PART 1

(OPEN TO THE PUBLIC)
ITEM NO.

REPORT OF THE LEAD MEMBER FOR EDUCATION



TO THE CABINET

ON 19 FEBRUARY 2003



TITLE :  PRIMARY SCHOOL REVIEW



RECOMMENDATIONS :

(i)
That Members approve this second report and the more detailed proposals contained within it as a basis for the second informal consultation on primary school review to run during the Spring Term 2003.  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :


(i)
This report informs members of the outcome of the first informal consultation process on primary review which took place between September and December 2002 (but see also the Consultation Responses Files lodged in the Members’ Room).

(ii)
The report proposes more detailed actions based on the consultation responses to reduce surplus places in community and voluntary controlled primary schools in Salford to an acceptable level.  The report and recommendations also take into account the new statutory procedures relating to school admissions and capacities which must be implemented in parallel with this reduction.

(iii)
If Members approve the report, it will be used as the basis for a further consultation round.  The outcomes of that round will be brought back to Cabinet with recommendations for action after Easter 2003.



BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS :


School Organisation Plan 2002 – 2007, Strategic Review of Primary School Places Cabinet Report – 22 January 2002, Primary School Review Cabinet

Report 10 September 2002, Primary Review Informal Consultation Document September 2002

ASSESSMENT OF RISK:


To achieve a suitable outcome on OfSTED inspection, the LEA must achieve overall surplus places of less than 10%, with no primary schools having a disproportionate individual surplus.  As well as this level of overall surplus, members need to be aware of the Best Value Performance Indicator 34(a) which relates to schools with over 25% surplus places.  This score forms part of the Education contribution to the overall cost effectiveness section of the Local Public Service Agreement.  

THE SOURCE OF FUNDING IS:

Normal local budget allocations and DfES allocated SCAs.

LEGAL ADVICE OBTAINED :

School Organisation Committee processes, Admission Arrangements new processes, Office of the Schools Adjudicator

FINANCIAL ADVICE OBTAINED:


Developed with Corporate Service inputs.

CONTACT OFFICER :


Judy Edmonds, Acting Deputy Director, Tel: 0161 778 0134

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S: ALL

KEY COUNCIL POLICIES



Pledges 1 and 6, Education Development Plan, School Organisation Plan, Asset Management Plan

DETAILS (Continued Overleaf)

Details

REPORT

1.
Background

1.1
Prior to this report, a report was submitted to Cabinet on 10 September 2002, containing projected pupil number and surplus place information about community and voluntary controlled primary schools in the City.  The report also contained ‘options’ for actions which would remove surplus places.  Members approved this report as a basis for consultation, but not on the basis that the ‘options’ would necessarily be the actions of choice.  The report was intended to generate debate and further suggestions for analysis.

1.2
The consultation was carried out during the period Autumn to Christmas 2002.  This process incorporated six public meetings and discussion at the nine community committees.  A digest of the concerns is provided in the following analysis, but all of the communications received and notes of the meetings are lodged in the Members’ Room.

2.
Diocesan Boards

2.1
Concerns were expressed regarding the involvement of the Diocesan Boards in the process.  Since that time, the Lead Member and Director of Education and Leisure have met with the Boards and have undertaken detailed discussion.  One of the outcomes of this discussion has been the agreement to recommend that the Local Education Authority review process be linked to review processes currently taking place on Roman Catholic and Church of England Aided primary schools.  

3.
Regeneration

3.1
Concerns were expressed in the process regarding the linkages of planning for the schools to the planning process of relevant Partnership Board arrangements in regeneration and New Deal areas.  Discussion has taken place with officers and members of the Partnership Boards.  One of the outcomes of this discussion has been the agreement to recommend that the primary review process be linked to the planning processes currently being undertaken by the Partnership Boards.

4.
Processes

4.1
It has been necessary in this process to incorporate the revised statutory provisions for the calculation of school capacities and determination of admission numbers.  It is a requirement on all education authorities nationally that they have consulted on admission arrangements (including admission numbers) for Community and Voluntary Controlled Schools for September 2004 by 1st March 2003.  Those arrangements are then to be determined by the LEA by mid April. This is to enable the coordinated  national admission arrangements.  Education authorities in proposing and determining admission numbers have to have regard to the new Net Capacity numbers for each school.  These numbers have been determined by a prescribed process set down by the DfES.  In Salford the capacity assessments in line with the process were undertaken by the Valuation Office and were subsequently verified with headteachers.  This final verification was taking place at the same time as the last consultation round.  This led to some confusion about the final Net Capacity figures, but this should now be resolved.

