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1

Welcome, Introductions and apologies

1.1

The Chair invited attendees to introduce themselves and noted the apologies for
absence.

2

Notes of the last meeting and matters arising

2.1

The notes of the previous meeting were approved and all actions had been completed.

3

Government Education Policy

3.1

Hannah Barker talked to a paper tabled at the meeting, highlighting the implications of
the Queen’s Speech for policy relating to technical education and schools. Technical
education featured in the Queen’s Speech but no new promises were made.

4

Skills Devolution

4.1

Dianna Neal, Head of Economy, Culture and Tourism at London Councils, gave a
presentation on the progress that had been made in terms of skills devolution. She
described joint work between London Councils and the Greater London Authority
(GLA) on a devolved deal for the Adult Education Budget (AEB). Approval has been
given for the AEB for London to be devolved to the Mayor from 2019/20, which could
amount to about £400 million per annum (this figure has yet to be confirmed).

4.2

The Mayor is developing a post-16 skills and education strategy, focussing on further
education but also incorporating schools and higher education. The Skills for
Londoners taskforce is working on a draft framework for the strategy, with the view to
having it approved in March 2018.

4.3

Local authority members across London would like to see devolution extended to cover
16 to 18 provision in order to develop a whole systems approach to capital funding.

4.4

Some suggestions were made, including approaching City of London about potential
investment; engaging the National Audit Office at an early stage; and looking at further
devolution to local authorities. Dianna confirmed that ‘double devolution’ did not look
viable at the present time, and noted the ideas.

4.5

Dianna was asked whether the recommendations from the Area Based Reviews had
been published. Yolande confirmed that the Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
(SEND) review was ongoing and the group is currently scoping what data on SEND is
(and is not) available.
Action 242: Dianna Neal to circulate recommendations from the Area Based
Reviews

5

Do The Maths – Post-16 capacity

5.1

Hannah Barker talked to a paper on Do The Maths, London Councils annual
publication on school places planning and capital funding for schools. Hannah briefly
set out the key aims, methodology and messages in Do The Maths (as described in the
paper) and raised the question as to whether post-16 education should be included in
the next iteration, which is due to be published in September 2017.

5.2

This was followed by a discussion, the conclusions of which were as follows:
5.2.1 There was broad support for the idea of including post-16 education in the
publication.
5.2.2 It was noted that the key factor for post-16 education is less about overall
volume than the nature of the provision available. Recent policy developments
such as the move towards linear A levels and the changes to GCSEs are likely
to alter the distribution of pupils between schools and Further Education (FE)
institutions.
5.2.3 While there were no clear issues expressed relating to overall capacity at the
current time, OSG members thought it would be good to introduce the message
at an early stage that the increase in demand for secondary school places will
move through to further education and will require sufficient capital funding.
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5.2.4 It was noted that this issue has close links with discussions that London
Councils has been having with government on skills devolution.
5.2.5 The fact that the SEND legislation extends the duty to support children and
young people to the age of 25 gives further rationale for extending the
document to cover the 16 to 19 age group. It would be important to establish
how open schools are being when they exclude pupils with SEND or say they
are unable to admit them. It would also be worth looking at alternative provision
across the spectrum, as this could be better tapped into.
5.2.6 It was suggested that the issue of the reduction in revenue funding for full time
18 year old students should also be referenced in Do The Maths.
5.2.7 On the issue of data, OSG members suggested that local councils would not
have all the data on supply and demand, as some is held by central
government.
Action 243: Hannah Barker to note suggestions and take a revised paper to
Board.
6

Sub-regional feedback

6.1

Borough representatives were asked to offer feedback from their sub-regions. It was
agreed that this item would remain on the agenda, but the question was raised as to
whether the clusters were correct and whether there was sufficient awareness amongst
boroughs of their representation at the meeting. OSG members agreed to act as points
of connection with other boroughs as well as with other individuals within boroughs who
are most suited to raising and responding to particular issues or areas.

6.2

OSG also discussed the number of meetings serviced by London Councils that were
attended by Children’s Services representatives from their boroughs and agreed it
would be helpful to see a list of all relevant meetings to ensure that issues were being
raised at the correct meetings.
Action 244: Hannah Barker to put together a list of meetings with Children’s
Services representation to circulate to OSG members
Action 245: London Councils to circulate list of clusters for OSG to review along
with other boroughs

7

Work plan monitoring
Policy Update:

7.1

The meeting discussed a paper that had been circulated with the agenda, detailing
policy changes and select committee reports since the last OSG.

