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CHILDREN’S SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – 10 JULY 2007

ADDENDA

Item
 4.
Speaking to or Petitioning the Committee

The following speakers have requested to speak at Item 12: Call in of Cabinet Decision: Provision of Additional Secondary Pupil Places in Wantage, Grove and Surrounding Villages:

· Councillor Zoé Patrick (as a local member). She has provided a written statement which is attached.

· Councillor Jim Moley (as a local member). 

· Councillor Jerry Patterson, Leader of the Vale of White Horse District Council, wishes to state that in his view, option C is the wrong choice for the future well-being of Grove.

· Councillor Bill Melotti, District Councillor for Wantage (Vale of White Horse District Council) , wishes to speak in favour of option C and against option A.

· Ms Lorraine Todd, the Mayor of Wantage,wishes to make a statement in favour of two schools of 1250 in Wantage and Grove.

· Mr Steven Sensecall, Planning Consultant - Kemp & Kemp Property Consultants wishes to speak on behalf of Persimmon Homes, developers of the former airfield west of Grove.

10 Tracking Scrutiny Items

Report back on advice by this Committee to the Cabinet or Council.

· Healthy Schools Scrutiny Review.

The Cabinet’s response to the Healthy Schools Scrutiny Review is attached.

 12.
Call in of Cabinet Decision: Provision of Additional Secondary Pupil Places in Wantage, Grove and Surrounding Villages

Attached is a spreadsheet on forecasts requested by Councillor David Turner.  This includes necessary assumptions about the rate of build of 3400 houses- i.e. even and the mix of housing.  There is a generation rate from surveys of each type of house i.e. a 4 bedroom social house produces more children than a 4 bed market house.  After the initial growth rate a mature rate kicks in which officers try to reflect. The 3400 figure is reflected in the consultation. The spreadsheet also has a calculation for 2500.
These pupils live in the King Alfred's Catchment. (July 2006)

	Destination
	Pupils

	A&T Independent Receiver Schools
	
3

	Cokethorpe School
	
4

	Didcot Girls' School
	
3

	Faringdon Community College
	
19

	Fitzharrys School
	
1

	King Alfred's School
	
267

	St Birinus School
	
4

	The Cherwell School
	
1

	The Downs School
	
23

	Wood Green School
	
1


September King Alfred's intake 283

This table reflects the anticipated intake into year 7 last September. Figures for the whole school have been requested but have not yet been received. 

As at last September there were 546 pupils from Grove at KAs of which 94 in sixth form.

Submission 1

Call-in of Decision on Provision of Secondary Pupil Places in Wantage, Grove and Surrounding Villages

One of the main reasons for this call-in is to ascertain some important facts and reasoning behind the Cabinet’s decision to choose the selected option for the Wantage and Grove community.

When I came to address the Cabinet as local member, it was clear to me that right from the outset the Cabinet had chosen to make this into a local political issue. TV cameras were in place and media coverage pre-arranged for two Conservative district councillors who came to the meeting and requested the Cabinet to go for Option C at the outset. Worse, I have been since quoted in the press for saying things I never said at that meeting – two of the councillors quoting me were not even in the room when I spoke. None of the issues I raised were dealt with or answered – indeed the officers present at the meeting did not even speak!  

So, my first complaint is that proper and correct procedure was not followed at the Cabinet meeting and it was not conducted in the interests of the public. It was all stage-managed for political gain to be played out in the local community.   It was apparent that local Conservative District Councillors had been briefed ahead of the meeting about the decision to be taken, but myself and Cllr. Moley as local members of this Council had no such briefing and indeed had problems gaining access to a preliminary copy of the report. This hardly inspires confidence if elected members of this Council are treated with such disdain!

However, the more serious issues are the reasons for the call-in and we must deal with these as listed:

· The views of local people as evidenced in an opinion poll have not been fully taken into account or listened to.

BMG Research was commissioned to undertake a survey across a cross-section of the community, but the favoured option has been ignored (see Submission 2).  Based on initial preference, it was clear that Option A was the favourite, which would be for two schools of equal size, but it was decided to ignore this. The views of both Wantage Town Council and Grove Parish Council, both representing their communities, have also been ignored.

The sixth form implications are demonstrated to be an important factor and both options A and B are clearly favoured above C when this is taken into account.  If the most popular Option A from the survey has not been chosen, there has to be sound educational reasons why Option C has been preferred instead, and these have not been stated.  However, if you look at Submission 2, the issue of a sixth form had significant weight with the respondents. It is not at all clear that all reasonable sixth form options have been explored (no mention of joint sixth forms, collaborative sixth forms, etc) – see Submission 3.