4.2
As this process has unfolded, it has emerged that it is possible to remove over 1,000 surplus primary school places simply by the application of the new Net Capacity figures which will drive the surplus place calculation at the DfES.  This is because the new method of calculating how many children a school should hold is now driven by a better vision of best practice in schools.  Effectively, it is now recognised that schools need more room than was previously thought for some activities.  The capacities of a number of schools have reduced under this new method: some very significantly.

4.3
The new arrangements for determining admission numbers recognise this.  Local Education Authorities now have the power to set admission numbers which equate to the new Net Capacity, even where this is smaller than the existing admission number.  This process is reflected in the proposals which follow and reduces a number of school capacities and surpluses.

4.4
Admission numbers for all schools as mentioned above must be in place for mid-April.  The Admission Authority must have regard in this matter to the Net Capacity of the school and can set a number either equal to or higher than that indicated by Net Capacity, after consultation with the school governors.  However, it cannot set a lower figure without resorting to a further process of publication of that proposed number and notification of the right of objection to the Schools Adjudicator.

4.5
Following consultation and advice from the Council’s Legal Team, it is clear that if the Council attempts to run together the two processes of the annual determination of admission arrangements and the implementation of the outcomes of the Primary Places Review, they will conflict.  Advice has also been sought from the DfES and from the Office of Schools Adjudicator on this matter who have recommended the following procedure.

Step 1

The Council determines admission numbers for September 2004 by mid-April 2003 on the basis of the current Net Capacity figures of the schools.

Step 2

Depending on the outcomes of the primary review consultation process at Easter 2003, the Council seeks a variation from the Schools Adjudicator for any other alterations to admission numbers it then proposes to make for September 2004.

The above only applies to variations to admission numbers which do not constitute or follow from prescribed alterations to schools as defined in the School Organisation Proposals Regulations and which are determined by the School Organisation Committee. SOC processes take precedence over the admissions processes.

4.6
This is a very complex situation and the report it is proposed to submit to Cabinet following the next consultation round will specify the actions it is necessary to follow in the case of each proposed alteration, with their attendant timescales.

4.7
In the meantime, schools will be consulted in the next few weeks on two parallel processes.  One will be to determine the admission number indicated by the net capacity assessment of the school and which is proposed for implementation in September 2004.  The other will be to 

implement the outcomes of the primary review process which could well call for the amendment of one or more of the admission numbers determined in the first process.  This second process (involving applications to the Schools Adjudicator) would take place after Easter 2003.

4.8
A third process may also be involved after Easter, which will be the School Organisation Committee process involving publication of notices for matters which fall within their purview.  These include schools closures, new schools and large alterations of proposed admission numbers.

5.
Projected Numbers

5.1
The current level of surpluses in primary schools has come as an unwelcome but not entirely unexpected piece of information in this process.  What has appeared to be more of a surprise is the projected level of future pupil decline, which in some areas of the City is quite severe.  On a number of occasions the projections base has been questioned.  In this report the analysis has been advised by an improved and updated projections base.

5.2
In the first report the ‘options’ which were set out were intended to address levels of surplus projected for 2007.  In the areas of severest projected pupil decline, their immediate implementation would occasion major disruption, high levels of expenditure on temporary accommodation and some level of local community disruption would undoubtedly ensue.

5.3
Accordingly, in this report a more gradual approach is proposed, where this is feasible.  The proposals in this report, if implemented, would yield the following levels of primary (community and voluntary controlled) surplus places in Salford as a whole in the following years:



Percentage of 


surplus places
2004
6.3%


2005
7.2%


2006
8.0%


2007
8.8%


2008
9.2%


2009
10.1%


2010
11.2%

5.4
In some places it is recommended that further working groups be established in particular areas.  Reductions brought forward from those groups will be in addition to those identified above.  Obviously, these recommendations will be produced on a longer timescale than the Easter target set for the rest of this process.  

Where schools are identified for continuing review, as part of a group review process linked to regeneration or other local issues, i.e. Kersal, Broughton/Blackfriars, Weaste / Seedley / Langworthy / Ordsall, and Worsley / Boothstown, the criteria to be taken into account in developing proposals will be an early subject for those groups to work on.

Where schools have been identified singly to remain under review, the criteria will relate to issues of school finance, pupil numbers, and quality of pupil outcomes.

5.5
As well as this level of overall surplus, members need to be aware of the Best Value Performance Indicator 34(a) which relates to schools with over 25% surplus places.  This score forms part of the Education contribution to the overall cost effectiveness section of the Local Public Service Agreement.  These instances need to be addressed notwithstanding the overall city-wide surplus totals.

6.
Performance

6.1
In some cases, reference to performance data regarding the schools has advised recommendations.  Performance data on schools is appended to this report.

7.
Conclusion

7.1
The proposals outlined in relation to schools in this report are recommended to members for consultation during the current school term.  

