. The Chairman (Mr Wells): Strictly
speaking, this is not in the subgroup’s terms of
reference.

174. Mr McNarry: If you allow me to
complete my question —

175. Mr D Bradley: If I leave the room at this
stage, does he have to stop?

176. Mr McNarry: Do you accept that
academic selection has had no bearing what-
soever on the figures in that report, and that it is
not a barrier to pupils?

177. Dr Davison: That is a big question, to
which I cannot give you a simple answer. It is a
moot point as to whether the selection of pupils
with the highest ability has a negative impact on
those not selected.

178. Mr McNarry: We are talking about
eight-year-olds.

179. Dr Davison: We are not just talking about
eight-year-olds: underachievement is a significant
problem at Key Stage 3 and at Key Stage 2.

180. Mr D Bradley: It continues into adulthood.

181. Dr Davison: Whether selection affects
those not selected is a moot point.

182. You said that there are problems at
primary-school level, which would come through,;
however, it is a moot point whether those
problems are accentuated by what happens at
the age of 11. That is a huge question, to which
I cannot give a simple answer.

183. Mr McNarry: Could you give me an
answer in writing? Could you give the subgroup
an answer in writing?

184. Mr Woods: It comes back to the question
of how relevant it is to the subgroup.

185. The Chairman (Mr Wells): You were
given a clear indication of the constraints under
which we, as a Committee, were acting. [ am
happy that you have dealt with that subject to
the satisfaction of most members.

186. We have time for a final supplementary
question. It must be extremely short, because
we must stop at 11.45 am.

187. Ms Ruane: I wish to make a point that I
hope will be taken in the right — Nilim in ann.

188. Mr D Bradley: Spirit.

189. Ms Ruane: The right spirit. Go raibh
maith agat.

190. Mr McElduff: I know what point you are
about to make, Caitriona. Go for it.

191. Ms Ruane: I am a big fan of gender
equality.

192. Mr McNarry: Try to include the rest of
us in this.

193. Ms Ruane: I will, David. I always
include you.

194. Mr McNarry: You wanted to be called
“Caterina”, or whatever, earlier. Now we do not
know what you are talking about.

195. Ms Ruane: Gender equality is important
in society, and many of our teachers and
educationalists are women. Any future
delegations should include a senior woman
from the Department of Education.

196. Dr Davison: I will certainly pass that
request to Will Haire. After all, I have come
from a Department where I was a token male.
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197. Mr Donaldson: I want to return briefly to
the guidance principles for admissions criteria.
There is great public concern about postcode
lotteries, particularly in areas in where there is
likely to be oversubscription, such as my Lagan
Valley constituency and, in particular, Lisburn.
You talk about the need to ensure that:

“the combined effect of the criteria does not
result in postcode selection or social exclusion,
and that it does not disadvantage pupils living
in particular areas e.g. rural areas or pupils
attending feeder primary schools that are not
given an appropriate degree of priority for
admission.”

198. I am anxious to know how those living in
rural communities such as Glenavy, Ballinderry,
Moira, Hillsborough and Annahilt can avoid
ending up with postcode selection. There is a
massive population in the urban core where
schools are located. How can the Department
ensure that pupils who live in rural areas and
attend rural primary schools are not disadvantaged?

199. Mr Woods: Part of the answer to that lies
in the flexibility that the Department envisages
in the admissions criteria, which will allow
schools to define for themselves the range of
feeder primary schools or other catchment
arrangements. The new education authority, as
and when it arrives, will be anxious to ensure in
considering those issues that no small primary
school in a rural setting has, inadvertently or
otherwise, been omitted and the children not
given an appropriate measure of priority. It is
simply to ensure that whatever arrangements are
put in place operate as fairly and comprehensively
as possible across the board, so that there is
inclusion for everyone.

200. Dr Davison: Also, sitting in Bangor and
not knowing the specifics of every locality, the
Department is open to taking representations if
areas feel that in some way the arrangements
that are being arrived at by schools are going to
disadvantage them.

201. Mr D Bradley: Are you saying that it
may be possible for grammar schools to retain
their current catchment areas, which one could
say are defined by their feeder primary schools?

202. Dr Davison: In the first instance, the
grammar school, or any school, will nominate
what it considers to be its feeder primary
schools. As far as the Department is concerned,
it will be a matter for the local body — either
the board, if the boards still exist, or the
education authority — to look carefully at what
that says about the area from which the school
is drawing its pupils to see whether there are
any issues with that.

203. I believe that folk would raise those
issues locally with the new education and skills
authority, the boards or the Department if they
felt that, in some way, they were being
particularly disadvantaged. The system itself
would have to be satisfied that they were not
being disadvantaged.

204. Mr D Bradley: As Jeffrey said, if it were
possible to ensure that rural children would not
be disadvantaged under those circumstances,
the fear that some people have of a postcode
lottery would also be removed.

205. Dr Davison: The Department has stated
that it does not want a postcode lottery. It will
do its best to ensure that that does not apply.

206. The Chairman (Mr Wells): I must call it
a day at that point, gentlemen. Thank you for
coming. As you can see, we read your briefing
notes carefully and ask some difficult questions.
The subgroup reserves the right to give you
feedback in written form or to ask further
questions, because, as you know, the issue is
controversial and difficult. It has attracted much
interest. The subgroup appreciates your coming
at short notice to give us that highly adequate
briefing. Undoubtedly, we will see you again at
some stage. Thank you.

207. Dr Davison: Thank you very much.
Adjourned at 11.40 am.
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The subgroup met at 9.54 am.

(The Chairperson [Ms S Ramsey] in the
Chair)

208. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): You
are welcome. Can you please introduce
yourselves?

209. Mr Brendan Harron (Irish National
Teachers’ Organisation): | am Brendan
Harron, a senior official with the Irish National
Teachers’ Organisation (INTO). I am standing
in for Frank Bunting, our Northern secretary.

210. Ms Avril Hall-Callaghan (Ulster
Teachers’ Union): I am Avril Hall- Callaghan,
general secretary of the Ulster Teachers’ Union
(UTU).

211. Mr Mark Langhammer (Association of
Teachers and Lecturers): | am Mark
Langhammer of the Association of Teachers and
Lecturers (ATL).

212. Mr Seamus Searson (National
Association of Schoolmasters Union of
Women Teachers): I am Seamus Searson, the
Northern Ireland organiser for the NASUWT.

213. Mr Langhammer: Thank you for the
opportunity to address the subgroup. I have
provided members with a pack in case they are
short of weekend reading.

214. The Association of Teachers and
Lecturers is a union of 160,000 members from
across the UK. It is a relatively small union in
Northern Ireland. Although it has members

77



Report on Schools Admission Policy

from all sectors, the majority are concentrated
in the grammar school sector; consequently,
there has been a fairly robust debate on the
issues.

215. I will make three points: the need for
balanced intakes as the guiding principle for
school admissions; how to reduce the high-
stakes nature of transfer decisions that are taken
at the age of 10 or 11, and to urge members to
consider a delay; and to stress that what
happens in school plays a relatively small part
in explaining variations in education
performance.

216. The ATL supports school intakes that are
balanced in terms of social class and ability.
There is reasonable academic consensus, and I
have given members a considerable number of
references in the file, showing that balanced
intakes produce the best overall performance —
not necessarily the best for those at the top or
the bottom, but the best overall performance.
Broadly speaking, the influence of one’s peers
and an atmosphere of aspiration help to achieve
that, in addition to encouraging the retention of
good teachers in schools. In Northern Ireland,
however, a balanced intake is not easy. Crudely
speaking, there must be either very large
schools or some form of social engineering to
achieve that.

217. Large schools tend to envelop well-off
areas, disadvantaged areas and those in
between, and because Northern Ireland is a rural
country with a range of sectors, it has become
Balkanised in its education system and tends to
have relatively small schools. Notwithstanding
the recommendations of the Bain Report, that is
an obstacle.

218. Interms of social engineering, Ulster folk
— Protestant, Catholic and Dissenter alike —
tend to grate a little and do not sit easily with
schemes of social engineering.

219. The ATL concurs with George Bain that
the growth of integrated education at secondary
level may bring about larger schools that, in
turn, may help to achieve a balanced intake.

220. One small measure on admissions that the
ATL asks members to consider is for a quota, or

target, or some means to incentivise schools to
take children who receive free schools meals. I
think we could thole that as a society.

221. With regard to deferred, or delayed,
transfer, for some time the ATL has been averse
to making any detailed admissions criteria at the
age of 11 because it is convinced that that
misses the point. The age of 10 or 11 is too
young to make life-changing decisions. Parents
face high-stake decisions for their 10- and 11-
year-old children, and we support the Education
(Northern Ireland) Order 2006, which
recommends that key education decisions be
made at the ages of 14 and 16. If decisions on
key pathways are to be made at the ages of 14
and 16, logically, those are the ages when
transfers, or at least fluidity, between schools
should occur.

222. We support and recommend the concept
of middle schools, or junior schools, not
because we are obsessed with institutions, but
because we believe that they would be a useful
institutional way of providing for a delay in
transfer. We do not like to close down young
people’s options.

223. Delaying transfer, with or without junior
high schools, is a popular option. The BBC
‘Newsline’ poll this year, and successive
Northern Ireland Life and Times Survey reports
since 2003, have indicated that between 63%
and 69% of parents support delaying those
major education decisions. I do not want to bat
your heads with statistics. However, the ATL
believes that that figure includes people who are
for and against transfer.

224. With regard to the effect of education, the
ATL cautions against overestimating the degree
to which schools can affect performance. There
is significant academic consensus that up to
85% of the variation in pupils’ performance is
down to factors outside school, such as parental
support, culture, income and social class. That
is not to say that schools have no influence —
they do. However, even the school improvement
campaigns estimate that although effective
schooling does have an impact, it does not have
a huge effect on variations in performance.
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225. 1 will not address the issue of pupil
profiles; I will rely on my colleagues to do so,
because we agree on the issue. I thank the
subgroup for its time. I understand that some
members will speak at an ATL seminar on

12 January 2007, at which we will explore the
grounds on which consensus might be reached.

10.00 am

226. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I want to pick up on
what Mr Langhammer said and elaborate on
pupil profiles. I welcome the opportunity to
address the subgroup. I want to emphasise the
Ulster Teachers’ Union’s continued opposition
to any form of academic selection. That has
been the union’s consistent policy for many
years. We are delighted that the subgroup wants
to examine what will happen after the
termination of the existing transfer procedure.

227. The UTU views the pupil profile as an
excellent tool, when it is used properly.
However, if it is not used in the way that it was
intended, it could become a dangerous weapon.
Indeed, if the pupil profile were to be hijacked
and turned into a selection instrument, all the
good work that teachers have already done to
develop it could be lost.

228. The pupil profile is simply an extension
of the kind of ongoing assessment that teachers
already make about pupils in every school. Its
standardisation will benefit us all. It should give
a broad and balanced picture of a young
person’s strengths and interests and of what he
or she has achieved to date across a range of
curricular and extra-curricular activities.

229. Teachers are concerned about the workload
implications, and my colleague Brendan Harron
will pick up on that. However, I am sure that
those obstacles can be overcome through the
appropriate negotiating machinery. Teachers,
particularly those in the primary sector, welcome
the prospect of a wider curriculum at the top
end of the primary school. They will embrace
the pupil profile as they have embraced many
worthwhile initiatives over recent years because
they consider it as a way to ensure that parents
have the fullest possible information to advise
them of the best pathway for their children.

230. I must emphasise that teachers will not
allow themselves to be put in the situation
where the professional advice that they give
will be used in a selection situation. In fact,
teachers have indicated to the UTU that if any
pressure is put on them to do that, they will
refuse to co-operate.

