
08.10.13 - CABINET AGENDA/1 
  Hartlepool Bor ough Council 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Monday, 13 October 2008 
 

at 9.00 am 
 

in the Council Chamber, 
Civic Centre, Hartlepool 

 
 
MEMBERS:  CABINET: 
 
The Mayor, Stuart Drummond 
 
Councillors Hall,  Hargreaves, Hill, Jackson, Payne, and Tumilty 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 
2. TO RECEIV E ANY DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS 
 
 
3. MINUTES 
 
 To receive the Record of Decision in respect of the meeting held on 29 September 

2008 (previously circulated) 
 
 
4. BUDGET AND POLICY FRAM EWORK 
 
 4.1 Hartlepool Local Plan Saved Policies – Director of Regeneration and Planning 

Services 
 
 4.2 Budget and Policy Framew ork 2009/2010–2011/12 – Initial Consultation 

Proposals – Corporate Management Team 
 
 
5. KEY DECISIONS 
 
 5.1 Tees Valley Grow th Point Status – Programme of Development – Director of 

Regeneration and Planning Services 
 
 5.2 Primary Capital Programme – Director of Children’s Services 
 

CABINET AGENDA 
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6. OTHER ITEMS REQUIRING DECISION 
 
 6.1 Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) – Director of Adult and Community 

Services 
 
 
7. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
 No items 
 
 
8. ITEMS FOR INFORMATION 
 
 8.1 Analysis of Best Value Performance Indicators 2007/2008 – Assistant Chief 

Executive 
 
 
9. REPORTS FROM OV ERVIEW OF SCRUTINY FORUMS 
 
 No items 
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Report of: Director of Children’s Services 
 
Subject: Primary Capital Programme 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 

To inform members of the outcomes of the second stage of consultation in 
preparation for the Primary Capital Programme. 

 
To seek approval to prepare a third stage of consultation. 

 
2. SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 
 

This report provides a summary of the outcomes of the second stage 
consultation process in preparation for the Primary Capital Programme and 
outlines the suggested scope of a third stage of consultation. 

 
3. RELEVANCE TO CABINET 
 

The Primary Capital Programme will have a significant impact on the future 
provision of education in Hartlepool. 

 
4. TYPE OF DECISION 
 
 Key Decision both test 1 and test 2 apply. 
 
5. DECISION(S) REQUIRED 
 
 Cabinet is requested to: 
 

a) note the outcomes of the second stage of consultation in preparation for 
the Primary Capital Programme; 

 
b) consider recommendations from the Schools Transformation Project 

Board in relation to: 
1) Area One 
2) Area Two 
3) Area Three 
4) Area Four 
5) Early Years in Area Four 

CABINET  
 

13 October 2008 
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6) Priorities for early investment 
 

c) authorise the Schools Transformation Project Board to prepare a third 
stage of consultation, focusing on the outcomes of those 
recommendations in (b) above that are approved; 

 
d) authorise the Schools Transformation Project Team to undertake further 

work on long term pupil number projections, enabling the Schools 
Transformation Project Board to formulate recommendations on the 
possible adjustment of the size of some schools to meet future pupil 
place demand. 
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Report of: Director of Children’s Services 
 
Subject: Primary Capital Programme  
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 

To inform members of the outcomes of the second stage of consultation in 
preparation for the Primary Capital Programme. 

 
To seek approval to prepare a third stage of consultation. 

 
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
 In his 2005 Budget statement the Prime Minister (then Chancellor) set out his 

plans for long-term strategic capital investment in primary schools through a 
Primary Capital Programme (PCP). 

 
 On 10th October 2007 initial PCP allocations were notified to authorities.  

These allocations are intended to cover the current three year Comprehensive 
Spending Review period.  Hartlepool’s allocation is: 

 
� 2009/10: £3 million 
� 2010/11: £5.4 million 

 
 Government intends that PCP will be a fourteen year programme.  Information 

available to date suggests that Hartlepool’s total allocations for PCP, over the 
entire PCP programme, will be in excess of £36 million.  By joining up other 
capital sources available for primary school investment, as recommended by 
government, it is expected that capital spending on Hartlepool’s primary 
schools during the fourteen year programme period could exceed £50 million. 

 
 On 25th October 2007 the Department for Children Schools and Families 

(DCSF) provided initial information in respect of its requirements of local 
authorities in relation to PCP.  All authorities were expected to submit a locally 
agreed Primary Strategy for Change by 16 June 2008.    Detailed guidance on 
the scope and content of the Primary Strategy for Change was published in 
December 2007.  Hartlepool’s Primary Strategy for Change was submitted on 
time. 

 
 
3. STAGE ONE CONSULTATION 
 

On 26th November 2007 Cabinet authorised a first stage of consultation in 
preparation for the Primary Capital Programme.  The aims of the first round of 
consultation were to share information on the Primary Capital Programme with 
as wide an audience as possible and to collect views on possible ways 
forward.  The Authority did not formulate any options or proposals as part of 
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the Stage One process and agreed that this would happen as part of further 
rounds of consultation, depending on the outcomes of Stage One. 

   
Consultation began on 11th February 2008 and closed on 21st March 2008.   
Stage One consultation focused on seven key issues: 
 
i) Vision; 
ii) Extended Services; 
iii) Priorities; 
iv) Removal of surplus places; 
v) Options on use of spare capacity; 
vi) Future consultations; 
vii) Other general comments. 

 
 A range of views was expressed by those who responded to Stage One 

consultation.  These views were analysed and reported to Project Board and 
Cabinet.  The outcome of Stage One consultation was approval to undertake a 
second stage of consultation. 

 
 
4. THE STAGE TWO CONSULTATION PROCESS 
  
 Stage Two consultation took place in June and July 2008.  Stage Two focused 

on ensuring that primary education in Hartlepool is transformed through 
Primary Capital Programme investment while meeting key government 
challenges in relation to: 

 
•  Addressing standards of performance in English and maths; 
•  Removal of excess surplus places; 
•  Rebuilding or taking out of use schools in the worst condition; 
•  Prioritising areas of deprivation. 
  

 Stage Two consultation documents provided a range of options for the future 
organisation of primary schools in Hartlepool.  An overall surplus place target 
of 7% was established.  Options produced in Stage Two consultation 
documents indicated a number of different ways in which school places in each 
of four areas of the town could be reorganised so that the target number of 
places to be provided could be achieved.  63 meetings were organised, 
including three meetings at each of the schools potentially most affected by 
one or more of the options: 

 
•  Meeting for teaching and support staff; 
•  Meeting for governing body; 
•  Meeting for parents and public. 

 
 



Cabinet – 13th October 2008  5.2 
 

5.2 C abinet 13.10.08 Primar y C apital Programme 
 5 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

5. OUTCOMES OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION 
 
 63 meetings were attended by more than 1,400 people and there were 

approximately 1,600 written responses, including: 
 

•  Pro-forma responses; 
•  E-mails; 
•  SMS text messages; 
•  Letters; 
•  Collective responses; 
•  Others. 

 
A summary of the main issues raised at meetings and in responses is 
presented on an area by area basis in the sections of this report that follow.  A 
more detailed analysis of meeting outcomes and individual responses, along 
with the full text of collective responses, can be found in Appendix 1. 

 
 
6. ANALYSIS OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION RESPONSES: AREA ONE 
 
 Area One consists of five primary schools: Barnard Grove Primary School; St 

Bega’s RC Primary School; St Helen’s Primary School; St John Vianney RC 
Primary School; West View Primary School.  There were two options for Area 
One: 

 
•  Option 1 – Keep things as they are; 
•  Option 2 – Adjust the size of some schools. 

 
Details of the options for each school in Area One, which were consulted on in 
June and July 2008, are shown in Appendix Two. 
 
Brief Summary of Responses to Options for Area One: 
 
Appendix 1 provides and overview of all of the responses to the consultation 
held in June and July 2008.  This summary identifies the main strategic issues: 
 
a) Barnard Grove Primary School 
The majority of responses received in relation to this school recognised that 
significant capital investment was required.  The majority of individual 
respondents favoured re-building of the school on its current site.  There was a 
suggestion that the school might be re-built on the site opposite St Hild’s 
Church of England Secondary School (referred to as the Henry Smith site).  
There was also a suggestion that the school might become a Church of 
England primary school.  There was a range of views on whether the number 
of places should be reduced. 
 
b) St Bega’s RC Primary School 
The possible need to increase places at St Bega’s RC Primary School in 
respect of the potential Victoria Harbour development was queried by 
respondents.  The school’s governing body was in favour of the school 
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remaining at its current size, unless there was evidence of an increase in the 
number of Catholic children in the area at some time in the future. 
c) St Helen’s Primary School 
There was a very limited volume of response in respect of St Helen’s Primary 
School.  The possible need to increase places at the school in respect of the 
potential Victoria Harbour development was queried.  The governing body of St 
Helen’s is of the view that potential families moving to Victoria Harbour would 
send their children to a number of different schools in the town. 
 
d) St John Vianney RC Primary School 
A collective response from the Roman Catholic headteachers in Hartlepool 
indicated support for St John Vianney at its current size.  There was no 
evidence of any other response relating to this school. 
 
e) West View Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to West View Primary School.  
Some respondents were in favour of reducing the number of places at the 
school and there was support for refurbishment of the school buildings. 

 
 
7. ANALYSIS OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION RESPONSES: AREA TWO 
 
 Area Two consists of nine primary schools: Clavering Primary School; Eldon 

Grove Primary School; Hart Primary School; Elwick Hall CE Primary School; 
Jesmond Road Primary School; Kingsley Primary School; Sacred Heart RC 
Primary School; Throston Primary School; West Park Primary School.  There 
were five options for Area Two: 

 
•  Option 1 – Keep things as they are; 
•  Option 2 – Adjust the size of some schools; 
•  Option 3 - Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert and adjust the size of 

some schools; 
•  Option 4 – Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert, close Hart Primary 

School and adjust the size of some schools; 
•  Option 5 – Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert, close Hart and Elwick 

Primary Schools and adjust the size of some schools. 
 

Details of the options for each school in Area Two, which were consulted on in 
June and July 2008, are shown in Appendix Two. 
 
Brief Summary of Responses to Options for Area Two: 
 
Appendix 1 provides and overview of all of the responses to the consultation 
held in June and July 2008.  This summary identifies the main strategic issues: 
 
a) Clavering Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to Clavering Primary School.  
There was one suggestion at a meeting in the school that Clavering Primary 
School might federate with Hart Primary School and share resources.  An 
increase in pupil numbers at Clavering Primary School was seen as potentially 
beneficial; any decrease in pupil numbers was regarded negatively.  One 
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collective response suggested that Clavering Primary School could be re-built 
on a new site opposite the Saxon Field. 
 
b) Eldon Grove Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to Eldon Grove Primary 
School.  Respondents generally focused on unsuitability of buildings.  One 
response favoured Option One for Eldon Grove Primary School. 

 
c) Hart Primary School 
There was a high volume of responses in relation to Hart Primary School.  A 
very significant majority of responses received were opposed to the closure of 
Hart Primary School.  A number of collective responses were received in 
relation to this school; almost all were opposed to closure.  Respondents 
tended to focus on the role of the village school in its community, the 
government’s presumption against the closure of rural schools, existing high 
standards at the school, relative lack of building works required, lack of support 
for the building of a new school at Bishop Cuthbert.  At a meeting at the school 
there was unanimous support for Option Two in Area Two. 
 
d) Elwick Hall CE Primary School 
There was a high volume of responses in relation to Elwick Hall CE Primary 
School.  A very significant majority of responses received were opposed to the 
closure of Elwick Hall CE Primary School.  A number of collective responses 
were received in relation to this school; almost all were opposed to closure.  
Respondents tended to focus on the faith and denominational character of the 
school, the role of the village school in its community, the government’s 
presumption against the closure of rural schools, high standards at the school, 
relative lack of building works required, lack of support for the building of a new 
school at Bishop Cuthbert.  At a meeting at the school there was unanimous 
opposition to the closure of both Hart Primary School and Elwick Hall CE 
Primary School. 
 
e) Jesmond Road Primary School 
A small number of respondents suggested that Jesmond Road Primary School 
should be closed.  There were mixed views on whether there should be a co-
location of Jesmond Road Primary School with Sacred Heart RC Primary 
School.  At a meeting at the school it was suggested that the existing site of 
Jesmond Road Primary School might be redeveloped as an alternative to  
moving to a new site.  Support for remaining on the existing site was also 
expressed in a response from the school’s governing body. 
 
f) Kingsley Primary School 
Only one written response refers directly to Kingsley Primary School and 
indicates a preference for Option One. 
 
g) Sacred Heart RC Primary School 
There were a number of suggestions regarding the future of Sacred Heart 
Primary School.  These included co-location with Jesmond Road Primary 
School on a new site, relocation to Jesmond Road Primary School site, 
relocation to Bishop Cuthbert, relocation to Springwell Special School site, 
rebuild on existing site.  At a meeting held in the school, significant concerns 
were expressed about a potential co-location with Jesmond Road Primary 
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School.  Some opposition to aspects of a potential co-location was evident in a 
response from the Sacred Heart RC Primary School’s governing body, which 
expressed a clear preference to remain at the current site. 
 
h) Throston Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to Throston Primary School.  
Some concerns were expressed about a potential negative impact on Throston 
Primary School if a new school were to be built at Bishop Cuthbert, in relation 
to pupil numbers and the role of the school in its community. 
 
West Park Primary School 
A number of respondents suggested that West Park Primary School should 
have new buildings.  Some stated that the school should be able to 
accommodate more pupils, although not all agreed.  Respondents expressed 
concern that building condition and suitability needs at West Park Primary 
School had not been highlighted in the Stage Two consultation documents; this 
is acknowledged as an administrative error.  At a meeting held in the school 
general concern was expressed about funding issues in relation to West Park 
Primary School. 
 
 

8. ANALYSIS OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION RESPONSES: AREA THREE 
 

Area Three consists of seven primary schools: Brougham Primary School; 
Lynnfield Primary School; St Aidan’s CE Memorial Primary School; St 
Cuthbert’s RC Primary School; St Joseph’s RC Primary School; Stranton 
Primary School; Ward Jackson Primary School.  There were three options for 
Area Three: 

 
•  Option 1 – Keep things as they are; 
•  Option 2 – Adjust the size of some schools; 
•  Option 3 – Close Ward Jackson Primary School and adjust the size of 

some schools. 
 

