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	ITEM NO.A6



 REPORT OF 
THE LEAD MEMBER FOR 

CHILDREN’SERVICES



TO 
Cabinet


ON 

27TH  May, 2008.

TITLE: EVERY CHILD MATTERS: PRIMARY CAPITAL PROGRAMME, PRIMARY STRATEGY  

            FOR CHANGE 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1.  That the Leader of the council advises and comments on the work that has been undertaken so far regarding the Primary Strategy for Change in order that further work can be undertaken prior to submission to Cabinet.
2.  That approval be given to informally consult on the proposals contained in the programme with the Church of England & Roman Catholic Dioceses.  


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
       The report summarises:

· The purpose and aims of the Primary Strategy for Change
· Key school organisation proposals for the first five years

· The methodology which underpins these proposals.


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS: 
(1) ‘Every Child Matters: Primary Capital Programme’ – guidance can be found on Salford’s Intranet at:
http://intranet.salford.gov.uk/childrensservices/services_information/csd-asset-management/cs-primarycapitalprogramme.htm
alternatively a copy can be found at 
http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/docbank/index.cfm?id=12292

(2) DCSF Consultation Document - Every Child Matters: Primary Capital Programme – can be found at 

http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/_doc/9606/Primary%20Capital%20Programme%20-%20Final.pdf
(Available for public inspection)

ASSESSMENT OF RISK:

	This is a unique opportunity to invest in the Primary school estate.  Whilst we have already identified the funding required for the first few schemes, and this is in itself not a bidding process, there is every reason to want our initial submission to be successful, so that we can focus resources on delivery.  If not approved by DCSF this will delay the implementation of our proposals.


SOURCES OF FUNDING:

	Future government capital grants, capital receipts and unsupported borrowing. The future government capital grants have already been identified in the corporate 5 year capital programme.


COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative):

1. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS




Provided by : Philip Heyes for school organisation matters.  Any future relationship between PCP and BSF will be agreed as part of a dialogue with bidders and the advice of the council’s BSF legal advisors Addleshaw Goddard.
2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS



Provided by: Bob Mc Intyre
PROPERTY (if applicable): Urban Vision have been fully involved in the proposals to date.
HUMAN RESOURCES (if applicable):

	Mel Cunningham will provide HR advice as appropriate when proposals are firmed up.


CONTACT OFFICER: Irene Heald, Head of Service, Capital Asset Management and School Organisation – 0161 778 0416.

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):

ALL


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:

Community Plan

DETAILS 
1.
Every Child Matters Primary Capital Programme: An Overview
1.1
Purpose:
· To rebuild, remodel or refurbish approximately half of primary schools nationally, including rebuilding or taking out of use at least 5% of school buildings in the worst physical condition. In Salford’s case this has been increased to 15% due to the high levels of deprivation in the City. See section 4.
· To support the national policy agenda including: The Children’s Plan, delivery of world class educational standards, Every Child Matters (ECM), schools which are both diverse and responsive and which deliver extended services and personalised learning.
· To address issues of deprivation both nationally and in every local authority 

· To reconfigure the primary capital stock to account for demographic change.

· To create Primary schools equipped for 21st century learning at the heart of the community, with ICT provision and children’s services in reach of every family

· To improve links between schools and early years settings –e.g. through co-location with Sure Start Children’s Centres and other children’s services
1.2
Scope and Timescale:

· Funding starts in 2008 for Pathfinder authorities and in 2009 for all other authorities, including Salford.  It is expected to run for 13 years, subject to future government spending decisions.
· All types of primary schools are eligible; including middle-deemed primary, VA, foundation and Trust schools and primary-age special schools.
1.3
Funding:

· Allocation of funding is by formula based on the number of primary pupils and deprivation indicators, with a floor to protect smaller authorities.  

· The indicative funding allocation for Salford for the first 2 years is: 
· 2009/10: £4.147m 
· 2010/11: £6.525m.  
· For the remaining 11 years of the programme we estimate that our PCP funding allocation will be approximately £3.2m per annum, which when added to the first 2 years, gives a total of £ 45.87m. 

