









ITEM NO 5

SALFORD CITY COUNCIL
21st February, 2007

Meeting commenced:
2.00 p.m.
"
adjourned:
4.10 p.m.
"
recommenced:
4.25 p.m.
"
ended:
5.30 p.m.
PRESENT:
The Mayor (Councillor B.P. Murphy) - in the Chair

Councillors Ainsworth, Broughton, E. Burgoyne, V. Burgoyne, Coen, Compton, Connor, Dawson, Deas, Devine, Dobbs, Ferrer, K. Garrido, R. Garrido, Gray, Harold, Hinds, Howard, Hudson, Hunt, Jones, Kean, King, Lancaster, B. Lea, M. Lea, Lightup, Lindley, Loveday, Mann, Merry, Miller, Morris, Mullen, Jane Murphy, Joe Murphy, O’Neill, Owen, Pennington, Pooley, Potter, Ryan, Salmon, Sheehy, Smyth, Turner, Warmisham, Warner and Wilson 

131.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Antrobus, Clague, Cooke, Cullen, Heywood, Hulmes, Humphreys, Jolley, Ian Macdonald M.B.E. and Witkowski.

132.
DECLARATION OF INTEREST
Councillors Devine and Harold declared an interest in the item referred to in Minute 136 below on (“Building Schools for the Future”), took no part in the debate and left the meeting for the consideration of this item.

133.
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
The minutes of the meeting held on 17th January, 2007, were signed by the Mayor, as a correct record.

134.
PETITIONS/COMMUNICATIONS

RESOLVED:
THAT the following petitions received by the Mayor be dealt with as follows:-

	Councillor
	Details of Petition
	Directorate

	Devine
	From the residents of Laurel Drive, Little Hulton, objecting to a proposal for the erection of a telephone mast
	Housing and Planning

	Ferrer
	From 65 residents of Claremont requesting Council intervention in respect of “run down” property on Trennant Road, Salford
	Housing and Planning



	Turner
	From residents of Walkden objecting to the layout of the proposed new Walkden High School buildings
	Housing and Planning


135.
2007/08 REVENUE BUDGET AND CAPITAL PROGRAMME
A joint report of the Head of Finance and the Lead Member for Customer and Support Services was submitted setting out specific proposals for the 2007/08 Revenue Budget and Council Tax, Housing Revenue Account Revenue Budget, Capital Programme and Prudential Limits.

Councillor Hinds, Lead Member for Customer and Support Services, presented the 2007/08 budget to the Council making reference to the processes which had been taken to secure an effective budget taking into account the substantial changes which had occurred in the City in terms of government grants, “one off income” that had been received during the current financial year, the alterations to the Council Tax base and the efficiencies which had been proposed to keep the increase in Council Tax down to 3% for services provided by the Council. 

In moving the report he paid tribute to the work of Councillor Devine, the Executive Support Member, Strategic Directors, Lead Members and John Spink, Geoff Topping and Carolyn Haslam, for their assistance and support with the preparation of the budget proposals. 

Councillor Vincent Devine seconded the report.

Amendment Moved and Seconded
Councillor Compton moved an amendment that was seconded by Councillor K. Garrido in the form of an alternative Budget for 2007/08 on behalf of the Conservative Group (as attached to the minutes at appendix A).

Councillor Compton outlined in detail the Conservative Group proposals,which included reductions in staffing through natural wastage over the next 12 months, sale of additional assets and premises, the introduction of car park charges for staff and proposed reductions to the 2007/08 capital programme. He stated that implementation of this budget would result in an increase in Council Tax of 2% for 2007/08.

Councillor Compton thanked the Strategic Director of Customer and Support Services and his staff for their assistance in providing information for this submission to the Council.

Councillor K. Garrido supported the proposals put forward by Councillor Compton.

After a lengthy and detailed debate the Mayor put the amendment to the meeting and upon a show of hands declared the amendment not carried


A debate on the motion then took place.

Councillor K. Garrido spoke against the proposals contained in the report making reference to:-

· government grants received.

· implications of using reserves.

· council Tax performance over the last ten years.

· staffing levels.

· costs of recycling.

Councillor Ainsworth asked a specific question regarding spending in Claremont/ Weaste.  

Councillor Owen commented upon:-

· increasing costs of consultants and agency staff.

· private sector housing contributions.

· increase in fees and charges.

· the view that opposition Councillors should be more involved in the budget process.

· highway repairs.

Councillor Howard commented upon:-

· use of Council reserves.

· council Tax collection performance.

Councillor Merry commented that:-

· the Labour Government had awarded a very welcome addition to the  RSG of £4.3M over the last four years, but agreed it could have been more.

