Options for change to schools in Melton Mowbray and Vale of Belvoir – Third Stage of Consultation
Meeting held with Staff of King Edward VII School, Melton Mowbray on Wednesday 10th January 2007 commencing at 4 pm

Officers Present: 
Gareth Williams – Director of Children and Young People's Service

Harry Dowling

Lisa Fish

Tony Mulhearn

Bob Dutton

Ann Morgan

David Atterbury

87 members of staff, including the Principal of the School.

Also in attendance:
Mr I.D. Ould, Lead Member – 



Children and Young People’s Service


Mr G. Hart – Support Member – 


Children and Young People’s Service

Gareth Williams opened the meeting by welcoming everyone and introducing officers present. He emphasised that the Lead Member and Support Member from the Cabinet were present at the meeting to hear comments directly for themselves.

As Gareth Williams was about to begin the presentation relating to the preferred option, members of the school staff said that they would prefer not to have the presentation made to them and to go straight in to questions and answers. On being put to the meeting, this proposal drew overwhelming support from the staff of the school who were present. 
Gareth Williams agreed to this request, and stated that the decision on the outcome would be made in February [subsequently changed to March] by the Cabinet of the County Council.

	Member of Staff
	In the previous options it had appeared that a sixth form would remain on its existing site, probably the one here at King Edward. The preferred option now seems to be moving to a new sixth form centre which would be run by three headteachers. There is a very clear message here. We value our own sixth form highly. The recent OfSTED Inspection stated that the sixth form provision was very good in every respect. Can you tell us why the proposals have changed, on who’s feedback that had occurred and what will change in the future?

	Response  
	As a result of the consultation on the first two phases, there has been support expressed for a jointly managed sixth form centre. It was possible that that centre would remain on this site. In relation to the post-16 provision, this would require involvement from all feeder schools into the strategic management of the centre. In relation to the siting of the centre, one of the most appropriate sites would be on the King Edward campus, although others could be considered.



	Question – 

Staff Member
	I am extremely worried over the huge changes. Details are necessary and details are needed to inform us if we are to make an informed decision. Can I ask at what point do we get the concrete proposals given to us? Currently we appear to be getting a glossy magazine which covers the issue very superficially. I have to say that I and my colleagues have lost faith, as it would appear that we have not been listened to. 


	Response  
	I note your comments.

	Question – Staff Member
	Why are you no longer considering the two school proposal? This has curriculum and spending issues involved. There is a breadth of curriculum at the sixth form which is currently being provided and under the proposals for three schools, the funding would be spread across the four smaller schools. 



	Response  
	In the proposals there is a reference to schools working in partnership and in my view schools have to work together.  Solutions to these issues can be worked out. 



	Comment
	In relation to teaching, these days this effectively equates to the number of bums on seats. If we only have 600 pupils then this must necessarily be a reduction. If the sixth form is on a shared provision basis, then this will mean that kids will have to be travelling between schools.



	Comment – teacher
	In relation to the two school model we are still awaiting the full details of this, do we have any details at all? I would reiterate again that it appears to us that people saying this have not been listened to in this process. 



	Response  
	We have run the figures through the formula process and we are secure that the preferred option would work. Schools of this size are already in existence in other areas and can function. No-one could argue that small schools were cheaper to run than the larger ones. 



	Comment teacher
	In relation to a number of the subjects that we teach such as electronics and design, we at this school are providing almost unique provision. How can this continue to be provided under the proposals you are bringing forward?

	Response  
	We’ve undertaken some initial modelling of curriculum provision and work on this was occurring earlier in the day. We are currently looking at how the more detailed outcomes can be worked through. If this work had been done at an earlier stage, then it might have been regarded as pre-emptive of the consultation exercise. 


	Teacher
	From the documentation, it appears that the Local Authority has taken the parental view on board and has gone with that option which had received most votes. I would argue that the parents are not taking notice of the curriculum issues that might be involved, parents were not taking any notice of this. If the three school model is being offered, then parents don’t have the information to make an informed decision - they simply don’t have the information to hand in this aspect. It is my view that information on the two school and three school models should have been available first. In my view, a jointly managed sixth form centre will not work. Working for three bosses does not work. I have previous experience of working in a similar situation and it clearly did not work effectively.



	Comment – Chris Williams
	You talk about the schools being required to do the curriculum modelling – shouldn’t that be the responsibility of the Local Authority? I myself have sent a detailed paper to the Local Authority on the benefits of the two school model.

I have requested funding details of what might be available to this school in order to allow me to undertake curriculum models but I simply wasn’t allowed to do this. 



	Response  
	The complexity of curriculum modelling is very challenging. There is a need to get close to those who are working close to it if it was to succeed. 



	Comment – Teacher
	In my view, a consultation should not been classed as a vote can we have some clarification on this? I would also argue that in this school, parents do make informed choices. 



	Response  
	This was an area where it was not up to the schools to decide. The Local Authority and schools had to be working in partnership to bring these issues together.


	Question – staff
	In relation to the responses to the consultation via the internet, isn’t it possible that there could be double or triple entries or responses which may have skewed the results?
If education is to be split across sites and between schools, then schools could be waiting for the facilities needed in order to provide the education. Schools wouldn’t necessarily get to that destination and this would mean that pupils would not be accessing the proper education.

	Response 
	There are two checks in the system in order to filter the comments received and stop the double entries. One part of this written into the system and I myself have gone through every response to try and pick up any duplicate entries.



	Comment  
	I’d emphasise again that the consultation is not a vote. The only voting would be undertaken by the politicians of the County Council’s Cabinet.



	Comment – teacher
	You claim that you are giving people what they want but is this what they need? I have to question the breaking up of the sixth form, which at the moment is such a good provision. There would be effects of the leadership team at this school and I also question the outcomes of any transition process. I’m very worried about staff leaving in the interim. It appears to me that this school loses out big time under these proposals, whereas other schools in the town will flourish. It would seem that other schools would blossom and grow whilst King Edward sinks, if it occurs, then this would mean that King Edward would get all the issues, would have to look at issues around staffing and pupil behaviour and the whole situation overall would inevitably just get worse. 


	Response  
	In relation to the sixth form, I don’t share the views expressed in relation to the other schools squabbling re its leadership. The clear expectation will be that all schools involved will collaborate, I know that King Edward already does carry out some collaborative work and this would have to be extended to the benefit of all the pupils. 
In relation to turbulence, particularly in relation to staff, then I have to say that staff movement does already occur across all schools. 


