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Introduction

Newcastle City Council has commenced the procurement process for the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme. The City Council issued a contract notice (published in the Official Journal of the European Union on 24 December 2004) inviting expressions of interest from potential private sector partners. Those who responded were invited to complete a Preliminary Invitation to Negotiate (PITN) together with a Pre-Qualification Questionnaire (PQQ). 

The private sector were asked to respond to a series of questions which included:

· What is your understanding of the vision for secondary education in Newcastle upon Tyne and how can you assist in the development of the fulfilment of the objectives set out in the Strategic Business Case?

· Would you be prepared to offer asset management services under this contract in terms of both the Local Authority’s school estate and (potentially) other parts of the estate as well?

· Are there any “Partnering Services” which you would wish to offer outside the parameters suggested above, again with a view to demonstrating best value to the Authority?

· Would you expect non-PFI services including design and build, facilities management and information and communications technology to be managed directly through the LEP/lead partner or via subsidiaries?

· The Local Authority would consider the inclusion of primary school estate into the Project under appropriate terms.  What would be your view of such an approach…?

· What approach will the Bidder look to take to address the Local Authority’s requirement for improvement in lifelong learning under the Project?

· Please give details below of any proposals for flexible use of the Schools including third party income.

These questions opened the door for all the private sector bidders to say ‘yes’ to expand BSF to all schools and to broaden their view about their role in education policy in general. Sometimes wide open questions can have a useful role in the procurement process but NOT in the BSF programme where education policy must remain democratically controlled by the City Council, the LEA, parents and governors. Furthermore, the DfES quango, Partnership for Schools, is also involved in the procurement process.

The City Council must be bold

Firstly, the City Council has a choice – it can use the BSF programme to build new and improve existing secondary schools in the city or it can give big business a free reign and let private companies decide the scope of contracts, which services they want to provide and how they want to diversify into the provision of education and other council services. The core question is who governs education in Newcastle now and who will do so in 2010?
Secondly, the private sector licking their lips at the prospect of BSF being a golden opportunity to get a foothold in schools. Construction companies, banks and other financial institutions, private contractors such as catering and cleaning companies, and educational firms and consultants are hoping to be given contracts which give them freedom and flexibility to expand and diversify. They want to establish themselves as leaders in a new multi-billion pound education market.

Thirdly, the City Council has the legal powers and political legitimacy to decide precisely what how it wants the BSF programme to be used to renew the fabric of schools. It does not have to become beholden to nor accept every proposal from the private sector. It must not be dictated to by private companies or by senior civil servants working in partnership with private sector secondees.

We now examine the potential consequences if the City Council continues to open up the formation of education and policy and provision to the private sector.

Big business will determine education policies in the city

The private sector does not consider BSF to be solely a building programme to improve secondary schools in the city. They see it as an opportunity to widen and deepen the education market. Many of the ‘managed services’ companies already have set up education subsidiaries in response to the outsourcing of OFSTED inspections and ‘failing’ LEAs. BSF consortia consist of educational consultants and companies which are fervent believers that education provision should be commercialised, marketised and ultimately privatised. 

There is no halfway measure – either BSF is confined to be essentially a building programme or the city council opens the door to having its education policy increasingly influenced and determined by big business.

More private schools

More Academies are inevitable because the private companies bidding for BSF contracts support this policy and are almost certain to pressurise the City Council into allowing more private schools. There is likely to be no shortage of sponsors from either the companies themselves or from their friends and allies in industry, business, trade associations and clubs. Academy sponsors contribute only £2m to the £25m cost of an Academy – the rest is public subsidy to private education. The House of Commons Education and Skills Select Committee recently criticised the expansion of Academies because it is an untested model, the lack of evidence of improved performance (it has declined in some case), the £5bn cost, and the potential adverse effect on neighbouring schools and fundamental concerns about the role and function of sponsors. 

