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Sacha Romanovitch
CEO
Grant Thornton UK LLP
Grant Thornton House
Melton Street 
Euston Square
London 
NW1 2EP

Sunday, 29 November 2015

Dear Sacha Romanovitch

Stockport Council, fraud

I note from page 14 of Grant Thornton’s Audit findings for Stockport Council:
“Matters in relation to fraud – We have written to the Chair of the Audit Committee in relation to the risk of fraud. We have not been made aware of any material incident…..”

I would like to raise an issue with you which I have been trying week in week out with the Chief Executive, Leader, former Leader, Executive Councillors past and present and the current and previous Monitoring Officers for possibly seven years without any response whatsoever.  I ask questions about it in council meeting and am banned as “vexatious” under the FOIA and EIR 2004, even though I have asked council meeting questions and not asked the questions under FOIA legislation. The Finance Director who like the above officers and senior councillors has a legal obligation to respond within 10 working days has not responded at all. There is no functioning Fraud and Financial Irregularities Policy at Stockport Council.

I will copy this letter to the Prime Minister and Chancellor of the Exchequer, as the current Leader of Stockport Council has publicly thrown down the gauntlet to the Prime Minister to meet her at No 10 to give her access to more money, so I think Mr Cameron and Mr Osborne might be interested in your response to this letter.
http://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/greater-manchester-news/greater-manchester-town-hall-leader-10442874

I am concerned that Stockport Council is one of the DevoManc councils, so surely with this increased level of involvement with the health service budget it is vital some sort of safeguards for public money are in place.

I am also concerned that the council has borrowed £100m for pothole repairs, more, I believe, than Glasgow.

I am concerned regarding the A6 MARR road scheme, started illegally on February 19th, presumably as a pre-election vote winner, when it shouldn’t have been started legally until mid-March 2015.  Will that illegality void any insurance for the scheme?  Who knows?  I am concerned that they started the road scheme without the necessary Great Crested New licence in place, despite the risks of this, and have spent six months chasing 1200 great crested newts with plastic buckets at enormous expense. They have mis-calculated the sort of railway bridge they need necessitating a new planning application which was held in secret.  How much is this railway bridge to cost? They can’t say. They are moving the oil pipeline which supplies fuel to Manchester Airport but aren’t able to find  even one document on the subject for me under the FOIA or EIR 2004.

They are moving Stockport Market which has been around Castle Yard for 750 years.  There are 7,000 signatures against it from local people so far. The market traders don’t want to move.  They are borrowing yet another £7m to do this. Why?  I doubt we will be given the details under the FOIA based on previous experience.
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http://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/thousands-sign-petition-against-moving-10313756




This brings me to my main concern regarding fraud. The new toxic waste dump primary school at North Reddish, Stockport.  Three excellent schools were closed, with a view to building housing on their existing, large sites and the proposal was to put a new primary school on a still gassing, former toxic waste dump.  Local people didn’t want this.  There are no letters in favour of the proposal and circa 1500 objections at planning.  People didn’t want to lose their local open space as in the intervening years the tip has been grassed over and was a vital community asset. The Council’s own contamination expert admitted at public inquiry the tip was completely safe until disturbed.

The Council knew the site was contaminated, as they had refused three planning applications for housing in 1974 on those grounds, but they tried to pretend the site was completely clean.  Local people and the local MP forced some sort of contamination investigations to be done on the site, but completely inadequate ones.  I provided the Council with evidence the site was contaminated (a fact they already knew) but they banned me as “vexatious” for raising this issue.  Because they didn’t carry out contamination investigations in accordance with BS 10175 as they claimed on a strict grid pattern, they were able to not look for contamination directly over the rubbish in-filled claypits, so they said the site was safe to build on.  It wasn’t.

[image: C:\Users\Sheila\Documents\Harcourt Contamination\SMBC saying it is safe 1.jpg]

The remediation measures included planting prickly bushes to screen the children from lethal lead, arsenic and brown asbestos.
[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img077.jpg]
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Surplus soil will be classified as “non-hazardous” waste.
I provide this information in case you think the massive increase in cost of this school was to deal with the toxic waste.  It wasn’t.  The cost rose from £5.5m in October 2005 to £10m shortly afterwards at a time when they were pretending this site was clean one.  It wasn’t.

I went to the Environment Agency to show them the contamination evidence Stockport Council told me I was “vexatious” for providing. They told the Council not to decide the planning application on grounds of contamination. Stockport Council “forgot” to mention this to the Planning Committee.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img022_4336h2li.jpg]
I objected to the diversion of a footpath from the site as I complained that the footpath might be being diverted into areas of contamination. For that public inquiry and for that inquiry only, Stockport Council finally carried out some sort of adequate contamination investigations and the entire site was found to be contaminated with lead, arsenic and brown asbestos.
No apology for me though, I was still deemed “vexatious” even though I had been right.
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This brings me to further concerns from your report:
We are not aware of any significant incidences of non-compliance with relevant laws and regulations.  As they were still claiming I was “vexatious” for asking FOIA and EIR 2004 questions even after the full facts were known, they are non-compliant with relevant laws.

I had raised the issue of traffic with senior council officers and senior councillors.  Within weeks of the school opening the police complained to the council about the dangerous traffic situation created around the new school.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img587.jpg]

Despite this further evidence that I had been correct, they still brand me as “vexatious” for raising this issue of traffic dangers around the school. Again, this is non-compliance with relevant laws and regulations.  The Council knows I am not being “vexatious” in raising this but maintains I am.

Furthermore, I told the Council they were building the school too small. Why build a new school too small? The birth rate in the area was rising sharply and not falling.  Why not simply take the cheaper option of renovating the three existing schools, which was what local people wanted?

http://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/greater-manchester-news/council-bosses-to-spend-74m-on-building-695791

One year after the opening of the new school they talk about having to re-open the old one as well.
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563 children need to attend and there is only room for 525. Why build it then.  They claimed I was “vexatious” to even mention this. This again is non-compliance with relevant laws.  It was not “vexatious” to ask this under the FOIA and EIR 2004 and they knew that at the outset.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img019_6k2h702l.jpg]
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School not big enough – “I stress the need for confidentiality”.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img261.jpg]

There should have been £650k spent on replacement public playing fields with changing rooms for the disabled. Where are they?  Again, it is “vexatious” of me to ask.  
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What happened to the money set aside for this?  It is “vexatious” to ask.
This again is non-compliance with relevant laws and regulations – a Sport England planning condition.
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The Environment Agency demanded £200k be spent on drainage at this toxic site over an important aquifer draining into a fishing pond – a site from which the lethal brown asbestos had not been properly removed, but it is “vexatious” to mention this.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b0rCPnP5H9o
Stockport Council is even being taken to court over the drainage issues at the site, but I am “vexatious” for mentioning this.
http://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/greater-manchester-news/angling-club-threatens-take-stockport-9424885
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They took public playing fields and recreation ground without holding a public inquiry. Again, this is non-compliance with relevant law and regulations.

And finally, the money.

In October 2005 the school was to have cost £5.5m
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Within a short space of time the cost had risen to £10m. Why? Not to deal with the contamination which they were still pretending didn’t exist.
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“Vexatious” to ask why as it has been for circa 7 years.
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Two months after this the cost had risen from £5.5m to £7.5m. Why?  “Vexatious” to ask.
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But budget constraints were set at £5,795,649.00.

A few months later it had gone to £8.6m - £2.4m overbudget. As mentioned they were still pretending the site wasn’t contaminated, so it wasn’t for remediation costs. Why is it going up, I asked?  Don’t be vexatious, they replied and they still do.

[image: C:\Users\Sheila\Documents\Dropbox\Harcourt Costs\financial procedure rules 2008.jpg]
I don’t think any of those involved followed the Council’s Financial Procedure rules.  Not much integrity on show in this instance.
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Available funding £5.8m.  Cost £8m.  Vexatious to question this.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/Donna-sager-funding-ok.jpg]

When I was banned from asking any council meeting questions and FOIA questions, I took to questioning the Finance Executive Councillor in the council car park.  He finally arranged for this explanation which raises more questions than it answers:
[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img117.jpg]
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Still being withheld from me at the end of 2015.
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Mr Warburton of the Information Commission told them to respond, but they never did.  This is again non-compliance with relevant laws and regulations.

A  new school, years down the line, costs far less and is bigger than the toxic waste dump school. Why the financial anomaly? Vexatious to ask.
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Finally by questioning the Executive Councillor for Finance in the Council car park I obtained the explanations above, which raises more questions than it answers. The school £5.5m school is now £10m.
In this document they explain the size of the school has gone from 2600 m2 to 3185m2.  This is a rise of 585m2 and we see the cost they have given is £1450m2.  585 x £1450 = £848,250 and not the £1,050,000 they claim.

No response from the Council’s Finance Director for circa 7 years to my queries about that anomaly.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img647.jpg]
The sort of response from the then Leader of the Council.  I had submitted the information to the Council many times and the Information Commissioner had been told what a nuisance I was for doing so.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img711.jpg]
Then £6.9m for this school was to come from the sale of redundant school land.
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[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/Harcourt--10m.jpg]£5m had to be borrowed at the last minute for what was supposed to be a £5.5m project, and it is “vexatious” to question this.  Making false claims of vexatiousness under the FOIA and EIR2004 is a criminal offence which carries a prison sentence.
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But school land was not selling and I told the Council this (but they knew anyway). Don’t be vexatious, they replied, and they still do.

[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img709.jpg]

Suddenly, the school was now £10m and mysteriously the multi million pound shortfall had disappeared.  How, I asked?  Vexatious, they replied, and they still do.

I tried many times to raise this with the District Auditor without any success:
[image: http://www.sheilaoliver.org/images/img710.jpg]





Architects fees for the new school. Seems a lot to me but “vexatious” to question this:
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Even the local paper was reporting the skyrocketing costs, but I was “vexatious” to raise the matter.
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“Obvious concern over funding” said by Donna Sager, who was accusing me of being “vexatious” for questioning the rising costs and “Advice required on how much of the above goes in the Highlight report for May’s Project Board”.
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Yours sincerely

Sheila Oliver (Mrs)



c.c. The Prime Minister
10 Downing Street
London
SW1A 2AA


The Chancellor of the Exchequer
11 Downing Street
London
SW1A 2AA
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o ¢ METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL

June 2006

The Occupier

Dear Resident,

New school - independent report says land is safe for develo 13

The proposal for a new primary school for North Reddish has again created more interest in
the community, and comments in the media.

