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1. Consultation responses – headline summary   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There were 258 responses to the consultation from 249 respondents regarding the proposal to 
federate Lauriston with Daubeney and Sebright schools. 46% of responses received indicated 
agreement, 39% indicated disagreement, and 15% were neutral (indicating neither agreement nor 
disagreement).  

The respondent group indicating the highest level of support for the proposal were members of staff 
at Sebright School (96% of respondent members of staff agreed). This was followed by members of 
staff at Daubeney School (80% of respondent members of staff agreed), and members of staff at 
Lauriston School (67% of respondent members of staff agreed). The respondent group indicating the 
lowest level of support was parents/carers at Lauriston School (62% of respondent parent/carers 
disagreed).  

The group with the largest number of respondents was parents/carers of children at Lauriston 
School (this group contained 124 out of 249 total respondents). It should be noted that, of the total 
possible respondents in that cohort, this number represents approximately 39% (see the table in 
part 3 of this report). In other words, the response rate of parents/carers at Lauriston was 39%. To 
put this in context, 44% of members of staff at Sebright responded to the consultation, along with 
40% of members of staff at Lauriston.  

It should be noted that, of the total possible respondents within the cohorts of parent/carers and 
members of staff at each of the three schools, more than half did not respond to the consultation at 
all. Though no assumptions can be made about the reasons for lack of response, those who did not 
respond did not to take the opportunity to raise a concern, or to indicate any disagreement with the 
proposal.  

Based on the number of people attending drop-ins, as well as those who posed questions by other 
means, the number of people wishing to seek additional information was 33; it appears that the 
majority of these were parents/carers of children at Lauriston School (see part 7 of this report).  
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2. Recommendations arising from the consultation 

The consultation for the federation of Lauriston with Daubeney and Sebright Schools indicates that a 
larger percentage of respondents agreed with the proposal (46%) than either disagreed (39%) or 
were neutral (15%). 

Governors should be mindful that the consultation does not serve as a determinative vote; rather, it 
serves as a process which supports governing bodies in making an informed decision regarding 
whether to proceed with federation, and whether to make modifications to the original proposal.  

There are a number of common themes emerging across all responses, raising matters which the 
governing bodies of respective schools may wish to consider as part of their decision-making 
process. It may be advisable for the governing bodies, whether or not they decide to proceed with 
federation, to take action to address these emerging concerns (see parts 4 to 6 of this report). 

The recommendations to the governing bodies are as follows: 

a) The governing bodies should consider how to improve authentic engagement with key 
stakeholder groups, so that they remain fully informed about significant decisions under 
consideration by the governing body, and continue to be updated at each stage of the 
decision-making process. 
 

b) The governing bodies should consider ways to address the discrepancies between parent 
perception and expert reports, in order to bring parents’ general understanding of the 
school in line with expert appraisal. 
 

c) Where an individual parent experience differs from the norm, the governing bodies should 
consider how to address this, to ensure that the experience of all families within the school 
is of the same high standard.  

Another emerging theme was a concern that, if the federation process were to proceed to 
completion, the governing body of the federated schools would not contain a sufficient proportion 
of parent governors. It should be noted, though, that the proposed make-up of the governing body 
is consistent with statutory guidance. It should also be noted that parents elected as governors are 
there to act as a collective and in the best interests of the school; they are not there to serve parent 
stakeholders. 
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3. Breakdown of responses received  

  Table showing responses received from each key group 

Group 
No. of 
respondents  

 
Total 
number of 
families 

% of cohort 
represented 
based on 
number of 
families  

Parent / carer of child at Lauriston School 124 

 
319* 

 
39% 

Member of staff at Lauriston School 30 75 40% 

Member of staff at Sebright School 27 61 44% 

Member of staff at Daubeney School 25 85 29% 

Parent / carer of a child at Sebright School 16 294 6% 

Parent / carer of a child at Daubeney School 9 453 2% 

Other responses 18 

 
 

 

Grand Total 249   

*based on one response per family    
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4. Common themes emerging from respondents who agreed 
with the proposal 

Positive feedback highlighted the benefits of sharing resources, staff and expertise across the three 

schools. Some of these comments specifically mentioned the benefits which have already been seen 

for Lauriston School. For example: 

“Having being a past staff member at Lauriston (now at Daubeney) I think that it will be a 

good move for the school. So many positive changes for Lauriston School have been made. I 

am not sure how the school would cope if they do not federate. As many others, l have had 

the opportunity to move across the schools. This has been a great opportunity to gain 

further skills… by learning new ways of doing things and incorporating this into my own style 

of teaching.” 

“I can see the advantages of sharing resources, staff and expertise between a group of 

schools, and I can see that this may benefit staff and staff development which has a knock 

on effect of benefitting pupils. In addition, Lauriston has been through a considerable period 

of instability and I believe this option offers the best opportunity for future stability for staff, 

pupils and parents.”  

