     APPENDIX 2

Of the 2674 responses to the Consultation 444 made no additional comment other than their choice of option.

A snapshot of most recurrent comments made under each option follows.

Option A

●
The Catholic community has a real concern that no Catholic child should be denied the opportunity of a Catholic education solely because his or her parents are unable to afford the transport costs involved in choosing such education.  This is a view shared by many members of other Christian faiths who choose to send their children to Church of England schools.

●
Section 76 of the 1944 Education Act (replicated in Section 9 of the 1996 Education Act), Principle 7 of the UN Declaration on the Rights of the Child and Article 2 of the First Protocol of the European Convention of Human Rights reinforce the principle that no child shall be denied the right to education in accordance with the wishes of the parents, especially with regard to their own religious and philosophical conventions.

●
The proposal would destroy the partnership between the Church and the Local Authority set up as part of the provision to serve a particular community.

●
There is current assumption that Catholic children in Catholic primary schools will move to the appropriate Catholic secondary school.  Since this could be some distance away, the removal of this support for travel will affect both the Diocese and local provision and penalise parents who are not able to fund the transport costs especially if they have more than one child at the school.

●
Catholic parents currently have to fund 10% of the capital costs of Catholic schools.  If denominational transport were to be removed, they would have to make additional contribution towards the provision of an education enshrined in the 1994 Education Act and supported by an existing partnership between the Local Authority and the Dioceses.

●
Implementation of such a proposal would undoubtedly lead to increased car usage in order to transport children to and from school resulting in an undesirable environmental and safety impact.

●
There is strong evidence from OFSTED and other sources that Church schools and Catholic schools in particular build their success on the prevailing ethos which is shared by members of the community it serves.  If the nature of the community changes, then so will the nature of the ethos and there may well be a subsequent effect on performance and achievement.

●
To renege on a decision made in 1984 when local Catholic Schools were closed.  (Worksop – Robert Ludlam, Newark – Cardinal Hinsley) and transport was made available to Mansfield as a persuasive weapon is not acceptable.  

●
The overall savings to the budget are likely to take a long time to take effect compared to the short term disturbance that will be on-going.

●
The authority’s draft strategic plan and draft community strategy include commitments to social inclusion and improving accessibility to services.  For Catholics from deprived areas seeking access to education for their children, the proposed withdrawal of service seems to run right against this commitment.  CPA assessments will look now at how well service delivery matches stated priorities, and increasingly will seek the community’s opinion.  It could therefore impact on our corporate assessment on 2008.

●
An important issue is the impact it has on equalities.  The Authority is striving to achieve great things against the local government equalities standards.  Could I suggest that it is a real possibility that the authority’s aspirations will be seriously compromised by the proposal.

●
The onus is on the LA to source the bus service cheaper!

●
The LA should be developing parental choice not limiting it.

●
Unfair on children moving from 2007 onwards especially if older siblings are receiving assistance.

●
Parents have made decisions based on existing transport policy.

●
School bus service currently provides a generally safe and secure way of transporting pupils to and from school.

●
Issues about those who, whilst not being sufficiently hard up to warrant assistance, may struggle to find a bus pass for the year.

●
Cost is measured in monetary value rather than environment impact.

●
Already travel on bus and pay, but if I have to pay £200 - £300 per child I would drive them to school.

●
Transport should be provided free of charge to every child, at the point of need, and for attendance at whatever school is their choice within a reasonable distance.

●
By withdrawing transport to Church Schools by seeking payment, schools with excellent reputations will end up being undersubscribed due to size of catchment areas.

●
Can the LA guarantee places at the Local School (own admission arrangements)?

●
Criteria enforcement would ensure that parents send their children to school because of religious reasons.

●
I feel it would be unfair to check regular church attendance as its an invasion of privacy.

●
Trust the integrity of governing bodies to ensure that children admitted are entitled to benefit from the transport policy.

●
Church attendance should be checked every year before renewing bus pass.

●
Many people want the beliefs without the participation.

●
A practising Catholic objects to the large number of children who make use of the Catholic Faith to get into Catholic schools.

●
Pupils attend because of excellent exam results.

●
Impact on travel would be enormous – solving the current transport issues should be an absolute priority.

●
Inconceivable that LA is considering a change which will only increase the volume of traffic, pollution and endanger children.

●
School buses help choice and ability of parents to work.

●
We should not bear the brunt of unfortunate geography.

●
Catholic School catchment area is so vast the withdrawal of transport or charging for use would bring serious complications to choice.

●
Ask the schools to contribute to the service rather than parents.

●
Conscious of the continuing constraints (re) the County Council budget and the Catholic community’s wish to work in partnership Option C deserves some further exploration.  A guarantee that free meals = free transport, other eligible Catholics £150 per year.

●
Partnership agreed in 1944 Education Act should be honoured but willing to pay a contribution.

●
Have a standard allowance for all pupils – parents to pay over and above.

●
Although we have ticked option a) we think a mix between a) and c) is better.  Have strict guidelines for those that are eligible to receive assistance and apply charges for those that are not eligible so that they still have the option of using the service.  It could reduce expenditure yet still offer transport to all children that require it.