231. The UTU is convinced that even if the
pupil profile were not finalised on time — and I
understand that it has run into difficulties — it
is still possible for teachers to supply sufficient
information to advise parents of their children’s
strengths and weaknesses, because that, after all,
is one of a teacher’s professional competencies.

232. In addition, the UTU concurs with the
ATL that there is an imperative: there is a
radical change in the public’s perception of
transfer at the age of 11. It 1s a high-stakes
decision at the age of 11 and it is too early for
that decision to be taken. The concept of
lifelong learning has impacted on traditional
views on the time frame for education. With
regard to career pathways and important choices
for children, the time is right to shift emphasis
from the age of 11 to the age of 14.

233. T hasten to add that even at the age of 14,
it should be an elective rather than a selective
system. That change of emphasis would reduce
the impact of the pupil profile at the age of 11,
if there are any concerns about the fact that
there might only be a couple of years of
profiling for the first intake going through. That
would take a bit of pressure off the situation.

234. The public sector in Northern Ireland is
facing an unprecedented period of change.
Schools must, and will, change. Rationalisation
is an inevitable fact, whether we like it or not,
and the traditional institutions, particularly the
grammar schools, must adapt to customer
demand. When so many aspects of our lives are
client driven, it is incredible that in this one
very important area of life we still allow the
institution, rather than the customer, to make the
choice.

235. Before I turn to the admissions criteria, I
would like to raise the important issue of
funding. One challenge will be to ensure that
collaboration between providers is not
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hampered by a system whereby schools are
competing for funds based on pupil numbers.
That matter must be radically overhauled to suit
the needs of our new system.

236. Many people see the choice of admissions
criteria as critical to the success of future post-
primary arrangements. The Ulster Teachers’
Union agrees with the four broad categories
outlined in the consultation document, and I
have supplied the subgroup with the union’s full
response to that document.

237. Not all schools will wish to use all the
approved criteria, and the Ulster Teachers’
Union firmly believes that the tie-breaker is the
only compulsory criterion that should be
included.

238. Family-focused criteria are important and
should feature as a high priority, and the
geographical criteria support the idea of a school
serving a local community. The Ulster Teachers’
Union want to ensure that, where possible,
young people are not denied access to their
local school, if that is their preferred choice.

239. We are perfectly happy with either of the
tie-breakers that are listed — the random and
the geographical criteria. If we were forced to
choose between the two, we would narrowly opt
for the geographical criteria on the basis that that
would serve the interests of local community
schools.

240. The Ulster Teachers’ Union is strongly
apposed to the selection of pupils by means of
interview or entrance test. Compulsory criteria
should apply to all schools, and there should not
be any optional interview or entrance test.

241. As Isaid earlier, pupils should be choosing
schools, not vice versa.

242. Finally, I wish to make a heartfelt plea on
behalf of teachers. Please act with urgency to
submit a consultation document to the teachers’
unions as soon as possible. Teachers will do all
in their power to implement policy, but they
need time to prepare for it. At present, teachers
are in a state of limbo. They need direction, and
they must be reassured that there is no going
back to the 11-plus or anything like it, and they
need to know what lies ahead.

243. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Thank
you. We have another two presentations to hear,
so I will hold questions until the end. I am
conscious of the time and that members are
keen to ask questions, so I ask witnesses to
please keep their presentations as precise as
possible. There will be a question-and-answer
session after the presentations.

244. Mr McNarry: Members have been asked
to declare their interests for the record. Do any
of the panel have interests to declare? For
example, do any of them work for somebody
else or are they members of boards, and so on?
It would be useful to have a little background.
We know who the witnesses are officially
representing, but they may be members of other
groups or boards.

245. Mr Langhammer: I will declare my
interests. I am a director of Monkstown Boxing
Club, a life member of Crusaders Football Club
and —

246. Mr S Wilson: I would be ashamed of
that.
[Laughter.]

247. Mr Langhammer: | am proud of it this
year, Sammy.

248. 1 am also a member of the Irish Labour
Party, and I serve on its national executive.

249. Ms Hall-Callaghan: [ am not a member
of any political party, nor am I on the board of
any school.

250. Mr Searson: | am the same.
251.

252. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): We
will move to the next presentation.

Mr Harron: Likewise.

253. Mr Harron: I represent the Irish National
Teachers’ Organisation, which has approximately
6,500 members in Northern Ireland. The INTO
has been, remains, and always will be, opposed
to academic selection, and we welcome its
cessation after 2008.

254. The INTO supports the whole thrust of
the reorganisation of post-primary education.

We envisage the situation, post-2008 and on a
rolling-out basis, in which the post-primary
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school a child selects will be increasingly
irrelevant. The context in which the INTO
wishes to address the subgroup on the two
questions is as follows: the new curriculum; and
the implementation of the Entitled to Succeed
policy, and the entitlement framework through
which every 11-year-old child — regardless of
the post-primary school they choose — will be
offered a broad and similar education up to the
age of 14, and that all children, at the age of 14,
will be able to choose from a healthy balance of
24 vocational and academic subjects for GCSE,
and 27 subjects for A level.

255. The INTO supports the concept of a pupil
profile, and, as Ms Hall-Callaghan said, it is
merely an extension of what presently exists.
We have made several comments on pupil
profiles in our briefing paper and in responses
to consultations on the issue. The pupil profile
must be manageable: it is not at present. In
September, I read an independent evaluation of
the pupil profile commissioned by the Council
for the Curriculum, Examinations and
Assessment (CCEA), which stated that it was
not fit for purpose and not manageable by
teachers.

256. The pupil profile must be manageable,
and it must be fit for purpose. Those are the two
conditions on which the INTO will give its full
support to the profile. It takes a teacher one hour
to complete a profile on one child; therefore, it
takes 30 hours for a class of 30 pupils. That
raises the issue of when teachers will get the
time, or be released, to complete the profiles?

257. The INTO has made it clear that if pupil
profiles are to be used as a selection tool, teachers
will not complete them — they will not co-
operate — and that has been accepted by the
Department of Education and the CCEA. That
must be made clear.

258. At present, the pupil profile is not designed
to be used as a selection tool, and it could not
be used as such because it is not completed in a
secure situation. The INTO will withdraw its
co-operation on pupil profiles if they are
tinkered with to make them suitable for
selection purposes.

259. In my briefing paper, I have also said that
it takes too long to complete pupil profiles. The
timing needs to be adjusted. The lack of
computer facilities for the testing is a major-
league problem. Primary schools do not have
adequate hardware, and we are not content with
the solution put to us by CCEA that we should
do what is done in Scotland — that a busful of
computers should be driven around primary
schools, which people would board in order to
do their tests. That is not the answer.

260. There should be simple, clear and
centrally drawn-up admissions criteria for entry
to post-primary schools in Northern Ireland. It
does not matter which school a child chooses.
There should be a centrally drawn-up list of
feeder schools for all post-primary schools, and
pupils should be accepted into those schools on
the basis of how close they live to them. If there
is a need for a tie-break situation between
pupils, it should be based on random selection
on a Northern Ireland-wide basis. Tie-breaks
should be administered centrally to ensure that
schools are not setting up their own methods of
decision-making.

261. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Thank
you. We move to Seamus Searson from the
National Association of Schoolmasters Union of
Women Teachers.

262. Mr Searson: The current events in
Northern Ireland provide a real opportunity for
change. We need to welcome that change and
move forward. The establishment of the
Education and Skills Authority in April 2008
will provide us with an opportunity to move the
entire education system along and help every
child reach his or her full potential. This is what
the reorganisation of post-primary education is
about.

263. [ will not go into great detail. We agree
with many of the points that my colleagues have
raised. I will simply raise the issue and focus on
the criteria. The reorganisation of post-primary
education is neither a simple nor easy task. We
must be aware of the downsides of any
reorganisation, however. The paper that I
circulated focuses on one or two of the
problems that the criteria can throw up.
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264. The NASUWT is the largest teachers’
union in Northern Ireland, and our membership
is drawn from across all the different education
sectors. The paper was finalised after a lengthy
discussion period about the process with our
members.

10.15 am

265. As has been mentioned, there must be a
code of practice for school admissions that
covers all of Northern Ireland. The paper states
that consistency and equity in the schools
admissions process should be made clear. As |
said, the Education and Skills Authority will
have an important role in that regard and must
ensure that the arrangements do not
disadvantage, either directly or indirectly,
particular social and minority ethnic groups,
children with disabilities or children with
special educational needs.

266. I wish to mention parental choice, a term
that is often bandied about. The concept of
parental choice does not fit in with what is
needed for the future, which is an effective and
co-operative relationship between parents and
schools. The notion of parental choice is often
misleading because people believe that they
have a choice when, in reality, they do not.
Often, it is the schools that make the choice
rather than the parents. The present system
creates competition, which, in turn, fosters
tensions, and that works against greater co-
operation.

267. 1 will quickly mention one or two aspects
of family-focused criteria. If the system were to
concentrate on family-focused criteria, where
priorities are given to pupils whose siblings
already attend particular schools, there is a
possibility that children living close to those
schools will be denied places. Although that is
an important factor, it must not become the
major determining factor. That is one of the
issues that we are considering.

268. We are cautious about the use of
geographical criteria, because the catchment
area of a school may not reflect the local
community. If tie-breakers are used, they need
to be quite clear, open and transparent so that
people can see what is happening. Furthermore,

the use of tie-breakers should be a fairly
straightforward process.

269. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): |
thank you all for your presentations. I will now
hand over to members, who will ask questions.

270. Mr Donaldson: My question is for Ms
Hall-Callaghan. If I were a working-class
Protestant child living in Benson Street in
Lisburn, which is almost equidistant from
Lisnagarvey High School, Laurel Hill
Community College, Friends’ School, Wallace
High School and Forthill College, which school
would be considered my local school? Which
school would be the community school that
would serve me in a selection tie-breaker?

271. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I do not know
Lisburn well enough to comment on that.
However, I presume that the people who live
there would relate to a particular school and
would know which school they wanted their
children to attend.

272. Mr Donaldson: I am not talking about
the school that a pupil would want to attend; I
am talking about the tie-breaker situation. You
have suggested that, in the event of a school
being oversubscribed, a tie-breaker that is based
on geographical location should be used.

273. 1 gave the example of a child who lives
equidistant from the five secondary schools that
I mentioned, two of which are grammar schools,
three of which are secondary schools. What
would happen in the event of a school being
oversubscribed? Let us say that the child wants
to attend Wallace High School, but it is
oversubscribed. Which school will be
considered that child’s local community school
for the purposes of the tie-breaker? My example
could apply to Magherafelt, Londonderry or
anywhere.

274. Ms Hall-Callaghan: If a tie-breaker is
used, the process of how various factors will be
measured must be set out. Generally speaking,
however, a child will not be exactly equidistant
from two schools.

275. Mr Donaldson: Are you sure about that?
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276. Mr S Wilson: It could come down to a
distance of 5 feet.

277. Mr Donaldson: I could take you to a
place in Lisburn that is almost exactly
equidistant from five secondary schools. In that
case, which would be my local school?

278. Ms Hall-Callaghan: Almost equidistant?

279. Mr S Wilson: Are you suggesting that the
school that a pupil will attend could depend on
whether that pupil lives 5 feet away from one

school or 5 feet away from another? Is that not
a bit daft?

280. Ms Hall-Callaghan: No, it is not. A
decision must be made in some way. What I said
was that I would be happy with a tie-breaker
situation or with random selection. Schools
should be equally good and, therefore, it should
not matter which school a pupil attends.

281. Mr Donaldson: Lisburn, which is in my
constituency, is a large urban area with five
good schools, and I deal with the admissions
appeals procedure every summer. I could name
— but I will not — the schools that most
parents in Lisburn would choose to send their
children to. Three or four of those five schools
are substantially oversubscribed.

