


	Agenda Item 4


	Committee:
	Cabinet

	Meeting Date:
	24 June 2008

	Lead Councillor/s:
	Patricia O’Brien

	Local Councillor/s:
	Tim Marks, Phillip French, Jane Midwood, Karen Knight, Richard Kemp

	Director:
	Rosalind Turner, Director for Children & Young People

	Assistant Director or Head of Service:
	Gary Nethercott, Service Director: Education

	Author:
	Phil Whiffing, Project Lead School Organisation Review, 01473 264629


School Organisation Review – Determination of Haverhill Notices and Progress Report 


WHO WILL BE AFFECTED BY THIS DECISION?
3. This decision will affect children and young people, parents, staff and governors of schools in the Haverhill area.

WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER?

4. The key issues to consider are contained in the statutory guidance published by the Secretary of State. These include the effect on standards and school improvement, the need for school places in the area and the potential impact on community and travel. Cabinet will also need to consider the representations received following publication of the notices.

WHAT ARE THE RESOURCE AND RISK IMPLICATIONS? 
5. The reorganisation of schools into a two-tier system presents an opportunity to improve the quality of education within the Haverhill area - research strongly shows that the two-tier system performs better than three-tier (on key attainment measures) and moving to a two-tier system countywide would enable £4.4m to be re-invested in schools each year.  However there are risks associated with the reorganisation and these will need to be managed accordingly.
6. The main risk is that during the period of change there may be an impact on, standards and the rate of school improvement. Each school will have its own transition plan and schools are being encouraged to support each other through the adoption of a staffing protocol and other collaborative arrangements. School Improvement Partners have been briefed on the changes and it is planned to provide some additional financial support to schools to manage the transition. (A school improvement partner provides professional challenge and support to the school, helping its leadership to evaluate its performance, identify priorities for improvement and plan effective change.)
7. Other risks relate to the building works that are required to make schools suitable for their new size and age range. These include the need to obtain planning consent in some cases and will be managed through the Council’s normal processes for capital works on school sites. These processes are based on proven project management principles including the use of risk logs. 

WHAT ARE THE TIMESCALES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS DECISION?
8. Notices were published on 11 April 2008 and the six-week representation period closed on 23 May. Regulations state that the local authority must take the decision on the notices within two months of the representation period closing. If it does not, the decision passes to the Schools Adjudicator. 

9. The first changes to schools would happen in September 2010 and the final changes would be in September 2011. Planning is already underway for these changes with schools already making joint appointments and considering how their curriculum will develop.

	Sources of further information

a) Cabinet Report 4 March 2008 http://apps2.suffolk.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee_xml.cgi?p=doc&id=1_10866&format=doc

b) Secretary of State’s Guidance  www.dcsf.gov.uk/schoolorg 




THE SCHOOL ORGANISATION REVIEW PROCESS

10. Suffolk County Council began the process of school reorganisation in 2006. Principles were agreed in March 2007 which would lead to improved outcomes for children and young people, make best use of resources and establish a pattern of schools for the 21st century. A timetable was set for the review and the County was divided into six areas for a rolling programme of review, the first two being Haverhill and Lowestoft.

11. Local Stakeholder Forums were established in each area to develop options for the future pattern of schools. These forums contained head teachers, governors, councillors, parents and union representatives. The forums were provided with information on demography, school building capacity etc to enable them to undertake this work.

12. The options developed in the forums were the subject of public consultation for twelve weeks from October 2007 to January 2008. Consultation was conducted in accordance with the Secretary of State’s guidance. This consultation was reported to Cabinet on 4 March 2008. Cabinet agreed to the publication of statutory notices to effect the changes for Haverhill described in Appendix 1. For Lowestoft, Cabinet also agreed proposals, but these contain a proposal to establish a new secondary school. Regulations require a competition to be held to establish a new school and this must be completed before related proposals can be published. The competition is underway and publication is now expected in September.  A report on the Lowestoft proposals will be considered by Cabinet in December.

