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1.
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

1.1
To provide an update of progress for the delivery of Teddington School’s redevelopment and to seek specific decisions in respect of All Weather Pitch (‘AWP’) provision 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.2.1
To update on general progress by the design team on designs for the redevelopment of Teddington School

1.2.2
To approve the terms by which the Council should invest in the improvement of an existing AWP at the St Mary’s College site at Broom Road.  The site is outlined in black on the attached plan. The investment would be necessary principally to enable its use by Teddington Hockey Club during the redevelopment period for Teddington Secondary School.  The construction programme will require the temporary closure of use of one of the two pitches at the School site for around 2 years.

1.2.3
To provide advice to Cabinet of significant issues of risk in relation to the current budgets for the scheme.

	2.
RECOMMENDATIONS
2.1
To note progress on the preparation of plans for the development of a new 
Teddington School, and in particular that the Design Team are detailing up a scheme that will have two permanent all weather pitches within the existing school boundary when works are complete.

2.2 To approve Council investment in an existing AWP at the St Mary’s College, Broom Road site (location per the attached plan), on terms that are broadly compatible with paragraphs 3.6-3.7 of the report
2.3 To delegate the detailed conclusion of the arrangements for Council investment in the AWP to the Assistant Director of Environment, in consultation with the Head of Legal Services, the Director of Finance and Corporate Services, other key officers and the relevant Cabinet Members (and subject to the final terms falling within the thresholds stated in the confidential report that is later on the agenda).
2.4 To note the current significant budget issues for the overall development scheme and the related risk assessment at paragraph 7.
2.5 To note the position of the Learning and Skills Council and the way forward proposed as per paragraphs 3.14-3.19
 


3.
DETAIL

General Update

3.1 The design team is currently concentrating on producing scheme details and drawings that are sufficient and appropriate for a full planning application.  The target date for the planning application is June 2007 and ahead of that a range of further consultation sessions are planned.

3.2
The design team is concentrating on a proposed scheme that contains two permanent AWPs within the school boundary once the whole construction is complete.  This is in line with the original concepts for the school’s redevelopment and in line with our commitment to the school and wider community sporting provision.

3.3 
Members are aware of efforts that have been made to pursue options for the second of the two AWPs being away from the current school site.  In particular Members will re-call that the pursuit of discussions with the owner of land at Langdon Park led through to significant concerns in respect of environmental issues, not least the impact on badger foraging, and work on this option has now ceased.

3.3.1 Preliminary discussions have been held with the Council as local planning authority in respect of the potential for there to be a permanent AWP at a part of the Broom Road Recreation Ground.  The initial comments of the planners are very negative, and sufficiently so to mean that any pursuit of this option would have very significant delivery risks attached to it.  The comments received particularly relate to fencing, harm to the use of the park for the general public, the impact on Public Open Space status, previous comments made by the UDP Inspector, the Thames Policy Area, the Thames Landscape Strategy, Nature Conservation, and yet more issues were the option to include floodlighting.

3.3.2 These risks are so great that this site has now also been precluded from current design work and efforts are being concentrated on two permanent AWPs within the existing school boundary per paragraph 3.2.  There are consequences for the options for the design of the school’s buildings that result, and there are also links to the budgets available as described below.

Temporary All-Weather Pitch (AWP)
3.4 All sensible and practical options for the redevelopment of the school include phased works such that one of the existing AWPs will be unavailable during the building period.  If the continued level of existing sporting provision is to be maintained, it is therefore necessary that a temporary location for one AWP is found in any event.

3.5 
The Head of Sports and Fitness has examined a range of options for this, but most have either practical or planning risk issues attached to them (or both) that are unlikely to be overcome, certainly to the extent that they do not provide the certainty required on this issue at this crucial stage just two/three months prior to planning application stage.

3.6 
A realistic option that is being pursued with vigour is a temporary location of our AWP needs to the existing AWP at land controlled by St Mary’s College at the North East end of Broom Road.  Whilst this is an existing AWP it is one that is reaching the end of its useful life without refurbishment.  The Head of Sports and Fitness has entered into initial but very positive discussions with St Mary’s College and it is likely that a deal can be concluded that is based on:


(
The Council investing capital into the refurbishment of the St Mary’s pitch.


