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1. Purpose of Report

The need for extra Year 7 places in each Township has been subject to an annual review 
based on a rolling 3 year period. The review has generally consisted of two parts, the 
development of primary place projections by Township and a consultation.  

The purpose of this report is to:

a. Report on the feedback from the consultation.
b. Based on the feedback and further analysis, set out proposals to address the 

need for further extra Year 7 places for the period up to September 2019.
c. Present an initial analysis of the longer term requirements for secondary places 

and make recommendations for a more sustainable programme.
d. To seek approval for proposed expenditure for the schemes in accordance with 

the Council’s Financial Regulations.

2. Recommendations

Members are asked to consider this report and to approve proposals to meet the 
additional demand for Year 7 places as follows (NB the timing of all proposals is subject 
to detailed feasibility):

a. Pennines and Rochdale
  permanent expansion of Falinge Park from 240-270 places from 2017
    (with works completing 2018)
  permanent expansion of Kingsway Park from 240-270 places from 2017
  permanent expansion (in principle) of Matthew Moss from 210-240 from 2018 

b. Heywood and Middleton
 Additional bulge, equivalent to 15 places at Cardinal Langley from 2017
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c. Authorise feasibility studies which will facilitate completion of detailed designs 
and submission of planning applications.

d. Approve expenditure on the schemes detailed within this report, for invitations
to tender to be issued and accepted and for the supporting contracts, PFI deeds 
of variation and any incidental and ancillary documentation to be signed in order 
to deliver the development schemes outlined in the appendices, in accordance 
with Financial Regulations. 

e. Note the potential gap in provision for 2018-19 and the measures required to 
mitigate.

3. Reasons for recommendations

In line with national trends, from 2002 onwards there has been a continuing increase in 
the number of children born across the Borough. This ‘surge’ in the school population is 
working through the primary school sector and is now starting to impact on secondary 
schools. Similarly, mirroring the national picture, previous reports at Borough and 
Township level have shown that there are different demand pressures in each township. 
The latest ONS data appears to confirm that there are localised increases in the birth rate 
and factors such as immigration are beginning to impact on demand. 

4. Introduction

As the main messages, data and proposals contained in the consultation papers remain 
relevant, this paper concentrates on the variations and additions resulting from the 
consultation exercise and the further analysis conducted since the start of the 
consultation: 

a. Updated birth trends
b. New housing projections
c. Feedback from consultation

Reference should therefore be made as required to the original consultation papers.

5. Birth Trends

5.1. Borough Wide

Fig.1 below shows the number of children born in the Borough from 1992/93 school year 
and has been updated to include the latest actual birth data for 2014-15. This shows an 
increase of 61 compared to the forecast figure.  
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Should these children move into Rochdale secondary schools then they will enter Year 
7 in 2026-27. This is reflected in Figure 2 which shows Year 7 places from 1996-97 to 
2026-27.  Whilst the figures from 2015-16 onwards are projections they do show Year 7 
places starting to increase.  Even if this increase is not sustained it does support the 
premise that when the expected surge in births has worked its way through the 
secondary sector the base level of places from 2025 onwards will be higher than 
current.

Figure 2

NB Figures from 2015-6 are projections
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6. Housing

The place projections contained in previous reports have only included the yield from housing 
schemes approved and under construction and only for the first two years.  Further analysis 
has been carried out to generate projections, not only for the three year period covered in 
earlier reports but also for the next 10-15 years.

All current and planned housing schemes have been taken into account and an attempt has 
been made to profile the build out rates and to model the pupil yield. The projections are 
based on 5 year blocks as used by Planning.

6.1. Borough

Fig 3 shows an intial projection for new housing until 2032:

Fig 4 shows an initial attempt at modelling pupil yield for the same period. It should be 
noted that this projection will continue to change as housing schemes develop and will 
need to be updated regularly e.g. to take account of the housing mix, number of 
bedrooms. However, the model predicts that up to 1 additional FE for primary and 0.5 
FE for secondary will be required over the next 10 years. It also shows that should the 
build profile be realised that there will be further pressure on school places just when the 
current ‘birth surge’ was assumed to have worked its way through:
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Bearing in mind the greater geographical separation of secondary schools it is proposed 
that a planning figure of 0.5FE for each pair of townships or 1FE overall is allowed for.