· Educational aspects of the option chosen have not been taken into account.

There is some research available on school size and the impact of this on performance (e.g. Newman et al 2006, Spielhofer et al 2002, Bradley and Taylor 1998) which tend to favour medium-sized schools. This has apparently not been taken into account.  We also have no information about how the new 14-19 academic and vocational agenda is to be delivered. This will soon be hugely important for pupils and this is not dealt with in the report, nor were my concerns addressed at the Cabinet meeting.  If the school finishes at 16, pupils will be disrupted to have to transfer elsewhere.  Also, if the school is not going to provide a seamless approach 14-19, surely it is essential that teachers from the Grove school are involved in the teaching and management of the sixth form wherever it is located?  We have a number of examples elsewhere in the County of collaborative approaches (see Submission 3) to sixth form provision.

King Alfred’s have also quoted in their own response to the consultation “Option C would not for example have its own Sixth Form with the consequent impact on attracting and retaining good teaching staff”. Other teachers and residents have also raised this issue. Has this been taken into account when selecting an option without a sixth form?

On another related topic, we were informed that the Cabinet visited King Alfred’s School on 15th May and in the words of the Leader “to view and discuss options for the future of schooling” in Wantage and Grove (web link).  I was very surprised to discover from the King Alfred’s June newsletter that the Cabinet did not actually visit the school – the members drove past each of the KA sites and then visited the proposed development area in Grove. It is difficult to understand how the Cabinet could proceed without any serious discussion with the existing secondary school.

· Deliverability of the option chosen, in terms of the new development, is questionable, and this has not been fully considered.

As I said in my original speech at Cabinet, Grove is destined to have major housing development and the developers are already trying to plan the future needs of the community – indeed this was the major topic of a recent seminar on Community Led Planning.  It is vital that sufficient space is planned early on into the development so that the new school can be the focus for shared community facilities from the outset.  However, Option C could potentially not be delivered until much later on in the scheme of things – it could be an excuse to ‘do nothing now’, but leave things for many years. Indeed, in the Kemp and Kemp letter of 18 June, which was widely circulated, it states that under Option C “the school would not be delivered in Phase 1 and….possibly not until Phase 3”. This would not provide Grove with any of the infrastructure which is badly needed now, and developer contributions may not come on stream for some time.

Both other options (A and B) could release some capital receipts which could be used to bring provision closer to delivery. Indeed, in the OCC consultation document it says, in the ‘Acquisition of Land’ section, ‘It is expected that a central site would need to be developed quickly along with the first housing.”  We have heard from the developers that this is indeed the case and many of us have seen their submission.  So we need to have documented minutes here giving the community a firm timescale when we can expect this new school will be built.

King Alfred’s have also said in their July newsletter that they feel strongly that there is a missed opportunity here for the County Council, Developers, District and Local Councils to build new school and community facilities in Grove in a short timeframe. It is not at all clear whether this timescale factor has been addressed in the decision making by the Cabinet and how long Grove has to wait for infrastructure that is much-needed now.

· There was no information provided on the projected pupil estimations.

This is absolutely crucial to the whole decision making process.  Around 600 pupils now travel from Grove to King Alfred’s School in Wantage before any future children from the new development are provided for.  Indeed, the OCC consultation document quotes the current Grove secondary population as 800/900 pupils.  However, a large number of these pupils are currently travelling out of the village to education elsewhere e.g. The Downs School in Compton (full double decker bus every day), Didcot and Faringdon.

We will have 500 houses in the first phase of development (2011), 1000 in the second phase (2016) and a further 1000 in the third stage (2026). On top of this, the post-16 participation rate is supposed to rise from 75% to 90% by 2015. To have a small school that could become full before any development comes on stream is extremely short-sighted.  We could end up with pupils in lots of temporary classrooms, which is what they are suffering from in some places now.  If the school warrants a larger size to cater for all future children, then it needs to be planned with that capability now!  We certainly do not wish to repeat planning mistakes of the past.  

I am therefore asking the Scrutiny Committee to address these issues with the best interests of the communities involved and of the children for many future generations to come.  It is essential to get this decision right, both for the right educational reasons - delivering an excellent education - and to serve the needs of a growing and thriving community.