A.
KERSAL, BROUGHTON / BLACKFRIARS

1.
CONSULTATION

Approximately 186 written communications were received along with two petitions.  A further 21 responses were received in the form of completed leaflets.  These included responses from parents, pupils, teaching staff, governing body members, local councillors, Diocesan representatives and members of the community.  The full texts of these are available in the files in the members’ room.

1.1
The issues expressed can be broadly summarised as:

· What about the religious aspects of the St. Paul’s CE and Lower Kersal option?  There was concern the very strong link with the local church would be lost if an amalgamation took place between the two schools on the Lower Kersal site.

· Parents and pupils may be reluctant to travel to the Lower Kersal site.

· Could Lower Kersal move to St. Paul’s CE site?

· Loss of choice of a church school is of concern to a number of parents.

· Both Lower Kersal and St. Paul’s have a strong identity in their local communities.  This could be lost if they amalgamate.

· Parents from St. Paul’s CE may choose to send their children to church schools in neighbouring LEAs.

· Have the New Deal for Communities proposals been considered?

· Could all schools remain in their present sites but with reduced numbers and capacities?

1.2
Alternative proposals were put forward as follows:

(a)
that all schools be given the remit to address individual or group net capacities;

(b)
that cluster groups of schools set up management committees to formulate school places planning on a local level;

(c)
to reduce the capacities of both St. Paul’s CE and Lower Kersal to accommodate fewer pupils;

(d)
that the Dioceses be approached to consider combining St. George’s CE and St. Sebastian’s RC to reduce local surplus place issues.

1.3
Notes of the public consultation meetings were taken.  At these meetings the views stated generally followed those expressed in the written communications to the LEA.  These minutes are available in the Consultation Responses file in the Members’ Room.

2.
INFORMATION

2.1
Standards information regarding the school is appended.

2.2
In this area, there is concern centring on future pupil numbers, which are in decline.  This decline appears to extend to Aided Sector schools as well as Community and Voluntary Controlled schools.  

2.4
Accordingly, it is recommended that a review group be established to include the schools (including the VA schools), representatives of the Diocesan Boards and the LEA, and to seek contributions from representatives of New Deal for Communities to undertake work on future planning, beyond 2008.  Structural alternative options which have been submitted in the consultation process will be referred to this process.

2.5
For the meantime, the following proposed actions would hold surplus places at an acceptable level in this area until 2008.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1
St. Paul’s CE Primary School

3.1.1
The current admission limit for the school is 30, giving a total number of places of 210.  On this basis, the school is immediately triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 29, which would reduce this surplus to 16%, which is not a sufficient reduction.

3.1.2
During consultation it has become apparent that St. Paul’s CE serves a distinct Church of England community in its area, which is not easily incorporated with that of Lower Kersal Primary School.  Hence, it is not recommended at this stage that these schools be amalgamated.  However, on current projections there is continuing concern for the future viability of the school, and it should remain under review.

3.1.3
In the meantime, the level of surplus places in the school must be addressed.  It is therefore recommended that members ask officers and the school governors to work co-operatively to reduce the Net Capacity of the school to yield a figure no higher than 189 and an admission limit of 27.

3.2
Brentnall Primary School

3.2.1
Brentnall has relocated to a new building, which is significantly smaller than the previous one.  The school’s new capacity is 175, giving an admission limit of 25.

3.2.2
At present, the school is showing a surplus of 15%, which is too high.  However, for the immediate future it is felt that overspill from Marlborough Road Primary School will necessitate the retention of these places.  Accordingly, it is recommended that Brentnall remain with its current capacity and admission number, but that this situation continue to be monitored.

3.3
Marlborough Road Primary School

3.3.1
Marlborough Road currently has an admission number of 75, which produces a very large primary school of 525 places.  This has been brought about by the extension and adaptation of the premises, which has resulted in a not particularly coherent school design with a lot of open plan areas.  The school currently has a surplus of 16%, triggering the School Organisation Plan monitoring threshold.

3.3.2
Unsurprisingly, now that the building has been assessed under the new DfES rationale, significant overcrowding has been identified, particularly in Key Stage 1.  The new Net Capacity for the school is 420, which would provide for a 2FE primary school.

Accordingly, it is recommended that the new admission limit for the school is 60.  This will produce an initial small overcrowding.

3.4
Lower Kersal Primary School

3.4.1
Lower Kersal currently has an admission number of 30, producing a school of 210 places.   At present, the school is showing a surplus of 9%.

3.4.2
Under the new Net Capacity measure, the school’s admission number would rise to 34 on a capacity of 243.  This will take the surplus level beyond acceptability.

3.4.3
As per the recommendation relating to St. Paul’s CE Primary School, it is not recommended that the two schools be brought together at this point in time.  However the surplus, particularly on the basis of the new Net Capacity, must be addressed.

