REPORT OF THE LEAD MEMBER FOR EDUCATION

To the CABINET on TUESDAY, 12 SEPTEMBER 2000

SECONDARY SCHOOL REVIEW OPTIONS DOCUMENT – 

REPORT ON CONSULTATION

	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. This report requests the following decisions:
(a) That Members consider and note the responses received during the consultation process on the Options document;

(b) That Members resolve to formally publish notices to progress the Options identified in the consultation document as follows:

(i) Implement the Option outlined in the document in respect of Swinton High School, i.e. ‘Review accommodation and reduce SAN to 210’.

(ii) Implement the Option outlined in the document in respect of Irlam and Cadishead High, i.e. ‘Test viability at 210 or 240 per year and alter accommodation to reduce SAN accordingly’.

(iii) Implement Option C of the Buile Hill/Hope/Windsor High schools options, i.e. ‘Close Windsor and allocate its feeders as shared feeders (on parental preference) to Buile Hill High and Hope High.’

(iv) Implement Option A of the Joseph Eastham High School/Little Hulton Community School options, i.e. ‘Amalgamate the schools on the Joseph Eastham site.’

(c) That Members resolve to defer consideration of the Canon Williamson CE High School options for one month to enable time for a suitable sponsor for the City Academy option to be identified;

(d) That Members request officers to prepare bids for submission to the DfEE for capital funds to support the proposals;

(e) That members agree to consider the reintroduction of a school clothing grant scheme for pupils of schools within these proposals which become the subject of closure or amalgamation in the 2001/2002 financial year and who would have had an entitlement to the clothing grant under the previous scheme;

(f) That Members note in particular the large degree of concern relating to transport issues across all of the proposals for the City and request officers to explore the improvement of transport services for pupils;

(g) That Members ask officers to examine and report on means to secure continuation of community/education facilities in those areas where schools are proposed to be removed.




	BACKGROUND

2.
This report provides a digest of the consultation responses received to the ‘Options Document’ and leaflet.  The document has been very broadly publicised and circulated and has been supported by the extensive programme of meetings and presentations, as summarised in Appendices 1 and 2.

3.
The above process serves as local consultation prior to the formulation of statutory proposals by the LEA, in line with the guidance of the Secretary of State.

CONTEXT

4. Statistics show that Salford LEA presently maintains a level of secondary surplus places which is incompatible with the effective use of public funds.  The level is identified as approximately 18%.  This has attracted comment from OFSTED, District Audit and the Secretary of State.  

5. Without going into detail in this section, abortively maintaining almost a fifth of the secondary school provision in the City creates problems.  Levels of school funding, backlog of maintenance, and the general conditions and resources which can be afforded to school staff are all adversely affected by the redirection of funds to support the provision of unnecessary places - to pay the energy, maintenance and other costs of empty classrooms. The outcome is significant detriment to the quality of education and opportunity which is provided to pupils.

6. There are also issues of scale.  Smaller schools, under the funding legislation which applies, basically cannot offer to pupils the breadth of curricular opportunity offered by larger schools.  This has significant implications for maintaining pupils’ interest and motivation at KS3 and 4 and levels of achievement.

FRAMEWORK FOR DECISION-MAKING

7. The Secretary of State in his recently-issued ‘Guidance on Statutory Proposals’ has issued guidance on the factors to be considered in deciding general school reorganisation proposals, including school closures.  Members can usefully have regard to this advice at this stage, as ultimately this is the guidance to which the School Organisation Committee will have regard when called upon to determine formally published proposals.

8. The relevant factors to be considered are as follows:


(s. A1 p11 & s. A2 p21)

· Standards – evidence that proposals will continue the drive to increase standards in education;

· Parental preference – take into account relative popularity;

· Removal of Surplus places – proposals for the cost-effective removal of surplus places should be supported, especially where they concern schools with a quarter or more of their places unfilled and with at least 30 surplus places;

· Social exclusion – in this factor and also under the last concerning surplus places, there should be a presumption against the closure of schools which form a focal point for community activity unless it is necessary in the interest of the education of pupils.  Where closure is to be undertaken proposers should bring forward evidence of the consideration of maintaining community facilities in the area and the effect of a closure on a local community particularly in areas receiving funding as part of regeneration activity;

· Balance of denominational provision – balance of provision to be taken in to account;

· School journeys – proposals should not unreasonably extend journey times and should have regard to transport arrangements,  the quality of transport links between the communities served by the school and the site of the alternative provision and the effects of proposed arrangements on pupil unauthorised absence;

· Finance – cost effective use of public funds.

9.
Guidance on how the SOC is to apply this large list of factors is as follows:


(‘Introduction’ – Page 6)


“The relevant factors, and the weight to be given to them, will differ from case to case.  It is for those involved locally to assess the relative importance to be given to each factor in reaching a decision on the proposals that come before them.”