In March, I wrote to residents in the area to let you know that the Council had received a
grant of £2.2m from the Government as a contribution towards the cost of building a new
primary school. It will replace the North Reddish Infant and Junior Schools and Fir Tree
Primary School, accommodating up to 550 pupils. It will also provide new accommodation
for Fir Tree Nursery School, which will have extended Early Years facilities in the form of a
Children’s Centre.

The letter included details of an independent ground survey which was to be carried out at
the site of the former brickworks clay pit. The survey has now been completed and states that

the land can be “developed safely” and can be considered “suitable for use”.

Some people may still have concerns, so I am writing to residents in the area to let you know
the latest developments.

¢ The survey was carried out by Greater Manchester Geological Unit an expert
independent third party authority on land contamination between December 2005 and
April 2006. The aim was to identify contamination risks and recommend appropriate
foundation designs.

* The Greater Manchester Geological Unit's report stated: “If all the remediation
recommendations provided in the report are followed, it can be concluded that the site
may be developed safely, and may be considered suitable for use.”

» Based on this evidence, and the results of other environmental studies, officers will be
preparing an application for planning permission. Plans will go on public view and
local residents will be invited to take part in a consultation on the proposed
development.
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alignment’, noted within the inital conceptual model has not been proven and therefore has been
excluded in the revised conceptual model. The recent investigation has identified additional risks
from asbestos, arsenic, nickel, lead and BaP within hotspots in the soil.

6.7 Options Appraisal

The proposed site split identified on Figure 2 is an arbitrary line based on topography, as at this
current time there is no definitive layout for the site and supporting infrastructure, - For the
purposes of this appraisal it s considered that the northern area will most probably house the
‘Primary school” and the souther area wil be ‘open space’.

With the proposed layout of the site, the following remedial options are available for
contamination within the soils onsite:

« Removing direct contsct from the contaminated arca.
« Restict access {0 the contaminated arcas,
*  Remove the contaminated materials from site.

The north section of the site will mostly be under hardstanding. the school building, hard play
arcas and the new car park and therefore all h..m@ \.;m soil bome contaminants would be
seveted. This would also reduce ainfal inilration and contaminant mobilty info. the
groundwater. However, it is thought that the o may have a ‘school garden’ in which the
pupils will grov their own vegerables and wil have ‘Soft play’ areas e s e
soil contaminants and

plant growing arcas may require morc asstheticaly pleasing terrain and therefore good-quality
topsoil needed for landscaping. The following action may therefore be required:

* The imported material would require cerlification as suitable for use.
* The removal offsite of surplus material will may have waste management licensing issucs
and require waste acceptance criteria.

Remediation is proposed for the southern sectin of the playing fields area, with reference fo BaP.
and botspots for arsenic and nickel (TP2), and lead (TP4) the following options are available:

«  Excavation and removal offsite, however. this will have waste licensing implications and
could prove to be expensive a5 well as an unsustainable option.

*Sections 6T the lower end of the site will benefit from re-profiling and this may in tum help
alleviate the issue of contact with contaminated soils. However, it would require verification
sampling to be undertaken and once again may have waste licensing implications with moving
soils around the site.

«Landscaping and ‘shrubbing’ of the southern section would passibly prevent contact with any
contamination. There may, however, be the possibility of children playing in the landscaped and
shrubbed aeas unless some form of evergreen plant, thorny plant, fencing or preventative
measure be appl

«The application of a cover system could be used. A cover system could be described as a
‘mitigation method whereby the potential contaminant s capped or covered by & prodetermined

28 April 2006 - s010

erefore will require no remediation. However, the soft play arcas and
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Site Investigation — Land off Harcourt Street, South Reddish
Internal Report No. BS2/HBA4191/001

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions

The proposed site was previously a clay pit, which was exploited by a brick works to
the south end of the site. The site has a fairly dense fill blanketing it, this fill appears
to be inert material, possibly originating from the brick works.

To the southeast of the site is Jackson’s Lane Clay Pit a Site of Biological Importance
Grade C, measures will need to be adopted to ensure the preservation of the site (10m
buffer zone / suitable drainage etc.).

Recommendations

Based on the ground investigation report contained in entirety in Appendix A, ground
improvement using vibro displacement stone columns are required to ensure that the
capacity of the fill material overlaying the site is sufficient to carry imposed loads.
Due to the thickness and form of the material, piled foundations are not deemed
suitable.

The works should be carried out to suit ground bearing or suspended reinforced
concrete floor slabs. All organic material within the curtilage of the building should
be removed and replaced with inert granular fill.

The foundations and drainage to the proposed building should be designed and
supervised by an experienced Chartered Civil and Structural Engineer and constructed

by an appropriately experienced Contractor. PE/AI/PE water mains should be

specified with mains laid in a remediated channel achieving 500mm cover of clean
imported fill all round. :

Buried concrete should be specified as DS-1 and AC-1s.

Gas monitoring data indicates that ventilation of confined spaces within the building
and incorporation of a gas proof membrane in the slab design are required.

Surplus soil will be classified as “non-hazardous” waste.

These recommendations are based upon the information gained at the position of the
bore holes. If differing conditions are encountered at intermediate positions then

further advice should be sought.

This report is confined to matters mentioned in Section 1 and no opinion is expressed
or implied on matters not specifically mentioned.
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3. Contamination Summary

Potential long term contamination risks to site users from arsenic and lead have been identified in shallow soils across
the site. Asbestos was identified at one location in shallow soils and assuming a worst case scenario, could be more
widespread within the uncapped landfill materials. To reduce the risk to an acceptable level these source-pathway-
receptor linkages can be broken.

The risk to water supply pipes from contamination within the soils has been identified but further advice on this issue is
beyond the scope of this report. Further advice should be sought from United Utilities.

The ground investigation only considered the receptors for the site end use. There may also be a short term risk for
construction workers associated with working on contaminated soils. Therefore, appropriate precautions should be
taken for all site workers including the use of appropriate Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) when working with
contaminated soils.

It is also important to note that some of the site will be covered by hard-standing (car park, buildings, paths and hard
play areas) and therefore in these areas any pathway to these contaminants will be broken and no further remediation
(or verification) will be required.

Reddish North Primary School & Children's  December 2009 9
Centre — Remediation Strategy Report
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Table 8.1 Revised Conceptual Model
Reddish North Primary School & Children’s Centre October 2009

— Ground Investigation Report
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4. Remedial Strategy

4.1 Soil Remediation Options Appraisal
The following potential remedial options for removing the pollutant linkages are identified, discussed and appraised
below.

4.1.1  The “do nothing” approach
If the site is developed as per the design plans in its present condition then a potentially unacceptable risk to human
health will remain.

This approach is deemed not acceptable.

4.1.2  Re-design of proposals
Given the extent of uncapped landfill across the site, redesigning the scheme to cover these areas with hard standing
or buildings is not a viable option.

4.1.3  The removal approach

Removal of all the potentially contaminated material across the site would involve a large volume of soils and may
require significant depths to be excavated. For example, if the top 1m is removed, deeper contamination may be
exposed near the surface which would then also need to be removed.

It should be noted that for asbestos, removal from the ground is also likely to cause a high risk to human health in the
short term (during excavation and disposal). Furthermore, asbestos waste will require disposal at a specialist and
suitably licensed facility which is likely to involve additional costs.

Although removal would break the pollutant linkage, to select this option alone would be very costly, unsustainable
and in the case of asbestos may create additional hazards. In addition, to maintain practical final levels on site
replacement materials may need to be sourced and brought to site at additional cost.

4.1.4  The contamination reduction approach

This option includes the reduction of the concentrations of the contaminants at the site so that they fall below the
assessment criteria. Examples include in-situ and ex-situ bio-remediation, thermal desorption and soil stabilization
and solidification.

Unfortunately for asbestos, contamination could not be reduced in this way as any fibres present may present harm to
human health (i.e. risk is not related to concentration).

4.1.5  The containment approach

This option includes capping of soils across the site where there are uncapped landfill materials (potentially containing
asbestos). The uncapped landfill materials are assumed to cover the extent of the site but based on the historical
maps may not extend to the north east corner.

The capping systems would comprise clean topsoil and clean subsoil over a geotextile marker or capillary break layer
to separate the clean soils and the underlying contaminated soils / uncapped landfill Due to the proposed use of the
site the minimal cover system should comprise the following:

Reddish North Primary School & Children's December 2009 10
Centre — Remediation Strategy Report
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8. Conceptual Model

Contaminant

Made ground | Arsenic and lead

Pathway

« Human health —
dermal contact,
ingestion of soil
and inhalation of
soil derived dust

Discussion

The existing dataset
shows that concentrations
of arsenic and lead across
the site are above the
critical concentration.

Following the ground investigation spegific pollutant linkages have been examined based on the results obtained. These are presented in a contaminant-

pathway-receplor linkage model for the site based on the future use (Table 8.1)

Mitigation action /
recommendations

The risk assessment shows that
site wide remediation will be
required to break the pollutant
linkage. If further sampling and
testing of soils is carried out, there
will be increased confidence in
the risk assessment. With a
larger dataset it is possible that
average exposure from the
contaminants on site would be
found to be acceptable.

Benzo(a)pyrene

Human health -
dermal contact,
ingestion of soil
and inhalation of
soil derived dust

Concentrations below
generic assessment
criteria in shallow soils of
Primary School and
Children’s Centre area.

Concentrations in shallow
soils of public open space /
recreation areas are below
the site specific
assessment criterion
calculated.

None

Reddish North Primary School & Children’s Centre

— Ground Investigation Report

Pollutant
Receptor  jinkage

Siteusers  |Complete
Siteusers  |Unlikely
October 2009
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Heatons and Redddish Area Committee Meeting: 19 December 2011

ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS AT VALE VIEW PRIMARY SCHOOL

Report of the Service Director (Place

1 PURPOSE

To approve measures to improve road safety at Vale View Primary School
in Reddish

% INFORMATION

Following the opening of Vale View Primary School, officers working with
the school to improve road safety have identified serious issues with traffic
management at the pedestrian access to the school off Harcourt Street.