13. The notices for schools in the Haverhill area were prepared then checked with the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) and approved as meeting statutory requirements by Legal Services in Suffolk. The notices were published on 1 April in the East Anglian Daily Times and the Haverhill Echo. The notices were also put up at each school and in libraries in Haverhill, Clare, Glemsford and Kedington. A press release was also issued drawing attention to the public’s right to make representations.

14. The statutory six-week representation period ended on 23 May. Thirteen representations were received by this date. The contents of the representations are discussed in paragraph 22-32 below.

15. The provisions of the 2006 Education and Inspections Act make Suffolk County Council the decision maker for these proposals. Decision makers are required to have regard to guidance issued by the Secretary of State for Children, Schools and Families. If the County Council cannot make a decision within two months of the representation period ending, the decision passes to the Schools Adjudicator.

16. The Decision Maker can decide to reject the proposals, approve the proposals, approve the proposals with a modification (e.g. the proposal implementation date) or approve the proposals subject to them meeting a limited range of specific conditions. The conditions relate to planning consent, acquisition of land, funding agreements associated with Building Schools for the Future or the Private Finance Initiative, changes to admission arrangements or matters around charities and foundations and academies.

17. The proposals are related and must be determined together. It would not be possible to close a middle school without changing the age range of first and upper school to provide places for those children. 

18. The reasons for the decision must be included in the letters notifying the Secretary of State and others of the outcome.

19. There are limited rights of appeal to the Schools Adjudicator against a local authority decision by diocesan authorities, the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) and governing bodies of voluntary or foundation schools. Governing bodies of community schools can only appeal against proposals for expansion.

20. Once proposals have been approved, the proposer is under a duty to implement them and would need to consult and publish notices in order to be relieved of that duty.

21. The School Organisation Review is being monitored by a Working Party reporting to the Children, Schools and Young People’s Scrutiny Committee. The Working Party provided an interim report to the Committee on 2 June which found no cause for concern with the process to date.
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED

22. The thirteen representations received, listed in Appendix 2, are available from Member Services for inspection. One letter raises general questions on transport, parental preference, pupil progress, bullying and funding, but makes no comment on the specific proposals set out in the notices. The others relate to the proposed published admissions number (PAN) at Wickhambrook, Westfield and New Cangle Schools, the proposals for schools in Clare and the future location of Westfield, Clements and Burton End Schools. (The published admission number is the number of pupils in each year group that the admission authority has agreed will be admitted.)  Other comments were received on the process.

23. Two letters, one from the head teacher and governors and one from the support staff of Wickhambrook School suggest that the PAN at the school should be 25 rather than the 20 which is proposed. They argue that having a higher PAN would allow them to admit all children attending a local playgroup even if they live outside of the School’s catchment area. At the time of the school census in January 2008 no year groups at the school contained more than 20 pupils, while forecasts suggest that demand for places from inside the catchment area is unlikely to exceed 20 in the future. It should be noted that attendance at any pre-school group cannot be used as a criterion for school admission. Accommodating seven year groups with 20 pupils in each year group (140 pupils in total) would require five classrooms but groups of 25 pupils (175 pupils in total) would require six classrooms at additional capital cost.

24. The governors and staff of New Cangle Community Primary School object to the proposed reduction in their PAN from 45 to 30. While they acknowledge that currently 48% of their pupils do not live in the catchment area, they say new housing will increase the number of children living locally. The School is recognised by Ofsted as good and is popular with parents. The School also argues that a PAN of 45 encourages joint planning and flexibility in placing pupils. A petition containing 155 signatures was included with their representation.

25. Guidance from DCSF indicates that the site area of New Cangle is insufficient for a 315 place (PAN 45) school, but adequate for a 210 (PAN 30) place school. During consultation comments were sought on how 120 places per year could be provided across three schools, New Cangle, Westfield and Coupals. These proposals have 30, 60 and 30 places at each school respectively. The balance of public support was for the distribution proposed in the notice. Should these schools be unable to meet demand from new housing, new school sites have been secured to provide the necessary places.