282. Wallace High School and Friends’ School
are located in a middle-class area. Under your
policy, more families would move into that area
to be close to those two schools, which, 1
guarantee, would be oversubscribed every year.
The result would be that working-class kids
would lose out — and those kids want to go to
those schools, believe me; I have sat with
parents who have appealed against decisions.
Both schools that I mentioned take in kids from
working-class backgrounds. In my constituency,
the working-class kids would lose out because
their parents would not be able to afford to
move close to the schools in order to benefit
from your proposed tie-breaker.

283. Also, if I lived in a rural community such
as Moira, Ballinderry, Aghalee, Annahilt or
Hillsborough, how would I gain from that
policy, when the decision comes down to a tie-
breaker and the urban kids win every time?

284. Ms Hall-Callaghan: We are coming at
this from the wrong angle. Mr Langhammer and
I emphasised that the choice at the age of 11 is
not the important choice. We are also trying to
promote the idea that all schools are good
schools. Why would parents opt for Wallace
High School or Friends’ School, for example?
All those schools in Lisburn should be attractive
to parents.

285. Mr S Wilson: Do you ever read any
inspectors’ reports?

286. Ms Hall-Callaghan: Yes, all the time.

287. Mr S Wilson: The inspectors’ reports do
not say that every school is a good school. It is
totally naive to say that.

288. Ms Hall-Callaghan: It is not naive to say
that. It is what we are working towards.
Teachers in Northern Ireland are excellent and
very well qualified. We need to establish a
system in which they can operate properly. The
system is wrong at the moment.

289. Mr Donaldson: We agree with that, but
we disagree on the method of achieving that
objective. The system that you advocate would
discriminate against far more children than the
11-plus does currently.

290. I have not had an answer to my
reasonable question about how rural kids will
be provided for in this geographical tie-breaker
situation. Rural children will be discriminated
against if the decision comes down to a tie-
breaker. There are very few secondary schools
in the middle of the countryside, so rural kids
will lose out. I do not know what that will mean
as regards equality and section 75 of the
Northern Ireland Act 1998.

291. Urban areas contain a multiplicity of
schools. Perhaps in many towns there is only
one school and the decision is simple, but in
other towns there is more than one school. A
postcode lottery will discriminate against many
pupils and will not create a fair system. In fact,
it will create a very unfair system.

292. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I live in the middle
of nowhere, in the area that Mr Donaldson
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mentioned, and I did not have any difficulty in
getting my child into the school of her choice.

293. Mr Donaldson: That may happen at the
moment, under the current system.

294. Ms Hall-Callaghan: At the moment, yes.

295. Mr Donaldson: If the system were the
postcode lottery that you advocate, would you
still be of the same mind?

296. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I do not think that I
would have any difficulty.

297. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): I do
not want to stifle debate, but we need to move on.

298. Mr Donaldson: This is an important
point.

299. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): |
appreciate that, but a number of members want
to ask questions. If we can get the first round of
questions over, there will be time for more
comments.

300. Mr Donaldson: I am finished with this
issue.

301. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): If
other members do not jump in and ask questions
on the back of your time, there may be more time.

302. Mr Donaldson: Absolutely.

303. Mr McNarry: You should take him
literally: he said that was finished.

304. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Mr
Wilson’s time is now cut because he made two
comments during Mr Donaldson’s time.

305. Mr S Wilson: They were short questions,
and I did not get an answer to either of them.
[Laughter.]

306. Mr Donaldson: With respect, if
geographical proximity were used as a tie-
breaker, there is no way that Ms Hall-
Callaghan’s child, living in a rural community,
would benefit from a system that dictates that
the closer a child lives to a school, the better the
chance of getting into that school in the event of
that school being oversubscribed.

307. It defies logic and reason to suggest that
if I live in a rural community — and [ do — that
my child will have an equal chance of getting

into a school that is oversubscribed when the
tie-breaker is based on proximity to the school.
If you can show me any area in Northern Ireland
where such a tie-breaker benefits the rural child
and not the urban child, I will look at it.

308. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I live close to the
Dickson plan area, and there is never any
difficulty in getting children into the junior high
school in Lurgan.

309. Mr S Wilson: I have two questions. We
can probably get a fairly quick answer to the
first one. No one this morning has dealt with the
reality of the situation, which is that after 26
March 2007, if the Assembly is up and running
— and since members have been lobbied
publicly and privately by all of your organisations
to get the Assembly up and running, it seems
that you are keen for that to happen — the
Secretary of State has said that academic
selection will still be here unless the Assembly
decides otherwise. Given the cross-community
nature of the Assembly, that situation is unlikely
to change.

310. Given that we all want devolution, we
will have to deal with the reality of academic
selection being here. Can you give us some
indication as to what form of academic selection
you would like to see in those circumstances, or
will the UTU simply opt out of the debate?

311. Mr Harron: My understanding is that the
current situation will end in 2009, and the slate
will be wiped clean. New arrangements from
2009 will have to be put in place by the
Assembly or by the Minister. Therefore, we are
not going to opt out of anything.

312. TIhave been teaching for 32 years in post-
primary education. I believe that unless all the
reforms have been put in place as regards the
curriculum, the Entitled to Succeed policy and
the entitlement framework have been a lie. Ms
Hall-Callaghan is correct — from 2009 onwards
it should not matter which school is being
selected at age eleven, because children,
regardless of whether they live in rural or urban
areas, or east, west, north or south, are going to
be guaranteed a menu of 24 subjects at GCSE
and 27 subjects at A level.
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313. Mr S Wilson: I do not know if you are
trying to avoid the question or have not
understood the question.

314. Mr Langhammer: I am happy to answer.

315. Mr S Wilson: I will always get an answer
from you.

316. Mr Langhammer: It might be the wrong
one.

317. Mr S Wilson: I wish to emphasise that
academic selection will still be on the menu
after 26 March 2007 — it will still be available.
We have heard what you would like to see in an
ideal world, but that is not likely to be the case
unless there is no devolution. I assume you all
want to see devolution as quickly as possible,
because you have all lobbied us to that effect.
Members would find it helpful if they knew
what kind of academic selection the UTU could
live with.

318. Mr Harron: None whatsoever. We have
no time for academic selection.

319. Mr S Wilson: Why?
320. Mr Donaldson: Will you break the law?

321. Mr Harron: I do not see the connection
between not wanting academic selection and
breaking the law.

322. Mr McNarry: You said earlier that if
pupil profiling became part of a selection method,
your members would not work it.

323. Mr Harron: Yes.

324. Mr McNarry: In response to Mr Wilson’s
question about academic selection, you said,
“None whatsoever.” What instructions will you
be giving your members that we can take back
to the parents to tell them what they will be
likely to face from your union members?

325. Mr Harron: Parents are not likely to be
facing anything from our members. I said that
the INTO’s policy always has been, and always
will be, to oppose any form of academic
selection. However, that does not mean that we
as professionals will not operate whatever
system is in place. There is no question about
that. We are professional teachers — regardless
of what we have to deal with, we will deliver.

326. As regards the ideal world that Mr Wilson
referred to, I emphasise that the Department of
Education has been telling us for the past five or
six years that the new curriculum, the new
Entitled to Succeed policy and the new
entitlement framework are coming in. I have
believed the Department for 10 years that this
would happen.

327. Mr S Wilson: Never believe officials
from the Department of Education. We learned
that a long time ago.

328. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Other
members and witnesses wish to speak.

10.30 am

329. Mr Langhammer: My answer to the first
question will be as brief as possible. I am not
clear that the position is as you described. It is
clear that that part of the Education (Northern
Ireland) Order 2006 has fallen, with the result
that academic selection has not been outlawed. I
am also clear that the 11-plus will end in 2008.
That does not mean that an alternative procedure
is in place: it has not been made clear whether
academic selection or another procedure must
be used. Given that academic selection has not
been banned and that the 11-plus will fall, I
understand that we are facing a vacuum — we
are not automatically considering different
forms of academic selection.

330. Mr S Wilson: Schools will have the
ability to make their own decisions.

331. Mr Langhammer: I agree with Mr
Wilson’s point about not believing Department
of Education officials. With the aim of advising
our members, I wrote to the Department to ask
whether a school or a group of schools could
implement their own tests in the absence of
another procedure. The Department clearly
stated that that would not happen. I do not know
whether that is lawful, but that is the
Department’s view. However, [ am happy to
pass that letter to the subgroup.

332. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
Perhaps the discussion can continue outside, but
I wish to move on. Mr McNarry, you can speak
next, but I ask you to be conscious that other
members have not spoken yet.
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333. Mr McNarry: OK, boss, I will see what I
can do.

334. Mr S Wilson: s that the Chairperson’s
official designation? [Laughter.]

335. Mr McNarry: She is bossing us about, so
I decided to call her “boss™.

336. If a vote were taken in the Assembly
tomorrow, you would see here and on the
opposite Benches a mirror image of how the
parties would go through the lobbies. We will
not be able to address the issue in a satisfactory
manner as long as that situation pertains.

337. Your association is a big hitter; it
commands a lot of media attention and produces
lovely glossy brochures and propaganda. I wish
to turn your attention to the recent findings of
the House of Commons Public Accounts
Committee on literacy and numeracy. In
everyone’s estimation, that report was shocking
and disturbing. As a group that broadly supports
the 2006 Order, can you confidently say that it
will preserve Northern Ireland’s standards of
academic achievement and address our record
of educational underachievement?

338. Are you willing to say that what you
support will improve the situation to such an
extent that you will back the reforms totally?
You are on record as saying as much.

339. Mr Harron: Yes.

340. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): I like
short answers.

341. Mr Harron: Those who support
academic selection and the grammar schools
seem to be in denial. I have been a grammar
schoolteacher for the past 16 years. Forty per
cent of pupils who leave school at age 16 do not
have adequate literacy and numeracy skills.
When will the penny drop with people that
academic selection is one of the major causes of
that? I also taught for 16 —

342. Mr McNarry: Where did you find that
statistic? The report did not say that.

343. Mr Harron: The report said that —

344. Mr McNarry: That is a gross nonsense.
Selection has nothing to do with that

misrepresentation. I am asking you whether the
reforms that you support and for which you are
lobbying will change the situation. Forgive me;
I respect the organisations that you represent,
but when I meet individual teachers, I do not
hear from them the same things that come out
of your offices.

345. Mr Harron: I taught for 16 years in a
secondary school in an underprivileged area and
another 16 years in a grammar school.
Therefore, I have seen the system from both
sides. The report said that 40% of pupils in
Northern Ireland leave school at age 16 —

346. Mr McNarry: Of course it said that.
However, it did not blame that on academic
selection.

347. Mr Harron: You asked me for my view,
and I am saying that one of the major causes of
inadequate literacy and numeracy is that the
vast majority of those pupils leave from our
non-grammar schools.

348. Mr McNarry: Does that mean that the
reforms are a panacea for curing all that?

349. Mr Harron: We in INTO wish that
politicians would go the whole way and create a
fully comprehensive system. However, by
removing academic selection and making all
schools equal, all pupils are treated the same.
When there are no longer two tiers of education,
the standards attained by all pupils will rise and
the percentage of pupils who leave without proper
numeracy and literacy skills will decrease.

350. Mr McNarry: Where are we on that
issue? On one hand, members of the panel say
that all schools are good, but the Bain Report
states that they are not.

351. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I said that the UTU
wants to move towards a situation in which all
schools are viewed as good schools. There are
many good schools and some that could be
improved. We must work to change the public
perception. There is much work to be done on
education. The public perceives grammar
schools to be the good schools, and that is not
necessarily the case.
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352. Mr McNarry: Let us not go into the
question of grammar schools. I am asking you
whether the reforms will improve the current
situation, particularly in relation to under-
achievement, and whether they will maintain
the current levels of excellence that are attained.