Details of the options for each school in Area Three, which were consulted on 
in June and July 2008, are shown in Appendix Two. 
 
Brief Summary of Responses to Options for Area Three: 

 
Appendix 1 provides and overview of all of the responses to the consultation 
held in June and July 2008.  This summary identifies the main strategic issues: 

 
a) Brougham Primary School 
Only one written response refers directly to Brougham Primary School and 
indicates a preference for Option One 
 
b) Lynnfield Primary School 
There are two responses that make direct reference to Lynnfield Primary 
School.  One respondent suggested a collaboration between Lynnfield Primary 
School and Jesmond Road Primary School; the other response indicates 
support for Option One in relation to Lynnfield Primary School. 
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c) St Aidan’s CE Memorial Primary School 
Most respondents, including the governing body, were opposed to a possible 
co-location of St Aidan’s CE Memorial School with St Cuthbert’s RC Primary 
School.  At a meeting held in St Aidan’s CE Memorial School, significant 
concern was expressed about the possible co-location, particularly in relation 
to congestion and the perceived possibility of St Cuthbert’s RC Primary School 
moving in to new buildings if St Aidan’s CE Memorial Primary School remained 
in its existing buildings.  Concern was also expressed about partner primary 
school admission arrangements for secondary schools.  Staff at St Aidan’s CE 
Memorial Primary School are in favour of new build on the existing site. 
 
d) St Cuthbert’s RC Primary School 
A significant number of respondents were in favour of St Cuthbert’s RC 
Primary School remaining on its existing site in a new build, once redundant 
parish properties had been cleared from the site.  There was opposition to co-
location with St Aidan’s CE Memorial Primary School.  There was support for a 
reduction in the capacity of the school to 210 places. 
 
e) St Joseph’s RC Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to St Joseph’s RC Primary 
School, all of which supported Ward Jackson Primary School remaining open, 
with a possible supporting role for St Joseph’s RC Primary School.  These 
views were also evident at meetings held in St Joseph’s RC Primary School. 
 
f) Stranton Primary School 
Only one written response refers directly to Stranton Primary School and 
indicates a preference for Option One.  At a meeting held in the school, 
concern was expressed about the possible implications for Stranton Primary 
School if Ward Jackson Primary School were to close.  Concerns focused on 
social need in the area and access, particularly in relation to the dual 
carriageway that runs between the two school sites.  Stranton Primary School 
expressed its willingness to collaborate with Ward Jackson Primary School and 
strong support was expressed for Ward Jackson Primary School to remain 
open. 
 
g) Ward Jackson Primary School 
There was a very significant volume of response in relation to Ward Jackson 
Primary School and almost all were in favour of the school remaining open.  
Those who supported Ward Jackson Primary School in writing or at meetings 
made particular reference to improvements in leadership and governance, 
expected significant improvements in pupil performance and the success of the 
school in meeting the needs of a deprived community.  There was strong 
support for the possibility of the school becoming a Church of England 
voluntary aided school.  Staff and governors of the school indicated their 
willingness to work collaboratively with other schools and to be supported 
where appropriate. 
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9. ANALYSIS OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION RESPONSES: AREA FOUR 
 

Area Four consists of ten schools: Fens Primary School; Golden Flatts Primary 
School; Grange Primary School; Greatham CE Primary School; Holy Trinity CE 
Primary School; Owton Manor Primary School; Rift House Primary School; 
Rossmere Primary School; St Teresa’s RC Primary School; Seaton Carew 
Nursery School.  There were five options for the statutory age schools in Area 
Four (ie all except Seaton Carew Nursery School): 

 
•  Option 1 – Keep things as they are; 
•  Option 2 – Adjust the size of some schools; 
•  Option 3 – Close Owton Manor Primary School and adjust the size of 

some schools; 
•  Option 4 – Close Rossmere Primary School and adjust the size of some 

schools; 
•  Option 5 – Close Owton Manor and Rossmere Primary Schools, create a 

new school on either the Owton Manor site, the Rossmere site, or the 
current Brierton site and adjust the size of some schools. 

 
Details of the options for each school in Area Four, which were consulted on in 
June and July 2008, are shown in Appendix Two. 
 
Brief Summary of Responses to Options for Area Four: 
 
Appendix 1 provides and overview of all of the responses to the consultation 
held in June and July 2008.  This summary identifies the main strategic issues: 
 
a) Fens Primary School 
Only one response made direct reference to Fens Primary School; this 
response favoured Option Two in relation to Fens Primary School. 
 
b) Golden Flatts Primary School 
Only one response made direct reference to Golden Flatts Primary School; this 
response favoured developing community facilities at Golden Flatts Primary 
School, to meet the needs of its distinct community.  At a meeting held in the 
school, support for Option Two in Area Four was expressed.  Comments at the 
meeting focused on the potential benefits of any increase in pupil numbers, a 
perceived need to rationalise the school buildings and the success of the 
school in meeting the needs of pupils with Special Educational Needs, through 
the additionally resourced support base. 
 
c) Grange Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to Grange Primary School, a 
significant majority of which made reference to standards issues in relation to 
the two additionally resourced Special Educational Needs support bases at the 
school.  Concern focused on the publication of raw performance data.  These 
views were also evident at meetings held in the school. 
 
d) Greatham CE Primary School 
Only one response made direct reference to Greatham CE Primary School; 
this response favoured retaining Greatham CE Primary School. 
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e) Holy Trinity CE Primary School 
An account of the responses received in relation to early years education in 
Area Four can be found in Section 10 below.  Respondents who commented 
on the options for compulsory age education in relation to Holy Trinity CE 
Primary School generally favoured an expansion of the school to 315 or 420 
places, although there was some opposition to the expansion of this school.  
There was strong support for a new build adjacent to the church and several 
references were made to the denominational character of the school.  
Respondents and those who attended meetings at the school strongly 
supported the role the school played in the community of Seaton Carew. 
 
f) Owton Manor Primary School 
There was a high volume of responses in relation to Owton Manor Primary 
School; the majority of those who responded were opposed to the closure of 
Owton Manor Primary School, although some respondents felt that both Owton 
Manor Primary School and Rossmere Primary School should close to enable a 
fresh start approach.  There was evidence of some respondents from the 
community of Rossmere Primary School favouring the closure of Owton Manor 
Primary School.  Those who attended meetings at Owton Manor Primary 
School were clearly in favour of the school remaining open and drew attention 
to improving standards, a positive Ofsted report and significant community use 
of the school. 
 
g) Rift House Primary School 
Only one response made direct reference to Rift House Primary School; this 
response favoured Option Two in relation to Rift House Primary School. 
 
h) Rossmere Primary School 
There was a high volume of responses in relation to Rossmere Primary 
School; the majority of those who responded were opposed to the closure of 
Rossmere Primary School, although some respondents felt that both Owton 
Manor Primary School and Rossmere Primary School should close to enable a 
fresh start approach.  There was evidence of some respondents from the 
community of Owton Manor Primary School favouring the closure of Rossmere 
Primary School.  Those who attended meetings at Rossmere Primary School 
were clearly in favour of the school remaining open and drew attention to 
significant community use of the buildings.  It was asserted that the buildings 
were not in as poor condition as the consultation documents suggested and 
there was a suggestion that Rossmere Primary School and St Teresa’s RC 
Primary School could be combined. 
 
i) St Teresa’s RC Primary School 
There was a low volume of responses in relation to St Teresa’s RC Primary 
School.  One written response indicated a view that St Teresa’s RC Primary 
School should remain at its current size.  Some respondents suggested 
involving St Teresa’s RC Primary School in collaboration with other schools in 
Area Four, including a possible co-location with Rossmere Primary School. 
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10. ANALYSIS OF STAGE TWO CONSULTATION RESPONSES: EARL Y 
YEARS IN AREA FOUR 

 
Early Years issues in Area Four are of particular relevance to two schools: 
Holy Trinity CE Primary School; Seaton Carew Nursery School.  There were 
three options for Early Years in Area Four: 

 
•  Option 1 – Keep things as they are; 
•  Option 2 – Re-locate Seaton Carew Nursery School to the same site as 

Holy Trinity CE Primary School; 
•  Option 3 – Close Seaton Carew Nursery School and establish a nursery 

unit at Holy Trinity CE Primary School. 
 

Further details of the options for Early Years in Area Four, which were 
consulted on in June and July 2008, can be found in Appendix Two. 
 
Brief Summary of Responses to Options for Early Years in Area Four: 
 
Appendix 1 provides and overview of all of the responses to the consultation 
held in June and July 2008.  This summary identifies the main strategic issues: 
 
a) Holy Trinity CE Primary School 
Responses from the Holy Trinity CE Primary School community, and those 
who attended meetings at the school, were strongly in favour of developing a 
maintained nursery unit attached to the school.  Respondents were concerned 
that Holy Trinity CE Primary School is the only primary school in the area 
without its own nursery unit.  Respondents felt that foundation stage should be 
a seamless stage that parents should not have to travel to two sites with sibling 
children and that opening a foundation stage unit at Holy Trinity CE Primary 
School would be more cost effective than current arrangements.  Respondents 
drew attention to perceived difficulties of current arrangements for early years 
provision in Seaton Carew. 
 
b) Seaton Carew Nursery School 
Responses from the Seaton Carew Nursery School community, and those who 
attended meetings at the school, were strongly in favour of retaining Seaton 
Carew Nursery School.  Respondents drew attention to perceived excellent 
results and excellent facilities at Seaton Carew Nursery School and to 
evidence suggesting that children do better in settings that include community 
facilities and in nursery schools.  Collective responses from staff and the 
governing body of Seaton Carew Nursery School favoured the development of 
the school to provide extended all year round education and care facilities for 
children from birth to four years of age, alongside training facilities for town 
wide early years practitioners. 
 

 
11. JOINT MEETING OF PROJECT BOARD AND STAKEHOLDER BOARD 10th 

SEPTEMBER 2008 
 

The Schools Transformation Project Board met jointly with the Schools 
Transformation Stakeholder Board, on 10th September 2008, to receive an 
analysis of consultation responses from the Schools Transformation Project 
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Team and an update on four of the key drivers for change that had informed 
the preparation of Stage Two consultation: 
 
•  Standards: Key Stage Two provisional outcomes summer 2008; 
•  Condition of Buildings: latest position following summer holiday capital 

works; 
•  Surplus Places: latest projections from Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit –  

received August 2008; 
•  Deprivation. 

 
Key facts in relation to these drivers are summarised below: 
 
Standards 
Provisional Key Stage Two results for summer 2008 indicate a very significant 
improvement overall and also in schools that were identified for possible 
closure through one or more of the Stage Two consultation options.  The 
provisional summer 2008 Key Stage Two results for all primary schools are 
shown in Appendix Three. 
 
Condition of Buildings 
Stage Two consultation booklets quantified the Essential, Necessary and 
Desired condition related building works at all primary schools as at January 
2008.  Further work on the scope of condition need that has adjust some cost 
estimates, along with capital works that have been carried out during the first 
months of the 2008/09 financial year mean that the total cost of potential 
condition related works has fallen by just over £1 million from £9,824,458 to 
£8,771,319.  A table indicating potential scope of works in January 2008 and 
the September 2008 position relating to all primary schools can be found at 
Appendix Three. 
 
Surplus Places 
Hartlepool Borough Council receives its pupil number projections from the 
Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit (JSU).  The ten year projections that were used 
in the Stage Two consultation were the projections provided by JSU in June 
2007.  In August 2008 JSU provided a new set of projections that showed a 
significant increase in projected primary school age population in the long 
term.  Notes that accompanied the projections indicated that JSU now believed 
that a birth rate increase was likely to become a trend, whereas in 2007 they 
had believed the increase to be temporary only. 
 
There is still a significant number of surplus places overall and in certain 
schools and government will expect the Authority to make removal of excess 
surplus places a priority, as indicated in the Primary Capital Programme 
guidance published in December 2007.  The latest projections are shown in 
Appendix Three. 
 
Deprivation 
In preparing their strategic approach to the Primary Capital Programme, local 
authorities were expected to achieve a minimum target for rebuilding or taking 
out of use schools in the worst condition.  The national baseline was set at 5%.  
Those authorities with higher levels of deprivation were subsequently set a 
higher target for rebuilding or taking out of use the schools in their authority 
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that were in the worst condition.  Hartlepool’s target was set at 15%.  As 
Hartlepool currently maintains 30 primary schools, this suggests a target of 
four or five Hartlepool primary schools to be rebuilt or taken out of use, as 15% 
of 30 equals 4.5. 
 
Although there was no explicit requirement only to replace or remove schools 
in deprived parts of the Authority, it seems logical to consider deprivation when 
considering priorities for early investment.    Entitlement to a free school meal 
is often taken as a proxy indicator of deprivation.  Schools with a high 
percentage of pupils entitled to a free school meal often serve an area of 
significant deprivation.  The Stage Two consultation booklets provided 
information on the percentage of pupils entitled to a free school meal on a 
school by school basis.  This information is repeated in Appendix Three, 
alongside the updated 2008 figures.  Deprivation information based on the 
School Funding Deprivation Indicator and the Indices of Multiple Deprivation is 
also shown in Appendix Three. 
 

 
12. PROJECT BOARD MEETING 24th SEPTEMBER 2008 
 
 The Schools Transformation Project Board met on 24th September 2008 to 

consider the outcomes of Stage Two consultation and to formulate 
recommendations to be put to Cabinet.   The Board considered responses to 
Stage Two consultation on an area by area basis.  Before formulating their 
recommendations the Project Board took into account the latest available 
information on the following key drivers: 

 
•  standards of achievement at the end of Key Stage Two (age 11); 
•  condition and suitability of school buildings; 
•  surplus places; 
•  deprivation. 
 
Project Board members were particularly concerned to ensure that Primary 
Capital Programme investment maximised opportunities to ensure the 
transformation of teaching and learning and that all schools were encouraged 
to explore innovative and collaborative ways of working in order to ensure the 
sustainability of improvement in performance that was evident in the summer 
2008 provisional Key Stage Two results. 
 
The Project Board agreed to make the following recommendations to Cabinet, 
subject to further review of the school place capacity needed in each area in 
light of latest demographic projections: 

 
 Area One 
 

1. Rebuild Barnard Grove Primary School on its existing site.  The exact 
size of the school and timing of the rebuild to be subject to further 
investigation and consultation. 

