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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 a decision in respect of budget provision.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.2 To update on general progress for the redevelopment of Teddington School.

	2.
RECOMMENDATION
2.1 That funding of a range from £30.6 million to £32.6 million be agreed subject to a verbal report for the BREEAM rating of ‘Excellent’ and a full analysis of the impact on the capital programme. 
If the 


3.
DETAIL
3.1
The design team has continued to work with the school, officers and public to develop the scheme to Stage C outline proposal. The Stage C report is to be produced late June 2007 and the Council is aiming to sign-off this report on 2 July 2007. The Stage C report will also require approval from the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). 

3.2
The Flood Risk Assessment, the Arboriculture Survey for the school site and the draft Ecological Survey for the school site, have recently been received. This information will be reviewed prior to planning submission. The Arboriculture Survey of the proposed area of the Broom Road Recreation ground to be used for the Multi Use Games Area (MUGA) is awaited. This will specifically take into account consideration of the Gingko trees on the proposed site. 


Procurement

3.3
Stage 1 of the main contractor tender package is due to go out in late June with a four week tender period. Tender interviews are scheduled for 30 July 2007 with appointment of the contractor planned for early August. The tender list for contractors has been selected from the South East Centre of Excellence (SECE) framework. 

3.4
Future appointments will include a consultant for Furniture, Fittings and Equipment (FF&E), an Acoustic consultant and a Catering consultant.


Planning

3.5
As a result of the omission of the post-16 provision there has been an impact on design progress and this will delay the submission of the planning application to early September 2007. A public exhibition of the main design content of the planning submission is planned prior to submission of the application. The location of the exhibition is yet to be agreed. The preferred design option locates the Multi Use Games Area (MUGA) on Broom Road recreation ground.


Consultation

3.6
Further consultation events have been held since the last report to Cabinet in April. An event held for parents on 3 April had 117 attendees. This was followed by an open exhibition held on Wednesday 25 April and Saturday 28 April with 304 attendees present. 

3.7
A questionnaire was available for attendees to complete allowing responses to be fed back to the design team. A total of 253 questionnaires were completed at the event. The questionnaire included questions on the priorities for Teddington School, retention and enhancement of sports facilities, construction period, safety, which all weather sports pitch should be floodlit, the preferred layout of sports pitches, school entrance, parking provision, and location of the MUGA.

3.8
Attendees were also given the opportunity to indicate their favoured design option. The open exhibition event showed that the preferred option was Option 2 that showed the two all weather pitches at right angles to each other with the MUGA on the Broom Road recreation ground. All results have been recorded and will be followed up with a Community Involvement Newsletter. Details of the display boards from the open exhibition are available on the Council’s website. 

3.9
Consultation has also continued with local residents and interest groups through a series of meetings. The main areas of concern included the specification for floodlighting and location of a floodlit all weather pitch. The lighting specialist has met with a number of residents from Melbourne Road who have indicated their appreciation that the meeting had been arranged and their understanding of the technological improvements since the floodlighting was originally installed at the school site. However, a number of residents still have concerns over floodlighting. Further work is being undertaken by the Acoustic Consultant to address concerns raised by residents with regard to noise.  


Temporary All Weather Pitch

3.6
Details of the temporary all weather pitch proposal were reported to Cabinet on 10 April 2007. Negotiations have continued and in principle, a formula has been agreed with St Mary’s College that will provide the Council with a certain number of free hours of usage of the All Weather Pitch that will relate to the terms of capital investment. Consultants have been appointed to prepare a specification and drawings for the project. Construction of the project is anticipated to take place in Autumn 2007.


Budget issues

3.7
Current forecasts of project costs as at 20 April 2007 are in the order of £30.6 million which is £6.6 million over the funding to be provided by the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). This cost estimate is for the project design with a BREEAM rating of ‘Very Good’ and not for ‘Excellent’. The Stage C report will include cost commentary on the additional cost to achieve the BREEAM ‘Excellent’ rating. There will be a verbal report to Cabinet on the BREEAM issue, with reference to the recommendation outlined above. We will receive updated costs reports from Davis Langdon, the appointed Quantity Surveyors, as the design progresses. 

3.8
In the Cabinet report of 10 April 2007 it was reported that the Council would pursue additional funds from the DfES to address the shortfall.

