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Introduction and Overview  
In July 2011 the group Community & Parents Actively Supporting our Schools 
(hereafter COMPASS) made a submission to the Department for Education 
(hereafter DfE) setting out strong local opposition to the free school proposal by 
The Stoke by Nayland Academy Trust (hereafter SBNAT) to establish a new 11-16 
high school in Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk in 2013, on the site of the current Stoke by 
Nayland Middle School. That proposal by SbNAT was turned down by the DfE. 
 
SBNAT has since joined with the Seckford Foundation to submit a new bid to 
establish a free school in Stoke by Nayland. COMPASS has considered carefully the 
information available about the new Stoke by Nayland Free School proposal and the 
impact of the support being provided by the Seckford Foundation and has concluded 
that our opposition to a free school in Stoke by Nayland still stands. Many of our 
original concerns remain and additional areas of concern are raised by the Seckford 
Stoke by Nayland Free School (hereafter SbNFS) proposal. COMPASS represents 
the views of many local parents and community members in considering that the 
proposal for a new school in Stoke by Nayland is flawed and detrimental to the 
educational choices for local children.  
 
We have set out below our concerns about the SbNFS proposal and ask that the DfE 
considers this submission alongside the Seckford SbNFS business case which we 
understand has now been received by the Department. 
 
 
School Outline 
1. The reason the middle school is to close is that Suffolk County Council 
(hereafter SCC or the LEA) is undertaking a Schools Organisation Review 
(hereafter SOR) from 3-tier to 2-tier education and closing all the middle 
schools.  The impact of this cannot be ignored when considering support for the 
proposed high school as the closure of the middle schools raised strong feelings 
within the local community. As stated by the Seckford Foundation in a public 
meeting, it is the closure of middle schools which has driven the proposals for free 
schools in Suffolk.  However, it is clear from the planning undertaken for the SOR 
process that there is no inherent demand or need for an additional high school in 
Stoke by Nayland. 
(This argument is explored further later on in the summary). 
 
Educational Vision and Plan 
2. The Seckford SbNFS proposal outlines a plan for a school with a narrow and 
purely academic curriculum, which heightens COMPASSʼ concerns that a new 
school in Stoke by Nayland will reduce choice and breadth of curriculum for local 
pupils. Public information about the detail of the proposed schoolʼs education vision 
and plan is still limited making it difficult for parents to properly assess the school 
proposal that they have been asked to register their interest in. Currently the outline 
of the school is almost exactly the same as those for the Seckford Foundationʼs other 
proposed free schools in Beccles and Saxmundham.  There is no apparent  
acknowledgement of local educational needs or differences between the areas. It 
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therefore appears to be ʻan alternative offer to parents in certain localitiesʼ rather 
than a genuine reflection of the wishes and intent of local parents. 
 
3. At a proposed size of 540 pupils, the SbNFS could only offer a limited 
curriculum and because it would take pupils away from existing schools 
would also affect the ability of the existing schools to continue to provide a 
broad-based curriculum. 
 
Evidence of Demand and Marketing 
4. The Seckford Foundation have not published any specific numerical information, 
nor responded to questions about, the stated demand for a new school in Stoke by 
Nayland.  At a public meeting, in response to a question from the floor, the 
Foundation responded that their minimum pupil requirement to open would be two 
forms per year group – surely a level at which no secondary school could be 
financially viable or function effectively as a state provider of GCSE level education. 
They did not indicate whether or not this level of interest had been reached.  
COMPASS, on the other hand, has petitioned parents and community members with 
the result that  there are now over 1100 signatures opposing a free school in Stoke 
by Nayland on the petition enclosed with this document.   
 
Lack of Meaningful Consultation about the need for a new school locally 
5. We outlined in our previous counter-proposal our concerns about the lack of 
opportunity for proper debate about the pros and cons of the proposal and our 
questions (and those of other parents). Our questions were not 
satisfactorily addressed by either the then SbNHS Trust or our local MP Tim Yeo 
(see enclosure 4). These questions and concerns remain unanswered by the new 
Seckford proposal for SbNFS.  Indeed the Seckford Foundation have been very clear 
that they do not intend to enter any discussion about the merits of, or processes 
involved in, free school policy.  This effectively means that despite the huge surplus 
of secondary places in Suffolk (as explored in point 6), there is no public means of 
debating whether or not a new school in Stoke by Nayland is a sensible use of 
Suffolk funds.  This lack of democratic accountability is of huge concern to many in 
this area, given especially the pressures on existing schools to adapt facilities under 
SOR. 
 
Impact on SOR planning  
6. As referred to in Point 1. the reason the middle school is to close is that SCC 
is undertaking a Schools Organisation Review from 3-tier to 2-tier education 
and closing all the middle schools. This requires investment and adaptation in both 
local primaries and upper schools, it also brings huge upheaval to all the schools in 
the pyramid and considerable anxiety to pupils and parents affected.  Ensuring that 
SOR is a success for both current and future year groups and for the school 
communities as a whole, requires the schools to work together more than ever 
before. Enclosure 8 gives an indication of the planning and liaison with parents 
already underway. Adding a new secondary school at the same time increases the 
uncertainties in both the existing and new high schools over staff - pupil ratios and 
capacity planning. It also adds a further layer of complexity to the pupil-level planning 
which needs to occur to ensure that pupils do not suffer educationally at this time.  
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Surplus of Secondary School Places  
7. The SOR process has already highlighted the fact that there is no need for an 
additional school in the area. According to figures released by SCC [as part of SOR] 
(see SCC letters – enclosure 2), there is already a significant surplus of places in the 
local area (and this was prior to the opening of a new free school – the Stour Valley 
Community School in Clare – last September, less than 10 miles from the Suffolk 
upper schools affected. There is no significant growth of people with children of 
school age in the local authority area (growth is in older age groups) and it is not 
clear exactly what community the proposed school would serve. Figures published 
by the DfE confirm that there is already a very significant surplus of secondary 
school places in Suffolk.  
 