(
The Council, Teddington Hockey Club and other users  having use of the duly refurbished AWP for the construction period of the new school to the extent that is required to replace current uses for the existing non-floodlit AWP at Teddington School

(
The Council having (more limited) use of the refurbished hockey pitch beyond the initial period.

3.7 Inevitably there are a number of detailed points that are the subject of furtherdiscussions between the Head of Sports and Fitness and St Mary’s College, but we are sufficiently confident that a deal is possible to seek Cabinet authority to conclude an arrangement urgently through the delegation of powers.  This detail of work includes finalising alternative arrangements for existing users of the St Mary’s pitch and working out precisely what the refurbishment costs are and what our contribution would be. Officers will also examine the floodlighting issues at St Mary`s College in detail as part of the negotiations and the extent to which existing lighting provision can be relied on or extended during the school`s construction period.
3.8 
Overall Development - Building/Budget Issues

3.9 The budget available for the schools redevelopment is a little short of £30m. with a post-16 provision, or £24m. without.  The current position on post-16 provision is explained at paragraph 3.16.  In either event the basic budget provided by the Department for Education and Skills (‘DfES’) is proving insufficient according to current building cost estimates produced by the project team.

3.10 These indicate that the full cost of a complete redevelopment may be some £5m.-£6m in excess of base budgets.  The design team is naturally making all efforts to reduce this gap through detailed work but there is considerable risk at this stage that this may not be possible. We are not unique in facing this difficulty.  Several other pathfinder boroughs for the one-school BSF promise are facing similar issues.

3.11 The DfES has been approached on this matter and additional funds are being sought from them.  Other boroughs have made similar approaches already and without success.  There is a considerable risk that our efforts will prove similarly unsuccessful, but we are of course continuing to press the DfES on the issue and are attempting to meet key individuals at senior  level.

3.12 Should we not receive additional support from the DfES then our basic options are two-fold:

(i) To scale back the scheme to match the current budget available

(ii) To provide additional Council capital

Inevitably there are options less basic and more complex than these, and that include a mix of the two and additional third-party funding sources.

3.13 However, Cabinet need to be aware at this stage that the pursuit of two permanent AWPs within the school site is highly likely to prevent the most achievable current budget-based option. This would be an option where an extensive part of the existing school is retained (probably around 60%), with the additional new buildings being placed on a part of one of the existing all-weather pitches. With this option it  is simply not possible in practical terms (and outline plans are available to demonstrate this) to have two permanent AWPs due to the constraints of the site.

3.14 In summary, therefore, the budget for the redeveloped school will need to be increased, funded through one means or another, with the approach that is believed necessary for the AWPs.  This is not a decision for Cabinet now, given that DfES approaches have not been exhausted, but it may be necessary soon.   
3.15 Concerns might in any event be raised from a qualitative point of view were any option pursued that had a high percentage of refurbishment included. 
LSC/Post-16 Funding – Current Position

3.16 The BSF design proposal contains an option for a 250-place post-16 provision. This provision, subsequent to the submission, became dependent on the Richmond 14-19 Partnership’s bid to the LSC’s Competition for extra 16 to 19 provision within the borough. 
3.17 The bid was presented to the LSC on 27 February 2007 and contained provision for 430 places, which were to be provided by two consortiums of schools, one of which was to be led by Teddington School. This bid contained:-

· 60 places at L2 &L3 for Creative and Media Arts, which were to be provided by HCC and Teddington Schools.

· 40 places within each consortium of schools at L2 & L3 in subjects, which were dependant on Student demand (probably A/AS level courses).
· The bulk of the remaining places were to be provided via a Diploma Centre or from HAWK Training Group.

3.18 A letter has recently been received from the LSC stating the Partnership were successful in their bid, but that the LSC would not approve any duplication of A level provision currently provide by existing providers. 
3.19 Teddington School has indicated that they do not want to provide the Diploma Centre or a Hawk training centre on their site. This therefore would only leave a provision of about 30 places for L2 &L3 for Creative and Media Arts. 