3.9 Action taken to date includes:

· A letter from the Leader of the Council to Jim Knight MP, Minister of State for Schools and 14-19 Learners (dated 16 April 2007). A response has now been received which confirms that the DfES cannot allocate any further funding to Richmond beyond that allocated under the One-School Cost Calculator formulaic funding (dated 8 May 2007). The letter did state, however, that the DfES would contact the Local Authority with regard to the Post-16 issues.

· A letter from Dr Vincent Cable MP to Jim Knight MP (dated 4 April 2007). A response has now been received which confirms that the DfES cannot allocated any further funding to Richmond for the reasons as outlined above.

· Education and Children’s Services have also requested a meeting with the DfES to discuss funding and the Post-16 issues.  To date a meeting has not been forthcoming but the Director has discussed the BSF project with Luke Kennedy, Schools Capital BSF Project Advisor, DfES.

· The Local Authority (LA) appointed a Design Advisor to continue the work of The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) enabler appointed by the DfES in the early stages of the project (4 days funded by the DfES). The LA Design Advisor will raise ‘the impact on design of any shortfall in funding’ through his membership of a CABE Educational Panel, who he hopes will be supportive in raising the issue with the DfES.  

· Other One-School Pathfinder Local Authorities have also raised the difficulties presented to them by a shortfall in funding but to date all have been refused additional funding. At a recent conference, the Education and Building Development Officers Group (EBDOG) held on 17-18 May 2007, the issue of funding was once again raised with DfES representatives. Philip Parker, Schools Capital Deputy Director Strategy, DfES, responded on 25 May 2007, stating that a meeting would be set up with all One-School Pathfinder authorities. We await the details for this meeting.

4.
CONSULTATION
4.1
Reports to Cabinet and Overview and Scrutiny Committee since 1 December 2005. Consultation continues with the school community, local residents and interest groups as outlined in reports to Cabinet. Details of newsletters are available on the Council website.
5
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
5.1
The report to Cabinet on 26 February 2007 outlined the anticipated costs to reach Stage C Outline Proposal and approval was given for the development costs up to the maximum sum of £500,000. 

5.2 To date £386,112 has been expended against the £500,000 available. It is intended that these costs will be recovered from the BSF grant. However, until the DfES signs off approval at Stage C of the outline proposal there will remain a risk of costs falling to the Council. Initially, these costs will be met from the Council’s Project Development Fund. 

5.3 The Council’s capital budget currently assumes that the full cost of the BSF scheme will be met from Government Grant. It is clear from schemes across the country that the grant calculations used by the DfES are falling well short of this expectation. However, despite repeated calls to review this position, the Council is currently faced with an estimated funding shortfall of between £6.6m and £8.6m. 

5.4 The scheme clearly still offers an opportunity for significant funding that may otherwise be lost and would be in line with the Councils priority “to enable our schools to be the best in London”. Therefore, if agreed, the Council can seek to meet this shortfall from a variety of sources – deleting other proposed schemes from the capital programme, additional borrowing, using other revenue or capital resources identified i.e. existing or new reserves, capital receipts, revenue or capital underspends etc. Each will have an impact on funding of other schemes and the long term financial position of the Council and officers will review alternatives in the light of the outturn for 2006/07 and timescales for other proposed developments with a view to minimising this impact and remaining within the Councils overall medium term financial plans

6.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS/CONSIDERATIONS 
6.1
The Building Schools for the Future One-School Pathfinder is an opportunity to provide a secondary school for the twenty-first century which will support the raising of standards and high quality education, with improved accessibility for the whole community.
7.
RISK ASSESSMENT
A risk assessment schedule has been produced and is available from the Assistant Director of Environment.

The major financial risk to the Council is that the projected cost of the scheme exceeds the BSF funding available. The extent of this will only be known once the design is taken to Stage C.
8.
EQUALITY IMPACT/CONSIDERATIONS

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


No new legal implications arise from the matters set out in this report
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: 020 8891 7907; email a.phillips@richmond.gov.uk
Mark Maidment, Director of Finance and Corporate Services, tel: 020 8891 7171; email m.maidment@richmond.gov.uk
Paul Chadwick, Assistant Director Property and Procurement, tel: 020 8891 7870; email p.chadwick@richmond.gov.uk