353. Ms Hall-Callaghan: We hope so. At the
outset of any process, no one can predict where
it will lead.

354. Mr McNarry: You are saying, though,
that the system is broken and you want to fix it.

355. Ms Hall-Callaghan: Yes; it is broken and
we want to fix it.

356. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): If
members would ask questions rather than
making speeches, they might get more answers.

357. Mr D Bradley: I welcome the members
of the panel and thank them for their
contributions.

358. The INTO contribution included some
reservations about the concept of the pupil
profile. This afternoon, the subgroup will have a
chance to address those problems with the
CCEA — and we will endeavour to do so,
because it is an important issue.

359. Mr Langhammer, you said that ATL’s
preference is for pupil transfer to take place at
age 14 rather than age 11, and several other
contributors concurred. On what basis would
the transfer procedure operate at age 14?

360. Mr Langhammer: I must be honest: we
have grave difficulties with some aspects of the
2006 Order. On balance, we support it, but [ am
not pretending that the union’s debate about it
has been anything other than robust. Ultimately,
we felt that anything other than widespread
consensus was not good for Northern Ireland’s
education system. However, in a fairly intense
debate, there is not that level of consensus.
ATL’s view is that children develop at different
ages and that those aged 10 or 11 are too young
to take definitive decisions about career paths or
particular types of school.

361. We are not hung up on the idea of junior
high schools, because some schools could
develop junior schools within them. However,

we are clear that if there is to be a move towards
a more skills-based curriculum in which children
take key education decisions at the age of 14
and 16, it is important that they not be locked
out of schools. For instance, if my youngster
goes to a particular school at the age of 11 and
realises by the age of 14 that he or she wants to
go in a particular direction that is best supported
by a different school up the road, there should
not be a situation whereby that school is simply
full.

362. If the key decisions are to be taken at age
14 and 16, as stated in the 2006 Order, we must
provide for transfer or fluidity between schools.
Crudely, people have said that the system is like
the Dickson plan, and perhaps it is slightly
similar. The failure of the Dickson plan is that it
1s not uniformly applied and people can get
round it. However, ATL clearly supports the
Department on the part of the 2006 Order that
states that it is better for pupils to take key
decisions at the age of 14, rather than when they
are 10 or 11.

363. Mr D Bradley: Ms Hall-Callaghan said
that if the pupil profile were not completely
developed, teachers from the UTU would be
prepared to give advice to parents on which
post-primary school would be best suited to
their children. Would INTO members be
prepared to do that also?

364. Mr Harron: No. We do not believe that it
is the job of primary school teachers to advise
on which post-primary school pupils should go
to — and I think Ms Hall-Callaghan said the
same.

365. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I did.

366. Mr Harron: As primary schoolteachers,
we would advise parents on the strengths and
weaknesses of their children but we would let
the parents make the decision on which post-
primary school their children should attend.

367. We have not yet mentioned the specialist
schools pilot programme. The first tranche of 12
schools started the programme last year, and the
selection process for the next tranche is under
way, although I do not know how many schools
will be involved. As I said before, on paper it
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should not really matter which school a pupil
chooses, because in five, six or 10 years’ time,
as the programme is rolled out, all schools will
have specialisms of some sort — including the
five schools in Lisburn to which Mr Donaldson
referred. Thus, if a pupil profile says that the
child has a particular bent towards the arts,
sciences, or vocational studies, the pupil can
choose a school with an appropriate specialism.
We must look to the future on this issue. We
would not advise teachers to give pupils advice
on which school to attend.

368. Ms Hall-Callaghan: [ would like to
confirm an earlier point, Mr Bradley. I did not
say that teachers would advise pupils on which
school to choose. I said that they would advise
on the strengths and abilities of the children.

369. Mr McNarry: How do you dodge a
question from a parent —

370. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
David —

371. Mr McNarry: If a parent is told how
strong a child is, can he or she go to Regent
House?

372. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
David, with respect, [ am chairing the meeting.
I will let Barry ask a question now.

373. Mr McNarry: Sorry, | was just getting
carried away.

374. Mr McElduff: I welcome the specific and
targeted way in which each of the contributors
addressed the terms of reference.

375. It has been said that the pupil profile is an
excellent tool, if used properly. How can it be
used properly? What type of information do
parents tend to want to hear?

376. Mr McNarry: Can my child go to a
grammar school — that is what they want to
hear today, Barry.

377. Mr McElduff: Are teachers concerned
that pupil profiling might add to their already
bureaucratic burden? Is that a real concern?
How might the profile be used properly?

378. Mr Harron: INTO’s policy is that
children’s test results should not be included in

pupil profiles. Despite teachers’ expertise in
telling parents how their children are doing,
parents tend to focus purely on test scores and
do not look at what is written about their
children. In the models and prototypes that are
being experimented with in the pilots, a good
deal of information is written about pupils
under a whole raft of educational strengths and
weaknesses —but parents simply focus on the
scores. For example, the profile may say that a
pupil’s age is nine, but his reading age is 10 or
six or whatever. We are concerned about how
that information is shared with parents.

379. Workload is very important. I talked to a
school principal in Mr McElduft’s area who is
involved in the pilot, and she told me that she
has a class of 30 pupils and only two computers
in the classroom. The profile takes an hour to
complete, and if two pupils are working on the
interactive tests, the rest of the pupils must be
cleared out of the room.

380. There are logistical problems, as adequate
computer hardware is needed to allow pupils to
do the interactive tests. Primary-school teachers
normally take about 30 minutes to write a report
on a pupil. The pupil profiles that are now being
experimented with take twice as long. I hope
that the CCEA will tell the subgroup this
afternoon that it plans to make the process more
manageable by slimming it down, which will
free up teachers’ time. I also hope that it tells
the subgroup that it will provide the hardware
resources needed to enable the pupils to carry
out the computer interactive tests.

381. Ms Hall-Callaghan: Mr McElduft asked
what form the profile will take. There is much
more to a child than academic ability, and the
profile must reflect all a child’s competences.
Although some children are wonderful at
drama, arts, music and other such subjects, the
current profoundly academic structures can
make them feel as though they are failures,
when, in fact, they are brilliant in those subjects
in which they excel. The purpose of the profile
should be to reflect the full breadth of each
child’s ability.

382. Mr S Wilson: May I ask the witness
about that last point?
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383. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
Quickly, please.

384. Mr S Wilson: You said that although the
pupil profile would not be used as a selective
tool, it would be the basis on which parents
chose the pathway for their children. Consider
the example of a child who is either wonderful
at art or brilliant at football. That is so
subjective. What use is that to anyone?

385. Ms Hall-Callaghan: It is not subjective.
At football matches it is obvious which children
can play well and which cannot.

386. Mr S Wilson: Therefore, you do not
believe that the words “brilliant” or “good” are
subjective terms. You might think something is
brilliant, whereas I might think that it is rubbish.
Those terms are subjective.

387. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I think that you are
splitting hairs.

388. Mr S Wilson: I am not splitting hairs at
all.

10.45 am

389. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): If
there are no more questions, we will move on. |
want to let Barry finish.

390. Mr McNarry: Are you allowing him
another question?

391. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): No.
Witnesses are waiting and the subgroup is in
danger of exceeding its time limit. When we
make the switchover, members can talk briefly
to witnesses.

392. Mr McNarry: With all respect, Chair,
this is a subgroup of the Committee on the
Programme for Government. The whole thing
has been set up for the benefit of the public.
Will witnesses follow me outside so that I can
hold a conversation with them? That is just not
practical.

393. Mr McElduff: The question that I wanted
to ask was about the additional transfer
arrangements that would apply to children who
have a statement of special educational needs.

394. Mr Harron: There is a section in the
consultation paper on compelling individual

circumstances. INTO supports the retention of
those considerations. Those children should be
supernumerary to the school’s quota of pupils.
Compelling individual circumstances should be
used only rarely. Children with statements of
special educational needs should be given
special priority and INTO believes that they
should be supernumerary to the school’s quota.

395. Ms Hall-Callaghan: I refer Mr McElduft
to our document, which has a full section on
that.

396. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): With
respect, David, members agreed this agenda at
the last meeting. Witnesses were agreed. There
is a time limit. I suggest that if members have
further questions, they should forward them to
the Committee Clerks, who will contact the
organisations to request written answers.

397. Mr McNarry: Mr Searson has not
contributed, and I have one small question for
him. Surely, if we are all here —

398. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): If
you work with me, I will work with you.

399. Mr McNarry: If you will work with me,
may I put the question?

400. Mr McElduff: The proposal is that the
question be now put.

401. Mr McNarry: Mr Searson, can you give
your views on the importance of setting and
streaming in post-primary education?

402. Mr Searson: Teachers work hard to
improve the ability of all children. That has a
bearing on my earlier point about the 2006
Order. Present practice does not work for all the
children of Northern Ireland, and the 2006
Order is a means to improve practice. Particular
points arise with regard to setting and
streaming, and teachers will need to work with
particular children. That might start at 11 years
of age, 13 or 14. It will vary from child to child
and from school to school. Schools will need to
determine what is in the best interests of each
child and how that is operated.

403. Mr McNarry: Are you working in that
direction at the moment?

404. Mr Searson: Yes.
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405. Mr McNarry: Thank you.

406. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
Thank you for coming. I should say that
members might have further questions for you.
I trust that your doors will always be open.

The subgroup was suspended at 10.50 am.
On resuming —
10.54 am

407. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): I ask
members to take their seats. The witnesses
should introduce themselves, after which they
will have a total of 10 minutes to make their
presentation. I will then open the floor to
members’ questions.

408. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield (Association
for Quality Education): I shall begin by
introducing myself. In common with a lot of the
witnesses who appear before you, I wear many
hats. However, we are all involved in one way
or another with the Association for Quality
Education (AQE), which is a coalition of
interests that are concerned with the future of
our education system.

409. I shall begin by making a few points of
principle. First, I am not sure that the selection
issue, important though it is, is really at the
centre of our education problems. I acknowledge
that although there are many education
problems in Northern Ireland, we have records
of substantial achievement, including good
performance at A level and GCSE, a high
representation of underprivileged communities
in the universities, and so on. On the other hand,
we have heard a lot about areas of obvious
underperformance: clearly, something must be
done about that. AQE does not think that such
underperformance is attributable wholly to the
method of selection.

410. Calling ourselves the Association of
Quality Education does not mean that we think
that grammar schools represent the only
excellent part of the education system; that
would be an extremely arrogant point of view.
We must remember that we would not have the
record of performance of entry into higher

education without the excellent performance of
many of the non-grammar schools.

411. AQE endorses views that, as we
understand it, the population at large has
expressed repeatedly. In a democracy, those
views should not be ignored. A very consistent
result has emerged from at least six separate
Government-conducted polls, saying that on the
one hand people do not like, do not trust or do
not accept the 11-plus as a method of selection,
but that, nevertheless, they want to retain some
method of academic selection. It is important to
listen to the voice of the people.

412. Secondly, we are conscious of the
assurances that a number of the Ministers who
have held the education portfolio in recent years
have given about these matters. People have
been assured that the proposed changes to
selection methods do not mean that grammar
schools will disappear, and that they do not
mean that comprehensive education will be
introduced in Northern Ireland. However, we
confess to a degree of scepticism about that.

413. For our part, we accept that we should go
along with the fact that the Northern Ireland
population has said that the 11-plus system of
selection should go. However, it would be
possible to replace it with a more reliable
system that would be acceptable across the
education sector. We should be looking for
widespread acceptability in the same way that
we are looking for wider consensus. Clearly, we
are looking for as much consensus as possible
throughout the education system. We do not
want to impose unreasonable burdens on the
head teachers of primary schools, for instance;
we must be sensitive to their views.