 
2. Consider significant improvement works or possible rebuild at West View 

Primary School.  The precise nature and timing of the works to be subject 
to further investigation and consultation 



Cabinet – 13th October 2008  5.2 
 

5.2 C abinet 13.10.08 Primar y C apital Programme 
 15 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Area Two 
 
3. Withdraw option to build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert. 
 
4. Withdraw options to close Hart Primary School 
 
5. Withdraw options to close Elwick Hall CE Primary School 
 
6. Rebuild Jesmond Road Primary School on a new reserved site with 315 

places.  The timing of the rebuild to be subject to further investigation and 
consultation. 

 
7. Consider possible future scope of works to Sacred Heart RC Primary 

School, subject to further investigation and consultation. 
 
Area Three 
 
8. Withdraw option to close Ward Jackson Primary School. 
  
9. Consider further the options for improving or rebuilding St Aidan’s CE 

Memorial Primary School and St Cuthbert’s RC Primary School, subject 
to further consultation. 

  
Area Four 
 
10. Withdraw options to close Owton Manor Primary School.  Reduce size of 

Owton Manor Primary School to 210 places in such a way as to maximise 
opportunities for further transformation.  The exact size of the school and 
timing of any capital works required to be subject to further investigation 
and consultation. 

 
11. Withdraw option to close Rossmere Primary School.  Reduce size of 

school to 315 places in such a way as to maximise opportunities for 
further transformation.  The exact size of the school and timing of any 
capital works required to be subject to further investigation and 
consultation. 

 
Early Years in Area Four 
 
12. The Project Board agreed in principle that every primary school 

community in Hartlepool should have the opportunity to benefit from its 
own nursery unit, but recognised the unique position in Seaton Carew 
with regard to Holy Trinity CE Primary School and Seaton Carew Nursery 
School.  The Board recommends that further consultation takes place in 
the Seaton Carew area involving, as a minimum, the Authority, the 
Church of England Diocese, the schools, the families and the local 
communities. 

 
 



Cabinet – 13th October 2008  5.2 
 

5.2 C abinet 13.10.08 Primar y C apital Programme 
 16 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

13. PRIMARY CAPITAL PROGRAMME: INITIAL INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 
 
 Guidance published in December 2007 by the Department for Children 

Schools and Families in relation to the Primary Capital Programme and 
submission of Primary Strategy for Change (PSfC) invited authorities to identify 
priorities for early investment and details of how they would spend the first two 
allocations that had been previously announced.  In Hartlepool’s case the first 
two allocations amounted to £8.4 million (£3 million in 2009/10 and £5.4 million 
in 2010/11).  Hartlepool’s PSfC, submitted in June 2008, gave a broad 
indication of initial investment priorities, without any commitment in respect of 
any individual school.   

 
If Hartlepool is to be ready to begin investment in April 2009, as expected by 
government, it will be necessary to identify the first projects for investment well 
in advance of April 2009, in order to scope the projects and undertake an 
appropriate procurement process.  The Schools Transformation Project Board, 
meeting on 24th September 2008, recommended the following short list of 
potential projects, presented in alphabetical order, for consideration by 
Cabinet: 
 
•  Barnard Grove Primary School 
•  Jesmond Road Primary School 
•  Rossmere Primary School 
•  St Aidan’s CE Memorial Primary School 
•  St Cuthbert’s RC Primary School 
•  West View Primary School 

 
 
14. RISK IMPLICATIONS 
 
 There are two key risks in relation to the Primary Capital Programme: 
 

•  Failure to secure approval to the Primary Strategy for Change, preventing 
access to Primary Capital Programme funding from government; 

•  Failure to secure sufficient capital resources to meet all of Hartlepool’s 
aspirations in relation to the transformation of primary education. 

 
It is unlikely that Hartlepool’s Primary Strategy for Change will be approved 
until the projects that will benefit from the initial £8.4 million allocations have 
been named. 
 
Securing sufficient capital resources to meet aspirations for transformation will 
be dependent on the outcomes of consideration of potential funding sources 
listed in Section 15 below.  Government’s Primary Capital allocations, over a 
fourteen year period, are designed to address issues in approximately 50% of 
an authority’s schools. 
 

 
15. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS  
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 The revenue costs associated with Stage Three consultation will be met from 
the Schools Transformation Programme revenue budget.  

 
It is intended that the capital costs associated with the Primary Capital 
Programme will be met from a combination of a number of different potential 
capital sources.  These could include some or all of the following: 
 
•  Primary Capital Programme allocations from the Department for Children 

Schools and Families (DCSF); 
•  Modernisation Funding (an annual formula allocation to Authorities from 

DCSF); 
•  Basic Need Funding (an annual formula allocation to Authorities from 

DCSF); 
•  School Access Funding (an annual formula allocation to Authorities from 

DCSF); 
•  Local Authority Coordinated Voluntary Aided Programme (LCVAP), (an 

annual formula allocation to Authorities from DCSF that is earmarked for 
expenditure at voluntary aided schools only); 

•  Revenue Contribution to Capital Outlay (RCCO), (a revenue budget set 
aside each year by the Children’s Services Department, to supplement 
capital resources provided by DCSF); 

•  Devolved Formula Capital (DFC) allocations, (annual allocations made by 
DCSF through local authorities and Dioceses to schools); 

•  Proceeds of sale of redundant school sites; 
•  Prudential borrowing. 

 
 

16. LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS  
 
 Should Cabinet wish to proceed to make proposals in relation to any area or 

any individual school, it is a legal requirement that consultation takes place on 
a draft proposal before it is formally published. 

 
 Should Cabinet wish to amend any of the previously published options or 

publish new options it would be possible to undertake further formative 
consultation before publishing draft proposals. 

 
 

17. DECISIONS REQUIRED 
 
 Cabinet is requested to: 
 

a) note the outcomes of the second stage of consultation in preparation for 
the Primary Capital Programme; 

 
b) consider recommendations from the Schools Transformation Project 

Board in relation to: 
1) Area One 
2) Area Two 
3) Area Three 
4) Area Four 
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5) Early Years in Area Four 
6) Priorities for early investment 

 
c) authorise the Schools Transformation Project Board to prepare a third 

stage of consultation, focusing on the outcomes of those 
recommendations in (b) above that are approved; 

 
d) authorise the Schools Transformation Project Team to undertake further 

work on long term pupil number projections, enabling the Schools 
Transformation Project Board to formulate recommendations on the 
possible adjustment of the size of some schools to meet future pupil 
place demand. 

 
Contact Officer 
 
Paul Briggs, Assistant Director of Children’s Services (01429) 284192 
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OPTIONS FOR AREA ONE 
 
 
Option 1 – Keep things as they are 
 
The most important issues for Area One are to make sure that the government’s minimum targets for English and maths are met consistently at St 
Helen’s Primary School and to improve the condition of Barnard Grove and St Helen’s Pr imary Schools.  Provided that these issues are dealt w ith, 
this option could w ork because there are so few  spare places that need to be removed in this area.  But w e need to remember that the pupil 
predictions for this area rely on major development taking place at Victoria Harbour w ithin the next ten years.  If  this option w ere chosen w e would 
be planning to have 8.2% spare places in this area.  This is w ithin the government’s limit of 10%. 
 
 
Option 2 – Adjust the size of some schools 
 
This option makes adjustments to the number  of places at schools to try to make sure that all children can have a school place in the school 
nearest their home if they so w ish.   If  this option w ere chosen we would be planning to have 6.2% spare places in this area.  This is w ithin the 
government’s limit of 10%. 
   
 
General Comments on Options for Area One 
 
Whichever option is chosen, the most important thing to remember is that w e want all children to do the best they can at school.  Performance in 
English and maths at St Helen’s and the condit ion of Barnard Grove and St Helen’s are the issues that need to be addressed in this area. 
 
We w ould hope to help St Helen’s to achieve consistently high standards by encouraging schools to agree to w ork together.  This could mean 
sharing staff expertise, sharing leadership responsibilit ies, having joint committees of governing bodies or moving tow ards a single governing body  
looking after tw o or more schools (called federation).  The government expects strong action to be taken to ensure that their minimum standards in 
English and maths are met. 

5.2  Appendix 2 
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OPTIONS FOR AREA TWO 
 
Option One – Keep things as they are 
The most important issues for Area Two are to make sure that the government’s minimum targets for English and maths are met at Jesmond Road Primary 
School and to improve the condition and/or suitability problems at Eldon Grove, Elwick, Jesmond Road, Sacred Heart and Throston Primary Schools.  It would be 
possible to maintain all schools in this area at their current size and to concentrate any funding on improving the condition and suitability of the five schools 
named above.  However we would have 43.8% spare places at Jesmond Road and this is greater than the government’s limit of 25% surplus places at any 
individual school.  If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 8.9% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s overall l imit of 10%. 
 
Option Two – Adjust the size of some schools 
This option makes adjustments to the number of places at schools to try to make sure that all children can have a school place in the school nearest their home if 
they so wish.  If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 6.1 % spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s overall l imit of 10%. 
 
Option Three – Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert & adjust the size of some schools 
In this option a new school is built at Bishop Cuthbert.  The school would have 210 places, up to a maximum of 30 places in each year group.  Clavering Primary 
School and Throston Primary School are made smaller.  If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 6.8% spare places in this area.  This is within 
the government’s overall limit of 10%. 
 
Option Four – Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert, close Hart Primary School and adjust the size of some schools 
In this option Hart Primary School closes and the new school at Bishop Cuthbert has 315 places, up to a maximum of 45 pupils in each age group.  The majority 
of pupils at Hart Primary School live outside of Hart vil lage.  If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 6.8% spare places in this area.  This is within 
the government’s overall limit of 10%. 
 
Option Fiv e - Build a new school at Bishop Cuthbert, close Hart and Elwick Primary Schools and adjust the size of some schools 
In this option Hart and Elwick Primary Schools both close and the new school at Bishop Cuthbert has 420 places, up to a maximum of 60 pupils in each age 
group.  The school at Elwick is a Church of England School and we would have to think about whether the new school at Bishop Cuthbert should be a Church of 
England School.  If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 6.8% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s overall limit of 10%. 
 
General Comments on Options for Area Two 
Whichever option is chosen, the most important thing to remember is that we want all children to do the best they can at school.  Performance in English and 
maths at Jesmond Road and the condition and/or suitabil ity problems at Eldon Grove, Elwick, Jesmond Road, Sacred Heart and Throston are the issues that 
need to be addressed. 
 
We would hope to help Jesmond Road Primary School to achieve consistent high standards by encouraging schools to agree to work together.  This could mean 
sharing staff expertise, sharing leadership responsibilities, having joint committees of governing bodies or moving towards a single governing body looking after 
two or more schools (called federation). 
 
Kingsley Primary School has an additionally resourced unit for children with Autistic Spectrum Disorders.  We recommend that this facility should be retained. 
 
If a new school is provided at Bishop Cuthbert, government rules mean that we will have to organise a competition to see who will provide the new school.  The 
new school could be provided by the Council as a Community school, by one of the Dioceses as a Voluntary Aided church school, or by a private person or group 
as a Trust school. 
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OPTIONS FOR AREA THREE 
 
 
Option One – Keep things as they are 
 
The most important issues for Area Three are to make sure that the government’s minimum targets  for English and maths are met at Ward 
Jackson Primary School and to improve the condition and/or suitability problems at Brougham, Lynnfield, St Aidan’s, St Cuthbert’s and Ward 
Jackson Primary Schools.  If  this option w ere chosen w e would be planning to have 9.3% spare places in this area.  This is just w ithin the 
government’s overall limit of 10%, but much more than our ow n overall target of having approximately 7% spare places in any area. 
 
 
Option Two – Adjust the size of some schools 
 
This option makes adjustments to the number  of places at schools to try to make sure that all children can have a school place in the school 
nearest their home if they so w ish..  If  this option w ere chosen w e would be planning to have 4.8% spare places in this area.  This is w ithin the 
government’s overall limit of 10%. 
 
 
Option Three – Close Ward Jackson and adjust the size of some schools 
 
In this option Ward Jackson Primary School closes.  Ward Jackson w as chosen because of pupil performance.  Both St Joseph’s and Stranton 
Primary Schools w ould be made larger, to take the Ward Jackson pupils.  If  this option w ere chosen we would be planning to have 6.4% spare 
places in this area.  This is w ithin the government’s overall limit of 10%. 
   
 
General Comments on Options for Area Three 
 
Whichever option is chosen, the most important thing to remember is that w e w ant all children to do the best they can at school.  Because of pupil 
performance issues at Ward Jackson Primary School, it w ould be essential to have very strong plans to support the school if  it is to stay open.    
We w ould hope to help Ward Jackson Pr imary School to achieve consistent high standards by encouraging schools to agree to w ork together.  
This could mean sharing staff expertise, sharing leadership responsibilit ies, having joint committees of governing bodies or moving tow ards a 
single governing body looking after tw o or more schools (called federation). 
 
The condit ion and/or suitability problems at Brougham, Lynnfield, St Aidan’s, St Cuthbert’s and Ward Jackson Primary Schools are the other issues 
that need to be addressed in Area Three. 
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OPTIONS FOR AREA FOUR 

 
Option One – Keep things as they are 
 
The most important issues for Area Four are to make sure that the government’s minimum targets for English and maths are met at Grange, 
Owton Manor and Rossmere Primary Schools and to improve the condition and/or suitability problems at condition of the buildings at Fens, 
Holy Trinity, Rossmere and St Teresa’s Primary Schools    
 
It would be almost impossible to go ahead with this option, as there are far too many spare places in this area.  If this option were chosen we 
would be planning to have 19.6% spare places in Area Four.  The government has told us that we must not have more than 10% spare 
places overall.  If we were to have 19.6% spare places in Area Four we would have to have a lot fewer spare places in other areas and that 
might mean we would not have enough places in another area to meet the needs of people living in that area. 
 
Option Two – Adjust the size of some schools 
 
This option makes adjustments to the number of places at schools to try to make sure that all children can have a school place in the school 
nearest their home, if they so wish.  Because of pupil performance issues at Grange, Owton Manor and Rossmere Primary Schools, it would 
be necessary to have strong plans to support these schools, although we need to remember that two of these schools (Grange and Owton 
Manor) have additionally resourced units for pupils with learning difficulties.   
 
We would hope to help any of these three schools named above to achieve consistent high standards by encouraging schools to agree to 
work together.  This could mean sharing staff expertise, sharing leadership responsibilities, having joint committees of governing bodies or 
moving towards a single governing body looking after two or more schools (called federation).  We want to make sure that all children in 
Area Four do well at school.   
 
