
Meeting to Discuss Proposed SEMH/ASD 
Provision with Theale Parish Council 
12 May 2021 06:00 pm to 07:00 pm 
Minutes 

 
1. Present 
 

Jane Seymour—Service Manager (SEN and Disabled Children’s Service) 
Richard Turner—Service Manager (Finance and Property) 
Mark Lewis—Education Place Planning & Development Manager 
Jack Caine—SEND Strategy Officer 
 
Jan Richardson—Chairman (Theale Parish Council) 
Lisa Cox—Councillor 
Rob Gallop—Councillor 
Katie Gash—Councillor 
Paul Clifford—Councillor 
Paul Manley—Clerk 

 
2. Apologies 
 

None 
 
3. Welcome and Introductions 

 
Jane Seymour (JS) opened the meeting and asked those representing West 
Berkshire Council (WBC) to introduce themselves to representatives from Theale 
Parish Council. JS asked those present if they were happy for her to give a short 
introduction to proposed provision before reviewing the pre-submitted questions? 
Paul Manley (PM) confirmed this would be helpful. 

 
4. Introduction to the Proposed Provision 

 
JS explained that WBC have a 5 year strategy for children with Special 
Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) which runs from 2018 to 2023. One 
of the aims of this strategy is to provide more provision for children with specific 
kinds of need, and this can take various forms. At the moment, children who 
have a particular profile of SEMH/ASD may need to travel large distances to 
have their needs met. These children would benefit from having their needs met 
within their own communities. It’s also beneficial for WBC to have control over 
the quality of the provision which is provided to these children. 
 



In terms of the cohort, JS clarified that these are children with emotional needs 
who may have ASD and other diagnosed needs such as ADHD or other mental 
health needs. These children don’t fit within existing sites and provision. The 
provision itself will be very small. WBC consulted on this before Christmas and 
the need for the provision was confirmed by this initial consultation. Following 
this, WBC moved to identify an appropriate site. As set out in the consultation 
document, the old Theale Primary School was identified as a suitable site.  
 
JS said that this provides a brief background, and that she is happy to take 
further questions at this stage, or can refer to pre-submitted questions? PM said 
JS could proceed to pre-submitted questions. 
 

5. Pre-submitted Questions 
 

• “You state […] this is a Special Educations Needs and Disabilities facility 
but in the text you refer to children with SEMH needs.  Please can you 
clarify if this facility is for those with a formal (or undergoing) diagnosis of a 
learning disorder such as Autism or if it is going to [be] used for those that 
have undiagnosed behavioural issues and have been previously excluded 
from other schools.  If it is a mixed facility please state the rations” 

 
JS explained that this is not a provision for children who have exclusively been 
excluded. It’s also not a provision for children who do not have an identified 
special educational need. It’s therefore not a facility for children who choose not 
to conform or are disaffected by the education system. A large majority of 
children attending will have a diagnosis of ASD. Some may not have a diagnosis 
because they are waiting for one. It’s also possible that some children will not 
have a diagnosis of autism, but will still have very specific emotional needs which 
cannot be met within mainstream schools. We will scrutinise carefully which 
children are admitted—by and large this cohort will not have been excluded from 
mainstream school settings. 
 
JS noted that she is happy to pause at this stage to take further questions. Paul 
Clifford (PC) asked if there is there a facility which is similar to the provision 
which we are looking to set up? JS answered that there is nothing comparable 
maintained by the local authority. PC asked if an example could be provided of a 
like-for-like provision out of the area? JS gave the example of Newbarn School, 
and said that she couldn’t provide examples of other schools at this time and 
would need to consult her SEN Manager. PC said that this example was helpful 
and would give them a point of comparison. JS urged some caution using New 
Barn as a reference point, as New Barn may take a broader range of children 
than the cohort identified for the provision in Theale. 
 
 
 
 



• “You state that the facility will cater for 42 young people but later state that 
it will grow in size.  Please confirm the maximum number of students the 
facility will accommodate in the long term.” 

 
JS apologised if the maximum number was not clear. 42 is the maximum number 
of children. We will start with a small number of children and this will increase up 
to the maximum. Unfortunately, we can’t be precise about the numbers we will 
take at the beginning. However it will be a slow and steady start as we want the 
provision to be successful. 
 

• “You state that during school hours children will be generally be 
accompanied if they leave the facility.  Can you confirm that all children 
attending will also be accompanied onto and off site at both ends of the 
school day and they will not travel independently without a responsible 
adult. The use of the work generally suggests that there will be times 
when they are not accompanied.  Can you please elaborate on this 
further” 

 
JS noted that there are two issues highlighted by the question, one about 
travelling to school the other about the school day. These children will not leave 
the school site during the school day unless supported by staff. On travel—the 
vast majority will be transported by the local authority by taxi or minibus. There 
will be a handover of a child from the transport service to the school. Some 
parents may bring their own children by car, but there will still be a handover. In 
terms of independent travel, the majority of children attending this provision will 
not be able to travel independently because of their needs. It may be appropriate 
for children to travel independently when staff are confident that this is safe, but 
this would be subject to a risk assessment. Lisa Cox (LC) asked whether the 
school’s hours will mirror those of the normal school day? JS confirmed this, 
however, the hours may be staggered to minimise the amount of traffic into 
Theale. The children would have the same amount of hours as they would in a 
mainstream school. Rob Gallup (RG) asked what the ratios of staff to young 
people will be. JS asked Jack Caine (JC) to check this and he said he would 
confirm the figures. 
 