6.2. Townships

Tables showing housing projections and pupil yield for each township are contained in 
Appendix 2 and can be summarised as follows, based on the next 10 years:

a. Heywood

 100 houses pa
 4 primary and 2 secondary pupils per year group
 Large developments under construction include:

o Green Lane, North Heywood – 242 houses, 91% complete
o Argyle St, West Heywood – 197 houses, 57% complete
o Sutherland Rd, West Heywood – 145 houses, 41% complete

b. Middleton

 Between 100 &150 houses pa
 Between 5 & 8 primary and between 3 & 5 secondary places per year group
 Large developments under construction include: 

o Boarshaw Rd, North Middleton – 70 houses, 8% complete
o Sherbourne Rd, Hopwood hall – 73 houses, 45% complete
o Latrigg Crescent, West Middleton  - 211 houses, 2% complete  
o Windermere Rd, West Middleton -  108 houses, 65% complete

c. Pennines

 130 houses pa
 5 primary and 3 secondary paces per year group
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 Large developments under construction include:
o Calderbrook Rd, Littleborough Lakeside – 61 houses, 21% complete
o Dale Mill, Milnrow – 81 houses, 22% complete

d. Rochdale

 340 houses pa
 12 primary and 6 secondary places per year group
 Large developments under construction include:

o Mellor St, Spotland – 88 houses, 51% complete
o Whipp & Bourne site, Castleton – 138 houses, 12% complete
o Dean Street, Central Rochdale – 77 houses, 23% complete
o Kingsway business Park, Kingsway – 235 houses, 58% complete
o Broad Lane, Balderstone – 175 houses, 29% complete

7. Consultation

See Appendix 1 for full details

7.1. Methodology

a. The consultation papers were presented to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
on 14th September as well as the four township committees during September.

b. In addition meetings were held with the head teachers and/or governors of the 
following schools, primarily those referred to in the consultation papers – further 
meetings will be required as work to develop the schemes and forecasts progress:

 Kingsway Park
 Falinge Park
 Cardinal Langley RC
 Matthew Moss
 St Anne’s

7.2. General comments and themes 

a. Schools want an end to the recurring review of places and ongoing requests for 
bulge classes or building works

b. More certainty and robust planning to allow schools to manage staffing and 
organise schools more efficiently e.g. the cessation of a prolonged period of 
bulge classes could mean significant redundancies

c. In years transfers and the separation of siblings are a major concern for all. 
Siblings going to separate schools cause further turmoil as parents seek 
transfers to reunite their children in one location

d. Schools want consistency over placement process generally, e.g. reasons for 
exceeding the PAN 

e. All schools should help taking challenging children
f. Extra support for schools with significant numbers of ‘challenging’ pupils

7.3. Specific feedback on consultation proposals

Details of responses are contained in Appendix 1 but can be summarised as follows:

a. Middleton
 Cardinal Langley

o do not want further expansion so soon after previous work
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o would like to see the burden of expansion shared by schools
o however they are in principle prepared to take an extra 15 Year 7 pupils 

across 7FE in 2017 – subject to approval  by the Governing  Body in 
December 2016.

 St Anne’s
o Have agreed to be considered for expansion in the future

b. Rochdale
 Matthew Moss - agreement in principle to expand by 1FE (not before 2018)
 Kingsway Park- have agreed to expansion by 1 FE from 2017
 Falinge– have agreed to expansion by 1FE from 2017 with capital works 

completing 2018

c. During the planning and consultation exercise in 2015 Wardle Academy and St 
Anne’s CE School had also committed to expand by 1FE. However, the option to 
expand Wardle no longer holds good meaning that there is a gap of 1FE for 
2017.

d. Free School

One of the options proposed in the consultation paper was the need for new free 
schools in Rochdale centre (4FE) and Middleton (5FE).  Further analysis has 
concluded that it will be very difficult, if not impossible, to provide sufficient 
secondary places solely through the expansion of existing schools:
 School sites are reaching capacity or would be disproportionately expensive 

to expand
 Several schools have recently had, or are still having, capital schemes 

undertaken. 

Discussions have been conducted over the last few months with potential 
providers of new free schools. These discussions are progressing and a target 
date of March 2017 for an application has been set.