If the Cabinet’s decision to choose Option C is now their way of delivering Option A, then why are they being so secretive about it?  Surely, the community deserves to know exactly what is being planned and with an estimated timescale?

The related submissions below should be read in addition to this document:

Submission 2: Preliminary Evidence on Wantage and Grove Secondary Education.

Submission 3: Oxfordshire Secondary Schools and Sixth Form Provision.

Cllr Zoé Patrick

County Councillor for Grove and Wantage

6 July 2007

Submission 2

Preliminary Findings on Wantage and Grove

Secondary Education

1. Independent Survey

1.1 Initial Preferred Option

From the independent survey of initial preferred options:

	Table 1.1: Preferred Options - Initial

	OPTION
	TOTAL

(891 people)
	Parents & Non-Parents

(605 people)

	A
	47%
	49%

	B
	21%
	20%

	C
	18%
	20%

	No preference
	8%
	6%

	Don’t know
	5%
	5%

	Samples: Parents(144), Non-Parents(461), Business(189), Children(97)


Note 1: Cabinet paper (page 2) only uses the Parent & Non-Parent sample, quoting A=49% (294), B=20% (120), C=20% (120), but this makes no difference to the conclusion.

Note 2: The Executive Summary in the survey (section 1.3) clearly states “Preference was consistently expressed for a two schools option, specifically two schools of the same size”.

Comments: 

(1) Option A is the clear favourite.

(2) Option B appears to be preferred marginally more than C (in the Total sample).

1.2 After Sixth Form Implications

From the independent survey, after sixth form implications have been taken into consideration: 

	Table 1.2: Preferred Options - After Sixth Form Implications

	OPTION
	TOTAL

(891 people)
	Parents  & Non-Parents

(605 people)

	A
	32%
	33%

	B
	30%
	27%

	C
	21%
	21%

	No preference
	11%
	12%

	Don’t know
	6%
	6%

	Samples: Parents(144), Non-Parents(461), Business(189), Children(97)


Note 1: Cabinet paper (page 2) says “Option A was still the most popular option but there was a slight swing towards Option B”.

Note 2: The Executive Summary in the survey (section 1.3) clearly states “Among parents and  non-parents, two separate schools of the same size was still the preferred option”.

Comments:

(1) Results change significantly when the sixth form is taken into account.

(2) It clearly matters how the sixth form implications are defined and presented.

(3) Options A (32%) and B (30%) become much closer in the presented sixth form scenario.

(4) Option C (21%) gets the least support in the presented sixth form scenario.

Concern:

The wording of the sixth form implications in Section 4 of the questionnaire is clearly contentious. For example, under Option A on page 30, it states “Sixth Form Implication – both schools would have a Sixth Form, and both Sixth Forms would be smaller and have fewer pupils than the one which currently exists at King Alfred’s. The number of pupils in the Sixth Form will have an impact on the curriculum available at each school”. This makes the explicit assumption that the two schools would not have a joint sixth form or collaborating sixth forms, which are obvious (and some would say preferred) solutions.  It is therefore not clear what value can be put on the figures in Table 1.2 when such narrow sixth form and curriculum scenarios have been presented.

It is regrettable that the sixth form solutions presented were so narrow and not more flexible and inclusive of collaboration and partnership, seen as central to achieving the future 14-19 agenda. 

1.3 Option Preferred Least

From the independent survey, the least preferred option (but apparently BEFORE the 6th form question was posed): 

	Table 1.3: Option Preferred Least

	OPTION
	Parents  & Non-Parents

(605 people)

	A
	9%

	B
	51%

	C
	16%

	No preference
	16%

	Don’t know
	7%

	Samples: Parents(144), Non-Parents(461)


Note 1: Cabinet paper (page 2) says “The least preferred option – 306 (51%) of respondents indicated that Option B was the least preferred”.

Note 2: The Executive Summary in the survey (section 1.3) states “One large school was the least preferred option amongst 51% of parents and non-parents, 9% elected two separate schools of the same size as their least preferred option, and 16% elected two separate schools of different sizes as their least preferred option”.

Comments:

(1) This question was only addressed to parents and non-parents.

(2) Option A was again the favoured option.

(3) The figures quoted in the cabinet paper on page 2 apparently relate to Q12 on the questionnaire, which was asked BEFORE the sixth form implications were considered (see section 4.1 of the survey).

Question:

(1) What are the relevant figures for Q14, which are AFTER the sixth form implications were considered (they do not appear in section 4.2 of the survey)?