· the proposed Council Tax rise will be one of the lowest in the country even compared to Conservative controlled councils.

· the Liberal Democrat Group had not prepared any form of budget statement.

Councillor Mrs. Lea replied to a comment made by Councillor K. Garrido referring her to the response given at a recent meeting of the Budget Scrutiny Committee relating to the rolling out of the recycling policies across the City due to public demand.

Councillors R. Garrido and Lindley also commented on a matter relating to the funding of bus journeys for schoolchildren.

Councillor Connor indicated that he would provide Councillor Ainsworth with the information he had requested.

In closing the debate Councillor Hinds referred to the following matters:-

· The basis of the Conservative budget was reducing staffing levels by 200.

· The proposed budget develops a strategy to replenish reserves over the next three years.

· The collection of Council Tax had increased this year due to new policies and operational changes that had been introduced.

· The increase in expenditure on Highway improvements in the last year

· The need to ensure that our most vulnerable young people and adults are cared for through Children’s Services and Community Health and Social Care Directorates.

· The comparison in the much higher numbers of vulnerable children in Salford as compared to Wigan and the associated costs that are attached to meeting their needs.

· The City’s  improved performance regarding the  collection of business rates.

· The proposed budget would increase spending in vital frontline service areas 

· The work relating to the public consultation for the budget 2007/08.

· The outcome that, after much deliberation, the Council was still able to deliver the third lowest Council Tax rise in Greater Manchester without cutting frontline services.  

The Mayor then put the motion to approve the 2007/08 Revenue Budget and Capital Programme as proposed in the report of the Head of Finance and the Lead Member for Customer and Support Services now submitted, and it was -
RESOLVED:
(1) THAT a Revenue Budget of £198.229M be approved for 2007/08.


(2) THAT the revised revenue estimates for the year 2006/07 and the revenue estimates for 2007/08 as set out in the report be approved.


(3) THAT it be noted that the Lead Member for Customer and Support Services on 18th December, 2006, approved the calculation of 65,345 as the Council’s council tax base for the year 2007/08 in accordance with regulation 3 of the Local

Authorities (Calculation of Council Tax Base) Regulations 1992 made under Section 33(5) of the Local Government Finance Act 1992.



(4) THAT the following amounts be now calculated by the Council for the year 2007/08 in accordance with Sections 32 to 36 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992:-

	(a)
	£687,629,000
	being the aggregate of the amounts which the Council estimates for the items set out in Section 32(2) (a) to (e) of the Act.



	(b)
	£489,400,000
	being the aggregate of the amounts which the Council estimates for the items set out in Section 32(3) (a) to (c) of the Act.



	(c)
	£198,229,000
	being the amount by which the aggregate at 4(a) above exceeds the aggregate at 4(b) above, calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section 32(4) of the Act, as its budget requirement for the year.



	(d)
	£116,537,000
	being the aggregate of the sums which the Council estimates will be payable for the year into its general fund in respect of redistributed non-domestic rates, revenue support grant or additional grant increased by the amount of the sums which the Council estimates will be transferred in the year from its collection fund to its general fund in accordance with Section 97(4) of the Local Government Finance Act 1988 and having regard to the directions under Section 98(4) and Section 98(5) of the Local Government Finance Act 1988 made on 12th October, 1992.



	(e)
	£1,250.17
	being the amount at 4(c) above less the amount at 4(d) above, all divided by the amount at 3 above, calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section 33(1) of the Act, as the basic amount of its Council Tax for the year.



	(f)
	
	Valuation Bands



	
	A minus
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H



	£
	694.54
	833.45
	972.36
	1,111.26
	1,250.17
	1,527.98
	1,805.80
	2,083.62
	2,500.34



	
	
	being the amounts given by multiplying the amount at 4(e) above by the number which, in the proportion set out in Section 5(1) of the Act, is applicable to dwellings listed in a particular valuation band divided by the number which in that proportion is applicable to dwellings listed in valuation band D, calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section 36(1) of the Act, as the amounts to be taken into account for the year in respect of categories of dwellings listed in different valuation bands.