414. 1 wanted to make those points at the start
of our presentation. First, we should listen
clearly to what people have said about this
matter, and, secondly, we should take at face
value the assurances that successive Ministers
have given us, while exploring how those can
be made a reality.

415. Mr Marcas Patterson (Association for
Quality Education): [ am a parent with two
young children, one in primary 4 and one in
primary 3, who will be directly affected by the
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changes. I have a couple of comments about the
strengths of the current system. Our system
produces examination results that are much
better than those in Great Britain, and it
produces better outcomes with regard to social
inclusion than the education systems do in other
parts of these islands. We attribute that success
to the diversity in Northern Ireland.

416. Statistics show that social deprivation
tends to be linked to poor examination results.
We have more social deprivation here, and yet
our examination results are better than those in
Great Britain. For example, the 2004 figures
show that 60% of pupils in Northern Ireland got
five GCSE passes ranging from A* to C — the
figure for England is 54%, and in Wales it is
51%. Northern Ireland has more pupils getting
A grades, including in subjects such as English
and maths.

417. We hear a lot about the myth of the long
tail of underachievement in regard to social
inclusion. That long tail of underachievement
does not exist in the sense that every education
system has a tail of underachievement. Northern
Ireland’s situation is no worse than that in other
parts of these islands. It is better, certainly, in
some senses than in England. For example, if
we consider the figures for free school meals,
33% of students who receive free school meals
in Northern Ireland get five GCSE passes
ranging from grades A to C, while the figure for
England is 26-1%, which is very much lower.
The people at the bottom end of the social scale
are actually doing much better in our system.

418. There has been a lot of concern about
people on the Shankill Road, and there have
been a lot of crocodile tears on the issue. It is a
very important issue, but the facts have often
been distorted. The Public Accounts Committee
pointed out that the 11-plus is not a problem
there. The statistics for 2001 show that 5% of
the students got five GCSE passes at grades A
to C — that applied to three people. The figures
went up by 300% the following year when 12
young people got five GCSE passes with A to C
grades. If we are going to blame the 11-plus for
the results in the Shankill area, we will have to

credit it for the superb results in the New Lodge
area, where social deprivation is very similar.

419. We think that those successes come from
teaching pupils in schools with other pupils of
similar abilities. The diversity of the schools
system allows us to have, on average, smaller
schools. It is great to have secondary, grammar,
faith, interdenominational, comprehensive and
Irish-medium schools. T4 spéis agam féin i
scoileanna 1anGhaeilge. Eighty-eight per cent of
parents secure a place for their child in their
first choice of school.

420. We do not have a private sector, unlike
other parts of these islands. Basically, most
children get the type of education that parents
choose for them. We have a successful system,
social inclusion and diversity.

421. Mr Billy Young (Association for
Quality Education): I am the head teacher of
Belfast Royal Academy. I have cut some of
what I wanted to say, as [ am aware of the time.

422. First, what we want from a new system
— and have wanted for five years — is money
directed to the source and not wasted: £1.5
million has been wasted on consultations and
reports.

423. Secondly, we want an honest acceptance
of our strengths and successes, an honest
attempt to tackle the weaknesses, imaginative
tackling of underachievement, real support for
primary schools in disadvantaged areas, a
system that hits all the criteria mentioned in our
paper, a system of transfer that will satisfy 88%
of the people — as the current system does —
and something that matches the will of the
public as expressed in the Northern Ireland
Continuous Household Survey.

424. Four useful tie-breaker issues were
mentioned in the survey, including community-
based criteria and geography. However, if they
were included as main criteria, it would result in
local comprehensives. People have to be honest
and say that that is what would happen. We will
also see, as has happened, that parents would
move their children to successful schools. The
family-focused issue would be useful as a tie-
breaker, but if it were applied to a school — as I
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would apply it — it might affect one third of
children applying to the school. What happens
to the other two thirds that would be affected by
community-based criteria? Again, the answer is
local comprehensives.

11.00 am

425. Random selection is, again, a useful tie-
breaker, but it if were applied as a whole,
people would not apply to those schools more
than a certain distance from their homes.

426. The profile cannot be used for selection.
The system that the Governing Bodies
Association would like to elaborate on and
improve is computer-adaptive tests (CATs),
which would address the criteria that we have
listed in our paper. It would minimise coaching
and much more. Therefore, we have proposals
for a new system that would be much better
than the present one.

427. Mr Finbarr McCallion (Governing
Bodies Association): | am the secretary of the
Governing Bodies Association. The association
represents and works with 73 grammar schools
in Northern Ireland, of which 53 are voluntary
grammar schools.

428. 1 thank you for the opportunity to come
here. One is never supposed to begin with an
apology, yet I think that we owe the subgroup
an apology. Although we have spent about 10
years trying to reach a solution, we do not yet
have one. We are coming to ask the subgroup to
create one, as Members of the Assembly are
more likely to be in the business of finding
solutions to difficult problems. We hope that,
with the experience that members have had,
they may be able to help us to find a solution to
this problem.

429. To date, we have been involved in two
side-by-side arguments. One is about
comprehensive education. When comprehensive
education was introduced in England, Scotland
and Wales, every political party supported it. Its
introduction presented great problems, but it
was established. Members might be surprised to
know that every political party supported
comprehensive education. During her time as
Minister of Education, Margaret Thatcher

converted more grammar schools to compre-
hensive schools than any other Minister of
Education, including the sainted Mr Crossman.

430. Afterwards, the Conservative Party
changed its mind. Look at what David Cameron
is doing today. He leads a party that wants
grammar school education. He admits that there
is no political consensus, and, therefore, he has
warned his party not to reach too far. He has
advised the party to deal with what it can deal
with in order to sort out the problem as best it
can. No doubt, he wants grammar schools by
stealth.

431. We believe that the new system in
Northern Ireland should offer people a choice
and a chance to change. Some grammar schools
might be willing to operate on a more compre-
hensive basis; certainly, there are secondary
schools that want to become comprehensive
schools. Why is it that only four secondary
schools in Northern Ireland are allowed to
select pupils? What is so special about Lagan
College, Slemish College, Holy Cross College
in Strabane and St Patrick’s Co-educational
Comprehensive College in Maghera? Why
should every secondary school and every
grammar school not be allowed that choice?
Why do we not allow the parents to make the
decisions?

432. There are good grammar schools in
Northern Ireland. There are good
comprehensive schools and there are good
secondary schools. How do we know that? We
know because the parents want that system to
remain. I trust parents. They need help and
guidance, but I trust them. Surely Northern
Ireland can get to a situation where, with
children of nine years of age, one can have a
decent idea of where they will be when they are
13 years of age. That is what must be done to
advance towards a solution.

433. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Thank
you for your presentation and for keeping
within the time limit. In the first instance, I will
allocate each member five minutes in which to
ask questions. Depending on the length of your
answers, they may be able to ask further
questions at the end. In the spirit of fairness, I
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will start from this side of the table because we
started at the other side earlier.

434. Mr McElduff: I welcome the delegation.
I am concerned by Mr Patterson’s reference to
the myth that is the long tail of underachievement.
I seek general comments from the panel on that.
The House of Commons Committee of Public
Accounts’ report, ‘Improving Literacy and
Numeracy in Schools (Northern Ireland):
Second Report of Session 200607’ (November
2006) seems to bear out that there is a long tail
of underachievement, in that 40% of 16-year-
olds leave school with inadequate numeracy and
literacy skills. Is that the case or not?

435. Secondly, how would grammar schools
deliver the new varied and vocational life-skills
curriculum?

436. Mr Patterson: May I clarify the long tail
of underachievement? It has been suggested
that, in the past, Northern Ireland results — at
the bottom end — were much worse than those
of other parts of these islands, where GCSE and
A-level examinations were taken.

437. The point that I strove to make —
perhaps I was not clear enough — was that, at
the bottom end, Northern Ireland results are
very similar to those of other parts of the United
Kingdom. For example, in England, the number
of pupils who leave school without any GCSEs
is 5%; here it is 4%. The suggestion that grammar
schools create a long tail of underachievement,
while alternative systems do not, is incorrect.

438. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: Mr McElduff’s
point about the curriculum is important. It
would be an absurdity to suppose that we would
ever have one set of schools that are purely
academic and another set that are purely
vocational. In future, every individual will need
to have a mix of those skills, but that mix will
vary according to particular aptitudes.

439. People often talk of children’s sense of
failure when they do not get the 11-plus and do
not go to grammar school. Part of that stems
from the fact that, in many ways, the non-
grammar schools compete in the same races as
the grammar schools in skills to which they are
not necessarily very well adapted.

440. 1 see the possibility of parallel systems in
which the emphasis in grammar schools will
continue to be on academic subjects — for
example, the hard sciences, which will be very
important for our economic future — but, of
course, there will have to be a vocational
element as well. Similarly, other schools will
place an emphasis on vocational subjects, but
their students will also need language skills, and
so on. I do not therefore see a terribly stark
divide. However, at the moment the difficulty is
that post-primary education submits virtually all
children to the same hurdles, irrespective of
their aptitudes. That does not serve them
terribly well.

441. Mr McCallion: Sir Kenneth makes a
good point. It is foolish to pretend that there are
not children for whom our system does not
work well, but that is true of every single
education system in western Europe. Even those
systems that have twice the amount of money
invested in them as ours still have problems —
those systems do not work for many of the
children who go through them.

442. Our curriculum is very grammar-school
driven. Huge numbers of comprehensive
schools in England offer a diploma in business
administration, but virtually no secondary
school in Northern Ireland does because CCEA
does not offer it.

443. We must think ahead. The great problem
— and I will admit this; I have been a protagonist
in this matter for the past 10 years — is that we
have argued about grammar, secondary and
comprehensive schools, but we have not argued
for a curriculum that matches children to their
futures and gives them opportunities. I want
schools to be free. Schools are driven by their
governors, parents and teachers, and they will
do what is best for their children. However, it
would be madness to return to the situation of
the 1950s when secondary schools were
forbidden to do the old Senior Certificate. We
will not go down that road; we want to do the
reverse and offer opportunities.

444. Mr Young: Given the time of year, it
might be appropriate to quote from Isaiah,
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chapter 11, verse 6, leading up to the prophecy
about the birth of Christ:

“and a little child shall lead them.”

445. Over the past five years, we have been
saying that the focus should have been on the
little child in disadvantaged areas — on the
Shankill Road or anywhere else. We have heard
promises that money will be invested. Poor
literacy and numeracy skills have been
mentioned, and certain people have said that
grammar schools are responsible for that.
However, primary schoolteachers — who are
doing a superb job — have for years been
crying out for real support at primary-school
level. As the subgroup will know, it is possible
to identify reading difficulties in primary 1 and
primary 2. However, time and time again,
things just rattle on in primary schools, and the
matter is not handled until much later.

446. I take the comment about literacy and
numeracy, but the key to solving this problem is
to start where it really matters. The Reading
Recovery programme has achieved wonderful
things, but it can continue to do that only if the
personnel are there to deliver it.

447. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Thank
you. There will be time later for follow-up
questions.

448. Mr D Bradley: Go raibh maith agat, a
Chathaoirligh. T4 céad mile failte romhaibh go
1éir.

449. You are very welcome, and thank you for
your input.

450. I have great respect for the work of
grammar schools. I attended a grammar school
for two years and studied for my A levels there.
I certainly appreciated the tuition and the high
level of academic standards at that school, just
as [ appreciated the high level of academic
standards at the secondary school that I
previously attended.

451. Sir Kenneth began by mentioning that
although the majority of the people who
responded to the Northern Ireland Continuous
Household Survey were against the 11-plus,
they were in favour of academic selection. That

is a contradiction. In Northern Ireland, although
approximately 12 methods of academic
selection have been tried, none has been found
to have been satisfactory. I wonder whether it is
time that we learned a lesson from that. I
noticed also that the survey showed that the
majority of the parents questioned expressed the
view that they should be allowed to choose
which post-primary school their children would
attend. Perhaps we should give more weight to
those statistics.