2. Oxfordshire County Council Consultation

From the second public consultation conducted by the County Council:

	Table 2: OCC Consultation

	OPTION
	Including Photocopy Responses

(215 people)
	Excluding Photocopy

Responses (145 people)

	A
	58 (27%)
	45 (31%)

	B
	110 (51%)
	62 (43%)

	C
	43 (20%)
	32 (22%)

	No preference
	4 (2%)
	6 (4%)


Note: Cabinet paper (page 2) says “The consultation response is less clear, favouring Option B, but also the response rate is very low”.

Comments:

(1) The issue surely is more to do with potential biases rather than sample size. If this were a genuine poll, the margin of error would probably be approximately 7%-8%.

(2) It is stated that the consultation was carried out with Governors and staff of schools, parents of pupils at primary schools, the Diocese of Oxford and Portsmouth, MP, County Council elected members, local district, city, town and parish councils. It is not at all clear how these results can be compared with the independent survey, which used weighted sample bases of parents, non-parents, business and children.

(3) There is little, if any, mention of sixth form implications in the consultation making it impossible to compare with the crucial survey results that included this information. 

(4) The issue of “photocopy responses” clearly has an effect (and hence a bias).

(5) In view of the above, it is unfortunately not clear what weight can be placed on the OCC consultation and therefore why it was included in the cabinet report.  

3.  Conclusions

It is unclear why the most popular Option A from the independent survey of the Wantage and Grove communities (900 data subjects) has not been selected. 

The lack of consideration given to the sixth form implications (which have a clear effect on the survey results) in the Cabinet report needs to be addressed. It is particularly regrettable that the sixth form solutions presented in the survey questionnaire were so narrow and not more flexible and inclusive of collaboration and partnership, seen as central to achieving the future 14-19 agenda. 

The figures for the “option least preferred” need to be presented for the post sixth form implications – these were not apparent in the Cabinet paper (ITEM CA11), nor in the survey report.  

It is regrettable that the second OCC public consultation was not better controlled and analysed, to ensure more useful feedback and to enable it to be compared with the independent survey. The weight given by the cabinet to this data needs to be established. If it has no standing, it should not have been submitted to Cabinet as evidence. Indeed, the validity of the second public consultation needs to be ascertained to determine whether there can be any public confidence in these results.

There needs to be a clear compilation of all of the statistical evidence. In the interests of full transparency in the consultation process, the results of the independent survey and consultation should be made publicly available via the County Council website.

If there are overriding educational reasons for a different selection to the independent survey, these should be part of an open and transparent decision-making process which is fully documented and minuted. These educational reasons were not made available at the Cabinet meeting of 20 June.

Finally, if it transpires that choosing Option C is really a route towards Option A, then the recommendation should be varied to make this completely explicit. This would mean that rather than choosing a 600 place 11-16 school with no sixth form (as stated in all the survey literature) another solution has been selected instead. This needs to be made clear to all parties at the earliest opportunity.

6 July 2007

Other related submissions:

Submission 1: Call-in of Decision on Provision of Secondary Pupil Places in Wantage, Grove and Surrounding Villages

Submission 3: Oxfordshire Secondary Schools and Sixth Form Provision.

Footnote: All percentages from the independent survey are rounded because of unavailability of the raw data. Figures are based on the quoted percentages and sample sizes in the BMG report.

Submission 3
Oxfordshire Secondary Schools and Sixth Form Provision

From the school search facility on the County Council website, there are currently 8 out of 34 (24%) secondary schools in Oxfordshire without a sixth form. If we discount Drayton School (City academy with sixth form from September), this becomes 7 out of 34 (21%).

	TABLE 1: Secondary Schools in Oxfordshire.

	School
	Type
	Roll
	5+GCSE A*-C inc. maths and English - 2006
	Comment

	Banbury School
	With 6th form
	1500
	29%
	

	Bartholomew School
	With 6th form
	1007
	62%
	

	Bicester Community College
	With 6th form
	1242
	21%
	

	Blessed George Napier School
	With 6th form
	814
	53%
	

	Burford School
	With  6th form
	1155
	61%
	

	Carterton Community College
	Without 6th form
	747
	50%
	Burford School 16-18

6th form requested 2001. 

