Oxfordshire Regional Support group meeting 9th December 2010
Present: Paul Kovacs (Redlands Day Centre, Banbury), Emma Cochrane (Redlands Day Centre), Natasha Day (Brookes University, Learning Disability Nursing Student), Anna Goodall (Ridgeway), Liz Pond (Moorland Daytime Support, Witney), Erica Douglas-Osborn (Wingrave School), Patryk Zastepowski, Kat Smithson, April Wiltshire, Annice Fotheringham (Assistant Psychologists - Choice Care Group), Aija Hastings (Oxfordshire County Council), Jules McKim (Ridgeway Partnership), Rosie Bailey (Penhurst School)
1. Updates from organisations
Action for Children at Penhurst School have a mandatory training package delivered at induction training and a follow-up training day for particular staff. Following Mark Barber’s visit in July 2010, Rosie said they have started reflection meetings using start-stop video analysis and P-level moderation. The start-stop video analysis involves showing a two minute video clip, stopping, then asking four questions:

What is the topic of conversation?

What communication strategies has this person used in the past?

What could be done if this person does ……..?

What do you think will happen next? 
And then showing two more minutes and repeating. 
P-level moderation involves a discussion around what P level (ref?) people see the person at in the video clip. Both these exercises can stimulate good discussions. It needs to be stressed that targets are not being set, rather it is a way of measuring progress. These processes are more and more embedded in the school side of Penhurst. In the residential side of the service, it has been harder to get interactions established. 

Rosie added her concerns about possible feelings of elitism amongst qualified practitioners or, perhaps in how they are perceived by other staff who will then see Intensive Interaction as a “special” thing, to be done only by those with the Practitioner qualification.

MacIntyre at Wingrave School. Erica has been doing two sessions a week with two students and ensuring other staff are shadowing her. She has been trying to move away from the concept of formal sessions and towards the idea that it is just an approach that we all need to be doing all the time. While working with the students communication strategies are being identified and disseminated to all involved. 
Ridgeway Partnership are committed to establishing the approach and a lot of training of support staff has been completed. It has been felt that there are some basics that need to be established before Intensive Interaction is going to be adopted – the creation of responsive environments, minimising distractions etc. Some of the services where traditionally the tenants have had the label of “challenging” fall into this category and staff can still appear to be more directive than responsive. Natasha, the student on placement has been experimenting with unstructured activities – play dough, drawing – where the focus is on being responsive, following the person’s lead and reducing verbal input, as opposed to the outcome of the activity. Intensive Interaction techniques then sit well within this context.
Oxfordshire County Council Redlands Day Centre are continuing their enthusiastic work and are setting up an “interaction room.” They feel that a lot of the service users relate certain activities to certain places in the environment and that therefore this will support engagement. Touch has been issue recently and this necessitated a discussion on staff’s individual attitudes (each person completed a body map showing which areas were OK to touch – with varied opinions!) and then the adoption of guidelines and a policy – based on Dave Hewett’s guidance. Emma and Paul feel the issue is resolved. They shared the guidelines they have developed.
Oxfordshire County Council Co-ordinators. Liz and Aija are still working their one day a week, to be reviewed in February. They have been mainly doing training and mentoring. They are supporting eight Practitioners. Most of these are getting on OK. When they approached their manager to discuss purchasing future packs they had positive support despite the financial implications of this. 
We then had some general discussion about the need for a lesser qualification based on observed practice. Some staff who are great at doing Intensive Interaction find the formal study very difficult and it would encourage these people by recognising their talents.
Liz shared a personal story of working with G, who engages her with blinking games. During a recent session he was beginning to mirror her mouth movements, an exciting new development.

Choice Care Group support people in 19 homes. Patryck reported that they have identified the people who this approach is relevant for and the Psychology department deliver all-day training, in-house training as well as general communication training. 