●
We looked at moving our child to a faith school which was further away and were fully prepared to accept the possibility of paying travel expenses.  We felt that it was the least we could do as we were making the decision to move our child to a school other than the one in our area (i.e.; why should taxpayers have to ‘foot the bill’ because we were choosing to move school).

●
Due to the financial situation I have to travel for at least an hour and 10 minutes, both to and from school, everyday, for a journey that need not take more than 40 minutes.  I leave the house at 7.45 in a morning, and very often do not get home until 5.10, my day being much longer than most of my peers…I wanted to write to the council because I’m not sure if you realise that many people attending ‘denominational schools’ make significant sacrifices already, which to me shows how committed they are towards a faith education

●
The cost per capita doesn’t make any of those services more or less worthwhile.

Option B

●
Limiting distance travelled is appropriate – will enable people still to have choice, but will also be a pragmatic response due to the inevitable limits to the budget.

●
Children travelling distances take places of local children.

●
Unfair to ask within 15 mile radius, but above a contribution as it is parental choice.

●
Consideration to children who live in rural areas.

●
Concerned that the administration costs might outweigh any saving.

●
Criticism that denominational schools are elitist could only become more justified if payments become involved.

●
School transport should be free for all children.

●
Choice is at a cost.

●
A standard allowance per child should be fixed – additional costs over this met by parents – for all pupils.

Option C

●
Most children going to denominational schools don’t ever attend church so it does make sense to withdraw funding on denominational grounds.

●
Reasonable charge which will not make them opt to use their own cars.

●
Convenience of a school bus would be maintained at a cost less than public transport.

●
Free for everyone or payment from everyone.

●
As parents who choose to send their children to out of catchment schools are charged bus fares, then … parents who choose a denominational school should also pay.  Fairness to all.

●
Parental choice incurs responsibility to bear some or all of the cost.

●
It is clear some change is required to enable the council to manage the budget and it would help if all users contributed to the transport to assist with this.

●
Responsibility of parents and the religious group to foot the bill.

●
Parity is the most important – charged if you choose to send your child to a school more than 3 miles away when the catchment school is within the 3 mile radius.

●
Not fair that parents already paying extra transport costs are indirectly contributing towards free transport.

●
Need to maintain the bus network for environmental and efficiency reason.

●
Religion should not be singled out over any other personal belief, moral … or other modes of conscience.

●
All parents who send their child to a non designated school should pay (sliding scale for 2nd/3rd child).

●
Churches charged for entire transport and then they could decide whether or not to pass these costs on!

●
Parents pay £370 in year to send child to attend choice school – why should denominational choices pay nothing.

●
People should be prepared to make sacrifices if they want their child to go to their school of choice.

●
This option maintains maximum parental choice and the cost is reasonable and has safeguards for low incomes.

●
Option C should be adopted with a caveat to withdraw the service (option d) in six years time.  This gives parents and students currently attending or who are due to start, time to make alternative arrangements.

●
If those that choose different schooling for academic reasons do receive funding they also should not.  Finally I do agree that those on low incomes or especially disadvantaged should continue to receive assistance.

●
I assumed that everybody paid for the school bus as I do.  The cost of the bus pass I find to be reasonable as I worked out how much it would cost for us to use public transport.  Everybody should pay something!

Option D

●
Parents will have enough time to make their decision and arrange car sharing to ease congestion.

●
Parents should support their local school and support it raise its standards.

●
Support to Church Schools discriminates against children who attend other schools out of catchment through parental choice without free transport.

●
Any choice may incur a cost as this does – parental decision.

●
If a child’s education is important you find a way to get there.

●
All transport assistance should be judged on equal terms as all school choices made by parents are because of a preference, be it religious, proximity or educational needs.

●
Many parents choose to send their children to faith schools for academic achievement rather than religious reasons and so should not receive subsidy on the grounds of faith.

●
Travel assistance to their local school, parental funding for journey beyond this.

●
Taxpayers money should not be spent on encouraging segregated education.

●
There are far more pressing issues for Notts LA to be funding £630 per pupil is outrageous.

●
School should have a travel plan that ensures no increase in traffic around the school.

Open Comments

●
Whatever final decision Nottinghamshire takes – it should be applied without prejudice against pupils and families who are non-religious and who wish to avoid church schools.  If the council believes it is right to offer subsidised transport to the religious to enable them to choose schools, then it is right and proper that this option should also be open to the non-religious.  If parents/guardians’ nearest school is a church school, and for reasons of belief they would strongly prefer their child to attend a non-church community school – then they should have equal access to the school transport service.


Any failure to do so would open up Nottinghamshire to challenge under the Human Rights Act.  (The HRA in Article 9 – freedom of thought, conscience and religion – couples religion with belief in a way that the courts have firmly established includes Humanism and other non-religious beliefs).

●
There is no mention in the consultation document as to why the subsidy is in place.


Presumably it is the schools who benefit the most in general from the current policy therefore they should be approached to see if they would be willing to subsidise the service themselves.  This should represent a fifth option in the above list.

M19C1590b
PAGE  
1