The officers have made observations at school opening / closing times
and have noted that vehicles parked too close to junctions and the school
access create significant problems for children and parents. Reddish
Police have also been in contact with the Council to express their
concerns about safety at this location

In view of the need to address this situation, a proposal was drafted to
improve safety and consolidate the tactile dropped crossings which have
been constructed to enhance this route for vulnerable road users; see
drawing number: NM31/190/02C. Note: the restrictions were tailored to try
and minimise conflict with resident's parking needs outside of school
times.

With support from the local Spokesperson a local consultation was carried
out on this above basis. The consultation process has resulted in two
responses summarised below:

Asquith Street: Suggested that part of Harcourt Field be made into a car
park to alleviate congestion

Harcourt Street: Respondent lives on the comner of Harcourt Street
Asquith Street. Has sent a sizeable response to express complete
dissatisfaction with the proposal which will remove available on-street
parking space outside property in daytime; this in turn will seriously impact
on day to day running of family life. The respondent does acknowledge
the fact that some motorists do park irresponsibly on the corners of the
junction.

Page 39
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Primary places crisis
as population booms:

4

JENNIFER WILLIAMS

THE equivalent of two new primary schools
could be needed by 2014 to cope with Stock-
port’s population explosion.

Birthrates have soared by up to 40 per cent
in some areas - including Reddish, Edgeley,
Cheadle Hulme and Bramhall - leaving the
borough a projected 600-plus places short.

The council has no current plans to build
new schools and is using temporary class-
rooms at some schools.

Labour has called for the re-opening of
North Reddish Juniors - an option not ruled
out by the council.

Primary school children could also be
taught in secondaries - with Bramhall High
and Ladybrook Primary involved in a poten-
tial pilot scheme, while some schools will have
an intake increase.

An extra 173 primary places have already
been created in time for this September.

The council also hopes to double the size
of both Lane End Primary and Cheadle
Heath Primary to deal with a projected 628-
place shortfall by 2014.

Areport by education officers see by the
Stockport Express says: “Without doubt we
cannot continue as we currently are, this

=

CLOS

‘within our community.”

Stockport's primary population is set to hit
post-second World War levels in the next few
years. Labour group leader Andy Verdeille
said: “It is a failure of forward educational
planning”

However, education chief Shan Alexandey
said: “We are fully aware that there has becn
an increase in numbers coming forward for
primary spaces - indeed this was anticipated
and we have a clear and effective strategy in
place to resolve this issue.

“There are enough primary places avail-
able in Stockport, although there is pressure

D North Reddish Junior School, which shut under restructuring plans

dutyto offer a school place to all who require
one for September 2012.

“The report on the capacity in secondary
and primary schools is an internal working
document and reflects ideas and not council
decisions.

“However, it does clearly show the council
is reacting positively to the pressure on pri-
mary school places.

“The report shows that an additional 173
primary school places have been commis-
sioned for September 2012.

“However, we do not anticipate - nor do
we have plans for - building any additional

in some areas where popular schools havea  primary schools at this point.”
waiting list. The council has met the statutory
Projected places shortfall by 2014/15

| THESalickfase of pritiart Bradshaw Hall, M Broadstone Hall
/| school places predicted by Cheadle, 54 Heaton Chapel, 31

2014/15 by school is: M St Joseph's, Reddish, 52 Adswood Primary 21

Alexandra Park, Ectchells Primary, 42 i Vernon Park19
Edgeley, 89 Norris Bank, # Bredbury Green,
Vale View, Reddish, 64 Heaton Norris, 41 Bredbury, 19
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" MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC ARE REMINDED THAT ALL QUESTIONS
MUST BE ASKED THROUGH THE MAYOR

Number (|
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

Vot Nache —\o.0L a0,
T e

S

uestion ing to the Council's own documents, there are already
i ﬁg{c :‘;\dol:gh places for children at tht_a proposed new _school
at Harcourt Street and the birth rate in that area is rising
sharply. Given that when houses are built on the Fir TreT_
site even more children will be needing a place at sphoo in
the area, wouldn't it be more sensible to ngp and improve
the Fir Tree School, which is no longer failing, and also to

Councillor, keep the North Reddish Junior and Infant Schools?
whom addr
(a maximum of 2)

A\ WAdon
Date }\’2 \CE

v

(NOTE: A summary of the public question time procedure at the Council Meeting is set
out on the back of this page. The full procedure is detailed in the Council Meeting
Procedure Rules included in the Council Constitution (PR1 in Part 4).

Please contact Democratic Services for a copy of the full procedure or for additional
advice on submitting your question.)

Next time, submit your question online at http://interactive.stockport.gov.uk/contents/councilquestions/
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New Primary School - Harcourt Street, Reddish
Design Sub Group

Notes from meeting held 28" April 2006 at 1.30pm

Attendance

Jill Jones

Judith Dawson
Sharon Connolly
David Mellor
Gail Ellams
Colin Manning
Ruth Ashton
Chris Woolard
Andy Mackenzie

Apologies

Phil Beswick
Sue Johnson

Discussion

ATM outlined the clarification to the bricf following the last Project Board mecting,
The decision is that the project must follow the DES BB99 guidelines for a 2.5FE
primary school plus a wholly integrated Children tre as briefed. This building
will therefore be designed to teach 525 children with an cntry of 75 per annum.

CM produced C&YPD’s projections of 563 children if all children currently at Firtree
and North Reddish are offered places. This produced the following options (with
comments) for a decision by the Projeet Board. It was noted also that the projections
were for an intake in the first year of 81. Clearly 6 children will be allocated places
elsewhere. This should be noted when nursery places are allocated it was felt.

Note, following the meeting CK advised that the latest projection was 555.

1. Restrict numbers to 525 by offering some children places at other exis
schools

Advantages. Achieves target figure al no extra cost to the building
Disadvantages. Breaks the promise of a place for cvery child
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Comment. The group didn’t necessarily want to go back on a previously written
promise.

2. Provide temporary classroom until roll drops to around 525

Advantages. Allows every child a place. Keeps class sizes to the normal levels. Cheap
build cost compared to new build. Building could be removed ‘when numbers fall.
Disadvantages. Could lack inclusion if not suitably designed. Planning permission
may be problematic.

Comment. This option was the favourite of the group, subject to funding.

3. Increase class sizes and mix year groups

Advantages. A no-cost solution.

Disadvantages. Whilst suggested by CM as possible he felt that cramming children in
would be unacceptable from an education standpoint.

Comment. Hastily withdrawn as an option by the teaching contingent but accepted by
the Building team. Further discussion required. It was also discussed that the ICT
suite could be used as teaching space for the first couple of years with ICT networked
into the classrooms. This was discounted by the teaching staff.

4. (additional) New build classroom to accommodate extra children

Advantages. All children offered a place accommodated in inclusive classrooms.
Disadvantages. Exceeds brief. Very expensive. Will be left with surplus
accommodation.

Comment. Accepted as unlikely to be considered further.

CW tabled the two current options. One single storey, the other two storeys. Both
schemes were debated and comments (particularly office accommodation — cellular
opposed to open plan). The group to consider their comments for the next meeting.

CM stated his concern over the S7m? classrooms. Agreed that BB99 will be applied
(57m).

CM asked CW to summarise the reductions from the previous scheme to the current
BB99 proposal.

The group asked CW to investigate a roof terrace as part of the two story scheme.
AJM stated this will not be funded as it was outside of the brief the group asked for a
design that could be adapted at a later time.

The placing of the school on the site was discussed and the possible restrictions noted.
'AIM outlined the right of way restrictions, particularly from the rear of every property
‘acking onto the field. This did not concern the group as they felt the landscape team
‘would be sympathetic with the non-school land.
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sheilaoliver

From:  "FOI Officer” <foi officer@stockport gov.uk>

To: “sheilacliver" Sheleavar@rinorican

Ce: “Dorna Sager" <donna sager@stockport.gov.uk>; "Clir Mark Weldan"
alrmark weldon@siodiort gov.ue>

Sent: 16 January 2008 12:1

Subject:  Ref FOI'881 - birth ts(es in North Reddish
Our Reference: FOI 881
Dear Mrs Oiver,
Freedom of information - Birth Rates

1 am writing in response to your request for information dated 19 December 2007 as
detailed below.

Please find below the number of live births per year for the North Reddish locality which is
based on information provided by the PCT. This is academic year data. The figures for
North Reddish are as follows:

Year No. Live Births
2003104 200
2004105 188
2005/06 185 3
2008/07 224 %—

if you are unhappy with our response ot the way we have handled your request you are
entitled to ask us to conduct an intemal review. Any internal review will be carried out by a
senior member of staff who was not involved with your onginat request. To request an
internal review please email foi.officer@stockport.gov.uk in the first instance or write to:

FOI Officer
Town Hail
Edward Street
Stockport
8Kt 3XE

if you are unhappy with the outcome of any internal review you can complain to the
information Commissioner. To do so please contact:

Information Commissioner's Office
Wycliffe House

Water Lane

Wilmsiow

Cheshire

3K BAF

WWW.ICO.GOV.UK
01625 545745

Yours

incersiy,
12/07/2008
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Chris Woolard
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Andy MacKenzie

10 March 2006 14:26

Chris Woolard; Nige! Lawford
FW: North Reddish Project Board

Chris

Self explanatory note - we will discuss. | stress the need for confidentiality, that includes everyone at this stage.

Please note the next Project Board meeting where this will become public knowledge is before your next design

meeting.
How this effects the proposed increase in the BB99 areas for staff rooms, receplion areas ec is unclear but CK is

adamant that minimum areas are not exceeded unless esstential.
More later when we can talk.

Andy
~——riginal Message-—

From: Crvis Keebie

Sent: 10 March 2006 13:42

To: Andy MacKenzie

e Nigel Lawford.

Subject: North Redlish Project Board

Andy

Following our discussion this morning | am writing to advise you of the revised brief for the above: that the new
‘school must be built to a 2.5 form of entry size specification and no larger. This may mean the provision of
temporary accommodation initially.

