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Consultation with schools - 2006

Changes to the Capital Strategy from 2006/07

Overview
This document forms the consultation on the proposed changes to the Capital Strategy. The consultation is open until 27th January 2006, with the proposal for the changes to take effect from the 2006/07 financial year.  

The current capital strategy was introduced in April 2004 and set out to support the Children & Lifelong Learning Directorate (C&LLD) in targeting its limited capital resources at:

1 supporting strategic objectives such as the District Reviews & Special Educational Needs (SEN) Review, with a “whole school approach”; 

2 maintaining a Planned Replacement Programme (Condition) so that the C&LLD could address its highest Asset Management Plan (AMP) priorities and;

3 providing schools with the opportunity to bid for matched funding to support local AMP issues through a SEED based programme.

Since that time, the DfES has been realigning capital grants, with Devolved Formula Capital (DFC) allocations to schools increasing and C&LLD capital grant simultaneously following a pattern of reduction.  From 2006/07 schools will receive a greater allocation of capital funding through DFC than the C&LLD receives in Modernisation grant.  

	Year
	2004/05
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2007/08

	DFC
	£11.8m
	£12.1m
	£15.3m
	£16.1m

	Modernisation grant
	£22.6m
	£14.3m
	£13.4m
	£13.6m


To support the new capital strategy the Authority wanted to ensure that it was targeting its capital resources at AMP issues using accurate and up to date information.

All schools have had an initial AMP assessment comprising a detailed CAD plan of the school buildings, Condition Survey and Suitability Assessment.  There is a three year rolling programme in place aiming to re-survey the condition of each school and changes to suitability will be reviewed regularly through liaison between schools and their District Property Officer.

As well as being used as the basis for determining which priorities should be funded from the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition), the AMP database is also available to support schools with targeting their own DFC at their highest AMP priorities.

In an effort to deliver the best outcomes within all of the competing condition priorities, it is now necessary to revise the Capital Strategy to re-focus the way both C&LLD Capital grant and Schools DFC are targeted.

These proposals have been developed in conjunction with a Working Group of representatives from the Primary, Secondary and Special School sectors and with input from the AMP Forum. We would like to pass on our thanks for their valuable and constructive input. 

Following the outcome of the consultation, all existing documents will be updated to reflect the changes and published on the Staffordshire Learning Net.  This will include:  

1 Children & Lifelong Learning Directorate’s “AMP Statement of Priorities and Local Policy Statement”; 

2 Joint Schools Property Division’s “Capital Programme Strategy and Delivery Philosophy”;

3 Staffordshire County Council’s “Corporate Asset Management Plan” and 

4 Joint Schools Property Division’s “School’s Handbook”

Summary of Proposals 

This document seeks the views of schools on the following proposed changes:

1. removal of capital threshold levels;

2. taking into account a school’s ability to finance its AMP condition works from its DFC when targeting projects for inclusion in the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition);

3. an enhanced methodology for prioritising which condition items are included in the Condition  Programme;

Proposal 1

1)  Removal of capital threshold levels

The reason for having a capital threshold level was to define the financial point at which the responsibility for a capital issue transferred from a school to the LEA.

The existing capital threshold levels of £10,000, £12,000 and £16,000 for Primary, Middle and High Schools respectively, were introduced in April 2004. These levels were established on the known levels of Devolved Formula Capital (DFC) in 2002.  However, between 2002/3 and 2005/6 the average DFC across all school sectors almost doubled and continues to rise.  

It is now widely accepted that when the threshold levels were fixed according to individual school sectors it created significant inconsistencies; with a small first school subject to the same threshold as a 600 place primary; or the same thresholds for a 600 place High school as for a 1900 place High school.

The value of capital grant allocated to the LEA for addressing AMP issues, is on the decline and in fact, in 2006/07 the value of DFC allocated to Staffordshire schools is greater than the amount of modernisation funding allocated to the LEA.  

It is also now widely accepted that by having a threshold level it creates a false expectation for schools that all works falling outside of the threshold will be funded by the LEA. This is clearly not the case and in light of the reducing grants, the value of funding allocated to the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition) will remain at £4 million per year over the next three years. Therefore, the Planned Replacement Programme (condition) will only be able to address the very highest AMP condition issues and any issue that is not identified as a priority for the Planned Replacement Programme (condition) will have to be financed from DFC and/or SEED.

The working group reviewed a wide variety of options for either fixed or flexible threshold levels, but agreed that the fairest and most practical solution is to remove the threshold levels.

The C&LLD is then able to target the highest priority AMP issues within the Planned Replacement Programme and by publishing an intended 3 year programme, schools can clearly see whether any condition issues at their school are to be addressed within the planned replacement programme or not.