If this option were chosen we would be planning to have 7.5% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s limit of 10%. 
 
Option Three – Close Owton Manor Primary School and adjust the size of some schools 
 
This option closes Owton Manor Primary School because of pupil performance.  It is worth remembering that Owton Manor has additionally 
resourced units for pupils with Special Educational Needs and that pupil performance has been improving over the last three years, as can 
be seen in the table on page 3.  There are also additional community facilities on this site (Space for Sport and Arts).  If this option were 
chosen we would be planning to have 7.5% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s limit of 10%. 
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Option Four – Close Rossmere Primary School and adjust the size of some schools 
 

This option closes Rossmere Primary School because of pupil performance which has been generally been declining over the last three 
years, as can be seen in the table on page 3.  It is worth noting that, if Rossmere Primary School were to close, only St Teresa’s Primary 
School would remain on the East side of Catcote Road in this area and that there is a Children’s Centre on the Rossmere site.  If this option 
were chosen we would be planning to have 7.5% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s limit of 10%. 
 
Option Five – Close Owton Manor and Rossmere Primary Schools, create a new school on either the Owton Manor site, the 
Rossmere site or the current Brierton site and adjust the size of some schools 
 

In this option both Owton Manor and Rossmere Primary Schools close and a new school is created on one of three sites.  If either the Owton 
Manor or Rossmere site were chosen, this would mean either building a new school or remodelling and refurbishing the existing school 
buildings; this would effectively mean a “fresh start” option.  If the Brierton site were chosen, a completely new school would be built.   If 
Option 5 were chosen we would be planning to have 7.5% spare places in this area.  This is within the government’s limit of 10%. 
 
General Comments on Options for Area Four 
 

In relation to school standards, we need to remember that Grange & Owton Manor Schools have additionally resourced units, to help meet 
the needs of Key Stage Two pupils with learning difficulties in a mainstream school setting.  Children come to these units from other schools, 
normally at age 7 for Key Stage Two.   
 

Grange Primary School has a second additionally resourced unit for children with physical and medical difficulties. 
 

Golden Flatts Primary School has an additionally resourced base for pupils with learning difficulties. 
 

Owton Manor Primary Schools has a second additionally resourced unit for children with speech and language difficulties. 
 
Early years issues in Area Four 
 

Area Four includes Holy Trinity Church of England Primary School and Seaton Nursery School, both of which are in the Seaton Carew area.  
Holy Trinity is the only primary school that does not have its own nursery unit.  Seaton Nursery School is the only Nursery School that is 
provided by the Council.   
 
Three options are suggested for early years education in Seaton Carew: 
 
Option One: Keep things as they are.  Seaton Nursery School stays where it is and Holy Trinity School continues to have 7 year groups, 
from Reception Year to Year 6. 
Option Two:  Re-locate Seaton Nursery School to the same site as Holy Trinity.  Two schools work very closely together.  It might also be 
possible to transfer Reception Year into Seaton Nursery School, so that it becomes an Early Years and Foundation Stage School, with Holy 
Trinity having 6 year groups, from Year One to Year Six. 
Option Three: Close Seaton Nursery School.  Establish a nursery unit at Holy Trinity School. 
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AREA  ONE  OPTIONS  SUMMARY 
 

Schools Option 1 Option 2 
Barnard Grove  No change to size. Improve or replace buildings Reduce size from 351 to 315 places.  Improve or replace 

buildings 

St Bega’s  No change to size. Increase size from 140 to 180 places. 

St Helen’s  No change to size. Support school to meet government 
targets in English and maths. Improve condit ion of buildings. 

Increase size from 280 to 315 places.  Support school to 
meet government targets in English and maths. Improve 
condition of buildings. 

St John Vianney  No Change to size No Change to size 

West View   No change to size Reduce size from 383 to 315 places 
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AREA  TWO  OPTIONS  SUMMARY 
Schools Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Clav ering  No change to size Reduce size f rom 345 to 315 
places 

Reduce size f rom 345 to 315 
places 

Reduce size f rom 345 to 315 
places 

Reduce size f rom 345 to 
315 places 

Eldon Grov e No change to size.  Improve 
suitability of buildings 

Reduce size f rom 428 to 420 
places.  Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Reduce size f rom 428 to 420 
places.  Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Reduce size f rom 428 to 420 
places.  Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Reduce size f rom 428 to 
420 places.  Improv e 
suitability of buildings 

Hart No change to size No change to size No change to size Close school Close school 

Elwick No change to size. Improv e 
condition and suitability of 
buildings 

Increase size from 96 to 105 
places.  Improve condition and 
suitability of buildings 

Increase size from 96 to 105 
places.  Improve condition and 
suitability of buildings 

Increase size from 96 to 105 
places.  Improve condition and 
suitability of buildings 

Close school 

Jesmond Road No change to size. Improv e 
condition of buildings. 
Support school to meet 
gov ernment targets in 
English and maths 

Reduce size f rom 482 to 315. 
Consider building new school 
on reserv ed site. Support 
school to meet gov ernment 
targets in English and maths 

Reduce size f rom 482 to 315. 
Consider building new school 
on reserv ed site. Support 
school to meet gov ernment 
targets in English and maths 

Reduce size f rom 482 to 315. 
Consider building new school 
on reserv ed site. Support 
school to meet gov ernment 
targets in English and maths 

Reduce size f rom 482 to 
315. Consider building 
new school on reserved 
site. Support school to 
meet government targets 
in English and maths 

Kingsley  No change to size.  Retain 
support base. 

Reduce size f rom 429 to 420 
places.  Retain support base. 

Reduce size f rom 429 to 420 
places.  Retain support base. 

Reduce size f rom 429 to 420 
places.  Retain support base. 

Reduce size f rom 429 to 
420 places.  Retain 
support base. 

Sacred Heart No change to size. Improv e 
condition of buildings. 

Reduce size f rom 444 to 420 
places.  Consider building new 
school on same site as 
Jesmond Road 

Reduce size f rom 444 to 420 
places.  Consider building new 
school on same site as 
Jesmond Road 

Reduce size f rom 444 to 420 
places.  Consider building new 
school on same site as 
Jesmond Road 

Reduce size f rom 444 to 
420 places.  Consider 
building new school on 
same site as Jesmond 
Road 

Throston No change to size. Improv e 
condition of buildings. 

Increase size from 385 to 420 
places. Improv e condition of 
buildings. 

Reduce size f rom 385 to 315 
places. Improv e condition of 
buildings. 

Reduce size f rom 385 to 315 
places. Improv e condition of 
buildings. 

Reduce size f rom 385 to 
315 places. Improve 
condition of buildings. 

West Park No change to size Increase size from 315 to 420 
places 

No change to size No change to size No change to size 

New School at 
Bishop Cuthbert 

No new school No new school New school with 210 places New school with 315 places New school with 420 
places 
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AREA  THREE  OPTIONS  SUMMARY 
 

Schools Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Brougham No change to size. Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Reduce size from 334 to 315 places. 
Improve suitability of buildings 

No change to size. Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Lynnfield No change to size. Improve suitability of 
buildings 

Reduce size from 330 to 315 places.  
Improve suitability of buildings 

No change to size. Improve suitability of 
buildings 

St Aidan’s No change to size. Improve condition of 
buildings.  Possible co-location w ith St 
Cuthbert’s at this site 

Reduce size from 405 to 315 places. 
Improve condit ion of buildings. Possible 
co-location w ith St Cuthbert’s at this site 

Reduce size from 405 to 315 places. 
Improve condit ion of buildings. Possible 
co-location w ith St Cuthbert’s at this site 

St Cuthbert’s No change to size. Improve condition of 
buildings.  Possible co-location w ith St 
Aidan’s at St Aidan’s site 

Reduce size from 308 to 210 places. 
Improve condit ion of buildings. Possible 
co-location w ith St Aidan’s at St Aidan’s 
site 

Reduce size from 308 to 210 places. 
Improve condit ion of buildings. Possible 
co-location w ith St Aidan’s at St Aidan’s 
site 

St Joseph’s No change to size No change to size Increase size from 168 to 210 places and 
build a new  school for the community of St 
Joseph’s and Ward Jackson 

Stranton No change to size Reduce size from 350 to 315 places Increase size from 350 to 420 places 

Ward Jackson No change to size. Support school to 
meet government targets in English and 
maths. Improve condit ion of buildings 

No change to size. Support school to 
meet government targets in English and 
maths. Improve condit ion of buildings 

Close school.  Pupils transfer to St 
Joseph’s and Stranton 
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AREA  FOUR  OPTIONS  SUMMARY 
 

School Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Fens No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

No change to size.  Improve 
condition of buildings 

No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

Golden Flatts No change to size. 
Think about future of 
resource base for 
pupils with learning 
difficulties 

Think about future size in 
relation to Holy Trinity.  
Either keep size at 177 or 
increase to 210.  Think 
about future of resource 
base for pupils with learning 
difficulties 

Think about future size in 
relation to Holy Trinity.  
Either keep size at 177 or 
increase to 210.  Think 
about future of resource 
base for pupils with learning 
difficulties 

Think about future size in 
relation to Holy Trinity.  Either 
keep size at 177 or increase 
to 210.  Think about future of 
resource base for pupils with 
learning difficulties 

Think about future size in 
relation to Holy Trinity.  
Either keep size at 177 or 
increase to 210.  Think 
about future of resource 
base for pupils with learning 
difficulties 

Grange No change to size. 
Support school to meet 
government targets in 
English and maths. 
Think about future of 
resource bases for 
pupils with Special 
Educational Needs 

Reduce size from 391 to 
315. Support school to 
meet government targets in 
English and maths. Think 
about future of resource 
bases for pupils with 
Special Educational Needs 

Increase size of school 
from 391 to 420. Support 
school to meet government 
targets in English and 
maths. Think about future 
of resource bases for pupils 
with Special Educational 
Needs 

Increase size of school from 
391 to 420. Support school to 
meet government targets in 
English and maths. Think 
about future of resource 
bases for pupils with Special 
Educational Needs 

Increase size of school 
from 391 to 420. Support 
school to meet government 
targets in English and 
maths. Think about future 
of resource bases for pupils 
with Special Educational 
Needs 

Greatham No change No change No change No change No change 

Holy Trinity No change to size. 
Improve condition & 
suitability of buildings.  

Think about future size in 
relation to Golden Flatts.  
Either keep size at 210 or 
increase to 270 or 315. 
Improve condition & 
suitability of buildings.  

Think about future size in 
relation to Golden Flatts.  
Either keep size at 210 or 
increase to 270 or 315. 
Improve condition & 
suitability of buildings.  

Think about future size in 
relation to Golden Flatts.  
Either keep size at 210 or 
increase to 270 or 315. 
Improve condition & suitabil ity 
of buildings.  

Think about future size in 
relation to Golden Flatts.  
Either keep size at 210 or 
increase to 270 or 315. 
Improve condition & 
suitability of buildings.  

Ow ton Manor No change to size. 
Support school to meet 
government targets in 
English and maths. 
Think about future of 
resource bases for 
pupils with Special 
Educational Needs 

Reduce size from 279 to 
210 places. Support school 
to meet government targets 
in English and maths. Think 
about future of resource 
bases for pupils with 
Special Educational Needs 

School closes Reduce size from 279 to 210 
places. Support school to 
meet government targets in 
English and maths. Think 
about future of resource 
bases for pupils with Special 
Educational Needs 

School closes.  New School 
on Owton Manor, 
Rossmere or Brierton site 
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AREA  FOUR  OPTIONS  SUMMARY  cont… 
 

School Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Rift House No change to size Reduce size from 217 to 210 
places 

Reduce size from 217 to 210 
places 

Reduce size from 217 
to 210 places 

Reduce size from 217 to 
210 places 

Rossmere No change to size. 
Support school to meet 
government targets in 
English and maths. 
Improve condition of 
buildings 

Reduce size from 385 to 210 
places. Support school to 
meet government targets in 
English and maths. Improve 
condition of buildings 

Reduce size from 385 to 210 
places. Support school to 
meet government targets in 
English and maths. Improve 
condition of buildings 

School closes School closes. New School 
on Owton Manor, 
Rossmere or Brierton site 

St Teresa’s No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

No change to size.  Improve 
condition of buildings 

No change to size.  Improve 
condition of buildings 

No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

No change to size.  
Improve condition of 
buildings 

New  School No new school No new school No new school  No new school New School on Owton 
Manor, Rossmere or 
Brierton site 
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Area School Name

L4+ 
English 
2007

L4+ English 
2008 (inc 

MLD)

L4+ English 
2008 (exc 

MLD)
L4+ Maths 

2007

L4+ Maths 
2008 (inc 

MLD) 

