CONSULTATION ON FOUNDATION SCHOOLS AND THE EXPANSION OF POPULAR AND SUCCESSFULL SCHOOLS
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

Introduction

The Department consulted on a fast track process for schools to change category to foundation and the expansion of popular and successful schools last Autumn.  The consultation closed on 31 December 2004.
This report summarises the views of 128 responses to consultation on a streamlined process for community and voluntary aided schools to change category to foundation and for the expansion of popular and successful schools.  
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows
Local authorities






52
School Organisation Committees




16
Diocesan Bodies




             
  8

Individual schools or colleges




         
14
Partner organisations



            

27
Others






   
  
11

A full list of respondents is attached.   They were invited to respond.    The report starts with an overview of responses and then provides separate more detailed summaries on foundation schools and the expansion of popular and successful schools. 
Overview  

The majority of respondents were opposed to the proposals that it should be easier for community or voluntary controlled schools to change category to foundation or to enable popular and successful schools to expand.   Respondents, particularly local authorities and School Organisation Committees (SOCs) generally considered that the proposals would reduce local democratic accountability and impact on local authorities strategic planning in terms of school places planning, co-ordinated admissions arrangements, inclusion and Building Schools for the Future (BSF).  There was also a concern from most respondents that encouraging more schools to become foundation would reduce school collaboration and disadvantage local authorities in implementing the Children’s Agenda and integrating local provision. 

Key concerns on expanding popular and successful schools were that the expansion of successful schools would lead to the decline of other local schools and would generate surplus places at a time when school roles were falling.

Consultation responses on foundation Schools
Benefits of foundation status

Most respondents expressed support for schools having autonomy in terms of their management and governance but did not consider that this autonomy should be regarded as independence from the local education system.  Some respondents questioned the extent of the benefits of foundation status as foundation schools are required to comply with the same requirements on admissions, exclusions and hard to place pupils as community and voluntary controlled schools.  Respondents considered that schools already have considerable freedoms and did not believe that foundation status would enable schools to be more innovated and entrepreneurial. They also did not consider that the relationship with the local authority inhibits a schools capacity to reach its full potential.

There was also a general view that an extension of foundation schools would run counter to the promotion of other government policies particularly developing extended schools and the integrated children’s agenda.  There was some concern that increasing the number of foundation schools could lead to a two –tier system of schools.   Respondents also felt that increasing the number of foundation schools would impact on a local authority’s strategic role in relation to school planning and school improvement.  
Several respondents argued that primary schools should be included in the fast track arrangements to change category to foundation. 
Accountability

There was widespread concern that the proposals reduced local democratic accountability.  Local authorities and SOCs in particular were strongly opposed to the removal of the requirement to consult before issuing statutory proposals and the removal of the School Organisation Committee (SOC) from the decision making process.  It was felt that the existing processes provide a robust means of ensuring full consultation and do not take an undue time to complete.  The suggestion that they act as a disincentive was considered to be unfounded.

There was an almost universal view that no governing body should publish proposals to acquire foundation status without first carrying out a consultation of its key stakeholders, particularly parents and the local authority.   There was very little objection to the proposal to reduce the period of representation following publication of proposals from six weeks to four, provided that this did not include any school holidays.
Respondents were also opposed to the reduction in parental influence as a result of the reduced number of elected parent governors where a foundation is able to elect the majority of governors.  They considered that this would reduce accountability to the local community.
Transfer of assets

Most local authorities were concerned about the transfer of school buildings and assets to foundation schools.  They considered that if increasing amounts of land are transferred it will be more difficult for Councils to manage the education estate for the whole county.  They were also concerned about who would benefit from any future disposal of these assets and whether the local authority would retain any rights over the proceeds of the sale of surplus land.   A tension was identified between the transfer of assets and the increasing need of Councils to act strategically – to take forward developments in co-locating services to provide integrated services to children and parents.  It was felt that as assets are lost less scope for joined up asset management.