7.2

OSG members noted that it would be useful to monitor the progress of the Thrive
London mental health activity and bring an update back to the next OSG.
Action 246: Thrive London activity to be added to Work Plan Monitoring for next
OSG meeting
Participation, NEET and activity not known:

7.3

The meeting received the latest report on the levels of participation, NEET and activity
not known in London. OSG members agreed that the NEET scorecard, broken down
by borough, was useful and should be permanently incorporated into the report.
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7.4

Debi Christie asked about the impact of taking 18 year olds out of the figures, and it
was confirmed that this had not had a significant impact on the overall statistics.
ESF Update:

7.5

Peter O’Brien reported that the third Programme Information Exchange event
organised by the Young People's Education and Skills team for the European
Programmes Management Unit had taken place the week before. While there was
concern about the numbers of people who had signed up and not attended, the event
was successful.
London Ambitions:

7.6

Yolande Burgess talked through the progress of London Ambitions. The team has
continued talking to schools, and about a third of secondary schools have now logged
onto the portal. The next step is to understand the number of schools actively using the
portal.

7.7

Some qualitative research has also been undertaken with a small number of schools
and colleges to understand what kinds of activities they are undertaking in relation to
careers.

7.8

Discussions with the GLA are ongoing to replace the current foreword with a new
foreword by the Mayor, Sadiq Khan.

7.9

A Yougov survey commissioned by Young People’s Education and Skills will be
published shortly highlighting work experience and other opportunities that employers
make available to young people in London. The report also highlights the support that
employers would find useful to enable them to create more opportunities. OSG
members would like to see the results of this survey when possible.
Action 247: Yolande Burgess to circulate results of Yougov survey into work
experience, once published

8

Young People’s Education & Skills Board – draft agenda

8.1

OSG members agreed that it would be useful to include the following items on the
Board agenda:


Update on technical education



Do The Maths



Thrive London and Primary Assessment (in Policy update)

9

AOB

9.1

No matters were raised under AOB.

Next meeting: Friday 13 October 2017, 10.00 – 12.00, London Councils, SE1 0AL
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Action Points from Operational Sub-group 2017-18
Action
Point
No.

Meeting
Date

Action Point Description

242

23.6.17

243

Owner(s)
- lead in bold

Review
Date

Circulate recommendations from the Area Based Reviews

DN

13.10.17

Circulated post meeting note 7.7.17

Closed

23.6.17

Note members comments and revise paper 'Do The Maths' to forYPES
Board agenda item at meeting of 6 July.

HB

13.10.17

Agenda item 6. of YPES Board meeting of 6 July

Closed

244

23.6.17

Collate a list of meetings with Children's Services representation for
circulation in post meeting note

HB

13.10.17

Circulated post meeting note 7.7.17

Closed

245

23.6.17

Circulate list of clusters for members to review along with other boroughs

POB

13.10.17

Circulated post meeting note 7.7.17

Closed

246

23.6.17

Thrive London activity to be added to Work Plan Monitoring for next meeting

YB

13.10.17

On agenda for 13.10.17

Closed

247

23.6.17

Circulate results of Yougov survey into work experince when published

YB

13.10.17

Circulated post meeting note 7.7.17

Closed
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Actions Taken

Open /
Closed
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Young People’s Education and Skills
Operational Sub-Group
Annual Statement of Priorities 2018/19 – a framework
Date:

13 October 2017

Contact:

Peter O’Brien

Telephone:

020 7934 9743

Email:

Item:

3

peter.obrien@londoncouncils.gov.uk

1

Background

1.1

Last year, taking into account the views of the education and skills sector in London,
the Young People's Education and Skills Board published Vision 2020: The future of
young people’s education and skills in London.

1.2

In the vision, the Board emphasised the ways in which the education and skills system
in London needed to change so that: young Londoners could access and participate in
high-quality learning that kept pace with the changing world; and young people were
better equipped to play a full part in the London of the future.

1.3

The Board also agreed that the next Annual Statement of Priorities should focus on
Technical Education in London.

2

Framework

2.1

As in previous years, we are seeking the views of OSG members at an early stage in
drafting so that the Annual Statement of Priorities – which will be finalised in 2018 –
represents a broad spectrum of opinion among partners and stakeholders.

3

Recommendation

3.1

OSG members are asked to discuss and comment on the framework for the next
Annual Statement of Priorities.
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Annex: Annual Statement of Priorities – a framework

1.

