DETERMINATION
Case reference:

ADA/001077

Objectors:


51 objections, each from one or two objectors

Admission Authority:
Brighton and Hove City Council

Date of decision:

12 July 2007
Determination

In accordance with section 90 (3) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998, I do not uphold any of the 51 objections to the secondary school admission arrangements determined by Brighton and Hove City Council for September 2008.  However, I do determine that the first oversubscription criterion shall be ‘Looked After Children’, and that the following criteria shall be re-lettered accordingly.  Furthermore, I am amending the present criterion b. to read: 



‘c.
Where a sibling living in the same household will be attending the school when the applicant’s child is due to start.  For admissions until September 2012, this will apply to all siblings, wherever the household resides.  After 2012, it will apply only to the children from households within the catchment area for the school in question.’


Since the Council have announced that, if I do not uphold the objections, it will review the admission arrangements in relation to admissions in September 2009, I am limiting the protection of the arrangements as I have revised them to one year only.
The referral
1.
Fifty-one objections have been referred to the Adjudicator by eligible parents about the over-subscription criteria (“the criteria”) forming part of the admission arrangement (“the arrangements”) determined by Brighton and Hove City Council (“the Council”) for the secondary schools (“the Schools”) of Brighton and Hove (“the City”) for September 2008.  The objections are largely to the boundaries of the catchment area (“CA”) determined for each school (or in two cases for pairs of schools), coupled with the use of a ballot for making decisions about  the applications from within each CA, although other issues have been raised by some of the objectors.
Jurisdiction

2.
The arrangement were determined under section 89(4) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998 (“the Act”) by the Council, which is the admissions authority for the schools. The arrangements were determined originally on 2nd February 2007.  As a result of a review by the relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee, the arrangements were re-determined on 27th February, which is to be considered the date of determination. The arrangements had been notified to consulted parties in a letter dated 9th February 2007, and the requisite public notice appeared in the local press on 27th April 2007. The objectors submitted their objections to the arrangements within a period of six weeks from that date.  I am satisfied that the objections have been properly referred to me in accordance with section 90 (2) of the Act, and that they fall within my jurisdiction.

Procedure

3.
In coming to my conclusions, I have had full regard to the Act and Regulations made thereunder, the School Admissions Code (“the Code”) and all the evidence presented so far as it is relevant to the objection.  I have also had regard to the Human Rights Act 1998, and, as required by Schedule 5 to the Act, to the relevant provisions of:


The Sex Discrimination Act 1975;


The Race Relations Act 1976; and


The Disability Discrimination Act 1995.

4.
The documents I have considered in reaching my decision include:

· the arrangements;
· the parental forms of objection and accompanying evidence;

· responses from individual schools to the objections and to the Arrangements;

· several hundred letters and emails, largely from parents, expressing a diversity of views on the arrangements, some in favour of them and some supporting the objections;

· the Council’s responses to the objections, and supporting information;

· the Council’s booklet for parents seeking admission to schools in the area in September 2007 ; and

· maps of the area identifying the schools, their CAs and their postcode areas.

Despite the large volume of correspondence that I have received, I wish to assure those who have written that I have considered every item of correspondence. I have also taken account of impressions I gained during a tour of areas of the City on 15th May 2007, as well as information I received and views that were expressed during a public meeting I convened on the same day.

The criteria
5.
The criteria and explanations are set out in the Appendix to this adjudication.

Background
6.
The Council has, over a considerable period, carried out a review of its admission arrangements for its secondary schools, of which there are eight (excluding a voluntary aided Catholic school whose governing body is the admission authority, and which henceforth will not be included in the issues considered within this adjudication).  The review has included public consultation and detailed consideration by a Parent Stakeholders Group and a Working Group of city councillors and representatives of the Parent Stakeholders Group.  The review has been thorough and painstaking. Recommendations were put to the Council’s Children, Families and Schools Committee, who finally determined the arrangements on 27th February 2007. Some objectors have expressed concerns about the political processes that have been followed and about the extent of the role played by the Admissions Forum.  Although I have noted these concerns, it is not within my jurisdiction to deal with them.  

