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OUTCOME OF CONSULTATION ON THE POSSIBLE AMALGAMATION OF 
BEWLEY INFANT SCHOOL WITH BEWLEY JUNIOR SCHOOL 
 

1. Summary  
 
In general the Authority prefers primary schools to separate infant and junior 
schools, but has not sought to impose amalgamation against the wishes of schools. 
 
Cabinet agreed on 18 May to undertake consultation on the possibility of 
amalgamating Bewley Infant School with Bewley Junior School to form a single 
primary school with nursery.  This report summarises the responses to that 
consultation. 
 
A consultation paper was widely circulated and meetings were held for parents and 
for school staff.  The idea of amalgamation was also discussed at meetings of the 
governing bodies of the two schools.  All of these groups expressed very strong 
support for retaining separate infant and junior schools at Bewley on grounds 
including the successful record of pupil attainment at both schools, the quality of 
teaching, leadership and management, and very effective arrangements to manage 
the transition between schools for children at the age of seven.  Amalgamation was 
seen as unnecessary and potentially harmful.  There was concern over the possible 
loss of staff expertise and the certain reduction in funding.  The need to continue 
using two buildings separated by security fences and a public footpath was seen as 
a major barrier to effective operation as a primary school. 
 
No support for amalgamation emerged at any of the meetings or in any of the written 
comments received.  In view of this clear response from the community of these 
schools, no formal proposal to amalgamate these schools is advised. 
 

2. Recommendation  
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Members are asked to note the contents of this report. 
 

 

3. Reasons for the Recommendations/Decision(s) 
 

Sections 28 to 31 of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998 (modified in 
some details by the Education Act 2002) lay down a statutory procedure that must 
be followed when any change to school organisation is being considered.  Before 
deciding whether to publish a proposal for change (by means of a Statutory Notice), 
the Authority must first consult those persons most likely to be affected by the 
change.  All views expressed during consultation must be taken into account. 
 
Statutory guidance to decision-makers issued by the Secretary of State for 
Education and Skills specifies that the views expressed in consultation shall be one 
of the principal factors on which any proposal must be determined. Others include 
the impact on standards of education, community cohesion and cost-effectiveness. 

 
 

4. Members’ Interests 
 

Members (including co-opted members with voting rights) should consider whether 
they have a personal interest in the item as defined in the Council’s code of conduct 
(paragraph 8) and, if so, declare the existence and nature of that interest in 
accordance with paragraph 9 of the code.  

 
Where a Member regards him/herself as having a personal interest in the item, 
he/she must then consider whether that interest is one which a member of the 
public, with knowledge of the relevant facts, would reasonably regard as so 
significant that it is likely to prejudice the Member’s judgment of the public interest 
(paragraph 10 of the code of conduct). 

 
A Member with a prejudicial interest in any matter must withdraw from the room 
where the meeting is being held, whilst the matter is being considered; not exercise 
executive functions in relation to the matter and not seek improperly to influence the 
decision about the matter (paragraph 12 of the Code).   

 
Further to the above, it should be noted that any Member attending a meeting 
of Cabinet, Select Committee etc.; whether or not they are a member of the 
Cabinet or Select Committee concerned, must declare any personal interest 
which they have in the business being considered at the meeting, and if their 
interest is prejudicial, they must also leave the meeting room during 
consideration of the relevant item. 
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SUMMARY 
 
In general the Authority prefers primary schools to separate infant and junior schools, but 
has not sought to impose amalgamation against the wishes of schools. 
 
Cabinet agreed on 18 May to undertake consultation on the possibility of amalgamating 
Bewley Infant School with Bewley Junior School to form a single primary school with 
nursery.  This report summarises the responses to that consultation. 
 