Recommendation 1:

It is proposed that the current thresholds of £10,000, £12,000 and £16,000 are removed; with schools effectively responsible for the maintenance and repair of their buildings.  The C&LLD’s capital allocations will be targeted to support the areas of most urgent need, in line with agreed prioritisation strategies.

Proposal 2

2) Taking into account a school’s ability to finance its AMP condition works from its DFC when targeting projects for inclusion in the Condition  Programme
The level of Devolved Formula Capital allocated to each school is based on a standard lump sum and an amount per pupil. It takes no account of a school’s building’s age, condition, location or construction type, so is not directly linked to the associated costs of maintaining that building.  

It is evident from the AMP database that this methodology creates a considerable imbalance with some schools clearly able to finance all of their three year maintenance liability from their three year DFC (positive affordability) and others falling considerably short (negative affordability). 

In consultation with the working group we have agreed that before including an issue in the Planned Replacement Programme (condition) we should first take into account a school’s ability to finance its overall maintenance commitment from its DFC. 

The working group has reviewed various options and agreed that we should take into account the need for schools to address suitability issues. Therefore, it is proposed that the cumulative total of the next three years worth of maintenance liability (value of all issues above £500) should be considered against 60% of the total DFC available over three years including any uncommitted capital balances.   

A line of affordability will be drawn at the point where any school can afford to finance the value of its total three years maintenance liability from 60% or less of its total available DFC over three years and therefore, those schools will not be considered for inclusion in the Planned Replacement Programme.
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Drawing the ‘line of affordability’ using 60% of DFC allocations, means that on current calculations 43 schools would be excluded from consideration for inclusion in the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition).  It is proposed that the full ranked list of schools is openly published for all schools to see and that the position of schools will be reviewed annually in line with the production of the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition).  

Recommendation 2:

2a. Schools below the ‘line of affordability’ are excluded from consideration in the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition); 

2b. That 60% is the appropriate proportion of DFC to determine  the line of affordability?

Proposal 3

3) Agreement on an enhanced methodology for prioritising which condition items are included in the 3 year Condition  Programme 

The proposed three year planned replacement programme will total £12m with £4m available in each year.  

Funding will be allocated across the key building elements – thus ensuring all of the key elements are included in the programme.  Each element attracts a percentage of the £12m allocated funding, the split being:

25% Roofs (£3m)

25% Windows (£3m)

15% Electrical services (£1.8m)

20% Mechanical services (£2.4m)

15% Other (£1.8m)*

*”Other” includes high priority structural elements not included in the other 4 categories, such as external areas, stairways and floor-structures.

This ratio of allocations is based on an assessment of the balance of issues across the overall schools estate, combined with a professional judgement from JSPD colleagues of the high priority issues that require most immediate investment.

The grading methodology for ranking condition issues was introduced by the DfES as part of the AMP process in 1999. 

Each element is graded according to two criteria: its life remaining and condition. With a priority rating of 1 to 4 allocated for an elements life remaining, as stated below:

	Priority Ranking
	Estimated Life Remaining

	Priority 1
	Up to 12 months

	Priority 2
	12-24 months

	Priority 3
	25-60 months

	Priority 4
	Not expected to require replacement within 60 months


And a condition grade running from A to D, as stated below:

	Condition Grade
	Description

	A – Good
	Performing as intended and operating efficiently

	B – Satisfactory
	Performing as intended but exhibiting minor deterioration

	C – Poor
	Exhibiting major defects and/or not operating as intended

	D – Bad
	Life expired and/or serious risk of imminent failure


All items are evaluated with a condition rating and a priority rating thus enabling them to be ranked  running from priority 1, condition grade D (P1D) running through P1C, P1B, P1A, P2D, P2C, and so on

When producing the three year programme we allocate the available funding to the highest priority graded issues and run down the list until all funding is allocated. e.g. for roofs, we allocate £3m across 3 years; running down the priority list until all the money has been allocated, as represented in the chart below.  

It is highly probable that at the point where the funding is exhausted, it falls into a pool of issues with the same priority and condition grade. 
It is proposed therefore, to introduce an enhanced prioritisation methodology that will determine 
which items should be targeted for inclusion in the programme by taking into account the impact that the element’s failure has on the whole school.  

[image: image1.png]


In the example opposite this point occurs in the pool of P1B issues.    The enhanced prioritisation attempts to consider the impact on the school and also the amount of space that’s impacted by the issues.  This involves a series of complex calculations that take consideration of the type of space impacted and the amount of the area of the school impacted.  An explanation if this is attached at Appendix 1.  

It has been suggested that a further enhancement to the methodology should include consideration of the amount of surplus spaces that are evident in a school, with the proposal giving a lower priority to those schools with a high level of surplus space.  This is a complex option that requires review and testing to consider its viability; if this notion is widely supported we propose to retain this option as a potential future factor in the prioritisation methodology, whilst we investigate how it could be practically applied.