We agreed that this would be treated confidentially until the next Project Board"meeting but that you would quietly
inform Chris Woollard o that he can be working to this effect.

Chris
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Planning and Highways Regulation Committee 13-March-08 — Pians List

4. Any vegetation proposed at the site should be kept to a maximum height
of 1000mm and any foliage to trees should be at a height exceeding
2000mm, so as not to create potential hiding places for would-be criminals
to exploit or impede natural surveillance of and from the building or parked
vehicles.

Sport England - It is understood that the site forms part of, or constitutes a
playing field as defined in the 1996 Statutory Instrument No.1817, in that it is
on land that has been used as a playing field within the last 5 years, and the
field encompasses at least one playing pitch of 0.4ha or more.

Sport England has therefore considered the application in the light of its
playing fields policy. The aim of the policy is to ensure that there is an
adequate supply of quality pitches to satisfy the current and estimated future
demand for pitch sports within the area. The policy seeks to protect all parts of
the playing field from development and not just those which, for the time:
being, are laid out as pitches. The policy states that:-

‘Sport England will oppose the granting of planning permission for any
development which would lead to the loss of, or would prejudice the
use of all, or any part of a playing field, or land last used as a playing
field or allocated for use as a playing field in an adopted or draft deposit
local plan, unless, in the judgement of Sport England, one of the
Specific circumstances apply.

Reason: Development which would lead to the loss of all or part of a
playing field, or which would prejudice its use, should not normally be
permitted because it would permanently reduce opportunities for
participation in sporting activities. Government planning policy and the
policies of Sport England have recognised the importance of such
activities to the social and economic well being of the country.’

Given the above, Sport England is satisfied that the proposal meets special
circumstance E4 of the exceptions of the above policy in that:-

The playing field or playing fields which would be lost as a result of the
proposed development would be replaced by a playing field or playing
fields of an equivalent or better quality and of equivalent and better
quantity, in a suitable location and subject to the equivalent or better
management arrangements, priot to the commencement of the
development. -

This being the case, Sport England does not wish to raise an objection to this
application.

ANALYSIS

Principle of Development
Policy CTF1.1 states that proposals for the provision of additional
community services and facilities will be permitted provided that they are

S18-
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use. In additon, the provision for enhancement at the Fir Tree School existing apen
‘educational open space, as set out above, provides for a more accassible, functional space at
all imes for community use.

Financial Background to the Provision of the new School

The proposed School has been planned on the basis of securing funding from a range of
‘sources for which there s already Council support and agresment. These sources include
‘Govemment funding for the proposed Chidren's centre, a Capital grant rom the DIES, the
‘education moderisafion fund, e Devolved School Capital Grant, and the capital recsipt from
the sale of the buiklings at Fir Tree School for redevelopment.

The overall costs for the School itsef which wil include for the pre-planning, planning and
profeasionalcosts, deaing with contaminaton. providing services and the overail consiucton
s o 4. i, Ao oy whch v s Pl

application process to meet national and local ‘requirements and extended works at and
‘surmounding the School equate to circa £625,000. Much of this investment relates to the new
recreational facilities at the Harcourt Street site, including the newly laid out sports pitch, the
‘mult use games area, the additional changing facilites and the landscaping works to deal with
formaising foctpat routes and planting [0 mprove e visual appearance of e remanng open
space area in communty use. There ae other sinifcant cost m promotig and designing e
proposals.

On the basis of the approved funding for the Schoo, the capita receipt from the sale of Fi Tree:
‘School based on a recent valuation undertaken for SMEC represents about 20% of the overall
costs set out above. The cepial receiptrepresents a signiicant element of the funding.
Therefore losing this capital receipt 1o provide for a replacement quantur of open $pace would
jeopardise delivery of the project. The Council has no approval for altemative funding to meet
‘s requirement.

Sy by ciessng he vao fum P Tee School e e cpporunky 1o crosssbeites
the appication proposals for the new School, the enhanced recreation facilties at Haroourt
Sireet and the opening up o the playing fleids at Fi Tree School including for investment and
more formal communiy recreatonal use. s clar that the capial receptis an important part of
the overal funding equation partculaly in contnibutng to the improved recreation facilties at
Harcourt Sreet and at the Fir Tree School sie. I the planning polcy approsch required the Fir
Tree School Brownfild sit for open space, there would also be the costs 1o be found for
removing the bukings and hard standing areas and the aying out ofthe fomal open space on
that ste. The scheme wouid be highly nfikely to procsed on s cuent bass n thatevent.

Conclusion

‘The overail package of proposals which are inherenty nterinked resutin major ecucatonal,
‘communiy and recreational benefi. The loss of rca 14600 8 m of ocal open space at
Harcourt Stree for he allocated Primary School use is more than offset by the qualfative
improvements, ncreased potental use, accsssibiity and supportng recreational faciltes to
the Open spaces at Harcourt Street and Fir Troe Schodl playing fields to warrant the departure
ffom one UDP open space policy whist securing the overrcing need for the new Schod to
comply wih another competing UDP poficy.

“This proposal is not about replicating existing poor open space facities a the Harcourt Street
site and doing the minimum at the Fir Tree sie. It is about taking a balanced approach o
providing a new School n ine with adopted UDP polcy, meeting an overriing need fo provide.
enhanced educaton facites, supporting that educational need wit betie recreational
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Sheila

—— Original Message —
From: FOI Officer
To: sheilaciiver

Sent: Friday, September 21, 2007 3:08 PM
Subject: FW. EIR Ref 689 Cost of draining Harcourt Street land

Our Reference: EIR 689
Dear Mrs Oliver,
Environmental Information Request — Cost of Drainage

| am writing in response to your request for information under the Environmental

Information Regulations 2004 received by the Council on the 23 August 2007 as
detailed below.

Of the total £8.5 million estimated cost £200,000 has been allocated for drainage. As you
would expect this is a provisional figure.

If you are unhappy with our response or the way we have handled your request you are
entitled to ask us to conduct an internal review. Any internal review wil be carried out by a
senior member of staff who was not involved with your original request. To request an
internal review please email foi.officer@stockport. gov.uk in the first instance or write to:

FOI Officer
Town Hall
Edward Street
Stockport
SK1 3XE

If you are unhappy with the outcome of any internal review you can complain to the
Information Commissioner. To do so please contact:

Information Commissioner’s Office
Wycliffe House

Water Lane

Wilmsiow

Cheshire

SK9 5AF

www.ico.gov.uk
01625 545745

Yours sincerely,

Freedom of Information Processing Officer

From: sheiaoliver [mailto:sheilaoliver@ntiworid.com]
Sent: 22 August 2007 18:58
To: Andy McAlpine
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This plastic pipe is draining into nowhere in particular. This is on a toxic site over
an aquifer with a fishing pond nearby, where they didn't remove the
contamination properly, stockpiling it before sorting and this is a video of the
deadly brown asbestos being removed from the site i.e., it simply wasn't. A
couple of bored chaps stab around with a bin bag and a stick. A builder goes
past completely unprotected and one of the “experts” even takes off his own
respirator, so he doesn't understand the importance of the task he is carrying
out-

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b0rCPnP5HSo

Mr Westhead was informed the brown asbestos hadn't been properly removed
from this site of a primary school and nursery and he wasn't bothered at all.
Neither were Boylan, Goddard, Derbyshire, Bodsworth, Majothi, Khan,
Weldon, Candler, Pantall et al

Traffic — As someone who lost a child in a road accident, | was also concemned
about the dangerous traffic situation at the proposed toxic waste dump school.
The Council admitted a couple of days before the planning meeting that the
traffic arrangements were inadequate. Their solution was to provide a turning
circle for parents. However, they didn't own this land and although they had to go

15
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(ii)  the capital financing of these proposals s set out in Section 5 of the
report. This section stated that *Although precise estimates cannot be
provided at this stage, the overall cost of the proposed project is
expected to be in the region The DES grant together
with the Children's Centre amounts to approximately
£25 million. Valuations on the disposal of the Fir Tree Primary and
Nursery Schools site are estimated at £1.2 millon. The North Reddish
infant and Junior School's site has been valued at £0.6million butis
currently subject to a listed building assessment by Engiish Heritage.
Depending on its outcome, this could have some impact on the
valuation. Itis proposed that a contribution toward the full cost of the
scheme, to the value of £1.8 milion be met nitally through Council
prudential borrowing. It is an expectation that the cost of the borrowing
will be met through sales of the vacated sites, which f all sold could
realise a similar level of funding. The balance could be met from the
Education Services capital programme phased over the three year life of
the development project.

() The Corporate Director — Finance and Property Services (Designate)
being authorised to report on the potential use and value of surplus land
as a result of these proposals.

‘The decision was called-in for consideration by the Lifelong Learning, Leisure and
Cultural Services Scrutiny Committee. The Scrutiny Committee had requested the
Executive to reconsider the decision with particular regard to:-

0] the safety issues regarding increased traffic and subsequent pollution in
the area;
(i) the need to further investigate the site to confirm whether or not any

contamination existed; and

(ii)  the possible need for a comprehensive environmental impact
assessment on the site.

‘The Comittee also requested the Executive to consider a report by the north
Reddish Action Group.

The Executive decision Report dated 30th August 2005 stated that “The Executive
on the 26th September 2005 reaffirmed the original decision subject to:-

(1) Further detailed site investigations including site wide bore holing and an
environmental impact assessment being undertaken by qualiied
independent consultants before planning approval is sought;

(2 The completion of atraffic assessment; and
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] The corporate director C&YP ensuring that the surveys are completed
without delay and the results made publicly available:

Planning Application

‘Tame Valley Area Committee — 30th July 2007 received the inital planning
application. They requested that the Planning and Highways Regulation
Comittee be requested to undertake a site viit to assess the impact of the.
proposals on the residential amentty of local residents.

The Planning and Highways Regulation Committee of 23rd August 2007 granted
permission with a statement that the application would be referred to Secretary of
State.

Atthe Planning and Highways Regulation Comittee of 17th January 2008 the
application was granted in accordance with the conditions outlined in the report.

Scheme Budget
‘The total approved scheme costs are £9,939,077.