(5) THAT it be noted that for the year 2007/08 the Greater Manchester Police Authority and the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Authority have stated the following amounts in precepts issued to the Council, in accordance with Section 40 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, for each of the categories of the dwellings shown below:-

	Precepting Authority Valuation Bands



	Greater Manchester Police Authority
	A minus
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H



	
	£
	64.55
	77.46
	90.37
	103.28
	116.19
	142.01
	167.83
	193.65
	232.38



	Greater Manchester Fire & Rescue Authority
	£
	26.67
	32.00
	37.33
	42.67
	48.00
	58.67
	69.33
	80.00
	96.00






(6) THAT, having calculated the aggregate in each case of the amounts at 4(f) and 5 above, the Council, in accordance with Section 30(2) of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, hereby sets the following amounts as the amounts of Council Tax for the year 2007/08 for each of the categories of dwellings shown below:-

	Valuation Bands



	
	A minus
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H



	£
	785.76
	942.91
	1,100.06
	1,257.21
	1,414.36
	1,728.66
	2,042.96
	2,357.27
	2,828.72




(7) THAT the HRA budget and contribution from reserves for 2007/08 as set out in part 2 of the report be approved.



(8) THAT each Lead Member and Strategic Director be requested to monitor rigorously the implementation of the accepted savings and expenditure against budget on a regular basis, to identify and report to Budget Scrutiny Committee any alternative savings which may be necessary to compensate for any savings not achievable in full and to ensure that overall net expenditure is contained within budget, and for the Lead Member for Customer and Support Services and the Head of Finance/ Strategic Director of Customer and Support Services to report monthly to Budget Scrutiny Committee on progress with the budget on a corporate basis. 



(9) THAT a capital programme of £114.804 M as set out in Part 3 of, and detailed in Appendix 15 to, the report be approved.



(10) THAT the list of assets for disposal in 2007/08 as set out in Appendix 14 to the report be agreed, to allow the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning, in conjunction with Urban Vision Partnership Ltd, to proceed to market those sites where a commitment to dispose has not already been made.



(11) THAT the prudential indicators for 2007/08 to 2009/10 as set out in part 4 of the report be approved.

136.
BUILDING SCHOOLS FOR THE FUTURE (BSF) OUTLINE BUSINESS CASE

(Previous Minute 97-15th November,2006)

Councillor Merry presented a report relating to the Cabinet response to the issues raised by the Children’s Scrutiny Committee regarding the next stage proposals for the Building Schools for the Future programme.  Council were requested to endorse decisions that Cabinet were minded to make at the meeting to be held on 27th February, 2007, as agreed by Cabinet Briefing at its meetings of 23rd January and 17th February, 2007, respectively.

Councillor Merry reiterated the case of BSF in relation to issues such as surplus places, and the need to deliver a programme that will take full advantage of the Government funding envelope available within the required timescales and enhance the provision of education facilities for the next 25 years.

He also commented on the procedures taken to consider the item, specifically referring to the questions raised by the Scrutiny Committee and the ongoing negotiations with the Roman Catholic Diocese relating to St. George’s R.C. High School.

In finishing his submission he informed Council of the implications of changing either the BSF or the adjoining PFI programme proposals at this stage, referring specifically to the fiscal penalties the Council would incur.

Councillor Warmisham seconded the recommendations contained in the report.

Councillor Lindley stated that the proposal as now submitted had been rushed and called upon the Council to admit it had been mistaken to approve the closure of St. George’s R.C. High School, a high achieving school.

He commented that the OBC as presented  was not in the best interests of children and referred to:-

· the potential to support two comprehensive schools of 600 places in Little Hulton.

· the late proposal to rebuild Wentworth High School.

· the future use of Moorside High School site.

· the size of Walkden High School.

In completing his submission he argued that the process had been badly handled purely based on deadlines and not education and referred to the issues of children travelling to school.

Councillor Turner supported the view that St. George’s R.C. High School should not be closed based upon its current performance levels.

Councillor K. Garrido supported the views of her colleagues and expressed concern regarding the future of the Moorside High School site and the location of the new school in Swinton.

She commented upon road safety issues and the community use facilities that currently exist at Moorside High School.  She also requested Council to reconsider the closure of St. George’s R.C. High School.

In addition she commented upon proposals relating to All Hallows R.C. High School and the siting of the proposed Academy and asked for a reply from the Lead Member for Children’s Services.

Councillor Ainsworth commented upon the proposal in relation to the All Hallows R.C. High, the issues of travelling schoolchildren and the overall management of the scheme to ensure equitable choice of schools relating to surplus places issues.

Councillor R. Garrido requested that consideration of the matter be deferred to allow for a special meeting to be called to determined the outcome of the report.

Councillor Owen agreed with the suggestion of Councillor R. Garrido and submitted three detailed questions for consideration by the Lead Member for Children’s Services as follows:-

What evidence can the Lead Member for Children’s Services provide to demonstrate that the proposed reorganisation of the RC denominational schools will not harm the established high quality educational objectives and standards already demonstrated by the Salcep partnership and its established role in the provision of wider-than-denominational education services across the City?  Given the high quality standards of education already being delivered by individual schools in the Salcep partnership (e.g. as recently described by OFSTED as both outstanding and excellent value for money in the case of All Hallows), why is this successful partnership arrangement being put at risk by the reconfiguration and closure of denominational schools and not, instead being adopted as a model for the wider educational system in Salford?  What particular evidence of evaluation or dialogue can be provided to demonstrate that the proposal to reconfigure the existing denominational provision of four schools into three will deliver better quality and standards of education to pupils?