In particular, some comments highlighted drama, art, music and sporting opportunities which have 

improved as a result of the three schools working in partnership: 

 ‘As a member of staff, I have personally benefited from this federation as I have been given 

the chance to share great practice with colleagues from both Lauriston and Seabright 

schools. I feel the children thoroughly enjoy shared competitions such as; maths 

championships; spelling bee; and the sports day. The guidance and support staff members 

receive from an experienced and strong senior management team is outstanding and I feel 

without the federation and teamwork that is involved we would not receive the same 

quality of support.’ 

‘Increased music, PE and creative provision accessed by ALL children’ 

Amongst those who agreed with the proposal there were some comments regarding the 

performance of and support for high-achieving children at Lauriston School, which raised a concern 

that insufficient resources were being allocated to high-achieving students. For example: 

‘…the more able kids are not always stretched enough and the school should take greater 

advantage of its location and make stronger links to the arts and work experience 

opportunities.’ 

‘It also seems that the focus has been put on the under-achieving children at the expense of 

stretching the most able children.’ 

However, it should be noted that the 2017 Inspection Data Summary Report identified that the 

progress of high prior-attaining pupils in Year 6 is above the national average for reading; is in the 

top 10% nationally for writing; and the top 10% nationally for mathematics. Additionally, attainment 

of the high prior-attaining group in Year 2 is in line with national figures. 
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5. Common themes emerging from respondents who disagreed 
with the proposal 

Most of detailed comments by respondents who disagreed with the proposal came from 

parents/carers of pupils at Lauriston School. 

There were some comments regarding the effect of federation on SEND provision. This is consistent 

with concerns regarding SEND provision at Lauriston raised by some of those who agreed with the 

proposal. For example: 

There are however, a number of areas that still need improving; particularly the provision 

for SEND children.  The school does little to promote inclusion (particularly in P/E and in the 

playground), staff are not trained properly, recommendations in EHCPs are not implemented 

and there is a lack of S.M.A.R.T focus.  Going forward, I would expect good practice amongst 

the federation's SENCOs to be shared. 

It should be noted, though, that Lauriston’s Ofsted Report from July 2017 found that: 

‘SEN/D is a strength of the school.  The school’s Inclusion Manager has the confidence of the 

parents of these pupils and is working very effectively with them and various external 

agencies to ensure that the correct level of intervention, support or teaching approach 

ensures the best outcomes.’ 

Some feedback from those who disagreed with the proposal was concerned with safeguarding and, 

in particular, with safeguarding of pupils with allergies. For example: 

‘I have little faith in Senior Leadership based on issues such as bullying, safeguarding, and 

adhering to complaint procedures...’ 

‘I have also had several potentially fatal experiences of safe guarding concerning my child 

and their allergies on repeated occasions which have not given me confidence in their ability 

to listen and learn.’ 

Lauriston School’s Ofsted report from July 2017 found that: 

 ‘Safeguarding is effective’. 

Finally, some comments were concerned with behaviour and bullying. For example: 

‘Behaviour standards are falling further, and numbers of children feeling unsafe and worried 

at school are rising… behaviour, and promoting kindness in children, needs to be of 

paramount importance for the school to really improve.’ 

‘I feel the attempts of the senior leadership team to employ a consistent and successful 

approach to discipline and mental welfare of the pupils is sadly not robust or fit for purpose. 

Word of mouth amongst parents across the school is full of stories of ongoing low level 

disruption across all key stage 2 classes and of bullying not being managed appropriately and 

of children's mental health suffering because of this fearful environment.’ 

However, Lauriston School’s Ofsted report from July 2017 found that: 

 ‘Strong pastoral systems are in place. Pupils report that behaviour is mostly good or very 

good and that bullying is rare.’ 
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Some feedback was concerned with staffing. For example: 

‘We believe that the teaching staff are committed and engaged but there has been a great 

deal of upheaval and change in staffing since the new leadership arrived. This upheaval does 

not seem to have stabilised and we feel that this is not in the best interests of the pupils - or 

staff.’ 

It should be noted that, at Lauriston, support staffing was restructured due to budget adjustments.  

In addition to these specific issues raised by parents/carers of pupils at Lauriston School, many of the 

comments from those who disagreed with the proposal expressed a concern that parents had not 

been adequately consulted about the prospect of federation. For example: 

‘…it seems that the governors and executive head have already taken their decision to 

federate, so I have the disappointing feeling that this consultation is purely symbolic. I do 

not feel that the views of parents have been given much weight, and I have never read the 

outcomes of earlier surveys/canvassing of parents views about the issue of federation - 

implying a worrying lack of transparency about this process. Without adequate information 

from governors I feel that this decision is being railroaded through, which risks creating 

resentment among parents.’ 

‘I disagree with the proposal because the proposal has not been openly and honestly 

discussed. The requirement was to look at the options open to the school both as a part of 

the federation and as a stand-alone school which was not thoroughly explored or presented 

to parents leaving them few alternatives. The late disclosure of minutes from a meeting 

were hugely concerning where pressure was put on governors to make choices. The 

consultation has therefore not been fairly led and has resulted in distrust towards the 

current leadership’s aims and intentions. It is therefore difficult to be supportive without a 

fair and open consultation with all options that have been explored, if indeed they have, 

being presented.’ 

