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Dear Phil,
School Organisation Review – Statutory Consultation on Lowestoft Proposals

October  2008

Response of the Suffolk Division of the National Union of Teachers
Suffolk NUT wishes to lodge formal objections to the Statutory Notice for the Proposed Reorganisation of Schools in Lowestoft, as follows:

General: The NUT believes that the consultation processes from “in principle” decisions to the current notice have been unfair and unlawful for the reasons outlined below.  For this reason, we object in general to all Parts of the Notice.

Responding to parts of this Notice is made largely meaningless because of the pretence that the decision over the LSC proposal for a sixth-form centre has not been included as part of the proposals for Lowestoft.  The notice is therefore misleading in that it still refers to 11-18 schools, when the intention is to create 11-16 schools.  The NUT does not support the creation of new 11-16 schools and so we have to object to the intention, rather than the actual notice.

We note also that the County has largely ignored its avowed policy to be “the Greenest County” by failing to apply these principles to the current proposals, which will, in our estimation, increase home to school and school to school journeys (particularly for 14-19 specialist teaching).

Objections to the Parts of the Notice.

Part One: The NUT has not conceded that the people of Lowestoft, had they had the option, would have rejected the NUT Proposal to create KS3 or KS2 Annexes using Middle School buildings, and retaining the 3 school sixth-forms.  The NUT has pointed out previously its objection to very large Primary schools and does not support the creation of Primary Schools of 420 pupils. 

In our submissions to the County and Local Stakeholder Groups, the NUT has always argued for 14-19 teaching programmes, including Specialist Diploma teaching, to take place in schools offering an all-through 14-19 service, in consortium with other schools and the FE college.  We have consistently argued against creating 11-16 schools which would militate against the 14-19 continuum of provision.

Part One as it stands would therefore have been acceptable to us, because Part One retains, for the purposes of this consultation, 11-18 schools at The Denes, Kirkley and Benjamin Britten.

However, the clear intention, as indicated by the footnote, is that these High Schools will become 11-16 when the proposed sixth-form centre is agreed.     We must assume that the LSC proposal for a 16-19 Centre will be approved and the current notice is therefore misleading.
The NUT objects to the intention to turn these three schools into 11-16 schools.  We understand that the Authority has agreed that a fresh consultation will be necessary when the LSC proposal is announced if, as expected, it is to build a new 16-19 centre.

Part Two: No objection in principle.

Part Three: Again, the notice re. the Denes High and Benjamin Britten High Schools is misleading as we know that there is no intention to maintain a sixth form there.  We can support the notice as it stands, but the notice is meaningless in that it “proposes” a sixth form which will in fact be transferred to the proposed sixth-form centre.  The NUT objects to the closure of the three sixth forms in Lowestoft.
Part Four: The NUT objects to the closure of Middle Schools on the grounds that (a) we believe this is contrary to the wishes of the local community and (b) far better alternatives have been ignored, such as the use of purpose-built (or already well converted) facilities as KS2 or KS3 schools, or as Annexes forming part of 11-18/9 provision in the town.
The NUT also objects to the disruption caused to the children and staff, and to the enforced redundancy faced by teaching and support staff in these schools.

Reorganisation could have been managed on a more gradual basis, by changing the age-range of children taught in the current Middle School buildings from 8-13 to either 7-11 or 11-13 (KS2 or KS3), minimising disruption and making best use of existing staff, resources and buildings.

Part Five: The NUT has consistently argued against creating 11-16 schools at a time when the effective school leaving age is to rise to 17, then 18, and when the 14-19 Diplomas are being implemented (and where there is no break at age 16).

Therefore we object to the creation of a fourth 11-16 school in the town.   It would mean that the 14-19 Diploma courses would have to be organised in a consortium of 6 different establishments 14-16 then just 2 establishments for 16-19.  This is creating immense logistical problems and will militate against the desire to see greater participation rates in Education and Training post-16.

We also note the proposed site for this school and agree with local knowledgeable comment that the traffic congestion in that part of town will be unacceptable.

The reasons for our objections include, in summary:

· The so-called consultation, both public and stakeholder, was flawed and, in our view, unfair and not in keeping with the law.

· 11-16 schools will be an anachronism when the 14-19 Diploma courses are implemented and the age at which young people must stay in school, training or employment is raised to 17, then 18

· The stated savings, ecological sustainability and educational advantages are unrealistic.

“Constultation”

Suffolk NUT believes that the so-called consultation on School Organisation Review has been contrary to the expectations of the law, and is in conflict with the principles laid down by Mr Justice Munby in the Royal Courts of Justice on 18th May 2006, in his Judgement against Northumberland County Councils’ similar proposals to close Middle Schools. 

Suffolk County Council originally “consulted” the public on their preference for two or three-tier systems, in principle.    Problems over distribution lists meant that many parents, and potential parents, in the areas most affected did not even receive the consultation document or questionnaire.  
In any case, the “consultation” on the proposal to close all Middle Schools only asked respondents’ opinions on two questions as follows:
(1) Which are the 3 issues that matter most to you?:



Pupil Achievement



Managing population changes



Better choice for 14-19 yr olds
           A modern education system



Fewer changes of school

           Better support for children and families



Better value for money

           Personal and Social Development



Getting and keeping good teachers        Community services in schools



More students staying on after 16
          Keeping village schools

(2) Then voting on a 5-point scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree, consultants were asked to express their preferences for:
Schools for ages 4-11 and 11-18


All age schools

Schools for 4-8. 9-13 and 13-18


Schools for ages 4-13 and 14-19

Note that the option which has emerged as the final proposal for Lowestoft was not one of the options listed (4-11, 11-16, 16-18) in that consultation.     The option put forward by, amongst others, Suffolk NUT and Lothingland Middle School, to develop Middle Schools into KS3 schools, allowing the 13-18 schools to become 14-19 Centres, was not included either at the beginning or subsequently.   Right from the start, the need to develop vocational and Diploma courses for 14-16 year olds has been ignored.
The People of Lowestoft have never been given the opportunity to consider the best option for 14-19 provision in the town (given the arrival of Diploma courses for 14-19 year olds) versus the concept of a sixth-form college, or indeed to express a preference for the status quo.
The LA did their analysis of the results of the (county-wide) “consultation” and declared that there was great public support for the closure of Middle Schools.   In fact, the results showed that parents in three-tier areas of the County supported Middle Schools, whereas parents in two-tier areas supported their local 2-tier schools.  Neither saw any pressing need for wholesale change.