8. Analysis 

8.1. Place Requirement projections

The place projections contained in the original consultation papers have been 
updated with the latest 2014-15 birth statistics and with the housing projections (see 
\Section 6). Figure 5 & 6 and Tables 1-3 compare the updated Year 7 projections with 
current Year 7 places.



$lktnwgm0.doc 8

Table 1 - Borough
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Year 6 Pupils 2392 2447 2645 2675 2783 2976 3033 3089 3046 3089 3187 3128 2916 2934
Year 7 Expected Pupils 2255 2309 2510 2629 2737 2910 2961 3021 2991 3045 3142 3069 2862 2867
Year 7 expected plus housing 2255 2309 2510 2629 2737 2940 2991 3051 3021 3075 3172 3099 2892 2897
Year 7 Places 2550 2610 2664 2694 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700
Extra Places Needed -37 -210 -261 -321 -291 -345 -442 -369 -162 -167
Extra places needed inc housing -240 -291 -351 -321 -375 -472 -399 -192 -197
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Table 2 - Heywood and Middleton
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Year 6 Pupils 789 776 876 886 958 1013 1016 1037 1078 1152 1166 1123 1089 1048
Year 7 Expected Pupils 780 799 920 950 1023 1079 1078 1103 1150 1228 1245 1199 1159 1113
Year 7 expected plus housing 1094 1093 1118 1165 1243 1260 1214 1174 1128
Year 7 Places 870 930 954 976 990 990 990 990 990 990 990 990 990 990
Extra Places Needed -33 -89 -88 -113 -160 -238 -255 -209 -169 -123
Extra places needed inc housing -104 -118 -143 -190 -268 -285 -239 -199 -153

Table 3 - Pennines and Rochdale
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Year 6 Pupils 1603 1669 1769 1789 1824 1963 2017 2052 1968 1937 2021 2005 1827 1886
Year 7 Expected Pupils 1479 1510 1590 1679 1714 1831 1884 1928 1841 1818 1897 1871 1703 1754
Year 7 expected plus housing 1479 1510 1590 1679 1714 1846 1899 1943 1856 1833 1912 1886 1718 1769
Year 7 Places 1680 1680 1710 1718 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710
Extra Places Needed -4 -121 -174 -218 -131 -108 -187 -161 7 -44
Extra places needed inc housing -136 -204 -248 -161 -138 -217 -191 -23 -74

The above analysis can be summarised in the form of the additional forms of entry required:
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Table 4 - Additional Forms of entry needed
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Heywood/Middleton exc hsg 1 3 3 4 6 8 9 7 6 5
inc hsg n/a 4 4 5 7 9 10 8 7 6

Pennines/Rochdale exc hsg 0.5 4 6 7 5 4 6 6 0 2
inc hsg n/a 5 7 8 6 5 7 7 1 3

Borough exc hsg 1 7 9 11 10 11.5 15 12 6 6
inc hsg n/a 8 10 12 11 13 16 14 7 7

8.2. Capacity to Expand

Based on the opportunities identified in section 7.3 above, the Table 5 shows the 
potential gaps in provision until 2026-27:

Table 5 - Capacity to expand
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Falinge agreed 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Kingsway Park agreed 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Matthew Moss prov isional 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
New School Rochdale prov isional 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Cardinal Langley agreed 0.5
New school Middleton 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Total supply 2.5 3 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Balance exc hsg -1.5 4 -3 -1 -2 -0.5 3 0 -6 -6
Balance inc hsg n/a 5 -2 0 -1 1 4 2 -5 -5

a. These figures are forecasts and will change. 
b. The main area of pressure is the possible under provision of up to 4 FE for 

2018/19.
c. There is also a need to provide bulge classes from 2022-2025.
d. Further work will be undertaken to refine the forecasts.
e. The predicted date for opening of the new schools is 2019 bearing in mind the 

proposed date of application (March 2017), the risk of its rejection and allowing 
reasonable amount of time for new build schemes.

8.3.  Options for consideration

a. A drive to ensure that as many Rochdale places as possible are taken by 
Rochdale children – a communications campaign is already underway.

b. New schools – whilst the target opening date for opening is 2019, the possibility 
of an accelerated opening should be pursued e.g. the school opening with only 
Year 7 provision.

c. Further work should be carried out to confirm what the size of the new schools 
ought to be and what each proposed site could accommodate.

d. Bulge classes – discussions are underway and will continue to identify further 
opportunities.

