Appendix 3 

Commentary on the representation from Clare and Local Area for Rural Education 

1.
The comments below relate to issues raised in the submission from Clare and Local Area for Rural Education (CLARE).

Stakeholder Forums

2.
This representation argued that contributions from stakeholders were ignored.

3.
Local Stakeholder Forums were established to inform the option development phase of the Review.  They are consultative in purpose and enable officers to ensure that local intelligence is taken into account as options are identified and appraised.  The Forum is representative of a wide range of interests and, as such, complete consensus about process or options is unlikely.  

4.
In the case of Haverhill, the local priorities were drafted by the Forum over three meetings, condensed into a manageable number of aims by officers and accepted by members.  Drafts and amendments were presented for comment at each stage of development. Not all of the suggestions were incorporated: there were too many in number and a great many related to process rather than outcomes. No suggestion was ignored.  The final priorities reflected the most commonly held aims across the membership. 

On line questionnaire

5.
This representation said that the on-line questionnaire was not available during the last week of consultation.

6.
The office received a small of enquiries for assistance from members of the public who had difficulty with the on-line questionnaire throughout the twelve week period. They were given immediate advice and were able to complete the questionnaire. A total of 363 responses were received on-line, 243 relating to proposals for the Haverhill area.

Preferred Option

7.
The decision to state a preferred option in the consultation paper was criticised in this representation.

8.
Guidance from the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) was that the Authority should be open about having a preferred option if that was the case.  

Financial Issues

9.
This representation says that officers were not willing to discuss the financial implications of the options during consultation.

10.
The capital costing of options was based on the first ‘high level’ feasibility studies which were not undertaken until the options were agreed. However it has always been clear that providing over 400 more secondary school places at Clare would be more expensive than developing the two secondary schools in Haverhill where existing empty places could be used. The overheads of maintaining three schools will be greater than maintaining two.

Economic, Social and Environmental Impact of the Options

11.
This representation says there has been no assessment of economic, social and environmental impact.

12.
The council took regard of representations made by the public and other bodies in respect of the social impact of the options.  St Edmundsbury Borough Council and Babergh District Council were consulted, Clare Middle School’s travel plan survey was scrutinised and an Environmental Assessment of the options was undertaken.  St Edmundsbury Borough Council confirmed that Clare would remain as a Rural Service Centre whether or not Option Three was successful.  Clare Middle School’s most recent Travel Survey gave evidence that very few parents did go on to shop in the town after delivering their children to school.  In any event, most pupils are bussed into school so there should be no additional loss of commercial activity in the town. This information and the views of consultees were summarised in the Cabinet Report March 2008.

Post 16 Provision

13.
This representation says that the lack of sixth form provision was cited by as a reason for not supporting a secondary school at Clare.

14.
The lack of 6th form provision was not an impediment to the Clare option.  The issue was that access to all the lines of learning from 14-19 would be more difficult if students were based in both Haverhill and Clare.  

Growth of the locality

15.
This representation says that Haverhill is set to expand faster than forecast.

16.
There are 1500 houses in the local plan for Haverhill up to 2016, up to 60 houses in Clare and some infill development in local villages.   These developments have been taken into account in the pupil forecasts.  St Edmundsbury Borough Council is consulting now on five options within its Local Development Framework.  One of these options could see more development in Haverhill but the outcome of the consultations will not be known until October 2008.  Any new development will be in Haverhill town and will be supported by appropriate infrastructure.  At the levels of development proposed, the existing high schools could be expanded to provide for these pupils.

Local Government Review

18.
This representation says that the SOR has ignored local government review.

19.
The council has been given clear directions to continue with ‘business as usual’.  Whatever the configuration of local government in Suffolk, the educational priority to improve standards and post-16 participation will continue and the issues SOR is addressing will remain.

Secondary School Size

20.
The representation says that evidence for the preferred size of secondary school is not conclusive.

21.
The Policy Development Panel considered a range of evidence and research concerning school size and came to a view about its preferred size.  This became one of the principles underpinning the review.

The Views of Local Headteachers

22.
The representation questions points raised by headteachers in letters to parents.

23.
The council is not responsible for the views of the Headteacher of Samuel Ward Upper School and Technology College or Castle Hill Middle School any more than it is for those of the Headteacher of Clare Middle School who also wrote to parents.  People do have strong views and were free to air them.  The incorrect information about costs was corrected by the council when it became known. 

Costing of Options

24.
The representation questions the costing of options.

25.
Desk top calculations of the costs of building schools are undertaken using guidance from government publications (Building Bulletins 98 and 99) and cost per square metre figures obtained from the Council’s Property Advisers.  Mr Stockley’s figures have been confirmed by subsequent and more detailed studies.