• “You state that the provision is for ‘young people who have complex needs 
in relation to social, emotional and mental health difficulties’.  Can you 
elaborate further on whether all children will have a formal medical 
diagnosis or whether some children will be attending because they cannot 
attend mainstream schools as they have been excluded without a formal 
condition being diagnosed.” 

 
JS said she felt that she had covered this and asked the group if they were 
happy to move on? PC and RG agreed that this had been answered. 
 



• “Is there another school sponsoring or associated to this facility?  I 
understand that this is now a requirement for all new schools.” 
 

JS confirms that the school sponsoring the provision will be the Castle school. 
The reason this has been chosen is because of their extensive experience and 
outstanding Ofsted rating. We are confident that the provision will be of a high 
standard. JS asked if there were any further questions at this stage? No further 
questions. 
 

• “We were told that a new primary school was needed in Theale as the 
building were beyond economic repair and at the end of their life. How is it 
now economically viable to reuse these buildings?” 

 
JS asks Mark Lewis (ML) and Richard Turner (RT) to take this question. ML 
explained that the main driver for changing the previous site was pupil growth—
this was the key factor for relocation. Other factors were taken under 
consideration, such as building condition, but these were secondary to pupil 
growth. RL had nothing particular to add, but explained that the council do 
complete building surveys and there were identified issues with the site, but 
these were not substantive in terms of the decision to relocate. JS added that the 
council will seek to remove the temporary buildings and refurbish the main 
building. PM asked for clarification as to which buildings will be removed? RL—
there are some obvious candidates, such as the two storey flat building. There is 
also a small old building which is adjacent to the main building, and a building to 
far left of the main site. PC asked for clarification as to whether all temporary 
buildings would be removed? RT and ML confirmed this was likely. Lisa Cox (LC) 
asked if all of those buildings were removed, would you seek to replace these at 
a later stage? RT explained that this was not within the scope of the current 
project, so long as we can accommodate the project within the existing bricks 
and mortar. JS—clarified to all members that WBC can’t confirm that all 
temporary buildings will be taken away at this stage, although it is likely a number 
of buildings will go.  ML added that all local stake holders will be consulted during 
the project. PM thanked WBC representatives for consulting openly with the 
Parish Council. 

 
6. Further Questions from Councillors 

 
PC—how will children be dropped off without causing disruption to the main 
road? JS—we’re looking at this. ML—access to the site will be part of the project 
development. PC noted that there are listed walls etc that will need to be taken 
into consideration and there have been issues with traffic at that site before. 
 
RG asked whether the footprint of the site will be reduced and some land sold 
off? JS confirmed that the intention is to use the whole site. However, ultimately it 
will be down to members of West Berkshire Council to decide. RT explained that 
if there was a significant amount of land left over, members would query how the 



whole site was intended to be used. If we identified spare space then this would 
need to be highlighted back to members. RG asked if there will be any 
requirements for residential parking? JS—none as it will be a day school. 
 
JC provided clarification about the staff numbers, explaining that it appeared staff 
would be in a ratio of 1:7, although they should ask Castle School for further 
information about staff deployment [CORRECTION: staff ratios are projected to 
be around 1:6 teachers to pupils plus 1:2 teaching assistants to pupils.]. PC 
expressed his thanks for the comprehensive information which was provided and 
asked whether any of it is is confidential? JS explained the Castle will be publicly 
announced as the hosts in the webinar tomorrow. LC asked what will happen to 
the site if it’s decided that it can’t be used for the provision? RT explained that the 
council is seeking to find a way to use the site for operational purposes, however, 
it could be used as a site for affordable housing if a use can’t be found for it. 

 
7. AOB and Meeting Close 

 
JS thanked those who attended for their time and said that attendees are 
welcome to attend the public consultation tomorrow should they have further 
questions. Meeting closed. 
 
Following the end of the meeting, one additional question was submitted via 
email from the Theale Parish Council. This was responded to by JS: 
 

• I’m assuming the site will be secure all the way round, including any 
access on to Theale parish council land (the recreation ground). Are there 
any plans for pupils to use this ground and if so will you be liaising with the 
parish council.? 

 
JS—the site would be secure and the nature of boundary treatment will be 
developed as part of the design process. The boundary fencing is likely to be 
between 1.8m and 2m and be of a style that is anti-climb but is also appropriate 
for a school. I would also emphasise that children will be well supported and 
supervised so we do not anticipate any difficulties of this nature. 
 
We may wish to use the recreation ground, where it is appropriate to do so and 
with the necessary support and supervision for young people. We would of 
course liaise with the Parish Council about this – we would be guided by you on 
how you would like us to go about this? 