The analysis used the “in principle” answers to the question (2) above to indicate that the public were really supporting the Authority’s objectives in closing Middle Schools.

As a result of this “in principle” “consultation”, the Council adopted, in March 2007, a “series of principles and criteria for the future organisation of schools in Suffolk, which included:

· A preferred option to move to a 2-tier system of primary schools 4-11 and secondary schools covering the 11 to 16 or 11 to 18 age range
In all following “consultation”, no options other than 2-tier (a Primary/Secondary) model with a break at 11 were considered (except for an option of 4-14, 14-19 designed for Haverhill but never actively pursued as a viable option for Lowestoft).

This pre-emptive form of “consultation” is precisely what was ruled unlawful in the Northumberland judgement:, where the judge wrote:  (para 18): “I can summarise the effect of the evidence very simply. Stages 0 and 1 of the consultation process (the equivalent of stage 1 in Suffolk) involved county-wide consultation on the general principle of whether or not to adopt a two-tier model.  There was no consultation on the implications for specific school partnerships, let alone specific schools. Stage 2 of the consultation process does focus on specific school partnerships and specific schools but is confined to consideration of different two-tier models. In other words, at no stage during the consultation process has there been any consultation on whether or not specific school partnerships, let alone specific schools, should adopt a two-tier model.
Subsequently, (para 15) the judge writes: “The defendant’s error was in treating that decision as precluding any public discussion during Stage 2 of the consultation process of anything other than two-tier models”.
In Suffolk, the Authority has made the same error: all consultation concerning the Lowestoft Proposals since the original “in principle” consultation has stressed that options which conflict with the “principles” will not be discussed or considered.

The Stakeholder meetings, both local and county, were stage-managed to the extreme.  Instead of debating and listening to alternative views, each meeting had a pre-arranged list of tasks restricted to:

· agreeing the LA’s principles (its mission statement)

· discussing in small groups how the principles already decided might be implemented at local level
· expressing preferences within the already determined decisions to go two tier and, once the officer’s preferred option was to have 11-16 schools and a sixth-from centre,

· no discussion of alternative secondary provision was allowed.

Furthermore, documents were distributed marked “confidential” with the threat of withdrawing stakeholder status if the documents were discussed with our members in the schools concerned.

The Powerpoint presentations given at the first round of consultation meetings in Lowestoft began with “The status quo is not an option”.   Any attempt to re-open discussion as to whether it was appropriate to change to a two-tier system in Lowestoft was firstly discouraged by the Chair or appointed LA representative on each table, and then never appeared in the notes from the meeting, even when submitted on the feedback forms, in writing.
Some attempts were made by individuals in the Local Stakeholder Groups to challenge the original principles as they applied to Lowestoft.   However, the Local Stakeholder Groups were mostly headteachers and governors representing their own school’s interests with only a few “independent” participants, amongst whom were just 6 people appointed by the Trade Unions to represent their members (albeit without being able to report back to them because of the confidentiality clauses!).   
The public consultation document of October 2007 claimed: “We have worked with local schools and other stakeholders to develop the options set out in this consultation document”.   The NUT would contest this as the stakeholders were only ever able to discuss the Authority’s options, not the schools’ or their own.   Indeed, as far as Lowestoft was concerned, there was no meaningful discussion on All-through Schools (4-16 or 4-18) in any of the stakeholder meetings at Local or County level, yet 2 of the 4 options are for “all-through schools”.  The NUT would suggest that these options were included as “Aunt Sallies”: they would have no public or professional support  because they were not actually put forward by the community or stakeholder groups in the first place.
As is outlined later, the NUT consistently called for proper information on the 14-19 reforms, so that officials and politicians alike could start to understand the union’s objections to the proposed break at 16 for all students in Lowestoft.  This was always rejected.

So the only workable alternatives provided in the consultation document were:

1) Primary 4-11, Secondary (11-16) and “Post-16 Provision” (which is itself misleading if it really means a sixth-form centre)

2) Primary 4-11 and Secondary (ages 11-18).

As mentioned above, the people of Lowestoft were not offered the opportunity of opting for the status quo, for the model put forward by the NUT, or any other.

Throughout the consultations, Suffolk NUT has proposed that Middle Schools in Lowestoft should be converted into KS2 or KS3 schools, allowing the 13-18 schools to develop into a consortium of three 14-19 centres, embracing both the traditional sixth-forms and expanding to create centres of excellence for a share each of the “lines of learning” for the 14-19 Diplomas.  The NUT has always believed that this would best serve the young people of Lowestoft, especially when around 50% of students aged 14-19 would be expected to opt for Diploma courses, from year 10.  We have pointed out that having four 11-16 schools would not make appropriate provision for 14-16 yr olds wishing to do Diploma courses.   Our second best option, assuming that the politicians would never concede that they might be wrong to close Middle Schools, would be for the 3 existing 13-18 schools to become 11-18 schools, preserving their sixth forms and expanding to take a share in the provision of the delivery of 14-19 Diploma specialist teaching within the Lowestoft consortium.
At no point in the history of the Lowestoft consultation have these eminently sensible proposals been discussed in any stakeholder forum, put to the County Councillors, or included in the consultation documents.  The NUT proposals appeared in the press and were circulated to all County Councillors.  But there is no record of any discussion of them by SCC and no mention of these proposals in any minutes of stakeholder groups, etc.
In September 2007, Suffolk NUT responded to the Future Options Paper, second iteration, rejecting all three published options on the basis that they did not meet the requirements of the new 14-19 Curriculum and proposing the conversion of Middle Schools and retaining but expanding the current post-16 teaching in schools.