7.
The booklet for parents about admissions to the City’s schools in 2007 summarises the existing admission arrangements.  The criteria comprise the following: ‘1. Compelling medical or other exceptional reasons for attending the school’; 2. Sibling link’; and ‘3. Home to School Distance’.  Each of these criteria is described in more detail.  The Council’s intention was to comply with the new Code by changing to ‘equal preference’ for 2008 (while retaining parents’ ability to state their first three preferences of secondary schools).  The intention was also to introduce a defined CA for each secondary school, or in two cases for two schools, with some priority for children living in that area and a ballot being used to decide issues of oversubscription from within the area.

8.
The eight secondary schools are not distributed evenly around the City, with two pairs close together, and with some areas of the City, particularly around the central seafront, not having a school in close proximity. The Council has been exercised by what has been described as the ‘golden halo effect’ around popular schools.  This is the effect that can be created by using proximity of home to school as the determining factor for most admissions; it refers to the area around a school from which children are much more likely to gain admission, which in some cases has been shrinking. The Council has been concerned at what it considers the unfair effect of the proximity criterion for children living further away from each school and those children who do not live close to any school. The Council has therefore replaced proximity with closely defined CAs, using a random ballot of applicants from within each CA as the means of dealing with oversubscription. In the two CAs with two schools each, this will be followed by a process of ‘swapping’ allocations to achieve maximum adherence to parents’ highest possible preferences.  The intention is to retain full sibling priority until 2012, but thereafter to restrict sibling priority to siblings from within each CA.

The Objection

9.
The relevant regulation (regulation 9 of The School Admissions (Alteration and Variation of, and Objections to, Arrangements) (England) Regulations 2007) allows an objection to be made by a parent when it is ‘an objection that any aspect of a school’s admission arrangements does not comply with any mandatory requirements in the School Admissions Code or Part 3 of [The School Standards and Framework Act] 1998’.  So it is to mandatory aspects of the determined arrangements themselves that valid objections must relate. Some of the grounds for the objections referred to me in fact, as noted above, relate to the processes followed by the Council in arriving at the arrangements or about the extent of the role played by the Admissions Forum. Some grounds relate to general principles set out in legislation or the Code. (The duty to exercise their functions with a view to increasing opportunities for parental choice set out in Section 2 of the Education and Inspections Act 2006, cited by several objectors, did not come into force until 25th May 2007, so was not a legal requirement of the Council in determining the arrangements). Some grounds relate to aspects of the Code where the expressions ‘should’ and ‘should not’ are used:  these do not represent mandatory requirements, and are therefore not eligible grounds for objections by parents.  Although it is not within my jurisdiction to make a determination to embrace these concerns as objections, I have noted them as background to the wider objections that I am considering.  However, I am satisfied that all the objections contain major elements that are within my jurisdiction, and these I shall address.

Individual objections and adjudicator’s responses

10.
The objections cover the following alleged breaches of the legislation or the mandatory provisions of the Code, to which I will add my response individually.

a.
The arrangements are not clear, free from doubt and easily understood (Code 1.65 a). Response: I recognise that the concept of CAs is novel for many parents, and that the use of a ballot is unusual.  I accept also that the methodology and calculations underlying the arrangements are exceedingly complex. However, I find that the resulting arrangements are (apart from aspects I will address specifically) clear and unambiguous, and do not believe that difficulty would be caused to parents by their operation.

b.
The arrangements do not enable parents’ preferences to be met to the maximum extent possible (Code 1.65 d). Response:  Admission arrangements of any kind are a compromise, an attempt to provide as fair an opportunity as possible for the largest number of parents.  Although a large number of objections have been received, the objections largely represent those who anticipate being disadvantaged by the new arrangements in comparison with the previous arrangements (even though in many cases these objectors are expressing concern about potential disadvantage to other parents).  It is possible that many other parents have anticipated personal advantage in the new system.  I have not been presented with evidence that fewer parents’ preferences will be met under the new system

c.
Parents’ ability to state their school preferences is being limited (Code 1.30). Response:  While I recognise that, inevitably, some parents’ chances of obtaining places at the schools of their choice will be reduced, all parents will continue to be able to state preferences for any schools in the City or beyond.  So I do not find their ability to state their preferences to have been limited.

