
[image: image1.png]fax the learning trust
the future for education in Hackney




Consultation on the Future of Craven Park Primary School

Introduction

1. This is a consultation document addressed to pupils, parents, carers, staff, governors and all interested parties concerned with Craven Park Primary School.  The consultation will run from 2 April 2004 to 30 April 2004 and will include the following meetings:

· Meeting for parents and carers on Tuesday 20 April 2004 at 9.15am and 7.00pm at Craven Park School, Castlewood Road, N16 6DH 

· A meeting at 4.15pm on Tuesday 20 April 2004 for members of staff at Craven Park School, Castlewood Road, N16 6DH
· Meeting for members of the community on Wednesday 21 April 2004 at 6.30pm at Craven Park School, Castlewood Road, N16 6DH. 

Turkish, Gujerati, Bengali, Spanish and Somali interpreters will be available at the meetings for parents and the community.   A full list of consultees is attached as appendix 1.

2. Copies of this consultation document will be available in English, Turkish, Gujerati, Bengali, Spanish and Somali.  A form is included for anyone who would like the document translated into another language.

3. Craven Park School is a community primary school located in the north of the borough on Castlewood Road in Stamford Hill, on the Haringey border and provides for pupils aged between 3 and 11.

4. The Learning Trust (the Trust) is a not-for-profit company responsible for providing education services in Hackney.  The Trust took over the responsibility for most local education authority functions in Hackney from Hackney Education Department on 1 August 2002.

5. The School Organisation Committee is a separate body constituted under the Schools Standards and Framework Act 1998 which brings together key partners in the provision of education locally.  The Committee has a legal duty to consider and approve the School Organisation Plan and to consider and decide on individual proposals which have been published by the Trust or school governing bodies following consultation. In planning for changes in school organisation, the Committee will have regard to the principles which are set out in the School Orgainsation Plan.

Background

6. The 2002 – 2007 School Organisation Plan recommended a review of primary places across all planning areas to consider the imbalance in supply and demand of places across the borough.  A review of planning area 1 and the southern half of planning area 2 was undertaken in 2002 and a number of proposals were brought forward and implemented arising from that review. During the period October 2003 to February 2004 the remaining planning areas were reviewed. An initial analysis of the data revealed that further investigation was appropriate in selected schools. 

The review considered:

· Educational achievement including:

· schools which were popular and successful

· schools designated as causing concern

· Levels of surplus places and population projections 

· Asset Management Plan priorities 

Planning Principles

7.
The review was guided by the policies and principles set out in the School Organisation Plan. The following key principles are relevant to this consultation:  

The School Organisation Committee (SOC)-

· in considering planning issues, when other factors are equal the Committee will prefer to make reductions or closures where (in reducing order of priority):
-
A school has been in the OfSTED category of Special Measures for more than two years

-
A school has been in the Ofsted category of Special Measures under two years

-  A school is in the OfSTED category of Serious Weaknesses.

· recognises the educational value of as many schools as possible being maintained at a full or nearly full level. To this end the SOC will determine a target level of surplus places in each planning area, expected to be around 5%, but which may be adjusted to take account of particular local circumstances and provision in neighbouring planning areas.

Educational Issues

Surplus Places

8. Surplus places are vacancies against a school’s admission number. Large numbers of surplus places are a poor use of resources and make it difficult to stabilise school rolls. The Trust has a duty to consider options to reduce the level of surplus places.

9. Craven Park Primary School is a one form of entry (30 pupils per year group) primary school situated in the north of the borough. It is located within a primary planning area which is carrying 14.6% surplus places (January 2004 roll counts).    