Financial Viability 
8. One of the first free schools to be approved – Stour Valley Community 
School in Clare, opened in the grounds of the closing Clare Middle 
school last September. The viability of this new school should be carefully evaluated 
before any further new schools are considered. Currently Stour Valley has 190 pupils 
across three year groups for 324 places.  Information for September 2012 suggests 
that the new year 7 will also be undersubscribed,  
 
9. Any additional school in this area will divert resources from existing provision and 
from the new free school at Clare, while secondary school populations are not 
expected to rise in the near future. SCC (documents appended as enclosure 2) has 
questioned the viability of sustaining this number of high schools in the area. 
 
10. As outlined in their Cabinet minutes of May 2010 (enclosure 3), SCC state that 
receipts from the disposal of surplus middle school sites will also be required 
to fund the capital costs due to SOR. Should the Stoke Middle site be required 
for a new high school, funds anticipated for essential developments in SOR 
will therefore not be available. 
 
Impact on local schools 
11. The proposed school would have a detrimental effect on the existing 
pyramid catchment school, Great Cornard Upper School. COMPASS recognises 
that assessing the negative impact of a free school on existing schools may 
not materially alter the internal merit in a free school proposal. However, as outlined 
in (5) and (7) above, schools in this area of Suffolk are already experiencing 
significant change and stress due to the SOR process, there is already a surplus of 
places, and the local school population is falling not growing. The addition of new 
schools distracts from the process of transition, reduces funding to individual schools 
as there is no additional demand to make up the pupil shortfall which would occur.  
The combined effect could impact substantially on the viability of existing schools 
and the quality of education available to pupils in this area. 
 
12. Stoke by Nayland Middle School currently sits within a pyramid structure in 
which there are 8 primary schools, 2 middle schools and 1 upper school. 
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The headteachers of the upper school, both middle schools and 5 of the 8 
primaries have written to the DfE and previously to local papers expressing their 
concern about the proposed new school and the harm it would do to 
education in the area (copy appended). 
 
These reasons and others are explored more fully in the sections below. As far as 
possible, the structure of this document follows the structure required in free school 
business plans, to aid review of the SbNFS case. 
 
Section A: COMPASS group details 
COMPASS is a parent-led campaign group local to the Great Cornard Upper School 
pyramid. The group formed during the autumn of 2010 to ensure that there was open 
debate on the proposed school in Stoke by Nayland and to co-ordinate opposition to 
it. We have held four open public meetings and four informal drop-in sessions since 
January 2010 to prompt debate and to inform local parents and community members 
of the issues of concern. We have collected over 1150 signatures on a petition 
opposing the proposed school. COMPASS is a single-issue group with no political 
affiliation – though some individual members and supporters do hold a range of 
strong political views. 
The members of COMPASS core organising group are: 
Rachel Hitchcock, Emma Bishton, Simon Woollatt, Sue Shackell, Jayne Kennedy, 
Alix Brain (all parents with children in the GCUS pyramid of schools). Sue is also a 
governor at GCUS, and Jayne is on the GCUS Association (PTA equivalent). The 
group also includes Nigel Bennett and Chris Ryall (both teachers at GCUS; Nigel is 
also a Liberal Democrat councillor for Babergh and for Sudbury Town Council. 
 
Section B: Outline of the school 
COMPASS has only been privy to the generic information about the proposed school 
published by The Seckford Foundation either on their website, in their marketing 
materials, or presented verbally at their public meetings. Neither COMPASS 
members or other local parents have seen the business plan.  There is little 
published detail, though given the similarity of the proposed school to those 
proposed for Beccles and Saxmundham which are further through the process and 
for which there is more information, a certain amount can be inferred about 
curriculum and staffing, for example. There is no published detail to suggest that 
(other than in location and school day times) there are any substantive differences 
between the three schools proposed by the Seckford Foundation so far.  Based on 
the information available we know that the proposal is for a small high school for 
years 7-11, based in the Middle School in Stoke by Nayland which is set to close in 
July 2013.  It would provide only an academic curriculum. It is known that the school 
plans to open with years 7,8 and 9 in September 2013, adding year groups in 
successive years once facilities become available and aiming for a total school roll of 
around 540. From the information published – and the information imparted by the 
Seckford Foundation at public meetings – it is not clear what would be provided by 
the proposed school that is not already provided by the existing Great Cornard Upper 
School other than a smaller pupil roll. One of COMPASSʼ concerns is that, whilst 
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some parents would like the choice of a smaller school, this is not representative of a 
greater need and does not provide justification for the creation of a new high school. 
 
We are aware that, if successful, the school will seek to draw on pupils from a wide 
area and with a large number of feeder schools, though it is likely that the majority of 
the pupils would be drawn from the villages currently feeding to Stoke by Nayland 
Middle School – which itself is in a small village.  It is therefore difficult to assess 
what ʻcommunityʼ is to be served by the proposed school or to see how this extended 
community would make use of the facilities provided at a new school when 
community facilities already exist in the areas from which registrations are sought.  
 
 
Section C: Educational Vision  
1. Key Features 
The Seckford Foundation assert that the key benefits of the proposed school, as 
outlined on the SbNFS website are: 
“it will give parents a choice of school for their children to attend from 11 -16” 
COMPASS responds: There is already a significant level of choice in this area.  This 
is a rural area close to two towns (Sudbury and Colchester). The current middle 
school serves 6 primaries, three of which are more than 9 miles away (this 
information is given in order to give a sense of the standard distances travelled to 
school in the area).  For those choosing to exercise choice in secondary education 
there are already nine high schools within nine miles of Stoke by Nayland, and 
eleven within 10 miles, plus the new Stour Valley Community School in Clare.  The 
choices available include selective schools for both girls and boys, a Catholic 
secondary, and both large and smaller high schools.  
 