Mr Steven Howe, SOR Team Leader, replied on 24th September 2007 saying “Your comments will be added to the feedback to be included in the consultation”.   However, nothing in the feedback or any future consultation document referred to this option (because it was in conflict with the original “in principle” decision). 

Mr Justice Munby in his Northumberland findings, determined (para 27): “Proposers must be able to demonstrate how they have taken into account the views expressed during consultation in reaching a decision on the publication of proposals.  Where in the course of consultation a new option emerges which the proposers wish to consider, the proposer should consult afresh on this option before proceeding to publish proposals.”
In Lowestoft, the proposal to create a sixth-form centre (which had not been part of the original “in principle” decision) was not tested with any “fresh consultation”.
In summary:

· The original consultation on preferred systems “in principle” did not include the option chosen for Lowestoft

· It was not possible for the respondents to the original consultation to judge how these immutable principles would be applied to individual schools or pyramids in the town 

· The Authority excluded all suggestions for reorganisation which did not fit with its “principles”

· No consultation was offered on any alternative which did not fit with the principles.

· Submissions, such as from the NUT, were never included in notes of meetings, even when submitted as agenda items and submitted in writing.
· Alternative proposals which were raised in County and Local Stakeholder Groups were ignored

· The two “alternative proposals” included in the consultation document were “padding” or “distracters” which had not been put forward seriously by any stakeholder group. 

--------------------------------------------------------

In response to the August 2007 consultation document, the NUT put forward the following observations, which now form part of our objections to the statutory notices:
The NUT has supported the need to review education provision in Suffolk and to remove the inefficiency and educationally indefensible transfer ages of 8 to Middle School and 13 to Upper School.  However, the NUT has consistently advised the Authority that any reorganisation should be based on preparing for the huge implications of the new 14-19 Curriculum Entitlement, which will be being implemented at the same time as the abolition of our Middle Schools.

The Authority has consistently ignored the wisdom of the NUT’s advice and have refused even to discuss how the 14-19 Provisions will be introduced, let alone how the preferred options could possibly work efficiently from 2011 onwards.  The NUT has continuously warned that a system based on 11-16 schools is bound to be problematical at a time when the 17 new Diploma courses have to be offered as a continuum from age 14 to age 19.  We also point out that creating 11-16 schools is a backward step at a time when the Government has announced the effective raising of the school leaving age to 17, then 18.

The NUT believes that the Authority is replacing one defective system, with another, even more defective.   By destroying our existing 13-18 schools and turning them into 11-16 schools, they are creating another artificial break, at 16 in the middle of what is effectively a new 14-19 “Key Stage”.

The NUT has pointed out to the Authority that, if the 14-19 Diploma courses are to be introduced in accordance with the Government’s published intentions, at least 40% of pupils, starting from age 14, must be able to access any of the 17 Diploma courses, including in the 14 vocational subjects.
These courses must be made available at level 1 to 3.  Diploma courses are assessed continuously and do not involve written examinations on particular dates such as at the end of Year 11 (GCSEs).  Students can embark on Level 2 or 3 whenever they are ready, and whatever their age.

The implications of this key fact have never been acknowledged by the Authority.  Its significance is that a school with a limited age range, such as the proposed 11-16 school, will not be able to take responsibility for any of the specialist teaching for any Diploma, because students (and possibly staff
) will have to transfer completely to a new establishment after the end of Year 11.   In many cases, this will be for just one or 2 terms, in order to complete perhaps a level 2 programme before entering employment.

The Authority has admitted that such students will not be able to stay on at an 11-16 school in order to complete a Diploma, even if they will only require a few weeks to complete and obtain the Diploma qualification.  This is clearly a nonsense and will act as a disincentive for students to stay on in education post 16.

The NUT has consistently advised that the only practical way of delivering the complexity and flexibility of the new 14-19 Diplomas is to create consortia of 11-18/9 schools (or at least 14-18/9) with the FE sector.   Attempting to deliver this continuum with a break of institution at 16 is self-evidently illogical.
As we have pointed out many times, to no avail, secondary education in Lowestoft needs to be organised in either 14-19 or 11-18/9 schools, not 11-16 schools.

Suffolk County Council, however, is proposing to destroy our existing sixth forms and set up a what they refer to as a “state of the art” 16-19 centre
.  Despite several requests to do so, the Authority has refused to give any details as to what kind of courses will be provided at these centres beyond simply putting together the 3 existing school sixth-forms. 

Page 3 of the consultation document has a heading “14-19 Education and Training”, but you will search in vain for any reference therein to the 14-16 element of this “Key Stage”.   In this paragraph, the Authority states: “We need to think carefully about how we organise our schools because this will affect what our students can do after the age of 16.”

Here again is proof that, even under the Heading of “14-19”, Suffolk totally ignores the 14-16 element and concentrates simply on the 16-19 sector.  This is a gaping hole in the Authority’s proposals, where they have no answers.

The NUT submitted the following written questions in advance of the so-called County Stakeholders’ Group meeting of 20th December 2007:

14-19 Implementation Plan for the Lowestoft and Haverhill localities.   We request a written up-date on the current implementation plans for Lowestoft and Haverhill, incorporating the proposed 16-19 centre.