d.
The use of a ballot when the school(s) in a CA is/are oversubscribed does not comply with the requirement of the Code (1.65 b) that criteria should be objective and based on known facts. Response: I accept that the outcome of a ballot is not based on known facts.  However, the use of a ballot is only for tie-breaking purposes, the criterion itself (residence within the CA) being known and objective.  I do not accept that the use of a ballot or the criterion itself would be subjective. Moreover, the use of a ballot is specifically allowed by the Code (2.9 and 2.28-2.30).  

e.
Some of the data used by the Council were flawed, along with its analysis of the data, contrary to the requirement of the Code (1.65 b) that criteria should be based on known facts.  I will examine this issue later.

f.
The joint CA for Varndean and Dorothy Stringer Schools is irrational, in that it fails to take adequate account of the likely number of applicants from within the CA, the number of siblings who will continue to require places at these two schools and the applications that are likely to emanate from the former BN2 2 postcode area (which was allegedly overlooked).  This CA is of a more prosperous nature than some adjoining areas, and will in practice deny access to its two schools to children from more disadvantaged areas.  The use of this CA will thus fail to provide the same opportunities for children from a particular social group (Code 1.67. 1.68 and 2.35). Conversely, the CAs for other schools include area of distinct and officially recognised social need. Concentrating the children from these estates in particular schools will be to their disadvantage. Response:  2.35 of the Code says that: ‘In drawing up catchment areas, admission authorities should ensure that they reflect the diversity of the community served by the school, and must not exclude particular housing estates or addresses in a way that might disadvantage particular social groups’.  The evidence presented to me demonstrates that the Varndean and Dorothy Stringer Schools have previously drawn children from outside their proposed CA.  On that basis, I believe that ‘the community served by the school’ is wider than the proposed CA.  In this case, therefore, it is important to understand whether ‘particular housing estates’ have been excluded and whether this ‘might disadvantage particular social groups’. In terms of Falmer and Longhill Schools, the evidence presented to me supports the description of the proposed CAs as including areas of distinct social disadvantage.  However, I note that the proposed CAs also includes areas of greater prosperity, so that a social mix is likely to be forthcoming within the schools. I shall return to this issue.

g.
The Council has violated the Code (2.35) in seeming to guarantee places for all children within a CA at the school(s) of that CA.  Response: I agree that minutes 39.24 and 47.4 of the Council’s committee meetings on 2nd and 27th February 2007, respectively, appear to give some sort of undertaking.  On 2nd February, a qualification was added that nothing could be guaranteed, and it was only a recommendation of the Working Group that was being cited.  However, by 27th February, the commitment seems to have become much firmer, although it is still not clear whether the intention to ‘negotiate with the schools concerned’ related to the provision of additional accommodation, an increase in the admission number or the admission of children above the published admission number.  I recommend that, if I uphold the arrangements, the Council approach this issue with great caution and with deference to legislation and the Code, and in any case clarify exactly what was meant.  In the meantime, in view of the qualifications added at the 2nd February meeting and the fact that it was the 2nd February ‘commitment’ that was being cited on 27th February, I am prepared to accept that there has thus far been no deliberate intention to flout the requirement of the Code in this respect.  In any case, the arrangements themselves, upon which I am called to adjudicate, do not contravene the Code (2.35) by guaranteeing places to places to parents in catchment areas.

h.
The increase in the admission number for Varndean School promised by the Council at the 27th February 2007 meeting (minute 47.11) on the basis of additional accommodation breaches the requirement of the legislation for prior public consultation. Response: There is still sufficient time for the Council to conduct consultation and publish an appropriate notice for changes in September 2008, if such are required for whatever the Council has in mind.

11.
Three of the objectors (whose objections have been supported by 16, 20 and 6 other objections, respectively) have provided evidence in support of their claims that insufficient account has been taken of available statistical data relating to areas of social and educational deprivation. These relate to the Whitehawk and Moulsecoomb estates, particularly the former.  Having cited evidence in terms of indicators of social and educational deprivation, one of these objectors has concluded, ‘All Moulsecoomb (and Bevendean) children will go to Falmer High and all children from the Whitehawk estate will go to Longhill.  Thus the two estates with the largest concentrations of educationally deprived children are shut into the catchments for schools that are already poorly-performing as a result of having challenging intakes’.  There is evidence of a greater flow of pupils out of the areas comprised by these schools’ CAs in the past than is likely to occur if the more successful schools are populated most entirely by children from within their CAs. The Council has disputed whether any of the City’s schools is in fact poorly performing, claiming that all schools provide good education, with just one in an Ofsted category (with a notice to improve) at the time of my visit to the City, and with the Council intending to work towards parity of esteem for all schools by promoting school improvement.