	Comment – teacher
	You make the comments that parents wouldn’t understand the curriculum models etc. and therefore is it simply a case that we should not trouble them with the information. If they are to look at this critically, then they should be looking at statistics and looking at preferences they have. I would question how people can decide on what they don’t understand. In my view, there’s a lot of detail work which will then follow and it is that detailed work which will trip you up, because you haven’t undertaken the work at the outset. In relation to the issue about jobs, we as staff take pride in the sixth form and we all want to be here. At the last consultation meeting, we requested more detail and it seems that we have not been listened to. What we want to see is the detail of the proposals, I think it’s insulting that the parents will only see the glossy brochure that you have produced rather than detailed information. 

	Comment  
	In relation to transition, details of how it can occur are in the presentation prepared by the local authority which you have refused to hear.


	Comment – Member of Staff
	What will happen if staff are leaving? We are the local expertise in relation to GCSE’s and A’Levels. If we all leave then were do you get the teachers to teach the subjects. I came back to King Edward VII to teach for professional reasons and have a great job from which I get a tremendous buzz. In the past, I have worked in Rushden and I saw personally how students were required there to move around between buildings to receive education and in my view this simply did not work. Professionally, the work here at this sixth form provides a very broad curriculum, is challenging to students and provides job satisfaction to most of us as teachers. We are gutted in relation to this proposal. We want to be part of the improvement at keystage 4, but you are taking away the opportunity from us to make that improvement that we want. 


	Comment  
	We acknowledge that the sixth form provision here is good. However, also at the school there were issues raised in the inspection with regard to pupil progress across keystage 4. 


	Comment – staff
	I acknowledge that change is coming and that the curriculum is changing nationally. I don’t like smaller schools and I chose to work in a larger school such as this. 



	Question – staff
	Can you provide some details about changes in jobs and the process involved?



	Response  
	The Headteachers and the Local Authority would have to work together to produce a protocol. This would draw out timescales, terms and conditions and agreed movements across schools. This protocol would relate to both short term and long term arrangements. We go into this in some detail in the presentation you did not wish to hear.


	Comment – member of staff
	In my view, most teachers would be likely to be moved to other schools and those skills will be lost. 



	Comment – teacher
	I think that your comments in relation to parents are extremely patronising in saying that parents won’t understand the changes. Many of our parents are interested in curriculum changes and are involved in our current process. There are dynamic changes going on, but no details of these have been provided as part of the consultation. When will it be that parents will have the information on which they can make an informed choice?



	Comment 
	What we are saying is that there will be a difference in the type of discussion when meeting with parents and with yourselves as staff. 



	Comment – teacher
	I’m still struggling with these issues, I am a teacher and also a parent governor at another school. There are implications for the rest of the county in these proposals, and also, in relation to their future impact. I am not convinced by any of the arguments or proposals that are being put forward. What are you saying in relation to other areas and in respect to other larger schools across the county, for example Groby, Lutterworth, Market Bosworth, Market Harborough etc. Is this the model for the rest of the Local Authority and will this be economically viable for the long term? 

I chose to come here. There is a very dynamic leadership team at this school. In relation to decisions, I am committed to the school and its pupils. However, I also have family and my own professional reasons which may come in to influence my decisions. You appear to be giving a solution that is suitable for one area and appear to be liking small schools whereas results from other areas are quite bad. 


	Response  
	Can I respond to the issue as to what would happen elsewhere? The whole point of the consultation process is that local solutions will be developed. The imposition of one solution to fit all areas does not make sense. It will not be possible to move to any other areas until 2013 at the very earliest, when the Building Schools for the Future funding comes forward. The model that we are discussing here is for Melton only and we are now trying to listen to your responses about that proposal.


	Comment – teacher
	This town can’t really support three high schools and that was one of the reasons why Sarson was brought into this school some years ago. I can see nothing in the proposals that is different to that situation. To me this seems to be a cherry picking exercise. Catchment areas will need to be changed. At Sarson this would mean that we would only have 100 out of 180 in the year group and we would therefore, have no choice but to pick up the “discards” from the other schools. In my view, competition will continue to take place and this will lead inevitably to only two of the three schools being really viable. In my view the transition process at the end of year 9 is extremely important. We already have the courses in place and the methods for transition to take place. It does take place in the school and it does take place effectively. We offered this knowledge and these skills to the other two high schools, but they refused our offer. In my view, one of the three schools will simply wither under the competition that will inevitably arise. 

 

	Comment – teacher
	In my view the students have to be seen as the most important element. This school caters for a wide range of curriculum subjects and therefore there is no need to go outside the catchment areas to study the subjects. This was my experience. If choices are more limited, then students will have to travel between and across schools or again have to go outside of the catchment areas. 



	Comment  
	In relation to keystage 3, this is now being prescribed by the national curriculum. At keystage 4, there are a wide range of options. In relation to the 14-19 provision in any school in 10 years time, then it is very likely that pupils will seek access to their own personalised curriculum. It is unlikely that pupils will be able to access all their subjects at one particular teaching base. 



	Comment – teacher
	In relation to Option 1 on the documentation, can you explain to me why it does not meet the six criteria that are contained within your glossy brochure. Option 1, to remind you, is two 11-16 schools and one 11-19 school. If this option meets your own criteria, then why has it not been brought forward?



	Response  
	Having had discussions with officers and taken advice, it is our view that the preferred option works better. You may say that Option 1 meets the same criteria and if that is the case, then we will note that view. 


	Comment – Teacher
	By your own criteria, Option 1 to me, best meets your own criteria. In fact, it meets them better that the preferred option. I would therefore, ask whether there are other hidden criteria being brought into place in reaching the decisions?


	Response 
	On balance, the weight of argument that we have had goes against Option 1.



	Comment – Chris Williams
	In my view the process of consultation is patronising. In my view, it is fundamental that if things are to be sorted out then the consultation needs to be focused and the detail needs to be available earlier rather than later. The consultation document being focused has never happened. It appears that in your proposal you are saying that students currently in the system will not be affected. I think you are being patronising in relation to the parents in that the curriculum issues are not too difficult to understand. Do you have the confidence that existing students will not be adversely affected? Do you have the detail to tell us how the performance will be improved by these proposals?


	Response  
	In relation to the transition issues, the effect on pupils will be minimised as far as possible. Discussions in this area are starting to be developed. It is possible to continue to deliver proper education to these pupils within the process of change and I base that view on experience elsewhere. In relation to your request for absolute assurances, then I cannot give them as this is not possible. Detailed planning work is needed and we will learn from work with consultants and learn from experience in other areas. 



	Comment – teacher
	You stated that the proposals would be a pathfinder for the rest of the authority. 



	Response  
	Yes, there is a pathfinder element in relation to going through the models of provision. This is not pathfinding in the sense of one model i.e. the Melton model being applied elsewhere. 