	Surplus places Jan 04

(PA 9)
	Rec
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	% surplus

	Craven Park
	4
	3
	4
	5
	7
	6
	5
	16%

	Southwold
	11
	11
	5
	6
	11
	11
	18
	23%

	Harrington Hill
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	Total
	15
	14
	9
	11
	18
	17
	23
	14.6%


10. There are 403 more places available in the primary schools in the surrounding areas as demonstrated in the table below:

	Surplus places Jan 04

(PA 8, 9, 10)
	Rec
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	% surplus

	Craven Park
	4
	3
	4
	5
	7
	6
	5
	16%

	Tyssen 
	20
	25
	16
	32
	28
	38
	40
	38%

	Harrington Hill
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	Holmleigh
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1.9%

	Jubilee
	1
	0
	0
	4
	3
	6
	4
	4.3%

	Northwold 
	3
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	1.9%

	Sir Thomas Abney
	0
	0
	3
	7
	8
	5
	7
	7.1%

	Southwold
	11
	11
	5
	6
	11
	11
	18
	23%

	Woodberry Down
	5
	5
	7
	12
	2
	4
	2
	8.8%

	Sub Total
	44
	44
	37
	67
	63
	70
	78
	12.8%

	Close and transfer of Craven Park pupils
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total surplus places
	14
	14
	7
	37
	33
	40
	48
	6.6%


11.
Appendix 2 sets out the population projections for the local planning areas from the School Organisation Plan.  Projecting demand for community schools is more challenging in north Hackney than in many other areas because there is a large and growing population for the Orthodox Jewish community who traditionally use independent schools rather than schools maintained in the public sector.

Pupil Numbers at Craven Park

12.
The January 2004 roll count demonstrates 16% surplus capacity at the school.  

The March 2004 roll count (based on figures obtained before announcing the intention to consult on the future of the school) demonstrates a further fall in places since January bringing the school to a total of 20% surplus places.

If a decision is made to close the school, there are currently sufficient surplus places locally to support the transfer of all the pupils from Craven Park School.  

	
	Rec
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	Total

	Jan 2002
	30
	31
	31
	30
	27
	30
	27
	206

	Jan 2003
	30
	27
	30
	29
	26
	26
	25
	193

	Jan 2004
	26
	27
	26
	25
	23
	24
	25
	176

	Mar 2004
	25
	25
	25
	24
	20
	25
	25
	169


Ofsted and HMI visits

13. The school was inspected under section 10 of the School Inspections Act in November 2002. The inspection was critical of many aspects of the work of the school and it was designated as having serious weaknesses. In June 2003, HMI returned to inspect the school to assess the quality of education provided and the progress the school had made, particularly in relation to the main findings and key issues in the inspection report of November 2002 and the action plan prepared by the governing body to address those key issues. Inspectors found that standards had worsened and the school required special measures, since it was failing to give its pupils an acceptable standard of education.

14. Key issues were identified as:

· raise standards, giving priority to English, mathematics and science; 

· improve the quality of teaching and learning, eradicating unsatisfactory and poor teaching and ensuring a higher proportion of teaching is good or better; 

· improve the leadership and management by setting higher expectations for the quality of teaching, and pupils' achievements, and ensuring effective subject leadership in mathematics and science; 

· establish effective strategies for assessing the pupils' standards, tracking their progress and achievements rigorously over time; 

· improve provision for pupils with English as an additional language, ensuring lessons provide appropriately for their needs; 

· ensure work is appropriately modified for those pupils who have special educational needs, and is suitably challenging for higher attainers.
15. A follow up monitoring visit was made by inspectors in January 2004, and their subsequent letter noted that: “the school has made limited progress since being subject to Special Measures”. Action taken to address five out of the six key issues was regarded as limited. It also reported that “the quality of teaching was satisfactory in only six lessons.  It was unsatisfactory in eight lessons and poor in three lessons.  There was no teaching of good quality and in two of the lessons that were judged to be satisfactory, strengths just outweighed the weaknesses.” 

16. The Learning Trust has provided regular support and challenge to the school in areas of its practice. The January 2004 monitoring report notes “The LEA’s statement of action and commentary are satisfactory overall...”, “ The LEA is committed to frequent and regular monitoring visits through the school’s link adviser and has established an appropriate programme of training and support...”

17. It is in the context of educational achievement and surplus places that options for the future of the school are presented.  Appendix 3 provides a comparison of results with other local schools.