SF: It will attract new capital funding to South Suffolk for education that would 
otherwise go to another part of the country. 
COMPASS responds: Local schools will still require capital funding to improve 
buildings and facilities as their school buildings age.  This will not change if a 
new school is opened.  We are well aware that the reduction of BSF has had 
an impact on the plans under SOR, and also aware that capital budgets to 
existing schools have also been cut. This does not justify building a school 
that is unnecessary on the grounds that the money will go elsewhere if not 
used here. Given the numbers of free school applications, it is also not clear 
that the amount of funding available for setting up the free school would allow 
for the development desired for a high school on the Stoke by Nayland site. 
Given the lack of funding otherwise available for school building work, it is 
clear that offering new schools on the grounds that they will have newer 
buildings puts existing schools at a disadvantage and is profoundly unfair . 
 
SF: It will create jobs in the school and in associated businesses and 
services. 
COMPASS responds: it is certainly true that an additional school would require 
duplication of certain core staff (notably for example in leadership, administration, 
technical support and caretaking).  However in most areas (notably teaching and 
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support staff) the numbers gained at a new school would be offset by numbers 
reduced at other schools. It is therefore extremely unlikely that there is a significant 
net gain in school employees locally – either employed directly by the school or in 
contracted services.  Instead, a higher proportion of school funding in the area would 
need to be spent on duplicating core costs such as those highlighted. 
 
SF: It will alleviate the pressure on existing schools which will need to expand 
by 50%, and enable them to run a more focused and manageable building 
programme, once any new capital funding comes on stream. 
There are a number of misconceptions here which it is wrong to use to justify 
the free school proposal: 
1) SOR affects the whole school pyramid.  Under SOR, both primaries and 
upper schools need to expand by two year groups.  Resources are tight so 
expansion can only mean new classrooms not larger school halls and similar. 
This means that most of the local primaries have to build two additional 
classrooms before September 2013, and have year 5 pupils from September 
2012.  An additional high school makes no difference to this process. 
2) SOR is not merely a building process, it also requires additional staff, and 
development time from schools and staff across the pyramid.  The needs of 
the primaries are at risk of being forgotten because of the focus on an 
additional high school. 
3) The Upper school needs to expand by two year groups, but to a slightly 
lower PAN than now.  The total pupil roll (if full) for GCUS would be 1200 not 
the current 780.  The school needs to accommodate two new year groups  in 
September 2013 regardless of the numbers in each year.  This requires both 
extension/adaptation of existing buildings, expansion of staffing, and 
school/staff development.  The Upper school has to plan staff:pupil ratios both 
on the expectation that the year groups are as initially anticipated and on the 
possibility that they may be lower if SbN opens.  There is therefore a very 
significant risk either of the school being under-staffed in September 2013, or 
having to bear the costs of redundancies in 2014 onwards.  This would be 
unacceptable in normal circumstances, and is additionally so given the 
pressures already on the schools to minimize the impact of SOR on existing 
pupils and those in the transitional cohort.  
4) The Upper School will require buildings for September 2013 to house the 
new year groups, however large or small these are.  The year groups transfer 
in together, so there is no potential for delaying building work under SOR.   
 
SF: It is an opportunity to develop a community hub for the local rural area 
and give a home for many other activities and opportunities. 
COMPASS responds: Yes, it could bring an opportunity to develop a 
community hub.  But it would be located in a small village where there has 
been no need expressed for further facilities, and to our knowledge there has 
been no canvassing of local opinion to find out what facilities or opportunities 
may be taken up.  Furthermore, GCUS already houses the local sports centre 
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and library; any reductions in funding to GCUS as a consequence of reduced 
pupil roll jeopardise the viability of these existing community facilities.  
 
SF: It will support the village communities by attracting families to the area. 
There is no evidence that this is the case.  There has been a middle school in Stoke 
by Nayland since 1974 yet the primary school in Stoke by Nayland has a pupil roll of 
76 (including nursery). The average house price in the area is nearly 10 times the 
average wage in the area.  
 
It will create a manageable sized rural school of around 540 pupils. A school 
where every child is known. 
COMPASS responds: There is no conclusive evidence to support the assertion that 
smaller schools provide a better education than larger schools. It is not 
sufficient for the Seckford Foundation to imply that only smaller schools are 
“manageable” and that only in these schools can “every child be known by everyone” 
in the context that “children who are known well, learn well.” It is simply not the case 
that a larger school cannot provide this. Just as there are successful smaller schools 
in Suffolk, schools that have many more than the 1200 pupils expected at Great 
Cornard are also hugely successful. Great Cornard’s achievements in pastoral care 
are recognised as outstanding by Ofsted in 2009 
“The quality of care, guidance and support that is provided for students is 
outstanding.” 
and there is no reason that this should not continue if the school expands as planned 
under the schools reorganisation. The most influential factor here is one of effective 
systems, policies and procedures, not the size of school roll. 
 
SF state that there will be 27 children in a class.  It is not yet know what the minimum 
and maximum  class size will be for GCSE options, but it should be noted that being 
a smaller school overall is not necessarily a predictor of smaller class size.  In GCUS 
currently the average year 9 class size is 24.  For year 10 the average class size is 
26 in core subjects and 20 in option subjects.   
 
SF: the school will offer a sound academic curriculum 
COMPASS responds: all the subjects and options offered by SF are available at 
existing schools.  COMPASS have considerable concerns about both the narrow 
nature of the proposed curriculum, and the relevance of this curriculum to a broad 
intake. This is explored more fully in section 4.2 below.  
 
2. Views of local Head teachers 
Local Head teachers are sufficiently perturbed by the proposal for a new high school 
in Stoke by Nayland and the failure of the SbNHS Trust to address key issues that 
they have made their concerns public (see enclosure 1). 
Any new high school is going to need effective working relationships with existing 
schools to ensure a smooth learning journey for the pupils involved. As a parent-led 
group, COMPASS is concerned about the ability of the Seckford Foundation and the 
SbNFS to add value to the existing pyramid of schools or to the excellent working 
relationship between existing teaching staff. 
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3. Summary 
Given the points listed above, it is unclear what specifically is proposed that is 
sufficiently compelling to justify the need for a new 11-16 high school. There is no 
further publicly-available information which suggests that the proposed school would 
be substantially different in perspective or operation from any other school with a 
focus on academic aspects of the curriculum. Instead, it would appear that the 
proposers of the school seek to focus on the size of the school as its most important 
characteristic. 
 