10.
The LEA must make its own mind up as to the relative weighting of these factors in its proposals. However, it is important to recognise that this review is taking place in the context of the findings of the LEA OFSTED report of November 1999, which specifically recommends that in order to maximise the resources allocated to education the LEA must  “Take urgent action to significantly reduce the number of surplus places in the secondary sector” and “Reduce the level of support provided by the small school protection factor”.   These recommendations must place a clear and substantial local weighting on factors to do with surplus place removal and finance. 

11. The most recent District Audit report on Planning School Places recommended as a highest priority issue that Salford “Consider the cost and educational implications of small secondary schools.” (Recommendation R3).

12. The Secretary of State has written to Salford to draw attention to schools which have over 25% surplus places and in excess of 30 surplus places.  

13. Further to this, the OFSTED recommendation relating to standards is that the LEA must “Target support and challenge to schools to raise the quality of teaching at KS3, particularly in relation to literacy and numeracy.”  This gives substantial weighting to standards issues in the local secondary context.

14. These interventions combine to create a context for Salford which requires emphasis to be placed on issues of surplus place removal, finance and standards if the LEA is to be judged to be carrying out its duties satisfactorily by the above bodies.

CONSULTATION PROCESS

15.
Details of the consultation process are provided in Appendices 1 and 2. 

16.
Less than 100 written responses, (apart from bulk petition-type responses, of which two were received) have been received.  All except three of these responses are about the Windsor/Hope/Buile Hill and Little Hulton/Joseph Eastham options.  In general, the options document has been well received and at a majority of meetings officers have been thanked for the quality of the document supplied, which has satisfied most consultees’ purposes. 

17. The consultation meetings were poorly attended, but rewarding in the quality of contributions from those who did participate.

18. It is fair to say that from consideration of the extent of all of the responses received, the proposals have attracted comparatively little comment.  The responses received represent only a small proportion of parents from the schools, even were it possible to identify respondents as such.  Even in those schools where the implications are most far reaching, few parents have written or attended meetings to express concern other than in the submitted petitions, despite extensive publicity.  It cannot be assumed from this that the majority of parents are in support of any options. However, it is evidence that the majority of parents and citizens are not minded to express strong opposition to any of the options.    

19.
Within the process some of the consulted bodies have taken it upon themselves to organise bulk-copied responses that are declared to be from parents and/or pupils. Whilst recognising the informal nature of the current consultation round, such responses cannot altogether be considered as being reliable to the same degree as responses freely and personally provided in meetings and by letter from respondents who clearly identify themselves and their interest.  On several occasions it has been asserted that parents and other members of particular communities are incapable of responding for themselves. However, the Council annually achieves a response rate of approximately 90% from parents in the secondary school admission process.  This is evidence that citizens involved in secondary education in Salford are in the main capable of representing their interests to their LEA in their own right and will participate if they feel they need to do so.   

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

20.
Details of the consultation responses are appended to this report.  The particular concerns are brought out - however, the extent of concern is unfounded beyond the limited number of participants.  

COMMENT ON CONSULTATION RESPONSES – OVERALL VIEWPOINT

21.
Participation within the consultation process, notwithstanding its limited membership, has been intelligent and sincere.  The responses reflect the considered and heartfelt views of respondents and are for the most part reasonable and understandable. 

22.
However, it is evident within the consultation process that the priorities urged upon Salford by OFSTED, District Audit and the Secretary of State regarding raising standards and removal of surplus places are not the priorities which are paramount amongst a number of respondents in the process.  In fact, it was identified by a number of Elected Members quite early in the process that the actions which are urged upon the City in the OFSTED, etc. context differ greatly from the ones which drive and have driven the City’s priorities relating to regeneration and renewal.  As might therefore be expected, there are occasions where viewpoints from the two perspectives on what is right for certain schools and communities clash.  This is most acutely the case at Little Hulton and at Windsor.  Leaving aside the Canon Williamson Options for a moment, these are the only issues which have provoked any significant level of comment.

23.
If the Council is to effectively deliver its duties in education and regeneration in the above settings, the recommended course of action must be not to choose one set of priorities at the expense of the other, but to more loosely couple them.  Education cannot reasonably divorce itself from the community agenda, and that should not be proposed. However, it is no more sensible to expect that the community agenda can ‘freeze’ schools and declare them off limits for action. If schools are contributing to Salford’s overall performance detrimental evidence of under-performance on standards or places, at a level which is attracting the attention and recommendations of national and statutory bodies, then action must be taken if these responsibilities are to remain with the Council. It is not realistic to propose that remedial actions should not be taken, or that the remedies should be applied to schools which are not evidencing the problems instead.  

24.
Looser coupling would mean that educational presence and influence between local schools and the local community must continue to be facilitated and community facilities must be protected. However, this has to be by means of a dialogue that recognises the imperatives on both sides and admits the possibility of a range of options to preserve community/educational involvement. A policy of rigid fixing of existing geographic school/community arrangements in perpetuity, irrespective of performance issues, in a City where demographic shift is recognised by all as a significant factor, is not a sustainable position.  