18. On 10 March 2004 the Trust agreed that consultation be undertaken on all options for the future of Craven Park Primary School with effect from 31 August 2004.

Options for the Future

19. The Trust has identified five options for the future organisation of the school and these are outlined briefly below – an indication is given of the Trust’s initial view on the desirability of each option.

Option 1 – Continue the school in its present form

This option requires no additional resourcing beyond that identified within the school’s action plan.  However, despite support and challenge, the most recent monitoring report finds that the school has been unable to demonstrate the ability to bring about and sustain the required improvements necessary to remove the school from special measures.

The current position is unlikely to attract parents to the school and is likely to lead to a continuing decline in pupil numbers. 


It is recommended that this position is explored further through consultation, but the initial view of the Learning Trust is that this option does not ensure long-term viability.

Option 2 – Federate Craven Park with another school

This option would take advantage of new legislation to create formal links with another stronger and more successful school. This might assist the school to address the current educational problems. The consultation process would seek expressions of interest from suitable schools within a reasonable distance from Craven Park and with the capacity to support the school.  This type of partnership is only workable if there is a clear underlying demand likely to fill both schools if quality issues are addressed.


It is recommended that this position is explored further through consultation, but the initial view of the Learning Trust is that this option is not viable.

Option 3 – Amalgamate Craven Park with another school

This option would involve identifying a partner school, then legally closing both schools and replacing them with one new school.  Pupils from the existing schools would be given the option of transferring to the new school or other schools in the area with spare places. There would be a new staffing structure for the new school. The implications here for the partner school are more fundamental than in the case of a federation.  It is likely that the partner school’s site would be the location for the new amalgamated school.  


It is recommended that this position is explored further through consultation, but the initial view of the Learning Trust is that this option is not viable because of the difficulty in identifying an appropriate partner school.

Option 4 - Fresh Start

‘Fresh Start’ is a way of giving existing schools a formal and fundamental relaunch.  Fresh Start was introduced by the government through the 1998 School Standards and Framework Act. In this option, the existing school is closed and pupils and some staff are transferred to a new school, which opens immediately in the established premises.  The DfES recommend this option for schools where all other options, including closure, have been considered and discounted.  Additional revenue and capital funding are provided to support the school in the development and implementation of an approved Raising Attainment Plan.  With this option, it is likely that the school would close and a new school open from January or April 2005.


Fresh Start is an appropriate strategy when, broadly, two factors apply: (1) the school is weak, and (2) underlying demand for places is strong.  The Learning Trust is not convinced at present, but will consider arguments raised in the consultation that factor (2) applies in this case.

Option 5 – Closure

In this option the school would close with effect from 31 August 2004 or if necessary from 31 December 2004 and all pupils would transfer to other schools where vacancies existed.  Parents would have a statutory right to express preferences for places at other schools.


This option would address both the serious educational difficulties within the school and the surplus capacity issues.

At present this is the preferred option of the Learning Trust.  It will be explored in more detail through the consultation.

20.
Hackney is an area where many pupils experience multiple disadvantages.  This makes it all the more important that Hackney pupils are able to enjoy their education in strong and successful schools. Craven Park has serious problems and these are difficult to address in the existing establishment. The current position is not acceptable. Change is necessary and that change must be in the best interests of both current and future pupils and parents in the area. Closing a school is a serious and painful step to take, not least for those who are currently part of that school and who have a loyalty and affection for it, notwithstanding its weaknesses. Deciding to close a school should be a last resort, rather than a first resort and should only be undertaken after all the other options have been carefully explored and rejected. 

21. On the evidence available, the Learning Trust believes that Craven Park Primary School should be closed. There is sufficient capacity in the schools within the area to accommodate Craven Park pupils. Closure would enable the more efficient use of resources by reducing the high level of surplus capacity in the area.

22. This position might alter if new evidence indicates that any of the previous options became more viable.

23. If closure is agreed as the way forward, it is likely that the most appropriate date for closure would be 31 August 2004.  Schools which are kept going awaiting closure find it exceptionally difficult to retain staff and pupils and so there is no obvious gain in extending the time for implementation, provided that arrangements can be made for the transfer of current pupils to other schools. 