9. Conclusions

a. Currently no opportunities for permanent expansion have been identified in 
Heywood but the option to expand St Anne’s, Middleton is available.  

b. However, the three schools proposed for expansion are located around the 
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centre of the Borough, in Rochdale Township and Matthew Moss in particular is 
in a central location for taking pupils from the west of the Borough.

c. It is essential that two new schools are provided and it is also clear that the 
school proposed for Middleton should be the priority and ideally should open in 
2018 for Year 7 children.

d. It should be noted that there is a risk that the free school application could be 
rejected which would mean that the Council would need to procure its own 
sponsor(s). This could also delay the opening of the school(s)

e. The current housing forecasts predict a steady yield until 2026. Should the build 
profile be realised there will be further pressure on school places just when the 
current ‘birth surge’ was assumed to have worked its way through.

f. The expansion of the schools identified in 7.3 should be prioritised but the 
dialogue needs to continue with other schools. The impact of further academy 
conversions and the future organisation of schools needs to be taken into 
account. 

10. Financial Implications

10.1. At any school where there is an increase in admissions, there may be capital 
costs associated with bringing space into use for class teaching purposes or for the 
provision of additional accommodation. These costs will be met from within current 
capital allocations as agreed by Cabinet. The DfE funding allocations for 2016/17 and 
2017/18 are: £2,792,429 and £11,818,280 and of these amounts approximately £10, 
000,000 remains which will need to be allocated to both primary and secondary 
school schemes. 

10.2. School budgets are set for financial years based on pupil numbers as per the 
previous October school census data.   For September 2017 any planned increase in 
numbers will allow schools to budget for additional staff. However, if fewer children 
than expected are actually on roll, then this may adversely affect the school budget. If, 
in the light of actual admission preferences, further additional places become planned 
for any school, under Regulations, the Local Authority is able to fund the estimated 
increase in places if this is significant so the school will receive extra funding for the 
planned places. This is funded through Dedicated Schools Grant.

10.3. Detailed designs and costings will be produced over the next months but 
indicative capital costs for the proposed schemes are as follows:

a. Failinge Park - £1.5m (including PFI fees)
b. Kingsway Park - £1.5m
c. Matthew Moss - £1.3m

11. Legal Implications

Each Local Authority has a statutory duty to secure school places in their area and to comply 
with the Admissions Code.  Admission Authorities have a duty to comply with any preference 
expressed by a parent for a school places except where to do so would prejudice the 
provision of efficient education or the efficient use of resources.  Following the 
recommendations in this report the Local Authority will be able to discharge those duties.

12. Personnel Implications

Where a school needs to appoint an additional teacher(s) to comply with class size limits or to 
establish an additional teaching group, it is the responsibility of the school to select and 
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appoint such staff from within the school’s budget, including formal consultation to amend the 
establishment where appropriate. There are no other personnel implications.

13. Corporate Priorities

Securing the provision of sufficient school places is a universal service and comes within the 
theme of Building Success & Independence, and is one of the key priorities in the Early Help 
and Schools Service Plan.

14. Risk Assessment Implications 

All the issues raised and the recommendation(s) in this report involve risk considerations as 
set out below:

a. Overall it is important to ensure that there are sufficient school places (a statutory 
     duty) without increasing potential surplus capacity.
b. Increasing an admission number does not by itself guarantee additional pupils in a 

school, and there are financial implications for a school budget if new places are taken 
up.

c. The number of extra places proposed is the minimum required based on initial housing 
projections and allowing for surplus places. This will allow for normal intra- and inter- 
borough movements but will not cater for localised changes such as immigration 
(asylum seekers) or when a school in a neighbouring authority becomes unpopular, or 
places not being taken up by Rochdale residents.

d. Most of the proposals for additional places will require capital support which will be 
    met from within current Department for Education capital allocations.

15. Equalities Impacts

15.1. Workforce Equality Impacts Assessment

There are no significant workforce equality issues arising from this report.

15.2. Equality/Community Impact Assessments

There are no significant equality/community issues arising from this report because 
the proposals are to increase school place provision.