Section D: School Plan 
1. Pupil numbers and Curriculum  
Looking at this first in general terms, the Seckford Foundation are proposing a school 
for 540 students across five year groups. This is in contrast to the stated aim of 
Suffolk County Council which is for high schools to have a pupil number of about 
1200 (this is one of the guiding principles of the Schools Organisation Review) as 
schools of this size can provide a broad and balanced curriculum in a cost-effective 
way.  
 
The proposed new school would have a maximum of 108 students per year group. 
The primary figure affecting the breadth of curriculum (with academic or vocational 
options) that a school can provide and sustain is the number of students in a year 
group. For example, in a year group of 100 students, roughly 4 classes can be taught 
for them at any point. Doubling the year group to 200 means that approximately 8 
classes can be taught concurrently.  Assuming that students take 3 option subjects 
each, a year group of 100 students can be seen to provide circa 12 option classes. 
Again, this choice doubles to 24 option classes if the year group increases to 200. 
This is where flexibility and broadness of choice becomes a limiting factor for 
students – if only 10 students in a year group wish to study an option it is unlikely to 
be viewed by the school as cost effective to run that course. The same proportion of 
students interested in that course in a year group of 200 generates a class of 20 
which is more likely to be viewed as viable. The clear risk in a smaller school – as 
exemplified by the SF proposals for Beccles and Saxmundham - is that students 
would have a much narrower range of options to pick from and could then be 
defaulted into their 3rd or 4th preferences of courses to balance numbers in an 
efficient and cost effective manner.  Pupils should have a free choice, not have to 
pick pre-defined option blocks.  This is important not just to meet the needs of a wide 
variety of students, but in order to ensure that pupils do not limit their subsequent 
choices at age 16. Year size also affects streaming by ability in core subjects, and a 
school’s capacity to take special account of pupils with special needs at both ends of 
the ability range. 
 
We are in the lucky position in South Suffolk that the SOR process has the real 
opportunity to widen pupilsʼ opportunities within existing, well-performing schools. 
This opportunity will be jeopardised if SOR is undermined by introducing a free 
school in Stoke by Nayland with the outcome that pupil choice is likely to actually be 
reduced. 
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2. Narrow academic curriculum and lack of vocational options 
As outlined above, options are already limited by the year size.  We do not yet know 
the extent to which choices within the academic curriculum will be restricted, but it is 
clear that the school day has had to be extended in order to accommodate the 
demands of the curriculum.  This has been a source of concern and of debate on 
ʻdiscussion-boardsʼ to a number of parents.  It should be noted that it is not 
necessary to extend the school day at GCUS in order to provide students with three 
sciences at GCSE! 
 
Furthermore, the Seckford Foundation propose to spend nearly 50% of the school 
day on English and Maths in year 7.  Clearly, these key subjects are important.  But 
whilst they may be affordable subjects to provide, this degree of emphasis is not 
likely to appeal to a wide range of pupils – including those at both ends of the ability 
spectrum – and risks disengagement from many at a crucial stage in their education. 
 
Seckford are absolutely clear that they will not provide any vocational options.  This 
fails to recognise the role these play either in broadening the options available to 
children otherwise taking academic options, or how they provide an effective 
alternative for those pupils who are less likely to achieve the EBacc or GCSE targets.  
For many pupils, a vocational option may be the area which maintains their interest 
in school.   
 
We do not consider the proposed curriculum at SbNFS adequately addresses either 
the needs of pupils (and subsequently employers) in general in the current age, or 
more specifically the needs of those who will struggle to perform academically or 
indeed those most able academically who wish to be stretched in areas such as 
languages.  
 
More specifically, COMPASS is firmly of the view that the curriculum offered by SF 
does not meet the requirements as stated in the DfE guidance : 
“In order to be considered broadly based and balanced the curriculum must (a) promote the 
spiritual, moral, cultural, mental and physical development of pupils at the school and of 
society, and (b) prepare pupils at the school for the opportunities, responsibilities and 
experiences of later life. For a full definition, please refer to the glossary.” 
(DfE Free Schools guidance 2012) 
 
3. Focus on ʻfunctional skills” 
COMPASS is concerned about the emphasis on ʻfunctional skillsʼ for those who 
cannot cope with the demands of the EBacc, or academic options such as taking a 
second language. Currently there are 30 children (7.1%) on School Action, 26 (6.1) 
on School Action Plus and 6 (1.4) who are statemented at SbNMS. The School 
Action figure is lower than in the cluster as a whole, but the other two are in line with 
cluster data.  (data source October school census 2011)  Supposing intake to SbNFS 
was similar to current SbNMS intake, at least one in ten pupils could find it difficult to 
achieve the Ebacc, several children a year could leave SbNFS without academic 
qualifications, and without having had access to alternative qualifications.  
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4. Pastoral care 
This is an area Seckford talk much about.  They are, rightly, keen to emphasise the 
importance of effective pastoral care in schools and the way in which feeling safe 
and supported at school can enable pupils to make progress.  However, they have 
no experience of delivery in the state sector. It is far from clear how they would 
accommodate the needs of pupils in socially difficult circumstances, or whose 
families are not well engaged with the school.  In particular given that their insistence 
is on increasing the amount of ʻfunctional skillsʼ for those not achieving academically 
it is not clear how they would adapt to ensure that those who struggle with academic 
work do not become demoralised and leave school with low self esteem as well as 
few qualifications.  Surely a pupil who struggles to maintain focus or to achieve for 
other reasons is not going to welcome an even narrower curriculum which singles 
them out?  Where are the opportunities for these pupils to achieve in other areas and 
subjects, and how would the school maintain its pastoral responsibilities towards 
these pupils?  
 