3.4.4
It is therefore recommended that members ask officers and the school governors to work together co-operatively to reduce the Net Capacity figure of the school to yield a figure no higher than 210 and an admission limit of 30.

3.4.5
It should be noted, however, that there remain concerns about pupil numbers and the school, and it is recommended that it remain under review.

3.5
St. George’s CE Primary School

3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 25, which would reduce this surplus to nil.

3.5.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain some concerns about financial viability on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.6
Charlestown Primary School

3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 25, which would reduce this surplus to 7%.

3.6.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain some concerns about financial viability on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.7
The Friars Primary School

3.7.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would reduce this surplus to 10%.

3.7.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.

3.8
North Grecian Street Primary School

3.8.1
The current admission limit of the school is 56, giving a total number of 392.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 48, which would reduce this surplus to 8%.

3.9.1
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain concerns regarding pupil numbers on this basis and it is recommended that this school remains under review.

B.
SWINTON NORTH, SWINTON SOUTH, PENDLEBURY, CLAREMONT

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
Only one e-mail in response to the consultation process was received, suggesting that one or more school closures be undertaken to effect the reduction in surplus.  

1.2
No other alternative proposals were received.  

1.3
Attendance at the local public meeting was nil.  This would suggest broad satisfaction with the content of the proposals.

2.
INFORMATION

2.1
Standards information regarding the school is appended.

2.2
Actions in this area wholly involve adaptation of existing school buildings to reduce capacity.  Extensive collaborative work has taken place with headteachers, to produce effective and jointly satisfactory outcomes as shown in the attached analysis and proposed actions.

2.3
The pupil number projections suggest, however, some future viability issues for Wardley CE and Summerville Primary Schools in particular.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1
Summerville Primary School

3.1.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 33, which would reduce this surplus to 11%.  This level of surplus must be addressed.

3.1.2
It is therefore recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with the school governors to reduce the Net Capacity of the school to no higher than 210 and an admission limit of 30.  It is also recommended that the school remain under review.

3.2
Light Oaks Infant School
3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 85, giving a total number of 255.  On this basis, the school is currently at 2% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 90, which would increase this surplus to 8%, but this is not outside an acceptable range.

3.2.3
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.3
Light Oaks Junior School
3.3.1
The current admission limit of the school is 85, giving a total number of 340.  On this basis, the school is currently at 3% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 90, which would increase this surplus to 8%, but this is not outside an acceptable range.

3.3.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.4
St. John’s CE Primary School
3.4.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently full.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 28.  However, it is proposed that the LEA exercise its option to propose 30 in this case, due to parental demand.

3.5
Grosvenor Road Primary School
3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 90, giving a total number of 630.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 85, which would reduce this surplus to 24%.  

3.5.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 490 and an admission limit of 70.

3.6
Moorside Primary School
3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 61, giving a total number of 427.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 55, which would reduce this surplus to 18%.  

3.6.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 315 and an admission limit of 45.

3.7
Broadoak Primary School
3.7.1
The current admission limit of the school is 60, giving a total number of 420.  On this basis, the school is currently full.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is also 60.

3.7.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.

3.8
The Deans Primary School
3.8.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently at 3% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30.

3.8.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.9
Mossfield Primary School
3.9.1
The current admission limit of the school is 60, giving a total number of 420.  On this basis, the school is currently at 8% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 61, which would increase this surplus to 10%.

3.9.2
It is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 420 and an admission limit of 60.

3.10
Wardley CE Primary School
3.10.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently at 13% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 28, which would reduce this surplus to 8%.

3.10.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain some concerns about pupil numbers at this school by 2009 and it is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.11
Clifton Primary School
3.11.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently at 3% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is also 45.

3.11.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

C.
ECCLES, WINTON, BARTON

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
Approximately 35 written communications were received, including 4 petitions.  The full texts of these are available on file.

The issues expressed can broadly be summarised as:

· Concern about the levels of traffic,

· Personnel issues, e.g. job losses,

· Increased travel distance,

· Disruption to the work of the schools,

· Future housing increases which might mean future insufficient school places,

· Concern about the future of the language resource centre.

1.2
Alternative proposals were received from: 


(a)
Westwood Park school to change the location of the proposed new school to the Westwood Park site as either a 1 Form Entry (FE) or 1.5 FE establishment.

(b) 
Lewis Street school to amalgamate the school with Christ Church.

(c)
Beech Street school to reduce their school to 180.

2.
INFORMATION

2.1
The performance information regarding the schools is attached.  Particular concern is expressed regarding attainment at Alder Park.