About 70% of staff are trained and most seem excited by the training. Putting the training into practice is the difficult step. In some homes it is well established, in some others it has taken more time. What seems to often make the difference is the commitment of the manager and the presence of new staff, who may be less stuck in old ways. 

Two common attitudes that need exploration are a) we are doing this already and b) we do this all the time. It is well understood that the spontaneous sessions are great and need to happen, but also dedicated, planned sessions are needed too. It has been important in training to stress the difference between functional communication and emotional engagement. 

Annice shared a case of someone who has become noisier as a result of Intensive Interaction. The staff feel this is a problem, as he is upsetting his housemates. Natasha suggested echoing his responses at a lower intensity. What has been most useful has been the follow-up in-house training, leading by example and ensuring there is an influential person committed to the approach in each house. 

April talked about her interest in working with people with dementia. Some references were shared – Astell and Ellis’ case study from University of St. Andrews and Validation Therapy and the work of Naomi Feils.

Ridgeway Partnership Co-ordinator. Jules talked about the planned strategy within the Social Care Division of Ridgeway of focusing on one or two services in each geographical area for more intensive training and mentoring input. It may be easier to see what works best and then various elements of different approaches replicated in future work. This is being supported regionally by named managers with a particular focus on quality improvement. 
The inter-agency strategy group that has been running in some form since 2000 was disbanded at the last meeting. This is a positive step as this was decided in recognition of the fact that each organisation has a strategy of their own to develop Intensive Interaction. The Regional Support Group can perhaps still be a forum for sharing strategic plans, success stories, what has been working etc. Of course, if there is a need to have meetings at a strategic level, these can be arranged on an ad-hoc basis.  

Julie Elsworth, clinical psychologist, is to submit a proposal for a service audit which will provide Ridgeway with a useful summary of what is working and what more is needed. Certainly, it feels, in agreement with others at the meeting, that residential services provide a particular challenge here. Where training has been provided for registered services, adoption of Intensive Interaction has often been successful, perhaps due to management presence. 

Ridgeway staff are struggling with the Practitioner pack. Several people have dropped out, moved service or left the organisation. Drop-in meetings have been free from anyone dropping in! The plan in 2011 is to actively go on shift with practitioners rather than waiting for them to ask for help or support.

2011 Conference

Confirmed details:

June 21st 2011 at the Oxford Centre, Banbury Road, Oxford

Chair: Cath Irvine

Keynote address: Melanie Nind. Positive risk-taking and Intensive Interaction.

Five workshops repeated in the afternoon:

· Sustaining II in a school setting – Rosie Bailey, Penhurst

· Sustaining II in a residential setting – Lucy Harrison et al, Support for Living

· Positive Psychology and Intensive Interaction – Sally Powis, Ridgeway

· Parent workshop/discussion – Sonia Dunn, Miray

· Working with a boy with an aquired brain injury – Faye Arnold, Dame Hannah School

Ideas/actions
· Another qualification, a pre-Practitioner certificate, the terms and conditions and level of expertise assessed to be agreed across the providers? Discuss at next Regional Support Group meeting. All to think about this. Jules to run past/feed back to Cath Irvine.

· Erica/Jules to find out more about the 2011/12 research project planned in Sheffield day services. Ask Graham Firth. Erica to contact Judith Samuel as required.
· Develop training for parents – all to be aware of the need to deliver training with great sensitivity to parent participants. What has worked is not showing footage of participants’ children, stressing how play stops at school and even more so at entry into adult services and that often GPs and other health professionals told parents not try too hard to make connections and get responses from their children. Call them “parent events” not training – no-one is telling parents how to spend time with their children!
· Are there free places (apart from the 15 free places for family carers) for Oxfordshire staff at the conference? Jules to ask Andrew Sims Centre, conference financers.
Next meeting:

17th March 1pm to 4pm, Penhurst School, Chipping Norton
Ideas for a theme would be welcome!
Please bring videos, case studies, particular issues to discuss.

Also, please see if you can bring support staff along.