A number of comments expressed a further concern that federation would lead to a dilution of 

parent representation in the governing body and reduced opportunities for parent engagement: 

‘Having one board for all three schools makes it even harder for the voices of Sebright's 

children, parents and teachers to be heard for what they would like for their school.’ 

‘Our concern is that with a sole governing body for the entire federation and representation 

of parents with only 2 members for 3 schools will further this loss.’ 

‘I also understand a federation would give parents at Lauriston a reduced access to 

decisions/the direction of the school going forward which seems very strange. Should not 

management, teachers, parents and children work as one team, communicate openly 

between each other to make this an outstanding place?’ 

‘Schools struggle to communicate with parents at the best of time- this will become an even 

greater challenge when the operational requirements of 3 schools come into play.’ 
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6. Common themes emerging from respondents who neither 
agreed nor disagreed with the proposal 

Again, most of the comments by respondents who were neutral as to the proposal came from 

parents/carers of pupils at Lauriston School. The majority of these comments were not concerned 

with the substance of the proposal, but with the consultation process. This is consistent with some 

feedback from those who disagreed with the proposal. The concern was that parents/carers had not 

been adequately informed or consulted regarding the proposal to federate. For example: 

‘I am very frustrated and sad that I have not been able to form an opinion on this matter as 

the information parents have received has been woefully inadequate.  I have been left with 

the impression that parents have been deliberately left in the dark and this consultation is 

not really interested in listening to parents' views.’ 

‘I don't have any detailed information how it would make things improve.’ 

‘I feel like there hasn't been enough information given about the reasoning and potential 

benefits.’ 

It should be noted that, since the publication of the original consultation documents, the following 

steps were taken to enhance the consultation process: 

- Drop-in sessions were held, attended by 33 people. 

- Mayor’s questions were received from parents, with a response from Hackney Learning 

Trust. 

- Additional FAQ’s were received and responses given. 

- The deadline for responding to the consultation was extended from 22nd January 2018 to 8th 

February 2018. 

To address any outstanding concerns of this nature, it may be advisable for governing bodies to take 

account of the recommendations in part 2 of this report. 
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7. Summary of consultation process 

The governing boards of Lauriston School and the existing Federation of Daubeney and Sebright 
Primary Schools initiated a consultation on 22nd November 2017 regarding the proposal to federate 
their schools from 1st April 2018. The consultation document provided a rationale for the proposal, 
including the benefits such a proposal will bring and aimed to address frequently asked questions 
that may be posed by stakeholders. 

The consultation document was distributed to staff and families of each school via the school 
websites. The document was also shared via email to the following stakeholders; Mayor of Hackney, 
Deputy Mayor of Hackney, local councillors, local Members of Parliament and schools in Hackney.  

The consultation period lasted for a total of 11 weeks, which included the extended closure from 
22nd January 2017 to 1pm on 8th February 2018. During this period, stakeholders were encouraged to 
make further enquiries about the proposal by: 

1) Drop in sessions hosted where parents, families and interest parties could discuss and ask 
further questions about the proposal.  

a. Lauriston School, 4th December 2017, 15:45-19:00: 6 attendees  
b. Sebright School, 5th December 2017, 15:45-19:00: 0 attendees 
c. Daubeney School, 13th December 2017, 15:45-19:00: 2 attendees 
d. Sebright School, 31st January 2017, 16:00-19:00: 2 attendees 
e. Daubeney School, 1st February 2018, 16:00-19:00: 1 attendee 
f. Lauriston School, 5th February 2018, 16:00-19:00: 22 attendees  

Drop in sessions hosted for parents, families and interest parties were attended by a total of 33 
people from across the 3 schools.  

2) Stakeholders unable to attend one of the scheduled drop in sessions were advised to get in 
touch with the office of one of the schools so they could make an alternative arrangement 
to speak to someone. 

a. Four stakeholders were unable to attend one of the scheduled drop in sessions, who 
approached the school and were offered an alternative arrangement to raise 
queries. 
 

3) Meetings where staff could discuss and ask further questions about the proposal.  
a. Lauriston School, 7th December 2018  
b. Any questions emailed by staff were published, along with the response, on all 

school websites as additional FAQs. 

  
 

4) Stakeholders were invited to email questions to the Chair of Governors at the Federation of 
Daubeney and Sebright Primary or Chair of Governors at Lauriston School. All such questions 
and joint schools’ response were published on all school websites as additional FAQs. 
 

5) Support with accessing the consultation in another language, was offered by each school 
a. There were no requests of support to access the consultation in another language. 
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All stakeholders were encouraged to provide feedback via a survey for providing feedback online 
which was hosted and managed by Hackney Learning Trust, commissioned to oversee the 
consultation feedback and produce this summary report. 

It should be noted that feedback from stakeholders is not regarded as a voting system. The feedback 
does however help governors to understand their stakeholders’ views about the proposal. As such 
the information within this report is intended to enable the governing boards of respective schools 
boards to make an informed decision about whether the proposal should progress, and what 
particular measures / arrangements might need to be considered to secure the most successful 
future for all schools that will be involved in this proposed change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