2.2
The projected rolls for each individual school are attached, alongside those of neighbouring schools, including the VA sector.  In the consultation round which has just taken place, this was identified as an area likely to have very significant future decline.

2.3
Eccles is a difficult area to determine as the rate and extent of projected loss is sharp and major.  As a consequence it is difficult to immediately implement measures that will address the issue until 2007 and beyond.  Such measures would create major disruption in the initial instance, and the pupil numbers would overcrowd the planned provision, occasioning quite major expenditure on temporary accommodation.  

2.4
Accordingly it is proposed:

(i) Christ Church and Lewis Street be amalgamated to form one school.  Initially this should be a 2 FE facility provided out of the existing schools as a split site establishment, with a view to the construction of one new school at either 2 or 1.5 FE to be determined closer to the time as the pupil rolls can be further projected.  This will need to be the subject of further work with the governors and the Diocese since the School Organisation Committee determination that Christ Church undertake Voluntary Aided status.

(ii) Alder Park close, and its pupils attend Westwood Park, which will initially become a 2 FE establishment.  The new school will be initially accommodated on the Westwood Park site, which will require capital expenditure.  Initial numbers for the school will be in the region of 450.  This would free the Alder Park site for the construction of a new school, at either 1.5 or 2 FE as further projections emerge.  

Detailed feasibility study on the development of the Westwood Park site will be on-going during the next few weeks, with a view to reporting in the post-Easter report to Cabinet.

This feasibility study will also look at potential locations for a new school and this subject will be explored in the public consultation meetings.

(iii) Beech Street should be retained for the immediate future and actions taken to reduce the school to 180 by removal of some accommodation from the school to be used as office accommodation for suitable Council or other services.  However, this situation will need to be kept under review, as the likelihood emerging from the projections is that the school roll will decline.  The school governors will need to work in close association with the LEA on this matter, in full appreciation of the underlying forces in play.

(iv) Clarendon Road to reduce to 315, by building alterations.  

2.5
Barton Moss have requested that their number be reduced to accommodate early years provision which is supported by a likely potential funding source.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1
Alder Park Primary School

3.1.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently at 12% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit remains 30.  

3.1.2
Alder Park is one of several local schools with surplus place issues.  It is not possible to retain all of the local schools.  Alder Park is the lowest performing of the schools in terms of pupil outcomes.  It is therefore proposed for closure in this review.

3.2
Monton Green Primary School

3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 38, giving a total number of 266.  On this basis, the school is currently at 3% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 40, which would take this surplus to 8%.

3.2.3
It is proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.3
Westwood Park Primary School

3.3.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently at 11% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 45.

3.3.2
Westwood Park is one of several local schools with surplus place issues.  It is not possible to retain all of the local schools.  Westwood Park’s performance has been above average over three years.  It is therefore proposed to expand to accommodate pupils from Alder Park, which will close.

3.3.3
The school capacity will need to increase in the initial instance to approximately 450 to accommodate pupils from both schools.  Over time this number will stabilise at 420.  Pupils will initially be accommodated by a mixture of refurbishment and extension / temporary accommodation on the Westwood Park site.  Over time the school should be replaced, and consideration should be given as to which site would be the preferred option.

3.4
Beech Street Primary School
3.4.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 43, which would reduce this surplus to 23%.  

3.4.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 189 and an admission limit of 27.  This will have to be effected by alternative occupancy by other services, etc.

3.4.3
There remain some concerns about financial viability on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.5
Lewis Street Primary School

3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would reduce this surplus to 10%.  This is not really satisfactory, as numbers are then projected to decline.

3.5.2
It is recommended that members request officers to work in conjunction with the school governors and governors of Christ Church CE Primary and the Manchester Church of England Diocesan Board of Education to explore amalgamation of Lewis Street with Christ Church CE Primary School, preferably in a new building. 

3.5.3
In the meantime, it is recommended that the indicated admission limit of 30 be applied.

3.6
Barton Moss Primary School
3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 34, which would reduce this surplus to 15%.  

3.6.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 224 and an admission limit of 32.  This will enable a community project involving nursery provision to take place, sufficient places for pupils living on the Brookhouse estate, and a surplus level of 8% on current projections.

3.7
St. Andrew’s CE Primary School (Eccles)

3.7.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 29, which would reduce this surplus to 10%.  

3.7.2
It is proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.8
Clarendon Road Primary School

3.8.1
The current admission limit of the school is 55, giving a total number of 385.  On this basis, the school is currently at 16% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 59, which would increase this surplus to 21%, which is not acceptable.  

3.8.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure is not implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 315 and an admission limit of 45, which will reduce the surplus to nil.

D.
WEASTE, SEEDLEY, LANGWORTHY, ORDSALL

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
Approximately 43 written communications were received, including two petitions.  The full texts of these are available on file.

