
     
 
 

 
 

JOINT UNION RESPONSE TO THE CHILDREN’S 
SERVICE RESTRUCTURE: SEN PERFORMANCE 

AND SEN PLACEMENT 
 
 
 
We support the attached response from members of SEN Performance Team 
and SEN Placement Team in response to the consultation.  
 
The NUT and UNISON have raised concerns and a failure to agree to the 
proposed restructure due to our concerns regarding grading and the stress 
caused by new workloads in the new structure.  
 
We are also concerned the service may not be able to carry out its statutory 
duties and the quality of the service may deteriorate. 
 
We welcome the attempt, tabled late in the consultation, to address the 
serious concern about the SEN transport role and how this would be resolved. 
At present we are waiting further information. We have yet to receive any 
conclusive evidence that this will allay all our concerns. However, we 
recognise that this is a step in the right direction.  
 
We look forward to your response to our proposals and we recommend that 
following this we convene meetings to discuss the consultation outcome 
including grades of posts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Response from the SEN Placements Team members to the document entitled: 

 
The Children’s Services response to the questions presented at the consultation 
meeting with the Placements and Monitoring Team on 20 December 2012. 
 
 
Introduction/Summary 

 
At the meeting with management on 20 December we asked a number of questions 
so that we could be better informed about the reasons for the restructure. The 
questions were put in writing and some answers were given in the meeting with a 
promise that information not available at the time would be supplied after the 
meeting. On 11 Jan 2013, weeks before the end of the consultation, we received a 
written response from Sharon Scott. Having read and discussed the written response 
we would like to offer our reply.  
   
The response is highly inadequate to say the least. It fails to answer our questions 
because it cites no serious evidence. Serious evidence is lacking in two very 
significant respects – firstly it does not give proper satisfactory evidence that the work 
of the team is properly understood and accounted for; secondly it does not provide 
real evidence about how the new structure will work in practice and how and by 
whom the tasks which will be transferred to the new structure will be discharged.  
 
This leads to two conclusions – we cannot be satisfied that the new structure is at all 
fit for purpose nor can we understand how management can be satisfied with the 
highly questionable justifications given in the response. In addition given the 
inadequacy of the response we think that it will fail the very persons who matter most 
– the children whom we serve.  
 
Our attitude to making savings 

 
 
You have said that the restructure is needed because the council has to make 
savings. We do not agree that the Council should be making savings because the 
outsourcing to Capita is slated to save the Council millions. These savings should be 
ploughed back into the Children’s service to protect our vital service.   
 
We also know that the Council spends a great deal of money on consultancy fees. 
Why is this practice not stopped and the savings ploughed back into the Children’s 
Service?  
 
So we do not accept that to make savings necessarily means a loss of jobs leading 
to compulsory redundancies. Other avenues must be explored. We should be using 
our professional expertise to do so. We know, for example, working in the field of 
special needs, that some placements, especially those out of borough, are extremely 
expensive and that bringing these placements back into the borough could save a 
great amount of money. Here we are thinking about placements which are so 
expensive that they cost much more than the average cost of a single post in the 
department. If just one or two of these placements could be brought back into the 
borough, a huge saving can be made. A few years ago there was a significant focus 
in our department to ‘grow’ more locally provided specialist places. However, with 
some exceptions, this kind of systematic professional work has not been done in any 
significant manner. A further example is that the Hospital and Home tuition service 
has provided support which has probably prevented the resort to expensive specialist 



placements. Where is the evidence that such preventative work could be explored to 
greater effect? 
 
Another extremely wasteful practice concerns the delays and the resultant complex 
workarounds regarding procurement of contracted services for complex needs and 
children’s social care. The elimination of wasteful workarounds to compensate for 
fundamentally flawed problems of procurement will, in our view, save the council a 
great deal of money. This is flagged up in the submission by the SEN Placements 
Team which is in the accompanying bundle of submissions presented to you. 
 
Our Specific Comments 

 
We will now deal with your response in greater detail.  
 
1. We asked for a set of workflows which would be associated with the new 

restructure. Our reasoning was that without such workflows we would not be able to 
tell whether our jobs had been properly accounted for in the new structure. 
 
However, all you gave us was one proposed workflow which was done by a different 
consultant, namely iMPOWER, for a different exercise.  
 