26. The notice for Westfield School suggested that the school should be relocated to either the Chalkstone Middle School site or to the Samuel Ward site depending on the outcome of further feasibility studies. As the distance from Westfield School’s present site is less than two miles, either relocation would not require statutory processes and can be agreed at a later date when these studies are complete. The representations from the Head teachers and Chairs of Governors of both Samuel Ward School and Westfield Schools support the option of locating Westfield School on the Samuel Ward site for a range of reasons supporting continuity of education for pupils and concerns over the suitability of the Chalkstone site.  

27. The representation from the governing body of Castle Manor Business and Enterprise College confirms agreement with proposals for that school, but argue that Burton End should be relocated to the Parkway Middle School site as it would facilitate future federation between the schools.  This option was considered during public consultation, but on balance was not put forward in the notice as further investigation of the option showed costs outweighed benefits and sound arguments were put forward by members of the public in favour of remaining on the present site.

28. The representation from Castle Hill Community Middle School acknowledged the proposals and confirmed opposition to any secondary provision in Clare, which is not a proposal contained in these notices.

29. Four representations were received about schools in Clare including a substantial paper from Clare and Local Area for Rural Education (CLARE). This criticised the process of developing options, the consultation process and the availability of copies of the notice. A full commentary on the representation from this group is provided in Appendix 3. One of the other representations also criticised elements of the consultation and statutory processes.

30. Clare Parish Council welcomed the proposed extension of the school age range at Clare Primary School, but argued that the school should remain on its present site rather than relocate to the middle school site. The possible relocation of the primary school is less than two miles so does not require statutory processes, current feasibility studies will inform future consultation on this option.

31. Other comments on proposals for schools in Clare also concerned the possible relocation of the primary school to the middle school site, and admission arrangements to secondary school which are not a part of this notice.

32. The representation from the National Union of Teachers (NUT) repeats a proposal to manage transition from a three-tier to two-tier structure through the use of federations over an indeterminate timeline. While the use of federations may help support the process of change in some circumstances, there are a number of practical difficulties with the ideas put forward by the NUT. These have been discussed with them. The NUT also made a number of comments on specific proposals for schools in Clare, Clements, Westfield and Burton End Primary Schools. Appendix 4 contains a full commentary on this representation.

SECRETARY OF STATE’S GUIDANCE 

33. The Secretary of State publishes guidance on a range of decisions. The type of decision contained in this set of notices include decisions on closure, expansion and changes to the age range of schools. 

Effect on Standards and School Improvement 

34. Decision Makers should be satisfied that proposals for a school closure will contribute to raising local standards of provision, and will lead to improved attainment for children and young people. Raising standards is the primary aim of these proposals, which reflect research undertaken in Suffolk showing that children make better progress where schools are organised in a two-tier system than in a three-tier system. Accountability for the whole of each Key Stage of the National Curriculum will be in one school and pupils will only need to change school once, changing school has been shown to adversely affect children’s progress.

35. Castle Manor Business and Enterprise College and Samuel Ward Arts and Technology College are both recognised by the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) as good schools with outstanding features. Students at both schools make better progress than the local or national average. These proposals would lead to children attending these schools from a younger age and benefiting from this good practice.

36. Of the 15 first schools where it is proposed that the age range is increased, four are recognised by Ofsted as satisfactory, ten as good and one as outstanding. This provides a sound basis for further school improvement.  If the organisation of schools follows the pattern found in over 95% of the Country, it is considered that they will offer more opportunities for career progression attracting well qualified staff.

37. The Decision Maker should consider how the proposals will help every child and young person achieve their potential in accordance with Every Child Matters’ principles. This should include considering how pupils will continue to have access to extended services eg after-school clubs, opportunities for personal development, access to academic and vocational training, measures to address barriers to participation and support for children and young people with particular needs e.g. looked after children or children with special educational needs (SEN) and learning difficulties or disabilities (LDD).

38. These proposals will lead to children remaining at their local primary school for longer and able to take part in extended services there. With more children on roll, these services should be more viable. Attending secondary school from the age of 11 should provide young people with greater access to information, advice and guidance before making choices about their options at age 14.