1.2
The issues expressed can be broadly summarised as:

· Concern regarding disruption to support for after school activities,

· Increase to travel distances,

· Disruption to achievement of schools and EAZ,

· Disruption to pupils,

· Personnel issues i.e. job losses,

· That the projected numbers of surplus places would not actually ensue - the area is going to become increasingly attractive to young families,

· The surplus places would probably arise at schools other than Langworthy and Seedley,

· Larkhill (an example of school amalgamation) appears to have had ‘limited success’,

· Loss of community use and disruption to sense of community,

· Concern re site for a new school,

· The buildings should be preserved,

· Staff and pupils will choose to go elsewhere,

· Closure of other local schools with more surplus and/or lower attainment should be undertaken instead.

1.3
An alternative proposal to maintain both schools as 1 FE establishments was submitted by the headteachers of Seedley and Langworthy schools.  The full text of the proposals is on the file.

1.4
Of the above communications, 8, including one petition, were received about Radclyffe and St Clements CE.

1.5
These express concerns as follows:

· Split site arrangement will not work,

· Non-specific objections,

· There must be a new school on a new site,

· The area has already had, and suffered from, much reorganisation of education,

· Larkhill (an example of school amalgamation) appears to have had ‘limited success’,

· Objection to closure of St Clements.

1.6
A few communications referred to a recognition of the need to remove surplus places, and to get better effect from funds available.

2.
INFORMATION

2.1
There is a dense population of educational facilities locally.  Seedley Primary School has St. Luke’s CE, All Souls RC, Larkhill and Langworthy Road all within half a mile and Tootal Drive, St Paul’s New Windsor CE and St James’ RC within a mile - a total of eight primary schools within the one mile radius of Seedley.  There are three high schools (one with the City Learning Centre) and Pendleton College also within a one mile radius.  

2.2
However a strong perception is expressed that the community will be unprovided should any school close.  There appears to be a very low level of awareness of the above facilities in the area, amongst schools and parents and perhaps also amongst local service providers who have written in expressing their fears of a dearth of facilities for community provision and adult learning in the event of closure of Seedley or Langworthy Road.

2.3
Seedley, Lark Hill and Langworthy Road all have projected rolls over 231 up to 2010.

2.4
Tootal Drive and St Luke’s however are sources of concern, with rolls of 189 and 150 respectively for September 2003.  These are set to decline.  These schools are probably unviable on the basis of the current projections in the longer term.

2.5
However, Seedley and Langworthy Road have buildings which are wholly unsuitable for their purpose.  One submitted proposal is to undertake over £2m of capital expenditure to facilitate community use.  This is difficult to justify as a value for money outcome, given the excess of £1m condition backlog already in the premises.  A replacement brand new school would also address the suitability aspects and with the resultant recurrent savings would also be cheaper - hugely so over a 20 year lifecycle.  

2.6
It is recommended that the Radclyffe/St Clement’s CE proposal to amalgamate those schools proceed.  However, a replacement school, even if the bid were immediately successful, could not be in place before September 2006.  Until then, split site or temporary accommodation will be needed.

2.7
Regarding the rest of the picture, it is recommended that a review group be established to include the schools (including the VA schools), representatives of the Diocesan Boards and the LEA, and to seek contributions from the Seedley and Langworthy Partnership to bring forward recommendations.  However, in the meantime, some ‘holding’ actions will need to be undertaken, as outlined in this report.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1
Tootal Drive Primary School

3.1.1
The current admission limit of the school is 40, giving a total number of 280.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would reduce this surplus to 10%.  

3.1.2
This level of surplus must be addressed, as numbers are set to decline and there is concern regarding the future viability of the school.  Recommendations to resolve this situation must be an urgent priority for the Review Group.

3.2
Seedley Primary School

3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 60, giving a total number of 420.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 54, which would reduce this surplus to 20%.  

3.2.2
This level of surplus must be addressed, as numbers are set to decline and there is concern regarding the future viability of the school.  Cost-effective recommendations to resolve this situation must be an urgent priority for the Review Group.
3.3
St. Luke’s CE Primary School

3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 27, which would reduce this surplus to 21%.  

3.2.2
This level of surplus must be addressed, as numbers are set to decline and there is concern regarding the future viability of the school.  Recommendations to resolve this situation must be an urgent priority for the Review Group.
3.4
Larkhill Primary School

3.4.1
The current admission limit of the school is 60, giving a total number of 420.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit will remain 60.

3.4.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 294 and an admission limit of 42.  It is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.5
Langworthy Road Primary School

3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 43, which would immediately reduce this surplus to 13%.  However, the 16% monitoring threshold will be triggered again in 2004.

