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SCHOOLS CAPITAL GROUP

Notes of Meeting 7 September 2011

Present:

Alan Barham, John Dennis, Simon Foulkes, Roland Gooding, Sheree Hyder, Lynn Keeley, Andrew Lamb, Bruce MacQuarrie, David Metcalfe, Phil Sayer (Chair), Terry Whitlock
Apologies:
Mike Baldwin, Martyn Doole, Alasdair Paterson 

	Item No
	Minutes
	Action by:

	1.
	Minutes of Previous Meeting 

Minutes of 8 June 2011 meeting were agreed as a true and accurate record.
Agreed Notes be issued on  Kent Trust Web

	

	2.
	Matter Arising Not On Agenda

Reverter of site
The Group discussed concerns about legislation relating to VA schools which restricted the use of the capital receipt from an existing site to support a replacement school project (for the same school). It was noted that the removal of such restrictive clauses could only be achieved by legislation, potentially by the use of a private member’s bill.  

In the first instance It was agreed that a letter be drafted to be sent to the Leader and Cabinet Member ELS highlighting the Group’s concerns. 

	BM

	3.
	Sebastian James Review
BM presented a summary of the Government consultation on the recommendations of the James Review Report
The Group considered the recommendations and consultation questions within the themes

· Use of basic need and condition data to determine local budget allocations 

· Flexible capital budgets with local decision making

· National contracting and procurement

· Other recommendations (and any other comments)

Use of basic need and condition data to determine local budget allocations

· Proposal supported
· Kent and most other LAs still have processes in place for the gathering of condition data, originally set up in accordance with Government requirements. Don’t reinvent any wheels or duplicate existing arrangements

· Who will be responsible for arranging and undertaking condition surveys- responsible bodies, schools?

· Don’t make the process top heavy, keep it simple 

Flexible capital budgets with local decision making

· Keep process simple don’t set up a bureaucracy

· Who is final arbiter in Local Investment Plan

· Who is final arbiter in allocation of funding

· Whilst in developing a local investment plan it may be relatively simple to reach a common agreement on priorities at a strategic level it is going to be more difficult to agree on competing projects between different responsible bodies

· Free schools funding retained centrally, conflict of approach between this demand led programme compared to the needs led programmes for other schools
National contracting and procurement

· Concerns about proposals for a central body to deliver and manage major projects. Noted that Kent will be making the case for continuing local arrangements wherever possible
Other recommendations and any other comments

· When review premises regs and guidance don’t make to vague- they had a purpose

· Standardised drawings- needs to be some flexibility, e g requirements for SEN

· Concerns about low level of DfC how can schools meet their responsibilities   (which have not changed)

· Conflicting messages about localism and giving schools freedoms at same time as reducing funding (devolved formula capital allocations),

· Whilst concerns about proposals if there is to be a change lets have transition as soon as possible- currently having to plan in uncertainty
BM to incorporate the views of the School Capital Group into 
Kent’s formal consultation response.


	BM

	4.
	Capital Expenditure Announcement
BM updated the Group on the Governments capital expenditure announcements.

Additional School Places £500m- details still awaited from Government about the process for consideration and allocation of funds.
Priority School Building Programme £2bn- A PFI programme targeting those schools in worse condition. In order to be considered the cost of priority 1,2 and 3 maintenance items as identified within condition survey has to be at least 30% of the cost of replacement build. In addition schools are required to sign up to a 27 year PFI contract and to contribute to significant ongoing revenue contributions to costs. It was considered that Kent may have 4-6 schemes agreed. 
A Working Group has been set up to identify schools that meet the required criteria and to produce a short list for submission.

The Group expressed concerns about the affordability of the school PFI contributions

It was noted that applications are to be submitted on-line between 3-14 October.  
BM to share the Groups views with the Working Group.
Formulaic Capital Allocations- Pending the implementation of the James Review recommendation it is anticipated that the formulaic allocations for condition and basic need will be similar to 2011-12 allocations.

	BM

	5.
	Use of DSG Balance
BM presented the working group’s suggested process for making £5m DSG available to support school maintenance projects.  An “A” list of suggested maintenance work had been produced using condition survey data to identify those schools with the worse and most maintenance issues, those schools to be invited to be included within the programme subject to a commitment to making a school contribution assessed on a formulaic basis. Those schools not on the “A” list to be invited to submit a bid for consideration against a “B” list subject to the work meeting the criteria of necessary urgent maintenance and the school meeting their contribution.
The Group were concerned that the size of the “A” list limited the amount of the work possible to support from the “B” list. It was agreed that the “A” list should be reduced to provide greater opportunity for schools wishing to promote bids for consideration against the “B” list.

	

	6.
	Class Care

TW advised that there is still significant interest by Schools wishing to buy into Class Care. 
The Group considered that there was a level of confusion among schools as to the levels of support provided for schools and available through the classcare package

It was agreed that a one side of A4 E-Bulletin article be produced explaining the scheme.

	LK

	7.
	Maintenance Contract 
LK presented the Maintenance Contract Consultant performance monitor. It was noted that: 

· low scores and/or negative comments are investigated further by the Contract Manager
· that checks are made to ensure consistency across the 3 Maintenance Consultants.

The Group requested copies of the Quarterly Consultants meeting notes.
	LK

	8.
	Asbestos Contract 
LK advised that the contractors appointed to undertake Asbestos surveys, air testing and intrusive surveys for building works are as follows:- 
Zone 1 & 3  PA Group

Zone 2        R.S.K.

Due to a legal challenge on the wording in the contract for resultant works the contract has been terminated and will be re-tendered. In the meantime arrangements have been made to use existing qualified contractors on the framework. 
The Group considered that the asbestos register was not user friendly and that greater clarity was required.
TW advised that a revised format for the register and more robust process for supporting schools receiving updates to the register had been developed. The revised register documentation is considered to be more user friendly and in addition surveyors  when delivering registers, will discuss and explain the documentation with the Head Teacher or other “Officer in Charge”

The Surveyor will also invite schools to provide feed back on the new document.

	

	9.
	Date of next meeting   7 December 2011, 8am for 8.15 start

Venue                           Oakwood House Maidstone
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