39. These proposals make no change to the pattern of SEN provision in the area; further consultation is planned on that provision following the report to Cabinet in March 2008. However, it is recognised that changes of school effect vulnerable children more than others and a pattern of provision that involves a single change of school at age 11 will therefore benefit them.

40. The balance of denominational provision will remain the same and no schools will change category (eg from community to foundation) as part of these proposals.

Need for Places

41. The annual surplus places return in 2007 showed 886 surplus places among the schools in this area, 15% of total capacity. Six schools had more than 25% of their places empty. This is a high level of surplus and represents poor use of resources as money spent maintaining empty places cannot be used for other items directly benefiting children and young people.

42. These proposals will reduce the physical capacity of the schools by over 400 places bringing levels of surplus places in line with Audit Commission guidance, comparing well with statistical neighbours.

43. The Local Plan currently expects approximately 1500 new homes to be built around Haverhill before 2016. The proposed size of secondary schools will allow expansion to meet any increased demand. The impact on the need for primary school places from development of this scale would be addressed through established processes with any additional school sites required secured through legal agreements with the developers.

Impact on the Community and Travel

44. Schools are a focal point for family and community activity, providing extended services for a range of users, and closure may have wider social ramifications.  These proposals retain primary and secondary schools in all communities. These schools will be encouraged to develop the range of extended services available to replace those currently provided through the middle schools.

45. When considering proposals to close a school the Decision Maker should consider the impact of the proposals on community cohesion.  This will need to be considered on a case by case basis, taking account of the community served by the school and the views of different sections within the community.  In these proposals, primary and secondary schools will continue to serve the same communities they serve today. Concerns that pupils who would previously have transferred to secondary school in Sudbury from Clare Middle School at age 13 have been addressed, through an agreement for Sudbury Upper School to take these pupils at age 11 on a temporary basis pending formal proposals being brought forward.
46. Within the town of Haverhill, all pupils will continue to have a school within a reasonable walking or cycling distance. In the surrounding villages, pupils will be able to remain at their local primary school for two more years which should reduce the length of home to school journeys. However, this will be offset by the need to travel into either Haverhill or Sudbury for two additional years. Free transport will continue to be made available for those children who qualify. 
47. The Decision Maker should consider whether there are any sex, race or disability discrimination issues that arise from the changes being proposed. All of the schools will continue to be coeducational and adaptations to accommodate the new number and age range of pupils will be carried out with regard to the accessibility of the school for people with disabilities.
48. In considering statutory proposals to close a rural school, the Decision Maker should have regard to the need to preserve access to a local school for rural communities.  There is therefore a presumption against the closure of rural schools.  This does not mean that a rural school should never close, but the case for closure should be strong and the proposals clearly in the best interests of educational provision in the area. Middle schools are not formally designated by the DCSF as rural; it is for the Decision Maker to determine. It has been argued that Clare Middle School should be considered as rural. 
49. Under these proposals children who would have attended Clare Middle School will continue to attend their local primary school for two more years before transferring to the same secondary schools as they would today.
Specific Age Provision Issues

50. These proposals maintain the current number of early years places at each school either in maintained nursery classes or independent or voluntary provision.

51. The upper age range of the two secondary schools is not affected by these proposals. A needs analysis survey undertaken by the LSC, is currently being used to plan future post-16 provision in the Haverhill area. Should the future provision require statutory processes, these will be brought to Cabinet at the appropriate time.

Special Educational Needs

52. These proposals make no changes to the pattern of special educational needs provision in the area.  There will be consultation later in the year on how provision can be developed.

Funding and Land

53. The capital costs of these proposals will be met from existing funding streams including the modernisation and devolved formula allocations. Additional funding will be available from the new Primary Capital Allocation and in due course for secondary schools from Building Schools for the Future. 

54. Capital receipts from the disposal of surplus middle school sites will also be required to fund the capital costs as agreed by Cabinet in January 2007 and by Council in March 2007. 