—
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'STOCKPORT METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL
STATUTORY PROPOSALS RELATING TO FIR TREE PRIMARY SCHOOL AND
NORTH REDDISH INFANT AND NORTH REDDISH JUNIOR SCHOOLS
NEW COMMUNITY PRIMARY SCHOOL

Notice is hereby givenin accordance with the School Standards and Framework Act 1998 (*The Act’), that Stockpart
Metropolitan Borough Council, being the Local Authority, intends to make the following chang
In accordance with section 29(1) of the Act to discontinue Fir Tree Primary School stuated at Browning Road, North
Reddish, Stockport, Cheshire, SK5 8W, North Reddish Infant School and North Reddish Junior School situated at
Longford Road, North Reddish, Stockport SK5 6XE, with effect from 31 August 2008,
Any child who would have attended Fir Tree Primary School or North Reddish Infant or Junior School vl be offered
a place at a new community primary school to be opened on a newsite at Harcourt Street, Reddish, Stockport (see
below).
Children aftending the new community primary school and fiving in its priority area whose homes are more than
two miles walking distance from the schaol (for pupils aged under 8 years) of three miles from the school (for pupils
aged 8 years or over) will be offered assistance vith transport from home to school in accordance with statutory
requirements and the Authority's policies.
In accordance with section 28(1) of the Act to establish a new Community Primary school for 525 boys and girls
between the ages of 4 and 11 years with effect from 1 September 2008.
‘The new primary schoolwilibe situated at Harcourt Street, Reddish, Stockport. Children attending the new community
‘primary school and Wving i il priority area whose homes are more than two miles walking distance from the school
(for pupils aged under & years) of three miles from the school (for pupils aged 8 years or aver) il be offered
assistance with in with statutory requi andthe Authoritys policies.
‘The number of pupll 0 be sdmittadi to the school at age 4years from 01 September 2008 and in subsecuentyears
will be 75. The indicated Admission Number will be 75 which is the proposed Admission Number for the school.
The admissions authority of the proposed school will be the Local Authority. It is not proposed that the admission
arrangements for e new ashool will make provision for selection by abity.
As the single Community primary schaol in the North Reddish area the school will bring together children from two
separate neighbourhoods with differing social deprivation profiles. Through fully integrated provision it wil improve
understanding of historically distinct communities and faciltate closer sacial Integration. The continuity created
by being an all through primary school will mean that parents have a longer association with a single institution.
‘The co-location of the children's centre wil further develop continuity for children in the 0~3 age range and further
promate the schools rale at the centre of the North Reddish area community. The new school wil continue to
operate as part of the cluster arrangements vith neighbouring schools sharing initiatives and engaging in joint
activities as appropriate.
‘The new school will be an all through primary school for puplls aged between 4 and 11 years of age. In addition it
will provide 12 places resourced for puplls who have a Statement of Special Educational Needs identifying severe
leaning difficulties as the principle learning ne
Its also proposed to co-ocats, In the new building, Fir Tree Nursery School developed as a Children's Cente for
the Noith Reddish area.
The statutory proposals outiined above and the non-statutory changes to Fir Tree Nursery School are all
interdependent.
Within six weeks after the date of publication of the above proposals (by 15" November 2005), any person may
object to or make comments on the proposals outlined above by sending their representations addressed for the
attention of Chris Keeble to:
STOCKPORT METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNGIL
CHILDREN & YOUNG PEOPLE'S DIREGTORATE
TOWN HALL, STOCKPORT SK1 3XE
‘Within one month a nd of the representation period, the Local Authority will send to the School Organisation
Comittes for the area copies of all objections and comments made (and not withdrawn in witing) within the
representation period, fogether with the Autharity's abservations on them.

Andrew Webb Corporate Director, Children & Young People 5th October 2005
Paul W, Stonehouse Council Solicitor and Secretary

Explanatory Notes

BACKGROUND
Consultation has taken place with parents, staff, governing bodies of the schaols directly affected together
with the wider community in the North Reddish area. This has included meetings, drop-in sessions and the
provision of a witten consultation document and response form which was also posted on the Council's
website.

Following these consultations, the Council has concluded that the educational interests of children living in

the areas served by Fir Tree Primary and North Reddish Infant and Junior Schools would be best served if

the three schools wiere discontinued and were replaced by a new community primary school located at the
newsite. t has therefore published proposals to this effect.

STAFFING AND CURRICULUM

() Atpresent, the 3 schools have a combined total of 24,99 FTE teaching staff, and a further allocation
of 1.49 teachers for the resourced base (based on 8 pupils). Projected pupil numbers for the
2008/09 academic year suggest that the new school's budget could support 21.16 FTE teachers
vith a further allocation of 2.24 teachers for the resourced base (based on 12 puplls).

(i) Fir Tree Primary School and North Reddish Infant and Junior Schools teach the national curriculum
in full. The new community primary school willalso do so. The new building vl also help to improve
standards as it will address shortfalls in current curriculum delivery areas and staff workspaces as
wiell @s providing an up-to-date flexible educational environment for children from O to 11 years of
age.

ADMISSION TO PRIMARY SCHOOLS

() Any child who will be registered at Fir Tree Primary School or North Reddish Ifant or Junior School
in years R to 5 during the 2007/08 academic year and who would have remained at the school in
2008/08 it it had not been discontinued will be guaranteed a place at the new primary school. The
parent of any child guaranteed a place in this way will be able to express a preference for a place at
any other Stockport primary school (or infant / junior school s the case may be). The Councl vl
determine whether of not a place can be offered by reference o its usual admission arrangemens

(i) The parent of any child who wil be entering primary school In Year R in the 2008/09 academic
year will be able to express a preference for a place at a primary school of his / her choice. The
application will be dealt with in accordance with the Counci's usual admission arrangements.

PREMISES

‘The overall cost of the project is expected to be in the region of £5.5millon. Approximately 45% of this will

be met from DFES grants with the balance provided through the Councils capital programme.

UNIT PROVISION FOR PUPILS WITH SEVERE LEARNING DIFFICULTIES

Itis proposed that the new community primary school will provide up to 12 places resoutced for pupils

who have a Statement of Special Educational Needs (dentifying sevare learning difficultes as the principle

learning need. Any child who would have attended the SLD Unit at Fir Trea Primary School in the 2008/09

academic year If it had not been discontinued wil be offered a pla

school.

PROPOSALS FOR CHILDREN'S GENTRE

It proposed to co-locate, in the new building, Fi Tree Nursery School developed as a Children's Centre

for the North Reddish area. Itis not fet to be reasonably practicable to modify the building currently used

by Fir Tree Nursety School to accommodate the Children's Cerntre.

In addtion to maintaining a 78 place nursery for 3 & 4 year olds in the area the centre would provide

wraparound care (8 am to Bpm); create adtional childcare provision for 0—2year olds; create a childminder

network and drop in facilty with access to training; and provide Créche provision to support parents/carers’
attendance at training/support sessions.

‘The centre would also provide: a base for a variety of family support work such as family learning, parent &

child play sessions; and, information sessions on chidcare, jobs, benefts etc.

‘Child and family health servioes could include: midvifery rop-in sessions; baby clinic/group; health visitor

rop-in sessions and speech & language support for children. The nursery/centre would femain a separate

legal entity with ts own headteacher, possibly operating under a federated Governing Body for the whole site.

t the SLD Unit at the new primary

X
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NORTH REDDISH SCHOOL 2:03 PM
ACCOMMODATION
ORDER OF COSTS ESTIMATE
CHIL DRENS CENTRE
Classroom areas 203 | m2
Offices/meeting rooms 11 me
External covered area 60 | m2
Outdoor storage 15 | me
PRIMARY SCHOOL
Basic teaching 1131 m2
ICT/food tech/science/group/D&T 92 { m2
Halls 291 | m2
Learning resource/library/SEN/group/sensory 167 | m2
Admin and staff 220 | m2
Storage 253 | m2
Kitchen 71 | m2
Toilets 133 | m2
Circulation 565 | m2
Plant 47 | me2
Partitions 94 | m2
Total New School Area (includes prelims) 3443| m2 |1650.00| 5680950.00
EXTERNAL WORKS PRIMARY SCHOOL
New road 2000 m2 | 70.00 | 140000.00
Nature area 725 m2 | 25.00 18125.00
Hard play area 1190 m2 | 35.00 41650.00
Games court 1650 m2 | 40.00 66000.00
Playing fields 2120 m2 | 6.00 12720.00
Security fence 550 | m2 [ 12000 66000.00
Gates 3 | Nr [1500.00 4500.00
Equipment Item 45000.00
EXTERNAL WORKS CHILDRENS CENTRE
Tarmac area 185 | m2 | 35.00 6475.00
Safety surface 185 | m2 | 60.00 11100.00
6rass/nature trail 185 | m2 | 25.00 4625.00
Equipment Item 20000.00
Fencing (1.00m high) 130 | m | 60.00 7800.00
SERVICES
6Gas supply Item 10000.00
Electric supply Item 10000.00
Telephone Item 10000.00
Water supply Item 10000.00
New sewer and connection pipework Item 10000.00
Abnormal foundations (piling) Item 100000.00
Site drainage 8240| m2 | 1200 98880.00
Building drainage 3443| m2 | 10.00 34430.00
Preliminaries on external works Item 145000.00
i ’ Total 655325500
Contingencies say 318000.00
Total Build Cost 6871255.00
OTHER COSTS
Newt survey Item 1000.00
Ground investigation Item 23000.00
Traffic survey Item 25000.00
Topographical survey Item 5000.00
Planning consultant Item 15000.00
Planning fees Item 12500.00
Property survices fees Item 550000.00
BUILDING WORK TOTAL 7502755.00
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picture shows the
traffic speeding
along beneath
Stockport Viaduct
and was taken by
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£8m school ‘not finished’

JENNIFER WILLIAMS

FURIOUS governors are
demanding to know why their
£8m super-school is still unfin-
ished a term after opening.

The governing body of Vale
View primary in Reddish has
written to the council witha cat-
alogue of ‘serious concerns’.

Governors at the state-of-th
art 550-pupil school - which
opened in September - have
called the situation ‘unaccept-
able’.

Last month the school was

evacuated after a ceiling in an
office collapsed.

Governors now say fixtures
and fittings keep falling off and
IT equipment has not been cor-
rectly installed.