12.
One of these same objectors has outlined his concern at three alleged failures in the preparation of data that formed part of the background to the determination of the arrangements.  The first alleged error was the omission of 66 children within the Dorothy Stringer and Varndean CA, resulting, it is claimed, in likely underprovision by 50 places.  The second is the alleged omission from projected application numbers for these schools of out-of-CA siblings, which have been estimated to be around 74.5 in 2008, resulting, it is claimed, in a reduction in the likelihood of non-sibling CA children achieving places at the two schools. The third is an alleged mistake in calculating the likely result of the drawing of the Longhill CA in terms of free school meals (“FSM”) entitlement on the part of the children admitted from the CA, thereby underestimating the extent of social deprivation that would result in this school.  The Council has stated its intention to respond to the shortfall in secondary schools places in the Varndean and Dorothy Stringer CA by providing additional accommodation and school places at Varndean School in 2008.  The matter of relative social deprivation on the part of those likely to be admitted to different schools is a matter to which  I shall return.

Communications in support for the arrangements

13.
Emails have been received in large number from parents in support of the arrangements, one of them from a member of the Parent Stakeholders Group. Several support the arrangements on the basis of present disadvantage to their areas of residence from the previous system’s being largely based on proximity from home to school. Others are on the basis of previous disadvantage to many children in the central and eastern parts of Brighton, who, it is claimed, do not achieve places at local schools and are directed to less popular outlying schools. Overall, those writing in support of the arrangements share the Council’s concern at the privilege that, it is alleged, is accorded to those who live closest to the most outwardly successful schools, and concern for those families who have no immediate access at all to a neighbourhood school and whose children have to travel across the City as a result.

Responses from individual secondary schools

14.
The Chair of Governors of Dorothy Stringer School has written in support of the objections, believing that the decisions with regard to the arrangements were ‘taken in the absence of a strategic plan for the LA in relation to admissions and secondary school places across the city’.  Like some of the objectors, he alludes to difficulties created by the closure of the Comart school in the east of the City in 2003.  He and the headteacher have also written to express concern at the Council’s capital building programme associated with the new arrangements and in opposition to certain aspects of the arrangements.

15.
The Chair of Governors of Varndean has written to express the governing body’s concern at, among other factors, the position of the northern boundary of the school’s CA, the likelihood of increased traffic, the travelling distances resulting from the new arrangements and a lack of overall strategic planning on the part of the Council.

Responses from the Council

16.
The Council’s responses include the following points.


a.
Parental choice will not be reduced by the arrangements, and parents over a wider area than at present will have access to the most popular schools (whose ‘reach’ has been declining in recent years).  Resistance to the arrangements has come largely from parents who derive advantage from the previous proximity criterion. ‘Re-balancing’ within joint CAs will further enhance parental satisfaction.


b.
The CA for Dorothy Stringer and Varndean Schools will increase the opportunity for children from the east of the City to attend these schools, including some from areas of significant deprivation.


c.
Changes were made to the CA boundaries submitted to the Children, Families and Schools Committee, to reflect the discovery of the 66 children omitted from the previous calculations (due to the Post Office’s ceasing to use the BN2 2 postcode).


d.
The suggestion that the eastern boundary of the Varndean-Dorothy Stringer CA might be altered was rejected by the Working Group
in view of the proposal that Falmer School should become an academy with a CA matching that which has now been determined, and because consultation had not taken place on this basis.


e.
Plans have been laid and funds allocated for the provision of accommodation for two extra forms of entry at Varndean School from September 2008.


f.
There is uncertainty under the previous proximity criterion for families living other than close to schools, and the use of CAs will provide ‘greater certainty for the city as a whole’.


g.
The determined CAs will better balance pupils across all schools on the basis of FSM, thus improving the chances of more disadvantaged children.


h.
The CAs will ensure that every community has one or two local schools, and that all parents have an equal opportunity to gain admission to local schools for their children.