	Comment – member of staff
	To me this smacks of political expediency and short term gain, against the fact that many staff will lose their jobs and pupils at this school will suffer. 



	Comment – teacher
	In relation to the14-19 agenda, the expertise is here in this school. If it is spread into 4 schools, many of us will not want to work in small mediocre schools. You will need the staff to be here with you in order to implement the change. If you go with the proposals of two medium sized schools, then these may be more attractive to working and makes them more attractive to us or is it simply that we don’t count it this whole discussion?


	Response  
	In relation to the new diplomas, many of the details surrounding these are still not yet clear. In some areas some very specialist knowledge will be needed. What will have to happen is that we will have to define the requirements and then have to look at the workforce and the knowledge that we will need in order to deliver those requirements. 



	Comment – teacher
	Within this model are you saying that our staff here are able to meet the new needs?



	Response  
	I’m not yet convinced that all staff are available to cover the 14 strands in the new curriculum across all schools. Can I also emphasise that I am not being patronising in these comments, I do know the school from its results and through carrying out some work here. 



	Comment – member of staff
	In saying that, you know what we currently teach but you do not know the other skills that we have. Many of us have got skills outside of teaching and many of us can teach more than one subject. It appears to me that you are not worried at all about the staff. 



	Comment  
	There is a need for us to match the new curriculum needs against the skills of the staff available. Other schools have started a skills audit.


	Comment – teacher
	I taught previously at John Ferneley and then moved here. Initially, I struggled to grasp the skills to teach at keystage 4 and 5. Eventually I was able to overcome those issues as I was supported by an excellent staff who had the expertise to take me through these issues. Will this be available in the other schools?



	Comment – teacher
	There are currently 8,000 visits in relation to community use of this site. We have provided access to many groups from the community. I wonder whether any thought has been given to the community issues as part of the new proposals?


	Response  
	In relation to expertise, we acknowledge that much of the keystage 5 expertise is present in this room.


	Response – teacher
	We want to offer our breadth of curriculum and we want to be able to deal with the issues that have already been identified at keystage 4.


	Response  
	All teachers are still needed. The 3,600 pupils will still be there and will still need to be taught whichever “pattern” of provision is in place. It should also be noted that broader changes in education will occur from 2008.


	Comment – teacher
	I still question whether there is any coherent argument as to why the three schools option is supported rather than the two schools option. I, in my past experience, have been through a transition and there is no doubt that it will have an effect and will affect the pupils. If transition goes wrong, then its effects last for many years. It seems to me that we do not have the logic to support the argument. In my view, if we can’t get this bit right then the future problems that we will cause will be even worse. You have to remember that the staff are the ones who will drive through any changes that are brought in. If staff are not on board with the proposals, then they will fail. I repeat that I am not hearing any argument for coherent or managed change or in support of option 3. 



	Response  
	In relation to the question as to why 3 not 2, as I said earlier the arguments relate to the fact that there are three very successful schools currently in Melton. At the moment, the sixth form is at King Edward and is performing well but the results being achieved at Longfield and John Ferneley are also good. 



	Teacher
	In my view, the parents have not understood that the schools will be different from what they are now and the information from the local authority has not given any explanation of that.
 

	Teacher
	I work in the nursery at the school and have spoke to 25 parents from the toddler group. They understood the issue in relation to 3 schools, but did not understand the issue relating to the breadth of the curriculum and the need for the pupils to move around between schools in order to access the new curriculum. 



	Question – teacher
	If the process goes ahead, it is likely that at this school our year numbers will drop to 100, compared to higher numbers at John Ferneley and Longfield. What provision is to be made in order to make the numbers more equal? What would the timescale for redeployment of staff from this school to other schools? Can you tell me what date the sixth form would be established from? There would be an issue in relation to some teachers having the skills to teach at keystage 5. I personally am very worried about this whole process. We have a number of very strong teachers at this school who will now be looking at their own careers. This is important in relation to TLR’s etc. It would appear that these staff may be lost earlier if the plans go ahead and thus the expertise will go. We know from past experience that it is very hard to recruit in the Melton area and that is why TLR’s have been used to good effect.


	Teacher
	There is a need to tell parents that pupils will have to move across town in order to access the curriculum. Who will have the duty of care for pupils when they are wandering around Melton? It is difficult enough for us to keep track of pupils on our own campus. It will be impossible to keep track of them across the town and what will the implications of this be?


	Teacher
	I used to work in the local authority in Peterborough where they had a system of a very small community schools with about 6-800 on roll. In the last 12 months, they have reversed that programme and have closed a number of the smaller schools. They have also closed their jointly managed sixth form provision. I would question whether anyone in Leicestershire has spoken to Peterborough and whether they’ve had discussions with them in relation to this process?


	Response  
	I would ask you to remember that Peterborough and Melton are not the same places.

	Comment – Teacher
	I’m also a parent of a ten year old child and am disturbed by this process. I’m shortly going to have to make decisions as to which school to send her to. Normally this would be based around her pupil peer group and transport arrangements. However, in the light of the uncertainty, I will ensure that she receives a very specific curriculum in that I will be delivering it to her myself.


	Comments  
	Refering back to the earlier question on community provision, this has to be seen as part of the extended schools strategy and there are models that could work in Melton. We note the point that you feel that this consultation may damage the provision that you are currently making.



	Comment – Teacher
	We have 12 years experience in the community area. We have accessed a tremendous amount of funding and have produced facilities for the school and the wider community. The whole process is working very well as it is and therefore, I ask you to question whether change is in fact needed?


	Response
	I note this comment.


The meeting was then drawn to a close and ended at 5.15 pm.
Options for change to schools in Melton Mowbray and Vale of Belvoir – Third Stage of Consultation

Meeting held with Governors of King Edward VII School, Melton Mowbray on Wednesday 10th January 2007 commencing at 5.50 pm

Officers Present:
Gareth Williams – Director of Children and Young People's Service

Harry Dowling

Tony Mulhearn

Bob Dutton

Ann Morgan

David Atterbury

David Heyes

The Chair of Governors apologised for the late to the start of the meeting due to issues surrounding an accident to a pupil at the school. 

At the outset of the meeting, the Chair of Governors welcomed Gareth Williams and the officers. At this stage, he very clearly stated that the Governors wished to discuss the proposals and that they did not wish to have the Local Authority’s presentation made to them. They felt that this was not the best use of their time and wished to move straight to statements and questions.