L4+ Maths 
2008 (exc 

MLD)
Capacity 
2007 2

Capacity 
2008 2

Pupils 
2007

Pupils 
2008

Pupils 
2012

Pupils 
2017

Surplus 
2007

Surplus 
2008

Surplus 
2012

Surplus 
2017

FSM 
20073

FSM 
20083

SFD 
2008 4

IMD 2007 
Rank 5 Essential Necessary Total Essential Necessary Total

1 Barnard Grove Primary School 97.7% 89.8% 89.6% 97.7% 85.7% 85.4% 351 350 304 290 305 358 47 60 45 -8 25.33% 24.83% 62.17% 23350 463,070 187,180 650,250 426,670 174,780 601,450
1 St Bega's RC Primary School 80.0% 80.0% 85.7% 80.0% 80.0% 85.7% 140 140 131 127 131 153 9 13 9 -13 14.50% 18.11% 71.14% 4657 79,071 92,353 171,424 79,071 66,353 145,424
1 St Helen's Primary School 54.8% 75.8% 75.8% 69.0% 87.9% 87.9% 280 283 220 210 249 319 60 73 34 -36 33.18% 31.90% 77.39% 4657 129,614 178,260 307,874 129,614 176,050 305,664
1 St John Vianney RC Primary School 84.6% 90.3% 93.3% 96.0% 90.3% 93.3% 210 210 194 196 191 217 16 14 19 -7 14.95% 8.16% 57.84% 1740 52,120 66,110 118,230 52,120 66,110 118,230
1 West View Primary School 82.2% 73.5% 74.5% 73.3% 73.5% 76.6% 383 350 297 304 324 348 86 46 26 2 54.55% 56.58% 81.42% 1740 218,143 162,387 380,530 244,933 153,520 398,453
2 Clavering Primary School 77.8% 97.8% 97.8% 86.7% 93.5% 93.5% 345 350 290 286 296 341 55 64 54 9 7.93% 6.64% 36.49% 17096 120,630 84,735 205,365 97,185 65,930 163,115
2 Eldon Grove Primary School 91.8% 89.7% 91.0% 88.5% 86.8% 88.1% 428 409 445 440 415 414 -17 -31 -6 -5 11.91% 12.27% 54.01% 29733 92,837 7,615 100,452 106,837 7,615 114,452
2 Elwick Hall CE Primary School 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 93.3% 89.5% 89.5% 96 103 105 101 99 113 -9 2 4 -10 1.90% 1.98% 29.25% 31452 140,126 93,707 233,833 134,200 112,647 246,847
2 Hart Primary School 92.9% 90.9% 90.9% 92.9% 90.9% 90.9% 84 84 81 80 83 90 3 4 1 -6 0.00% 0.00% 27.25% 31452 10,888 97,069 107,957 10,888 97,069 107,957
2 Jesmond Road Primary School 70.1% 78.6% 78.6% 74.6% 91.1% 91.1% 482 469 335 306 304 392 147 163 165 77 32.84% 35.29% 72.92% 15894 107,290 107,180 214,470 107,290 94,280 201,570
2 Kingsley Primary School 98.2% 95.0% 95.0% 100.0% 98.3% 98.3% 429 420 415 416 417 435 14 4 3 -15 20.00% 19.71% 66.94% 5010 50,469 84,840 135,309 7,205 22,840 30,045
2 Sacred Heart RC Primary School 94.5% 98.4% 98.4% 96.4% 96.8% 96.8% 444 444 442 440 413 410 2 4 31 34 7.47% 9.09% 49.71% 15894 312,110 79,650 391,760 262,110 79,650 341,760
2 Throston Primary School 74.3% 76.9% 78.9% 77.1% 89.7% 92.1% 385 385 311 323 395 396 74 62 -10 -11 12.54% 12.07% 52.41% 13890 133,770 209,059 342,829 78,695 191,259 269,954
2 West Park Primary School 95.2% 88.4% 88.4% 85.7% 90.7% 90.7% 315 315 312 310 318 315 3 5 -3 0 0.96% 1.29% 20.87% 32369 177,086 202,907 379,993 111,187 289,242 400,429
3 Brougham Primary School 84.6% 81.0% 82.5% 87.2% 76.2% 79.5% 334 327 287 263 282 343 47 64 45 -16 62.37% 60.08% 83.96% 1961 27,840 180,050 207,890 27,840 175,180 203,020
3 Lynnfield Primary School 79.6% 74.5% 75.5% 71.4% 76.4% 77.4% 330 379 337 331 326 360 -7 48 53 19 47.77% 46.22% 79.61% 1315 20,228 108,946 129,174 5,228 108,946 114,174
3 St Aidan's CE Memorial Primary School 81.7% 74.5% 76.1% 81.7% 76.6% 78.3% 407 378 336 296 287 327 71 82 91 51 27.08% 27.03% 65.60% 18589 157,845 110,755 268,600 157,845 110,755 268,600
3 St Cuthbert's RC Primary School 89.2% 89.8% 89.8% 86.5% 91.8% 91.8% 308 308 259 259 209 252 49 49 99 56 13.90% 10.42% 63.24% 13874 266,314 158,799 425,113 255,062 78,499 333,561
3 St Joseph's RC Primary School 83.9% 100.0% 100.0% 80.6% 84.6% 84.6% 168 168 157 140 129 157 11 28 39 11 14.01% 20.71% 69.16% 1117 77,000 178,896 255,896 66,080 108,896 174,976
3 Stranton Primary School 83.7% 75.9% 78.6% 81.4% 93.1% 92.9% 350 350 240 217 237 298 110 133 113 52 45.42% 48.85% 77.44% 630 90,710 222,203 312,913 54,395 168,435 222,830
3 Ward Jackson Primary School 41.2% 82.4% 81.3% 35.3% 88.2% 87.5% 150 175 122 111 183 209 28 64 -8 -34 49.18% 47.75% 82.89% 1117 106,815 21,800 128,615 74,540 50,800 125,340
4 Fens Primary School 92.9% 95.0% 96.6% 87.5% 91.7% 93.2% 419 419 369 376 380 423 50 43 39 -4 8.13% 9.04% 54.67% 7977 100,511 7,030 107,541 38,111 0 38,111
4 Golden Flatts Primary School 79.2% 85.7% 85.7% 83.3% 85.7% 85.7% 177 177 151 137 133 142 26 40 44 35 49.01% 48.91% 65.69% 2305 55,337 209,812 265,149 22,889 209,812 232,701
4 Grange Primary School 72.3% 62.9% 78.6% 61.7% 57.1% 71.4% 391 364 288 288 297 341 103 76 67 23 50.00% 43.40% 77.61% 3871 61,555 14,365 75,920 20,555 14,365 34,920
4 Greatham CofE Primary School 90.9% 78.6% 78.6% 90.9% 100.0% 100.0% 106 106 91 96 99 116 15 10 7 -10 18.68% 20.83% 50.00% 15044 46,570 31,543 78,113 30,345 31,543 61,888
4 Holy Trinity CE Primary School 93.3% 93.8% 93.8% 93.3% 93.8% 90.6% 210 210 220 220 220 239 -10 -10 -10 -29 5.91% 5.45% 35.63% 26099 123,385 172,570 295,955 123,385 172,570 295,955
4 Owton Manor Primary School 76.9% 71.0% 71.0% 61.5% 74.2% 74.2% 279 275 179 172 170 186 100 103 105 89 50.84% 55.23% 83.95% 3128 114,210 62,890 177,100 70,960 19,640 90,600
4 Rift House Primary School 87.9% 85.2% 85.2% 78.8% 66.7% 66.7% 217 210 173 163 165 199 44 47 45 11 26.59% 33.13% 78.69% 5037 91,234 41,834 133,068 57,234 52,934 110,168
4 Rossmere Primary School 57.5% 83.3% 86.4% 57.5% 81.3% 84.1% 385 387 318 325 322 339 67 62 65 48 31.76% 31.38% 75.27% 14824 179,985 273,890 453,875 140,985 234,890 375,875
4 Seaton Carew Nursery School NA NA NA NA NA NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 35.10% 26099 0 2,380 2,380 0 2,380 2,380
4 St Teresa's RC Primary School 100.0% 96.0% 100.0% 97.4% 90.0% 95.7% 315 315 292 294 296 329 23 21 19 -14 11.99% 13.61% 58.19% 12105 161,475 78,640 240,115 134,015 78,640 212,655

3,768,238 3,529,455 7,297,693 3,127,474 3,215,630 6,343,104
1. Pupil projection figures for 2012 and 2017
The Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit (JSU) provides pupil projections for children in Reception to Year 6 for primary schools.  These projections are for children in mainstream classrooms and do not include the Resource Bases.

A Resource Base is where special provisions are available to children who have special educational/additional needs.  There a four Resource Bases in Hartlepool (Golden Flatts, Grange, Kingsley and Owton Manor).  Projections for these schools are highlighted in Yellow in the above table.

As children in the Resource Bases are not included in the Reception to Year 6 projections, we have added the current number of pupils in the base to the schools projection.

Example: Kingsley has a 2012 Reception to Year 6 projection of 394 and 23 children in the Resource Base.  Therefore, the table shows a projection for Kingsley of 417 (394 + 23 = 417)

2. School Capacity

Each year all Hartlepool schools are measured and assessed to work out how many children the school can safely take on its roll.  Areas of the school that are used for Early Years education are not included in the calculation.  This means that areas used by the nursery children are not included.

Some schools have joined their Nursery and Reception areas and this is known as a Foundation Stage Unit.  The area that the Foundation Stage Unit uses is considered to be for Early Years and is, therefore, not included in the calculation.

In order to compare the Reception to Year 6 pupil projections to the school capacity we need to make sure that the area used by Reception children is included.  So for schools with a Foundation Stage Unit, we do this by adding the number of pupils that the school can physically take into its Reception year to the school capacity.

The schools with Foundation Stage Units are highlighted in Pink in the above table.  Where a school is highlighted for 2008 only, this is because the Foundation Stage Unit was not set up until after the 2007 calculation had been completed.

Example: Clavering has a Foundation Stage Unit.  The school capacity excluding the unit is 300 pupils.  The school can take 50 children into the Reception year.  The table above shows the capacity of Clavering School as 350 (300 + 50 = 350)

3. FSM (Free School Meals)

The percentage of pupils entitled to free school meals is shown for each school. Entitled to free school meals is often used as a proxy indicator of deprivation, although there is no direct connection between being entitled to a free school meal and coming from a deprived background.

The higher the percentage, the more likely it is that the school serves a deprived area of the town.

4. SFD (School Funding Deprivation Indicator)

The School Funding Deprivation Indicator is used by the Department for Children, Schools and Families to decide how much funding each school should receive based on the levels of deprivation they are facing.

Each school is given a percentage score with schools with the highest levels of deprivation scoring closer to 100% and those with less deprivation scoring closer 0%,

This indicator looks at the income deprivation of pupils attending the school based on their home postcode.

Levels of deprivation are based on the number of people claiming Working Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit in each postcode area.

5. IMD (Indices of Multiple Deprivation)

The Indices of Multiple Deprivation is based on over 32,000 geographical areas across England.  These areas have been created to be of similar size and on average have a population of 1500 people.

Each area is ranked on levels of deprivation including Income, Employment, Health and Disability, Education, Skills and Training, Barriers to Housing and Services and Living Environment and Crime.

The areas ranked closest to 1 are considered to be the most deprived.

The rank for each school is based on the postcode of the school.

Example: West Park is ranked 32,369th and is in one of the least deprived areas in Hartlepool.

Jan-08 Sep-08

Standards Places and Pupil Projections 1 Deprivation Condition
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Cabinet – 13 October 2008 6.1 

6.1 C abinet 13.10.08 Joint  Strategic Needs Assessment 
 1 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
 
Report of:  Director of Adult and Community Services  
 
 
Subject:  JOINT STRATEGIC NEEDS ASSESSMENT (JSNA) 
 
 
 
SUMMARY  
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 To make Cabinet members aware of the recently completed Draft Joint 

Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA), and the plans to refresh the document 
over the next 12 months  

 
 
2. SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 
 
 An explanation of the purpose of the JSNA, the process by which this first 

document has been produced, and recommendations on its development in 
future years. 

 
3. RELEVANCE TO CABINET 
 
 The JSNA brings together a wide range of information relating to the health 

and wellbeing needs of the people of Hartlepool.  From 2008 onwards, it is a 
statutory requirement on both Hartlepool Borough Council and Hartlepool 
Primary Care Trust to produce a JSNA.  Cabinet will want to assure 
themselves that the JSNA contains all relevant information, and is being 
properly used to inform relevant strategies and plans. 

 
4. TYPE OF DECISION 
 
 Non key 
 
5. DECISION MAKING ROUTE 
 
 Cabinet 13 October 2008 
 

CABINET REPORT 
13 October 2008 
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6. DECISION(S) REQUIRED 
 
 To agree the draft JSNA and the recommendations for its further 

development and refresh. 
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 3 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Report of: Director of Adult and Community Services  
 
 
Subject: JOINT STRATEGIC NEEDS ASSESSMENT (JSNA) 
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to make cabinet aware of the draft Joint Strategic 

Needs Assessment (JSNA) that has recently been completed.  It also makes 
recommendations about the process and activities that will be required to 
refresh the current document over the next 12 months. 

 
1.2 Cabinet members will want to assure themselves that the JSNA contains all 

relevant information, and is being properly used to inform relevant strategies 
and plans. 

 
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The Local Government & Public Involvement in Health Act (2007) places a 

new duty upon Hartlepool Borough Council and Hartlepool Primary Care Trust 
(PCT) to produce a JSNA.  This has been a requirement from 1 April 2008. 

 
2.2 The JSNA assesses the current and future health and wellbeing needs of the 

people of Hartlepool.  It should be used to inform the Sustainable Community 
Strategy, and priorities and targets in the Local Area Agreement.  It should 
also be used to inform commissioning priorities and should lead to improved 
health outcomes and reduced health inequalities. 

 
2.3 The document itself should be a concise summary of the main health and 

wellbeing needs of the people of Hartlepool, using a national core dataset 
plus locally relevant information.  It should identify priorities for the short term 
(3-5 years) and the long term (5-10 years) and should link to other strategies 
and plans. 

 
2.4 The JSNA is undertaken in partnership between the Director of Public Health, 

the Director of Adult Social Services and the Director of Children’s Services.  
Contribution to its development should be as wide as possible, and 
community involvement is essential.  The guidance on the production of a 
JSNA encourages active engagement with communities, patients, service 
users, carers and providers (including the third and private sectors) to develop 
a full understanding of needs, with a particular focus on the views of 
vulnerable groups. 
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3. PROCESS 
 
3.1 A significant amount of preparatory data collation work was done in early 

2008 by the Public Health Intelligence Team for the four Tees PCTs.  This 
included producing a template for the larger technical document, and 
compiling the core dataset.  Within Hartlepool itself, work commenced in June 
2008 with a target completion date of September 2008.  It was widely 
accepted that this was a challenging timetable that would result in limitations 
in the scope of the final document.  In particular, it was recognised that there 
could be only very limited community involvement in this first year, but that 
much of the information on community health and well being needs was 
already known and needed to be coordinated into one key JSNA document. 

 
3.2 Production of the document was further hampered by the unexpected 

absence of the Locality Director of Public Health for 5 weeks during this 
period due being on an essential placement at the Health Protection Agency 
at Durham, and long term sickness absence of the Public Health Portfolio 
Manager in the PCT, who was providing overall coordination for the 
production of the document. 

 
3.3 The document consists of a short summary document (copy attached as 

Appendix 1) and a much larger technical document that will be available to 
view from early October at www.teespublichealth.nhs.uk or on the HBC portal. 

 
3.4 Despite the short timetable and additional difficulties encountered, the 

resulting document provides a good overall summary of local health issues.  
This position has only been reached through significant effort on the part of a 
wide range of people, many of whom are HBC staff. 

 
3.5 A Tees-wide consultation event was held on 19 September 2008 at Wynyard.  

Participants included a range of HBC staff and community representatives.  
The report from the consultation event is still awaited, and will be used to 
inform the development of the process and refreshed JSNA in future years. in 
future years.  
 

