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ANNEX 1

Consultation on Oxfordshire Draft Strategy for Change (PCP)

1.
Main Findings

1.1
Strategic Aims

There was wide support for the key strategic aims outlined in the draft document, with 85 out of 121 respondees to the questionnaire returned before the deadline in full agreement with them, 25 undecided and only 11 in active disagreement with one or more of the aims.

In particular, respondees who were not in full agreement suggested that the aims should give greater weight to :

· Issues relating to small schools

· The greater contribution that might be made to raising achievement by investing in the middle ground rather than always in the lowest-achieving groups

· Ensuring the fabric of all schools was maintained to an acceptable level and with no compromise on Health and Safety or Accessibility

· Not losing sight of ecological considerations

· The importance of rewarding excellence

A number of respondees also commented on the fact that they saw nothing to take issue with in the aims as they stood but were keen to see more detail and understand better how the application of the criteria in Section 5 would assist delivery of the aims outlined in Section 3.

Of the 13 responses received after the deadline (see later), 11 were in agreement with the aims, with 1 undecided and only 1 in active disagreement with one or more of the aims.

1.2 Criteria

Opinion was more divided on the criteria to be used to target capital investment, with 68 indicating they were in full or broad agreement, 21 undecided and 32 taking issue with one or more of the criteria.

With respect to which criteria they would wish to see removed, respondees suggested the following :

· Removing ‘Enjoy and Achieve’ altogether or re-titling as simply ‘Achievement’

· Amending ‘Being Healthy’ to include reference to facilities providing access to sporting and fitness activities

· Amending ‘Being Healthy’ to avoid seeming to penalise schools which have worked hard to achieve Healthy Schools Status or reward schools which, for whatever reason, have not prioritised this

· Amending ‘Staying Safe’ to relate to school security

· Amending ‘Staying Safe’ to ensure Looked After Children are considered on a case by case basis, not purely on numbers

· Amending ‘Staying Safe’ to establish clear benchmarks for percentage of pupils on Child Protection or Looked After Children registers

· Removing the exclusions indicator from ‘Making a Positive Contribution’

· Removing the first of the two criteria in ‘Strategic Asset Issues’

· Adjust the weightings between the various criteria – for example :

· ‘Enjoy and Achieve’ to be weighted at least 4/5

· ‘Being Healthy’ and/or ‘Positive contribution to be weighted at half the value of ‘Being Safe’

· ‘Enjoy and Achieve’ to score 3 only if the reasons for poor performance are due to poor resourcing

· Weighting for ‘Achieving Economic Well-Being’ to be higher overall or else linked into a banding system relating to the DCSF deprivation index

· Physical Buildings and/or Strategic Assets to carry a higher weighting.”

· Remove all ECM indicators as not relevant to a capital building programme

Some respondees also queried whether using one year’s result only was a fair indicator and/or expressed a view that some/all the measures proposed were too blunt and likely to produce a skewed result.

With respect to which criteria they would wish to see added, respondees suggested the following :

· Lack of appropriate space to house extended school provision

· Inappropriate size of staffroom since expansion of workforce

· Contribution of school to social cohesion of rural communities

· High proportion of BME pupils

· ‘Adopted’ as well as ‘Looked After Children’

· Foundation stage provision

· Rewarding success

· On-site school meal provision

· Borderline schools

· Schools which are not fully accessible

· The need to enlarge or adapt spaces for personalised learning

· The needs of small schools

· The basic requirement for a Headteacher’s office

· Schools which have been passed over in previous investments

· Sustainability

· The proportion of pupils in a school taught in sub standard temporary buildings as opposed to percentage of total space

· Schools which offer a special provision – eg of a religious nature - which may make them preferable to some parents

· Some reference to families and support (under ‘Being Healthy’)

· ‘Outside provision’ as well as ‘Physical Buildings’

Several respondees also urged an approach which allowed for criteria to be revisited over time or some funding held back in reserve for schools to bid for or for some of the resources available to be allocated across all schools on a formula basis (gross area and number of pupils)

Of the 13 responses received after the deadline, 9 were in agreement with the criteria, with 1 undecided and 3 in disagreement with one or more of the criteria.