They complain workmen are
still on site nearly six months
after opening and slam ‘a multi-
tude of outstanding items not
completed’.

Their letter says: “When can
we expect an end to this situa-
tion? We have been patient, tol-
erant, understanding and
accommodating so far, and

appreciate all the hard work so
many people have put into get-
ting our school up and running,
but the situation is now becom-
ingnot only untenable, but sim-
ply unacceptable.”

At their latest meeting the
board of governors resolved to
write to the town hall and did so
shortly before Christmas.

They complain windowsills
and door stoppers keep drop-
ping off, there are no play-
ground markings, boxes of
computers are still not
unpacked or installed, and the

ventilation shafts do not work.

Health and safety problems
are raised around the installa-
tion of multimedia whiteboards
and IT equipment is slammed
as ‘inadequate and insufficient’.

The letter adds: “
meetings between s
and the contractors to update
on what is happening are
now becoming entirely non-
productive.”

Coun Stuart Bodsworth,
executive member for children
and young people, said: “The
new school provides an excel-

lent  educational facility
which benefits the Reddish
community.

“We are aware there are
some issues needing further
work at the building.

“However, it is common for
some works to continue during
a 12-month period following
completion of any building
work.

“As part of their contract the
builders are working with the
school to ensure this work is
undertaken at times which are
most convenient for the school.”
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21% January 2005~ Request for w2 cos for sngle storey tuidng including
additional foundations from Julie Moran, The cost
based on a fioor ares of 2600m2. As attached

;- Rate based on Brndale and updated to
3G06 with 1o addition for Part |

267 January 2005+ Andy MacKenzes e-mail sert to Julie Moran sets

out figures but excludes al external works , football
pitches . ten ris , drainage , highway
improvemerts ffv\rfﬂmcnta\ measures , design

fees, land purchase etc.
3 12" December 2005- First estimate including the items omitted. Note
© areavcreased from the ongnal 2600ms to 2
3443m2. An ncrease of 843m2. MRS

Frst Meetirg wih the Chidrens Centre Sub - Growp 5 December 2005t determme
the detals for the scheme.

Faukert Munseil commsstoned (o commence work. on traffic January § February 2006 wih
: report lor Apnil 2006

Topographical commssioned December 2005
Ground nvestigation to start January 2006 with gas montonng for & months.

Iniel Briet D 812 2005,
FID produced and the brief recened 30° December 2005 with constrants ard budget
e n the tem 2.3.4 o £5.790.64.00. KESHRIRED

Subseavent costs

Increase costs to landscape 23699500 7

Adational Fart i regs 100000.00

Foundations 382,200.00

Flectric and telephone 20,000.00

Sewer comection 10,000.00
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PR 5 - FINANCIAL PROCEDURES RULES

References:
Chapter 2 DETR Guidance

INTRODUCTION

11

12

13

14

15

These rules (formerly referred to as Financial Reguiations) have been prepared to
MWWWSMSWWMMMOMMMMMM
bnmplhdmmmu»munagomsmofmAM‘sﬂmndﬂam. They are the
ndumnodwmwmu.zo!mcwvdl’smmﬁon.

Dkudwsﬂﬂdlhosllowﬂommmﬂdbﬂkykdﬂwﬁbduﬂdﬂmmmﬂ. under the
Local Management of Schools Fair Funding Scheme. References to ‘Corporate
Directors' throughout these Financial Procedure Rules shall include the following
persons:

« The Chief Executive;
Corporate Directors;
Head Teachers.

The Corporate Director, Business Services, is responsible under Section 151 of the
Local Government Act '1972 and Section 114 of the Local Government
Wﬂdﬁfmepropﬂadmﬂlmofm.m A se rules

Al staff within the Authority are required to maintain and promote the highest
Financial Procedure Rules, Accounting ‘Standards' and Codes of Practice”. (Copies
of these are available from the Business ‘Services Financial Management Team).

All accounting and financial systems operated by the Council shall be subject to
minimum standards laid down by the Corporate Director, Business Services. These

e e

'Ammdumnammmmnofmmﬁngmbymmmmﬁusmdxmmss)

which operates on behalf of the Consulative Commitee of Accountancy Bodies (CCAB).

’Wuurrmmmauwwmmm“ynmﬁﬁnmmmmmnm

fanctions. The main codes of practice are:

@) The Code of Practice on Local Authority Accouning % Great Britain: A Statement of
R ommended Practice (SORP) developed by the CIPFATLASAAC Joint Committee and
franked by the Accounting Standards Board..
®) memmmmmwAmmﬁucmarwmmmbymw
Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA)

() CIPEA Prudential Code for Capital Finance in Local Authorities
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STO CKP ORT Children & Young People’s Directorate
Town Hall, Stockport SK1 3XE
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL Switchboard: 0161 - 480 4949
Textphone: 0161 - 474 4619
Fax 0161 - 953 0012

TS

Direct: 0161-474 3801
E-mal Donna Sager
ddnhdsager@stockport.gov.uk
Mrs S Oliver
ST
AR
ramm——
——
My Ref: DS/MAB 30 November 2006
2006lett204

Dear Mrs Oliver

Your email of 24" November requested details of where the funding for the proposed
new school at Harcourt Street.

As you will be aware Stockport MBC has access to a number of capital funds. We
will be funding the scheme via a number of funding streams including the. Devolved
Capital funding, Modemisation funding, Childrens Centre Sure Start Grant, Schools’
Access Initiative, Capital receipts and targetted capital funding.

Yours sincerely

Donna Sager
Assistant Director
(Strategy and Performance)

-
|
Ls Andtew Webb
o Corporate Director, Childsen & Young People
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the foilowing considerations taken in selecting the £1450/m2 figure adopted within the cost
plan.

The BCIS (Building Cost Information Service) publish a MEAN cost @ 2Q/06 at £1182/m2
with a standard deviation figure of £274. This equates to an upper MEAN figure of £1456. A
search of published Cost Analysis by the BCIS for schemes around the country have
shown figures ranging from £1489/m2 to £1945/m2 based on typical Gross Floor Areas of
approx 2500m2

An analysis of historic SMBC build costs for other schools in Stockport (Brindale and
Fairway schools) show an adjusted figure of £1473/m2. After allowing for economies of
scale for the North Reddish Scheme (3185m2) and taking account of the known build cost
of the previous SMBC schemes a figure of £1450/m2 has been selected for use in the
reported cost plan

4. Potential sources of funding

The latest spend profile provided by NPS Stockport Limited is set out below:

Financial Year £000
2006/07 123
2007/08 385
2008/09 143
2008710 4,105 B
2010711 97
2011/12 i

TOTAL I 9,930

An analysis of funding by source is set out below:

Funding Source £000

Supported Borrowing from DCSF Allocations 2,802
Allocations 259
Capital Receipts. 6,679
TOTAL 9,930

In respect of the funding is important to note that

iy With the agreement of the Department for Education and Skills, the majority of
the Targeted Capital Fund support received in respect of this scheme has been
used in previous years on other projects and alternative sources of funding has
been identified to allow this scheme to be completed.

(i) The estimate of capital receipts includes the sale of the Edgeley Centre, Taxal
Lodge, the anticipated capital receipt from the sale of Fir Tree Primary School,
and other Education capital receipts.

5. Recommendation
The Executive is requested to note the agreed estimate of cost for the scheme included in

the Children and Young People Directorate capital programme proposals agreed by
Council at 28.02.08, and note the reasons the figures exceed those expected when the

22/03/2008
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Number 2
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME.

Your Name &23 2__% { jl‘ Je
ndaress -_—

1n o rtravention of the Fraud Act 2006 and the Council's own fraud and
irregumuespoilda,amhasbeendmadmmrnnlammmperlodm
docu nents regarding financial anomalies o several milton pounds regarding the
propused development at Harcourt Street. Bearing in mind that contravention of

the F-aud Act 2006 carries a possible 12 month prison sentence, when will these
illege ly withheld financial documents be disclosed to ma?

gd = \ellas)

Next time, submit your question online at http://interactive.s1ockpc rt.gov.uk/contents/councilquestions/
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ESTIONS
MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC ARE REMINDED THAT ALL QUEST
r 7% 'MUST BE ASKED THROUGH THE MAYOR 3

Number £

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

Your Name A olae, 3
Address Pt Qoo

W

In February 2008 | asked you a question in full council meeting about anomalies
regarding £2.4 millon. You promised me a reply. By July | had heard nothing
and putir an official complaint to Jane Scullion, which was ignored. | sent a
reminder to Barry Khan, which was also ignored, as have been all subsequent
reminders, \

In December 2008 | again asked you in full council meeting for a reply and again
Question  in February 2000 because | had not yet recsived a response. You again
promised one.

The Council subsequently wrote to me saying it refused to answer any questions.
The Information Commission wrote to the Council on 2™ of March telling them to
comply with the law within 20 working days. | have attached a copy to the
question. | have, of course, heard nothing back from tne Council.

Do you feel the Council should comply with the Freedorn of Information
isiation?

Counillor(s egisfation

whom addressea

(a maximum of 2) fa\t C( Adecol

Date [ k/“%-f

Siunei e

i ion 4l ¢ t the Council Meeting is set
(NOTE: A’ summary.of the public question ime procedure a t 5
Lut ‘on the:back of this page. The. full procedure is detailed in. the Council Mesting
|:Procedure Rules included:in the Councll Constitition (PR1.in Part 4).

Please contact Democratic Services:for a copy:of the:full procedure or for additional
|-advice ittis question.)

