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The first point made was from a teacher who said that her experience of engaging 
with the Children’s Hearing system (CHS) was mostly positive but that it could be a 
bit disjointed for the children. In her view, quite often, children have to attend more 
than one panel and as the panel members keep changing, it’s quite difficult for the 
child to be put at ease with all the different faces. 
 
Another said that from a pastoral care perspective, the CHS was increasing seen as 
“more punitive” with the threat of a panel often used to try to adjust the behaviour of 
the child and with schools using the CHS as a “last resort” to ensure action was 
taken. In the view of one teacher, the CHS is being used deliberately via referrals to 
ensure that a child’s plan does get put into place. That is, referrals are being used to 
prompt action and get accountability due to frustration on the part of teachers that 
other avenues and processes are not be taken forward. 
 
In the views of one participant, the child plans issued by panels are often not 
followed through and implemented, and the CHS becomes “a bit of a revolving door” 
process. There is also an issue with funding of support services, with social work 
services in many areas being under stress and referrals to other agencies taking far 
too long. For example, one teacher said that a referral to CAMHS could now take 6 
to 12 months which is far too long. 
 
It was generally felt that there was a lack in joined up-working, with social work under 
so much pressure and often the social worker attending the panel is new to the child 
and the parents. This increases the child’s anxiety and trust issues. The onus is 
often put on the school to make a difference with fewer external agencies and 
support available to them. 
 
There was a view amongst the participants that the actions required for the child’s 
welfare need to happen quicker; e.g. the need to start a paper trail to get support in 
place puts strain on schools. Whilst it was agreed that teachers want to get the best 
outcome for the child, they face substantial time constraints. Often the teaching staff 
providing a guidance role in the school have other subjects to teach which means 
that they don’t have sufficient time anymore for the type of pastoral care they’d like to 
provide. It was felt that improved long term planning on the part of the local 
authorities is needed here. There was also agreement that it takes a long time for the 
case to get a stage where social work becomes involved. In the view of the 
participants, the threshold is now too high before social work services become 
involved. 
 
The teachers advised that they had hoped that the introduction of child plans would 
have simplified the paper trail for a child but advised that the introduction of this 
provision (under GIRFEC) across local authorities seems to vary. Some local 
authorities are using them, others were not. The use of single child plans should 
simplify the paperwork involved and would help with the principles of GIRFEC. 
 



It was also noted that schools often share their information and reports on a child but 
don’t get access to other agency’s reports so the teachers are not seeing the whole 
picture. They thought that the teachers needed to see the other agency reports so 
the school could support the child better. One teacher said that the school is often 
out of the loop and is excluded, which was not advisable because often the school 
actually knows the family best out of the various agencies. It was felt that multi-
agency forums would be useful to achieve faster and better outcomes. It was noted 
that if a child is moved to another school in a different local authority area then the 
information on the child was not always passed on. In general, there was a fair 
degree of consensus that there were inconsistencies across the country in how all 
the information on a child was shared. The teachers worried that if they didn’t have 
the full picture of a child’s situation and needs, then “someone would fall through the 
net”.  
 
This was augmented by a point made by one teacher that, for some local authorities, 
there aren’t shared and integrated IT systems for the paperwork within the CHS. This 
was leading to lots of duplication of information across a range of different reports, 
which takes time away from pastoral care. 
 
One suggestion made which was positively received was the idea that the child plan 
and associated reports from agencies should have a short (single page), child-
friendly summary, which could be used to explain the contents of the plan/report to 
the child. It would also help if there was always a multi-agency meeting before a 
hearing and also greater efforts to bring all the separate reports together in one 
document, accessible to all involved. 
 
Another key point made by the teachers from the SGA was a perception that there 
are now fewer specialist services available to refer a child to, and they now had to 
rely more on the third sector. More generally, it was felt that resource cuts have 
meant that external agencies and support is no longer available, or is more restricted 
and such services are often inundated with requests. 
 
On resources available in schools, there was some concern that more specialist 
training and time-off for training was now much more difficult for guidance teachers 
to secure. 
 
Finally, all the participants present from the SGA had had little experience of 
solicitors being present in the panels they had attended over many years as part of 
their work with the CHS. 
 
 
  