1.3
Other Comments

A number of other interesting and thought-provoking comments were made, including suggestions that :

· More impact would be achieved by concentrating resources on people rather than buildings

· The reasons for any school’s under-performance need to be fully-researched before targeting it for capital investment

· The reasons why certain schools are under-subscribed need to be fully-explored - and consideration given to whether any extended services would be likely to be taken up – before targeting them for capital investment

· An exercise needs to be carried out into comparative rates of pay for essentially the same job – eg supervising breakfast or after-school clubs – across different sectors (schools, pre-schools etc)

· Unless funding is tightly targeted and not spread too thinly, it will not make any lasting impact

A number of concerns were also expressed, relating to :

· The apparent move to include even more needy pupils in mainstream schools than is currently the practice

· The perceived pressures already being experienced by health providers

· The potential for the presence an ‘excellent school in the heart of [every] community’ to be divisive

· More schools having specialist provision on-site, which would likely prove more expensive than consolidating them on a smaller number of sites or introducing mobile services

· A perceived move to steer schools towards formal partnership or even federation (though there was also support for the idea of federation)

· The increased workload that might result from some of what was being proposed

· The possibility of the many pockets of deprivation located outside the inner-city being overlooked

· The difficulty experienced by many adults wishing to access adult education within their own immediate community

· The present admissions system, which it was felt was leading to stratification by ability

· The feasibility of achieving joined-up planning when schools already had plans for their DCF for the next three years

· A perceived simplistic linkage of locality with community

· The importance of recognising that raising achievement was a partnership responsibility between schools and the LA

· The importance of investing in ICT and of (a) establishing appropriate and continuing levels of training and support, to enable schools to not only make best use of equipment, but also to maintain and replace it as necessary (b) securing a balance between an appropriate increase and dependency on ICT and sustainable sources of energy to power it.

Within the 13 responses received after the deadline, the only area of additional comment not already covered related came from a special school head - and emphasised the importance to inclusion of genuine partnership working between mainstream and special schools, whilst also expressing disappointment that special schools were not being included in the PCP planning but were instead to be considered at a later date under BSF.

2.
Context

Feedback was received through a number of routes, including :

· Returned questionnaires (deadline 9th May)

· Stakeholder consultation/briefing meeting (8th May)

· Face-to-face discussion with primary age pupils (16th May)

· Correspondence forwarded from parish councils and other groups/individuals, including School Organisation Stakeholder Group

2.1
Correspondence from Parish Councils and Other Groups/ Individuals

A number of letters were received during the consultation period from a number of parish councils, governing bodies, heads and other groups, emphasising the importance to their communities of their local schools and outlining both the immediate and longer-term issues facing them.  These communications appeared not to have been written in direct response to the Draft Strategy for Change document - rather in response to the ongoing review of primary provision – and much of their content focused on issues very specific to their schools.  However, a number of more general points were made which were felt to be worthy of incorporation into the summary of responses.

2.2
School Organisation Stakeholder Group

Among the comments made by the School Organisation Stakeholder Group, were the following :

· The extent to which other funding – in particular schools’ DFC – could be joined up was queried.

· It was noted that the document seemed to equate under-achievement with poor physical condition, which could be dangerous.

· It was felt that the long-term aims were laudable but that there was a need for equity to ensure some schools did not feel left out.

· It was felt there was a need to reconcile explicitly within the document the wider, longer-term aims in Section 3 with the specific school prioritisation criteria in Section 5.

· With respect to federations, it was noted that :

· The idea of federations is generally not popular with schools or unions and many people have doubts as to whether they can succeed in Oxfordshire

· The formation of federations elsewhere has helped with funding.

· There is a distinction between federation and partnership and that good examples of partnership would allay fears.

· It was felt that Value-Added indicators were as important as the achievement targets in Section 5 and that both should be considered when considering investment needs.

· It was agreed that there was a need to raise the aspirations of parents, governors and schools [and]… that schools that are coasting need to be challenged and [that] the county needs to focus on individual school and locality needs.

2.3
Discussions with Pupils

All primary schools attending the consultation meeting on 8th May were asked if it would be possible for a representative of Mouchel to meet with pupils in order to hear their views.  As a result, pupils at two primary schools (North Hinksey and Appleton) and from youngsters involved with the ‘Da Bizness’ Youth at Risk programme were able to share their views about school design.

The following things were thought to be important :

· All the facilities on one floor so no-one needs to go upstairs

· Enough classrooms to not have to have mixed-age groups

· Good-sized classrooms – not so big they seem to echo but not so small that everyone is on top of everyone else

· Some big spaces where lots of classes can learn together

· More smaller spaces to allow smaller groups

· Tables which can adjust to different heights

· Individual pupil lockers to ensure everyone can keep their belongings safe and not have to carry round all their things for after-school clubs etc

· Modern computer rooms and facilities to allow computer use by all students in all lessons

· A big, unusual-shaped library, maybe with a themed design – eg room and tables etc in shape of school logo

· Dedicated spaces for ICT, Art, Music and other specialized creative activities

· Dedicated social spaces for pupils inside the building, resourced with things chosen by the pupils - eg books for all ages and levels of reader, toys, computer/other games, bean bags and comfy seats, nice carpet, colourful and unusual decor (eg unusual textures) - which they can access during lunch and break rather than always having to go outside and at times during the day when they need a bit of space (to cool or calm down etc)