55. Where school sites are constrained the playing field requirements in the  Education (School Premises) Regulations will be met through the use of off-site provision.

Views of Interested Parties

56. Following the publication of these proposals, thirteen representations were received.  These are discussed in sections 22 to 32 above

DECISIONS AVAILABLE

57. The Decision Maker can decide to reject the proposals, approve the proposals, approve the proposals with a modification; or approve the proposals subject to them meeting a limited range of specific conditions. The regulations provide for a conditional approval to be given where the Decision Maker is otherwise satisfied that the proposals can be approved, and approval can automatically follow an outstanding event. 
58. Adaptations to school buildings to enable them to meet their new size and age range will, in most cases, require planning consent. Discussion with planning authorities indicates consent is likely to be given however, if this was not possible these proposals could not be delivered as published.
59. The proposal for Clements Primary School is also dependent on the acquisition of a new site. Other changes of site are presented as alternatives and the proposals could be delivered on existing sites. As no change of site is more than two miles they do not require statutory processes.
60. The decision open to Cabinet are therefore to reject the proposals, or approve them subject to the acquisition of the site for Clements Primary School and planning consent being obtained by 31 December 2009.

PROGRESS REPORT

Lowestoft 

61. In March 2008 Cabinet also approved the publication of notices for schools in Lowestoft. The first of these notices initiating a competition to find potential partners to establish a new secondary school was published on 11 April. The DCSF appointed Deloitte as consultant. Deloitte have held a seminar for potential partners, this was attended by representatives of several national and international groups. It is considered likely that bids will emerge from this process, including the likelihood of at least one academy proposal. Proposals must be submitted to the County Council by mid-August. 
62. The competition requires proposers to show a commitment to working in partnership with existing schools and support Suffolk County Council’s inclusion policy which includes admission of children with special needs, hard to place pupils and other groups of pupils in need of additional support.
63. It is possible for the County Council to submit its own bid in the competition. If it did so, it would lose the right to determine the outcome of this or the related proposals for schools in Lowestoft. All would need to pass to the adjudicator. 

64. Regulations only give the Council the right to enter a foundation school into the competition. While, it is possible to apply to the Secretary of State for permission to enter a community school, it is considered very unlikely that this would be given. This is because there are currently no foundation schools in Suffolk and diversity of provision is the first criterion used to decide such applications.

65. While funded in the same way as community schools, foundation schools own their site and buildings and are their own admissions authority. This is similar to the position already found at voluntary aided schools.
66. The County Council has the option of deciding whether to enter the competition or retain the decision making role. The benefits of retaining decision making at local level are considered to outweigh the limited benefit offered by being the promoter of a foundation school in the competition.  If the Council entered the competition, there would be no guarantee of success when judged by the Adjudicator against other proposals. The Council is not therefore being recommended to enter the competition, but to retain its decision making role.

67. All proposals for the new school must be published in September alongside proposals for the other schools in Lowestoft. Following publication there is a six-week representation period which includes a public presentation by the new school proposers.  At the end of the representation period all comments received will be reported to Cabinet in December who will decide the outcome of the competition and the proposals for change at the other schools.  

68. In parallel with the new school competition, the LSC is holding a competition to identify the provider of new post-16 provision. The outcome of that competition is expected in December

69. The Council is supporting an entry from the three secondary schools in Lowestoft and Lowestoft College. Depending on the outcome of this competition, there may be a need for statutory notices to establish the new provision and to lower the upper age limit of the schools. 

Other Areas of the County

70. Option development is underway for schools in Forest Heath, Beccles, Bungay and Leiston. Consultation on the options will take place during the autumn 2008 and will be reported to Cabinet in spring 2009.

whAt is the cabinet being asked to decide?


1.	In March 2008 Cabinet approved the publication of statutory notices proposing changes to the organisation of schools in the Haverhill area. As the next step in the legal process of making changes to schools, Cabinet is being asked to agree the implementation of these proposals. Details of the proposals are contained in Appendix 1. 


 2.	Cabinet is also asked to note progress overall in the School Organisation Review Programme.
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