3.6 As part of the process for the future development and use of the JSNA and its 
refresh, a proposed way forward regarding the content and usefulness of the 
document and the process for future refresh of the JSNA over the next twelve 
months is set out in the following paragraphs. 
 
Content and usefulness 
 
As the JSNA is a statutory requirement, it is important that we make best use 
of the document in order to justify the substantial time commitment that goes 
into its production.  Although there are some national requirements around its 
content, we still have significant control over its design and content. 
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Recommendation– As key partner organisations HBC and the PCT need to 
reach early agreement about how we can improve on the current JSNA.  In 
particular, there needs to be a clear understanding about what the JSNA will 
be used for, and how best to design it to meet those needs. 

 
The process by which the JSNA is produced 
 
There are no fixed dates defined by the Department of Health regarding the 
production of a JSNA , there is a duty placed on both organisations for the 
production of a JSNA from a specific point in time i.e. April 2008 it can, 
however, be refreshed at any time.  
 
Recommendation –Early agreement is required on a work plan to refresh the 
current document, and a target date for re-issue of the JSNA within 12 
months. 
 
It was recognised that community involvement would be limited in the first 
year, but this needs to be addressed for the refresh.  There is also a 
requirement to consult on the completed document. 
 
Recommendation – it is essential that key stakeholders agree how we can 
secure appropriate community involvement throughout the refresh of the 
JSNA.  This should include a robust plan for consultation on the completed 
document. 
 
There is a particular requirement on us to focus on the needs of vulnerable 
groups. 

 
Recommendation  – We should assess the extent to which the current 
document identifies and describes the specific needs of vulnerable groups, 
and agree which areas to focus upon during the refresh. 
 
Production of the JSNA is dependent upon support from a wide range of staff, 
and needs coordination by some key individuals.  The first JSNA was 
seriously hampered by the absence of key individuals at a crucial time.  The 
continued absence of the Public Health Portfolio Manager in the PCT, and 
lack of robust cover arrangements could delay progress on the refresh.  

 
Recommendation – Both HBC and the PCT should ensure that relevant staff 
are supported to fully participate in the refresh of the JSNA and that we 
consider jointly what additional support (if required) can be offered by both 
organisations in the co-ordination of the refresh of the JSNA.  
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
4.1 Cabinet is requested to: 
 
 

1. Agree the JSNA both the public summary document and the more detailed 
technical JSNA document. 
 

2. Support the way forward suggested in sections 3.6 in the report for the 
development of a refreshed JSNA within 12 months. 
 

 



  A Draft Joint Strategic 
Needs Assessment for Hartlepool 
looking at local health and social care needs.

This document is important to you if you live in Hartlepool and care about health, quality of life and health 
and social care services for you, your family, friends and community.

It will help to shape how we work with local people to secure a healthier future for us all. 

This is not about visiting your doctor or the local hospital or the services they provide for you. 
This document is about other factors which affect your health and well being.

The model above simply shows how many factors impact upon our health and well being.

There is a requirement for Hartlepool PCT and Hartlepool Borough Council to  produce a Joint Strategic 
Needs Assessment which provides us with an in depth look at the full spectrum of health and social care 

services to try to ensure they respond better to the needs and aspirations of local people. The Joint 
Strategic Needs Assessment looks further ahead than just the next year or two. It's a strategic document 
that will help us plan out the delivery of health and social care over a decade. You will have opportunities 

over this period of time to help us and influence our spending decisions.

This document gives a brief overview of this information.  We will be continually updating it as more 
information becomes available, and we'll use this information to help us make plans to commit our money 

over the next 10 years.

If you want to read the whole document it will be available from mid September via 
www.teespublichealth.nhs.uk or if you require a paper copy please contact the Director of Public Health 

at Mandale House, Harbour Walk, The Marina, Hartlepool, TS24 0UX.  Telephone (01429) 285789

6.1 APPENDIX 1



Key issues and findings:
What we know What we think we should do

 27.8% of pregnant women smoke 
during pregnancy.

 Only 38% of new mothers initiate 
breast feeding as opposed to the 
national average of 69%.

 In 2006 the under 18 conception 
rate for Hartlepool was 64.5 per 
1000 female population 15 -17 
years.

 72% of schools and one nursery 
have achieved national healthy 
school status award. 

 The immunisation rates in 
Hartlepool are good with over 91% 
being completed at all recorded 
stages i.e. 1st, 2nd and 5th 
birthdays. However there is an 
issue in relation to uptake of 
boosters particularly uptake of 2nd 
MMR (measles, mumps & rubella) 
where uptake is only 79%.

1. Encourage pregnant women to stop smoking 
during their pregnancy.

2. Continue to educate and support mothers to 
breast feed their new baby until it is 6 months 
old.

3. Help young people make good choices in their 
life by increasing their skills and knowledge.  
This will help them to make healthy lifestyle 
choices; cutting teenage conception rates, 
reducing the number of young people smoking 
and reducing the number of young people 
drinking alcohol.

4. Support those schools yet to achieve the National 
Healthy School Status award and ensure that 
those who already have the award continue to 
maintain the relevant standards required.

5. Protect children against disease through high 
uptake of immunisation and screening 
programmes.

6. Support teenage parents to achieve better 
outcomes for them and their children

7. Ensure that all parents have the information that 
they require to support their children to make 
healthy choices.

What we know What we think we should do

 The Youth Service reaches 23% of 
young people aged 13-19 year old.

 Children and young people want to 
see service providers working 
together with them, so they feel that 
their views are listened to and taken 
into account when making 
decisions about their local area.

 Young people show more risk taking 
behaviours in Hartlepool, 
demonstrated by high rates of 
under 18 conceptions and sexually 
transmitted infections

 In recent consultation, young people 
and parents/carers highlighted the 
need to address the drink and drug 
culture in Hartlepool.

 Young people also highlighted that 
organisations need to look at the 
impact of adult substance misuse 
on children and young people.

 75% of young people aged 14+ with 
learning disabilities currently have 
a transitions plan in place to support 
their move from Children’s Services 
to Adult Social Care and Health Care.

1. Continue to support children and young people 
to engage in positive activities and behaviours 
and contribute to their local community.

2. Continue to work with organisations to ensure 
that the participation strategy is embedded 
across all services in Hartlepool.

3. Engage with young people and support them to 
make positive life choices to reduce the 
likelihood of entering the Youth Justice System.

4. Help children and young people make good 
choices in their lives by increasing the skills and 
knowledge they require to avoid and reduce 
substance misuse.

5. Address the concerns raised by young people to 
ensure that there is a joined up approach to 
dealing with their issues.

1. Children and 
Young People’s 
General Health

2. Children and 
Young People’s 
positive 
contribution

2



What we know What we think we should do

  Transition between children’s and 
adults services could be done 
better, particularly for young people 
with learning or physical 
disabilities who have complex 
needs

1. Strengthen multi-agency working through the 
revision of the Transitions Strategy to ensure 
that transitions planning is more ‘person 
centred’, meeting the needs of each individual 
young person.

2. Ensure that all young people with disabilities 
have a health action plan.

3. Improve the number of young people with 
disabilities accessing independent supported 
living through a service review.

3. Transition years

Key issues and findings:

What we know What we think we should do

 We have an increasing rate of 
sexually transmitted infections 

 Only 49% of at risk adults are 
vaccinated against influenza 

 There are low rates of hepatitis B 
vaccination amongst our drug users

 Hartlepool has higher rates of binge 
drinking than nationally

1. Ensure effective provision of contraceptive and 
sexual health services that meet the needs of 
the community

2. Ensure all at risk adults receive appropriate 
vaccination 

3. Help people become more knowledgeable about 
sensible drinking, their alcohol consumption 
levels and harm caused by excess alcohol 
consumption.

4. Ensure all services and agencies work in a 
coordinated and planned way to significantly 
reduce the number of people who are drinking 
to excess

5. Continually improve the accessibility and 
effectiveness of treatment services, meeting 
the needs of each person.

4. Adults

3

What we know What we think we should do

  More than twice the national 
average of older people live in areas 
identified as deprived 

  The working population of Hartlepool 
is expected to reduce by 11% and 
the retired population to increase 
by 51% by 2028.

1. Support people to live healthier lives, in their 
own homes for as long as they want to be there. 
 Prevent ill health & accidents, provide early 
intervention to deal with problems, and improve 
access to the services and equipment they 
need 

2. Improve transport to ensure fair access to core 
services 

3. Ensure all carers have an assessment and are 
provided with breaks and the support they 
require.

4. Ensure the delivery of actions in Hartlepool’s 
older people’s strategies.

5. Older People



Key issues and findings:
What we know What we think we should do

 Foundation Stage profile results have 
decreased from 2006 to 2007, with 
38% achieving at least 78 points and 
six points or more in both Personal 
Social Emotional Development  
(PSED) and Communication 
Language and Literacy (CLL) 
compared to 46% nationally.

 The number of pupils achieving a 
grade A* to C at GCSE was 55% for 
English and 56% for Maths.  However, 
there is a need to narrow the gap 
between boys and girls 
achievement.

 9% of 16 -18yr olds were recorded 
as NEET (not in education, 
employment or training) at the end 
of December 2007.  91% of 16 – 18 
year olds are in EET

 74 young people dropped out from 
education, employment or training 
opportunities after leaving full-time 
education in 2007.

 28.6% of Hartlepool’s children are 
living in poverty

 The unemployment rate is 4.6%, 
twice the national average

 Working age people on out of work 
benefits is 21.1%

 51.6% of 16-24 yr old are in 
employment

 30% of adults in Hartlepool have low 
numeracy. A similar number have 
problems reading and writing.

1. Work to raise attainment within the Foundation 
Stage profile particularly in relation to 
Communication Language and Literacy (CLL) 
 and Personal Social Emotional Development 
(PSED).

2. Raise the quality of early years provision 
including provision of Children’s Centres and 
Extended Schools to ensure all children and 
families have access to support they require.

3. Sustain the levels of achievement in relation 
to GCSE’s and tackle the issue of boys under 
achievement in certain subjects.

4. Continue to increase the number of children 
attaining GCSE’s and going into further and 
higher education.

5. Support children and their families to keep 
those at risk in main stream schooling.

6. Continue expansion of the re-engagement 
programmes for the most disadvantaged and 
disaffected young people, thereby reducing the 
NEET figure.

7. Improve the quality of services for children and 
young people that enable them to enjoy their 
education, improve their well being, enrich their 
lives and raise aspirations.

1. Support parents to maximise their income and 
increase the number of people who are 
economically active.

2. Ensure that information about the range of 
benefits available to vulnerable young people 
and families is consistent and of high quality

3. We want all children and young people in 
Hartlepool to grow up in an environment free 
from the effects of poverty and go on to achieve 
economic well being.

4. Ensure that every young person has a goal to 
continue their education, enrol on a training 
course or gain meaningful employment.  

5. Increase the number of people who are ‘work 
ready’ with the right skills to get local 
employment

6. Help people understand that they could have 
their own business, and help them to develop 
their entrepreneurial ideas 

7. Keep people healthy so that they are able to 
remain in employment

6. Opportunities for 
better health 
(education, 
employment, 
reducing poverty)
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Key issues and findings:

What we know What we think we should do
 More than a third of pregnant 
women in Hartlepool continue to 
smoke during pregnancy

 Smoking rates in Hartlepool are 
higher than the national average 

 Deaths from respiratory conditions 
in Hartlepool are higher than the 
national average

1. Ensure that all services work effectively together 
to support pregnant women to stop smoking

2. Help young people not to want to smoke and 
support those who want to stop smoking.

3. Ensure all agencies work effectively to prevent 
under-age sales

4. Ensure access and continued effectiveness of 
our local stop smoking services so that everyone 
who smokes can easily find the support they 
need to stop, close to where they live or work.

5. Use social marketing techniques to identify the 
most appropriate approaches to target specific 
groups of smokers

7. Choices that threaten health 
(smoking, physical inactivity  and nutrition)

Smoking

What we know What we think we should do
1. Ensure that all children and young people have 

access to appropriate activities and 
opportunities to play outside of schools hours.  

1. Support people to become more active as part 
of their everyday lives 

2. Ensure the provision of high-quality, appropriate, 
age-related community-based activities, 
meeting the needs and aspirations of 
individuals and communities

3. Use the legacy of the Tall Ships 2010 to engage 
people in a wide range of activities

 All schools in Hartlepool have at least 
2 hours of physical activity each 
week in place for school pupils.

 In recent consultation children, young 
people and parents highlighted that 
there was a lack of appropriate and 
affordable activities for a range of 
ages and particularly older children.

 18.8% of the population are 
physically active

 The 2006 Viewpoint survey identified 
that 52.8% of respondents took part 
in sport or physical activity in the last 
4 weeks

 1 in 5 respondents did not take part 
in any activity at all

What we know What we think we should do
1. Ensure all children and young people get the 

messages about making healthy choices.  Help 
them to improve their diet, increase uptake of 
exercise, therefore increasing the number who 
are a balanced weight.  

2. Ensure all  parents and carers receive the same 
information as their children to support them 
to make healthy choices.

1. Continually improve access and effectiveness 
of community weight management services to 
help adults manage their weight effectively

2. Develop clear referral pathways for overweight 
and obese individuals

3. Deliver effective and efficient dietetic services 
for those who are morbidly obese

4. Increase easy access to fresh fruit and 
vegetables

Nutrition
 At 24.4% the rate of obesity in 11yr 
old children is higher than the 
national average of 17.5%.

 Adult obesity prevalence is higher 
than the national average

 5.8% of adults consume 5 or more 
portions of fresh fruit and 
vegetables a day

5
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Key issues and findings:

What we know What we think we should do

 Recent consultation on the 
development of the Children & Young 
People’s Plan highlighted that there 
is a lack of single tenancies available 
in Hartlepool for young people 

 68.53% of homes achieve the 
minimum decent home standard

 There is inadequate provision of 
social rented accommodation for 
vulnerable adults.

 There is no designated 
accommodation for people with 
alcohol and drug dependency.

 There is an imbalance in housing 
stock with: Higher than average 
levels of terraced housing stock 
(41.1% compared to 19.2% 
nationally in 2001) and the 
proportion of detached dwellings is 
relatively small (14.2% in 2001 
compared to 22.8% nationally)

1. Bring all housing agencies together to work in 
partnership to address the issue of the lack of 
affordable, good quality housing stock in 
Hartlepool.