SPECIFIC RESPONSES

25.
The Irlam and Cadishead Community and Swinton High Schools Options in the document have provoked no adverse comment other than some differences regarding technical statements and measures of places.  The differences are accepted and it is therefore recommended that officers be requested to progress these proposals in consultation and conjunction with the school governors to produce the desired effect of removal of unnecessary places.  This course is reflected in the requested decisions at the start of this document.

26.
Little Hulton Community School and Joseph Eastham High School - The responses which have been received on these options fall largely into the territory of the dilemma described in Paragraph 22.  To successfully resolve this situation it is necessary to:

(i) recognise patterns of parental choice;

(ii) act to remove the surplus places which are present in both establishments;

(iii) remain cognizant of the need to maintain the community dimension and in particular the strength of the existing Little Hulton staff in that area;

(iv) results in schools of sufficient size;

(v) take account of the need to create greater financial strength and sustainability.

27. It is worth Members’ attention to note that during the consultation meetings, despite views that were expressed which did not support the options put forward, there was also some positive conjecture voiced by Governors about the strength and enhanced educational opportunity which could be generated by a new school, of larger size, which brought together the talents of the teachers of both existing schools.  For the above reasons, and also in recognition of the comments of the teachers’ associations who strongly recommend that amalgamations are preferred to closures in order to minimise disruption to pupils, it is recommended that Mmbers amalgamate the two schools on the Joseph Eastham site.

28. Windsor, Hope and Buile Hill High Schools - This is another example of the tension which is being experienced between performance and community issues. However, if the factors described earlier are applied, and the weighting implications of the OFSTED and other reports are similarly applied,  intervention must be made in a manner that weights as follows:

(i) recognises patterns of parental choice;

(ii) remains cognizant of the need to maintain the community dimension ;

(iii) results in schools of sufficient size;

(iv) takes account of the need to create greater financial strength and sustainability.

29.
However, this situation is more complex than the Joseph Eastham/Little Hulton one in that three schools are involved.  It is the strongly expressed view of the Governors of both Buile Hill and Hope High that lesser disruption for pupils would be obtained by their division between the two schools. This removes the option of amalgamation.  Taking into account these issues, and the representations of all three schools concerning the management of pupils, the recommended option is to distribute the Windsor pupils between Hope and Buile Hill High Schools.

30.
An additional Option has been submitted by the Governors of Windsor High School.  This Option involves the amalgamation of all three schools with the provision of some KS3 and the development of a form of SEN provision on the Windsor site.

31.
No submissions have been received from either Buile Hill or Hope school concerning this Option. It is not stated whether Windsor High School Governing Body, as proposers, has consulted the other schools regarding their proposal of this Option. 

32.
It is, however, not recommended that this option be pursued for the following reasons:

(i) 
Parental choice.  This proposal does not reflect existing patterns of parental choice, which sees a number of parents from Windsor’s feeder schools annually opting to take up places at the other two schools;

(ii)
The proposal does not enable the effective removal of surplus places.  It entails the maintenance of surplus estate. There is already existing evidence of the inability of the three schools to maintain the buildings they occupy on their currently funded levels of pupils.  

(iii) The proposal rests upon the re-direction of currently ‘frozen’ NDS funds of £850,000.  These funds were allocated to meet an urgent priority need.  If the building is to remain in use, presumably that need will still have to be met and therefore it will not be possible to use these funds for other forms of adaptation.  Whereas the review process is not about providing funds for maintenance, this proposal does nonetheless replace the proposal to bid for some significant elements of new accommodation and upgrade in addition to the above NDS funds with a proposal to attempt to survive in the existing buildings without significant further investment.

(iv) With regard to the SEN unit, the need for an establishment of such provision is outside the scope of the current reorganisation, which is concerned with the rationalisation of secondary school places.  SEN provision is within the purview of the SEN commission and subsequent working groups.  Whereas it may be that there are subsequently recommendations brought forward requesting the need for developments like the one the Governors propose, it is by no means the case that Windsor High School is the only appropriate setting for them. Such developments should await the recommendations of the appropriate review bodies and should be determined largely from the basis of pupil needs rather than exigencies arising from secondary school places review.  It is also questionable whether the location of the special needs facility in the site of the school demonstrating the lowest level of parental choice is in itself a good recommendation. 

(v) Overall it is difficult to see how the proposal directly contributes to the fulfillment of any objectives other than keeping a secondary school presence on the Windsor site.   Whereas this goal is understandable it is to a large extent outweighed by the factors which would argue against it. 

33.
In the case of Canon Williamson, the Governors of the school have indicated their interest in pursuing the City Academy option. However, the teachers’ associations have declared their opposition to that option.  However, this option is not ready to proceed as no suitable sponsor has yet been identified.  It is therefore proposed that consideration of these options be deferred for a short period, to enable full exploration of the possibilities.

34.
A number of representations were received during the consultation process which related to concern about the cost of new uniforms. This is an important matter in enabling pupils to feel part of a new school they attend more quickly: however, it can also be a source of additional hardship for some parents.  It is therefore recommended that consideration be given to the reinstitution of a school clothing grant scheme as described in the recommendations at the beginning of this report. It is envisaged that the extent of the funding would cover a one-off grant per eligible pupil of £50.