5. Current GCUS curriculum and pyramid working 
By contrast to the curriculum proposed for the Seckford Foundation schools, the KS4 
curriculum at GCUS offers: 
1) A core of English, Maths and science in which pupils can choose 3 separate 
sciences, double science or (for more practical learners) BTec science (ICT, RE, PE 
and PHSE are of course also taught in both GCUS and the proposed SbNFS but 
qualifications in these are additional options not core) 
2) either 4 ʻtraditional optionʼ courses (all to GCSE standard) 
or 2 ʻtraditional optionʼ and 1 skills based option  
 
The table below shows the options currently available at GCUS, and those 
anticipated to be offered by the Seckford Foundation (this information is taken from 
the Beccles consultation document, as the curriculum on offer there is identical to 
that on the SbNFS website). 
 
Traditional Option Courses 

Option Qualification 
gained 

GCUS 
(pupils choose 4  
with 2 reserves) 

SbNFS 
(selection method 

not known) 
Engish Language GCSE ✓ ✓ 
English Literature GCSE ✓ ✓ 
Mathematics GCSE ✓ ✓ 
Statistics GCSE ✓ ! 
Science & additional 
science  

2 x GCSE ✓ ✓ 

Physics, Chemistry, 
Biology 

3 x GCSE ✓ in enrichment 
period 

Functional skills Not specified ✓ ✓ 
French GCSE ✓ ✓ 
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Latin GCSE! ✓ in enrichment 
period 

Mandarin GCSE! ✓ ! 
German GCSE! ✓ ! 
Spanish GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Geography GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

History GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Religious Education GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Art GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Dance GCSE! ✓ ! 
Drama GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Media Studies GCSE! ✓ ! 
Music GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

Photography GCSE! ✓ ! 
Physical Education GCSE! ✓ in enrichment 

period 
D&T Textiles GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

D&T food technology GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

D&T Graphic products GCSE! ✓ ! 
D&T Resistant Materials GCSE! ✓ ✓ 

D&T Systems and Control GCSE! ✓ ! 
ICT GCSE! ✓ in enrichment 

period 
 
Skills Based Courses 

Option Qualification gained 
GCUS 

(pupils choose 4 
with 2 reserves) 

SbNFS 
(selection method 

not known) 
Science BTEC ✓ ! 
Construction NVQ level 1 ✓ ! 
Functional Skills Not specified ! ✓ 
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Core Skills ASDAN Level 1 or 2 ✓ ! 
Engineering NVQ level 2 ✓ ! 
Health and 
Social Care 

BTEC Level 2 ✓ ! 

ICT BTEC Level 2 ✓ ! 
Physical 
Education 

BTEC Level 2 ✓ ! 

 
6. Cross-pyramid working 
There is currently a very good, co-ordinated curriculum with subject leaders in 
Stoke-by-Nayland Middle school and Great Cornard Upper School. Students work 
together on joint projects and share the same ethos and work ethic. Such 
collaborative working also takes place between primary, middle and upper schools in 
the pyramid. For example, year 4 children in visited the Upper School on three 
separate occasions in one term as part of well-established learning events within the 
pyramid. 
 
Collaborative working is evident in the arrangements for school transfer from primary 
to middle schools and from middle to upper schools, and assists in allaying the 
anxieties of parents in any school transition period as well as enabling pupils to settle 
well and early.  Schools in the pyramid share a common approach to learning 
(Building Learning Power) with a language which is increasingly familiar to pupils 
across the pyramid.  This approach does not appear to be shared by SF, yet if 
SbNFS were to go ahead, pupils would be preparing for transfer into two schools 
with very different approaches and curricula.  
 
 
Section E: Evidence of demand and marketing 
1. Evidence of demand 
SF have not published evidence of demand for the proposed school. They have 
stated that the minimum they would open with would be two forms per year group, 
but this cannot be cost effective in secondary provision or provide the breadth of 
pupils to give opportunities for both support and challenge in lessons.  Given that 
their published intent is for year groups of 108, this statement, along with the high 
number of “Urgent Register Now!” posters which appeared in the two or three weeks 
prior to the deadline for free school business cases, raises concerns that demand 
has not been as they had hoped.  
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(this poster is still displayed on a notice board at Birch Street, Nayland) 
 
The Seckford Foundation have been seeking to attract parents from disparate 
primary schools feeding to at least five secondaries (some Essex some Suffolk).  In 
recent weeks, the proposed school has been ʻmarketedʼ particularly at villages north 
of Colchester, which traditionally look to Colchester as a base and would be unlikely 
to provide sufficient numbers of children to make a new school viable.  
 
The Seckford Foundation have promoted the proposed school to schools well 
outside the current catchment for the middle school. This brings into question the 
level of demand and need for a new high school within the ʻlocalʼ community.   It also 
begs the question – what is the community which is to be served?  Notwithstanding 
their attempts to seek registrations from a wide area, we remain very concerned that 
a new school could open with insufficient numbers to provide a satisfactory 
education to its pupils, whilst having caused chaos and upset to existing Suffolk 
schools at a time of substantial upheaval due to SOR. 
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2. Impact of SOR 
As part of their extensive reorganisation programme from 3-tier to 2-tier education 
SCC stated that existing schools would be in an excellent position to accommodate 
the extra year groups needed with the closing of the middle schools (see enclosure 
3). If a new school were needed, as proposed by the Seckford Foundation, then this 
would have been apparent following the extensive consultation that preceded the 
confirmation of the school reorganisation.  
 
3. Demographic trends 
The Seckford Foundation assert that the growth in housing within the local 
community adds weight to the need for an additional school. However, as noted by 
SCC in their letter of August 2010 (enclosure 2). 
“Examination of the Local Development Framework shows just 81 potential 
new dwellings in the existing Stoke by Nayland middle school catchment area, 
these would be expected to contain about 14 children of secondary school 
age. The level of approved housing development in Sudbury and Great 
Cornard is not sufficient to require a new secondary school.” 
Further, the initial results of the 2011 census suggest that the population of Babergh 
district council area fell slightly between 2001 and 2011, growing slightly in the towns 
(Sudbury and Hadleigh and the area south of Ipswich), but declining in the villages.   
 
The Babergh Core Strategy for 2011-31 shows that not only is the number and 
proportion of over 65s growing (currently account for 19% of the population, 
expected to rise to 29% by 2021) only 6% of the population of Babergh overall are 
aged 5-9 –   a drop of nearly 2% from the 10-14 age bracket.  
This plan also defines Stoke by Nayland as a ʻhinterlandʼ village.  
 