3.5.2
However, this level of surplus must be addressed, as numbers are set to decline and there is concern regarding the future viability of the school.  Recommendations to resolve this situation must be an urgent priority for the Review Group.
3.6
Radclyffe Primary School

3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 48, giving a total number of 336.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 39, which would immediately reduce this surplus to 18%.  

3.6.2
It is not, therefore, proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain some concerns about pupil numbers on this basis and it is recommended that the school amalgamates with the nearby St. Clement’s CE Primary School in a new building on the local ‘Tamworth Jennings’ site.

3.6.3
Discussions about transition arrangements need to commence immediately, and conclude to inform statutory notices which must be published in May, if the current bid for finding is successful.
3.7
St. Clement’s CE Primary School

3.7.1
The current admission limit of the school is 40, giving a total number of 280.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would immediately reduce this surplus to 20%.  

3.7.2
It is not, therefore, proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  There remain some concerns about pupil numbers on this basis and it is recommended that the school amalgamates with the nearby Radclyffe Primary School in a new building on the local ‘Tamworth Jennings’ site.

3.7.3
Discussions about transition arrangements need to commence immediately, and conclude to inform statutory notices which must be published in May, if the current bid for finding is successful.
E.
LITTLE HULTON

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
Only one letter has been received in response to the consultation process, from the Governors of Peel Hall School, which broadly supports the published option to reduce the school to 1 FE and develop community use.  The letter also states the school’s opposition to any local school closures.

1.2
No other alternative proposals were received.

1.3
Overall the response would suggest broad satisfaction with the content of the proposals.

2.
INFORMATION
2.1
Standards information regarding the schools is appended.

2.2
In terms of Geography and Regeneration, no alteration to any school location is proposed.

2.3
Following consultation, it remains the recommendation that surplus in this area can be dealt with by existing school alterations.  Dukesgate, however, remains a source of concern.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1
Wharton Primary School

3.1.1
The current admission limit of the school is 50, giving a total number of 350.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 50, which retains their surplus at 27%.  

3.1.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 270 and an admission limit of 38.  
3.2
St. Paul’s Peel CE School

3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 41, which would reduce this surplus to nil.  

3.2.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  
3.3
Dukesgate Primary School

3.3.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 29, which would reduce this surplus to 14%.  This is not a sufficient reduction.  

3.3.2
It is therefore not proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 175 and an admission limit of 25.

3.3.3
There remain some concerns about pupil numbers on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.  
3.4
Peel Hall Primary School

3.4.1
The current admission limit of the school is 55, giving a total number of 385.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would reduce this surplus to nil.  

3.4.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.5
Hilton Lane Primary School

3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would see a surplus of 2%.  

3.5.2
It is therefore proposed that this admission figure be implemented.  
3.6
St. Andrew’s Methodist Primary School

3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently full.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 29.  However, local demand would appear to indicate an admission limit of 30 to meet with parental preference and that is what is proposed.

3.6.2
It is therefore proposed that this admission figure be implemented.  
3.7
Bridgewater Primary School

3.7.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  On this basis, the school is currently at 8% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 45.

3.7.2
It is therefore proposed that this admission figure be implemented.  
3.8
North Walkden Primary School

3.8.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently at 3% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 27.  However, the local requirement is for 30 places and that is what is proposed.

3.9
St. Paul’s CE Heathside Primary School

3.9.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently at 9% surplus.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 28, which would reduce this surplus to 3%.  However, the local requirement is for 30 places and that is what is proposed.

F.
WORSLEY AND BOOTHSTOWN

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
No correspondence has been received in response to the consultation process and no proposals have been received. 

2.
INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS


2.1
There is currently overcrowding in this area and under the new Net Capacity provisions, as can be seen from the following individual school analyses, this would worsen.  Analysis of this issue has been slightly different to the other areas, as the issue is one of under – rather than over-capacity, which is identical to the current situation, except for Mesne Lea Primary.

2.2
The new Net Capacity measures would result in the removal of 48 places.  Furthermore, the places removal bites hardest at two popular schools, Boothstown Methodist and St. Andrew’s CE, removing 43 places from them, which are the only two schools that serve Boothstown.  This is not a viable course of action.

2.3
It is therefore recommended that the following profile be applied to these schools:


Overall



Admission 
Relevant Age Group


School
Limit 
Admission Limit

James Brindley
210
30


Ellenbrook
210
30


Boothstown Methodist
210
30

St Andrew’s CE
455
65

Mesne Lea
315
45

Total
1,400

2.4
Also, that plans be developed in conjunction with the schools to undertake any necessary accommodation actions to enable the correct net capacity to be achieved.  This will have capital consequences.