A consultation paper was widely circulated and meetings were held for parents and for 
school staff.  The idea of amalgamation was also discussed at meetings of the governing 
bodies of the two schools.  All of these groups expressed very strong support for retaining 
separate infant and junior schools at Bewley on grounds including the successful record of 
pupil attainment at both schools, the quality of teaching, leadership and management, and 
very effective arrangements to manage the transition between schools for children at the 
age of seven.  Amalgamation was seen as unnecessary and potentially harmful.  There was 
concern over the possible loss of staff expertise and the certain reduction in funding.  The 
need to continue using two buildings separated by security fences and a public footpath 
was seen as a major barrier to effective operation as a primary school. 
 
No support for amalgamation emerged at any of the meetings or in any of the written 
comments received.  In view of this clear response from the community of these schools, no 
formal proposal to amalgamate these schools is advised. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Members are asked to note the contents of this report. 
 
DETAIL 
 
Method of consultation 

 
1. A detailed consultation paper was circulated to:  

a. parents of children attending Bewley Infant School (including the nursery), 
and Bewley Junior School; 

b. all teaching and other staff of both schools; 
c. representatives of staff unions and professional associations; 
d. the Headteachers and Chairs of Governors at neighbouring primary schools; 
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e. the Roman Catholic Diocese of Hexham and Newcastle; 
f. Hartlepool Borough Council; 
g. Ward Councillors for the Billingham North, East, West and Central wards; 
h. The Member of Parliament for Stockton North. 

 
2. A joint meeting was held for parents on 29 June.  This was attended by 45 people.  

A joint meeting for staff was held on 28 June.  This was attended by 31 people.  An 
officer of the Council’s Human Resources section was present.  Representatives of 
unions and professional associations had been invited but none were present.   

 
3. At both meetings the statutory decision-making procedure was explained, and 

parents and staff were assured that the views expressed in consultation would be an 
important factor in that process.  In spite of this, many expressed doubts that the 
Authority would be influenced by views that were contrary to Council policy, and 
there was much concern that amalgamation would be imposed on these schools. 

 
Views expressed at the consultation meetings 
 

4. One central point put forward in both meetings was the conviction that the high 
quality of education provided at Bewley would limit the potential benefits of 
amalgamation listed in the Authority’s consultation paper.  Pupil attainment at the 
end of Key Stage 2 (age 11) has been consistently above local and national 
averages (figures for Key Stage 1 are not published).  The reports of Ofsted 
inspections confirm the views of parents and staff that teaching, leadership and 
management at the schools are very good.  Arrangements for co-operation between 
the schools, particularly as children approached the transition point, are very highly 
regarded.  Many share the view that there is likely to be very little, if anything, to gain 
from amalgamation.   

 
5. The two teams of school staff are seen by parents as highly effective specialists in 

their particular key stages.  A formal proposal to amalgamate would inevitably lead 
to a period of uncertainty for staff, and parents are concerned that this could lead to 
valued individuals seeking posts elsewhere.  The two headteachers are very highly 
regarded, and there is concern that amalgamation would lead to the loss of one or 
both of these. 

 
6. The distinctive ethos of Bewley Infant School is undoubtedly popular with parents.  

Many expressed the view that the size of the school creates a family atmosphere, 
and that after three years children develop a level of maturity and responsibility 
much more difficult for seven-year-olds to achieve in a primary school.  Several 
parents view the transition from infant to junior school as a positive experience for 
their children, likely to make the greater transition to secondary school less daunting. 

 
7. Staff and parents of children attending Bewley Junior School repeated the view that 

in general children suffer no adverse impact from the transition. 
 

8. The physical separation of the Bewley buildings is seen as a major obstacle to 
successful operation as a primary school.  The public footpath between the two sites 
means that gates must be kept locked during the school day for security reasons. 
This would make the routine movement of children or staff very difficult.  It might be 
necessary, for example, to retain two staffed offices, negating any potential financial 
savings from amalgamation.  It would be possible to gather all staff together in one 
building for scheduled meetings and development activities, but it would be very 
difficult to operate a single staffroom for the breaks between teaching sessions. 
Neither hall is sufficiently large to accommodate all the children for assemblies or 
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dining.  Some parents expressed the view that whole-school assemblies in a primary 
school could not in any event meet the different needs of four-year-old and eleven-
year-old children. 