4. Absence of consultation 
Whilst the Seckford Foundation have held two public meetings and a number of 
informal sessions at local schools, these were clearly publicised as opportunities to 
find out more about the proposal, ask questions, and register if wished.  It was made 
very clear at both meetings that this was the sole purpose of the meetings, and that 
there was no opportunity for open debate about the merits or otherwise of proposing 
a new school in the area.  
 
This application follows on from last yearʼs proposal by SbNAT, who themselves 
conducted minimal consultation with the community, either in the immediate locality 
of the Middle School or in the catchment area it would serve. There were two public 
meetings, one in April 2010 (before free schools were a possibility) and one in June 
2011.  This lack of debate and opportunity to explore either the idea itself or any 
details about the proposal was highlighted in the submission COMPASS presented 
to DfE last July.  Whilst Seckford cannot be held accountable for the failings in the 
previous bid, they have not since sought to open up the debate in any meaningful 
way.  
 
In addition there has been no objective or independent consultation in the community 
about the proposed school.  
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In contrast, COMPASS has collected over 1150 signatures on its petition opposing a 
new school in Stoke by Nayland (the petition did not cite the bidder or date of 
proposal, simply opposed the establishment of a new school in Stoke by Nayland).  
This petition was first presented to the DfE in July 2011. To reinforce the continued 
relevance of this petition, and following legal advice and with the approval of the ICO, 
COMPASS members contacted petitioners (around 50%) to confirm that their views 
remained the same.  Only three asked that their name be removed. The COMPASS 
petition represents local opinion and should be taken into account at this stage of the 
bidding process. 
 
These voices should not be ignored. COMPASS has always sought to provide an 
opportunity to explore the issues raised by the proposal for a new school, as 
thorough and meaningful consultation with the community is required at an early 
stage in the process.  
 
 
5. Marketing 
It is clear that the Seckford Foundation are skilled at marketing.  But it should also be 
noted that they do not present evidence for their assertions – for example either 
about their ability to provide a highly achieving school in the state sector or why small 
schools are more likely to achieve better results.  
 
COMPASS’ view is that whilst the Seckford Foundation have held public meetings, 
these have not been in the spirit of consultation or open communication, but 
marketing. This is based on the fact that there has been no open debate instigated or 
attended by the Foundation.  Furthermore, at their public meetings the Seckford 
Foundation have made it very clear that they do not intend to discuss the merits or 
otherwise of opening a new free school, or of free school policy per se, or issues to 
do with existing schools.   
 
Whilst we are pleased to report that some of the specific concerns highlighted in our 
submission of last July have not been repeated (notably the cold calling phone calls), 
COMPASS remains concerned by reports (on facebook page, now no longer 
available) that people in school playgrounds felt harassed by the demand to register 
support.  
 
COMPASS also remains concerned about exploitation of the closure of the Middle 
School in order to elicit support for the proposed high school.  Whilst less overt than 
n the previous SbNAT proposal, there is nonetheless still a sense that much of the 
support for a new school rests with the sadness in the community about the closure 
of the middle schools.  The Seckford Foundation themselves have stated that it is the 
closure of middle schools driving the wave of free schools in Suffolk. Given that for 
decades pupils have transferred from the middle schools to the upper school in this 
pyramid without any demands for increased choice of upper school, this does 
suggest that it is hard to dissociate fondness for the middle school from an actual 
desire for a new secondary.  
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Section F: Organisational capacity and capability 
1. Governance 
It is far from clear that the Seckford Foundation have the relevant experience to 
adapt effectively to the full range of social circumstances and ability levels with which 
pupils present in a non-selective state school.  
 
Whilst they clearly demonstrate a wish to provide effective pastoral support, their 
timetable and curriculum are geared only to those with academic aspirations, and 
with support at home.  Their approach appears naive.  Good intentions do not in 
themselves translate into effective outcomes for all pupils.  They have talked much of 
their educational experience, but this is all in the private sector with a selective 
intake.  
 
Below is an extract from email correspondence by a COMPASS member.  
 

Q: “Effective SEN support alone will not accommodate the needs of these 
pupils in relation to academic work.  What other opportunities would you 
expect to offer pupils who struggle, to ensure that they too leave the school 
effectively prepared for the next phase of education?” 
 
A: “It is a long haul with some but if there are areas of extra-curricular 
activities (e.g. sport, singing, young engineers et al) which give confidence 
and support from tutors and home, then this will all help.  Pupils will be 
entered from the appropriate tier of qualification and there will be work to 
find ways of giving them access to something that may be more 
appropriate for them than GCSE.  That is for the senior leadership team to 
thrash out.” 

 
Similarly, at a public meeting the Seckford Foundation were asked by a 
COMPASS member how they would manage within the constraints of the 
state sector compared to the private sector. (KS4 fees at Woodbridge School 
are £13,524 per year, more than £7,000 per pupil above the national median.)  
Their response was that they would employ people ʻused to working within the 
state sectorʼ.   
 
As the Seckford Foundation are already planning to deliver education in two 
schools which appear almost identical  to SbNFS, we would expect more 
planning to have taken place on how to accommodate the full range of pupils 
expected and how to provide as an effective an education on a state sector 
income as on an independent one.   
 
2. Size of school 
As already noted, the proposed school in Stoke by Nayland would be a maximum 
size of 540. Smaller schools will often require teachers to teach subjects outside their 
main area of expertise in order to offer a fuller curriculum. This is unlikely to benefit 
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pupils as much as being able to recruit teachers who wish to focus on their principal 
area of the curriculum and further their careers. The Seckford Foundation  have not 
published any detailed information about teacher recruitment and retention that 
would help allay such concerns. 
 
Section G: Initial costs and financial viability 
1. Surplus places 
Suffolk currently has significantly more capacity in secondary places than pupils.  
Using DfE data, there were 10,632 surplus secondary places in May 2011 out of a 
total capacity of 60,714 places. By 2016, this surplus is projected to be 15,720 (not 
accounting for the proposed five additional free secondary schools, which would add 
a further 2,700 places minimum. The result would be that with the existing surplus 
plus capacity from 5 additional free schools, nearly one third of the secondary school 
places planned for Suffolk would not be used.  
 