Next time, submit your question online at http:/finteractive. stockport.a
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Sheila Oliver

“Michael Worburton” <Michael Warburton@ico g gov k>
“Shella Olver” <sheiaolver@nivorid com>

“Casewonk” <casework@ico gs gov >

Sent: 07 Janvary 2010 17.00

Subject:  [Ref. F550205853)

Thursday, 07 January 2010

Dear Mrs Oliver

Your complaint regarding Stockport MBC (the council)
Our reference: FS50205853

Following my detailed discussions with the council, | am pleased to advise that t has
reconsidered its position in this matter and decided to disclose the information previous
withheld in view of the time which has elapsed since you made your request.
Accordingly, you may expect to receive the requested information direct in the near
future. Once you have received it would you please let me know so that | may ciose my
file

Yours sincerely

Michael Warburton

Senior Complaints Officer

Information Commissioner's Office

Tel: 01625 545 802

Email: michael.warburton@ico.gsi.gov.uk
www.ico.gov.uk

From: Sheia Oliver [mailto:sheilaoliver@ntiworid.com]

Sent: 14 December 2009 16:56

To: Michael Warburton

(Ce: DAVID PENKETHMAN; Cir Dave Goddard; Cilr David White; Clr Mark Wekdon; Cir Stuart Bodsworth;
dlr.sue derbyshire@stockport gov.uk; Michael Warburton; Donna Sager; andrew webb@stockport gov.uk;
John Schultz; bany khan

Subject: Harcourt Stret, Fraud charges

Dear Mr Warburton

Following disclosures for a footpath inqury. f turns out the entire school site s heavily contaminated, they
acted ilegally regarding the CPO and the finance, as | stated, was not as t should be. They said £6.9
milion for the school was coming from the sale of redundant school land. | knew this land wasn' realising
the sums they claimed, 50 they had to stop me having access to alldocuments. Ther s just over £1
milion coming fom this source. | was never vexatious and they knew | wasn't. Allthe tme they were
Covering up about the money when they knew the trus position and that my concers were genine. |
was right about the contamination.

1will have to now appeal to Mr. Thomas, but | probably won'thave to bother getting the hundreds of
letters of suppor, as my case is sirong. Then the information wil al be in the public domain regarding
What has gone on and if they persistn putting the school on that ste. | can bring fraud charges against
them. They may wellhave to compensate local peaple, and | know their insurers wont pay p for council
offcers misbehaviour

What goes around comes around. How could they put 560 babies and young children at risk?

16/05/2010
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(v) additional traffic work in the area around the Harcourt Street site.

() new building regulations.

Itis not possible to give a precise estimate of the final costs at this stage due to a number of facors,
however, on the latest information that is available, an estimate is in the region of £9.93m has been
identified

‘The profile of additional costs which have emerged following the ongoing development of the
scheme, include

Increased floor area from Revision to the scheme £1.050m |
2600m2 to 3185m2
IT/Furniture Due to addmona\ areas and £472
. new specificat
Additional 167m2 Changing areas mcrsase - £280k
Sport England requirement
Design and Admin Costs Additional due to increased £60k
scops of works
Mill Lane Planning Requirement £40k
Traffic surveys and work lanning 130K
levation i £75K
[MugaPi £50k
[ Football Pitch £75k
i Tres Open Space Requiremer £260k
UDS Additional drainage at £75k
Environment Agency Request
(Flooding Risk}
Services ~including Site requirement £231k
drain:
Sprinkler System Change in Bmldmg F125K
Regul
Consultations, feasibility £123k
ground investigations,
survey etc
CPO costs Due to Mill Lane £50k
Development
CPO fees Due to M\H Lane £20k
Developm
Lnﬁs(\cn to 2Q/08 (incl Part Armﬁpa‘sd rewssd start date | £1.140k
)

3.2. Benchmarking

NPS have been asked to provide benchmarking data for the scheme. They have identified the
following considerations taken in selscting the £1450/m2 figure adopted within the cost plan

The BCIS (Building Cost Information Service) publish & MEAN cost @ 2Q/06 at £1182/m2 with a
‘standard deviation figure of £274. This equates to an upper MEAN figure of £1456. A search of

10/0312008
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TO CK ORT Councillor Dave Goddard

S P Leader of the Council

METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL Town Hall, Skmkpm'r SK1 3XE
Switchboard: 0161 480 4949
Direce Line: 0161 47 x5
Fax. 0161 474 3308

der@stockport o

3rd September 2009

Mrs Sheila Oliver

Dear Mrs Oliver

Meeting - 1 2009 - Pubtic Question

At the Executive Meeting on 1 September, 2009 you asked a question to which it was
agreed you would receive a written response. For ease of reference the question is set
out below:-

"For the past 18 months or so | have tried very hard to draw the Council's attention to
financial anomalies of several millions of pounds without success. Please let me know
why Councillors Goddard and Weldon failed to comply with Council procedures when
issues of financial iregularities were raised.”

On the basis that the question does not provide, and you are unwilling to identify detai

of any financial anomaties or procedures with which the Councit has not complied, | arr
unable to answer your question.

Tade

Yours sincerely

Clir Dave Goddard
Leader of the Council

Officially one of the best councils Councillor Dave Goddard
in Britain, according to the Liberal Democrar Member
ATV TS PEOPT Audit Commission March 2009 for Offerton Ward
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Sheila Oliver

From:  "sheiloliver" <sheilaoliver@ntiworld.com>
To: "FOI Officer” <foi.officer@stockport.gov.uk>
ca: Cir Mark Weldon’ <<l mark weldon@stockportgoy Uk "John Schultz’

<chief.executive@stockport gov.uk>: "Peter Devine” <peter.devine@gmwn.co.uk>;
<bob.wainwright@stockport gov. Uk "Barry Knart <barey knan@stockpor gov ok
15 Septemper 2007 08:40

Very High Cost of Harcourt Street school

ject
Dearsr
As | have said all along, something does not add up regarding the cost of Harcourt Street school

Please see below.
As T understand it Stockport has 92 Primary Schools with an average 170 pupls atan average value of
£0.98m. A 500 pupil School would have a hypothetical net book value of £3.44m.

The ratios from Government sources gives a new build cast for a 600 pupil School of £10872760070.94 =
£5.85m. A 600 pupil Primary School is much bigger than the average.

SMBC value their assets on Net Book Value and not as Replacement Value which is normally greater
than NBV. The important point is how s the asset insured if at all? In a total loss situation the asset has to
be replaced: NBV wil not provide the necessary funds and can only come from Insurance payout. This
pointis very relevant.

£3.44m to £5.85 is a reasonable ratio NBV to New Bild. The figure of £8.5 million and rising for the
proposed school on Harcourt Street is ridiculous and a waiste of taxpayers' money, especilly when there
is another more sutahle site on which the Council has absolutely no reason not to build. The Council's
claim that local parents do not want it there is not true and the Council has admitted under the FOIA that
i has no evidence to support s claim

1 expect a full answer to the above, as this is my £8.5 millon and rising.

Yours sincerely

Sheila Oliver

16/12/2009
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2 BCIS (Building Cost Information Service) publish a MEAN cost @ 2Q/08 at
1182/m2 with a standard deviation figure of £274. This equates to an upper MEAN
figure of £1456. A search of published Cost Analysis by the BCIS for schemes
around the country have shown figures ranging from £1489/m2 to £1945/m2 based

on typical Gross Floor Areas of approx 2500m2

An analysis of historic SMBC build costs for other schools in Stockport (Brindale and
Fairway schools) show an adjusted figure of £1473/m2. After allowing for economies
of scale for the North Reddish Scheme (3185m2) and taking account of the known
build cost of the previous SMBC schemes a figure of £1450/m2 has been selected

for use in the reported cost plan.

4. Potential sources of funding

The latest spend profile provided by NPS Stockport Limited is set out below:

Financial Year £000 |
2006/07 123 |
2007/08 385
2008/09 143
2009/10 4,105
2010/11 4,897
201112 187
TOTAL 9,930 ‘1
An analysis of funding by source is set out below:
| Funding Source £000 4
| 'Supported Borrowing from DCSF Allocations 2,902
t 259
| Capital Receipts 6.679 ]
TOTAL 9,930

In respect of the funding is important to note that:

(i) With the agreement of the Department for Education and Skills, the
maijority of the Targeted Capital Fund support received in respect of this
scheme has been used in previous years on other projects and alternative
sources of funding has been identified to allow this scheme to be

completed

(i) The estimate of capital receipts includes the sale of the Edgeley Centre,
Taxal Lodge, the anticipated capital receipt from the sale of Fir Tree
Primary School, and other Education capital receipts.

5. Recommendation

The Executive is requested to note the agreed estimate of cos( for the scheme

included in the Children and Young People Di

capi
agreed by Council at 28.02.08, and note the reasons the flgures exceed those

expected when the scheme was originally drafted.
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7.3

7.4

iS5

7.6

7 Dacernber 2009

Capital Receipts 1,676,000
Total — Council Funding 1,719,073
TOTAL 8,500,000

The proposed new school has been planned on the basis of securing
funding from a range of sources for which there is already Council

support and agreement.

‘The Council, having secured the necessary financial resources with the

support of Government funding, is committed in its intention to
establish a new education facility on its land and has the capacity to
meet the planning recjuirements so that there will be nothing to fetter or
frustrate the ability of the Council in implementing the planning
permission for the new school.

The Council's Executive on 30 August 2005 received notification that
the then Department for Education and Skills had granted the Council
the sum of £2.2 m in Targeted Capital Fund to build a new Primary
School in the North Reddish Area. Although precise estimates could
not be provided at that stage, the overall cost of the proposed project
was at the time expected to be in the region of £5.5 million.

In respect of the Targeted Capital Funding, it is important to note that in
a letter to the Council dated 15 December 2004 the Department for
Education and Skills indicated to the Council that if the Council was -
unable to use the Targeted Capital Fund within the timescale set out
for Targeted Capital Fund, the Council could vire funding to other
school capital projects provided it is replaced by an equivalent amount
to ensure that the project is completed.

However since then the cost of the proposed development has risen
due to a number of factors including:

7.6 1 inflation due to the delay in starting the scheme:

76.2 increased floor area;

-15-
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three year period. There is also a target of over £5.8m for specific ringfenced
receipts still to be achieved, this is associated with assets released from past and
future school rationalisation schemes.

Progress against achieving these targets is slowing down due to the state of the
economy. Specifically the availability of mortgage finance for residential sales and
the general nervousness caused by the economic climate have impacted upon the
level of development activity and consequently on land and property values
nationally. A significant proportion of the receipts identified in the Councils capital
programme relate to sites identified for residential development.