 It was considered that some schools might be attracted to foundation status because they will be able to realise a valuable capital receipt.   In addition respondents were concerned that equity of access to such receipts would be lost as there will be no relationship between the need for improved accommodation and the value of a school’s land.
Several respondents were concerned about the implications for PFI and BSF where a significant proportion of school land buildings were not in local authority ownership A number commented that it was not clear how PFI would work when a school with a built via PFI transferred ownership to a school or a foundation.
Collaboration

Many respondents made the point that much of the five year plan depends on increased collaboration and cooperation.  They considered that foundation status would lead some schools to consider their priority interests in isolation from those of other schools.   There was widespread concern that increasing the number of foundation schools would impact adversely on schools collaborating and working together.  Some respondents also felt that it would adversely affect the extended schools programme.
Governing body

Respondents considered that foundation schools are less accountable because the number of elected parent governors is reduced where a foundation appoints the majority of governors.   There was also concern that governing bodies can publish statutory notices without consulting parents at the school.   There was some concern that while Voluntary Aided and Voluntary Controlled schools have foundation bodies, these are generally of long-standing and generally support the religious character of those schools foundation bodies acquired by former community schools would not necessarily have any connection with the local community and that this could lead to some schools serving the interests of a narrow constituency, rather than the community as a whole.

There was some concern that allowing parents of children, for whom other provision than education is made on the school premises to become parent governors could result in one third of the governing body being drawn from people whose children may only be taking part in extended services for a couple of hours a week.  There was a view that as the governing body has a duty to promote high standards of achievement at the school, parent governors should be drawn from the parents of children on roll, who are more likely to have a commitment to the school for a number of years. 

Admissions

There was general concern that increasing the number of admission authorities might make it more difficult to establish local partnerships on important areas such as admissions and exclusions.  There was a general view that the creation of more admission authorities could create barriers to partnership working between schools, and would reduce parental choice.  Respondents were concerned that the co-ordinating role of the local authority in balancing the needs of the individual and the community would be undermined by a system that would make it easier for schools to change status and act in self-interest.
Consultation response on the Expansion of Popular and Successful Schools 
Falling Rolls

Respondents were generally opposed to the proposals.  Many felt that falling school rolls, particularly in the secondary sector, meant that it was the wrong time to introduce mechanisms which could result in the rapid expansion of schools. They were concerned that the proposals could create a “two-tier” education system in which some schools mushroomed whilst others who were not able to attract pupils and fill places were allowed to decline.  Respondents argued that in more rural areas this could cause small schools to close - effectively reducing parental choice.

Planning School Places

Many respondents expressed reservations that allowing schools greater freedoms to expand on their own initiative compromised the local authority’s ability to undertake long-term strategic planning on the supply of school places and the organisation of provision.  They felt this was particularly true when these mechanisms were considered alongside those encouraging more schools to adopt foundation status - and thus distance themselves from local authority control over issues such as admissions.  It was argued that both plans work against the collaboration and community initiatives outlined elsewhere in the five-year strategy.
There was a view that expansion could weaken some of the things that made the school successful and popular in the first place.  Where a school has achieved its optimum size for success expansion could lead to a reduction in its quality and standards if it fails to cope with the increase in size and the possible resultant complexity of management.
A number of respondents commented that expanding successful schools would be inconsistent with government’s drive to get children to walk to school – as more children would be travelling greater distances to attend fewer more popular schools. This in turn leads to a loss of “school community” and parental involvement in the school.  This is needed for initiatives like extended schools, and much of the Five Year Strategy.

Accountability

There was concern amongst individual authorities and representative bodies that the revised representation period for schools wishing to expand was inadequate to ensure that all parties who would legitimately have an interest would be able to make their views known and have their points considered.  It was argued that there was no benefit in shortening the period, and that no representation or consultation period should run across a school holiday, so as to ensure other schools in the area can consider the proposals and make comment.   There was also support for a compulsory role in the process for the local authority in assessing the overall impact on other schools in the area – and on other authority wide initiatives - such as Building Schools for the Future (BSF).  