In particular, we would wish to see how it is planned to staff and provide courses which will enable, eventually for all 17 lines of learning, 600 Guided Learning Hours as follows:

· Principal learning for 240 GLHs in all specialisms

· Of which 60 GLHs can be (at level 1) principal learning in another line of learning

· Functional Skills/Generic Learning (English, Maths and ICT – up to the time this will be integrated into the GCSE syllabus, and any change thereafter)

· 120 GLHs of Additional & Specialist Learning, which can include further non-traditional GCSE courses, B Techs, etc.

· Which GLH’s it is expected would be delivered at either the FE College or the 16-19 centre, and how these sections of Diploma courses would be distributed between the 2.

· Where the Generic Learning and Additional Learning (eg. GCSEs) is provided by the “host school” in KS4, how it is anticipated that the Diploma courses will be coordinated to ensure successful completion of all the assessments, and to avoid duplication in areas such as “Personal learning and thinking skills”.

We would particularly like to see how it is envisaged that the required teaching and supervision will be shared between the various establishments and how the proposed 11-16 schools will be able to participate in the consortium offering the required entitlement.  We would like to know, for example, where it is anticipated that the staff of 11-16 schools, including any appointed from the Middle Schools under the staffing protocol, will be able to contribute to the Diploma GLHs in Years 10 and 11.

We have never received a response.  Patricia O’Brien actually announced at the beginning of the meeting that they were not going to provide any answers to these questions, either verbally or in writing, and took the item off the agenda.  This is what they call “consultation”. 

Sustainability

The Authority purports to be seeking a “sustainable” restructuring of Education in Lowestoft, but the test of sustainability fails at the first hurdle – the system being set up will not even be fit for 2010, yet alone 2020.

As this vital element was absent from the Consultation Document, it was also ruled out of order whenever anyone tried to raise the matter in any of the school-based public consultation meetings.  In some, where a question was posed about plans for 14-19 Diplomas, the response was along the lines of suggesting that (a) the NUT had got its facts wrong and (b) there was no problem in providing Diploma courses for students based in 11-16 schools.

There is, of course, no error on the part of the NUT.   We have enlisted the support of our National Headquarters, our local representative on the NUT’s National Working Party on the 14-19 Curriculum, the QCA and the Examination Boards (who are devising the Course assessment profiles) to ensure that the information upon which we based our advice to the Authority is entirely up to date and accurate.

When it became obvious that the Authority’s own advisers were not up-dating the officers and elected members about how the Diploma courses were to be introduced, the NUT proposed to the County Stakeholders’ Group in September 2007: “We therefore propose that experts in the new 14-19 Curriculum and its implementation be asked to present a seminar to the Steering Group and the County Stakeholder Group to obtain the latest factual information on what will be introduced, and when, so that the current proposals can be revised, before it is too late and a monumental, irrevocable error is committed.”
In what has become a feature of Suffolk “stakeholder consultation”, the Authority not only ignored this eminently wise suggestion, they even refused to minute the request and failed to include the Authority’s own 14-19 team in the list of consultees, even when the NUT had pointed out this omission.

How can there be meaningful consultation with staff and the public while these questions remain unanswered?  Which courses will the proposed 16-19 Centre? Will it be only AS and A2 courses?   Will it be responsible for any Diploma Specialist teaching?  If so, which courses?  How will responsibility for vocational education and training be shared with the FE college?  

How will Year 10 students have access to Level 1 or 2 Diploma specialist teaching?  (The Authority has admitted, in writing, that some year 10 students will be able to attend the 16-19 centre – but which students?  How many?  For which sort of courses?)

New ‘A’-level Programmes of Study: In addition to the new Diploma courses and greater accent on vocational alternatives to the “traditional” GCSE and ‘A’-level courses, the current proposals to close the current 3 Upper/High sixth-forms comes at an inopportune moment.   

This is because the ‘A’-level and ‘AS’ syllabuses are also being revised. Specifications for all subjects except Maths and applied ‘A’ and ‘AS’ level courses were published in 2007.  Teaching of the new A2 units began in September 2008 and teaching of the new AS units begins in September 2009.   Students will have their final assessment for these A2 courses in the summer of 2010, just months before the closure of their sixth forms.
Teachers will be required to introduce new approaches designed to “deliver a more motivating learning experience, giving young people the skills and behaviours important for employment and progression in life”. 

This will be challenging enough for established and fully-staffed sixth forms.  But the academic year 2009-2010 in Lowestoft and Haverhill will be dominated by staffing instability as the 3 Upper/High prepare to lose all their post-16 courses while taking on staff, hopefully from Middle Schools, to cope with the extra KS3 classes with the addition of Year 7 and 8 courses.

So  the creation of 11-16 schools in 2011 will be detrimental to the introduction of the new post-16 ‘A’ and ‘A/S’ courses.   Current sixth-form teachers will have to:

· prepare the introduction of new courses for 2009/10 in each of the current establishments or shared sixth-form arrangements

· attend CPD training in the new approaches

· order new course materials and equipment (many of the new courses will be more practical and will require specialist equipment in greater amounts.)

This will be taking place at the same time as staff who are currently teaching post 16 courses will be facing:

· their current post either disappearing completely or changing to include no or less post-16 teaching,

· competition for teaching posts in the proposed 16-19 centres.

· no guarantee that they can continue to teach these courses in the sixth-form centre and

· no guarantee of continued employment (danger of actual redundancy if your sixth-form teaching is no longer required).

Existing sixth-form teachers will have to put in a great deal of work to introduce new courses, perhaps to see that work come to fruition for one year only, then to see the courses handed over to others in the sixth-form centre.   These courses need to be started in September 2008, but the investment in staff and training required to set the courses up will be redundant in 2011.
The Proposed 16-19 Centre: 
The Authority’s simplistic approach to post-16 education is that the staying-on rate in Lowestoft will increase if the three sixth-forms are combined in a new, purpose-built 16-19 centre.   There is also, as an article of faith, the view that AS and A2 results will improve simply by providing the same courses at a sixth-form centre (and with the same teachers, apparently).