Recommendation 3:

3a.  It is recommended that the above Prioritisation methodology be adopted and published as the agreed way in which the C&LLD will prioritise the works to be included in the Planned Replacement Programme (Condition).  

3b. Schools are asked to indicate if they agree that the C&LLD should investigate ways to consider surplus space in schools as a factor in the prioritisation methodology.  

Responding to Consultation

This consultation document was released in January 2006.  Giving consideration to the heavy workloads in schools in the run-up to Christmas, the C&LLD took advice to consult in the new year, instead of December as originally intended.  

Responses are invited using the Consultation Questionnaire form; with the closing date for comments being 27th January 2006.   

Responses can be submitted by e-mail to:  richard.steele@staffordshire.gov.uk
Please ensure your e-mail is titled “Schools Capital Consultation”.

or in writing to:
Richard Steele

AMP Manager

Joint Schools Property Division

Children & Lifelong Learning Directorate

Unit B

Gillette Close

Dyson Court

Staffordshire Technology Park

Beaconside

Stafford

ST18 0LQ

Further copies of this Consultation Document, along with details of how to respond, can be found on the Staffordshire Learning Net at:

http://education.staffordshire.gov.uk/SchoolAdministration/BuildingsandLand/AssetManagementPlanning/SchoolsCapitalConsultation

Appendix 1

Enhanced Prioritisation Methodology

To enable the prioritisation of elements that are all rated the same AMP condition and priority grade, it is proposed to introduce an enhanced methodology. This methodology considers how a school will be impacted by the failure of an element by considering what proportion of the school is affected and also what room types are affected.  

In the interests of fairness and transparency, the methodology must be generic and applicable across all schools.  It is also essential that the methodology can be applied year after year in the same fair way.  The methodology should not be individualised to reflect specific schools or school sectors.  We propose to look at the potential impacts of issues on a school in order to prioritise where funding is allocated.

The methodology requires all room types to be rated in terms of their impact, that is either High, Medium or Low importance.  As a general principle, we propose that teaching spaces are ranked medium importance and non-teaching spaces are ranked low importance.  We suggest that High importance room types would be restricted to those that could suffer extensive consequential damage as a result of the failure of a poor conditioned element.  For example, Libraries or ICT Rooms, where the risk of damage to expensive books or electrical equipment.  

As the elements from one sector are going to be ranked against those from other sectors it is recommended that the High, Medium or Low importance rankings remain the same for all sectors. 

Whilst it is accepted that on a school by school basis the relative impact of an issue may be slightly different it is important for this process to remain as simple as possible. Therefore, it is not practical to reflect individual school circumstances as this would require regular returns from schools to confirm their individual circumstances.

Additionally, to ensure consistency and ease of reporting, room types are limited to the 31 DfES-prescribed room-types, as per appendix 2.  If you disagree with any of the suggested room type rankings and wish to suggest an alternative ranking, please include your suggestion on the Consultation Questionnaire.  

To ensure that the methodology does not favour a school based on size, the methodology also considers the area of the school affected as a proportion of the total floor area along with the number of room types affected as a percentage of the total number of those room types in the school.

This enables the overall impact of the one element’s failure to be compared fairly against the failure of the same element at another school. 

We have been requested to consider the level of surplus space within a school as part of the prioritisation; this is a complex area that requires testing and review to consider it’s viability.  If this notion is widely supported, the LEA proposes to retain this as a future factor in the prioritisation methodology, to be considered by consultation at a later date. 

Appendix 2

	Proposed High, Medium and Low Rankings of Room-Types

	DfES Room-Type Number
	Room Type
	Proposed Ranking

	
	
	

	1
	General teaching
	Medium

	2
	Science 
	Medium

	3
	ICT
	High

	4
	Art
	Medium

	5
	Technology
	Medium

	6
	Music
	Medium

	7
	Drama
	Medium

	8
	PE
	Medium

	9
	SEN
	Medium

	10
	Private study
	Low

	11
	Hall
	Medium

	12
	Library
	High

	13
	Resource areas
	Low

	14
	Common room
	Low

	15
	Primary resources
	Low

	16
	Secondary learning resources
	Low

	17
	Nursery/Pre Reception
	Medium

	19
	Staff and admin spaces
	Medium

	20
	Pupil changing/toilets
	Low

	21
	Teaching storage
	Low

	22
	Kitchen/dining
	Low

	23
	Ancillary/circulation
	Low

	25
	Playing fields
	Low

	26
	Hard surfaced play areas
	Low

	27
	Soft landscaped areas
	Low

	28
	Access roads and paths
	Low

	29
	Car parking
	Low

	31
	Provision for SEN/disabilities
	Low


If you wish to suggest alternative rankings for any room-types, please complete the details on the Consultation Questionnaire, explaining why you believe it should be ranked in that way.
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