Capital
Respondents expressed concern about whether a school has the site and building capacity to meet the expansion; whether the LEA has sufficient capital to support expansion; and whether there is a feasibility study in place to clarify for the SOC whether expansion is viable. It was felt that insufficient consideration had been given to the capital requirements to allow for expansion.   Funding from the Department would only amount to around 25% and local authorities would have to make up the difference.  There was a view that as local authorities now plan their capital programmes on a four year rolling programme it would be difficult to accommodate funding for unplanned proposals.

RESPONDENTS TO CONSULTATION ON FOUNDATION SCHOOLS AND THE EXPANSION OF POPULAR AND SUCCESSFUL SCHOOLS

Local Authorities
   



Schools or Colleges
Bedfordshire


Wolverhampton
Ackland Burghley School
Blackburn with Darwin
Worcestershire
Aquinas College


Bournemouth





Cardinal Newman College


Bracknell Forest




Hereford Sixth Form College
Camden





John Kitto Community College

CEA Islington





Plume School
Cheshire





Roade School
Derbyshire





Saint Brendans Sixth Form Dorset






College
Dudley






Solihull Sixth Form College
Durham





South Craven School
Enfield






St Aidans School
East Riding of Yorkshire



St Meriadoc N&I C of E School
East Sussex


                                   The Schools of King Edward VI Education Leeds




Birmingham
Education Walsall




Weald of Kent Grammar School
Essex






for Girls

Gloucestershire





           

Harrow






Diocesan Bodies
Kent
 

Lancashire





Archdiocese of Southwark


Leicestershire





Archdiocese of Westminster


Lancashire





Catholic Education Service

London Borough of Barnet



Diocese of Canterbury

London Borough of Havering



Diocese of Chelmsford


London Borough of Hounslow


Diocese of Lancaster
London Borough of Newham



Diocese of Southwark


Manchester





Diocese of St Albans
Medway
Newcastle


   School Organisation Committees (SOCS)
North Somerset
North Yorkshire




Birmingham SOC
Northamptonshire




Blackpool SOC

Northumberland




Camden SOC
Nottinghamshire




Devon SOC
Oldham  





Dorset SOC
Plymouth





Dudley SOC
Portsmouth





Enfield SOC
Reading





Hertfordshire SOC

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Kent SOC 
Royal Borough of Kingston Upon Thames

London Borough of Hillingdon
Solihull






SOC
South Gloucester




Portsmouth SOC
Stockport





Sheffield SOC
Stoke






Wakefield SOC
Surrey






Waltham Forest SOC
Thameside





Westminster SOC
Wakefield





Windsor and Maidenhead SOC
Westminster
Wirrral

Partner Organisations

Advisory Centre for Education (ACE)
Association of Colleges

Association of Learning Providers

Association of London Government

Association of Teachers and 
Lecturers

Audit Commission

Camden Joint Chairs of Governors

Confed
Foundation and Aided Schools National Association (FASNA) 

GMB
Hackney School Governors Associations 
Local Government Association (LGA) 

NAEIC
National Association of Head Teachers (NAHT)

National Association of School Governors (NASG)

National Association of Teachers in Further and Higher Education (NATFHE)
National Confederation of Parent Teacher Associations (NCPTA)

National Co-ordinators of Governors 
Services (NCOGS)

National Governors Council (NGC) 
National Grammar Schools Association
National Union of Teachers (NUT)

Newham Governors Forum
Office of the School Adjudicator





Secondary Heads Association (SHA)
Sixth Form Colleges Forum

Transport and General Workers Union

UNISON

Others

British Humanist Association




Camden Joint Chairs of Governors 

CASE






Oldham Met Council Liberal Democrat Group





South Cave Parish Council
The Mercers Company

5 responses from individuals