	Chair of Governors
	Can I state at this stage that we as a governing body have no confidence in the outcome of the consultation or in the process used in reaching it. We would want to take issue in relation to the funding model, impact on the sixth form, transition arrangements, impact on community provision and on the consultation process as a whole. 
We are looking for some clear and positive answers. If those answers are not received, then we would make it clear that we would be fighting these proposals from the start. 



	Question – Governor
	In relation to the sixth form, could you tell us what mandate for change you have in relation to post 16? Why is any change being proposed at this level? There was agreement in relation to changes for 14-16 but what mandate do you have for dealing with the sixth form areas?


	Response  
	The Local Authority has the responsibility for 14-16 and the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) has the mandate for 16+. The LSC have visited and part of our function is to work with the LSC. The 14-19 review overall would require us to look at this subject. 

	Governor
	In moving from the second stage of consultation to the third stage, it appears at bullet point 3 that you are proposing a jointly managed sixth form centre of some 600 places. Included in there is the wording “new”. Why is this and can you tell us what this is about?



	Response  
	This is to ensure linkage through joint strategic management with the feeder schools. The accountability of the sixth form centre should be both ways, both down to the 11-16 provision and up to the post 16 providers. 



	Governor
	Can you tell us then how this will work? What is the model and what is the funding model?



	Response
	The funding as ever will follow the pupils. The vision is that there would be input into the strategic management from the three schools and that there would be some form of grouping set up to govern and run the centre. The LSC are now working with KPMG in order to see how that model could work.



	Governor
	From our knowledge, KPMG were only commissioned to undertake this work shortly before Christmas. Can you tell us why this was so late?



	Response  
	I note your comment.

	Comment – Chris Williams
	I would repeat that the involvement of KPMG appears to have taken place at a very late stage. This has not allowed any discussion to take place before this time. If this were a truly joint vision then surely these discussions should have occurred much earlier?
Going back to the issue of the mandate, there were very clear parental views for the Vale of Belvoir but is there a good case in relation to the14-19 provision. I challenge you to show evidence as to who has said that this sixth form provision is in need of change. 



	Response  
	Mandate is your word. If you are challenging in that way then I would want the LSC here with us to jointly address that issue. We have talked to the LSC, as part of the initial meetings in relation to the Melton review, as has the headteacher.


	Response  
	You will recall my remarks at the meeting with headteachers before Christmas. The involvement of KPMG was acknowledged as coming in very late. There were also questions raised criticising the mandate. 



	Comment – Governor
	There are issues over the transition, particularly in movement to the sixth form. You are telling us that there will be choices in the very near future about the sixth form and what is on offer. We already know that many pupils are now starting to look at the sixth form provision outside of Melton. Are you protecting the sixth form and in any way looking at transitional security?
 

	Response  
	In the presentations that we had intended to show you, the transition issues are talked through in relation to staff and admissions and the management of those issues. 



	Comment – Governor
	Can I clarify that there is no-one from the LSC present at this meeting?



	Response
	There is no-one here from the LSC. 



	Comment – Governor
	If we are talking about post-16, then surely the LSC should have been at this meeting?


	Chair of Governors
	If you are telling us that separate consultations are required within LSC, then can you clarify whether these would take place before the Cabinet decision is made?



	Response  
	I would confirm that a separate consultation will be undertaken and that this will take place before the Cabinet decision in February (subsequently changed to March) and before KPMG report.


	Governor
	In relation to the curriculum choice and curriculum models, I am still trying to get my head round the issue of two separate consultations with the local authority and the LSC. The LSC has responsibilities and a lead in relation to post 16 and there are lots of 14-19 issues here as well. 

Can I raise a question in relation to preparation and transition? There are currently 25 GCSE options on offer here, I think that is right. Has there been any audit of the potential range of GCSE’s that could be provided through the preferred model?


	Response  
	We have undertaken some initial work looking at the potential curriculum offer. With smaller schools, there could be a more limited number of options if partnership work is not undertaken. This work is now starting to be shared with schools to get their very early views and this work has to be developed in partnership with schools. In relation to the issues and what can be done differently, then a meeting planned with headteachers and others on February 7th will look at the initial work, which will be then taken forward in partnership. In relation to the production of a detailed model, this would be very difficult as this could be modelled in so many different ways and bringing forward one model at this stage would not have been appropriate.
Teachers must be involved and they need to know what the provision plan is before they can start work. 



	Question – Governor
	In my view, this is where the uncertainty is starting and where the instability of the position is evident. Moving pupils will cause issues. The 3 school model simply won’t work. 



	Governor
	There are concerns in relation to the specialist diplomas and how these will be provided. The students in Melton could be faced with a fragmented curriculum being offered across a number of sites and potentially every pupil in the town would have to move around in order to access the curriculum.



	Comment  
	Wouldn’t there be a change for the provision to pupils in 5 years anyway, not withstanding any changes to provision in Melton? This has to be acknowledged. In relation to the breadth of courses at keystage 4 and higher if needed, pupils, according to our evidence, will be prepared to move in order to get what they want.



	Comment – Governor
	In my view, there is no perception of this by the pupils. They clearly believe that they will be staying in one small school. In fact, you are asking us to discuss these issues from the basis of some very vague details.


	Comment  
	I have to disagree with Ann Morgan in respect of the time for decision for the curriculum. By this time, we should be able to show pupils what curriculum we will have on offer. Some initial work has been done, but that is relatively straight forward - it is not rocket science. The Local Authority could have generated more than one model in order to give clear examples to parents. I think that it is not right to go through this consultation exercise without that level of information. I have been obstructed by the Local Authority in relation to curriculum modelling, rather than being supported by them. In my view, the consultation document is nothing other than a holiday brochure and only shows the good side and does not show the down sides of the proposals. There are costs involved in moving pupils around. It has to be emphasised that the proposals will not save money - they will be a cost. I would ask that you be honest in this and clearly acknowledge that everything is not rosy. 



	Comment – Chair of Governors
	In the glossy consultation document, the picture is there for the curriculum. It appears that the Authority is only recently offering to start the discussion with regards to putting these into practice. 



	Governor
	In relation to the curriculum choice and the question of two or three schools, in my view, when parents get the full information and are given all the facts, then it is very likely that we will get a very different view back from them. Could I raise the issue of pupil attainment and achievement and ask Ann Morgan to explain what positives there are in this area?



	Response  
	The impact of transition at 14, I think, was accepted by everyone in the first and second consultations. In relation to smaller schools, the youngsters have been consistently saying that they favour small schools, receive individual support and are more comfortable in a smaller establishment. I’m not saying that larger schools cannot offer this, but these views are the students’ perception as expressed in their meetings. 



	Comment – Governor
	I personally work in the Vale of Belvoir and I can understand parents wanting to keep Belvoir High School as it is. The pupils will then come on to King Edward and will then experience the wider breadth of the larger school. 