BSF Funding

26.
The representation questions the investment of Building Schools for the Future money.

27.
BSF funding is allocated by the Government on the basis of social deprivation and school performance. The Government is currently consulting on changing the way it allocates BSF funds, but local authorities must have a clear strategy for the organisation of schools to underpin this major investment.

Public Consultation Documents

28.
The representation says that insufficient copies of the consultation material were distributed and the language used was confusing. It continues to say that much of the questionnaire was irrelevant. It also criticises the on-line questionnaire for pupils.

29.
Questionnaires were sent to schools, district, borough, parish councils as well as to neighbouring authorities, pre-school providers, libraries and other public organisations.  Their availability was publicised widely in local and county newspapers and on the Suffolk County Council website.  Additional copies were sent out on request and a number of ‘drop-in’ sessions were provided in Clare and Haverhill for parents of pre-school age children.  Schools received the questionnaires first followed by other organisations. The extended length of the consultation period (12 weeks) meant that there was sufficient time to ensure that as many people as possible were encouraged to respond.

30.
Members of the public who do not have school age children were informed of the availability of the questionnaire through the local media at various points throughout the 3 month consultation period.

31.
Parent feedback was extensive and captured both on the questionnaire returns and at the open consultation meetings.  We received one complaint about the language and substance of the questionnaire from CLARE.

32.
Schools were informed about the on-line survey for children and asked to organise pupil participation.  The process included communication with every school and responses were received from over 600 pupils representing almost every school in the locality.  Had we been informed during the consultation period, we could have made alternative arrangements for pupils at schools using Apple computers. The questionnaires for pupils were different to the main public questionnaire and were designed to tease out pupils’ experience of moving schools so that we would have some qualitative information to inform implementation. 

33.
There was very little variation in the comments recorded on the returned Clare Middle School questionnaires. However, the results were logged and reported to Cabinet.

Public Meetings

34.
The representation says that the public meetings were badly chaired and questions asked were not followed up.

35.
Public meetings were held at every school in the locality and officers attended a public meeting organised by CLARE in the town. The meetings were chaired fairly to ensure that everyone present who wished to give their view or to ask a question had the opportunity to do so.  Officers were also available at the end of the meetings to take additional questions from individuals.  The most frequently asked questions were published on the SOR website and were sent out to Clare Middle and its feeder primary schools with the request that they be made available to parents. 

36.
The consultation sought parents’ views on the transition arrangements for Glemsford, Hartest and Cavendish pupils (as well as for St Felix VAP pupils) as well as on the main options.  It was not appropriate to take a decision about these arrangements before the consultation ended.  The views of parents were taken into account when the Sudbury transfer was proposed.

Relocation of the Primary School

37.
The representation questions the validity of raising the possible relocation of Clare Primary School during the consultation period.

38.
Whenever a school site becomes surplus, we have a duty to discover whether it can be used for other educational or community use before we recommend disposal.  It was entirely appropriate to pose the question of the primary school moving to the middle school site as it arose during consultation, particularly in view of the concerns expressed in meetings about the potential loss of community facilities resulting from the proposal to close the middle school.  No firm proposals have been made about relocation as the various options are still subject to feasibility study. If relocation is feasible, we will consult on this separately with parents. As the distance involved is less than two miles, statutory processes are not required.

39.
The representation period gives parents and other members of the public the opportunity to make their views known about the proposals.  This includes the transfer arrangements to Sudbury Upper.

Public Notices

40.
The representation questions the content and publication of the notices.

41.
The public notices have been published and distributed to schools and other public places in accordance with guidance from the DCSF. Drafts were checked by the DCSF before publication as well as with Suffolk County Council’s own legal team.  There has been extensive coverage in the local press with directions for parents/public who wish to have their own copy. Where requested, copies have been sent to individuals. 

Pupil transport to a relocated Primary School

42.
The representation expresses concern over arrangements being considered for transport should the primary school relocate to the middle school site.

43.
The single most important impediment to relocating the primary school relates to the provision of a safe route to school.  Whilst some children can walk safely to school, children from the main estates in the town would have to negotiate the ‘Bell Corner’.  Although a great many middle school pupils aged 10 and 11 do this now, we recognise that, for younger pupils, the crossing and the corner could be unsafe.  One way of addressing this problem may be to provide a bus which would collect children from a safe point near the centre of the town and transport them the short distance to the school site.  Parents will be consulted about this if the proposal is taken further.

Extra-Curricular Activities

44.
The representation says that these proposals will lead to fewer extended services being available to pupils.

45.
The council has given its commitment to working with the community to ensure that extended services and extra curricular activities continue in the town.  
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