2. Increase informed choice in developing 
appropriate housing and care solutions and 
understand the diverse needs and aspirations 
of vulnerable people including older people.

3. Complete the development of single persons 
supported housing scheme

4. Ensure all social rented accommodation meets 
the decent homes standard.

8. Housing

What we know What we think we should do

1. Reduce levels of underage sales of tobacco and 
alcohol and other age restricted products.  Where 
there are persistent offenders, take steps to 
review and revoke their licences. 

2. Ensure more people are satisfied with their home 
and neighbourhood, and see Hartlepool as a good 
place to live

3. Ensure effective and efficient air quality 
monitoring 

4. Plan to adapt to Climate Change, including a 
sustained reduction in our CO2 emissions

What we know What we think we should do

 90% of schools in Hartlepool 
currently have a travel plan.  There 
are 2 schools outstanding, the 
remaining schools are engaged in 
the development process and it is 
expected that 100% of schools will 
have travel plans in place by March 
2009. 

 40% of households within Hartlepool 
do not have a car, 13% below the 
national average.

 There were 52 children and adults 
Killed and Seriously Injured (KSI) 
casualties in 2006.

1. Constantly refresh the integrated transport plan. 
 Work with transport providers to review routes, 
timetabling, and costs -  e.g. linked to peak 
periods such as school holidays and evening 
travel

2. Encourage children, young people and adults 
to include physical activity as their transport 
choice e.g. walking and cycling schemes for 
school children, colleges and working adults

3. Reduce the number of children and adults killed 
or seriously injured in road traffic accidents

4. Ensure that affordable public transport is 
provided to meet the needs of low income 
families

9. Environment

10. Transport

6

 Young people gaining access to 
alcohol, tobacco, paint sprays and 
fireworks is a growing concern.

 Residents report that local 
environmental problems from graffiti 
and litter adversely affect their 
sense of well being

 A resident survey showed that 70% 
of respondents were concerned 
about the effects of climate change



What we know What we think we should do

 More than half of 5 yr olds on 
Teesside have decayed, missing or 
filled teeth, although rates in 
Hartlepool are better than 
elsewhere on Teesside due to 
natural fluoride in the water

 Some people still find it difficult to 
get urgent care from a NHS dentist

1. Reduce the number of children who   have 
untreated decay

2. Improve access to NHS dentists
3. Improve preventive oral health care to reduce 

decay levels

What we know What we think we should do

 There is a vibrant and diverse 
voluntary and community sector in 
Hartlepool, estimated to comprise 
550 groups in total.

 The voluntary sector provides a wide 
range of services to local people, but 
receives only about 10% of its 
funding from statutory organisations

 Develop a more strategic approach to managing the 
relationship between statutory organisations and the 
voluntary sector

 Ensure that the voluntary and community sector have 
continued opportunities to contribute to the delivery 
of services within the town.

 Implement the Voluntary Sector Strategy Action Plan 
once agreed 

 Agree and adhere to a “Compact” between the 
statutory and voluntary sectors

12. Oral health

13. Voluntary and 
community sector
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What we know What we think we should do

 59% of residents feel safe outside 
after dark 

 Rates of offending and re-offending 
are high, and need to be reduced

 Rates of violent crime including 
domestic violence are high and 
need to be reduced

 The supply of illegal drugs need to 
be reduced

1. Provide intervention programmes to reduce 
offending and re-offending rates

2. Support people to reduce victimisation rates
3. Work within our neighbourhoods and 

communities to ensure people feel safe where 
they live, work and socialise.

11. Crime

Key issues and findings:



Key issues and findings:
What we know What we think we should do

 In Hartlepool the mortality rate from 
circulatory disease in under 75yr 
olds and respiratory diseases is 
higher than the national average

 23.8% of the population of 
Hartlepool stated that they had 
limiting long-term illness compared 
with 17.3% nationally. 

 Cancer is the largest single cause 
of death in Hartlepool.

 Uptake of cancer screening is low, 
particularly for bowel cancer 
screening

 There are fewer GPs in Hartlepool 
per head of population than the 
national average

 The South of the town is particularly 
poorly served for primary care/GP 
services

 People want to have services 
provided close to home

1. Reduce the number of people who develop 
diabetes, strokes and heart disease

2. Support people to successfully manage their 
long term condition and retain their 
independence

3. Increase the number of people who are screened 
for cancers and cardio vascular diseases

4. Reduce the number of people who develop a 
chronic respiratory disease

5. Support people with chronic respiratory 
diseases and other long term conditions to live 
healthier lives

6. Ensure that all adults aged 40-74 have a 
vascular risk assessment every 5 years 

7. Increase the number of people surviving at 5 
and 10 years following a diagnosis of cancer.

8. Improve access to GP and primary care services, 
particularly in the South of the town.  

9. Provide more services closer to people’s homes, 
in line with Momentum.

14. Sickness 
CVD, Long term 
conditions, 
Cancers, Chronic 
Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease (COPD)

What we know What we think we should do
 There are 165 children and young 
people with learning difficulties or 
disabilities in Hartlepool known to 
and in receipt of support from 
Children’s Services. 

 42% of children with Special 
Educational Needs (SEN) statements 
are placed in a special school.  

 The proportion of young people with 
a learning difficulty or disability aged 
16-19 not in education, employment 
or training is 9.4%.

 The number of families accessing 
direct payments on behalf of their 
children is 25.

 80.5 % of young people with learning 
difficulties or disabilities were 
involved in their section 140 
assessments.

 It is more difficult for people with a 
learning disability to access 
meaningful employment or maintain 
their education

 There is an increase in autism 
spectrum disorder identified through 
the school census

1. Ensure that those children and young people with 
disabilities who are not known to the appropriate 
services and require support, receive information 
and the support they need.

2. Continue expansion of the re-engagement 
programmes for the most disadvantaged and 
disaffected young people to reduce the NEET figure, 
including those young people with learning 
difficulties or disabilities.

3. Promote direct payments or independent budgets 
to families of children with disabilities, by providing 
better access to information about the support 
available.

4. Ensure that all young people with learning 
difficulties or disabilities involved in their Section 
140 assessments.

1. Increase the proportion of people with learning 
disabilities in settled accommodation

2. Work with local employers to increase the 
proportion of people with learning disabilities in 
employment.

3. Increase the number of people with autism 
accessing support services

4.Increase the number of people with learning 
disabilities who have choice and control over their 
lives through an increase in the take up of direct 
payments, individual budgets and person centred 
plans

5.Increase access to services and initiatives for 
physical health improvement for people with 
learning disabilities

15. Learning 
disabilities

8



Key issues and findings:
What we know What we think we should do

 It is more difficult for people with a 
physical disability to access 
meaningful employment or 
maintain their education

 It is more difficult for people with a 
physical disability to become or 
remain independent

1. Increase the number of people living more 
independently in their own homes 

2. Ensure that more people with physical 
disabilities live a full and active life with access 
to training and employment

3. Improve access to services including 
improvements to transport and access to 
buildings for people with physical disabilities

4. Increase access to services and initiatives for 
physical health improvement for people with 
physical disabilities

16. Physical 
disabilities

What we know What we think we should do

 A recent CAMHS survey in 4 
secondary schools in Hartlepool 
showed that of the 1400 surveys 
returned 14 % of respondents self 
harmed as a method of coping with 
stress.

 In a recent consultation cyber 
bullying has been highlighted by 
young people as a particularly 
important issue for them.

 There is stigmatisation of people 
with a mental health problem (and 
their families).

 People with mental health issues 
suffer higher levels of deprivation.

 A MORI survey in Hartlepool 
reported anxiety, depression or 
nerves at rates of over 20%

 The Mental Illness Needs Indicator 
(MINI) and the National Psychiatric 
Morbidity Survey (NPMS) suggest 
Hartlepool has 40% greater need 
than the national average in 
relation  to serious mental illness 
and 14% higher need for common 
mental health problems.

1. Promote good mental/emotional health and 
prevent deterioration in low level mental health 
problems that need to be addressed.

2. Ensure those who have more complex mental 
health issues can access the care and treatment 
that is right for them, especially when making 
the transition into Adult Mental Health Services.

3. Promote the use of the Vulnerability Assessment 
Screening Tool within Hartlepool’s schools, to 
identify children at risk of self harming.  

4. Work with children, young people and their 
carers / parents to develop resources to tackle 
the problem of cyber bullying.  

1. Ensure that improving mental health and well-
being is an integral aspect of all service 
provision

2. Continually improve the health and well being 
of people with mental illness 

3. Increase access to psychological therapies 
including computerised and talking therapies.

4. Increase the proportion of people in contact with 
secondary mental health service, who are in 
settled accommodation 

5. Improve meaningful employment opportunities 
for people in contact with secondary mental 
health services

6. Increase access to services and initiatives for 
physical health improvement for people with 
mental health problems

7. Ensure that care and treatment services 
required by people with a mental health problem 
meet their individual needs across primary, 
secondary and community care providers.  

8. Reduce the levels of suicide

17. Mental health

9



Key issues and findings:
What we know What we think we should do

 100% of child protection referrals 
are responded to within the 
prescribed timetables and 
procedures

 74.7% of initial assessments were 
completed within seven working 
days at March 2008.

 40 children per 10,000 under the 
age of 18 became the subject of a 
Child Protection Plan, or were 
registered as being at risk.

 13% of children looked after had 3 
or more placement moves within a 
year 

 There is no data available at present 
in relation to Hidden Harm.

 There is a gap between levels of 
health of Hartlepool residents and 
the national average, as well as 
inequalities between neighbour-
hoods within Hartlepool.

 The majority of services are still 
provided through statutory 
agencies such as the local authority 
and the primary care trust 

 26% of carers receive an 
assessment or review but only 12% 
of carers access a specific carer’s 
service, or advice and information

1. Implement and monitor the success of the access 
strategy

2. Work together with partners to ensure children and 
young people are kept safe from deliberate, 
neglectful or accidental harm and exploitation.

3. Implement recommendations from the multi-agency 
survey on the Local Safeguarding Children Board 
(LSCB) Hidden Harm Policy 

1. Increase the number of people receiving intensive 
home care support, housing related support, and 
direct payments or individualised budgets to 
maintain their independence.

2. Enable people with a long term condition are 
supported to be independent and in control of their 
condition.

3. Set goals for participation and empowerment, 
ensuring that we have regular and continuous 
engagement with people who use services and their 
carers at all levels.

4. Improve support to carers.
5. Improve access to social care services via timely 

assessments and implementation of the single 
assessment programme across all service providers.

What we know What we think we should do

1. Many people do not have a ‘good’ 
death

2. Improvements can be made in 
supporting people to plan their end 
of life care

1. Ensure that all people with a life threatening 
illness have an end of life care pathway helping 
them to have a good death

2. Enable people to die in the setting of their 
choice.

18. Health and 
 social care

19. Death
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  HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
 
Report of:  Assistant Chief Executive 
 
 
Subject:  ANALYSIS OF BEST VALUE PERFORMANCE 

INDICATORS 2007/08 
 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
 To inform Cabinet of the Council’s performance against the set of Best Value 

Performance Indicators (BVPIs) for 2007/08, in particular how Hartlepool’s 
performance compares with other local authorities. 

 
2. SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 
 The attached report contains analysis of the Council’s performance against 

the prescribed BVPIs and compares performance with all other English 
authorities, all other Unitary authorities and specific groups of authorities that 
face similar challenges as Hartlepool, such as the other Tees Valley 
authorities. 

 
 Generally the analysis is positive, and a brief summary is shown below: - 
 

•  The proportion of top quartile indicators has remained the same. However, 
the figure, of 41.9% (All England comparisons) is still higher than it was in 
2005/06 

•  In terms of top quartile performance for 2007/08 Hartlepool is ranked 1st 
against Tees Valley neighbours and CIPFA family authorities, and 5th 
against the other 22 Improving Strongly authorities. 

•  Almost 70% of all comparative BVPIs have improved or remained the 
same.  This is down from 75% in 2006/07. 

•  Just under 53% of all targets were achieved, down from 65% in 2006/07.  
Target setting is an important aspect of performance management, and 
CMT are looking at ways to improve target setting. 

  
3. RELEVANCE TO CABINET 
 Cabinet has overall responsibility for the monitoring of the Council’s 

Corporate Plan and Performance. 

CABINET REPORT 
13th October 2008 
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  HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
4. TYPE OF DECISION 
 None 
 
5. DECISION MAKING ROUTE 
 Cabinet 13th October 2008 
  
6. DECISION(S) REQUIRED 
 Cabinet is asked to:  
 

•  Note the information contained within the report 
•  Provide any further comments as deemed appropriate 
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Report of:  Assistant Chief Executive 

Subject: Analysis of Best Value Performance Indicators 
2007/08 

 
 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1. To inform Cabinet of the Council’s performance against the set of Best 
Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) for 2007/08, in particular how 
Hartlepool’s performance compares with other local authorities. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

2. Quartile information based on un-audited BVPI outturn figures for 
2007/08 is now available and has been analysed to compare how the 
Council performs against other local authorities.  Audited comparative 
data will be available later in the year, and an updated report will be 
produced should there be any significant changes.  This report is split 
into 3 main sections: - 

 
I. Overall Performance Summary 
II. How we compare – Tees Valley authorities, CIPFA Nearest Neighbours 

authorities and “Improving Strongly” authorities 
III. Target Setting 

 
3. It should be noted that due to the fact that the Government has abolished 

the suite of BVPIs 2007/08 was the last year in which they will be 
collected.  A new suite of National Indicators (NIs) will be collected from 
2008 and progress will be reported to Cabinet in 2009.   

 
4. Detailed analysis is contained within this report, but the key findings can 

be summarised as: - 
 

•  The proportion of top quartile indicators has remained the same. 
However, the figure, of 41.9% (All England comparisons) is still higher 
than it was in 2005/06 

•  In terms of top quartile performance for 2007/08 Hartlepool is ranked 
1st against Tees Valley neighbours and CIPFA family authorities, and 
5th against the other 22 Improving Strongly authorities. 

•  Almost 70% of all comparative BVPIs have improved or remained the 
same.  This is down from 75% in 2006/07. 

•  Just under 53% of all targets were achieved, down from 65% in 
2006/07.  Target setting is an important aspect of performance 
management, and CMT are looking at ways to improve target setting.   