· The programme will be enhanced by the addition of existing DCSF funding streams, examples of which are Modernisation funds for Community & VC schools and LCVAP for VA schools. In negotiation with the aided sector Salford expects to contribute 50% of the combined modernisation and LCVAP funds to the programme, along with Schools Devolved Formula Capital contributions from schools in the programme, together with capital receipts and unsupported borrowing opportunities that come about due to school reorganisations.

· These additional funding streams will provide an additional £36m.   

· In addition, Salford is seeking the agreement of the VA sector to the principle of earmarking the remaining 50% of existing DCSF funds over the same period for those schools not part of the programme. School governing bodies are therefore being asked to develop 14 year ‘Building Development Plans to identify potential funding shortfalls.
· Bringing these funding streams together gives a total of £118 million worth of investment in our primary stock.
· Schools not receiving extra investment continue to receive an annual capital grant, Devolved Formula Capital (DFC)

· Further impact can be gained by joining up this programme with eligible capital from other government departments and local resources, where appropriate.

· Whilst the DCSF have also hinted that all new schools could be funded via PFI credits this will not be confirmed until we have submitted our proposals for the first five years. However, as we intend to spend approx £50m in the first five years of the programme, of which only about £19m will be coming from government sources, PFI is only likely to be a factor in three subsequent new build schools (the new Eccles CE, the new Little Hulton Community and the new Broughton RC school).
1.4 Targets and Planning:

The programme is designed to:
· Ensure investment impacts the areas and schools in greatest need.
· Achieve a step-change from previous disjointed ‘patch and mend’ approaches to service-wide planning and redesign.
· Enable a joined-up approach to planning alongside other national and local priorities and initiatives, particularly Sure Start Children’s Centres.
· Support the translation of national objectives into local strategic infrastructure plans, approved by DCSF to release funding.
1.5
Design, Procurement and Skills:


The programme will:
· Promote excellent design and sustainability

· Offer the potential for efficiencies  as part of a long-term strategic programme 

· Develop best practice in partnering with the private sector, including local education partnerships where already set up through BSF.  The PCP formed part of the BSF OJEU notice and discussions will take place with the bidders as dialogue proceeds. Urban Vision are aware of this situation and content to allow the BSF discussions to run their course anticipating that the successful bidder is likely to want to make use of their current knowledge of Salford’s school estate.
· Develop the project delivery skills required in schools, local authorities and private sector
· Use pilot LA’s to develop regional capacity showcasing and developing best practice.

2.0 Development of Salford’s Primary Strategy for Change

2.1
In order to develop Salford’s Primary Strategy for Change the following activity has taken place:

2.2
A working group was formed prior to the issuing of the guidance, which did not emerge until December 2007.  This group focused on the requirements of the primary schools of the future.  In particular work was undertaken between Urban Vision architects and Primary Head Teachers, resulting in the production of exemplar designs which have attracted attention from the Capital section of the DCSF.
2.3 A stakeholder conference for all primary schools Heads and Chairs of Governors was held in October 2007 at which these designs were shared.  Salford Officers, other authorities and senior officials within the DCSF talked about their experience regarding developments in primary education, extended services and school design.
2.4 The working group evolved into a project team consisting of officers from across Children’s Services but also including relevant Urban Vision staff and representation from regeneration and planning teams.  Governance arrangements have been through the Strategic Director of Children’s Services and the Children’s Services Leadership Team.
2.5
Consultancy support was engaged via our agreement with Urban Vision giving us access to consultants from Capita Symonds and Capita Children’s Services.  This support has included:
a. Maintaining a project management regime, including the development of a work programme, key deliverables and a risk register.

b. Support in analysing the data and developing the school capital and organisational proposals outlined in this paper.

c. Taking a lead role in the development of the educational vision for the programme.  A range of stakeholders have been consulted within Children’s Services and a series of workshops have taken place with staff in primary settings.

d. Accessing external experience and expertise.

