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Committee: Lead Member for Learning and School Effectiveness 

Date: 8 November 2011 

Title of Report: Consultation on the proposed amalgamation of Peacehaven 
Infant School and Hoddern Junior School 

By: Director of Children’s Services 

Purpose of Report: 

To report the outcome of the public consultation on the proposal 
to amalgamate Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior 
School, and to seek approval to move to the next stage of the 
statutory process. 

Recommendation: 
The Lead Member is recommended to: 

(1) Authorise an application to the Secretary of State for consent to publish 
proposals for a new community primary school without running a competition;  

(2) Subject to the Secretary of State’s approval, authorise the publication of statutory 
notices to close Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior School on 31 
August 2012, and establish a new community primary school on 1 September 
2012 and delegate to the Director of Children’s Services authority to amend the 
proposals prior to their publication; and  

(3) Authorise the establishment of a temporary governing body for the proposed new 
primary school in anticipation of approval of the proposals and delegate to the 
Director of Children’s Services authority to agree the arrangements for the 
establishment of the temporary governing body. 

1. Financial Appraisal 
1.1 Both schools form part of the Peacehaven Private Finance Initiative (PFI) contract and 
as such there will be revenue funding implications from changing the existing contractual 
arrangements.  The cost is expected to be in the region of £30,000 but if the figure becomes 
cost prohibitive this will be reported to Lead Member as part of the next stage of the statutory 
process. 

2. Background 
2.1 On 8 June 2011 Lead Member approved public consultation on a proposal to bring 
Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior School together as a new all-through primary 
school, through a process known as amalgamation. 

2.2 In line with the Council’s Primary Review Policy a proposal to amalgamate the two 
schools was consulted on.  The Primary Review Policy sets out the Council’s ambition to create 
all-through primary schools where possible and the criteria which would lead to proposals to 
amalgamate infant and junior schools.  The relevant criterion in this instance is that Peacehaven 
Infant School does not currently have a substantive Headteacher. 

2.3 The amalgamation would involve the closure of both Peacehaven Infant School and 
Hoddern Junior School on 31 August 2012 and the establishment of a new all-through primary 
school operating across the two existing school sites from 1 September 2012.   

2.4 This report analyses the responses received during the consultation period and seeks 
approval to move to the next stage of the statutory process. 

3. Outcome of the public consultation 

3.1 Proposed changes to the organisation of schools have to follow a prescribed process 
established by the Education and Inspections Act 2006 (EIA 2006) and The School Organisation 

 
 



 
 

(Establishment and Discontinuance of Schools) (England) Regulations 2007 (as amended).  
This process complied with these requirements. 

3.2 The consultation took place over a 6 week period between 5 September and 17 October 
2011.  1,600 copies of the consultation document were distributed.  The document was also 
made available on the ESCC website.  As part of the consultation a public meeting was held on 
27 September 2011 and playground ‘drop-in’ sessions were also held at each school to give 
parents an opportunity to discuss the proposals with officers from the Council. 

3.3 In total 750 responses were received.  Of these 4.1% supported the proposal to 
amalgamate with 95.2% not in support. 

3.4 The main concerns raised by respondents included: that transition arrangements 
between the two schools are already good; that there would be little benefit if the new school 
remains on two sites; that there would be a loss of teaching time and safety concerns about 
children walking between the two sites; that the proposal is only about saving money; that the 
proposal removes choice as Peacehaven already has two all-through primary schools and that 
Peacehaven Infant School is a good school so why change it.  Some agreed that the proposal 
would lead to continuity of teaching, standards and management but said that one site would be 
favourable. 

3.5 In addition to the consultation responses, the Council also received 475 individually 
signed ‘Save our School’ (Peacehaven Infant School) letters objecting to the proposal.  Copies 
of the petition have been placed in the Members’ Room for information. 