35.
Transport was a very important matter and formed a large part of the concerns expressed by parents on grounds of cost, distance and pupil safety.  This is too complex a subject to cover in the context of this report: it is sufficient to say that services to meet the new patterns of pupil needs emerging will have to be secured to make the new establishments successful.

36.
Another major issue which needs to be addressed is how to continue to maintain and develop the community dimensions of Little Hulton and Windsor.  Fears have been expressed by a number of respondents and respondent bodies that the physical removal of the high schools from the sites will impoverish the local communities.  As mentioned earlier in this report there is a need to consider options for the continuation and development of community education practice, to ensure that new opportunities are brought into these settings. This could include, for example, that when the school sites become vacant, members look to providing other forms of educational usage within them.
CONCLUSION

37.
The content of all of the submissions received is summarised in Appendices 3 to 8. Full sets of copies of submissions are lodged in the Members Room at the Civic Centre and available for public viewing in the Reception area at the Civic Centre.

38.
Members should note the very low level of participation in the process by parents, which cannot entirely be explained by drawbacks in the process that some respondents assert.   All of the meetings in the process were very lightly attended by parents and it is fair to assert that although the respondents who did take part have some strong views the options in their current form have aroused little parental concern.


	FURTHER DETAILS CAN BE OBTAINED FROM:

Judy Edmonds (Assistant Director, Support Services) – 0161 837 1825




APPENDIX 1

LIST AND DETAILS OF CONSULTATION MEETINGS / CONSULTEES

	Meeting
	Venue/School/Area
	ON

	Community Committee
	Blackfriars and Broughton 
	18 July 2000

	
	Claremont & Weaste 
	1 August 2000

	
	Eccles 
	25 July 2000

	
	Irlam and Cadishead 
	22 June 2000

	
	Joint Little Hulton / Walkden and Worsley / Boothstown 
	24 July 200

	
	Kersal / Pendleton / Charlestown 
	22 August 2000

	
	Ordsall & Langworthy 
	5 September 2000

	
	Swinton 
	8 August 2000


	Meeting
	Venue/School/Area
	ON

	Governing Body
	Buile Hill High 
	18 July 2000

	

	Canon Williamson C.E. High 
	11 July 2000

	
	Hope High 
	5 July 2000

	
	Irlam and Cadishead Community High 
	12 July 2000

	
	Joseph Eastham High 
	29 June 2000

	
	Little Hulton Community School 
	27 June 2000

	
	Windsor High 
	22 June 2000

	(Remaining 4 schools – Moorside, The Swinton, Walkden and Wentworth - did not want officer representation)


	Meeting
	Venue/School/Area
	ON

	Other Consultation meetings
	For all staff of 11 high schools affected (at SEC)
	14 July 2000

	
	Two Public meetings, SEC 
	27 July 2000

	
	Two Public meetings, Pembroke Hall
	31 July 2000

	
	Two Public meetings, Lancastrian Hall 
	7 August 2000

	


The Full Secondary Review Options Document was placed on the City of Salford Website on Monday, 12 June 2000

	Copies of the full Secondary Review Options Document were sent to:

	All Headteachers (Primary and Secondary)

	All Councillors

	Teaching and Non-Teaching Union Representatives

	Local MPs

	Chief Education Officers of Neighbouring LEAs

	The Senior Officers of Salford City Council

	School Organisation Committee

	Director, Salford Roman Catholic Diocesan Authority

	Director, Manchester Diocesan Board of Education

	Chief Executive, Manchester TEC

	Head of Careers Partnership

	Principals of Salford College, Pendleton College, Eccles College

	Chief Executive, Royal Manchester Children’s Hospital Trust

	Chief Executive, Salford Community Healthcare Trust

	Chief Executive, Salford Royal Hospital NHS Trust
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	Chief Executive and Director of Public Health, Salford and Trafford Health Authority

	Vice Chancellor, The University of Salford

	The Further Education Funding Council

	Chief Constable and Divisional Commander, Greater Manchester Police


	Copies of the leaflet produced which outlined the options in the full document and held details of the public meetings sent to:

	11 Secondary Schools affected – one copy each for all pupils and staff

	All Primary Schools (except Roman Catholic) – one copy each for Key Stage 2 pupils and staff

	All Salford Library – 90 copies for each library


APPENDIX 2
SCHEDULE OF SECONDARY REVIEW CONSULTATION MEETINGS

	W/C
	19th June
	26th June
	3rd July
	10th July
	17th July
	24th July
	31st July
	7th Aug
	14th Aug
	21st Aug
	28th Aug
	4th Sept