2.5 In addition, consultation with other stakeholders, including the Dioceses, parents and pupils, Head Teachers and staff groups across Children’s Services has taken place using existing resources.

The responsibilities of the Head of Capital and Asset Management have been revised to allow her to lead the programme.

3.0 The Education Vision

The most important part of the Strategy for Change describes the future of learning and teaching in Salford.  This is being led by Capita Children’s Services who are completing a consultation process with key stakeholders.  The vision will describe:
3.1
The future shape of learning and teaching

· The child at the centre of learning’ – the meaning of ‘personalisation’.
· ‘Transformational learning’ - where outcomes are shared with the learner at the outset and the teacher supports the learner in choosing the most appropriate tools and methods to achieve the outcome.
· The provision of different routes through to learning and qualifications for both children and their carers.
· The role of ICT to support learning and teaching.  All Primary schools are being given the option of joining the BSF managed ICT service, for which a primary service specification has been given to the bidders.
3.2
The role of the school as a hub in the community with extended services and an inclusive ethos

· A partnership with parents and community.

· A range of provision on a campus style basis.

· Defining the moral purpose of schools e.g. lifting the poorest families out of poverty.
· Ensuring that the most vulnerable individuals and groups are catered for.
3.3
The relationship between schools and other services and disciplines, whether or not they are co-located.

3.4
These themes will be set in the context of Salford’s current situation and its future, emphasising the importance of this programme to the social and economic regeneration of the City, the need to ‘connect’ existing and future generations to new employment opportunities and to the priorities identified in the Local Area Agreement.  In addition, the vision will identify the need for the programme to strengthen support to the most vulnerable children and families in the City, for instance, those at risk of becoming looked after or entering the child protection system.  There is a clear opportunity to improve access to early support and intervention services.
4.0

Salford’s Targets

4.1
As indicated in paragraph 1.1 Salford is required to take out of use 15% of primary educational establishments that are in the worse building condition and have high levels of deprivation.
4.2

In Salford we have:-

· 82 primary schools

· 1 primary Pupil Referral Unit

· 1 primary special school

Therefore 15% of the primary establishments equals 12.6 buildings.

The term ‘take out of use’ can mean:-
· straight closure of an establishment with no replacement provision;

· closure of one or more establishments with replacement provision as part of school reorganisations;

· replacement of one building with a new build.

4.3
Salford is in the unusual position of having already made proposals to take out of use 10 buildings, all of which have gone through
the statutory process for closure, details as follows:-

· close St Joseph’s RC Little Hulton, Our Lady and the Lancashire Martyrs RC and St Edmund’s RC Primary schools and replace with a 1.5FE on the St Edmund’s site;
· close Seedley, Langworthy and Tootal Drive Community primary schools and replace with a new 2FE school on the Glendinning Street site;

· close North Grecian Street and Charlestown Community schools and replace with a 2FE school on the Wheatersfield site;
· close St James’ RC and All Soul’s RC primary schools and replace with a new 1FE school on the Langworthy Road site.

We are also at the informal discussion stage with Lewis Street community primary school, Christ Church CE primary school and the CE Diocese regarding the closure of these two schools. The schools would be replaced by a new voluntary aided primary school on an extended Lewis Street site. We expect to be in a position to start the statutory process by September 2008.

These proposals together with the additional PCP proposals outlined below will enable us to meet the government’s target of 12.6 buildings in the worst condition taken out of use.
5.0

Timescales and Consultation

5.2

Timescales

Every LA is required to submit a ‘Primary Strategy for Change’ which will outline the strategic vision for 21st century learning in their local area. The programme for the preparation and approval of the Primary Strategy for Change is:

· From December 2007: LA develops and agrees local Primary Strategy for Change with all stakeholders;

· March 2008: drawing down on nationally available performance information, DCSF alerts local authorities on specific concerns that they expect to be addressed in the Primary Strategy for Change;

· April 2008: DCSF have follow up discussions, where appropriate, with those LA’s that have been advised of specific issues/concerns;

· April 2008: DCSF issues template and advises LA’s about arrangements for electronic submission of information on initial priorities;

· May 2008 Report to Cabinet; briefing on Tuesday 13th, decision ratified Tuesday 27th.  