Improved performance: Statistics on sixth-form colleges, nationally, are difficult to interpret, because it is virtually impossible to compare like with like.  The Authority and the Learning & Skills Council (currently responsible for post-16 strategy and funding) insist that results are consistently better in Sixth-Form colleges.

Raw statistics would appear to support this contention, but there are many variables which cast doubt on reliability.  Firstly, Sixth-Form Colleges are essentially selective – they take fewer risks when recruiting students.  13-18 or 11-18 Comprehensive Schools tend to encourage their Year 11 students to stay on in their school sixth-form, rather than to leave school or go to the FE college.  This leads to some Year 12 students being guided into courses which are not really suitable for them, in schools, and this can depress results.

Even so, there is evidence of a greater drop-out rate from post-16 institutions than from school Sixth Forms.   This, too, can distort the statistics.

There is sparse analytical research into comparative data on participation, retention and attainment for the various forms of post-16 provision.  However, one important recently published study
 comes to a conclusion which undermines ‘the article of faith’ referred to above concerning sixth-form colleges.
This study examines results from all the forms of post-16 provision in existence nationally, and concluded: “It is clear from most of our analyses that the effects of different types of pattern of provision are mainly quite small, although there remain certain effects which are related to institution types.  It could be argued, therefore that there is no clear advantage of one pattern over another and little to be gained in effectiveness by changing the pattern of provision in a local area ….”
One interesting outcome of the study, for Lowestoft, was that there were “lower probabilities of continuation from Yr 12 to Yr 13 for all institution types compared with school sixth forms”.  

This research also suggests that Sixth-form Colleges can achieve better grades for the more able students than school Sixth Forms, whereas School Sixth Forms do better for those who are not the most able students.
Overall, this serious, academically valid study indicates that the claims made in favour of a sixth-form centre are, at best, exaggerated and unsubstantiated.  The Authority on the other hand has relied on supposition and wishful thinking.
League Tables: The Union dislikes league tables and sees them as militating against social progress, but if we examine the table of ‘A’-level achievements in Suffolk schools and colleges, published in January 2008, some interesting facts emerge which further challenge the assumption that a sixth-form centre will necessarily improve results:

· All of the top 20 performing schools in Suffolk for ‘A’-level, including the top performer – St Albans High School in Ipswich – were Upper, High or independent schools with large, well-established sixth-forms.   

· These schools, including successful Upper Schools, all out-performed the nearest sixth-form college to Lowestoft

· The 13-18 Benjamin Britten and Kirkley High Schools performed significantly better than High Schools in similar areas of Ipswich.

These, largely self evident, results confirm the main finding of the NFER study: social deprivation and social factors are far more important than any structure or organisation in affecting success in participation, retention and results. 
We see a danger of an “elitist” 16-19 centre (seen alongside a “vocational” FE College) as likely to increase divisions and stereotyping, while failing to engage those who can take most advantage of their school including a full “vocational” programme.

Staying on rates: What is best for Lowestoft?  How will a 16-19 Centre improve staying-on rates post 16?

If the 16-19 centre simply takes over the current sixth-form courses, then there is actually a danger that fewer students will take the courses on offer when Diploma courses are introduced.
If the 16-19 Centre is to expand to include the current vocational/technical options, leading to Diploma courses, they will have to employ additional teachers not just for the specialist teaching, but also for the Functional Skills / Generic Learning elements of the Diploma.  (Up to age 16 this would be the responsibility, presumably, of the 11-16 High Schools). 

If the 16-19 Centre and FE College are to offer Diploma courses in some specialist lines of learning, then they will, as has been admitted by the Authority, need to take pupils from age 14 for at least the specialist elements of the Diploma course.  As the College and 16-19 Centre will already be providing courses in Functional Skills and Generic Learning for their post-16 students, they might be tempted to take that part of the Diploma course over as well.  How long will it be before the accountants see another saving here? 
If the real intention is to form a 14-19 (vocational) centre, then the consultation document should have said so.

Where does this leave the 11-16 school?  They will be losing some of their pupils for at least one day a week to Specialist teaching outside the school, having already lost all post-16 teaching.

Responding to the NUT via the East Anglian Daily Times, Patricia O’Brien rejected the NUT’s proposals for a continuum for courses 14-19 by assuming, wrongly, that this could only be provided by a 14-19 Centre.  Cllr O’Brien claimed that year 10 pupils would not know their KS4 teachers
 and this would put them off making the right choices.

This argument unwittingly supports the NUT’s counter-proposal, which is that Secondary education in Lowestoft should be organised as an 11-19 continuum, perhaps with a KS3 annex to make best use of existing buildings until rebuilding can take place.
It is ironic that Cllr O’Brien’s misunderstanding of this principle also led to her saying it was wrong to have a break at 14 within the same institution, but it is perfectly all right to change institution completely at age 16 to take unknown courses with unknown teachers in a new school!  Indeed, the proposals for Lowestoft mean that every young person will have to change to a new institution at age 16, or leave education altogether.

The NUT would agree that staying-on rates post-16 in Lowestoft are not good enough.   However, replacing provision for AS and A2 students is not likely to increase participation by very much – there is little evidence to suggest that those students who “drop out” at age 16 would be enticed into a 16-19 centre, after failing to be engaged by GCSE courses in the High School.

The rationale behind the introduction of 14-19 Diplomas is to offer alternatives to the traditional GCSE courses, which many less able or disaffected youngsters find irrelevant.  The whole point of these Diplomas is that they must be available to pupils from age 14, and taught by properly trained teachers. 

Once again, this whole area of the future curriculum has been totally ignored in the proposals.

If Suffolk is to make any significant improvement to the number of pupils staying in full-time education or training (including apprenticeships), then we must concentrate on the area of vocational courses in year 10.  Failing to provide the full range of Diploma specialist learning in an 11-16 setting will fail this group once again.    Expecting them to wait until they can go to the 16-19 Centre will lead to them melting away and not returning to education.