	Mon
	19
	26
	3
	10
	17
	Joint Little Hulton & Walkden CC

& Worsley / Boothstown CC

5.00

24
	Public Meeting

Pembroke Hall

4.00 

7.00

31
	Public Meeting

Lancastrian Hall

4.00 

7.00

7
	14
	21
	28
	4

	Tues
	20
	Little Hulton GB

4.30

27
	4
	Canon Williamson GB

6.45

11
	Buile Hill GB

6.00

Blackfriars & Broughton CC

7.00 

18
	Eccles CC

7.00

25
	Claremont & Weaste CC

7.00

1
	Swinton CC

7.00 

8
	15
	Kersal/ Pendleton/ Charlestown CC

6.00

22
	29
	Ordsall & Langworthy CC

7.00

5

	Weds
	(Council 2.00)

21
	28
	Hope GB

5.30

5
	Irlam & Cadishead GB

6.45

12
	19
	26
	2
	9
	16
	23
	30
	6

	Thurs
	Windsor GB 

5.30

Irlam  & Cadishead CC

7.15

22
	Joseph Eastham GB

6.00
29
	6
	13
	20
	Public Meeting

SEC

4.00 

7.00
27
	3
	10
	17
	24
	31
	7

	Fri
	23
	30
	7
	Meeting with All Staff

SEC

4.00

14
	21
	28
	4
	11
	18
	25
	1
	8


Key:

GB
=
Governing Body meeting


CC
=
Community Committee
APPENDIX 3
Analysis of Objections / Responses received

	
	General
	Little Hulton /

Joseph Eastham
	Windsor / Buile Hill /

Hope
	Canon

Williamson

	Standards
	
	42
	17
	0

	Preference
	
	24
	0
	0

	Surplus
	
	1
	0
	0

	Social
	2
	38
	13
	0

	Increase
	
	2
	0
	0

	Type
	
	0
	0
	1

	Denominational
	
	0
	0
	0

	Journeys
	
	11
	35
	0

	SEN
	
	3
	0
	0

	Capital
	
	8
	0
	0

	Total letters
	3
	64
	20
	2

	Pupil petitions
	
	500 Joseph Eastham
	60 Windsor
	0

	Community petition
	
	350 Little Hulton
	400 Windsor
	0


Order of objection factors for Windsor / Buile / Hope:

1. Journeys

2. Standards

3. Social

Order of objection factors for Little Hulton / Joseph Eastham:

1. Standards

2. Social

3. Parental preference

4. Journeys

5. Capital

6. SEN

7. Increase

8. Surplus

APPENDIX 4
GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE REVIEW PROCESS / OPTIONS

-
The consultation has been too short, poorly publicised and at a bad time of the year.

-
Some of the schools that are ‘at risk’ under the review are situated in areas of deprivation. Fewer local schools in these areas may increase social exclusion and related health problems such as teenage pregnancy.

-
Reorganisation will result in the loss of many more experienced teachers.

-
The proposed mergers will restrict parental choice.

-
Parents want a greater number of smaller schools, rather than a smaller number of larger schools.

-
The options should have given more thought to the alternative use to which sites could be put, particularly within the area of Lifelong learning.

-
Amalgamations are preferable to closures. In an amalgamation, the integration of pupils can be gradual and managed; all pupils are equal members of the new school; all pupils know some members of staff; the redeployment of staff is more efficient.

APPENDIX 5
BUILE HILL, HOPE AND WINDSOR HIGH SCHOOLS

Option A:
Amalgamate Windsor and Hope on Hope Site

Option B:
Amalgamate Windsor and Buile on Buile site

Option C:
Close Windsor and allocate its feeders as shared feeders (on parental preference) to Buile Hill and Hope

Governing Body Responses

Buile Hill Governing Body

The Governing Body support Option C.  Straightforward closure, which is less complicated than a merger, will affect only one school’s staff and minimise uncertainty.  Closure avoids lifting Windsor’s problems and dropping them on another school.  Amalgamation with a less-successful, under-subscribed school would damage Buile Hill’s reputation, anger parents and drive pupils away.  Option C creates two moderately sized schools requiring less new build to accommodate.  The process should be swift and minimise any split-site arrangements.  Suitable new build and improvements to existing stock will be required. Pupils in present feeder schools should have their places honoured, and Windsor feeders should be shared equably with H both now and in the future.

Hope Governing Body

The Governing Body support Option C.  The school can fully integrate up to two classes per year from 2001, as long as the closure and accommodation are planned well in advance, in way that will generate new opportunities for both the children currently at Hope and those who choose to come from Windsor.  The LEA should take this opportunity to review the partner school system across Buile Hill, Hope and Windsor.

Windsor Governing Body

The Governing Body proposes a fourth Option, D: Amalgamate Windsor, Hope and Buile Hill as a single school.  Hope and Windsor to be KS3 centres on parental preference, both providing year 6 transition facilities.  Buile Hill to be a KS4 centre for both schools. Schools to pursue their own specialisms in Arts, Technology and Sports and Health.  Windsor site to also be used for alternative inclusive provision for all Salford.  The smaller size of the three sites will help pupils.