3.6 Appendix 1 to this report provides detailed analysis of the consultation process and 
responses received.  

4 Next Steps 
4.1 Lead Member has a number of options in reaching a decision. These are: 

• To continue with the proposal; 
• To reject the proposal; 
• To modify the proposal; 
• To adopt any other option raised during the consultation 

4.2 There are specific statutory requirements for the establishment of any new maintained 
schools.  Where the Authority wishes to see a new maintained school established it must invite 
proposals for the school as provided for in section 7 of the EIA 2006 and The School 
Organisation (Establishment and Discontinuance) (England) Regulations 2007 (as amended).  
This process is generally referred to as a “competition”. 

4.3 The final decision on competition proposals must be taken by the Council except where it 
wishes to make its own proposal for a community school in the competition.  The Council would 
require Secretary of State’s consent to publish its own proposals.  In this instance the final 
decision would be taken by the Schools Adjudicator. 

4.4 However, in the case of community infant and junior school amalgamations, there is a 
presumption for approval to publish proposals without holding a competition.  The final decision 
on amalgamation must be taken by the Schools Adjudicator. 

4.5 The Council may make arrangements for the temporary governing body of the proposed 
new primary school to be set up after statutory notices have been published and prior to 
approval of the proposals, pursuant to the School Governance (New Schools) (England) 
Regulations 2007.  This step would facilitate the setting up of the new school as quickly as 
possible.  This would not pre-judge the outcome of the eventual decision as to whether to 
approve the proposals to be made by the Schools Adjudicator.  The process could be stopped 
at any time.  It is expected that the temporary governing body would include some existing 
governors from each school 

5. Conclusion and recommendations 



 
 

5.1 Amalgamation is being proposed to improve teaching and learning and achieve higher 
standards at Key Stage 2, and to secure a smoother and more effective transition between Key 
Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 through a consistent single ethos and common policies to teaching 
and learning, behaviour and monitoring pupil progress. 

5.2 Despite the concerns raised during the consultation period, it is the Council’s belief that 
amalgamation is the right way forward to ensure improved standards and quality of provision.  
Appendix 2 to this report describes the overall educational rationale supporting this proposal. 

5.3 Appendix 3 includes further information to support the proposal but contains exempt 
information.  This is set out as a later item on the agenda. 

5.4 Given the presumption for infant and junior school amalgamations to be approved 
without a competition, it is proposed that an application be submitted to the Secretary of State 
for consent to publish proposals for a new community primary school.  This is supported by the 
fact that 35.1% of respondents would like to see the Council establish the proposed new school 
without a competition.  A further 18.4% did not express a view.  It can therefore be assumed that 
the majority of respondents (53.5%) would be happy for the Council to establish the proposed 
new school as a community school without a competition. 

5.5 For the reasons above, Lead Member is recommended to: 
(1) Authorise an application to the Secretary of State for consent to publish 
proposals for a new community primary school without running a competition;  
(2) Subject to the Secretary of State’s approval, authorise the publication of statutory 
notices to close Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior School on 31 August 
2012, and establish a new community primary school on 1 September 2012 and 
delegate to the Director of Children’s Services authority to amend the proposals prior to 
their publication; 
(3) Authorise the establishment of a temporary governing body for the proposed new 
primary school in anticipation of approval of the proposals and delegate to the Director of 
Children’s Services authority to agree the arrangements for the establishment of the 
temporary governing body. 

 

MATT DUNKLEY 
Director of Children’s Services 

Contact Officer: Penny Gaunt, Deputy Director, Children’s Services 
Tel:    01273 481660 

Local Members: Councillors Howson and Livings  
Background Documents: None  
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ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES 

1. Background: 
1.1 East Sussex County Council undertook an informal consultation between 5 September and 
17 October 2011 on a proposal to amalgamate Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior 
School. The proposal would involve the closure of the existing schools on 31 August 2012 and the 
establishment of a new all-through community primary school on 1 September 2012. 