We find what you have given us problematic and unacceptable. We expected a 
comprehensive set of workflows which shows relationships of information and tasks 

within and across the teams in the new restructure. For example, how will information 
generated by the Performance Team be passed on to a member of the new Business 
Improvement Team and how, in turn will this be shared with the Children’s Social 
Care Team, say? How, also, will this information be shared with relevant schools and 
professionals? You have provided us with nothing in such detail. We have to 
conclude that you do not have such information. If so, you have provided no 
information to reassure us or the Senior Management that the work of the team will 
continue to be done to acceptably high standards.  
 
2. We asked for examples of authorities where what you are proposing for Barnet 
has been successfully implemented.  
 
You stated in your response: 
 
“Given the above and what is known to have worked well in other authorities for 
example, Northamptonshire, Stoke and Milton Keynes the proposed structure was 
developed. I have also spoken with a number of London authorities within the WLA”. 
 
 
We find this answer highly problematic and completely unacceptable.  
 
We expected details of what structures had been implemented in other authorities. 
We also expected an explanation of how such structures could be applied to Barnet. 
What could be the risks of such application given that the circumstances in one 
authority are not exactly the same as in another? None of such information was 
provided. Did you not examine the precedents in such detail? Do you not have notes 
or documents which you used? In the absence of proof to the contrary, we can only 
deduce that you have not. If so, this is not at all helpful and your attempt to determine 
what Barnet can learn from other authorities is not clear at all has been a complete 
waste of time. A list of authorities as you have supplied is simply not good enough.    
 
3. We asked for details of the information you used to inform the restructure. 



 
Your written response is similar to what was stated in the meeting. Your written 
response states:  
 
“Consequently examinations of existing job descriptions, role profiles, interviews with 
staff and mangers were undertaken along with some work shadowing and 
observations of staff undertaking their roles before any decisions were made about 
the shape of the restructure”.  
 
 
Again, this answer is highly inadequate. We find it extremely problematic.  
 
Given that you are supposed to be an expert, we expected details of your notes 
about our work and how you propose our work can be done better in the new 
restructure. We expected notes or details of the observations you claim to have 
made of our work. When were those observations made? What did you learn? 
Insofar as you did not discuss your observations with us, are you sure that when you 
observed us the work we were doing was representative of what we normally do? 
What, if any, examples of our work did you examine? What insights did you gain from 
doing this? How did this inform the way the restructure was written? There are far too 
many questions and you have provided far too few answers. In fact you have 
provided no satisfactory answers at all. Again, as before, you have given us no 
assurance that you actually understand our work. If you don’t understand our work, 
how can we trust you with a restructure involving our work?  
 
4. We submitted the following question: In the light of the failure to develop a 
finance module in tribal after two attempts, how can the tribal system 
realistically be upgraded to work? 

 
In your written response you state: 
 
“There is a corporate on going rolling contract with Tribal. Although Information 
Services will transfer to Capita it will not be in Capita’s interests to seek to change 
the IT system given there is no capital money available to invest in a whole scale 
change. 
We are aware that the financial modules that were developed in the past have not 
worked. However, the new module will given it have the specification that officers 
have asked for”. 
 
We think that the last sentence of the quotation does not make sense. We read it to 
mean that that the module will work. But it does not answer our fundamental 
concerns – when will the module be implemented? By whom will it be implemented? 
Who is going to test the new system given that new systems always have teething 
problems? What will happen if the implementation of the new system has negative 
effects on the new restructure and therefore endangers the envisaged savings? If the 
new module is not available when the new structure kicks off, how will this impact on 
the workload of the staff in the new structure? 
 
5. In our written questions we wrote: 
 
“For any of our jobs, eg schedules for mainstream schools, payments to out-

borough special schools, do you know the following? 
a. What does it involve to produce? 
b. Who does it go to? 
c. Where does the source data come from? 



d. What skills are required to do the job? 
e. How is the information verified? 
f. What is the total budget for this area of work? 
g. What are the consequences if we get it wrong? Do you have a contingency plan if  
it goes wrong?” 
 
You have not given us answers to this level of detail. 
 
Conclusion 
 
You have given us bland reassurances and lists of tasks which you undertook. But 
you have provided us with no systematic proof or evidence of how you undertook the 
job of restructuring our work, nor, crucially what analysis you engaged in. A 
restructure is a serious job and we expected to see a serious and detailed answer to 
our queries. Instead we have been given a highly unsatisfactory response.  
 
Given what we have stated above, we cannot but fail to agree with your proposals.  
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