Is there not a risk that the BSF proposals might be interpreted as prejudicial, by virtue of distance and transport difficulty or cost, to the delivery of the choice that is a key plank of government policy to future parents and pupils who may wish, as those at present, to access a denominational style of education for reasons other than faith or specifically wish to access catholic education in particular?

The intended benefit to the local/Ordsall community of providing a high school in the Quays is appreciated/understood.  Why however does the proposed school have to be an academy, when funding availability for a community school appears available under the BSF programme and the Academy form appears to be driving a size of school that has a far higher number of places than those required to satisfy local pupil projection demand or the demand projection based on the pupil residency profile of the present Hope High School?  In particular, what has been the response to the questions from Eccles College as to the intended catchment area is for the school, how is such targeted catchment anticipated to impact on other schools and would there not be a better prospect of sharing the intended media specialism and sixth form resources of the proposed school with other schools if the proposed Quays replacement for Hope was to be promoted as a community school?

Councillor Warmisham indicated that due to the limited time left within the meeting he would provide a written reply to the questions submitted.

In response to the debate Councillor Merry indicated that he had made an offer to the opposition parties to extend the meeting of Council.

He reiterated the importance of the matter to the City and the future of education and called upon the Council to support the recommendations contained within the report.

The Mayor then put the matter before the Council, at which point five Members of the Council stood and requested that in accordance with Standing Order 2.11(a) voting should be by roll call and be recorded in the minutes.

The Mayor then called for a recorded vote.

	For the Proposal
	Against the Proposal

	Broughton

Lightup

V. Burgoyne

Loveday

Coen


Mann

Connor

Merry


Dawson

Morris

Dobbs


Mullen

Hinds


Jane Murphy



Hudson

Joe Murphy

Hunt


Potter

Jones


Salmon

Kean


Sheehy

King


Warmisham

Lancaster

Warner

B. Lea


Wilson

M. Lea


	Ainsworth

Ryan

E. Burgoyne

Smyth

Compton

Turner

Deas

Ferrer

K. Garrido

R. Garrido

Gray

Howard

Lindley

Miller

O’Neill

Owen

Pennington

Pooley




The Mayor announced the result as follows:-


For the proposal

30


Against the proposal
17

(Subsequent more detailed analysis after the meeting confirmed the vote as recorded in the table above and revealed that the voting was as follows:-

 
For the proposal

29


Against the proposal
18)


The Mayor declared the motion carried and it was: 


RESOLVED:
 THAT Council


(1)
Endorse the decisions that Cabinet was minded to take on the BSF OBC as contained within the 23rd January, 2007 Cabinet Briefing report;


(2)
Reaffirm their decision to close St. George’s R.C. High School as part of the Control Option set out within the SBC, previously endorsed by Council and agreed by Cabinet on 15th November, 2006; (Council Minute 97 refers)


(3)
Note the 13th February, 2007 Cabinet Briefing response to the Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee views; and that Cabinet was minded to agree these at the meeting to be held on 27th February,2007.

137.
FINISHING TIME OF COUNCIL

During consideration of the last item the Council - 


RESOLVED:
THAT in accordance with Standing Order 2.10 the Council meeting be extended beyond 5.00 p.m. to conclude no later than 5.30 p.m.

138.
GENERAL QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS TO LEAD MEMBERS

(a)
Councillor Merry, Leader of the Council

Councillors K. Garrido and Lindley asked if Councillor Merry had full confidence in Councillor Warmisham, Lead Member for Children’s Services, and did he believe that Councillor Warmisham had been honest with the Council regarding BSF.


Councillor Merry responded that he had full confidence in Councillor Warmisham and his honesty in respect of this matter.


At this point the time reached 5.30 p.m., and the Mayor declared the meeting closed.

139.
BUSINESS NOT TRANSACTED AT THIS MEETING
· The remainder of item 9(a) (Questions/Comments to Leader of the Council).

· Items 9(b)-(g) inclusive (Questions/Comments to Lead Members).

· Item 10 (Amendments to the Constitution).

· Item 11 (Appointments to Outside Bodies).

· Item 12(a)-12(e) inclusive (Questions and comments on the discharge of functions).

· Item 13 Notice of Motion (National ID Cards).

· Item 14 Issues for Scrutiny Chairs.
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