1.2 It is proposed that the new school would operate across the two existing sites. 

2. Purpose of report: 
2.1 This report is in two parts: 

• Part 1: the consultation process 
• Part 2: analysis of the consultation responses 

3. Part 1: the consultation process: 
3.1 One thousand six hundred (1,600) consultation documents were distributed in accordance 
with The School Organisation (Establishment and Discontinuance) (England) Regulations 2007 (as 
amended).  Consultees included for example: pupils; parents and carers; staff; other schools in 
Peacehaven and Newhaven; the local MP; the District Council; diocesan bodies and local Early 
Years providers.  The full distribution list is provided in Table 1 below. The consultation document 
explained the proposal and provided a range of means to respond.  These included: by freepost 
reply, online questionnaire or by emailing East Sussex County Council. The consultation document 
was also made available on the County Council’s website. 

Table 1: Consultation distribution list 
Organisation Number of Copies 
Peacehaven Infant School - pupils & parents/carers 180 
Peacehaven Infant School - staff 40 
Peacehaven Infant School - Governing Body 15 
Peacehaven Infant School - spares for main entrance 30 
Peacehaven Infant School - additional copies distributed 300 
Hoddern Junior School - pupils & parents/carers 240 
Hoddern Junior School - staff 50 
Hoddern Junior School - Governing Body 20 
Hoddern Junior School - spares for main entrance 30 
Meridian Primary School, Peacehaven 15 
Telscombe Cliffs Community Primary School 15 
Denton Community Primary Primary School 15 
Grays School, Newhaven 15 
Meeching Valley Primary School, Newhaven 15 
Southdown Junior School, Newhaven 15 
Peacehaven Community School 15 
Tideway School, Newhaven 15 
ESCC councillors 50 
SMT/COMT 15 
Headteacher's Strategic Boards 2 
Simon Kirby MP 5 
Department for Education 1 
Brighton & Hove City Council 1 
Lewes District Council - chief officers and councillors 50 
Peacehaven Town Council - Town Clerk 20 
Diocese of Chichester (Church of England) 5 
Diocese of Arundel and Brighton (Catholic) 5 
Rowe Avenue Surgery 30 
Foxhill Medical Centre 30 
Meridian Way Surgery 30 
Central Surgery 30 
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Organisation cont. Number of Copies 
Sussex Voluntary and Community Learning Consortium 10 
Peacehaven Library 30 
Trade Unions 9 
Peacehaven Children's Centre 30 
Butterfly Nursery 15 
Happy Days Nursery 15 
Hopscotch Nursery 15 
Telescombe Cliffs Nursery 15 
Spares used for consultation events 162 
Total 1600 

3.2 A range of consultation meetings were held to provide staff, governors and the public with 
further information and evidence of the benefits of amalgamation, and to discuss and answer any 
questions raised by these groups.  Below is a brief synopsis of each meeting. 

• Staff meeting at Peacehaven Infant School on 12 September 2011.  The meeting was 
attended by 3 officers from ESCC and union representatives.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to explain the staffing implications and processes if amalgamation went 
ahead. 

• Staff meeting at Hoddern Junior School on 13 September 2011.  The meeting was 
attended by 3 officers from ESCC and union representatives.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to explain the staffing implications and processes if amalgamation went 
ahead. 

• Playground consultation at Peacehaven Infant School on Tuesday 20 September 2011.  
The session was attended by 2 officers from ESCC.  In the main, the parents we spoke 
to were against the proposals. 

• Playground consultation at Hoddern Junior School on Wednesday 21 September 2011.  
The session was attended by 3 officers from ESCC.  There was a mixed response from 
parents to the proposals. 

• Public meeting at Peacehaven Community School on Tuesday 27 September 2011.  
Approximately 70 people attended the meeting, of which only approximately 20 had 
children at one or both schools.  The meeting was facilitated by 8 officers from ESCC.  
Concerns were raised about the proposals and there was some conflict between 
parents of the two schools during the meeting.  There was a high level of questioning 
and debate during the meeting. 