24. This consultation presents five options for the future of Craven Park Primary School.  The Trust will also give careful consideration to other viable options which may arise as a result of the consultation process.

25. In the options outlined above, the Trust has made no proposals for alternative sites or partner schools.  This consultation will be undertaken with all primary schools within a two-mile radius of Craven Park and all primary schools within Hackney.  Partners may self-nominate through this consultation process. 

Next Steps

26. The Learning Trust welcomes your views on the proposals set out in this consultation document.  All views expressed during this consultation will be considered in a report to the Board of the Learning Trust. Following this meeting, a decision will be made as to the best way forward. If, Option 3 (Amalgamation), Option 4 (Fresh Start) or Option 5 (Closure) is judged to be the best way forward, it will be necessary to publish a statutory notice of proposals. In that case there will be a further period of one month for any formal written objections or comments to be received. Any objections to the published proposals will be referred to the School Organisation Committee who will then decide on the proposals.

Proposed timetable

	Date
	Action

	30 April 2004
	Close of consultation period

	Week beginning 

4 May 2004
	Report to the Board of the Learning Trust to consider the publication of statutory proposals

	13 May 2004
	Publication of statutory notices (subject to the agreement of the Board)

	13 May 2004 – 10 June 2004
	Statutory four week period for comments and objections on the proposals

	22 June 2004
	School Organisation Committee meets to consider the proposal


The Learning Trust will consider the views expressed both in meetings and in writing.

Comments should be sent, by 30 April 2004, to:

Elaine Peers

Head of School Place Planning

The Learning Trust

Hackney Technology and Learning Centre

1 Reading Lane

London

E8 1GQ

You may wish to include your comments on the attached questionnaire.  Comments may also be sent by email to elaine.peers@learningtrust.co.uk. or by fax on 0208 820 7516.

Consultation on the Future 

of Craven Park Primary School

Please return to Elaine Peers by 30 April 2004 at:

The Learning Trust

Fax no: 0208 820 7516

Hackney Technology

Email:   elaine.peers@learningtrust.co.uk

 and Learning Centre

1 Reading Lane

London

E8 1GQ

Response to the consultation

Name of person

Responding
Interest in

Craven Park School

eg parent, teacher,

community member


View on option 1

Continue in present form
View on option 2

Federation
View on option 3

Amalgamation

View on option 4

Fresh Start

View on option 5

Closure

Other comments

Thank you for responding to the consultation

Appendix 1

Craven Park Consultation List

· any school which is the subject of proposals;

Parents & Carers of Pupils on roll at Craven Park, Staff and Governors
· any Local Education Authority likely to be affected by the proposals, including in particular neighbouring LEAs where there may be significant cross-border movement of pupils;

Executive Directors of neighbouring LEA’s (Islington, Haringey, Waltham Forrest, Tower Hamlets, Newham, City of London)
· other schools in the area, including schools in an adjoining Local Education Authority, that may be affected by the proposals, whether community, foundation, voluntary, community special or foundation special schools;

Heads and Chairs of Governors of Hackney Schools and Heads of Primaries in other boroughs within a two-mile radius of the school
· members of the local community who may be affected by the proposals
· local political representatives

Springfield Ward Councillors 

Hackney North and Stoke Newington MP – Ms Diane Abbott
· other interested parties
EYDCP, 

Diocesan Boards 

Interlink Network for the Orthodox Jewish Community 

Hackney Council Planning Department, 

HASGA 

Trades Unions (NUT, NASUWT, NAHT, ATL, GMB & UNISON)

	Planning

 
	Planned admission 
	 
	2003
	 
	 
	2004
	 
	 
	2005
	 
	 
	2006
	 
	 
	2007
	 
	 
	2008
	 
	% growth

	Area
	Number
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	Boys 
	Girls 
	All
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8
	1785
	777
	769
	1546
	757
	793
	1550
	746
	809
	1555
	771
	792
	1563
	789
	801
	1590
	812
	801
	1613
	4.33