3.20 This has seriously limited the options for post-16 courses at Teddington School, and effectively cancels the justification for the approximately £6m element of funding that was to be required for post-16 provision.

3.21 Naturally this is extremely disappointing and it leaves no alternative other than the Design Team being instructed to prepare a scheme for the planning application stage that has no post 16 provision within it, although officers will pursue the option of designing for a ‘flexible space’ that could be used for 14 to 19 Creative and Media Arts courses. 
3.22 
4.
CONSULTATION

4.1
Two public consultation events have been held up to the end of March 2007. A series of further events are planned for before, during and after the planning application stages of the scheme.
5
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

5.1
The probable Council contribution to the AWP refurbishment costs at St Mary`s College is covered in the confidential report that is later on the agenda. There are no other specific financing decisions requested of Cabinet by this report but significant issues of risk in relation to the overall development costs are raised in the body of the report and in the Risk Assessment section below. Members should also note that the general cost over-run figures do not include the costs of any additional Capital required to take the scheme up to a an energy efficiency (BREEAM) standard of “excellent”. A separate exercise is being undertaken by the design team to establish what these extra costs would be and will be reported to a future Cabinet meeting. These extra costs have previously been estimated at in the range £1-2m should Members wish to pursue this approach.
6.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS/CONSIDERATIONS 
6.1
The delivery of the redeveloped School Project is in line with our Corporate Plan and in particular the Objectives that ‘We will work with teachers and school governors to enable schools to be the best in London. We will improve performance of secondary schools and substantially improve services for young people.    

7
RISK ASSESSMENT

7.1
Current cost estimates indicate that the full cost of a complete redevelopment may be some £5m.-£6m in excess of current base budgets.  The Design Team is naturally making all efforts to reduce this gap through detailed work, but there is considerable risk at this stage that this may not be possible. We are not unique in facing this difficulty.  Several other boroughs for the pathfinder one-school BSF promise are facing similar issues. 

7.2
Should the Council not receive additional support from the DfES, then our basic options are two-fold:

(i) To scale back the scheme to match the current budget available

(ii) To provide additional Council capital

Inevitably there are options less basic and more complex than these, and that includes a mix of the two and additional third-party funding sources.

7.3 Cabinet need to be aware at this stage that the pursuit of two permanent all-weather pitches within the school site is highly likely to prevent the most achievable current budget-based option. This would be an option where an extensive part of the existing school is retained (probably around 60%), with the additional new buildings being placed on a part of one of the existing all-weather pitches. However, with this option it is simply not possible (and outline plans are available to demonstrate this) to have two permanent AWPs due to the constraints of the site.

7.4
In summary therefore, the budget for the redeveloped school will need to be increased, funded through one means or another, with the approach that is believed necessary for the AWPs. This is not a decision for Cabinet now given that DfES approaches have not been exhausted but it may be necessary soon.


8.
EQUALITY IMPACT/CONSIDERATIONS

8.1
The building is being designed to high standards of accessibility and there will be a detailed description of the features that are being provided in this respect within the planning application that is being targeted for June 2007.
9.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

Legal Services have advised that the Council has powers to invest in and or provide all weather hockey pitches at St Mary’s College under the powers conferred on it by Section 19 Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976, together with incidental powers under Section 111 of the Local Government Act 1972, and also under its powers arising from Section 2 of the Local Government Act 2000 if the Cabinet is satisfied that this would be in the interests of the social and environmental well-being of the borough or some of its residents.
10.
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:


Previous update reports to Cabinet 
11.
CONTACTS


Councillor Malcolm Eady, Cabinet Member for Children`s Services and Education, email cllr.meady@richmond.gov.uk

Councillor Stephen Knight, Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Resources, email cllr.sknight@richmond.gov.uk

Anji Phillips, Director of Education and Children`s Services, tel: 0208 891 7907; email: a.phillips@richmond.gov.uk

Mark Maidment, Director of Finance and Corporate Services, tel: 0208 891 7171; email: m.maidment@richmond.gov.uk

Paul Chadwick, Assistant Director property and Procurement, tel: 0208 891 7870; email: p.Chadwick@richmond.gov.uk
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