 
OVERALL PERFORMANCE SUMMARY 

5. This section looks in detail how Hartlepool Council has performed in 
comparison with other local authorities.  The report only looks at those 
indicators that can be compared with other authorities (i.e. Best Value 
Performance Indicators (BVPIs)), and excludes Best Value Survey 
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Indicators collected in 2006/07.  The scorecard below summarises these 
findings: -    

 
 2006/07 2007/08 Change 

 Quartile %age No. %age No.  

Top 41.9 49 41.9 44 +0 

2nd 18.0 21 17.1 18 -0.9% 

3rd 19.6 23 22.9 24 +3.3% 
Bottom 20.5 24 18.1 19 -2.4% 

All England 

Total  117  105  
Top 43.6 51 44.7 47 +1.1% 
2nd 18.8 22 18.1 19 -0.7% 

3rd 22.2 26 21.9 23 -0.3% 
Bottom 15.4 18 15.2 16 -0.2% 

Unitary 

Total  117  105  
Note: 2006/07 Performance includes all BVPIs with exception of BVPI Survey Indicators 

 
Direction of Travel 2006/07 to 2007/08 

BVPIs Improving 52 49.1% 
BVPIs remaining the same 21 19.8% 

BVPIs worsening 33 31.1% 
Total 106  

 
6. Of those BVPIs that could be compared with performance in 2006/07, 

almost half, 49.1% have improved and a fifth, 19.8% have remained the 
same. (this compares with 59% and 16% in the previous year).  As a 
result it can be seen that the proportion of indicators in the top quartile 
(All England) have remained the same, although when comparing with 
other Unitary authorities it has increased by just over 1 percentage point. 
It can be seen that the proportion of bottom quartile indicators has 
reduced by over 2 percentage points when when looking at All England, 
and has remained fairly steady when looking at other unitary authorities. 

 
HOW WE COMPARE – Tees Valley Authorities, CIPFA Nearest 
Neighbours and “Improving Strongly” authorities 
 

7. This section looks in more detail at the 2007/08 (un-audited) information, 
specifically comparing Hartlepool with other authorities that are deemed 
to be similar, either geographically, in size or by the challenges that they 
face in delivering services.  Specifically, comparisons have been made 
with three groups: - 

 
a. Tees Valley Authorities 
b. CIPFA ‘Nearest Neighbours’ 
c. Those authorities deemed to be ‘Improving Strongly’ in the 2007 CPA. 

 
 
 
 



Cabinet – 13 October 2008  8.1 

8.1 C abinet 13.10.08 Anal ysis of bes t value perfor mance indicators 2007 - main report 
 3 HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 
 
Tees Valley Authorities 
 

8. Of the 5 Tees Valley authorities Hartlepool is ranked 1st in terms of 
number of BVPIs in the top quartile, and ranked 2nd in terms of the 
number of indicators that are above the median (in quartiles 1 or 2).  In 
addition, Hartlepool is also ranked 2nd when looking at indicators 
performing above the national average. 

 
9. Hartlepool has 44.8% of BVPIs in the top quartile (Unitary Council 

comparisons) with the nearest authority, Redcar and Cleveland having 
39.1%.  The position is reversed when looking at indicators above the 
median with Redcar and Cleveland having 63.8% and Hartlepool 62.9%.  
These positions are maintained when looking at indicators above the 
average, with Redcar and Cleveland with 65.7% slightly ahead of 
Hartlepool with 62.9%.  Further information can be seen at Appendix A. 

 
CIPFA Nearest Neighbours 
 

10. Including Hartlepool there are 15 authorities in the ‘Nearest Neighbours’ 
group.  This group is determined by CIPFA (Chartered Institute of Public 
Finance and Accountancy), and is made up of those authorities deemed 
to be most similar and most likely to face similar challenges, and are 
therefore broadly comparable.  A full list, with more detailed information, 
can be seen at Appendix B. 

 
11. Of the 15 authorities, Hartlepool is ranked 1st in terms of the proportion of 

top quartile indicators, and 5th in terms of the proportion of indicators in 
either of the top 2 quartiles(41.9% and 59.1% respectively, down from 
44.5% and 63.5% respectively in 2006/07.)(All England Comparisons) 

 
12. Redcar and Cleveland and Middlesbrough are the authorities with the 

next highest proportion of indicators in the top quartile, with 39.1%.  In 
terms of those authorities with the highest proportion of indicators in 
either of the top 2 quartiles, Redcar and Cleveland perform best, with 
63.8%.   

 
 
2007 CPA ‘Improving Strongly’ Authorities 

13. As part of the annual CPA scores each authority receives a judgement 
from the Audit Commission based on its’ “Direction of Travel”.  In 2007 
Hartlepool was adjudged to be “Improving Strongly”, the highest 
judgement available.  It can be useful to compare how Hartlepool is 
performing in relation to other “Improving Strongly” authorities, so that 
any improvements can be placed into context alongside those authorities 
that are independently recognised as similar in terms of improvement. 

 
14. Including Hartlepool there are 22 Improving Strongly authorities that 

comparisons with 2006/07 could be made.  A full list of those authorities, 
and more detailed information, can be seen at Appendix C. 
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15. Based on 2007/08 un-audited figures, Hartlepool is ranked 5th (from 22) 
when looking at the proportion of indicators in the top quartile.  A total of 
41.9% of indicators in the top quartile is bettered only by the Corporation 
of London (52.5%), Shropshire (44.7%), Kensington and Chelsea 
(44.0%) and Sutton (42.9%).  Interestingly three of these authorities are 
London Boroughs and the fourth a County Council, all of which face 
different challenges to Hartlepool. 

 
16. Hartlepool is ranked 7th when looking at indicators above the median (in 

the top 2 quartiles) with 59.1%.  For information Leicestershire (77.2%), 
Shropshire (64.5%) and Corporate of London (64.5%) were the top three 
performing authorities.  

 
DIRECTION OF TRAVEL 

 
17. In terms of improvement, Hartlepool had 49.1% of BVPIs showing 

improvement in 2007/08 and a further 19.8% remaining the same as in 
2006/07.  This is a reduction from 59% and 16% respectively last year. 

 
18. Whilst performance is generally good, and can be seen to improving 

consistently, the rate of improvement is slower than most other 
authorities included in these comparisons.  This suggests there has been 
some closing of the performance gap.   

 
 

TARGET SETTING 
 

19. An integral part of the performance management process is the ability to 
set accurate targets for the forthcoming year, and beyond.  All targets 
should be challenging, but realistic in relation to the resources and 
actions planned to achieve improvement. 

 
20. Appendix D contains detailed information relating to target setting, but 

can be summarised as: - 
 

•  53% of all indicators achieved target in 2007/08, which is down from 
65% in 2006/07 

•  57% of BVPIs achieved target in 2007/08, down from 65% in 
2006/07. 

 
21. The issue of target setting has been agreed as a priority by Corporate 

Management Team and a number of steps are to be considered: - 
 

•  Review frequency of PI reporting with departments to ensure 
managers have timely information on which to base action 

•  Improving guidance for managers on target setting to encourage use 
of evidence in a systematic way 

•  For annual PIs consider if identifying leading or predictive PIs would 
prompt earlier action 

•  Re-examining departmental procedures in place to review PI 
performance through the year. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

22. This report has looked at un-audited 2007/08 outturn information, and 
compared Hartlepool’s performance with that of other authorities across 
the country. 

 
23. In 2007/08 just under 70% of BVPIs either improved or remained the 

same as in 2006/07.  In terms of top quartile indicators, Hartlepool 
outperforms all comparable authorities, both in terms of independently 
assessed ‘Nearest Neighbours’ and other Tees Valley authorities.  

 
24. It has also been demonstrated that Hartlepool performs extremely well 

when compared to those authorities identified as “Improving Strongly” as 
part of the CPA process in February 2008. 

 
25. Whilst performance is generally good, and can be seen to improving 

consistently, other authorities are improving more BVPIs than Hartlepool.  
This suggests there will have been some closing of the performance gap.   

 
FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

26. Cabinet is asked to: - 
 

•  Note the information contained with the report 
•  Provide any further comments as deemed appropriate 
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  Appendix A 
 

Best Value Performance Indicators – Quartile Information 2007/08 (Tees Valley Unitary comparison) 
 

Top Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile Bottom Quartile Rank 
Authority 

No. %age No. %age No. %age No. %age Top Q Above 
Average 

Hartlepool 47 44.76% 19 18.10% 23 21.90% 16 15.24% 1 2 
Middlesbrough 38 35.51% 19 17.76% 18 16.82% 32 29.91% 2= 5 

Darlington 33 29.20% 28 24.78% 30 26.55% 22 19.47% 5 3= 
Redcar & Cleveland 41 39.05% 26 24.76% 19 18.10% 19 18.10% 2= 1 

Stockton 38 33.93% 26 23.21% 24 21.43% 24 21.43% 4 3= 
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APPENDIX B 
Best Value Performance Indicators – Quartile Information 2007/08 (Nearest Neighbours) 

 

Top Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile Bottom Quartile Rank 
Authority 

No. %age No. %age No. %age No. %age Top Q Above 
Average 

Hartlepool 44 41.90% 18 17.14% 24 22.86% 19 18.10% 1 5 
South Tyneside 36 32.14% 28 25.00% 30 26.79% 18 16.07% 7 1 

Redcar & Cleveland 41 39.05% 26 24.76% 19 18.10% 19 18.10% 2= 2 
Sunderland 35 33.65% 19 18.27% 33 31.73% 17 16.35% 8 10 
Knowsley 28 28.57% 19 19.39% 25 25.51% 26 26.53% 11= 9 

Middlesbrough 41 39.05% 9 8.57% 24 22.86% 31 29.52% 2= 13 
Halton 40 38.46% 20 19.23% 23 22.12% 21 20.19% 4 6 

North East Lincolnshire 23 22.12% 21 20.19% 25 24.04% 35 33.65% 15 15 
Rochdale 40 35.71% 27 24.11% 18 16.07% 27 24.11% 5 11 

North Tyneside 26 26.80% 35 36.08% 21 21.65% 15 15.46% 11= 3 
Kingston-upon-Hull 39 35.45% 23 20.91% 28 25.45% 20 18.18% 6 4 

Oldham 28 27.18% 24 23.30% 21 20.39% 30 29.13% 10 12 
Gateshead 35 30.97% 23 20.35% 31 27.43% 24 21.24% 9 8 
Tameside 27 26.21% 32 31.07% 31 30.10% 13 12.62% 13 7 

Stoke-on-Trent 29 25.89% 23 20.54% 24 21.43% 36 32.14% 14 14 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Best Value Performance Indicators – Quartile Information 2007/08 (Improving Strongly Authorities) 
 

Top Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile Bottom Quartile Rank 
Authority No. %age No. %age No. %age No. %age Top Q Above 

Average 
Hartlepool 43 40.95% 18 17.14% 24 22.86% 20 19.05% 5 7 

Bedfordshire 15 20.55% 24 32.88% 22 30.14% 12 16.44% 21 14 
Bracknell Forest 43 39.09% 17 15.45% 28 25.45% 22 20.00% 6 10 

Westminster 30 29.41% 19 18.63% 20 19.61% 33 32.35% 12 18 
Corporation of London 51 51.52% 12 12.12% 15 15.15% 21 21.21% 1 4 

Gateshead 36 31.86% 23 20.35% 31 27.43% 23 20.35% 10 13 

Kent 17 22.37% 16 21.05% 26 34.21% 17 22.37% 20 19 

Leicestershire 29 36.25% 32 40.00% 9 11.25% 10 12.50% 9 1 

Camden 43 39.09% 15 13.64% 25 22.73% 27 24.55% 8 16 

Hackney 31 27.93% 22 19.82% 26 23.42% 32 28.83% 15 17 

Lambeth 28 26.92% 14 13.46% 21 20.19% 41 39.42% 18 21 
Sutton 49 43.36% 22 19.47% 21 18.58% 21 18.58% 4 2 

Tower Hamlets 32 29.09% 23 20.91% 20 18.18% 35 31.82% 13 15 

Middlesbrough 40 38.10% 9 8.57% 24 22.86% 32 30.48% 7 20 

North Tyneside 27 27.55% 34 34.69% 21 21.43% 16 16.33% 16 5 

Kensington and Chelsea 49 44.55% 13 11.82% 21 19.09% 27 24.55% 3 6 
Sandwell 24 22.43% 15 14.02% 24 22.43% 44 41.12% 19 22 

Shropshire 35 45.45% 14 18.18% 13 16.88% 15 19.48% 2 3 
Stockton - on - Tees 35 31.25% 23 20.54% 28 25.00% 26 23.21% 11 12 

Tameside 28 27.18% 32 31.07% 31 30.10% 12 11.65% 17 11 

Wandsworth 31 28.70% 27 25.00% 22 20.37% 28 25.93% 14 9 

West Sussex 10 20.41% 19 38.78% 12 24.49% 8 16.33% 22 8 
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APPENDIX D 

Summary of Target Setting  
 

Targets 

Year PI 
Type 

Total 
PIs Achieved Change (prev 

yr) 
Narrowly 
Missed* 

Change (prev 
yr) 

Not Achieved 
(more than 

5/10%) 

Change (prev 
yr) 

2005/06 100 60 
(60%) - 21 

(21%) - 19 
(19%) - 

2006/07 130 85 
(65.4%) +5.4% 23 

(17.7%) -3.3% 22 
(16.9%) -2.1% 

2007/08 

BVPI 

124 71 
(57.3%) -8.1% 11 

(8.9%) -8.8% 42 
(33.9%) +17.0% 

2005/06 54 37 
(68.5%) - 3 

(5.6%) - 14 
(25.9%) - 

2006/07 54 35 
(64.8%) -3.7% 7 

(13.0%) +7.4% 12 
(22.2%) -3.7% 

2007/08 

LPI 

58 25 
(43.1%) -21.7% 7 

(12.1%) -0.9% 26 
(44.8%) +22.6% 

2005/06 154 97 
(63.0%) - 24 

(15.6%) - 33 
(21.4%) - 

2006/07 184 120 
(65.2%) +2.2% 30 

(16.3%) +0.7% 34 
(18.5%) -2.9% 

2007/08 

All 

182 96 
(52.7%) -12.5% 18 

(9.9%) -6.4% 68 
(37.4%) +18.9% 

*Narrowly missed equates to within 10% of target in both 2005/06 and 2006/07 and within 5% of target in 2007/08. 
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