	9
	735
	325
	322
	647
	329
	309
	638
	337
	305
	642
	336
	303
	639
	345
	299
	644
	352
	298
	650
	0.5

	10
	2520
	1105
	1004
	2109
	1115
	1015
	2130
	1136
	1019
	2155
	1171
	1011
	2182
	1184
	1009
	2193
	1206
	1027
	2233
	5.9

	Total
	5040
	2207
	2095
	4302
	2201
	2117
	4318
	2219
	2133
	4352
	2278
	2106
	4384
	2318
	2109
	4427
	2370
	2126
	4496
	 


Appendix 3

2003 % KS1 Level 2 or above

	% Reading
	% Writing
	% Maths

	
	
	

	
	
	

	L2+
	L2+
	L2+

	Craven Park
	53.3
	30
	73.3

	Tyssen
	55
	45
	75

	Holmleigh
	63.3
	33.3
	86.7

	Jubilee
	59.3
	61.1
	57.4

	Harrington Hill
	82.1
	85.7
	89.3

	Simon Marks Jewish Primary
	100
	80
	90

	Sir Thomas Abney
	65.5
	67.3
	74.5

	Northwold
	88.1
	84.7
	86.4

	Southwold
	56.1
	65.9
	63.4

	William Patten
	70.2
	66.7
	78.9

	Grazebrook
	63
	77
	81

	Avigdor Jewish Primary
	88.9
	66.7
	88.9

	St Mary's CofE
	88.5
	69.2
	100


2003 KS2 Level 4 % for all schools within 1 mile of Craven Park

	% English
	% Maths
	% Science
	Average Point Score

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	L4+
	L4+
	L4+
	

	England Average
	75%
	73%
	87%
	27.4

	Craven Park
	72%
	68%
	68%
	25.3

	Crowland
	58%
	71%
	75%
	25.9

	St Ignatius RC
	64%
	55%
	71%
	25.4

	Tyssen
	55%
	55%
	68%
	25.1

	Holmleigh
	56%
	40%
	72%
	24.5

	Earlsmead
	60%
	45%
	64%
	24.2

	Jubilee
	51%
	56%
	79%
	24.9

	Harrington Hill
	81%
	77%
	81%
	28.8

	Simon Marks Jewish Primary
	81%
	81%
	81%
	27.6

	Sir Thomas Abney
	66%
	61%
	69%
	25.2

	Ferry Lane
	69%
	58%
	81%
	26.2

	Stamford Hill
	42%
	27%
	54%
	22.8

	Tiverton
	52%
	52%
	68%
	25

	Northwold
	62%
	54%
	58%
	24.8

	Welbourne
	62%
	65%
	81%
	25.4

	Seven Sisters
	56%
	48%
	63%
	24.2

	Southwold
	0%
	0%
	79%
	27.3

	St Mary's Priory RC
	84%
	83%
	91%
	27.8

	St Ann's CofE
	89%
	78%
	93%
	27.6

	The Green CofE
	100%
	100%
	100%
	29.1

	William Patten
	75%
	63%
	79%
	26.5

	Grazebrook
	63%
	77%
	81%
	27

	Avigdor Jewish Primary
	70%
	65%
	74%
	25.9

	St Mary's CofE
	96%
	96%
	100%
	28.9

	Downhills
	47%
	50%
	60%
	22.9


Hackney Schools are in Italics

Key issues:


The school is currently in special measures and has a history of educational difficulties


There are high numbers of vacancies in the planning area.











Key issues:


There are high numbers of vacancies in the planning area.


Identification of a partner school











Key issues:


Identification of a partner school which could accommodate both groups of pupils


This option would cause significant disruption to both schools


There are high numbers of vacancies in the planning area











Key issues:


There are high numbers of vacancies in the planning area.


It is dependent on agreement from the DfES if closure is not viable.








Key issues:


Disruption to the school community of pupils, staff and parents


Availability of places in more successful schools and which are easily accessible for parents


Closure of a school which has been in Hackney for many years


Managing the closure process
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