4. Part 2: analysis of responses: 
4.1 Question 1 on the questionnaire asked people to indicate whether they agreed with the 
proposal to amalgamate Peacehaven Infant School and Hoddern Junior School to create a new all-
through primary school.  750 people responded to this question, of which: 

• 31 (4.1%) supported the proposal (2.5% strongly agreed) 
• 5 (0.7%) neither agreed or disagreed with the proposal 
• 714 (95.2%) did not support the proposal (90.3% strongly disagreed) 

4.2 Figure 1 below shows the breakdown of responses as a pie chart.  From this it is clear that 
the majority of respondents were opposed to the proposal. 
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Figure 1.  Combined online and postal responses to Q1:
Do you agree with the proposal to amalgamate Peacehaven Infant 

School and Hoddern Junior School to create a new all-through 
primary school?

Disagree / 
Strongly 
disagree
95.2%

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

0.7%

Agree / 
Strongly agree 

4.1%

 
4.3 It is interesting to note that of the 1600 consultation documents distributed, 484 (30.3%) 
responded using the paper questionnaires and 266 (16.6%) responded online. This equates to an 
overall response rate of 46.9%. 

4.4 Question 2 asked people to indicate, if the amalgamation goes ahead, would they would 
like the new school established by the Council without a competition, or would they like a 
competition to allow other groups to put forward proposals to run the new school: 

• 263 (35.1%) wish to see the Council establish the new school 
• 349 (46.5%) wish to see the new school established through a competition 
• 138 (18.4%) did not express a view 

4.5 Figure 2 below shows the data as a pie chart. From this it can be assumed that the majority 
(53.5%) are happy for the Council to establish the new school, subject to the Secretary of State’s 
approval. 

Figure 2.  Combined online and postal responses to Q2:
If the amalgamation does go ahead, would you like the new school 
to be established by the Council  or would you like a competition to 

allow other groups to put forward proposals to run the new school?

Competition to 
allow others to 

make proposals
46.5%

Council to 
establish new 

school
35.1%

No view 
expressed

18.4%

 
4.6 Question 3 asked people to give reasons for their answers to questions 1 and/or 2 above.  
The main areas of concern were: that transition arrangements between the two schools are 
already good; that there would be little benefit if the new school remains on two sites; that there 
would be a loss of teaching time and safety concerns about children walking between the two sites; 
that the proposal is only about saving money; that the proposal removes choice as Peacehaven 
already has 2 all-through primary schools and that Peacehaven Infant School is a good school so 
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why change it.  Some agreed that the proposal would lead to continuity of teaching, standards and 
management but said that one site would be favourable.  

4.7 Table 2 below summarises the comments received. A full list of responses is available for 
inspection. 

Table 2: Summary of main comments: 
Comment summary 
1 Transition - Peacehaven already has a good programme in place to prepare children for 

transition to Junior school. The schools have a good relationship. 
2 Peacehaven Infant School has a good team and staff - they build strong relationships with the 

children and parents which would be lost. 
3 Not practical to have one headteacher between 2 sites - would not be able to run the 2 schools 

to such high standards.  Responsibilities would be torn between sites.  Time consuming and 
impractical.  

4 It’s a money saving project. 

5 Peacehaven Infant School is a small, nurturing and friendly school which would be lost if 
amalgamated (this is one of the main reasons people chose Peacehaven Infant School for 
their children). 

6 Not ideal to have children walking between 2 sites - unsafe and loss of teaching time. 
 

7 The proposal would incur additional and unnecessary costs - PFI contract could be broken - 
fines to be paid.  

8 As long as the schools remain on 2 sites it won’t make huge improvements but could be a step 
towards bringing the schools on to one site. 