	Cheney School
	With 6th form
	1428
	48%
	

	Chiltern Edge School
	Without 6th form
	842
	65%
	Henley College 16-18

	Chipping Norton School
	With 6th form
	1151
	59%
	

	Didcot Girls’ School
	With 6th form
	1387
	60%
	

	Drayton School
	Without 6th form
	621
	23%
	City Academy from Sept with 6th form.

	Faringdon Community College
	With 6th form
	929
	53%
	

	Fitzharrys School
	With 6th form
	910
	41%
	

	Gillotts School
	Without 6th form
	 896
	62%
	Henley College 16-18

	Gosford Hill School
	With 6th form
	1196
	47%
	

	Icknield Community College
	Without 6th form
	623
	58%
	Henley College 16-18

	John Mason School
	With 6th form
	1012
	44%
	

	King Alfred’s College
	With 6th form
	1755
	48%
	

	Langtree School
	Without 6th form
	517
	61%
	Henley College 16-18 

	Larkmead School
	With 6th form
	901
	32%
	

	Lord William’s School
	With 6th form
	2120
	59%
	

	Matthew Arnold School
	With 6th form
	1021
	62%
	

	Oxford Community School
	With 6th form
	1150
	26%
	

	Peers Community College
	With 6th form
	975
	19%
	

	St Birinus School
	With sixth form
	1243
	53%
	

	St Gregory the Great
	With sixth form
	941
	36%
	

	The Cherwell School
	With sixth form
	1740
	58%
	

	The Cooper School
	Without 6th form
	981
	41%
	Bicester Community College 16-18

	The Henry Box School
	With sixth form
	1357
	48%
	

	The Marlborough CE School
	With sixth form
	1049
	56%
	

	The Warriner School
	Without 6th form
	1112
	58%
	Banbury School 16-18

	Wallingford School
	With 6th form
	1042
	56%
	

	Wheatley Park School
	With 6th form
	1252
	42%
	

	Wood Green School
	With 6th form
	1174
	49%
	


Note: School performance figures (2006) and pupil numbers from DFES at http://www.dfes.gov.uk/performancetables/schools_06.shtml
Comments:

· Carterton Community College appeared in the press in 2001 requesting a sixth form (http://archive.oxfordmail.net/2001/3/26/66632.html) and saying “parents and pupils expect to have a sixth form”.
· The four schools of Chiltern Edge School, Gillotts School, Icknield Community College and Langtree School clearly cluster around the 16-18 provision at Henley College. This is the only tertiary college in Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Berkshire.

· The Cooper School in Bicester looks to Bicester Community College for sixth form provision. There is a current public consultation on the future of secondary education in Bicester in which it states “In towns of a similar size to Bicester (Abingdon, Witney, Didcot) there is a joint or shared Sixth form provision which works well and all schools are designated 11-18. The two secondary schools have worked towards this for some time with some teachers from The Cooper School teaching A level courses at Bicester Community College”. In view of this, it is strange that the model of a joint or collaborative sixth form with King Alfred’s for Grove has not been considered in Option C (or even Option A).

· The Warriner School presumably looks to Banbury School for post-16 provision. However, with a 120 acre farm, the school has a huge asset and is clearly able to offer a different learning experience from most comprehensives. The school was recently inspected (http://www.thewarrinerschool.co.uk/About/ofsted_final.pdf) and the report states “The school runs a farm which supports learning across the school and provides an alternative positive experience for at-risk students from other local schools”.
Despite what has appeared in the press, it appears that there is little evidence from Oxfordshire to support the model suggested for Grove in Option C (i.e. a 600 pupil 11-16 school, without any sixth form provision, collaborative sixth form, joint sixth form or associated tertiary college). 

Account also has to be taken of the ambition of the DCSF to increase by 2015 the number of young people participating in education at 17 from 75% to 90% (14 -19 Implementation Plan). This will surely have an influence on the future landscape of sixth form provision in the county.

Conclusions:

In view of the above, we are concerned that the County Cabinet wish to proceed to Option C for Wantage and Grove without taking full account from the outset of the sixth form provision for the Grove school.

We would have liked to have seen a full appraisal of flexible sixth form solutions for each of the three proposed options and taking into account the increased participation that is anticipated in 14-19 education.

Under Option C, serious consideration should be given to teachers from the Grove School being involved in the teaching and management of the sixth form, wherever this is located.

If, instead, it is now the intention to proceed to a 1,250 pupil 11-19 school with sixth form (essentially Option A) this needs to be made completely explicit in the Cabinet’s recommendation with a timetable of delivery.