· No later than 16th June 2008: final deadline submission of Primary Strategy for Change to the DCSF;

· From 16th June 2008: the DCSF assesses the strategies;

· September 2008: DCSF notifies LA’s of the decision (i.e. approve, approve with conditions, not approve); provides feedback; confirms indicative allocations or, if needed, requests further iterations;

· September 2008: further work on the strategy (if required by the DCSF); proceed with planning, procurement and design;

· September 2008: the DCSF publishes on-line suite of guidance on planning, finance, design, sustainability, procurement, ICT and capacity building;

· From April 2009: capital investment funds available in all LA’s, subject to approval of Primary Strategy for Change by the DCSF.
5.2 
Consultation:

LA’s must consult on, and gain wide agreement to their Primary Strategy for Change. This is an important criterion for DCSF approval.  As a minimum, consultation should include schools including pupils,  potential promoters of new primary schools, Sure Start Children’s Centres, parents, dioceses, trust and other promoters, PCT’s and community health care providers, and local early years childcare providers. LA’s will need to confirm that the strategy has been formally endorsed by the council, the relevant diocesan authorities and the majority of primary schools.
6 Methodology Used to Address the Three main DCSF Criteria for Investment 
6.1
The DCSF primary capital programme guidance indicates that LA’s investment priorities must be based on three main criteria:
· Deprivation

· The condition of school buildings

· School reorganisation
6.2 Balancing these three criteria is a challenging process.  The Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) Primary Capital Programme guidance emphasises throughout its expectation that all LA’s should take deprivation fully into account when determining long term aims and investment priorities.  So, for instance, if there is a choice between which of two schools to close, it would further the aims of the programme more to retain the one in the more deprived area. However, to address deprivation adequately, whilst substantially reducing backlog of condition and surplus capacity across the City, inevitably calls for a number of difficult compromises.
6.3 The methodology used to identify and address these issues is outlined below for comment.  
6.4 Deprivation Data

(i) Child Tax Credit/Working Tax Credits Data (CTC/WTC).

The DCSF have adopted a new deprivation indicator which is being used to distribute funding for deprivation. This is based on working tax credits which is for families who work and have children and child tax credits which is for those families that have children, but do not work. 
The indicator matches the latest tax credit data on parental income with the latest school census data.

This Tax Credit data can be used to highlight deprivation at a number of levels and to represent the characteristics of the pupils who attend schools in each local authority rather than residents in the local area.

Using this data, Salford ranks 29th out of 150 English LA’s, with Tower Hamlets ranked as the most deprived and Manchester in second place.  Within Greater Manchester Salford is ranked 4th.
(ii) Indices of Multiple Deprivation.

The Index of Deprivation 2007 is a measure of multiple deprivation at the local level. The 2007 Index is based on data predominately from 2005, although some data is from the 2001 census.  The 2007 Index shows Salford City Council to be the 15th most deprived local authority area in England and the 2nd most deprived local authority area in Greater Manchester.

The Index divides the city into 144 “Super Output Areas”. 19 of these areas fall within the 3% most deprived areas across England. The majority of these Areas are within Central Salford, the easternmost part of the city forming part of the inner city of the Manchester conurbation; large proportions of Kersal; Irwell Riverside, Broughton, Langworthy and Ordsall wards fall into this band. Outside Central Salford, there are smaller pockets of high deprivation in Little Hulton and Winton wards.

A further 24 Areas fall within the 3 to 7% most deprived areas across England.

The attached plan (appendix 1) plots the location of existing primary schools in the city against the distribution of residential areas and the deprivation ranking of those areas.
The attached table (appendix 2) lists the ranking of existing primary schools by tax credit data. There is a broad correlation between schools with high proportions of such pupils and those located in or close to the most deprived residential areas with some notable exceptions (e.g Cassel Fox - Broughton Jewish).
(iii) Deprivation Prioritisation.
When considering which of the two deprivation indicators we should use to prioritise schools for investment, we found that there is a broad correlation between schools with high proportions of pupils that come from families that claim WTC and/or CTC and those located in or close to the most deprived residential areas.