Suffolk is a relatively small LEA, and currently supports only 39 high or upper 
schools – only 12 of which have occupancy at 95% or more and 18 of which have 
occupancy below 89%. Yet one free 11-16 school has already opened, three are 
expected to open in September 2012 and at least two more (including SbNFS) are 
proposed – an increase of 15% in the number of secondary schools in the authority.  
It should be noted that the proposed free schools are ALL in areas carrying a surplus 
of places – none are proposed for the areas in which schools are over-subscribed.   
This is important because carrying a significant surplus of places leads to 
consequent burdens in cost, and reduces the cost-effectiveness of education 
spending in the authority overall.  
 
In May 2010 and further in December 2010 SCC undertook a detailed assessment of  
the likely impact of two new high schools in Clare and Stoke by Nayland and 
concluded that these were likely to stress local provision further, leading to concerns 
about the viability of existing schools across the Sudbury/Cornard/Haverhill area (see 
enclosure 2).  Since the SCC evaluation, one school has become an academy 
(Samuel Ward), Sudbury Upper School is to become a sponsored academy, and the 
Stour Valley Community School in Clare has opened.  
 
2. Waste of resources 
Schools spend 10-15% of their budget on core costs such as leadership, 
administration, external contracts and maintenance. An additional high school will 
duplicate these costs unnecessarily. These funds could be spent otherwise on 
teaching and support staff. It is important to note that this effect would be felt by all 
the high schools in the Sudbury/Cornard area as it is highly likely that each would 
reduce in size if both Clare and Stoke by Nayland high schools were to open. 
 
As has already been stated, there is currently a surplus of places in the area and 
this is expected to increase significantly should the new school open in Stoke by 
Nayland. In this scenario there would be a likelihood of consequent redundancies 
in existing schools, the costs for which would need to be borne by these schools. 
Increasing cost pressures on the LEA when the county council is actively engaged 
in a programme of cuts to other services (including school budgets) is neither 
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logical nor acceptable to local council tax payers. It should be noted that in Suffolk, 
per-capita funding at key stage 4 is already lower than in other LEAs. 
 
3. Loss of capital receipts from sale of middle school 
Under SOR, the existing upper and primary schools extend their year groups and 
thus require additional buildings and specialist equipment. In planning for SOR it is 
clear (enclosure 3) that SCC envisaged using capital receipts from the disposal of 
surplus middle school sites to contribute to the associated costs of these 
developments. The potential capital receipts from the Clare Middle School site have 
already been lost to SOR; given the current economic climate we are concerned 
about how the necessary developments in our upper and primary schools will be 
provided for should there also be no receipts from the sale of Stoke by Nayland 
Middle School site. 
 
Section H: Premises 
1. Suitability of premises 
Stoke by Nayland middle school currently has around 430 students across four year 
groups (5-8). The proposed school would have 540 students across five year-groups 
(7-11). 
 
Although in their proposal the school’s location would remain, the premises will need 
to be extended to include specialist teaching facilities, and increase the size of the 
common areas i.e. Sports and Changing facilities, Dining facilities, Library, parking 
etc. Seckford are well aware that the current facilities do not provide adequately for 
years 10 and 11, and have cited the need for extensive development as a reason 
why the school can only open with year groups 7-9.  
 
The school is similar in build and size to that at Clare, which is expected to 
require £4.8 million investment to make the building alterations required for high 
school.  
 
2. Travel plan 
As already noted by SCC in their document of August 2010 (see enclosure 2), the 
current middle school 
“has a travel plan which shows that just 2% of its students are able to walk and none 
cycle to the school, with the vast majority of pupils brought to the site either by 
contracted school buses or parental transport, as the site is at least 3 miles from 
most of the communities it currently serves, both in Suffolk and (in one case) Essex. 
Parts of the existing catchment area are closer to existing secondary schools than 
they are to Stoke by Nayland and therefore it is likely that students from these areas 
would not be covered by the County Council’s home-to-school transport policy for 
journeys to Stoke-by-Nayland.”  Indeed this may be especially true of the Essex 
villages north of Colchester where the Seckford Foundation have sought 
registrations. 
 
Stoke by Nayland middle school is situated on the B1068 in a conservation area 
(essentially it is at the end of a residential street which leads into countryside) with 
very limited parking.  Access is either through the village (a village with sufficient 
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conservation merit to warrant underground electricity cabling) or via the A134/B1068. 
The latter is a significant detour for anyone approaching Stoke by Nayland from 
south of the village (such as those coming from Nayland or Bures, the schools 
currently providing much of the intake to SbNMS).  
 
Added to this, under SOR the primary schools (including Nayland and Stoke by 
Nayland) will be extended to take two additional year groups. If home to school 
journeys continue as now with significant numbers of pupils arriving at school by car, 
there will be considerable pressure on these villages, which lack appropriate 
infrastructure to accommodate such an increase. At peak times even now, the 
presence of Police Community Support Officers have been required in the village of 
Nayland to manage traffic flow. 
 
It should also be noted that in order to reduce costs, Suffolk County Council has 
already taken the decision to cut free bus travel to Catholic middle and secondary 
schools for new pupils from September this year, and have increased costs for those 
already at these schools.   
 
 
I. Impact on existing schools and communities in 
Sudbury and Cornard. 
COMPASS is aware that DfE decisions on approval of free school proposals are not 
dependent on the impact that the proposed school would have on other schools in 
the area. However, given the rural nature of this area, the relatively low density of 
families with school-aged children, and the existence of one of the first Free Schools 
at Clare, it is COMPASS’ view that the impact of a further free school in the area on 
existing provision needs to be taken into consideration. Some of the following points 
have already been explored in this document; some arise as a direct consequence of 
over-supply of school places and others due to flaws in the process undertaken by 
the SbNHS Trust in seeking to build a case for the new school. 
 