Other official responses

ATL: Windsor’s educational standards have been an issue and people are leaving the area.  However, the school remains central to the local community and pupils may not accept transfer to the other schools.  The amalgamation of Lowry, Kersal and Windsor should have been considered at the time.  The best option now is option B, amalgamation with Buile Hill on the Buile Hill site.  This will ensure continuity for pupils and offer Windsor staff the best opportunity to maintain their teaching careers.

NUT: The LEA should consider amalgamating all three schools on either the Buile Hill or Hope site.  

APPENDIX 5
SUMMARY OF GENERAL RESPONSES

Summary of case for retaining Windsor

Standards have improved, with the school coming out of special measures, and are good when value-added measures are used.  Attendance, exclusions and behaviour both within and outside the school have improved. The school provides the support required in a caring environment for its pupils, and is central to the local community which is already under-resourced. Closure will bring increased travel and associated costs, safety hazards and impact on attendance.  It will disrupt pupils’ education.  Alternative options such as a multi-site school or a City Academy should be explored.

Summary of support for option C

Both Buile Hill and Hope feel able to accommodate half of Windsor’s pupils each, and feel that they can retain their school ethos.  Amalgamation is more complicated and would impact on just one of the other two schools. 

General issues raised

In general, the objections raised to the proposal have suggested the following order of concerns:

1.
Journeys

2.
Standards

3.
Social impact

The following paragraphs summarise the issues that were raised during the consultation.

Travel and related cost

· Pupils will have to travel larger distances if their local school is closed.  

· Some pupils have poor attendance records, and they will not be motivated to travel further.  

· Travel will involve early mornings, late nights and parental worry.  

· The roads that would have to be crossed are dangerous.  

· Buses often don’t come through the Ordsall estate.  

· More than one bus would have to be used to get to Hope.  

· Buses are expensive, and the cost of travel will be difficult to meet. 

Standards

· Windsor has addressed an agenda of school improvement and pulled itself out of special measures.  

· It works with some of Salford’s most deprived and challenging young people.  

· Standards of achievement are good when measured against prior attainment.  

· Attendance and exclusions have improved, as has the behaviour of pupils outside the school.  

· The school has anticipated many initiatives now prevalent in other schools.  

· It is part of an EAZ.  

· Windsor is a caring school that supports the local community.  

· Some pupils are motivated and determined to do well, others are vulnerable and get the support they need. 

· Crude league tables cannot measure its achievements.

· Hope is a good school, improving in both exam results and its whole approach. 
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· Its policies of social inclusion, mentoring and the management of transition from primary to secondary school are strong and effective. 

· The school should keep its name and management team, and Windsor should be closed.

· Amalgamation with a failing school will lead to Hope or Buile Hill having a more challenging intake and reduced standards, affect the ethos of the school and damage popularity and standing with parents.

Local community

· Relationships between Windsor and the local community are strong. 

· The area is already under-resourced. 

· All amenities in the area are being closed down, and Windsor will soon be the focal point of the community. 

· Closing Windsor will destroy the local community.

The process

· The pupils are concerned that they will be outcasts within an existing school. 

· There will be an ‘us and them’ situation, and bullying and fighting will be a problem. 

· Amalgamation with Buile Hill should be pursued, as this will keep the Windsor children together.

· Successful transition requires planning for the funding of the process, the impact of a greater number of pupils on the school buildings, and staffing levels.

· Windsor is losing teachers now that they are aware of the closure threat.

· Buile Hill and Hope don’t want the pupils from Windsor anyway, so they won’t get a good education there.

· While there should be no problems with the pupils transferring from primary schools, there are concerns about the existing pupils at Windsor who will find it difficult to adapt. 

· A phased approach should be followed.

· The existing feeder system must remain, and new feeders from Windsor shared equably between Hope and Buile Hill, to avoid creating another Windsor.

· There are safety issues related to increasing the intake into a school which will need to be addressed.

· The year group already into their GCSEs should be kept together and taught separately.
Parental choice

· Parents in Ordsall / Pendleton do not have a choice of school.

· Parents will choose The Albion rather than Buile Hill or Hope.

· It may be the case that either Hope or Buile Hill becomes more popular than the other and yet the places have been shared equally.

Disruptions

· Closing Windsor High School will especially disrupt the September 2000 Year 10 intake during their GCSEs, but also the education and friendships of all year groups.

School size

· Larger schools will mean larger classes.

· Large schools will not be able to provide the care and support that pupils at Windsor require.
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Distribution of schools

· Buile Hill and Hope are too close together. One of these sites should be closed, and Windsor kept open creating a more even distribution of schools.

· Alternative suggestions

· The three schools should be run as one multi-site school. Option detailed in Windsor governing body’s submission.

· The three schools should be amalgamated on either the Buile Hill or the Hope site.

· If Windsor is closed, parents should be offered the choice of Buile Hill, Hope or The Albion as this would protect the ethos of the existing schools by dispersing Windsor pupils widely.

· Windsor should be developed as a City Academy site.