9 There is nothing wrong with Peacehaven Infant School so why change it. 
 

10 Opening up competition could jeopardise what is already in existence. 
 

11 Choice of schools will be reduced as Peacehaven and Telscombe already have 2 all-through 
primary schools. 

12 Moving staff between Key Stages would take away specialism. 
 

13 Agree.  Continuity of teaching, standards and management, but one site would be favourable. 
 

14 Infants could be daunted by a bigger school and older children. 
 

 
4.8 In answer to question 4 the respondents classified themselves as: 

• 326 (43.5%) were parents/carers of children at Peacehaven Infant and /or Hoddern 
Junior 

• 26 (3.5%) were members of staff at Peacehaven Infant or Hoddern Junior 
• 7 (0.9%) were Governors at Peacehaven Infant School and/or Hoddern Junior 
• 320 (42.7%) were members of the local community 
• 120 (16%) were classed as other 

4.9 Interestingly, only 26 members of staff and 7 governors responded to the consultation. This 
assumes that the majority of staff and governors do not have a view either way about the proposal. 
 
4.10  The responses to question 4 totalled 799. This is because some respondents ticked more 
than one box. Figure 3 below shows the breakdown as a bar chart. 
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Parent/
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Figure 3.  Combined online and postal responses to Q3:
Are you a...?

 
4.11 In addition to the consultation responses, the Council also received 475 individually signed 
‘Save our School’ (Peacehaven Infant School) letters objecting to the proposal. Copies of the 
petition have been placed in the members’ room for information. 

4.12 ‘About you’ questions. We collect this information to ensure that we are seeking the views 
of everyone in our community and to demonstrate that we are complying with relevant diversity and 
equalities legislation. The responses to the ‘About you’ questions are available for inspection. 

4.13 A copy of the consultation document is provided below. 
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EDUCATIONAL RATIONALE: 
This educational rationale supports the proposal to continue the process for 
amalgamation of Hoddern Junior and Peacehaven Infant schools to create a new all-
through primary school on two sites. 

In September 2011, during the consultation period for the proposed amalgamation of 
Hoddern Junior and Peacehaven Infants schools, Ofsted published Leadership of more 
than one school. This is a comprehensive evaluation of the impact of federated schools. 
This Ofsted document further reinforces the East Sussex primary review policy, revised 
in November 2010.  

In Leadership of more than one school, Ofsted focus on the impact of federation 
arrangements. They report that in the case of cross-phase federations, federation had 
resulted in stronger academic transition procedures between schools. Of particular note 
are observations around closer transition arrangements for pupils and effective transfer 
of information and pupil records between schools. Strong and meaningful comparisons 
can be drawn from the federation study findings to other partnership arrangements, such 
as amalgamation, where one headteacher is responsible for the full primary age range 
frequently over more than one school site. 

The overall educational rationale for the proposal draws on evidence included in the 
Ofsted report and relates directly to the East Sussex Primary Review policy. The key 
drivers of this East Sussex policy are: 
• the commitment of members to maintaining a sustainable network of village schools, 

where each school’s viability and capacity to improve is robust  
• the need to develop strategies to manage  a shortfall in applications for Primary 

Headteacher vacancies, in order to secure high quality Headteacher appointments 
and secure leadership solutions for all schools 

• the need to address the relative standards at Key Stage 2 of all-through Primary 
schools compared with Junior schools, in order to raise standards 

The proposals for Peacehaven Infant and Hoddern Junior schools relate firstly, to the 
headteacher vacancy at Peacehaven Infants and secondly, to historic standards issues 
at East Sussex junior schools and currently at Hoddern Junior in particular. 

Research:  
The Ofsted study is based on visits to 61 schools in 29 federations that shared 
leadership (Oct 2010-Feb 2011). Inspectors scrutinised school assessment information 
and pupils’ work, observed lessons and met with pupils and staff. In addition, they 
examined questionnaire returns and analysed inspection judgements from 102 of the 
schools within these federations that had been inspected by Ofsted three years after 
federation.  At least 12 of these federations have amalgamated since 2009, involving the 
closure of schools.  

Ofsted report that in all the federations visited, provision and outcomes had shown 
improvement; and in each case, the fact that schools had federated was a contributory 
factor to the improvement. In the federations where weaker schools had joined forces 
with stronger ones, the key areas of improvement were in teaching and learning, pupils’ 
behaviour and achievement.  