This is the key to improving the educational opportunities of the young people of Lowestoft and the only way in which we will break into the cycle of deprivation where a large number of youngsters simply give up on education during Key Stage 4.

Creating 11-16 schools, where vocational courses will be “outsourced”, will not meet this challenge.  Only consortia of all the 11-18/9 schools with the FE college can begin to provide the range of provision which is needed.

Instead of facing failure and disaffection at the end of GCSE courses, these young people can achieve in their Diploma courses before they reach the end of year 11, and then they stand some chance of staying on to take their vocational skills to a higher level.  But they must be in an institution that can take that student on post-16.
Governance of the 16-19 Centre:  Whereas Middle School teachers were bracing themselves for the closure of their schools, the unexpected conclusion of the SOR Steering Group means that many Upper/High School staff are also facing redeployment or even redundancy.

This is because the staffing requirements of the High Schools will change, overnight, on September 1st 2011, from teaching mainly KS4 courses and advanced post-16 courses (which account for a higher number of taught periods per student) to introducing new KS3 courses for years 7 and 8 and no advanced, post-16 courses at all.

Some staff in Upper/High Schools currently teach mainly or even entirely in the Sixth Form.   Some subjects are only taught post-16 and many such staff will not have experience of teaching years 7 and 8.
In an on-line survey on the Suffolk NUT’s website, no Upper/High teacher said they would prefer to work in an 11-16 school.  All respondents wanted to continue to work with sixthformers.
The Authority are suggesting that those who currently teach sixth-form courses in the three High Schools will be able to continue teaching these courses in the proposed 16-19 centre.  This was confirmed in writing by a statement from the headteachers of the three High Schools.

However, the NUT has pointed out that the new sixth-form centre will be a separate school with a separate headteacher, a separate governing body, a separate staffing policy, and a separate appointments body.  There can be no guarantees that the stated intention can be delivered.  It appears that the compliance of the High School staff has been sought on the basis of wishful thinking, of promises which the Authority cannot keep.

The NUT invited the Authority to make this clear to High School staff.  We wrote to Patricia O’Brien, Chair of the County Stakeholders’, for their Meeting of December 20th, as follows:

In the course of the public consultation meetings, LA representatives have stated that staff who currently teach sixth-form courses in The Denes, Benjamin Britten, and Kirkley High Schools and in Castle Manor or Samuel Ward Upper Schools will be able to teach both in their present schools and in the 16-19 centres.

If this is the case, the NUT would request that this guarantee is put in writing and circulated to all the schools affected.

If however, no such guarantee can be given, then we request a written statement to be sent to all schools involved, pointing out the current legislation concerning the competition process for the creation of new schools and the range of possible outcomes from the proposed creation of new schools in Lowestoft and Haverhill. 

We are aware of the pressure placed on the officers and executive of the County Council to create Academies and/or Trust Schools in Suffolk.   Our legal advice is that such schools would have a status of governance which removed all influence of Suffolk County Council over such issues as staff appointments, and indeed, over conditions of service for staff employed by the new schools.

We note that this “objection” is mentioned in the SOR Documentation itself, but only as regards the Clare 11-16 school initiative.  Of course, we believe that it could apply to any new school.

We are also aware of the plans to create a SWISS Trust, which would embrace all 8 schools involved and include a jointly-run 16-19 centre in SW Ipswich and South Suffolk.    However, given that the Authority has so far failed even to get many of ‘its own’ current schools and governing bodies to sign up to the staffing protocol, we cannot be confident that any aspirational proposal to create a new Trust or Federation of Schools in Lowestoft or Haverhill would be any more successful.   Instead, we fear that the Government will consider these areas as ripe for “diversity” and the creation of Academies and/or Trusts led by private or charitable concerns.

We believe that, as part of the consultation, the Authority needs to be open and honest about these matters, so that staff in Upper/High Schools, as well as those in Middle Schools, can make realistic decisions about their future, and parents can have proper information on which to gauge the viability of the proposals.  

We therefore request a clear and unequivocal written statement as to which legislation has to be complied with, and how the Authority believes that it can deliver on the undertakings re. staffing in the proposals for the secondary sector in Lowestoft and Haverhill.
Again, there was no response from the Authority, either verbally in the meeting, or subsequently in writing.

Staffing Protocol: Instead, the Authority are putting their trust and confidence in a Staffing Protocol, whereby Headteachers and Governing Bodies are encouraged to sign up to a kind of declaration of intent, signalling a willingness to offer to consider staff affected by reorganisation for vacant posts in remaining schools.

This protocol relies on the cooperation of the Governing Body of each school which will be remaining open after the closure of Middle Schools.  Even if schools sign up to the protocol, there is no guarantee that it will operate as desired for all individual vacancies and all individual staff.

The stark fact is that, where Governing Bodies make their own appointments to their staff, there can be no guarantees, including any guarantee that there will not be compulsory redundancy as a result of the School Reorganisation Review.

The NUT expects there to be a number of staff remaining in the Middle Schools for the final term before closure, who will not have jobs to go to in September.   The negative effect of this on morale cannot be overestimated.

The Authority hoped that all, or the vast majority, of schools to sign up to the protocol.  Even though the signing the protocol would not force schools to take any employee they did not wish to take, the situation in Lowestoft as of the end of 2007 is that less than half of the schools involved had signed up to the protocol.

The figures provided by the Authority in December 2007 were:  


                  Primary
      Middle
         High
         Total

Adopted

9

4

1

14


Not adopted

9

3

2

14

Deferred decision
1

1



  2


Unknown

1





  1

These figures are disappointing, but only to be expected.  With half the schools refusing to cooperate in redeploying staff displaced by the reorganisation proposals, the optimism of the Authority
 looks once again to be nothing more than wishful thinking.