However there are seven schools that rank high from an IMD point of view, but low when using the CTC/WTC. However, all but four of these seven schools do not have buildings in poor condition when compared with other schools, so they are not considered a priority for investment. The remaining four schools are all faith schools in the Barton area of Eccles. As some of these schools have 25% plus, surplus places we will need to work in partnership with the CE and RC Dioceses to address these issues. We have therefore concluded that it is useful to use both indicators when determining our long term aims and investment priorities.
6.5
Building Condition
(i) Primary School Estate Background

          Salford has a total of 84 primary schools, including 1 special primary

          School and a pupil referral unit. Of these, 38 are Community schools, 

          30 Voluntary Aided schools and 13 Voluntary Controlled schools.

           (ii) Methodology used for Prioritisation

       Option appraisals were carried out for each school which identified the condition of the building and the level of the repairs required to bring it up to a decent standard with sound services. The methodology used to score the buildings was based on the value of the total back log of capital repairs at each of the schools. Those schools that scored within the highest 20% were awarded one point; two points were awarded to those schools that fell within the next 20% of back log and so on up to a possible score of five.
       To meet Salford’s target of taking out of use 12.6 schools, as indicated in 

       paragraph 2.2, we have ensured that a total of thirteen schools in the worst 

       condition are identified as a priority for investment. We have also ensured that in 

addition to being in poor physical condition, these same schools are ranked highly in terms of deprivation. 

       Of the fifteen schools falling within the top 20% in worst condition, two are not 
       ranked highly on deprivation. The two schools in question are St 
       Andrew’s CE (Boothstown) and Broadoak. We are therefore working with these two 
       schools in the preparation of their 14 year school development plans in order to address
       these issues and make improvements to the school building which will help them to 

       deliver 21stlearning. 
We have also identified, using the same methodology, a further eighteen schools that are a priority for investment, subject to sufficient funds being available.   These schools have been included in our priority list, although as yet, we have not been able to identify the necessary funding.
6.6
Pupil Place Planning
6.6.1
One of the aims of the PCP is the restructuring of the primary school estate to deal with demographic change and falling rolls.  Over the projected lifetime of the programme there is a particularly complex demographic challenge to be met at both national and local levels.  The challenge of matching place provision and population over 15 years is significant.   Latest figures for the national projected primary population up to the year 2023 indicate a falling population through to 2010 but then an increase through to 2023.  Whilst Salford’s projections are broadly in line with the national picture, projecting a local pupil population for this age group is notoriously difficult.  In addition, the fact that Salford already has a number of school reorganisations approved, but not yet implemented, introduces a further set of uncertainties into the planning process.  Nevertheless, the ability to generate additional local revenue by generating greater efficiencies through a well managed reduction in surplus places is a real possibility and a goal which we must strive for.


Our approach to this situation is threefold.
a. A city-wide pupil projection model has been run as outlined below.

b. This model is in the process of being validated against the available data for each individual school to identify any obvious anomalies.

c. The plans for year 6 of the programme and beyond have been designed to give maximum flexibility to allow adjustment in future years for any inaccuracies in projections which become evident during the early stages of the programme.
6.6.2
Primary Projections Model
The current model, up to 2013/14 creates projections at school level and by year group. It takes the most recent actual numbers on roll (January school census) and at school level moves each year group forward, by applying cohort survival rates based on an average of the actual survival rates experienced at each school at each year group level over the last two years.

The constraints of this model are as follows:

· The further forward in time the projection the smaller the influence of validated data.

· The model does not incorporate the possible impact of new housing developments and regeneration. This is partly due to lack of available robust data and partly due to recent research, indicating that previous impacts of regeneration activity on pupil numbers has been minimal and tends to result in the movement of existing Salford residents around the authority.  
· The projections do not take account of issues such as parental preference and future school popularity.

