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Introduction.
For the purpose of this case study, the practitioner is employed on a full-time basis at a Local Authority (LA) primary school in Wales.  School A is situated in a low-income area; one of the top ten most deprived areas in the country (www.itv.com, 2014).  According to the most recent Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation (WIMD), 2014, 92.3% of the pupils in School A live in the 30% most deprived areas of Wales.  Deprivation can be defined as ‘adverse economic circumstances in a child’s family and/or local area’ (Department for children, schools and families, 2009).  The most common method of analysing deprivation is eligibility for Free School Meals (FSM).  In School A, the percentage of pupils entitled to FSM is 49.1%, more than double the Wales average of 19.0% (School self-evaluation, 2016-2017).  School A also caters for 44.0% of pupils with Special Educational Needs (SEN) including 40 statemented pupils.  One of these statemented pupils will be the subject of this case study.
Child K is an eight-year-old boy who recently started Year 3 in School A.  He is the eldest of three boys, but the only child in his family with a Statement of Special Educational Needs.  Child K has floppy brown hair, a cheeky smile and a passion for anything related to dinosaurs or Godzilla.  He loves to draw and has a unique sense of humour, but this does depend on his mood during the day.  His Statement of Special Educational Needs relates to a diagnosis of Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD).  Child K was diagnosed with ASD at the age of three years old and when he began full-time school at the age of four, he was entitled to full time classroom support.  As a result of his statement, Child K was given twenty hours 1:1 support from a Teaching Assistant (TA) and one-hour sessions every term with the Local Authority Speech and Language Therapy team (SALT).
During his time in the Foundation Phase at School A, Child K was in receipt of 1:1 TA support.  However, recent budget cuts have led to a change in his provision at school.  Busby (2018) states ‘Decisions to cut teaching assistants and support services will damage the education of the most vulnerable learners’.  Child K still has access to TA support but no longer receives 1:1 provision as he has been placed in a group with six other children.  This change of circumstances has had a huge impact on Child K and he does not seem to be coping with his new situation.  Hryniewicz (2015, pp.319) suggests that ‘Inflexible thinking means that learners find it difficult if routines and arrangements change…They may get distressed or angry if something different happens’.  This appears to be the case with Child K, he has limited imagination due to his ASD and as a result he cannot predict what will happen during his school day.  This uncertainty causes Child K to hit and kick out at children and staff members within the setting and he will also scream and shout or curl into a ball until he has calmed down.  These issues have led to staff members questioning whether a Year 3 mainstream class is the best place for him to learn.  As a result, the aim of this case study is to determine: ‘Should a child with ASD be educated in a Specialist Teaching Facility (STF) rather than a mainstream classroom?’.
Methodology. 
The practitioner has been employed by School A for three years, but previously volunteered in the ASD unit at that school.  In School A, the practitioner works with a small group of children in Year 3.  Two of these children have Statements of SEN, one for ASD and one for Speech and Language difficulties.  Another child is currently being referred for Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).  Usually, the practitioner will withdraw her group of children to a workspace outside of the classroom in order to reduce distractions for these pupils.  As a result of this, information for this case study will be gathered from participant observations.  According to Hryniewicz (2015, pp.158) informal observations are easier to do ‘when you are not directly involved in the teaching activity…it is easy to forget in the hustle and bustle of the classroom’.  This will not work in practice as the practitioner will be personally directing the activities of the group; therefore, observations will need to be recorded quickly after the session has ended so as not to forget important information.  Most of the information gathered for the purpose of this case study will be written observations, but the practitioner will also refer to behaviour monitoring record sheets from SALT and personalised targets from Child K’s Individual Education Plan (IEP).  These methods of collecting information will produce qualitative data.  Research following a qualitative approach aims to explain how and why certain behaviours occur (McLeod, 2017).  Desktop research and verbal discussions with the ALNCo and teaching staff will also form the basis of data collection for this case study.  As part of trialling strategies to support Child K, the practitioner spent time in the Junior ASD Unit at School A to try and find ideas to adapt for a mainstream classroom.
The subject of this case study is a minor, under the age of 16 years old.  He also has limited mental capacity and so cannot give his informed consent to participate in this case study.  Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research most recently published in 2018 by British Ethical Research Association (BERA) suggests that all participants give their voluntary informed consent to take part in research or case studies.  Child K is not able to understand the research behind this case study, but his parents were fully informed of the reasons for observing Child K and gave their consent.  They were also informed of their right to withdraw Child K from the study, but as the observations were to be carried out during normal school activities, both parents were willing for written records to be collected about Child K.             

              
     
Problem with yr 3 – transition from year 2, visits, melt downs, mum came in.  same resources not accepted in Year 3.  Better to pre-empt a breakdown rather than deal with meltdowns – hryniewicz .
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