· A kitchen that is big enough and properly-equipped to allow dinners to be cooked fresh on site

· Big enough hall and kitchen so that all age groups can eat together and not have to queue for ages

· Good and varied sports facilities, including adventure playgrounds to help keep you healthy, avoid boredom and ensure students had a chance to work off excess energy

· Corridors which aren’t just boxes – some could be more round like a tunnel or have ceilings that open to the sky

· Automatic doors which work off a hand-scan

· Toilets which are nice to use and not smelly, which give pupils some privacy and are fitted out for all age groups (eg sinks at different heights)

· A flat roof with a wall round so it can be used safely as a playground and people can sunbathe up there in the summer

· Nice landscaping with lots of grass but no bushes for people to hide in

· Good ventilation to avoid having to have the door open letting in noise from other classrooms

· Playgrounds that can be zoned to allow different sorts of activities, including places to meet up or just sits quietly, as well as play games and run around

· Bright colours all around the school

In addition, all pupils picked out other features of good schools which were more to do with people and systems than buildings.  These included :

· Make lessons more active so pupils have something to do rather than just having to listen all the time

· Take account of pupils’ learning styles and organise lessons (or maybe even classes) around them

· Make lessons funnier and have music playing sometimes

· Do some lessons that focus on things pupils are really interested in – eg make-up lessons, car mechanics

· Break lessons down into smaller time units – half an hour rather than an hour

· Set up confidence classes to help pupils who are shy talking in front of others

· Having special rewards for meeting your targets – eg earn pay for improving attendance, get Fridays off sometimes

· Be allowed to go to the toilet when you need to

· Get the pupils involved in decorating the school so they feel involved and like it’s really their school

· Pupils and adults swapping places with each other sometimes, so they can all understand better what it’s like being and adult in the school and what it’s like being a pupil

· Make assemblies more interesting, not just having to sit and listen for ages

· Having better uniforms – or no uniforms at all

· Adults not shouting and explaining things better

2.4
Stakeholder Consultation/Briefing Meeting

A range of stakeholders from the Oxford City area were invited to a consultation/briefing meeting on 8th May.  The notes issued following the meeting are attached.

2.5
Consultation Questionnaires

121 responses in total were received before the deadline – breakdown of respondees as follows.

Individual councillors :
12

Clerks to parish councils : 
1

School organisation stakeholder group :
1

Governors of primary schools :
36

Governors of special schools :
1

Chair Governors Association
1

Rural Community Council
1

Head of primary schools :
35

Heads of secondary schools :
4

Heads/Deputy Heads of special schools :
3

Heads of nursery/foundation stage :
2

Providers of early years/childcare :
20

No clear designation :
1

Total
121

A further 13 responses were received after the deadline – breakdown of respondees as follows.

Individual councillors :
3

Governors of primary schools :
2

Head of primary schools :
4

Heads of secondary schools :
1

Heads/Deputy Heads of special schools :
1

Providers of early years/childcare :
1

Member primary care trust
1

Total
13

2.6
Summary of Responses to Multiple-Choice Questions

Question 1 : In Section 3 starting on page 10 we have outlined the key strategic aims for the primary capital programme.  Do you think these aims are appropriate?

Yes


85

No


11

Don’t know

25

Question 2 : In Section 5 starting on page 20 we have given the criteria that will be used to target capital investment.  Are these the most appropriate criteria?

(See section 2.7 for reprise of criteria)

Yes


68

No


32

Don’t know

21

Question 3 : Are there priorities or criteria that you would remove from Section 5?

Yes


34

No


62

Don’t know

25

Question 4 : Are there any criteria that would be more appropriate as the basis for targeting capital investment given our long term aims?

Yes


46

No


26

Don’t know

49

Question 5 : Have you any other comments about the draft Primary Capital programme Strategy for Change?

See comments earlier.

2.7
Reprise of Criteria

Enjoy and Achieve (Max score 3)

· Below 65% L4 KS2 English and Maths in 2007

· Below base targets either English or Maths during any of last three years

· KS1 L3 writing scores below national average in 2007

Being Healthy (Max score 1)

· Without healthy schools status OR

· In localities identified by Primary Care trust as having higher levels of obesity

Staying Safe (Max score 1)

· Significant child protection workload

· Looked after children on roll

Making a Positive Contribution (Max score 1)

· Higher than 2% school roll level of exclusion

Achieving Economic Well Being (Max score 1)

· Higher than 50% score on DCSF deprivation index

Physical Buildings (Max score 3)

· Outstanding condition work equal to £200 per square metre or above

· More than 25% classrooms in temporary accommodation

· Without access to school hall

Strategic Asset Issues (Max score 2)

· Over 25% surplus capacity in localities with over 12% surplus places (8% in urban areas)

· Will need extra places to meet future growth requirements
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