Outsourcing school meals and school cleaning

Unless the City Council excludes support services from the BSF contract, school meals, cleaning, grounds maintenance and repairs and maintenance will outsourced to a private contractor. Neighbourhood Services has strived hard to retain and win the support of schools with good quality services. Schools have expressed satisfaction with their choice of provider. BSF could take away this choice overnight.

Teachers and teaching assistants under threat

Teachers and teaching methods are under threat too. Many of the BSF consortia bidding for contracts include private sector educationalists who believe that computer-based learning can revolutionise learning and achieve ‘efficiencies’, which of course means fewer and cheaper teachers. Much of the ICT support could be outsourced to Asia.
LEA will be marginalised

The creation of an 80% privately-controlled Local Education Partnership (LEP) will ultimately result in the marginalisation of the Local Education Authority (LEA). If a LEP and the private sector control the delivery of facilities management services to schools and some educational support services it is almost certain that the LEA will be pressurised to outsource more educational support services. BSF consortia will want to expand into educational services.

Privatisation of educational support services

An unrestricted LEP will inevitably widen the range of educational support services which it will take responsibility from the LEA. This will result in the outsourcing of transport, special educational needs and other services.

Loss of democratic accountability

A privately controlled LEP and an LEA which is a commissioner rather than a direct provider of services will mean that an increasing element of education and support services will be supplied through contracts with the private sector. Parents and governors will be dealing less and less with education policy and more and more with contractual matters and commercial issues. The LEP will become the increasing powerful gatekeeper to educational strategies, policies and provision.

Not just schools but childcare – nursery schools, children’s centres and after school services 

The ‘education market’ also includes nursery schools, children’s centres and after school services. The private sector sees no barriers between primary and secondary education and childcare provision, just one big market.

Commercialising the community use of schools

Extended schools – extended profits. The private sector sees schools as commercial centres to generate additional income. All the consortia refer to business and corporate use of schools and this is likely to result in the marginalisation of community and social uses. Just as schools have the potential to become true multi-purpose centres in the community along comes the private sector to turn it into a market.

Companies will cherry pick other council services

The companies bidding for BSF contracts are not simply interested in building and running schools but many already have significant contracts in other local authorities providing other council services. 

City Council Leisure services are particularly threatened by commercial provision on school sites thus creating two-tier provision.

Competition, markets and profiteering prioritised over social justice and community needs

Widening the role of the private sector in education means that a set of values prioritises competition, market forces, financial efficiency and accepts that education is a commodity for profit making. Community and social needs, democratic accountability and the public interest are marginalised.

We need to reinforce the core values, not weaken or replace them:

· education is not for profit;

· social needs prioritised over commercial interests;

· democratic accountability, transparency and community involvement;

· community use of schools first, not commercial and corporate functions;

· maintain the city council’s capacity to provide, regulate and safeguard the public interest;

It is incomprehensible that the same economic structures, market forces and commercial values that played a major part in creating social exclusion are now considered the remedy for social inclusion!

Neighbourhood Services workload will decline

The loss of work as a result of outsourcing school support services to BSF schools and potentially to all secondary and primary schools will force Neighbourhood Services into reducing corporate staffing levels and could lead to withdrawal from all services to schools. 
Impact on design and technical services

BSF consortia come complete with private architectural firms and technical advisers. Whilst City Design may obtain some exploratory work the bulk of the design and technical services will be provided by the private sector. 

Loss of jobs

The combination of the LEP gradually eroding the role of the LEA, the outsourcing of school and educational support services, the loss of design and technical services work, and the loss of work in Neighbourhood Services will lead to fewer jobs in the local economy. The privatisation of teaching and teaching assistant posts could have a major effect on staffing levels, terms and conditions.

Virtually all the consortia are national firms with national and international supply chains for construction equipment, building supplies and materials, fittings and furniture – and in some cases labour. Bulk buying and efficiency come at the expense of sustainable development despite the rhetoric of ‘green procurement’. Established local and regional supply chains will be eroded with the subsequent loss of business leading to further local and regional job losses. 