Another aspect of future staffing considerations has also been ignored: the question of different rates of pay and differing conditions of service in the FE Sector and in schools.  Many new courses will have to be introduced at KS4, using FE staff who will have had no training for teaching school students.  There have already been difficulties when FE lecturers and instructors have been expected to cope with KS4 pupils when these, often disaffected and challenging pupils have been accommodated at an FE college as part of the “alternative curriculum”, in very small numbers.   The problems will expand exponentially when up to 40% of students have to be accommodated for specialist Diploma teaching.   

The NUT believes that the best quality education is delivered by properly trained and qualified teachers, who have the training and experience to educate children of this age-group.

We also warn the Authority that experience shows that it is more difficult to attract well qualified teachers to 11-16 schools than to 11-18, because many seek sixth-form teaching as part of their timetable.

Primary Education: This response has concentrated on the mistakes being made by the SOR in the Secondary phase.

However, the NUT is also concerned at the effect of the proposals on Primary schools.  As noted above, only half the Primary Schools in the Lowestoft area have adopted the staffing protocol.  The figures for the remaining Primary Schools in the Northern Area show that only 43% of all Northern Area Primary Schools have shown a willingness to cooperate with the Authority to avoid redundancies amongst Middle School staff.

Once again, the Authority is proceeding on an unnecessarily radical change on the basis of wishful thinking, that something, Micawber-fashion, will turn up.

Events on the ground show that what they are creating is demoralising, destructive and chaotic.

The NUT does not agree with the creation of very large Primary schools in Lowestoft, involving young children crossing large areas of town to get to their “local” primary school.   We believe that this was never part of the principles of the SOR, and have simply emerged because of financial considerations.  The fate of Middle and Primary School buildings and sites is clearly determined by their potential for being sold off for housing developments, or for accommodating the enlarged Primary units more economically.

Whereas Foxborough School, for example, would make an excellent KS3 annex to nearby Benjamin Britten High School, creating a very large Primary School on that site means a large number of younger pupils travelling relatively large distances.

Whereas it would make sense for Elm Tree Middle School buildings to accommodate an enlarged KS3 cohort for the already overcrowded Elm Tree Primary School, it is not suitable for KS4 teaching. 

Despite assurances to the contrary, the proposed use of all the Primary and Middle School buildings is clearly and solely determined by financial considerations, and educational factors are sidelined.

One aspect of the implementation which will be problematical, to say the least, is the first stage of the closure of Middle Schools, in September 2010.  At this point, when Year 5 are to remain in their Middle Schools, there will be a need to reduce Middle School staff by at least 20%.  The Primary Schools which will be receiving these children are showing a reluctance to agree to “staff following the children”, in accordance with the Staffing Protocol.  Instead, many will create or make more mixed-age classes, especially where schools have little or no room to create extra classrooms.

We predict a great deal of chaos for that year, when the Middle School buildings are still being used for years 6,7 and 8.

The NUT’s counter-proposal has always been to move gradually, and to convert Middle Schools firstly into either KS3 or KS2 annexes.   This wise and sensible suggestion has been rejected out of hand throughout by the Authority.  But even at this late stage, we suggest that such a phased reorganisation would be much less disruptive than what is currently proposed, and would keep options open in what is a very insecure period in local government terms.

The Unitary Challenge: Although the original proposals for a Unitary Ipswich Council have been rejected, the Government is still intent on local government being delivered by Unitary councils.   One solution for Lowestoft was the “Yartoft” council, embracing Lowestoft and Gt Yarmouth, and their respective hinterlands, but this has now been superseded by the proposal to break Lowestoft off from Suffolk and place it in Norfolk.  Norfolk has experienced its own Middle School closure process, and has seen KS3 and GCSE seriously damaged as a result.
If the Boundary Committee’s recommendations come to fruition on schedule, there is the possibility of creating a new unitary council at about the same time as the closure of Middle Schools is taking place.

Although Gt Yarmouth is also reorganising its education provision, including its (different) Middle School system, if both towns put their 14-19 plans together, the chances are that there would be a completely different plan for the area.

The Government’s intentions for local determination, announced in October 2007 as a pre-cursor to the Ipswich announcement, insist that local communities should be able to decide local issues.

The people of Lowestoft have been dictated to by Suffolk County Councillors and have been told from Ipswich what kind of system is best for them.   Norfolk, or whichever unitary council emerges for Lowestoft, may not agree with the one imposed from Suffolk on the basis of biased “consultation”.
Patricia O’Brien has consistently been quoted in the press as referring to the consultation exercise as “not a vote”.  Not only is it “not a vote”, it is not true, meaningful consultation: the views of local people about alternative options have never been canvassed.

Most people of the Lowestoft area did not respond to the original consultation.   From those who did, there was no overwhelming desire to close Middle Schools.  And the question of turning 13-18 schools into 11-16 schools was never raised.

Both the so-called stakeholder groups and the public consultation meetings were stage-managed, with a closed agenda, ruling out of order any ideas which did not match the pre-determined outcomes agreed by the Steering Group.   As pointed out above, written questions of vital importance to an understanding of the true intentions of the Authority, have never been answered. 

Instead of debating the educational viability of proposals, the consultation meetings were based on the assumption that the Authority’s decisions were the only proposals, and the “consultation” was simply on where to put the commas and even, “what colour should the front cover of the brochure be”?!