6th July 2007

Other related submissions:

Submission 1: Call-in of Decision on Provision of Secondary Pupil Places in Wantage, Grove and Surrounding Villages.

Submission 2: Preliminary Evidence on Wantage and Grove Secondary Education.
Healthy Schools Scrutiny Review

Cabinet Response
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Recommendation 1

The national target is for all schools to be participating in the Healthy Schools
Programme by December 2009 and 75% of schools to have gained the Healthy
Schools Status. (In Oxfordshire we have set a target of 85% of all schools achieving
the Status by December 2009) Although the Healthy Schools Programme is a key
driver to improve health outcomes for children and young people, schools are not
required to engage with the Programme. The identification of a Healthy Schools
Development Fund for which schools could apply to ' lp them start the process (e.g.
some time to conduct the audit and to develop specific projects) could provide a much
needed incentive, and scrutiny are asked to identify the source for this funding

Recommendations 2 and 3

The Review Group only visited a very small number of schools, which are not
necessarily representative of the picture across the County. The move to integrated
services both at county council level and through localities should better support the
needs of children and young people in schools. The parallel development of multi-
agency strategies and collaborative working should also improve the quality of
monitoring of the effectiveness of the support provided. We must await the outcome of
this monitoring after a full year's working.

Recommendation 4

Medium or long- term planning is difficult for the Healthy Oxfordshire Schools Team
due to lack of committed funding which is invariably short term. This is compounded by
a predicted Government cut in the Healthy Schools grant funding in 2008 and an actual
Government cut in the funding via the Drug and Alcohol Action Team (DAAT) for the
Drug Education Consultant post. For these key areas of work to be sustainable they
need to be part of the Joint Commissioning Strategy.

Recommendation.5

Since capital funding is devolved to schools, it is recommended that the Directorate
write to secondary schools to remind them of the importance of providing well
maintained lavatory facilities as a human right in terms of personal dignity and basic
health need.

Recommendation 6

Whilst most schools are now trying hard to improve the quality of school food in line
with the new nutritional standards, a lack of adequate and welcoming dining facilities
can mitigate against the uptake of school meals. Schools generally are giving time and
thought to this and county officers, including those from Food with Thought, are
available for advice.

Recommendations 7 & 8
This endorsement of the value of the newsletter and celebration events is welcomed.

Recommendation 9
Nominating a Member Healthy Schools Champion would be a welcome development.

e Giti Paulin
N o ;yﬁg ‘;/\_ 14 June 2007




Giti Paulin

14 June 2007

Recommendation 1

(1)
to maintain support and to further explore the incentives (financial and otherwise) that could be offered to schools that are already following "Healthy Schools" principles to encourage signing up to the Healthy Schools Scheme and to seek accreditation;

Recommendations 2 and 3

(2)
 to draw attention to the need to identify the resources (from whichever agencies are appropriate - the Council and its partners) to meet the particular emotional, behavioural and personal, social and health issues that schools were having difficulties in managing, at the times when the problems occurred, as central support services were not always available;  

(3) 
that there must be robust monitoring of the effectiveness of various external agencies that might be called upon in relation to personal, social and health issues in schools, by the Children & Young People’s Board ultimately, and to RECOMMEND the Cabinet and appropriate agencies accordingly;

Recommendation 4

(4) 
that as many of the aims of the Healthy Oxfordshire Schools Team and Programme are difficult to achieve without extra financial support, to identify the resources to provide sufficient support and monitoring of schools’ progress;

Recommendation 5

(5) 
to consider how to help schools, particularly secondary schools, to accord a high priority in their capital expenditure to improving their lavatory facilities as a basic health need; if there are specific problems in finding the necessary capital, then to refer the schools to the relevant officers for further discussions;

Recommendation 6

(6) 
to consider how to help schools improve their dining facilities; in terms of the dining space and adequate kitchen facilities. 

Recommendations 7 and 8

(7)
to endorse the continued use of the Healthy Oxfordshire School’s Team Newsletter that is issued periodically, as an effective means of sharing and disseminating schools' own successes/good practice and as a reminder of their benefits for Headteachers and Governors.

(8) 
to endorse the importance of celebratory events, both for schools having achieved Healthy Schools Status and for those yet to sign up to the Programme.

Recommendation 9

(9) 
that a Member Children’s Champion is nominated and that included within his or her remit, should be the promotion of and involvement in celebratory events around "Healthy Schools".
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