	Response  
	We’ve talked to students in all of the schools, including the school council at King Edward VII. 



	Comment – Governor
	Personalised learning is going to be very important and surely a slightly larger school is going to be better placed to offer this?


	Comment – Governor
	I note your comment and agree that pupils do want to be known more individually. However, if they are bussed around between three schools, then that will not be achieved. It has to be acknowledged that transition will occur every day.



	Comment  
	There may be a cost to be made. The implications of the transition will occur elsewhere.



	Comment – Chris Williams
	I have to respond to those comments. The Local Authority has not advanced its thinking early enough nor has it provided enough detail. 

	Chair of Governors
	I would also have to challenge the view that large schools can’t offer the personalised attention that we are talking about. There is not necessarily a correlation between the size of the school and the support that can be offered to pupils. 



	Comment – Governor
	I think you are in danger of underestimating parents in this area. Those parents already make choices at this school in relation to pupils in year 9 and year 11. We are already starting to talk to them about the future curriculum and what the implications would mean. Surely if you were moving to the area, you would want to know what education is on offer.



	Response  
	Our role is to point out the issues, as I think we did in the second round of consultation. The curriculum diagram that you refer to in the brochure is acknowledged to be a snap shot in time. It also refers to a national picture and there would then be a need to move on to this locally.



	Comment – Chair of Governors
	Moving on to resources, the Vale of Belvoir High School currently gets small schools protection of approximately £200,000 per annum. The proposals now are for 4 small schools with, in my view, 174 in each school year. Our understanding is that there is acknowledgement in some reports that small schools protection is likely to be lost. The 4 smaller schools would therefore be established but the Local Authority is then proposing to remove the small school protection. I would reiterate and remind everyone that the collaboration referred to in the papers does not come free. I would have to raise the issue of value for money for modelling the arrangements. I would also suggest there would be a great likelihood of deficit budgets being present in the 4 schools some years down the line, if protection is removed. 



	Response  
	I can only reiterate that within the consultation responses, there was strong support across Melton for smaller schools. That was what we are hearing from the consultation and is what we are trying to respond to. 


	Chair of Governors
	I go back to the view that small schools funding is likely to be removed. At the present time, Belvoir gets £200,000 in that protection. By 2013 King Edward could be at the same size as Belvoir. I would raise a question as to how we would manage the curriculum through this process?

	Comment – Governor
	In the Cabinet papers that we have seen, there were some concerns expressed about the 3 schools and their viability without collaboration. There were also comments made in the paper of the 5th September with regards to financial viability. 



	Response  
	In relation to small schools protection, the Schools' (Funding) Forum is looking at the removal of this protection at all secondary schools, with an earliest implementation date of April 2008. 

In relation to the background, small schools protection goes back to the 1980’s and was based on the staffing model and the question was being raised as to whether it was still relevant or at the correct level?
The minimum funding guarantee for pupils was now more relevant and this looked at the amount per pupil that the school received.

Under legislation, schools would receive a minimum increase. The Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG) would be compared to the formula level and if the MFG was higher, then the school would receive the additional funding on a protected basis. Even here, the funding would gradually disappear over a number of years. If there were new or realigned schools, then the new pupil numbers would be used to determine the funding available to them. The MFG quoted for 2007/8 was 3.7%. 


	Response – Chair of Governors
	This would mean for King Edward, that there would be a tapering level of student numbers over 20 years and there would also be the transition costs. This would mean that the school would be paying for a large number of empty places. 



	Response  
	The MFG does not operate in straight cost terms. It looks at the funds expressed as amount per pupil. If the pupil numbers fall, then the MFG would fall in order to reflect that reduction in numbers. 



	Response – Chair of Governors
	It is likely that with reduced pupil numbers, we could be facing a situation very shortly at King Edward where we would be faced with losing 20 teachers. What sort of curriculum could we afford or offer if we had 20 less teachers in post? What transitional funding guarantees might be put in place? It will be obvious under the proposals that this school will be shrinking rather than growing. Do we have any funding guarantees to meet these issues? I would emphasise that these transitional costs have to be writ very large and have to be very clearly acknowledged and understood by those making the decision. 



	Response  
	Additional costs were mentioned in the last report submitted to Cabinet.



	Chair of Governors
	We will be advertising for posts in 2007. We need to have clarity as to whether we should be offering permanent or short term posts. 



	Governor
	Can you tell us whether you are still having the same reservations about 3 schools being viable? You stated that you have had some concerns, have your views changed and if so what reasons were there for this?



	Response  
	In relation to viability, other criteria do apply. There are issues to look at such as local/small schools/not just less or more costly. 



	Chair of Governors
	You, as officers, told elected members in your report that 3 schools were not viable financially or educationally - that information is contained in the report of the 5th September 2006.



	Response  
	Changes have occurred as a result of the discussions in the Schools' (Funding) Forum about small schools protection, work on detailed revenue costings and also initial work on the curriculum review. These have now put us in a much better position to support the proposals. 


	Comment – Chair of Governors
	In the last paper, there appeared to be concentration on the financial viability. Our concerns centre around the fact that the funding formula is predicted to change and in our view this will make 4 small schools very difficult to manage financially. In relation to financial remodelling, we raised issues re this and sought information through the Freedom of Information Act. I will thank you for letting us have that information, but as it was only received yesterday we have not yet been able to fully investigate what that information has provided. 



	Comment – Chris Williams
	Can you please tell me what is different? You said to the politicians in September 2006 that the proposals were not viable. Here you are telling us that there are changes but the work has not yet been completed. It seems that you have moved from a situation of not being viable to the preferred option without support and that would cause me to question that advice. 



	Chair of Governors
	If the proposals go ahead, this school will need to lose a number of staff. This will be difficult for this school and will also mean expertise in the area will be lost. I would remind you that staff at this school travel from a long distance in order to work here. If this change goes ahead, then teachers will be lost to the Melton area as a whole. The results of this will be large redundancy costs as many of the teachers want to stay here. The opposite of that is that they will walk out before courses are completed, because they have their own futures to look after. What aspects are you proposing to put in place to address this?



	Response  
	Protocols on these issues will be produced by working closely with headteachers. These would identify a strategy in order to retain the skills needed and to move people into longer term posts as soon as possible. This protocol would have to be produced urgently, hopefully by the end of this term. This would also involve discussions with trade unions and the staff involved. 



	Comment – Governor
	Many of the staff who come to King Edward want to work at the higher level and want to work at the sixth form, at the top end. Many of the staff here don’t want to work at other levels or teach in other subjects. The staff have a wide range of skills and offer a wide range of skills - they do not want to be distributed about and around the town.


