Date: Thu, 8 Mar 2007 08:53:46 -0500
Subject: Fwd: Howard of Effingham - failure to offer places to East & West Horsley chi...


I am a concerned local parent and have found your address on the action website.  I am forwarding a copy of the email I have sent to the admissions department at Surrey CC for your information, please take this as an indication of my support.


Date: Thu, 8 Mar 2007 08:49:40 -0500
Subject: Howard of Effingham - failure to offer places to East & West Horsley children
To: paul.mailer@surreycc.gov.uk
CC: admissionsandtransport@surreycc.gov.uk


Dear Mr Mailer

 

I understand you are the correct person to write to express my concerns about the result of the rigid application of new admissions critieria within Surrey which has led to the anomoly of children in East and West Horsley not being offered places at the Howard of Effingham unless they already have siblings at the Howard.

 

I am a local resident in East Horsley and I have a daughter in year 3 at the The Raleigh primary school.  I am writing because I strongly feel a great injustice has arisen.  From the very helpful explanation I was given by Rachel Shaw (in your contact department) I can now see that the failure to offer places to the chldren in the Horsleys has arisen, with inexorable inevitability, from the routine application of the admissions criteria agreed for 2007.  By this I mean that after places at the Howard had been allocated on the first 3 criteria (Looked after children, special needs, siblings) the allocation on the 4th critieria, (distance to the closest school, taken together with the new approach of equal weighting of the first 3 preferences) leads to 2 results: firstly places will be offered to children for whom the Howard is the closest school, regardless of whether it is the first choice of applicants, but provided it is in their top 3 choices, and secondly places are rigidly offered on distance only with no discretion allowed to take account of geographical quirks.  By this I mean the obvious fact that for children in East and West Horsley the Howard is not only their closest school it is the only one within a sensible travelling distance by public transport.

 

Bearing in mind the traumatic consequences of the application of the criteria for the Horsleys, and as a council tax and general taxpayer, I would like you, or the relevant department to provide answers to the following points:

 

Is it correct that there was no element of discretion left at any level within Surrey CC to review the results of the application of the criteria and intervene with considered adjustments before the offer letters were sent out?

 

If there was any element of discretion built in please advise whether this was used in any way.

 

If the element of discretion did exist but was not used please adivse the reasons for this.

 

If there was no element of discretion built into the process please advise whether anyone with Surrey CC and the decision making process in general realised that there was a large and illogical gap with regard to the Horsleys and the offers to be made for the Howard before the letters were sent out.  In this case please advise what happened when this was realised, was there any analysis of this situation and discussion within Surrey CC?

 

Bearing in mind my comments above about the possiblity that someone for whom the Howard was not their first choice, but was their closest school, could have received an offer please advise whether this is in fact the case and how many children are in this situation.

 

Please advise me whether the recently upgraded footpath through Great Ridings Wood should have been taken into account in following the laid down criteria, i.e. does it meet the definition of the footpaths that were being taken account of by Surrey CC.  Please also confirm that if it does not, that there are no other paths of  the same status as this one that have been taken into account in other areas this year.

 

Sadly my instinct is that once the admissions criteria had been enshrined for this year the trajedy in the Horsleys was just waiting to happen. I also suspect that even if the picture began to emerge as the applications came in that no one had the political will or inspiration to take the whole thing by the scruff of the neck and try to avert a crisis.  I can see that on one level there is nothing to argue about in terms of the abolute equality of chance the criteria give to all children living around the Howard.  However life is not straightforward, the reality is that there are children who live between the Howard and other schools and who can travel to both, and there are children who live in the Horsleys who cannot practically travel to another school even if they live marginally further away from the Howard in the first place.  In preserving the theory of equality of choice a greater injustice has been done.

 

However it also seems to me that all is not lost.  I understand that a number of children offered places at the Howard will be likely to turn these down.  It seems this offers a window of opportunity.  If the criteria are revisited for the purposes of waiting list allocation to skew the the distribution to East and West Horsley this would ameliorate the situation and absorb some of the devastated chidren.  Secondly if you identify children, who as described above may been offered the Howard when they wanted Therfield, a swap could be arranged thereby absorbing a few more.  Finally if an imaginative approach is taken to the PAN for this year only this may yet absorb the last few. Please let me know what you think of these ideas and with whom they should be raised to ensure that they are put before the decision makers if this is not yourself.

 

A sorry situation would be to see a few Horsley children 'get lucky' as the turned down places wend their tortuous way down the waiting list on existing criteria, and a significant majority remain isolated in their community, and perhaps truly isolated on an ongoing basis as the proposal to take distance 'as the crow flies' next year may mean this is a one off situation - how cruel.

 

The whole situation needs to be looked at urgently on a community wide policy basis not on a case by case basis, except if by reference to my proposals above this would be a way of solving the problem.

 

I look forward to your response to the points I have raised as soon as possible.

 

Yours sincerely

 

Mrs Phyllis Charteris-Black,

[Address provided]