The SCG has assessed the risk of not generating the specific ringfenced receipts
as medium — most assets sales are currently progressing at original values,
although a couple of sales are not generating their original estimated value and
steps will have to be taken to adjust the specific three year programme to
accommodate the lower receipt values being generated. Work is currently
underway in the Children and Young People Directorate to ensure a balanced
programme and priority outcomes are still achigved

The SCG has assessed the risk of not generating the general corporate receipts as
high. There are plots of land with a value of over £4.0m currently identified as
avallable for sale and at different stages in that process. NPS are experiencing
reduced “bid" values for purely residential land whilst land with other commercial
uses is tending to be retaining its value to a certain extent but is still categorised as
high risk. The market is certainly very volatile.

The impact of not achieving the target receipts is that any expenditure incurred on
schemes currently funded by capital receipts not yet achieved will have to be
funded by additional prudential borrowing until such time that the receipts are
generated. In order to reduce the impact of this on the medium term financial plan
which is also under pressure from economic forces the Strategic Capital Group

that all the elements in the are held back unti
the receipts are at a lower risk status and we have firmer evidence that they will be
achieved

Recommendations

The Executive is asked to

Approve the changes to the capital programme shown in Appendix One.

Approve the resourcing of the capital programme set out in Appendix Two.

Note the progress on capital schemes as set out in Appendix Three.

Note the action to hold any unallocated funds back until the position on
generating capital receipts is assessed as at low risk and firm values can be
established to fund the capital programme.
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Sheila Oliver

From:  *Tim Watkinson" <t-watkinson@audit-commission gov.uk>
To: “Sheila Oliver” <sheilzoliver@nthworld.com>
"Steve Houston" <steve.houston@stockport gov.uk>

01 Seplember 2011 10:07

councilsaccounts.your rights pdf

Subject: RE: Questioning be Disvict Audtoron the Councits accounts - Response
Dear Mrs Oliver

i think you may have misunderstood the purpose and basis of your rights to question
the auditor. The right to question the auditor is designed to help you understand entries
in the Council's accounts that you have inspected so that you may then decide whether
you wish to make an objection. As such it is envisaged that you may ask me ‘what
Guestions, and not ‘why' questions, that | would seek to answer by way of clarification,
partly in recognition of the technical complexity of the entries in a focal authority’s
accounts.

More detail s set out in the foliowing publication, as previously provided
itis on this basis that | offered to meet with you, as is normal for discharging this aspect
of my responsibilities.

| am therefore not in a position to answer the questions you have raised in your recent
emails, including those which you have copied me into. However | would like to re-
iferate that | believe | have already considered the substantive issues you have
previously raised on many occasions regarding Harcourt Street, in as far as they refate
to my responsibilities as the appointed auditor. We have had extensive correspondence
on this matter and | have previously reached the conclusion that, unless you have new
information to provide, there is no merit in continuing with such correspondence.

Yours sincerely

Tim Watkinson

District Auditor

Augit Practice, Audit Commission

0844 798 7045 F—
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Subject: Second Quarter 2008/09 Capital Programme Report
Report to Executive Meeting

Report of: (a) Executive Councillor (Finance)

Key Decision: (b) NOYYES (please circle)
(Forward Plan
General Exception
Special Urgency)
Tick box
Summary:

Tnepurpasmmismponismupdmmawmwwmregumwm-mminm
incurred and progress made in the 2™ quarter of 2008/09 and to seek approval for
amendments to the capital programme.

The current programme for 2008/09 is £77.350m and expenditure as at 30" September
2008 was £23.828m, which is line with previous years.

The 2008/09 programme of £77.003m approved by Executive on 18" August 2008 has
been amended to reflect expenditure subsequently re-phased and additional resources
received.

Excellent progress is being made in all areas on delivering the capital programme and
achieving the expected outcomes and outputs.

The “

h" i ct p
upport the programme, ai ikely that the economic position
continue to have an adverse impact the lifetime of this programme.

ipts
will

The Executive at its meeting on 18" August agreed not to allocate further corporate
resources until the position on capital receipts becomes firmer; it is proposed that this
position be maintained.

The Strategic Capital Group is closely monitoring the capital receipts targets and will be
reviewing every project in detail which is supported by capital receipts to set out what
action can be taken to mitigate the effects of the slowdown in the generation of capital
The Strategic Capital Group will review all p

receipts.
and will report back to the Executive Councillor Finance wit nn‘to!!%lane‘e' the
funding position. The financial effect of any temporary funding through prudential

borrowing that might be required will also be outlined.
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New Primary school
Harcourt Street
North Reddish

Agenda for pre-meeting 30 March 2007

Review of Village Green application. AJM to talk to JH to check if there is an
appeals process that should be programmed beyond the 13/6/07

]

Programme issues. See Provisional Gantt chart. Noted but see other comments

. OJEU Process. Can we now proceed? DS to talk to AW to cheek the political
climate before a g this

Fd

Planning matters. Can anyone put any pressure on SL to recommence the
process? DS o set up a meeting with SL, JH. plus this meeting’s attendees 1o
resolve.

»

d. General feeling is 1o leave the
awings

SE requested modifications to design. N
MUGA where shown on the planning dv

CPO process for ‘link” land. CPO additional land for MUGA? Confirm
programme - i.c. await planning. This can be discussed at the planning
meeting (see 4 above)

Confirmation of pupil numbers. Currently designed for 525 s brief.
Additional ‘temporary” classroom removed to make way for SE changing
rooms. Is this classroom still required? If it is then another planning
application (or revised plan) needs to be deposited soon. DS to investigate and
report back to AJM

=

. Review revised estimate. Major impact is the SE requirements and the
reprogramming inflation. Noted. Obvious concern over funding. DS 1o look at
possible other funding sources

°

Date of ’s 1CT, loose and FFE specification — by
whom? This matter still to be decided but the cariest passible appointment will
be summer 2008. DS suggested briefing to be undertaken by C&YPD advisors
not outside consultants

0. Advice required on how much of the above goes in the highlight report for
May’s Project Board. Agenda to be prepared in advance - not a full Highlight
veport
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Sheila Oliver

From: “sheilacliver" <sheilaoliver@ntiworid com>
To: “FOI Officer" <foi.officer@stockport gov.uk>
Sent: 16 October 2008 17:44

Subject:  Re: Ooops - forgot the atiachment - Ref FOI 1359
Many thanks

Sheila

— Original Message ——
From: FOI Offcer
To: sheilaoliver

Ce: FOI Officer
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2008 5:02 PM
Subject: RE: Ooops - forgot the attachment - Ref FOI 1359

Dear Mrs Oliver,
1 am writing in response to your request for information below (ref 1359).

In accordance with the permission set out in the Department for Education and Skills letter dated 15™
December 2004, the TCF funding allocated to the Reddish North Primary School scheme has been
used to finance projects at the schools below. Replacement funding has been made available to allow
the Reddish North Primary School scheme to be undertaken.

£000

1,020 Brindale Pupil Referral Unit
321 Bradshaw Hall Primary School
662 Dial Park Primary School
240 Woodley Primary School

2243
If you are unhappy with the way we have handied your request you are entitied to ask for an intemnal
review. Any intemal review will be carried out by a senior member of staff who was not involved with

your original request. To sk for an internal review, contact foi officer@stockport gov.uk in the first
instance.

I you are unhappy with the outcome of any intemal review, you are entitled to complain to the
Information Commissioner. To do 0, contact

Information Commissioner's Office
Wyliffe House

Water Lane

Wilmslow

Cheshire

SK9 SAF

www.ico.gov.uk
01625 545 745
Yours sincerely,
Claire Naven
Claire Naven

Data Protection & Freedom of Information Officer
Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council

16/12/2009

=
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Purchase plan for Underoanks

A FUND of £7m will be
used to buy property on
Underbanks with the idea
it will become a haven for
independent businesses.
The council has had
past problems developing
the area as many build-
ings are owned by one
person who lives abroad
and is hard to contact.
Butitis hoped the £7m,
which has been bor-
rowed, can be used to buy
properties in that area.
Councillor Iain Roberts,

deputy council leader,
says that the area - along-
side Stockport Market -
can then be redeveloped
into a ‘vibrant hub’ of
independent businesses.

He said: “Underbank is
a good area to do that, it
would be a reason to go to
that area.”

As part of the plan the
council wants to move
stalls on the market in the
next 12 months. This
would likely be near
Warren Street and make

B e

room for more ‘artisan’
offerings in the Market
Place.

There are already
vintage shops there and
12 studios for Manchester
Metropolitan University
students open this week.

Coun Roberts added:
“There have been
problems with the
existing market for quite a
few years. We wanta
successful Market Place
but the (current) mix is
just not strong enough.”
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‘There seems to be'
no plan or strategy
for our town centre’

TONY Jones, managing
director of Orbit
Developments, said in a
recent edition of the
Stockport Express ‘In just
six months Stockport
town centre has made
more progress than in the
last six years!

I think thatis an
understatement. In reality
it seems to be making
more progress than in the
last 25 years - a damning
indictment of the council
when you consider the
last major redevelopment
project in Stockport was
Grand Central, ironically
now being demolished.

However, Mr Jones’
view of Stockport ‘feeling
proud about what it has to
offer’ is wildly optimistic.

The schemes now

getting slowly underway

will do little to address :

some of the fundamental @ Market Place and Parish Church in Stockport

problems faced by the : S =i

town centre. lifeless night-time =
It could be argued the  offering of Stockport

new Bridgefield visitors will have no

development merely option but to hop on a

transplants the old Grand  bus or train to

Central and leaves other Manchester, Didsbury,

parts of the centre Chorlton or even one of

isolated, whilst the Stockport’s own district

Stockport Exchange centres such as Heaton

development is just Moor in search of

adding yet more office somewhere for a bit of

space and thus life, a meal and a drink.

compounds the problem There seem to be no

of empty 1970s office plans or strategy in place

blocks which have that will change that.

remained unletforyears.  J Fisher
But what of the other Cheadle Hulme

areas? The Market Place e

and Underbanks

regeneration has failed

miserably and the area in

and around Little

Underbank in particular

is almost deserted and a

depressing place to walk

round - infactit'sina
worse state than when the
programme started in
19596 :

St Petersgate and its
square are equally empty
of life. With their
combination of open
space, narrow windy
streets and ‘brews’ these
substantial parts of the
town should be rivalling
vibrant centres in and