452. I am very much in favour of grammar
schools continuing to deliver their current
academic curriculum. I am not so sure about
academic selection. For example, it is often
claimed that academic selection benefits
working-class communities by providing them
with social mobility. However, some of the
figures suggest that academic selection is unfair
and discriminates against working-class
communities.

453. 1In 2000, the study published by Peter Daly
and Ian Shuttleworth of Queen’s University
showed that 84% of children from professional
families and 79% of the children of clerical
workers attended grammar schools. In contrast
to that, only 23-5% of factory workers’ children,
and a mere 13-2% of children whose fathers
were unemployed went to grammar schools.
Those figures suggest that academic selection
does not provide social mobility and is not good
for working-class and disadvantaged
communities. They suggest that the opposite is
the case.

454. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): |
remind members that they are restricted to five
minutes each.

455. Mr S Wilson: Sir Kenneth has 30
seconds in which to answer.

456. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): He
has about two minutes.

457. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: I will leave Mr
Patterson to address the statistical point.

458. There is no greater misnomer than the
phrase “parental choice”. There will not be
parental choice, merely parental preference. In
many cases, proximity will apply, and parents
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will not be able to get their child into the school
of their choice. Undoubtedly, that will be the case.

459. Mr Bradley makes a fair point about the
need for an alternative to the 11-plus. We would
be in an absurd situation, having —

460. Mr D Bradley: Excuse me, I did not say
anything about an alternative to the 11-plus. I
said that I am unconvinced that selection is
good for working-class children.

461. Mr McCallion: May I deal with this issue?

462. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Please
deal with it briefly because there are other
members waiting to speak.

463. Mr McCallion: Where did our middle
class come from? On the whole, the people who
make up the middle class in Northern Ireland
are former grammar-school children.

464. Mr D Bradley: I agree with you. Back in
1948, and for perhaps 20 to 25 years after 1948,
the 11-plus provided social mobility for many
working-class people. My former party leader is
on record as having said that he benefited from
sitting the 11-plus. However, things have moved
on, and what was intended to encourage social
mobility in 1948 now militates against it.

465. Mr McCallion: I was the principal of
Aquinas Diocesan Grammar School, and when
it opened, the vast majority of its children came
from lower-middle-class or working-class
backgrounds. The difficulty is that there are
significant numbers of parents who have gained
from the grammar school system, and they want
their children to gain from it too.

466. I want a system that will allow all
children to gain. There are secondary schools
that are doing fabulous jobs. When I was the
principal of St Colm’s High School in
Twinbrook — Twinbrook is not an area that is
famous for being rich — I helped, with the
assistance of John Allen and Imelda Jordan, to
improve that school to a point where many of
its children could move on to a grammar school.
That is something of which I am proud. In fact,
when I attended a recent function at Rathmore
Grammar School, a young girl was presented to
me to shake my hand. She asked whether I

remembered her: I did not. She informed me
that when she was a third-year pupil at St
Colm’s, I became the school principal. She told
me that [ had given her a chance. Her words
made me so proud that [ have no hesitation in
telling the members of the subgroup that my
head was as big as this room.

11.15 am

467. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): To
maintain a sense of fairness, we must move on.
There should be time at the end of the session
for further discussion. I ask members to respect
the five-minute time limit. They may have a
chance to ask further questions later.

468. Mr McNarry: Our new task is to identify
whether selection is necessary. Part of our remit
is to compile a report bringing forward
alternatives to selection, and we would appreciate
your help on that. The debate is deadlocked; it
is stifled, and we must move on from that. As I
said earlier, if the Assembly were to vote
tomorrow — and it would not be by choice —
one side would go into one lobby, the other side
would go into the other lobby, and we would
come out as deadlocked as we are now.
Therefore, any help on alternative processes
would be much appreciated in the short time
that we have now, and beyond.

469. In an earlier evidence session this morning,
a senior union official said that academic
selection had contributed to underperformance,
as identified by the shocking numeracy and
literacy figures in the Committee of Public
Accounts’ report. [ would welcome your
comments on that matter.

470. At an evidence session last week, officials
from the Department of Education said that
there was a significant role for historical feeder
primary schools in a schools admission policy
under the proposed new arrangements. What
experience have you or your colleagues had of
the patterns emerging from feeder schools? Are
the admissions criteria for historical feeder
primary schools easy to identify?

471. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: I am chairman
of the board of governors at the Royal Belfast
Academical Institution (RBAI) in the centre of
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Belfast. Historically, we have drawn our pupils
from a wide area. At present, there are somewhere
in the region of 135 feeder schools represented
there. In many cases, some of those schools
have sent only one or two pupils, and four or
five schools provide a large part of the intake.

472. The last thing that we want to do in
Northern Ireland is to create a series of
educational ghettos. It is a bad idea to fixate on
a neighbourhood and an immediate community
that does not present the opportunity for people
from different places to mix. That is why [ am
so antipathetic to making proximity the prime
criterion for school admission. Such a criterion
would be educationally and socially wrong.

473. Mr McCallion: Through our involvement
with the grammar school sector, we will do all
that we can to help. We understand the difficulty
of the task that members have been set; it is
awful. If it were easy, we would have done it
long ago, but we are stuck.

474. Apparently, we have a numeracy and
literacy policy. Why, therefore, do the
Government hand out money to five education
and library boards that merrily go off and do
whatever they choose? The North Eastern
Education and Library Board, the South Eastern
Education and Library Board, the Western
Education and Library Board and the Belfast
Education and Library Board are all different. If
there is a problem, and it has been identified, is
it not acceptable to assume that there should be
a solution? We know that the solution is to tackle
numeracy and literacy sensibly. It is wise to
establish the present situation and decide what
has to be done, constantly monitoring the results.

475. Why has there not been an inspector’s
report on the £40 million spent on the numeracy
and literacy strategy? Did the inspectorate never
write a report? I doubt that that is the case;
rather, I think that it was never published.
Marion Matchett is a competent chief inspector
and a robust, tough individual. I do not believe
that she and her officials sat there and did
nothing. If you throw £40 million at something
without making effective and efficient plans for
what it will be spent on, there will be problems.

476. It looked like a good idea at the time, and
I do not want to criticise the individuals who
were responsible. I know that certain schools
made fantastically good use of that money.
However, I would not want to suggest that it
only happened because of the 11-plus or that it
does not apply in England or Scotland.

477. The Republic of Ireland has a quasi-
comprehensive system. I use that word very
advisedly. Twenty per cent of the young people
in the Republic of Ireland do not sit the Leaving
Certificate examinations. They leave school
before they do the Leaving Certificate. In
Northern Ireland, 5% leave with no qualifications.
Is that a system that we want to go towards?
Listen to the Ministers in the South and read the
Skills Research Initiative (SRI) report; they
know what the problem is. The whole of
western Europe has this problem. We need to
raise the matter of the people at the bottom, and
we need to focus on that. When we talk about the
11-plus, we are not focusing on those children.
Let us get this argument out of the way. We are
asking members to help us to solve it.

478. Mr Young: May I make two brief points?
To blame grammar schools or academic selection
for the problems with literacy and numeracy is
nonsense. Primary 1 and primary 2 teachers can
identify problems at that stage. As Sir Kenneth
and Finbarr McCallion have said, there is much
more that can be done at that level. It is totally
wrong to lay it at the academic door.

479. It is, of course, possible to identify feeder
schools. We have on average some 50 feeder
schools from a very wide catchment area.

480. Mr McNarry: In which area is that?

481. Mr Young: Belfast Royal Academy has
about 50 feeder schools from a wide catchment
area. It is possible to identify them, but in
addition to that one has to identify the children
with, perhaps, the intellectual gifts to benefit
from the academic curriculum that we are
offering. Feeder schools alone would not be
sufficient to provide that.

482. Mr S Wilson: I have just three questions.
You may not be able to answer them all today,
but perhaps you would write to us. Some of the
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questioners this morning and the trades union
representatives who were here have already
posed the argument that we want to retain the
academic ethos in the grammar schools. Can
you explain how that could be done without
academic selection? If academic selection, as
we understand it at present, is to be done away
with, what do you need from any report
available to parents or teachers that would
ensure that youngsters who want to go to a
grammar school and want to benefit from the
academic ethos — which everybody says they
want to preserve —make best use of the
opportunity?

483. Secondly, we are not looking at this in a
vacuum. There will still be the possibility of
academic selection after 26 March 2007. Can
you outline what you mean by computer-
adaptive testing? I know that we could get a
paper on that.

484. Thirdly, if the political parties cannot
agree on a form of reporting or selection that
can be applied universally to schools, what
would the view of the grammar schools be
towards the possibility of testing or assessing
youngsters and having their own arrangements
for making those decisions? Academic selection
would remain, but only for those schools that
wanted to use it.

485. Mr Young: A variety of things could
happen. The first that was suggested, of course,
was the pupil profile, but if a profile is used for
selection, it will end up being bland. It will put
primary schoolteachers on the spot. The system
that we are currently investigating, and will
probably hang our hat on, is computer-adaptive
testing. If we adopt any other system of testing,
should it be Key Stage 2, National Foundation
for Educational Research (NFER) tests or
standardised tests, it will result in the same sort
of pressures that the 11-plus imposed.
Computer-adaptive testing is done on a computer.
It can be done in primary 5, primary 6 or
primary 7, and done as often as the young
people like. It meets many of the criteria that we
mentioned. In other words, it is not a sudden-
death thing. It can be used by primary schools
to determine what level a young person is at. It

would give a score from —3 to 0 right up to +3
— so it gives different levels. It can be done at
different stages and as often as young people
like, and there is no time limit. Therefore, pupils
can, in a sense, be relaxed about it.

486. Mr Wilson said that that there is a
problem about reaching agreement. Although
we need to investigate the computer-adaptive
system further before hanging our hats on it, if
we assume that schools go down that road, the
system could be used in a variety of ways. For
example, if a school wished to take a strict
approach, it could choose children who achieve
a score of 2 or 3. For those who wish to use the
system more loosely — that could be done.
Finally, schools that do not want academic
selection could use the system to determine the
individual needs of young people.

487. It will be very difficult to reach a
compromise that is agreeable to everyone, but
something similar to the computer-adaptive
system — a system that does not put pressure
on primary schools — could identify the gifts
and strengths of young people and could be
used by different schools in different ways.

488. We still require a presentation on that,
although that will happen soon, but after that,
we will probably choose that system. It does not
put the pressure on primary schools, as the
current tests do, but if there is to be selection,
there must be some form of testing. The issue is
about how it can be done without creating the
current pressures.

489. Mr S Wilson: Some witnesses have
suggested that it is possible to maintain the
academic ethos of a grammar school without
testing.

490. Mr Young: That would be impossible.
The ethos may be retained for a while, but
within seven years all grammar schools would
become comprehensive schools, and, depending
on criteria, they may become local comprehensive
schools.

491. People continually say that we must look
to the future and not to the past — they have not
looked to England, where comprehensive
schools have been a disaster. It would be very
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difficult to identify a young person’s potential
for grammar school from a profile.

492. Mr McElduff: Is it fair to say that the
tests are unproven?

493. Mr Young: I wish to make one point. The
computer-adaptive system has been proven in
the United States. For young people, there is a
competitive element. If they are successful at
one level, they move on to a slightly harder one,
and so on. The level they reach becomes a
useful tool that is used by teachers to identify
strengths and weaknesses in the student.

494. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: We are not
thinking only of the schools; we are trying to
think of the children. There is nothing more
miserable than the condition of a child who
gains admission to a school where he or she is
unable to cope. If there are too many of those
children —

495. Mr D Bradley: That happens now.

496. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: Either they are
not able to cope, or the school has to reorganise
its teaching resources. That affects the capacity
to continue offering subjects such as the hard
sciences, which underpin the Northern Ireland
economy.

497. One reason for abolishing the 11-plus is
that schools are obliged to be more prescriptive
than they would otherwise choose to be. Every
year, schools like ours have to turn away
children that they would ordinarily be happy to
accept, and who would be perfectly capable of
coping with what those schools can offer.

498. Mr Donaldson: You said that certain
selection criteria might be used as tie-breakers.
I am concerned about the possible development
of a postcode lottery if geographical location is
used as a tie-breaker, especially where a number
of schools are in close proximity. Belfast Royal
Academy and the Royal Belfast Academical
Institute would fall into that category. If academic
selection were not available as a transfer
criterion, and there were schools that were
oversubscribed, how would that be dealt with?

499. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: If academic
selection were abolished, the Department of

Education would produce an acceptable menu
of entry criteria. Individual schools would then
select approved criteria from that menu.
Important questions would then arise about the
order in which those criteria were addressed.
For schools such as ours, the last thing we
would want is to be confined to a tightly
circumscribed geographical area. Ultimately, if
hardy came to hardy, we would prefer random
selection to proximity to the school.

11.30 am

500. Mr Donaldson: If academic selection
were retained but there was no political
agreement about the method, how would
grammar schools feel about introducing their
own selection procedures?

501. Mr Young: If academic selection were
retained and nothing else was agreed, grammar
schools would happily use their own
procedures.

502. Focusing on what Mr Bradley said earlier,
however, I emphasise that [ have a very
working-class background. If there is a problem
with coaching now, there is no doubt in my
mind that if schools introduced their own tests,
that problem would increase, possibly tenfold.
It is important to identify the young people who
can cope with the grammar curriculum. Of
course, we would provide our own tests.
However, we have to emphasise that if we did
that, young people from poorer areas would
probably be disadvantaged.

503. Mr McCallion: I want to add an
important point. We have discussed bright and
academically successful children. Let us
consider for a moment those children who are
not academically successful in primary school.
At present, if they were placed in grammar
schools, the necessary teachers would not be
available to manage them. New teachers would
be needed. How would that be managed?

504. First, teachers would have to be taken
away from minority subjects. Physics,
chemistry and biology would probably survive,
although interest in subjects such as German
and other modern languages would decrease —
those are the low-uptake subjects. We would
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have to go to secondary schools and poach their
good remedial teachers. Let me be clear about
remedial teachers: as the principal of a
secondary school, I can tell you that they are
among the most talented teachers. I consider
myself to be a reasonably confident teacher.
However, for me, the idea of going into a class
of 10 or 15 children who have the attention span
of a click of your fingers is impossible. I team-
taught with people in those schools. There are a
limited number of those very talented teachers,
who are, at the moment, concentrated where
they are needed. Another group of teachers is
concentrated on teaching the difficult sciences,
high-level English, maths, and so on.

505. If you want an example of a really good
teacher, one is sitting here — Sammy Wilson.
Education in Northern Ireland has lost Mr
Wilson as a teacher. He was a leader. He will
laugh, because I am going to embarrass him. He
was a talented teacher; people recognised that
about him. However, if I had been his principal,
I would not have let him near the first-formers.
He would have been a star with the fifth years
and the lower and upper sixth; they would have
thought that he was wonderful. He would have
worked them to death. However, if he were put
among the first years, it would not have been so
good. That is a fact: teachers are just not meant
to teach every year group.

506. If you were to put me in a primary 1
class, I could not cope. The seats are too small,
the kids are too tiny, and their heads are
buzzing. I am too old — I was too old when I
was 21 years of age. You must choose horses
for courses.

507. Mr McElduff: I notice that Sammy has
been silenced. [Laughter.]

508. Mr McCallion: Is that a record?

509. Mr McNarry: Roy Beggs Jnr in East
Antrim is going to talk to him. /Laughter.]

510. Mr Young: Differentiation is the key.
Any teacher will tell you that in order to pitch
lessons appropriately and stimulate pupils in the
same classroom, it is not easy to separate the
bright ones from those who struggle. One of the
strengths of the current system is that top-class

grammar schools and top-class secondary
schools cater for two different groups.
Secondary schools deal with the children who
Mr McCallion talked about — those young
people who struggle and who need extra help.

511. Secondary schools also identify the late
developers. That is extremely important,
particularly for males, who can develop as late
as 14, 15, or even 17 years of age, some even
after they have left school. Secondary schools
have the academic stream that allows those
children to make progress. That is one of the
system’s strengths.

512. 1 want to return to several issues that Mr
Bradley raised about the 11-plus. Perhaps there
will be a chance to do so later.

513. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): There
will not be a chance later. Five minutes are left
before the meeting is suspended. [ want to do a
quick round up with members, so — I had a

good education — that is one minute each.
[Laughter.]

514. Mr McNarry: Can you imagine her
being a teacher?

515. Mr D Bradley: I do not accept, nor am I
convinced by, your argument that grammar
schoolteachers cannot teach children of varying
abilities. After all, all teachers in Northern
Ireland receive similar basic training. If you do
a degree and then do a postgraduate certificate
in education, you are just as qualified to teach
in a secondary school as in a grammar school.
In addition, I am not convinced by the argument
that grammar schools contain homogenous
groups of pupils. They do not; that is far from
being the case.

516. We could say that at one time the
grammar school sector took about a quarter of
the supposedly top pupils. However, last year
13 grammar schools drew less than half of their
intake from this group. For example, at
Campbell College only 37-4% of new pupils
had grade A. At St Joseph’s Grammar School,
Donaghmore, the percentage was 38:4%; at
Cambridge House it was 25-7%; and at
Hunterhouse it was a mere 10%. What is
happening, possibly through a process of
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demographic change, is that grammar schools
are gradually becoming all-ability schools, and
the teachers in those grammar schools are
coping very well with that expanding range of
ability. If they can do it now, surely they can do
it in the future.

517. Mr Young: Chairperson, I thought we
were here to give some answers, not to listen to
lectures.

518. Mr D Bradley: Chairperson, that was a
question. The witnesses have put certain points
to us.

519. Mr McCallion: Can I run the question
the other way round?

520. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): May
I remind you that I am the principal of this
school? Mr Bradley is entitled to add a
comment.

521. Mr McNarry: It is either 100 lines or a
whacking, Dominic?

522. Mr Patterson: For a number of years,
over 90% of children accepted into grammar
schools have had an A or B in the transfer
procedure. The suggestion that grammar
schools are becoming comprehensive schools is
complete nonsense. There are a couple of
schools in which the intake has gone down to
pupils with a C, but we are talking about a small
number of schools. Over 90% of pupils taken
into grammar schools have an A or a B in their
transfer test — that does not denote a
comprehensive intake.

523. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): May
I just remind you that this is being recorded in
evidence, and if you want to make a written
submission to any of the comments that the
members have made, feel free to do so.

524. Mr McNarry: I see now why Dominic
did not want the Catholic head teachers to be
attending these sessions — they might have
given him a bit of a shock.

525. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): It is
45 seconds now.

526. Mr D Bradley: I take it that they are
represented here by Mr McCallion, if I am not
mistaken.

527. Mr McNarry: Can the witnesses quickly
address the impact of falling rolls and school
closures on the reforms, bearing in mind that
the reforms may eventually dispose of selection
of any kind? What is the match-up in terms of
the children, who Sir Kenneth rightly identified
as the most important aspect of this?

528. Mr McCallion: One of the problems is
that we have done nothing for 10 years. We
have argued, and we have not thought of the
issues. Our population is now back to where it
was in 1985. We should have done something.
In 1985, voluntary grammar schools came
together and agreed to take cuts in their
numbers. That is where the quotas came from.
What has happened since? Nothing, except that
we have opened integrated schools which have
taken children out of the system. If we are going
to have a selective system, we are going to have
to come to an agreement about selection and
about intakes. That is life. It is hard. It is going
to be very difficult, but it is life — no free lunches.

529. Mr McElduff: To be directly specific to
the terms of reference, I am anticipating that
academic selection will have gone in the future.
Has the grammar school sector given any
thought to aptitude testing at the key stages of
children’s education to enable them to be placed
on the basis of subject choice?

11.45 am

530. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: Setting is
carried out in many English comprehensive
schools. Interestingly, at one of our meetings,
the principal of a grammar school said that
people talk all the time about the sense of
failure that children feel when they do not pass
the 11-plus. She wanted to assure us that a pupil
in a comprehensive school who is in the bottom
set for all subjects has no less a sense of failure
than a pupil who has failed the 11-plus.
Whether we like it or not, some pupils will do
better than others.

531. Iam conscious that, yet again, selection is
dominating the education debate. However, the
real problem lies elsewhere: at primary level. It
lies not in poor teaching but in the conditions in
which our children are taught in primary
schools. If, by 11 years of age, a child has no
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motivation or interest in learning, it is possibly
too late to do anything about it.

532. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): If
anybody wishes to comment on that, they
should feel free to do so in writing.

533. Mr Young: I want to ask what Mr
McElduff meant by his question; I would like to
answer it properly. Was he referring to aptitude
tests that pupils take before they start secondary
school or tests that they take when they are there?

534. Mr McElduff: I was referring to tests
that they take when they are there.

535. Mr S Wilson: All this morning’s
evidence suggests that those who support the
move away from academic selection towards
pupil profiles do so on the basis that profiles
will give the ultimate parental choice. Parents
will be able to choose a school based on a report
that will enable them to make the best choices
for their youngsters. Against the picture of
falling school rolls, will the inevitable outcome
of pupil profiles mean gains in pupil numbers
for the schools that are correctly or incorrectly
perceived to be the most successful — your
schools — while the secondary sector loses out?
If people have freedom of choice, they will
choose grammar schools.

536. Mr McCallion: Some parents will do
that. The situation in Great Britain must be
considered. Who would want to be principal of
a school that is six times oversubscribed?
Hundreds of children are being turned away from
such schools. That will happen here: people will
begin with the school that they perceive to be
number one and ricochet their way down a list
until they finally find a slot. What method is
that for placing a child in a school?

537. Mr McNarry: Are you referring to good
schools and bad schools?

538. Mr McCallion: Yes, schools that are
perceived as good schools or bad schools,
handy schools, schools that are far away,
schools that offer T-shirts if you go to open days
— it will not matter.

539. Mr Donaldson: Thank you for your
submissions. My question relates to

comprehensive education. I went to Kilkeel
High School, which is a comprehensive school.
Given the locality, comprehensive education
was the only available option. Should there be a
one-size-fits-all solution? In places in which
there is oversubscription, should we consider
area-based solutions that could include
academic selection?

540. Mr Young: One strength of the current
system is the variety of schools that are
available. I am not against comprehensive
schools as such; various types of school here are
doing really well. Mr Donaldson hit the nail on
the head when he asked whether we want a one-
size-fits-all solution or separate solutions for
separate situations. Study after study in the
Republic of Ireland has found that parental
choice is a myth: it leads to confusion and to the
oversubscription that Mr Donaldson and Mr
McCallion mentioned.

541. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: I wish to return
briefly to the point that I made at the beginning
of the session. The Department of Education
has repeatedly assured us that there is no threat
to grammar schools, that there is no intention to
introduce comprehensive education to Northern
Ireland and that there is no search for a one-
size-fits-all solution. We want substance to be
added to those assurances to make them credible,
because we do not think that they are credible.

542. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): |
thank the witnesses for their presentations.

543. Mr D Bradley: I have a point of
information. Mr McNarry said that I objected to
the Catholic grammar school heads —

544. Mr McNarry: Quote me correctly; I did
not say that. I said that I could now understand
why you did not want them. That is different.