· The model allows the projections of excess capacity at some schools (overcrowding) which is not allowed in reality.
6.6.3
Current position as at January 2008
Table one – Current capacity and pupil numbers in Salford primary schools

	Totals
	Net Capacity (places)
	Pupil Forecasts (number on roll)


	Net* Surplus Places
	% Net Surplus Places

	City
	19679
	16718
	2961
	15%


* net surplus places comprises projected surplus minus projected overcrowd

6.6.4
Primary Projections for 2010/2011
The effect of proposals already approved (see 1 – 4 below) on surplus places, are included in the figures in table two: -

1
New school opening in September 2008 to replace St Joseph’s RC, St Edmund’s RC and Our Lady and the Lancashire Martyrs RC primary schools.

2
New school opening in September 2010 to replace All Soul’s RC and St James’ RC primary schools.

3
New school opening in September 2010 to replace Seedley, Langworthy Road and Tootal Drive primary schools.

4
New school opening in September 2010 to replace Charlestown and North Grecian Street primary schools.

In addition to these proposals a significant number of schools and Governing Bodies have taken action to reduce net capacity and admission numbers (AN) to address  budgetary concerns due to falling pupil numbers.  This has had an impact on overall net capacity (places).  
Table two – The projected effect of school organisational proposals already approved

	Totals
	Net Capacity (places)
	Pupil Forecasts (number on roll)


	Net* Surplus Places
	% Net Surplus Places

	City


	18244
	16768
	1476
	8%

	Area 1

Kersal/Broughton/Blackfriars


	3279
	2989
	290
	8.8%

	Area 2

Swinton/Claremont/Pendlebury


	4378
	4027
	351
	8%

	Area 3

Eccles/Winton/Barton


	2893
	2504
	389
	13.5%

	Area 4

Weaste/Seedley/Langworthy/

Ordsall


	1660
	1664
	( - 4)
	

	Area 5

Little Hulton
	2419
	2170
	249
	10.3%

	Area 6

Worsley/Boothstown


	1785
	1785
	0
	

	Area 7

Irlam/Cadishead


	1830
	1629
	201
	11%

	* net surplus places comprises projected surplus minus projected overcrowd


6.6.5
Additional Proposals Under PCP in the First 5 Years (up to 2013)

1
New school to replace Christchurch and Lewis Street Primary Schools.

2
New school to replace Peel Hall and Hilton Lane Primary Schools.

3
St Boniface RC to be refurbished to accommodate St Sebastian’s RC.  
The effect of these proposals on surplus places is illustrated below: -
Table three – The projected effect of school organisational proposals in the first five years of the programme up to 2013
	Totals
	Net Capacity (places)
	Pupil Forecasts (number on roll)


	Net* Surplus Places
	% Net Surplus Places

	City


	17994
	17274
	720
	4%

	Area 1

Kersal/Broughton/Blackfriars


	3237
	3101
	136
	4.2%

	Area 2

Swinton/Claremont/Pendlebury
	4378
	4118
	260
	6%

	Area 3

Eccles/Winton/Barton


	2790
	2595
	195
	7%

	Area 4

Weaste/Seedley/Langworthy/

Ordsall


	1660
	1715
	- 55
	potential overcrowd

	Area 5

Little Hulton


	2314
	2229
	85
	4%

	Area 6

Worsley/Boothstown


	1785
	1840
	- 55
	potential overcrowd

	Area 7 

Irlam/Cadishead


	1830
	1677
	153
	8.4%

	* net surplus places comprises projected surplus minus projected overcrowd.


6.6.6
Identified Risks to Net Capacity as a result of these proposals.

As has been identified, the art of pupil projection carries with it a number of inherent risks.  Whilst the validation of the projection model on a school by school basis will reduce some of these, others are largely unavoidable in the short to medium term.  So for instance, one of the aims of the Directorate should be to achieve the recommended level of surplus places of less than 10% surplus overall with no schools at all with greater than 25% surplus places, and no schools overcrowded by more than 10%.  Whilst the plan brings the overall surplus places down across the City, it will not, initially at least within the first five years of the programme, reduce the surplus capacity issues at all schools.  However, prudent planning in year 6 and beyond can take account of this.  Table four identifies the main risks in this regard and possible mitigating measures.
Table four - Identified Risks to Net Capacity/surplus capacity as a result of these proposals.