i.
All the City’s schools provide good education, with just one in an Ofsted category (with a notice to improve), and with the Council intending to work towards parity of esteem for all schools by promoting school improvement.


j.
The Council is committed to keeping the arrangements under review in order to make changes that prove to be in children’s interests.


k.
Although the arrangements do not fully address issues of social justice, they will constitute an improvement. The previous arrangements would breach the requirement of the Code (2.34) by which account must be taken of ‘factors that might unfairly advantage or disadvantage one child compared with another’. Note has been taken of the following recommendation of the Code that ‘admission authorities should ensure that families who are less able to afford property nearest the school are not excluded’.


l.
Random allocation of places is referred to in the Code (in 2.28) as suitable for urban areas and secondary schools, and can widen access and create greater social equity.

Social and educational deprivation

17.
I wish now to return to the issues raised above, in paragraph 11 of this adjudication.  The Code stipulates (in 1.67and 1.68) that admission arrangements must not disadvantage children from any particular social groups or discourage some groups of parents from seeking places at particular schools.  The Code also says (in 2.35) that catchment areas ‘must not exclude particular housing estates or addresses in a way that might disadvantage particular social groups’.  These are the mandatory elements in the Code against which the arrangements must be judged in respect of deprivation.  The Council has relied upon levels of FSM in different schools and from different areas of the City in order to assess the present levels of deprivation and the potential levels that would result from the arrangements.  I have been presented with evidence by the objectors that FSM is no longer the best indicator, and that the data associated with Super Output Areas (“SOAs”) are more sophisticated and accurate as indicators. Whether or not this is the case, the use of FSM is a rational and time-honoured method of assessing levels of deprivation, and I do not believe that I am called upon to reconcile these two differing approaches.  The question I must address is whether or not any mandatory requirement of the Code is breached by the arrangements.

18.
The Council has insisted that all its schools are good schools (with a reservation about one of them), and that no children will be disadvantaged by attending any of them. I have received strong representations in support of the effectiveness of some of the schools that are less successful in terms of examination results.  Nevertheless, it is undeniable that – as in any area – some schools are more successful than others in terms of examination results, and therefore are more popular and sought after by many parents. It is natural that many parents should aspire to places for their children at these schools.  On the basis of the CAs that have been devised, it is likely that some children from outwardly less prosperous areas who might otherwise have obtained places in the past on grounds of simple proximity to particular  popular schools will not do so now, since they reside outside the relevant CAs.  I have considered whether I should redraw the CA boundaries of more popular schools to include the areas from which children have previously been admitted to those schools.  However, this would be to rely upon uncertain information, since, as has been noted earlier, the Council is clear that the ‘golden halo’ areas have been shrinking from which applications have been successful in the past. In any case, it would not be possible, in terms of the number of school places available, to include the whole of distinct housing areas that adjoin the CAs in question. I have noted the requirement of the Code (in paragraph 1.67) that admission arrangements must not ‘disadvantage, either directly or indirectly, a child from a particular social or racial group . . . ‘. However, it would be impossible to devise any admission arrangements of any kind, particularly those with a geographical factor in them (including proximity to schools), that did not in the wider sense disadvantage some children; and, as all children belong to some social group, inevitably they will disadvantage some children who belong to specific social groups.  (For instance, even a priority for siblings could favour either more prosperous or less prosperous families in some areas, depending on the relative sizes of families in relation to family prosperity, and so disadvantage other families.) So I understand this requirement of the Code to mean that no such children shall be disadvantaged by reason of their belonging to particular social or racial groups.  That is not the case with regard to the CAs that have been devised.  On the same basis (and considering paragraph 2.35 of the Code), none of the CAs excludes a particular housing estate (some estates in fact being bisected by CA boundaries) or addresses, and no parents would be discouraged from seeking places at particular schools, except by a recognition of their likely chances of obtaining places, based on their place of residence in relation to the CA boundaries (which is the case wherever CAs are used).  There will, in short, be no disproportionate negative effect on children from particular social groups.  