	Comment  
	There would still be 600 sixth form pupils to be taught within Melton. 



	Comment – Governor
	Yes, I acknowledge that but the issue is where and they would not be viable at smaller levels.



	Comment – Chair of Governors
	Going back to the issue of transition, it will be the case that a number of people will move early and temporary staff may be required at this school for a period of time. Many of our teachers can teach at keystage 3, 4 and 5. If this school has to lose 20+ staff, then some of those teachers with sixth form experience will be amongst those leaving. This again may cause some students to look elsewhere for sixth form provision and this would be the start of a downward spiral. I would again refer you to the recent OfSTED Inspection where the report on the sixth form was very good. In our view, putting that at risk is dangerous and detrimental. 

	Comment – Governor
	The local press, the Melton Times is very supportive of the sixth form provision at the school. 



	Comment – Governor
	In relation to risk analysis, I am very sad that there is no risk analysis contained in the document when working on a project of this size. I feel personally very disconnected with the consultation document. In my view, a period of turbulence is inevitable. In relation to risk, I went through the documents very carefully and I was looking for risk information in relation to choice, the quality of education, the principles of leadership other than simply managing change and equality of staff. In my view, the risks should have been clarified in each of these elements and should have been clearly referred to, with details of how they would be dealt with. I would ask you if you have been open and honest about the risks involved in this project?


	Response  
	Yes we think we have, but you obviously disagree with that.



	Comment
	I have experienced change elsewhere in other authorities. As well as the risks involved, there are also opportunities and it is possible to attract other staff to move in to the new size of school and this could produce good opportunities. 


	Comment – Governor
	It seems that you’re bringing forward unique proposals for small schools and you appear to be saying that “small is beautiful”. This is part of a pathfinder exercise for Leicestershire, are you saying that you are going against a very clear national trend that smaller schools are better?


	Comments  
	In our discussions with the DfES, they are not saying that small schools are not suitable or that larger schools are better.

	Comment - Governor
	In relation to the body of staff who can teach 14-19, as we said earlier, that is contained in this school. I would now say that group of staff has been completely alienated. In my view, this means that we will lose staff and that the quality of education will be moving downwards.



	Comment – Chris Williams
	If we were talking about a change situation in relation to private business, then a very strong business/risk analysis would have been prepared. In my view, these should have been in place and they are not. I would therefore have to raise issues with regard to due diligence in relation to there being no risk details, no details on cost and an absence of modelling. 



	Comment – Governor
	From our knowledge, we already know that pupil numbers at post 16 are haemorrhaging away from Melton. A number of local families are already moving in to other locations such as Grantham. I would emphasise that this is not a risk – it is already happening and is something that needs to be faced up to. 



	Comment – Governor
	In relation to the consultation process, I would emphasise that many of the governing body are employers. We understand that in future legislation, there will be a requirement to consult with employers in relation to many change proposals and we question whether this has been done. 

As a governing body, we wrote to the parents about the consultation process and asked for their comments. In my view it feels more like the beginning of the consultation process rather than phase 3 of the consultation. In simple terms, we feel that we have been sold a pup. These proposals affect children and pupils in year 7 onwards and in fact primary school pupils in year 6. In relation to talking to parents we are at the beginning of the process, rather than part of the way through. 

If we are to make an informed choice, then clarity of the proposals and information is needed. There should be absolute transparency and trust on both sides. At the moment we are currently co-operating with this process, but we have to say that we may move to a confrontational position at some point in the future. 



	Comment – Chair of Governors
	In relation to the consultation process, sessions have been held at each of the secondary schools. We would question at what point has anyone looked at it from an overall Melton view, rather than simply schools’ points of view. 



	Response  
	We spoke to Melton Borough Council, initially around Easter 2006. We have also met the Leader and Chief Executive. It is the intention to use the Borough Council to make the link to employers. The discussions also link into any regeneration strategy for the local area. 


	Governor
	A group of governors has been charged with looking at the facilities and buildings on this campus and the buildings infrastructure. It has to be acknowledged that some parts are in a very poor state of repair. Under the proposals, 2 schools would have to expand and would receive an improvement in their structure and space. In relation to the monies that are available for the project as a whole, can these actually provide all the facilities at all of the school sites?


	Response  
	There are surplus places at King Edward and an 800 place school with a sixth form centre on this campus would be viable.
The allocation of funding would be in relation to the new build of some extensions, the refurbishment of some areas and reconfiguration of 25% of the rest. Currently, the funding available from the DfES would not pay for all the changes, but the Local Authority has promised additional funding to bring up all the places required to the acceptable standard.



	Governor
	On this campus we also have built up a number of community facilities, such as the rugby club and these place an obligation on the Borough Council. 



	Response  
	We would want the school to maintain the community partnership.

	Comment – Chair of Governors
	Can I emphasise that we are not simply a neighbourhood school. Much of our community work is across the Borough as a whole and is in fact borough wide. There needs to be a balance between neighbourhood and local work and centres which are large enough to become focal centres sustainable for the holding of conferences and the visits of ballet to the college.


	Comment – Governor
	Our community links are much wider than the school and this would have effects and implications for the County Council as a whole. 



	Comment – Governor
	I have to say I am bitterly disappointed that the LSC are not here. From my own experience of being involved in similar changes elsewhere, the LSC were involved from day one. This also allowed employer engagement to look at skill factors and the achieving of economic wellbeing and it is poor that we have not had the opportunity to discuss these issues with the LSC, as they are such a major player.



	Comment – Chris Williams
	We are not being defensive; we are committed to learners in this community. I have an aversion to poor quality and unfinished thinking. We are positive in responding to change, getting the governors here to point out the holes in the arguments is to be applauded.

Elected members now have to form a judgement in relation to the due diligence of their officers’ work – to carry out the work required of them. The issues and actions at this stage will not be forgotten, as this will be reflected through the ballot box for generations to come. I would remind you again that on the 5th September 2006 the report to Cabinet, your own report, stated that the 3 school option was not viable, why is it that it is now viable? What has changed? I would raise the following questions:-

· is the funding appropriate or sustainable?

· has a curriculum model been generated? 
· has information been given to parents and students in the debate?

· has there been any analysis or management of risk in relation to the proposed option. There are questions about viability and it is also the highest risk proposition.

The preferred option places 80% of pupils into high schools, where staff have no previous experience of teaching them.

There is no robust transition plan.

There has been no discussion with regard to community provision implications for the site. 

There has been no engagement of employers or the LSC. 