	Area
	Risk
	Mitigation

	City


	The projected 4% of surplus places is lower than we should be aiming for (6 - 8%).  
Even with the 4% net surplus across the City some individual schools remain with more than 25% surplus places.
	We are re-examining the projected number on roll for 2013 as part of the process of validating the projections at school level.  If as expected, this can be revised downwards, this would produce a greater level of surplus capacity.

	Area 1

Kersal/Broughton/Blackfriars


	St Thomas of Canterbury is projected to have surplus places of more than 25%
	Proposals for year 6 and beyond of the programme include the remodelling of this school during which the surplus capacity would be removed.

	Area Swinton/
Claremont/
Pendlebury
	Grosvenor Road school is projected to have more than 25% surplus places
	This could be rectified as part of the plans for year 6 and beyond.  If a neighbouring school were to close this would eliminate the surplus capacity.

	Area 3

Eccles/Winton/
Barton


	Despite the overall acceptable level of surplus capacity in the area three schools are projected to be over 25% surplus capacity

Westwood Park

St Andrews CE

Godfrey Ermen CE
	Discussions are being held with the CE Diocese about the future rationalisation of St Andrew’s and Godfrey Ermen

If necessary, capacity can be reduced at Westwood Park in year 6 or later.

	Area 4

Weaste/Seedley/Langworthy/

Ordsall


	Potential under capacity 
	Potential under capacity in this area has been planned for with the retention of St Luke’s CE and the possibility of an extension to Lark Hill (our most deprived school) in year 6 or beyond.

	Area 5

Little Hulton


	Two schools are projected to have surpluses of over 25%
North Walkden

St Paul’s Heathside
	There is a potential for an ‘amalgamation’ of North Walkden and St Paul’s CE Heathside in year 6 or beyond. 

	Area 6

Worsley/
Boothstown


	Potential under capacity
	This situation will be monitored closely but experience shows that in the shorter term, numbers in this part of the city are better projected on the basis of local knowledge

	Area 7 

Irlam/Cadishead


	Two schools are projected to have over 25% surplus capacity.

Fiddler’s Lane

St Joseph’s RC
	Post year 6 Fiddler’s Lane could be brought together with Moorfield.

Discussions could take place with the RC Diocese regarding the possible closure of St Joseph’s.


6.6.7
Remaining 8 Years of PCP (2014 – 2022)
Whilst we are charged with providing the DCSF with an outline programme beyond year 5, for all the reasons listed above it is important to retain enough flexibility to respond to changes bought about by school reorganisations already planned and the demographics of the City as they evolve.  We continue to work with corporate colleagues regarding the possible impact of new housing developments and regeneration.
We do not therefore propose to formally share detailed proposals with schools for this later stage of the programme given that they are subject to change.  However, the proposals as currently outlined, will allow us to shape and influence schools’ capital investment
Attached at appendix 3 is a list of the proposals for submission to the DCSF, subject to approval.  It should also be noted that where statutory school organisation proposals are required, these processes will need to be initiated well before year six of the programme.
7. Marketing and Communications
Work has begun with Marketing and Communications on a communications strategy for the programme.  An intranet site has been set up.  As most of the proposals within the first five years of the programme have already been subject to public consultation these are unlikely to stir up any more controversy.  However, further thought needs to be given as to how and when to begin discussions with schools in earmarked for investment or closure, later in the programme.
8.
Resource implications

Assuming that the Primary Strategy for Change is approved by the DCSF later in the year, consideration will need to be given to identifying the resources required to deliver the programme.  The Capital, Asset Management and School Organisation Team is a very small team within Children’s Services overseeing capital projects and school organisation processes.  There are additional implications for services such as HR and Finance who will play significant roles.  Whilst there are clear future links to the BSF programme, additional resources will be required to ensure delivery.  These are currently being defined.
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