(extracts from) DETERMINATION (related to use of ballots)
Brighton and Hove City Council

12 July 2007

51 objections, I do not uphold any of the 51 objections to the secondary school admission arrangements determined by Brighton

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

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

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.  

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 …. clear and unambiguous, and do not believe that difficulty would be caused to parents by their operation.

Objection: 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).  

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

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).

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).

Signed:


Schools Adjudicator: Richard Lindley
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