From my own experience, I have visited and seen partnership working in Bristol and the message that came out of there quite clearly was that they were allowed to build on their strengths. The model currently being proposed destroys the strength of the current arrangements and risks the retention of the centres of excellence.

Again, I would question whether the local authority has exercised a due diligence. The lack of significant knowledge of the 14-19 area is sad. The whole proposals come across generally as unfinished thinking, of no real involvement of parents. We keep getting told that the detail will follow but where is it? We keep getting told someone will be talking to you but no-one is. Overall my response/my evaluation of the situation so far would be that the Local Authority could do a lot better. Not enough thought has been given to spending over £20 million and the opportunity missed in relation to the community for the next 50 years.



	Comment – Chair of Governors
	As a governing body, we have experience in many areas relating to this process. We had wanted to see this as an opportunity to improve but properly based and not based on a dodgy brochure. Our view is that 3 schools in Melton are not viable; the 2 schools option would work. If 3 are agreed, then 1 school would inevitably wither, brought about via parental demand. At this stage, we now rest our case. 



	Comments – Governor
	Can we again express the view that we are not antagonistic, but we are passionate about the education provision in Melton and we challenge you to get it right. 



	Response  
	That passion comes across and we will keep talking to you. 



	
	The meeting closed at 7.20 pm




Options for change to schools in Melton Mowbray and Vale of Belvoir – Third Stage of Consultation

Meeting held with Parents and public of King Edward VII School, Melton Mowbray on Wednesday 10th January 2007 commencing at 7.34 pm

Officers Present:
Gareth Williams – Director of Children and Young People's Service

Harry Dowling

Lisa Fish

Tony Mulhearn

Bob Dutton

Ann Morgan

David Atterbury

22 members of the public were present

Gareth Williams formerly opened the meeting and stated that he and his officers would make a presentation in relation to the third phase of consultation. 

At the end of the presentation, Gareth Williams pointed out that the Lead Member of the Cabinet for Children and Young People’s Service, 
Mr Ivan Ould and Graham Hart the Support Cabinet Member for Children and Young People’s Service were present in the room to hear the views first hand. Local Councillors were also present to hear the views expressed.

	Comment
	As a parent of children currently in years 8 and 9, can I thank you for giving us the presentation. I personally chose to send my children to the Sarson Centre and King Edward and at the time of that choice, I was given no inclination of these possible changes. These changes will now affect my children.  I have to say that I have no confidence in relation to the management of the transition process and the provision of education in that time. Looking at the recent OfSTED inspection, this was very positive about King Edward and my question is if it ain’t broke then why are you looking to fix it? Why have you undertaken a review of the whole of Melton just because of the Belvoir parents and their particular concerns? Why are you proposing changes to the sixth form which has just been praised for its provision by OfSTED? Why change it at all?



	Comment
	The Review covers both Belvoir and Melton. If a change in Belvoir does occur, then this has a direct effect on the schools in Melton. This was identified by an independent consultant, Barbara Hughes some 18 months ago. She came up with the view that changes were needed and we are responding to that independent view. We had to move to look at schools in Melton as well - we could not look at Belvoir in isolation. In relation to the comments about “it ain’t broke”, I have to say if that level of change is to happen in response to what is a ground swell of opinion, then as “Local Authority, we have to look at it. The local views, clearly expressed in the consultation, were that some change is needed around i) the 14 year old cut-off change ii) expressed in support for smaller schools, and iii) that local schools were also wanted. 



	Parent
	I have a child at this school and one still to come. The current year 7 friends of one of my children are leaving this school already, in order to go to Longfield. I also know that other parents are moving their children to Longfield on the basis of the view expressed that the provision at Longfield will be a better school than King Edward. Therefore, I raise a question over catchment areas and how these will be capped in order to stop one school getting more pupils. 



	Response  
	Yes we are doing that, but much of this will be dependent on parental choice. It is the case that pupils do move across catchment boundaries and in fact pupils cross over from one school to another. If you were to look at catchment areas for all schools then all of the schools have pupils leaving them and pupils moving towards them. 



	Comments
	Aren’t parents already moving their children in this way?



	Response  
	Parental preferences are very difficult to predict. 



	Response  
	We have done modelling on parental choices and all schools in the county have an input and output of pupils moving. In relation to any change in catchment areas, as we have explained in the presentation, these will be subject to formal consultation processes. 


	Comment – Parent
	What you are saying is no concrete guarantee can be given that all schools will have enough pupils in future to remain viable. 



	Comment - Parent
	In my view, there is a need for change, I personally have links to all 3 schools, either through working or my children. Change at 14 is a disadvantage to all our pupils. Pupils tend to “act out” to try and fit in in their new environment. I’m not saying this is the fault of the schools - it is part of the pattern. There is a clear need to move towards transition. I do have an issue about the consultations and how and when any actual decisions will be taken and how those decisions will be implemented. In my view, the uncertainty is part of the problem and the process needs to be completed quickly.
 

	Response  
	There are statutory timescales that we have to abide by and work to. I acknowledge that this is slow.



	Comment – Parent
	But surely you could be taking some actions in the interim in preparation for these changes? 



	Response  
	Yes, but not to the degree of pre-judging the outcome of the situation. 



	Comment – Parent
	Yes, but we are already losing some pupils to the Vale of Catmose school and this can’t be unique.



	Comment – Parent
	I’m still unclear in relation to the 16-19 options that are still on offer. What is the outcome and what is the phasing?



	Response
	Can we emphasise again that this is not a voting situation, but is an expression of opinions. In relation to the phasing issue, this has to involve a number of schools. Change has to be phased as it would be chaos if it all occurred at the same time. We do have an outline timescale in place, depending on the final option chosen. This timescale would allow pupils to go through high school and have a coherent path up to GCSE and then on into the sixth form. The process will start in Belvoir and then move on through to Melton. 

In relation to this option, the sixth form provision should be stand alone and I think this is right. After looking around for sites, it is likely that the actual location will still be on the King Edward campus.



	Comment – Parent
	Transition is needed, but surely as not as massive as is being proposed?


	Parent
	In relation to catchment areas, why isn’t work on this going on now. Also, from the proposals, it appears that pupils will be travelling around Melton to access the curriculum and in my view this doesn’t come over clearly in the documentation.



	Response  
	Catchment areas are an issue. At the moment we only have the one option being considered and we can’t pre-judge the outcomes of one consultation exercise by moving to a second one before that first consultation is completed.

	Response  
	In relation to the issue of pupils moving around, the changes in 14-19 education are occurring nationally, for example in relation to personalised learning. In 5-10 years time, pupils all over the country will be accessing education at places other than in their base schools. This will be a complete change to the educational landscape. The degree of travel will be dependent on the breadth of curriculum on offer and the way in which the timetables can be blocked and co-ordinated across the various providers.