2.5
Examination of the forward projections by school shows that some schools may still be overcrowded.

2.6
To maintain this area within the LEA’s stated intention of 8% surplus places, we would need to maintain 1476 places (at 2004) - an additional 76 places, or possibly half an FE.

2.10
To undertake this, it is necessary to hold the line on admission numbers as above and not follow the NC in all cases.  It is also necessary to commence discussions in detail with the St. Andrew’s CE, Boothstown Methodist, Ellenbrook, Mesne Lea and James Brindley governing bodies regarding how and whether an additional half FE could and should be provided amongst the schools in the area and look to support that development as soon as possible.  It is recommended that this discussion progress informally with the Headteachers in the first instance.  This will have further capital consequences to those outlined above.

G.
IRLAM AND CADISHEAD

1.
CONSULTATION

1.1
Approximately 195 written communications were received.  These included responses from parents, pupils, teaching staff, governing body members and the Irlam Labour Party.  A considerable number of the letters were received from the pupils of Moorfield and Fiddlers Lane Primary Schools.

The issues expressed can be broadly summarised as:

· opposition to the proposed merger of Moorfield and Fiddlers Lane Primary Schools.  Both schools serve the local community.

· concerns were expressed regarding the quality of pupils’ education if schools close or merge.

· would smaller schools be better than closures and amalgamations?

· parents and pupils preferred schools local to their community.

· closures and amalgamations could impact adversely on education standards and community spirit.

· a reluctance by parents and pupils to access schools outside their immediate local area.

· the impact on shops if a school closes and relocates.

· travel distances to alternative schools was a concern.

· the admission numbers of several schools requires careful consideration to achieve a local balance for school places.

· concerns were expressed about the future of the SPACE project at Moorfield Primary.

1.2
Alternative proposals were put forward to:

(a)
reduce Irlam Endowed Primary to a new capacity of 210 plus nursery;

(b)
reduce Moorfield Primary to a new capacity of 175 plus nursery;

(c)
reduce Fiddlers Lane Primary to a new capacity of 210 plus nursery.

1.3
Notes of the public consultation meetings were taken.  At these meetings the views stated generally followed those expressed in the written communications to the LEA.  These are included in the Consultation Responses files in the Members’ Room.

2.
INFORMATION

2.1
It is difficult to plan for reduction in this area because the schools broadly follow the B5320 on a linear spread.  This means that to be effective, the two areas of Irlam and Cadishead need to be considered separately.

2.2
In Cadishead it is envisaged that surplus places can be managed by the outcomes of the new Net Capacity process and some specific reduction activities at Cadishead Primary School.

2.3
In Irlam the situation is resolvable on the face of things by a proposed re-allocation of projected pupils amongst the schools to give all of the schools sufficient pupils.  The drawback is that this may not satisfy parental preference requirements.

2.4
It is therefore proposed that the schools follow the new Net Capacity admission limits, which will keep the overall surplus below 10% until approximately 2007.  Moorfield Primary, however, is exceptional to this situation, as its new Net Capacity gives too high a surplus individually.  Further reduction will need to be undertaken at the school.

3.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1
Moorfield Primary School
3.1.1
The current admission limit of the school is 30, giving a total number of 210.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 25, which would reduce their surplus to 27%.

3.1.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure is not implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 142 and an admission limit of 20.

3.1.3
There remain some concerns about financial viability on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.

3.2
Fiddlers Lane Primary School
3.2.1
The current admission limit of the school is 45, giving a total number of 315.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 45, which would keep the school on a current surplus of 13%.

3.2.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  However, there remain some concerns about pupil numbers on this basis and it is recommended that the school remain under review.  It is possible that internal review of accommodation can reduce the Net Capacity further.

3.3
Irlam Endowed Primary School
3.3.1
The current admission limit of the school is 37, giving a total number of 259.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would result in some initial overcrowding.

3.3.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.4
Irlam Primary School
3.4.1
The current admission limit of the school is 55, giving a total number of 385.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 54, which would reduce their surplus to 1%.

3.4.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  

3.5
Cadishead Primary School
3.5.1
The current admission limit of the school is 60, giving a total number of 420.  On this basis, the school is currently triggering the 16% monitoring threshold specified in the School Organisation Plan.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 56, which would reduce their surplus to 15%.  This is not a sufficient reduction.

3.5.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure is not implemented.  Instead it is recommended that members ask officers to work co-operatively with school governors to reduce the Net Capacity to no higher than 364 and an admission limit of 52.  This would result in a surplus of 7%.

3.6
St. Mary’s CE Primary School

3.6.1
The current admission limit of the school is 35, giving a total number of 245.  Under the new Net Capacity calculation, the indicated admission limit is 30, which would result in initial overcrowding, but which would then resolve.

3.6.2
It is therefore proposed that this new admission figure be implemented.  
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