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West Sussex small schools proposals 

Dear Ms Burton 

We understand that you will be discussing the West Sussex small schools proposals – and specifically the closure notices 
- with your headteacher board on 21st May and that you have asked for all representations to be sent to you by 14th 
May. We would like this letter to be included in the representations discussed at that meeting. 

If we can refer you to our initial and final responses to the consultation on these proposals (on our website here), you 
will see that, in the former, we made the point that: “We do not consider it to be our place to argue for or against any 
specific options for the individual schools” – and we do not intend to do so here.  

We also made the point that: “we broadly support the school organization part of the WSCC school effectiveness 
strategy, including the preference for all-through primaries and for federating small schools. We also accept that, where 
a specific area has a projected surplus of school places, according to proper analysis of pupil projections and parental 
demand, it might be better to close a school than to leave some or all of the others in the area vulnerable.” 

However, we also said: “We should never again be forced to take such a confrontational position on an LA proposal. The 
WSGA’s core aim is to be a “critical friend” to the LA, so we stand ready to work with it on improving our schools’ 
effectiveness and organisation, but will continue to challenge it where necessary” – and that we intend to do again here. 

Our final submission supported the council scrutiny committee’s task and finish group in rejecting closures and calling 
for further consideration. We also welcomed the suggestions at their meetings to co-operate with us in “arranging a 
more open, area-based set of discussions with chairs of governors and headteachers about school organisation in each 
area” and to invite us to give evidence directly at their next meeting.  

Our central points from the start have been that: 
1. The assessments used to inform the consultation on these five schools were wholly inadequate and misleading; 
2. The LA refused our FOI request for the information we believed was essential for this sort of assessment, on the 

grounds that it would take too long to produce – which proved that they had not actually studied it themselves; 
3. There was no strategic discussion in each area involving headteachers, governors and community representatives 

to seek longer term solutions based on real information about attendance and parental selection; 
4. The consultation and scrutiny process was badly designed and executed. 

Our view was, and is, that none of the decisions on these 5 schools, except the one regarding Warninglid, have been 
properly justified by full analysis of the data that would support the LA’s own “school effectiveness strategy”. That 
strategy – which, as we said above, we broadly support – says that “children and young people . . . are at the heart of 
everything we do” and puts heavy emphasis on parental selection. Even ignoring the timing (ie during the Covid-19 
pandemic) there is little evidence that children’s interests were a major consideration in any of the proposals, and 
perhaps our greatest complaint is that there was virtually no evidence at all presented about parental preferences. 

The strategy includes 12 key questions for governors to pose in making their strategic decisions, but the LA failed to 
provide the information that we (the governors’ representative body) argued was needed to assess these schools. The 
governors in all of the schools argued that the data used by the LA was deeply flawed and we agree with them. 

The strategy, rightly, puts a lot of emphasis on governors making decisions about the future of their schools, but this 
consultation seems to have largely ignored the governors of the schools themselves and, even more emphatically, the 
governors of nearby schools and the wider community of governors that we represent. 

https://westsussexga.org/action-plan/
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The council’s own scrutiny committee, in its final report, rejected the closure proposals for both Rumboldswhyke and 
Clapham & Patching, but they have been ignored too. We understand each of these schools has an academy sponsor 
willing to take them on and would respectfully ask that their applications be given every consideration. 

We believe that the LA has totally failed to justify its decisions properly in this exercise and that those decisions should 
not be allowed to stand. As a past Lord Chief Justice is quoted as saying: “Justice should not only be done but should 
manifestly and undoubtedly be seen to be done”. We appeal to you to reject the injustices these decisions would 
represent. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Gillian Santi  Chris Hawker 

Co-chairs,    West Sussex Governors Association 

https://westsussex.moderngov.co.uk/documents/b7722/Item%204%20-%20Recommendations%20to%20Cabinet%20Member%20for%20Education%20and%20Skills%2014th-Apr-2020%2014.00%20Children%20a.pdf?T=9