Speed up of foundation schools and commercialisation of education

The government plans for all secondary schools to be eligible to become foundation schools employing their own staff, owning school buildings and playing fields, administer admissions and form partnerships to supply special educational needs. BSF consortia are likely to want to accelerate this process and commercialisation and privatisation of schools because it opens up new markets and forces schools to become businesses.

	IMPACT OF AN UNRESTRICTED BSF PROGRAMME

	Big business deciding education policy

	Marginalisation of LEA as it is replaced by privately-controlled Local Education Partnership (LEP)

	More private schools

	Outsourcing of school meals and cleaning 

	Outsourcing of educational support services

	Loss of jobs

	Two-tier education system

	Commercially community use of schools

	Companies will cherry pick other council services

	Teachers and teaching assistants under threat

	LEA will be marginalised

	Loss of democratic accountability in education


	Why soft services should be excluded from BSF projects

	Criteria
	The case for exclusion of soft services

	Quality
	Quality of service will be paramount in extended schools open for longer hours coping with a wider variety of demands from educational and community use perspective. A responsive and consistent service provided by a trained workforce committed to implementing a continuous improvement plan. New systems in Neighbourhood Services and the LEA will provide schools with effective and efficient service with systematic monitoring and reporting to schools.

	Cost
	A combination of competitively priced services which also reduces cost and time spent by schools on procurement.

	Flexibility
	Ability to deal with new demands for extended hours and increased educational and community use.  Not reliant on legal definitions of contract clauses and expensive legal costs incurred in renegotiating the contract to meet changing needs and priorities.

	Service integration and synergy
	Integration and co-ordination of facilities management, school and educational support services in a holistic one-stop-shop system which cannot be achieved by other providers. 

	Sustainability
	Environmental policies, green mainstreaming in the supply of goods and services, long-term commitment and continuity of supply.

	Added value
	Emphasis on local and regional production and supply chain supporting the local economy and employment.

	Community benefit
	Local good quality employment providing better conditions and security, training and workforce development and implementation of the council’s equalities policies.

	Reduced risks
	The bulk of project risk is associated with the design, construction costs and completion time. Once schools are operational much of the risk is associated with the delivery of services – that is why PFI projects are often refinanced to extract additional profits because the risk has substantially reduced on completion. No PFI provider can prove that they can deliver quality services consistently over 30 years of a contract. Operational risk is frequently exaggerated and the in-house service is equally capable of accommodating risk.


   Source: How to Exclude Support Services from BSF and PFI/PPP Projects, 2004.

The Way Forward

We urge the City Council to:

1. Adopt the principle of the minimum necessary scope for the BSF contract

The City Council should make it clear from now on that the BSF programme is essentially a building programme. 

2. Exclude other secondary and all primary schools from the BSF contract

The BSF programme should be confined to the new schools and to those which are going to be refurbished. Bidders should be informed that the City Council does not intend to widen the project to all schools.

3. Exclude soft services from the contract

See the detailed report demonstrating why and how the City Council could exclude soft services (school meals, cleaning, repairs and maintenance, security, grounds maintenance) from the BSF contract – How to Exclude Support Services from BSF and PFI/PPP Projects.

4. Ensure City Council design and technical services are involved in BSF

The City Council should ensure that the experience, skills and knowledge of its design and technical services are engaged in the BSF programme.

5. No privately controlled Local Education Partnership (LEP)

The City Council should take the opportunity to have a build-only Local Education Partnership which would have responsibility for the building and building related facilities management services such as major improvement work, energy and utilities.

6. No Academy

The BSF regulations are clear – the City Council is not required to have an Academy in the BSF programme – it is only required to assess the case for one.

7. Policy for community use of schools

The first PFI contract and now BSF make it imperative that the City Council develops a comprehensive policy for community use of schools which prioritises community needs and sets a framework for commercial activities. It should also commit to full consultation with community organisations and trade unions over policies for particular schools.

8. Adopt the Charter

We urge the City Council to adopt the BSF Charter drawn up by UNISON, GMB, NUT and NASUWT in Tyne and Wear.
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