1. Denigration of local schools  
Whilst the Seckford Foundation have made it clear that they are not commenting on 
any existing schools in the locality, it is easy to draw the inference that the provision 
by existing schools is not adequate.  Seckford  insist that they will “only employ the 
best teachers” and “offer high standards of pastoral care”.  These ideas are not new 
in education nor are they lacking in our existing schools!  Effective marketing alone 
does not result in teachers becoming ʻbetter teachersʼ – there is nothing substantive 
in the SbNFS proposal to suggest that Seckford can address, for example, the 
difficulties finding good maths teachers.   
 
The proposers of SbNFS have also failed to silence their supporters from denigrating 
the existing catchment school GCUS.  Whilst overall results at GCUS are in line with 
the Suffolk average (74% achieved 5 A*-Cs at GCSE in 2011), GCUS has openly 
accepted that GCSE results in English and Maths need to improve, and are striving 
to achieve this.  At the same time, it is a successful school in many other ways (as 
recognised by Ofsted) and enjoys support from parents and pupils. It is highly 
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damaging to the school and to our social fabric of our community to denigrate the 
school in favour of another which does not even exist.  Added to the concerns about 
the wholly academic curriculum, the proposal could therefore be considered as elitist 
- not least given the demographic characteristics of the area from which most of the 
pupil registrations are being sought (see enclosure 6 and IMD rankings in section 9 
of this document). 
 
2. Impact on Inequalities 
The current catchment for GCUS covers an area where, using 2010 data (the most 
recent available, see enclosure 6), the rank of education skills and training scores1 
show a range from 3,002 (in Great Cornard South) to 26,662 (Nayland and Stoke by 
Nayland). The rural villages targeted by the SbNHS Trust all score over 19,000 on 
this ranking; there are corresponding synergies with IMD ranking across the GCUS 
catchment. It is therefore impossible to see a proposed school in Stoke by Nayland 
as adhering to the intent behind free schools, as expressed by the Secretary of State 
for Education:  

“We believe that the function of the state is to promote equity … the power of the 
state should be deployed vigorously to help the vulnerable and the voiceless, 
those who lack resources and connections, and those who are poor materially and 
excluded socially”.—[Official Report, Commons, 2/6/10; col. 463.] 

 
3. Impact on curriculum and attainment 
A high school in Stoke by Nayland risks reducing the year groups at GCUS, which 
directly impacts the options available to pupils and hence their quality and scope of 
education. 
 
One of the key principles for SCC’s SOR programme is that “the preferred size for 
secondary schools should be in the range of 6 to 10 forms of entry, with an 
optimum size of 1200, excluding sixth form. The size of the sixth forms should be 
no less than 200 in number in 11 to 18 schools.” If a new school in SbN is 
approved all the high schools in this part of South Suffolk will likely fall below 
SCC’s stated objective.. 

As highlighted in section C, it is not sufficient to state that a school as proposed for 
SbN “where nearly every teacher knows nearly every pupil is sufficient to ensure 
advantage over other state schools in the area. 
 
Great Cornard Upper School currently provides a sixth form, in collaboration with 
Sudbury Upper School. Should year size be reduced significantly in GCUS this will 
threaten the viability of the sixth form, with severe consequences for educational 
aspiration and attainment in the Sudbury/Cornard area.   
 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

"!IMD – Index of Multiple Deprivation measures relative levels of deprivation in small areas 
of England. It analyses data across 7 distinct domains, one of which is Education, Skills and 
Training (others include employment and income). The 7 domains are combined to form the 
total index. 1 = worst.!
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Furthermore, the requirement soon to be introduced that young people remain in 
education until the age of 18 presupposes that there are sufficient post-16  places 
available.  SbNFS would not provide a sixth form, and suggest that their students 
would move to existing sixth forms including that at GCUS which we have already 
stated would be put under considerable pressure by the establishment of a new 11-
16 school at Stoke by Nayland.  
 
4. Impact on resources and overall 
The income to GCUS gained through SOR will not equal the income lost to a new 
high school if it opens. 
 
GCUS is a good and improving school with a proven track record. This would be 
jeopardised if another new high school were to open in the area due to the 
reductions 
in income and increase in overheads. Further, it is often harder to retain teaching 
staff in schools ‘left behind’ when aspirational parents choose other schools, as is 
likely to happen in this area taking into account the deprivational issues outlined 
above. 
The situation here, where a proposed new high school in Stoke by Nayland threatens 
the quality of provision at GCUS fits the scenario as outlined by Lord Phillips in the 
House of Lords when seeking assurances that the impact on existing schools would 
be taken into account before approving new free schools in an area. 
 
 
Conclusion 
COMPASS has consulted openly and widely with parents, community members, 
teachers and headteachers in the local area. As a consequence of the discussions 
and debate that have ensued, an understanding of the impact the proposed school 
would have on existing provision and the paucity of information available to local 
parents about the proposed new school, COMPASS members are convinced that the 
proposed school in Stoke by Nayland fails to add quality to local educational 
provision. There remains a serious and tangible risk that rather than introduce choice 
it will actually dilute choice by directly impacting the quality and variety of education 
and training available in the area today. Moreover it would have the effect of 
increasing, rather than decreasing, educational inequalities. As indicated clearly by 
Lord Hill during exchanges in the House of Lords: 
“It is in no-one’s interests to come up with proposals that would damage 
education overall in an area.” 
 
COMPASS members, the majority of local head teachers, and more than 1150 
petitioners including a growing number of constituents of South Suffolk, believe this 
would be the case. COMPASS urges the Department for Education to reject the 
proposal for an additional high school in Stoke by Nayland. 
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Enclosures 
1) Letter from Headteachers March 2012 
2) SCC letters to DfE August 2010 and December 2010 
3) SCC cabinet minutes May 2010 confirming capacity of GCUS to adapt under SOR 
4) Sample email correspondence between parents in the area and Tim Yeo MP 
5) Correspondence from local parents to the DfE  
6) Spreadsheet of Deprivation scores for GCUS catchment 
7) Petition opposing the proposed new school 
8) GCUS newsletter special edition regarding SOR 
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