19.
The Council has been concerned to rectify so far as possible the injustices that occurred under the previous admission arrangements.  I am mindful: of the requirement of the Code (in 2.13d), that oversubscription criteria must not ‘give priority to children according to the . . . financial . . . status of parents’; of the requirement (in 2.34) that account must be taken of ‘factors that might unfairly advantage or disadvantage one child compared with another’; and of the general thrust of the Code that there should be fairness of treatment for all.  The Council, and many of the supporters of the arrangements, have been concerned at the plight of children who, under the previous admission arrangements did not gain places at any local schools under the proximity criterion, and were obliged to travel distances in the City away from home, community and friends.  A teacher spoke at the public meeting of children from one year group at her primary school being distributed among six secondary schools.

Conclusion

20.
After a period of considerable consultation, the Council has determined arrangements that are intended to rectify some real injustices that were perpetuated by the previous admission arrangements. The Council has acknowledged ‘that the arrangements do not fully address issues of social justice’, but has expressed a view that they ‘constitute an improvement’.  Objectors have presented me with arguments for ways to achieve greater accuracy in determining the areas of relative economic and educational deprivation in the City, and I recognise that alternative methodologies may prove useful to the City for its measuring of these factors in the future.  

21.
I have reached a conclusion that the primary cause of most of the objections is the system of CAs, rather than, in the first instance, the tie-breaker ballot provisions. I have come to believe that the CA system will benefit a wider range and number of families than the previous City-wide proximity system. It will reduce the incidence of families having to accept more distant school places, and the amount of cross-city travel by children will be reduced, which will be good on grounds of children’s welfare and environmental factors. It is not desirable that distinct areas of housing should be ‘ring-fenced’ for priority or non-priority at particular schools, and such ring-fencing can be contrary to the Code.  However, I do not believe that this has been the intention or the result, and I recognise that, in any local authority area it is difficult to ensure a totally balanced intake to every school.  I accept that other models for distributing children to ensure balanced intakes have been considered by the Council and found to have drawbacks. So far as the tie-breaker ballots are concerned, I believe that these would be preferable to a perpetuation of proximity as a tie-breaker, as well as being recommended in Code (in 2.9 and 2.28).  In any case, the Council has announced its intention that, in its words, ‘CAs should catch’, in other words that there should be enough places in each CA for the children resident within each CA.

22.
Even with as careful consultation as the Council conducted, it is likely, with such a bold and innovative scheme as the arrangements constitute, that opportunities may become apparent for improvement, particularly in methods of assessing population data and numbers of different categories of pupils.  However, whatever present limitations there may be, they can be dealt with in the reviews that the Council has promised for the near future if I approve the arrangements. There is in fact a limited number of choices available to me to far as my determination of the arrangements for 2008 is concerned. I have, in practice, three options:  to amend the arrangements with some of own devising; to substitute the previous arrangements; or to approve the arrangements.  I am ruling out the first as being invidious and as liable to cause problems at least as any inherent in the previous admission arrangements or perceived by the objectors to lie within the arrangements.  The second is a course that has been recommended to me by a number of the objectors as giving the Council an opportunity to reconsider and adjust some of the detail of its arrangements ready for the 2009 admissions.  However, with an ever-changing demographic scene, I am not convinced that this course would necessarily lead to a better revision.  In any case, I agree with the Council that the arrangements do constitute an improvement upon the previous admission arrangements in terms of social justice for the largest number of people, and this will be to the overall benefit of children due to transfer to secondary schools in 2008.  I approve the principles of CAs and the ballots (including the ‘swapping’ provision to maximise parents achieving their highest possible preferences in CA with more than one school). So my third option will prevail, and I shall reject the objections.

23.
I have noted a serious omission in the arrangements, not related to the objections. It is a requirement of law that Looked After Children should figure first in oversubscription criteria, and I am so placing them.


24.
I believe that one criterion is ambiguous in two respects, and am amending it to read: ‘Where a sibling living in the same household will be attending the school when the applicant’s child is due to start.  For admissions until September 2012, this will apply to all siblings, wherever the household resides.  After 2012, it will apply only to the children from households within the catchment area for the school in question.’

25.
As I have noted in the Appendix, the arrangements, as presented by the Council, contain in style of a mixture of oversubscription criteria and advice to parents.  I advise the Council to take advantage of their first review of the arrangements to clarify the arrangements in presentational terms.