In the case of cross-phase federations between, for example, primary and secondary or 
infant and junior schools, Ofsted report that federation had resulted in stronger academic 
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transition procedures between schools. This meant less disruption to the progress made 
by pupils. 

The key findings of the Ofsted study are: 
• Effective leadership was the single most critical feature that helped to generate 

improvements and build capacity for the partnerships to be sustained. This 
leadership was underpinned by rigorous procedures for holding staff accountable by 
checking the quality of provision and, in particular, assessing the quality of teaching 
and learning.  

• The partnerships resulted in: 
o Improvements in teaching and learning, achievement and behaviour  
o A single system of assessing and tracking pupil progress  
o An enriched curriculum and a greater range of opportunities and extra-

curricular activities.  
o Greater capacity to meet pupils’ needs flexibly and swiftly.  

• Where the federated arrangements enabled pupils to transfer from one phase to 
another, academic transition was greatly enhanced by a common approach to 
teaching, learning and assessment between schools.  

• Where the leadership was judged by inspectors to be good or outstanding the 
partnerships exhibited some common features:  

o a clear vision and good communication of the benefits that federation 
brought to pupils, driven by the headteacher, but shared by others;  

o well-developed strategic plans with success criteria shared with all staff; 
rigorous procedures for monitoring and evaluating the federation and 
holding staff to account;  

o well-established procedures for, and a belief in the importance of, 
developing and coaching leaders at all levels; and continued professional 
development of staff. 

• A clear vision of the potential benefits of federation was an important characteristic 
for success.  

• Where the local authority facilitated the process of federation effectively, particularly 
during the early stages, it provided valuable expertise and guidance.  

• The biggest potential barrier to federation resulted from concerns from parents, 
pupils and staff about what the changes would mean to them. Ofsted report that the 
federation conversion process was not always easy. Barriers experienced by nearly 
all of the federations visited could be split into two groups:  

o concerns expressed by staff and parents about how the changing 
arrangements would affect them and their children. (These had been 
successfully overcome in nearly all the federations seen by good 
communication and consultation) 

o logistics of partnership, such as financial matters and distance between 
schools. (In some of the federations surveyed, the role of business 
manager or bursar had grown in importance and was instrumental in 
overcoming these barriers.) 

A previous report by Ofsted (Evaluation of the Primary and Secondary National 
Strategies 2005–07 Ofsted, 2008) which evaluated the primary and secondary national 
strategies, found that pastoral transition arrangements between phases were generally 
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much stronger than academic transitions. However, the difference in the federated 
schools visited during the survey was that they had strengthened the academic transition 
arrangements so that there was much less disruption to pupils’ learning than there had 
been prior to federation. This is illustrated in the following example: Prior to the 
federation of one infant and junior school in 2005, pupils in Year 3 made slow progress; 
each year the attainment of 40-50% of pupils in reading and writing was low. The 
federation resolved the issue of the slow progress made in Year 3 (Key Stage 2) by 
establishing phase leadership that spanned Key Stages 1 and 2. This resulted in 
consistent year on year improvements to progress, so that in the 2010 Year 3 cohort, 
there were less than 10% of pupils whose attainment in reading and writing was low. 
Five federations visited (5/29) and questionnaire responses from additional federations, 
identified the geographical distance between schools as a potential barrier to successful 
federation. Two main reasons were given for the distance being a barrier, these were: 
• the physical difficulty of distance for staff who may need to work together travelling 

between sites, and for the headteacher needing to have a presence on two sites 
• in three federations visited the schools, while recognising the benefits of federation, 

wanted to maintain their own identity. For example, in two federations schools were 
in separate villages and wanted to retain their places in the heart of the community.  

However, as cited by Ofsted these difficulties were not reported as being 
insurmountable. In all cases the solution was similar; each school had a recognised 
leader who maintained the day-to-day management of the school and communication 
with parents and a federation executive headteacher who took the strategic federation 
lead. 
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