 
9. Amalgamation would lead to a net loss of funding for the Bewley schools.  This is 

largely due to the fact that the Authority’s funding formula gives every school a lump 
sum amount to contribute to fixed costs (e.g. the headteacher and school clerk).  
One of these lump sums (currently £33,275 per year) would be lost when two 
schools become one.  Capital funding devolved to schools works in a similar way: an 
annual lump sum of £17,790 would be lost.  In all, an amalgamated school would 
lose more than £56,000 every year (at 2006-07 prices) compared with the aggregate 
funding for the two separate schools.  At almost 4.5% of the total budget, this loss is 
considered sufficient to negate the potential economies of scale and flexibility 
afforded by a single budget. 

 
10. There was a request at the parents’ meeting that a ballot be taken in order to 

demonstrate the strength of support for the separate schools.  The officers present 
did not accede to this request for two reasons.  Firstly they pointed out that 
consultation is not a referendum, but an opportunity for those consulted to present 
their point of view.  By law, the Council may not decide to publish an amalgamation 
proposal without first taking account of all the views expressed in consultation.  This 
must involve a serious consideration of the merit of the case put forward rather than 
a simple headcount of those for and those against.  The second reason for refusing 
a ballot at the meeting was that perhaps as many as 90% of the school community 
(i.e. all parents and carers, staff members, governors) were not present.   

 
Views expressed in writing 

 
11. A total of ten people submitted comments in writing.  One of these came from an 

official of one of the staff associations seeking a reassurance about the position of 
one individual.  The others made points similar to those listed above.  No comments 
in support of amalgamation were received. 

 
12. One parent circulated written copies of his own views at the parents’ meeting.  With 

his consent, a copy of his statement is attached in the Appendix to this report.  
Written statements from the two governing bodies are also included. 

 
13. Some of these letters repeated the belief expressed at the meeting that the Council 

intended to impose an amalgamation on the Bewley schools regardless of the views 
of the school community.  The consultation paper (based on the experience of other 
schools) was seen by some as lacking in balance, too generalised and having little 
direct relevance to the Bewley schools.  Some correspondents asked detailed 
questions about the decision-making procedure and the criteria on which any 
decision would be made. 

 
Conclusion from the consultation process 
 

14. The purpose of this consultation process was to discover the views of parents, staff 
members and school governing bodies towards the idea of an amalgamation of the 
Bewley schools.  This was stated clearly in the consultation paper and in a letter that 
preceded it.  The outcome is very clear.  There is strong support for the separate 
infant and junior schools at Bewley.  No support for amalgamation has emerged 
among parents, governing bodies or school staff.   
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FINANCIAL AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Financial 
 

15. None. 
 
Legal 

16. This consultation was carried out in accordance with the statutory requirements 
under Sections 28 and 29 of the School Standards and Framework Act 1998, 
and Schedule 6 to that Act, both as modified by the Education Act 2002.  The 
Authority is required to take account of all the views expressed if any further 
action is proposed. 

 
RISK ASSESSMENT 

 
17. As no action is recommended, a risk assessment has not been carried out. 

 
COMMUNITY STRATEGY IMPLICATIONS 
 

18. No implications 
 
CONSULTATION INCLUDING WARD/COUNCILLORS 

 
19. Consultation is described in the body of the report. 

 
Name of Contact Officer:  John Hegarty 
Post Title:  Planning and Policy Development Officer (CESC) 
Telephone No. 01642 526477 
Email Address: john.hegarty@stockton.gov.uk 
 
Background Papers  
School Organisation Plan 2006-09 available on the Council website. 
Cabinet report dated 18 May 2006. 
 
Ward(s) and Ward Councillors:  
Billingham North: Coun. Mrs J L Apedaile, Coun. K Dewison, Coun. C Leckonby. 
Billingham East: Coun. A Cunningham, Coun. M N Stoker. 
Billingham Central: Coun. N Teasdale, Coun. B Woodhouse. 
  
Property 
No change is proposed. 
Appendix 1 follows 
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