APPENDIX 6
CANON WILLIAMSON C.E. HIGH SCHOOL

Option A:
Rationalise accommodation to 750 and support development as a Voluntary Aided School

Option B:
Close existing school and work with Church of England and other partners to develop a City Academy on the site

Governing Body response

The Governing Body supports option B in principal subject to negotiations being acceptable to the Governing Body on the following points: staffing security, financial viability, a workable partnership, a realistic timescale, a Church of England presence on the Governing Body equivalent to Voluntary Aided Status, and approval of the Diocese.

Other official responses

Two unions (ATL and NUT) oppose option B.

The Association of Teachers and Lecturers oppose this option on the grounds that becoming a City Academy is an option for schools that are failing and Canon Williamson CE is not a failing school.

It was felt that this option would not be financially viable and that to move in this direction was not in the interests of the local communities.

The National Union of Teachers are also opposed to option B for the same reasons along with additional concerns that parents are not balloted for their opinion and that should this option be accepted the school would leave the control of LEA.

SUMMARY OF GENERAL RESPONSES

There was one letter of support for Option B.

Issues raised

Option A

-
None

Option B

-
Job security

-
Contracts and conditions of service

-
Competition with nearby schools for pupils.
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IRLAM AND CADISHEAD COMMUNITY HIGH SCHOOL

Option A: 
Test viability at 210 or 240 per year and alter accommodation to reduce SAN accordingly.

Governing Body response

The Governing Body supports the option to amend the Standard Admission Number for the School.

SUMMARY OF GENERAL RESPONSE

No other responses were received.

APPENDIX 8
JOSEPH EASTHAM, LITTLE HULTON AND WALKDEN HIGH SCHOOLS

Option A:
Amalgamate Little Hulton Community High School and Joseph Eastham High School on the Joseph Eastham site

Option B:
Amalgamate Little Hulton and Joseph Eastham on the Little Hulton site

Option C:
Close Little Hulton and allocate feeders to Joseph Eastham

Governing body responses

Joseph Eastham High School Governing Body

The Governing Body support Option C.  Joseph Eastham is a good, successful and continually improving school, well lead by a good management team. Parental perceptions in the area are strongly in Joseph Eastham’s favour, with many parents in Little Hulton feeder primary schools already choosing Joseph Eastham.  The school’s site can sustain further development.  It is suggested that the Little Hulton site should be used as a Vocational Learning Centre. 

Little Hulton Community High School Governing Body

The Governing Body would only accept Option B, but believes that both schools should remain as they are.  Little Hulton’s standards are improving, both in terms of exam results and the quality of teaching, and being small enables the development of strong staff-pupil relationships.  As a best practice community school, it is integral to the life of the local community.  Parts of the school have been recently refurbished, and maintaining the school on its site avoids expensive and unnecessary building work.  The school should have an increased number of allocated feeders. 
Other official responses

ATL: If either building is closed, the heart would be taken out of the community.  The number of pupils at Little Hulton has fallen because the council has allowed properties to become vacant pending demolition.  New properties are being built.  There are more than enough pupils to support both schools at 750 pupils each – the acceptable size for Canon Williamson.  Amalgamation on one site will strain local transport, cause safety issues and require fares to be paid.  Little Hulton has had large capital investment.  The open land freed up on either site is protected as playing fields.  The possible closure of St George’s must be considered.  Feeder schools should be redistributed and parental choice retained by keeping both schools open.

NUT: Only amalgamations should be considered and not the closure option.

SUMMARY OF GENERAL RESPONSES

Summary of support for Option B

The merger should occur on the Little Hulton site. Little Hulton teachers are very good, the site has been refurbished, and the school is central both geographically and socially to the local community.  Little Hulton provides a positive environment in which academic and non-academic achievements are valued 
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equally, pupil-teacher relationships are strong and the school has a good record with attendance and punctuality.  Closure of the Little Hulton site will result in the loss of capital challenge and SRB investment, which in turn will have a detrimental impact on the local community and economy.

Summary of support for Option C

Parents prefer Joseph Eastham to Little Hulton, which is seen as a failing school.  Joseph Eastham is succeeding, has a good staff and has received good OFSTED reports which show that the quality of teaching and the attitude and behaviour of the pupils is good, as are teacher-pupil relations.  Joseph Eastham is growing anyway and would not be involved if it were elsewhere in the city – it is larger than other Salford schools which do not face changes under the review.  It attracts pupils from Little Hulton feeders already.  Its buildings have been improved and there is room for expansion.  Joseph Esatham should keep its name and therefore standing within the community.  Parents won’t send their children to the Little Hulton site.  The Little Hulton site could be used for post-16 and / or vocational training.

General issues raised

In general, the objections raised to the proposal have suggested the following order of concerns:

1.
Standards

2.
Social impact

3.
Parental preference

4.
Travel and access

5.
Capital

The following paragraphs summarise the issues that were raised during the consultation.

Standards

Most consultees have used good and / or improving standards as an argument for either leaving a school unchanged or amalgamating on their site, or poor standards as a reason for not bringing schools together. For example:

· Behaviour and discipline are poor at Joseph Eastham;

· Merger with Little Hulton will dilute Joseph Eastham’s excellent standards;

· Joseph Eastham is not much better than Little Hulton – just a perception;

· Little Hulton status quo.