545. Mr D Bradley: Can I correct that? I knew
that this group of witnesses, and Mr McCallion
in particular, would be more than able to
represent the views of all grammar schools.

546. Mr Young: I would like to say one thing
to everyone: no successful business would put
pressure on so many variables at the same time.
The 11-plus, the Bain Report, the review of the
curriculum, the review of public administration,
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and the review of procurement have all
contributed to the uncertainty of the last five
years in the education sector. The Bain Report
should have happened first, followed by the
curriculum review. We must think of teachers
and pupils in the primary schools, where there is
a very serious vacuum. Something must be done.

547. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): Thank
you for giving up your time this morning, and
thank you for your presentation. We have a lot
of people to see this afternoon, and that is why I
am pressing the pace. If you feel that you need
to respond further to any of our comments or

questions, feel free to do so in writing to the
Clerks.

548. Sir Kenneth Bloomfield: We thank you
for the opportunity to come and talk to you; we
appreciate it.

The subgroup was suspended at 11.46 am.
On resuming —
11.48 am

549. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey): |
welcome the new witnesses to the Subgroup to
Consider the Schools Admission Policy. In a
moment [ will allow time for introductions and
presentations. Members will then be free to ask
questions.

550. We have been struggling with time all
morning, because there have been more
questions and comments than expected. If
push you, it is for that reason and because a
number of evidence sessions are scheduled for
this afternoon.

551. Mr Jim Clarke (Council for Catholic
Maintained Schools): I was nearly going to say
good afternoon, but it is definitely still morning.

552. My name is Jim Clarke, and I am the
deputy chief executive of the Council for
Catholic Maintained Schools (CCMS). I was
also a member of the Costello Group. |
understand that Stephen Costello was invited
today but was unable to attend; I will make a
comment or two on his behalf.

553. It does not make sense to consider pupil
transfer in isolation from everything else that is
happening in education. CCMS does not

consider education to be an end in itself.
However, it is important that there be coherence
and connectivity in education policies throughout
the education system. Perhaps equally, if not
more, important is the link between the education
system, society and the economy. I commented
on that point, particularly with respect to the
economy, in my paper to the subgroup

554. The Costello Group faced the same
issues, and I suppose some people were
surprised that we actually came up with a
solution. We did it by establishing principles
and drawing practical outworkings from those
principles. We tested everything that was
proposed against those principles.

555. I would like to remind the subgroup of
those principles. There should be equality —
each young person should be valued. All
education should be high in quality. The
curriculum should be relevant, in order to
motivate learning. There should be effective
access to education, with appropriate support to
allow everyone to fulfil his or her potential for
lifelong learning. There should be the flexibility
to provide a range of choices, with information
and advice available to guide those choices —
whether it is for parents in the early years of their
children’s education or students in later years.

556. The education service should promote
tolerance and reconciliation through
understanding and respect for diversity, not only
from a religious or political perspective, but in
relation to the social differentiation in our
society. It should be based on the principles of
partnership, and the education service should
foster effective partnerships. That makes sense
in the context of the education of children, not
the preservation of schools per se.

557. Schools exist to meet the needs of pupils.
We must examine that point carefully in the
context of a range of issues, not least the fact
that a recent report on literacy and numeracy
highlighted those who are disadvantaged in
education and the link to those who are
disadvantaged in society as a whole. The
question is how we ameliorate that situation in
the context of social justice.
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558. As regards the demographic downturn,
there are 2,000 fewer pupils in schools this year
than at the same time last year, which follows a
trend that started in 2002.

559. The Government have accepted the broad
principles contained in the Bain Report, which
proposes area planning, something that we
should consider in relation to resolving some of
the pupil transfer issues.

560. I mentioned the need for coherence and
connectivity of policy. We cannot look at
demographics, the Bain Report and area
planning without looking at transfer, admissions
and transport policy, because another strand of
the Bain Report was that we need to get better
value out of the education service by not
spending money on things that do not affect the
child in the classroom.

561. Before we start talking about transfer
procedures, there is a question that must be
asked. Sir George Bain has said that Northern
Ireland has more schools than it needs, and
perhaps schools in places without children. The
question is: what kind of post-primary
arrangements will there be? Until that question
1s answered, the issue about the kind of
procedures that should be in place for the
transfer of pupils at age 11, 14 or any other age
cannot possibly be addressed.

562. In particular, with reference to rural areas,
should we always be looking at the structures
we know? Can we not consider ages four to 14
or ages seven to 14 in certain areas, because the
curriculum model we now have, via the
Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006, is
creating core skills, which are really in the
middle part of the education cycle between the
ages of seven and 14. This is about a skills
curriculum, and about coherence within that
skills curriculum. We need to ask what kinds of
post-primary arrangements should be put in
place to facilitate that.

563. Finally, we also need to look at things
such as the pupil profile and remember what the
intention was. The pupil profile is a document
that guides pupils, parents and teachers in
identifying and meeting children’s learning
needs over a period of time. It was never

designed to be a tool to aid selection. It was
designed to reinforce assessment for learning
and build on good practice in the classroom.

564. So, those are some of the issues. I have
no doubt that there are other issues about
admissions arrangements that you will come to
in the course of your questioning.

12.00 noon

565. Mr Uel McCrea (Association of Head
Teachers in Secondary Schools): I am Uel
McCrea, Headmaster of Ballyclare Secondary
School, a non-selective school with just over
1,000 students. I am also Chairman of the
Association of Head Teachers in Secondary
Schools, which is an association of principals
from controlled and maintained schools
throughout the five education and library board
areas in the Province. I have provided the
subgroup with a paper that attempts to set out
our position on the inclusion of academic
selection as part of admissions criteria.

566. Our association, although it represents
non-selective schools throughout the Province,
is not primarily concerned about the
preservation of our schools or our type of
school. Our main concern, and I know this is
shared by many, is that we really wish to have
the child at the centre of our focus. The reason
for our very existence, as Jim Clarke said, is
that schools are there to provide the educational
opportunities that will meet the diverse needs of
children, with their wide variety of talents and
abilities, at each stage of their development.

567. We want to see young people from
Northern Ireland better qualified, more
confident and more competent in their skills
than ever before. I quote Jeremiah 29:11, where
God says to his people:

“For I know the plans I have for you, plans to
prosper you and not to harm you, plans to give
you hope and a future”.

568. That is what we want for all our children
— a hope and a future. We believe that if that is
what we are interested in then we are not living
in the 1950s, we are moving into the twenty-
first century.
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569. There is no reason for academic selection
at the age of 11 — children simply do not need
it. It is a device to facilitate a ranking order so
that a particular type of school can select its
intake. That is all it is. Why do we want to
separate children artificially at the age of 11?
What benefits are in it for them?

570. I can see why the grammar schools wish
to have a pecking order, but what is the cost to
the children — the children we serve? What are
the negative effects on the primary school
curriculum? George Buckley is with me today.
He is the parent of a child at my school, but he
is also headmaster of a primary school in
Magherafelt, and I will let him speak on that
point.

571. My paper clearly states our view that
academic selection completely distorts the
curriculum. It focuses our minds on things that
do not primarily address children’s needs. There
are now new proposals for computer-adaptive
tests (CATs) — we have not learned the lesson
that CATs will do exactly the same thing. For
40-odd years we have tried different methods of
separating children artificially at the age of 11.
They have all been doomed to failure. Now we
are told that there is another system comprising
27 tests for children in primaries 5, 6, and 7.
The simple question I ask is — why? Why do
we do that? Why do the children need to do
that? It is simply because certain types of
institutions want to have a pecking order.

572. Education is not about pecking orders: it
is about giving everybody hope and a future.
Personally, and as an association, we believe
firmly in all-ability schools — the Scottish or
the Finnish models — but we accept that it
seems as though we will not achieve that. The
Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006 gives
us the opportunity to formulate an education
system that meets the needs of all children and
young people and creates a solid foundation for
a learning society. When academic selection at
the age of 11 is abolished, we can improve
choice and flexibility for all pupils.

573. We believe in the formation of
partnerships. We will build on the strengths of
existing schools, including grammar schools,

which are not threatened by the Education
(Northern Ireland) Order 2006. Those
partnerships will enhance educational
opportunities and, if they are strategically
placed, as the recommendations in the Bain
Report suggest, we could form local networks
of institutions and learning communities and
offer a comprehensive range of courses and
provision. All children would have a minimum
entitlement regardless of where they live or
their social-class backgrounds. We should not
shut off possibilities for young people, rather
we should ensure that they continue to learn and
develop and gradually take decisions — along
with their parents — on the sort of education
and training that they would like and to which
they are best suited.

574. The pupil profile, to which Mr Clarke
referred, is designed to help parents and
children to choose the most appropriate
pathway. It is not meant to be a means whereby
a particular school can choose its intake or deal
with oversubscription. Mission criteria that best
suit local networks of schools, including
grammar schools and colleges, can be chosen
from the broad categories outlined in the
consultation document. Those local partnerships
can be given the responsibility to develop
appropriate criteria that best suit their
community and students.

575. We cannot retain the present system. It is
a socially stratified schools system suited to the
1950s. I do understand, however, why it was
created in the 1950s. We need a system that
promotes the skills of all our citizens, puts
Northern Ireland at the top of the schools’
league, encourages entrepreneurship and ends
false distinctions between academic and
vocational study.

576. Mr George Buckley: Good afternoon.
Mr McCrea asked me to come along to give a
parent’s perspective. I am a product of the
secondary school system. I am a past pupil of
Ballyclare Secondary School, and I went
through the selection procedure. I have two
daughters; one proceeded through the grammar
school system, and the other is in the secondary
school system.
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577. From a parent’s perspective, selection is
fine if the child achieves the grade to which he
or she aspires, which applies to around 25% of
children. However, the impact of a grade that
does not allow the child to go to the school of
his or her choice can be devastating. Parents see
at first hand that their child’s self-esteem is
damaged when he or she is separated from
friends of six or seven years of age. Regardless
of having been told that a B, C or D grade is not
a failure, society, children and parents regard
those grades as failures, and the damage caused
can be long term.

578. As aparent, I question why our children
are put through that trauma. My two girls,
because of the superb teaching that they have
received, will probably end up receiving third-
level education in the same place, and I am not
quite sure why the selection system needed to
separate them at 11 years of age.

579. Wearing my other hat, I operate within
the school system as a primary school principal.
Politicians have commented that there is a little
distortion in year 7. That is not correct. There is
a distortion in the primary curriculum for years
5, 6 and 7, and it is devastating. Our teaching is
geared towards the selection test. We do not
teach a differentiated curriculum to those
children who select the test, and I tell parents
that. Parents are under tremendous social
pressure, because it is social engineering.

580. We do not differentiate. Children are
taught at level 5, often above their individual
ability level. They suffer as a result, and they
are frustrated. That teaching method is contrary
to the educational principles that have been set
out for primary schools, yet schools have to
teach in that way because the examination is
competitive. Children go through that procedure
in years 5, 6 and 7.

581. The revised curriculum, which has just
been launched and which contains a foundation
stage, is an enriched curriculum that will
operate from year 1 up to year 7. That new
curriculum will not dovetail into a system of
selection. Neither the in-service training nor the
structures that are being put in place for the
pupil profile lend themselves to such a system

at the age of 11. Therefore there is a huge
anomaly.

582. The Chairperson (Ms S Ramsey):
Members may now question the witnesses.
However, I would appreciate it if they adhered
to their five-minute time limit. For fairness, I
will start with the DUP this time.

583. Mr Donaldson: Gentlemen, you touched
on the implications that the Bain Report will
have for the reconfiguration of the education
system. Given Northern Ireland’s changing
demographics, I