	Comment –parent
	I would re-emphasise that transition is very important. I chose to send my children to the Sarson Centre because of the easier transition at 14+. Could I also raise the question in relation to the fairness of the consultation. In relation to the expressions of opinion, it is very easy for the Vale of Belvoir parents to express support for the third option which gives them what they want, without regard to the implications for Melton. Should there in fact be two separate votes in order that the Melton parents can show their own views in relation to their own area. Again, it seems that the Belvoir parents, in supporting their view for the Vale, will automatically skew the results in favour for the three schools option.


	Question – Parent
	Is it possible in the analysis of the results to show where the Vale of Belvoir parents’ expressions come from?



	Response  
	Yes I understand the point you are making and we will look at that issue.



	Comment – parent
	In relation to the three schools option, these will be small schools and in my view will struggle to provide the curriculum. I prefer the larger two school option. I also have issues over the catchment areas and it seems that these will be lagging behind the process and will be made worse by the need for a statutory consultation.



	Response  
	Any proposed changes in catchment area for 2009 have to be consulted on through a process starting in 2008. We can’t now do the consultation in time for any change for 2008 as the outcome of the review is not known.



	Comment – Parent
	That means that children will be moving over the course of the next two years, because the catchment areas won’t be changed. 

	Question – Parent
	My child is currently in year 6 at John Ferneley in a year group of 200. Will they be able to stay at John Ferneley? I also have a child in year 8, will those larger groups still be staying at those schools?


	Response  
	Yes, that will be the case.

	Question – Parent
	In relation to the catchment areas, if the outcome is adding on accommodation at Longfield and Ferneley, then there will be more pupils at these schools at the start than they will actually need. It infers that we need to think about numbers much more quickly than currently.



	Question – Parent
	I work at King Edward and it appears that we will suffer. The other two schools could have 200+ more pupils for a period of two years and then those numbers would have to be reduced and that will prove difficult.



	Response  
	Yes that it is true, it is an almost inevitable effect and it will take time to work through.



	Question - Parent
	In the first round of consultation, I provided my views on two pages of A4; for the second round of consultation I paraphrased those views. How do you want me to show my views in the third phase? Especially, as my view has not changed.



	Response  
	We are required to run the process three times. I would ask you to resubmit your comments again if you want us to take note of them.



	Question – Parent
	Question in relation to the curriculum. What curriculum will be on offer at King Edward if the year groups drop to around or below 100. 



	Response  
	There is a clear need to look at the transitional arrangements in order to protect pupils who are already in the system. Changes in the numbers will have to be protected.



	Question – Parent
	I have a child with special needs and I wonder what transitional arrangements will be put in place in order to continue to meet their requirements. They will need specific arrangements to meet the very specific needs that they have?



	Response  
	Work has already started with regard to access to the curriculum, including looking at specific cases of children with special needs. There will need to be a very clear and distinct look at pupils with special educational needs. 



	Response – Parent
	In relation to this issue, it means that transition has to be looked at on a weekly and daily basis. 



	Comment – Parent
	I have a year 9 daughter at Longfield who will transfer then up to King Edward. Is it the situation that when she arrives to start year 10, many of the staff at King Edward will be leaving and therefore the educational provision to my daughter would be disrupted, and thus would be very concerned. I have a major concern over the sixth form. My experience through my previous children is that the sixth form has been good. OfSTED in their recent inspection said that it was good, so I have to raise the question as to why there should be management change at this stage?


	Response  
	The protocol I referred to in my presentation will offer support to staff in relation to their movement from school to school. A very extensive programme of work would have to be undertaken with staff. The protocol has to be as flexible as possible in order to get them into permanent posts in the revised organisation as soon as possible.



	Parent – Comment
	From my past experience, the year of transition is often regarded as a wasted year for pupils, as staff cannot give them their full attention.



	Response  
	There is a very clear need to maintain the dialogue with teachers and to provide help and support to them. Transition planning is an area where we have expertise in the department and this can be used to minimise the impact as far as possible. In the second round of consultation, there were very strong representations that if there were two or three schools and one of them had control of the sixth form, then that one school would be able to “trickle down” its expertise and others would not. This would put those other schools at a disadvantage. 
We have spoken to the LSC, who fund the sixth form provision, with regard to these issues. I would emphasise that no-one disputes that the sixth form here is good and that message has been made very strongly to us through the course of the meetings tonight.



	Comment- Parent
	I want to express concerns on behalf of my daughter re the sixth form. These concerns relate to the process to get the staff on board and also as to when we will know the exact timescales for any proposed changes and when will the changes to the sixth form occur?


	Response  
	I again refer to our presentation and emphasise that the timescales will be dependent on the Cabinet decisions and the statutory processes that come from them. In relation to the teachers, we are working with headteachers in relation to curriculum planning and curriculum models.



	Comment – Parent
	I’m now realising that not starting to cap the catchment area processes earlier was perhaps a mistake. It appears that keystage 4 teachers will moving from King Edward to Longfield and John Ferneley and then two years later will be moving back to King Edward. This in itself may lead to some really major issues.


	Comment – Chris Williams
	I have to inform parents that we have bludgeoned the Local Authority this evening with regards to concerns over the transition process. The 14-19 expertise of the area is here at King Edward and moving this out to other schools can only be detrimental. We have to acknowledge the issue of 14+ transition and the need for change. However, by 2009/10, 80% of pupils in the schools will be being educated where staff have no expertise in this sector of education. The proposals being put forward will radically destabilise the keystage 4 position. Assumptions are being made that staff will transfer whereas, in fact, there will be a loss of expertise. With a larger number of pupils, we have the ability to provide a much wider curriculum. There are issues about the changes of system and the sustainability of the suggested option, especially if a large number of teachers leave. We have questioned what deal will the kids get in the sixth form and therefore, the detail of the transition is very important. 


	Comment – Parent
	Professionally, as a teacher, all teachers in secondary are trained to teach 11-18 year olds and are trained to do so. Many staff currently in the high schools can teach and were trained to teach for the 11-18 age range. We have to acknowledge that the curriculum as a whole is changing a lot and the new diplomas will have an effect.

 

	Comment – Parent
	In relation to collaboration, this is important. The expertise which is claimed at King Edward should be shared with the staff at the other two schools. We have to have that collaboration. If that collaboration does not take place, then we can only stay with the two school models. There has to be collaboration to make the three school model work. 

 

	
	At this point Gareth Williams thanked everyone for their comments and drew the meeting to a close. 

The meeting closed at 9.03 pm.
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