The reasons given for leaving Little Hulton as it is are generally the same as those used to support option B.  The major contention is that removing the school will take the heart out of the community.  Other factors mentioned include: 

· Joseph Eastham is seen as a Walkden rather than a Little Hulton school; 

· Little Hulton is easily accessible; 
· Little Hulton is a small school which enables the development of a personal, caring approach (which is especially important when dealing with issues related to transition and behaviour);
· Little Hulton offers before and after school clubs. 
Also, Little Hulton has been given the Healthy School award, and closure or amalgamation may generate adverse publicity around this.
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Travel, Access and Safety

· Shifting Little Hulton pupils to the Joseph Eastham site would involve increased travel and altered school times, both of which would have a detrimental effect on attendance and punctuality.

· There are many safety issues around the Hilton Lane site due to the number of schools in the area and the volume of traffic, and bus service are irregular and expensive. 

· Development work in the Joseph Eastham site will case especially severe problems and hazards.

· The Little Hulton site is more accessible than Joseph Eastham’s.

The Reorganisation Process

· To minimise disruption, any amalgamation should be carried out from the 2001 intake year and onwards to allow pupils to complete their GCSEs at their current secondary school.

· The proposed mergers will create ‘them and us’ problems within the single school.

· The saving that removal of surplus places will generate is small. 

· Reorganisation will generate a lot of disruption for little financial gain.

· The two schools operate different start and finish times. 

· Switching to one set of arrangements for all pupils will disrupt family routines, especially as many pupils deliver and collect their younger siblings from local primary schools.

Parental Choice

· The proposed mergers will restrict parental choice in the area, and force parents to send their children to a school they have already decided against.

· Parents may chose other schools to Little Hulton, but that is based on the past – we should work to improve people’s perceptions of this good school, with the LEA’s help.

· Some parents are already moving their children out of Joseph Eastham feeder primaries into Walkden’s feeders because they feel Walkden is a better school. 

· This problem will be exacerbated if Little Hulton / Joseph Eastham are merged. 

School Size

· Rather than fewer large schools being a good thing, quality and parental preference suggest that Salford should offer a larger number of smaller secondary schools. 

· Teaching group sizes will be larger in a larger school, and pupils will get less care and attention.

Pupil numbers in the area

· There will be too many secondary pupils in the Walkden / Little Hulton area for three secondary schools to cope with.

· Projections need to take account of the fact that Walkden’s new Language College status will attract more pupils into the area, Boothstown Methodist’s holidays are changing to the Salford pattern, some of the primary feeders have had their SAN increased, and some housing estates in Little Hulton may be rebuilt and revived. 

· If St George’s closes, the 20% of their pupils who are non-denominational will have to be placed within one of the two remaining schools. 

· There is a feeling that all this means that the admissions arrangements will have to be reviewed.
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RC Sector

· The option of using St George’s site to expand Joseph Eastham should be explored. 

· Educational provision in the area should not be reorganised without taking St George’s into account.

· Both Joseph Eastham and Little Hulton are within easy reach of most pupils.

Alternative options

· The two schools should both remain, with a reallocation of feeder schools in Little Hulton’s favour, in order to cater for the future demand for places.

· Joseph Eastham and Little Hulton should be federated as one school, with Key Stage 3 delivered in the Joseph Eastham site and Key Stage 4 on the Little Hulton site.

· The LEA should build a new secondary school in the Boothstown / Worsley area, where the population is expanding. 

· An area of land has been specified for this use in the UDP. 

· Little Hulton cannot be an option for highly educated, affluent Walkden parents, and many parents will not accept Joseph Eastham either. 

· This would be a better site for a flagship school then the Brookhouse estate, where the proposed City Academy will not attract pupils from other areas.

· Little Hulton and Joseph Eastham should be merged in the Little Hulton site. 

· When the St. George’s R.C. site becomes available, it should be combined with Joseph Eastham’s current site and used to house Walkden High School.

· The LEA should consider providing a sixth form in the area.

GENERAL 

The consultation has been too short, poorly publicised and at a bad time of the year.

Some of the schools that are ‘at risk’ under the review are situated in areas of deprivation. Fewer local schools in these areas may increase social exclusion and related health problems such as teenage pregnancy. 

Reorganisation will result in the loss of many more experienced teachers.

The proposed mergers will restrict parental choice.

Parents want a greater number of smaller schools, rather than a smaller number of larger schools.

The options should have given more thought to the alternative use to which sites could be put, particularly within the area of Lifelong learning.

Amalgamations are preferable to closures. In an amalgamation, the integration of pupils can be gradual and managed; all pupils are equal members of the new school; all pupils know some members of staff; the redeployment of staff is more efficient.

http://comcapps01.salford.gov.uk/WebDB30/docs/FOLDER/SDM/CMS/CBTR/CBTR120900K.DOC