Sustainability Appraisal of the School Organisation Review
: 
The NUT has studied this appraisal in some detail.  It is a generic document and there is little that can be applied specifically to Lowestoft.    This scored what it referred to as the 8 SOR options for “sustainability” as follows:







Net sustainability 
Option






Score

2 tier, split at 11; expansion on site



+17.5

All through, federated split at 11



+17.5

2 tier, split at 14, expansion on site



+14.5

One upper + federated primaries split at 11

+13.5

2 tier, split at 11 build on new sites



+  5.5

2 tier, split at 14, build on new sites


+  2.5

Status quo






+  2.0

All through: one campus




+  1.5

The purpose of the “scores” seems to be to indicate the need for a split at age 11.  However, when it comes to the big question for Lowestoft, there are no figures scoring the effect of creating 11-16 schools and a 16-19 centre as opposed to retaining the three High School Sixth Forms.  Again, there is no researched basis for this rash decision.
Neither did the report look at the score for creating turning the High Schools into 14-19 centres.

The appraisal fails to provide any guidance on the specific issues for Lowestoft as far as 11-16 or 11-18 schools are concerned.  The document says that “options requiring the use of new sites (such as a new 16-19 centre) have the highest number of negative impacts.  The difficulties of finding new sites for schools that avoid flood plans, biodiversity and landscape designations, archaeological sites, not on Greenfield land or brownfield sites with biodiversity interest an which are well located for sustainable transport are evident.  Although individual impact on any of these may be overcome through appropriate investment, pursuing a large programme of new site development could lengthen the timescale for the implementation of the SOR.”

No mention is made in this document, either, of the investment in teaching space, specialist equipment and travel between establishments involved in providing access to Specialist Diploma teaching.  Diploma courses will need more space than GCSE teaching rooms.  For example, the teaching of Engineering or Hair & Beauty requires expensive specialist equipment and small practical group sizes.  Pilot courses put on at the Halesworth Vocational Centre give some idea of the practicality of group sizes – these subjects will not have classes of 30 as with a GCSE subject. 

The NUT anticipates considerable extra transport for pupils and students from age 14 onwards as a result of the Lowestoft SOR proposals.   The study refers to “reduced travel miles as children will stay in village schools for a further two years”, but fails to take into account:
· Year 10 and 11 pupils travelling to the centres which are offering Diploma specialist teaching (i.e. the FE college, or possibly the 16-19 Centre).  This is already happening in the Leiston-Bungay-Beccles consortium with very small numbers travelling to the Halesworth Vocational Centre for such courses as Vehicle Mechanics.  In Lowestoft, any KS4 pupil who so desires in any of the three (or four, according to one option) 11-16 schools must have access to the FE college / 16-19 Centre, if that is where their specialist line of teaching is being provided
. 

· Depending on the viability of shared timetabling priorities, KS4 pupils may have to travel to their 11-16 school first, then take a second journey to their vocational teaching venue (this happens for the Halesworth Centre already).

· When the age at which young people will be required to remain in full-time education, training or employment is raised to 17, then 18 (2013), we believe that it will not be feasible to charge students in the 17-18 age range to travel to their place of education.  This means that extra subsidised bus miles will be required to take students to the enlarged primary schools, the four 11-16 schools, the FE College and the proposed 16-19 Centre.  This has not been factored in to the Study.

· The specific proposals for Primary provision in Lowestoft create a situation where children as young as 4 will be required to attend new, large schools which will be much further away from their home than the current, smaller Primaries.  Although these distances will be less than the 2 mile qualifying distance by the shortest route, avoiding the need for statutorily free transport, the nature of the route for very young children is such that this will inevitably increase “the school run” for parents with cars, and create anxiety, frustration and considerable time commitment for parents without car transport.  The study refers to the “possibility of anti-social behaviour associated with co-location of special and mainstream schools”, but, no doubt because it was not looking at any specific local proposals, there is no assessment of the risks to personal safety in the proposals for Lowestoft Primary provision.

The NUT therefore proposed that this Research and Monitoring Group should produce a report on the options for Lowestoft, including the impact of not building a new 16-19 Centre but retaining the current sixth-form provision and developing the existing Middle and High School sites for the new 14-19 curriculum.  This proposal has also been ignored.
Conclusion: The NUT believes therefore that none of the options included in the Consultation Document for Lowestoft will provide the education provision the people of Lowestoft will need and expect when the Diploma courses come into force.    

We urge a total re-think based on the best available information and research, providing proper consultation on a range of options, including proposals for handling the 14-19 agenda and looking at possible coordination with a re-structured Gt Yarmouth.

The NUT again proposes that a more gradual approach, using Middle School buildings as temporary KS2 or KS3 annexes to Primary and 11-18/9 schools, will preserve options for a possible link with Gt Yarmouth, and to make the introduction of the Diploma courses manageable.

The NUT’s counterproposals would, of course, also reduce building costs and transport while reducing the number of redeployments and redundancies amongst staff. 
--------------------------------------------------------

We believe that these objections made earlier to the proposals for Lowestoft have not been considered in any way by the Authority and that no attempt has been made to consult on the alternatives.  No up-dated Ecological Impact study has been undertaken on the actual proposals which form this Statutory Notice.  For these reasons, we cannot accept the proposals and lodge this formal objection.
Signed:










Martin Goold










Assistant Secretary










Suffolk Division










National Union of Teachers

October 17th 2008

� See Staffing Protocol section, below


� This “Centre” changed in name from “Sixth-Form Centre” to 16-19 Centre for the final consultation document, but the original intention has remained the same – that this will essentially replace the current 3 sixth forms at the High Schools. 


� Quoted from the National Assessment Agency’s “14-19 reforms, A summary for the Exams Office”


� Evaluating Post-16 Structures of Provision, Ian Schagen, NFER, 2005.


� This claim is repeated in the Sustainability report, see below.


� Patricia O’Brien has been reported in the press as saying that there will be the same number of children to be taught and that “there will be a job for everybody”.


� Prepared for SCC by the Research & Monitoring Group, Strategic Development Division, Environment and Transport Directorate.


� This indicates how it is imperative to have answers to the questions posed by the NUT concerning which courses will be provided in which institutions.  The present study is unable to measure the sustainability factors without such detail.
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