Determination

In accordance with section 90 (3) of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998, I do not uphold any of the 51 objections to the secondary school admission arrangements determined by Brighton and Hove City Council for September 2008.  However, I do determine that the first oversubscription criterion shall be ‘Looked After Children’, and that the following criteria shall be re-lettered accordingly.  Furthermore, I am amending the present criterion b. to read: 



‘c.
Where a sibling living in the same household will be attending the school when the applicant’s child is due to start.  For admissions until September 2012, this will apply to all siblings, wherever the household resides.  After 2012, it will apply only to the children from households within the catchment area for the school in question.’


Since the Council have announced that, if I do not uphold the objections, it will review the admission arrangements in relation to admissions in September 2009, I am limiting the protection of the arrangements as I have revised them to one year only.

Dated: 12 July 2007

Signed:


Schools Adjudicator: Richard Lindley

APPENDIX 

[Note by adjudicator:  The following elements have been drawn from the admission arrangements, as presented by the Council, which in fact consist of a mixture of admission arrangements and explanations to parents.]

The criteria
a.
Compelling medical or other exceptional reasons for attending the school. (There must be supporting medical evidence or other independent professional evidence supporting the need for admission to a particular school.)

b.
Where a sibling living in the same household will be attending the school when the next sibling is due to start.  This link will apply across the city until 2013, when it will apply only within the priority area.

c.
Where a pupil lives within the designated catchment area for a school.

d. 
Where a pupil lives outside the designated catchment area for a school.

Catchment Areas


Portslade Community College, Longhill, Falmer High and Patcham High will all have their own catchment areas. Hove Park and Blatchington Mill will share a joint catchment area, as will Varndean and Dorothy Stringer.

 
A map is attached which details the catchment areas for each school, and essentially provides that:-  


The catchment area for Portslade Community College covers postcodes BN41 1 from its northern boundary south down to the railway line, and BN41 2.


The catchment area for Hove Park and Blatchington Mill covers postcodes BN1 2, BN1 3, BN1 5 (including Tongdean Lane west of the railway line), the whole of BN3, and BN41 1 south of the railway line, and BN1 8 west of London Road (the Brangwyn estate).

The catchment area for Varndean and Dorothy Stringer covers postcodes BN1 1, BN1 4, BN1 6, BN1 7, BN2 0, BN2 1, BN2 3, then lower half of BN2 5*, BN2 9 and Tongdean Lane east of the London to Brighton railway line

The catchment area for Patcham High covers postcodes BN1 8 excluding the Brangwyn estate, and BN1 9 excluding North Moulsecoomb.

The catchment area for Falmer High covers postcode BN2 4 and BN 1 9 to the east of Lewes Road

The catchment area for Longhill School covers postcodes BN2 6, BN2 7, BN2 8, and the upper half of BN2 5*

* BN2 5 is divided along the following roads. Follow the road from the top of Manor Hill to the junction with Manor Way. East to the junction with Whitehawk Road. Follow the line of Whitehawk Road to Marlow Road. East to Wilson Avenue. Follow the line of Wilson Avenue to the A259. 

At oversubscribed schools, once exceptional circumstances and sibling links have been taken into account then an electronic random allocation system (also known as electronic ballot) will be used to allocate places if a school is over subscribed within the catchment area rather than the previous system of home to school distance measurement.  If places remain after all those applicants living within the area have been offered a place, then places will be allocated to pupils living outside the catchment.  Where that number exceeds the places remaining then a ballot will be held to determine who is allocated a place.

Rationalisation of places allocated in areas with two schools 

In areas with two schools it is possible that children will appear higher up the ranking of a school they have ranked second or third, whilst the same will happen for children at the other school, who would have preferred the school that you would be offered.  

This is because we are using an equal preference system where all your preferences are considered, whether first, second or third.  The computer will then be programmed to swap preferences where possible to maximise the allocation of higher ranked schools. 

For example, you may have ranked Hove Park first and Blatchington Mill second, but random allocation gives you a place at Blatchington Mill.  Another parent put Blatchington Mill first and Hove Park second, but random allocation places them high up the list for Hove Park. 

The computer will swap the offers so that you and the other parent get your higher ranked school.  This swapping will be limited by the relative number of higher and lower ranked places randomly allocated for each school. However, the net effect will be to maximise the number of children within each catchment area who get their highest preference.  