Background Papers
Document - Consultation papers Place of Inspection - Rochdale Council 

Website

Appendices

1 - Consultation 2016 
2 - Township Housing projections

Appendix 1 – Consultation feedback
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Received from Cardinal Langley, 8th September

Robert

Thank you for sending the consultation document through. I would like to request an 
urgent meeting to discuss this as there are possibly some significant implications for 
Cardinal Langley and I was not aware that there was a consultation planned. At the 
school we have only just completed new facilities to cater for the additional 30 places 
from Sept 2016, and I was a member of the consultation group planning these, but I 
have not been aware of anything similar for this consultation.

I have some specific questions which I require answers for before I can respond to the 
consultation document:-

·         Cardinal Langley is named as one of the possible options on page 2. This was 
discussed informally with Chris Swift during the previous consultation but I am 
unhappy at the school being included as a specific option at this point without any 
prior discussion.

·         Governors have always been committed to provide a place for any Catholic 
student who wants one. This was the rationale behind the previous decision to expand 
and was based on a full analysis of the Catholic demand. A similar analysis has not 
yet started as I was unaware of the consultation. Would you be able to provide a 
breakdown of the numbers in Catholic schools which can be presented to governors.

·         Do you already have a view from Salford Diocese on this as they are the 
trustees and my governors will want to discuss this with them before responding?

·         Why is the consultation closing on 10th October? This does not give adequate 
time for the required analysis and consultation with governors. The full governor 
meeting this term is not until December.

·         The inclusion of a free school is alarming. Are there any plans for this?

Please don't think I am being awkward about this but I am surprised by the timing and 
content of the consultation. Are you available next Friday (16th September) for us to 
meet and discuss?

Regards

================================================================

Received from Youth Cabinet

Hi Robert,

 

Following on from the e-mails below I have opened this consultation with the Member 
of UK Youth Parliament, Rochdale Borough Youth Cabinet and Children’s Council.  
Their feedback is as follows: 
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They would prefer not to have a free school built within the borough for the following 
reasons:

·         They are exempt from teaching the curriculum.

·         You do not have to be a qualified teacher to teach at a free school.

·         They have heard bad reviews from free schools in other constituencies.  One 
example they found online was a recent story of a head teacher at one who chose to 
give detentions to children whose parents could not afford their lunch.

·         It would be more cost effective to extend current schools than build another one 
from scratch. 

With extending current secondary schools, they stated:

·         They had concerns regarding Falinge Park High School as at lunch and break 
times they are already very crammed with not enough seats to sit on, so as it stands 
they do not have the capacity to bring in more pupils.  One suggestion of a way round 
this was to split the lunch into 3 separate times e.g. yr 7 and 8 go at 12:00 – 12:30, 
Years 9 and 10 go at 12:30 – 13:00 and year 11 go at 13:00 – 13:30.  

·         Kingsway Park High School they were happy to expand.

·         Cardinal Langley they were happy to expand.

 

With extending current primary schools, they gave the following feedback/questions:

·         For Moorhouse, would anything be done to help with traffic and parking which is 
already an issue?

·         For St Andrew’s, 60 may be a bit much to expand by, could this be split and 
extend St Andrew’s by 30 and another school by 30?

·         All other primary schools consultations they were happy with.

 

Hope this all helps.  The groups would like to know what the final decisions are and if 
you have any more questions for them please feel free to get in touch.

 

Kindest regards 

Angela McCormack

Full Time Youth Worker (B)
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Early Help & Schools

Received from Matthew Moss – 

Dear John

Many thanks for our recent meeting.

To confirm then, Ian Birchenough and myself are keen for investigations, in principle, 
to be progressed into increasing the PAN at Matthew Moss.  

We discussed the possible adaptation of the Youth Club site as a cost-effective way of 
providing the necessary accommodation.  

We were also keen that every effort be made to maintain the ethnic balance of our 
school cohort: we have an especially harmonious culture within Matthew Moss which 
contributes much over time to community cohesion in Rochdale.  We are proud of this 
special feature of the school and have a deep commitment to the social value of this 
vital work.  

We look forward to speaking again.

With best wishes

Mark
  
================================================================
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APPENDIX 2 – Housing projections

Heywood Township
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Middleton Township
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Pennines Township
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Rochdale Township