Foreword (to follow)

2.

Re-statement of the Vision 2020
Our vision is that education and skills for young Londoners should be:
 Experiential, built on a sound foundation of learning from the earliest age
 Inclusive, ensuring that all young people have the chance to develop to their
full potential
 Equal, aiming to eliminate access, achievement and progression gaps between
those who are disadvantaged and those who are not
 Enabling, helping the current generation of young people to take advantage –
independently – of opportunities that come their way
 Aspirational, ensuring young Londoners participate in world class education
and skills provision that leads to them achieving the skills, experience and
qualifications they need to get on in life, and play a full part in the rich cultural
life of London and its economy

3.

Executive summary (to follow)

4.

Partnership working: Challenges in implementing the government’s agenda in
London


Shared devolution agenda



Areas in which we need to work more closely with the Mayor of London to
develop solutions that benefit young people and to deliver on them



Partnership for Young London

5.

Context (Economic context and policy context)

6.

City for all Londoners

7.

Sector context

8.

Customer context
8.1. Participation stats
8.2. Achievement stats
8.3. Progression stats

9.

What London needs (summary of the vision)

10.

Access and participation
Respond to London’s national leading-edge levels of participation at 16 and 17
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Annex: Annual Statement of Priorities – a framework

Refer to the closing gap between participation at 16 and at 17; between those not
receiving free school meals (FSM) and those who do receive FSM; between those
with Special Educational Needs and / or Disabilities (SEND) and those without
SEND. Focus on intra-London gaps?
Examine the patterns of participation across different parts of London.
Describe the effects of changes in the funding system and level of funding on the
availability of places (“Do the maths”)
11.

Quality learning experiences
Look at the curriculum and its match to London’s future economy – London’s
appetite and demand for high quality technical education and apprenticeships
Compare London with other world cities
Update on London Ambitions and its future direction

12.

Achieving results
On achievements, look at London’s position at Key stage 3 and key stage 4 – how
that has changed in recent years
Compare London with the rest of England
Comment on progression to HE and the successes of young people who make that
journey
Look at progressions to employment
Set out the case for NEET in a post-Brexit London

13.

Area Reviews:
The area review process was completed in London and its results published in
sub-regional reports. The process has resulted in some rationalisation of provision
and merging of FE structures. To that extent, it seems to have partially met the
government’s objective of creating a more financially secure FE sector, but it has
not led to the development of a more coherent and future-looking curriculum offer
that partners involved in the process originally set out to achieve – and, given the
effort put into the process by a diverse range of partners, could be regarded as a
missed opportunity.
(Can we (should we) capture experiences and results of area reviews?)

14.

Re-statement of the Board’s principles
Shared vision and values
Inspirational leadership at all levels (working in partnership)
Innovative and creative solutions (evidence-based)
Beliefs
 Every young person deserves the best possible start in life
 Every young person has to value learning
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Annex: Annual Statement of Priorities – a framework

 Every young person should have at least 100 hours of experiences of the world
of work while in school and receive high-quality face-to-face careers guidance
at key transition points in their journey to adulthood
 Young people who would benefit from a three-year programme of study to
achieve a Level 3 qualification should be able to do so, with their learning
institution being assured of full funding
 The value of institutional collaboration
15.

Signposts to action

16.

Measures of success
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Young People’s Education and Skills
Operational Sub-Group
Do The Maths

Item:

Date:

13 October 2017

Contact:

Hannah Barker

Telephone:

020 7934 9524

Email:

4

hannah.barker@londoncouncils.gov.uk

Summary

This paper summarises the content of the 2017 edition of Do The
Maths 2017, London Councils annual school places report,
particularly the findings and recommendations relating to Special
Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) places planning and
further education (FE).

Recommendations

OSG members are asked to:
1. note the information in this paper;
2. identify any areas that could be added or expanded for the
2018 edition;
3. consider what further evidence could be sourced to support the
recommendations put forward

1

Background

1.1

Do The Maths is an annual report published by London Councils in September which
looks into the pressures facing the school places planning system in London. The full
report is attached as Appendix A.

1.2

The report uses robust data analysis to describe the scale of the challenge facing
London’s schools and local authorities in terms of ensuring sufficient school places for
a growing number of pupils. It sets out a series of asks for government to address in
order to enable local authorities to continue to guarantee that every child in London
has a school place.

1.3

Do The Maths has previously focussed on school places planning for pupils under 16.
This year’s edition includes a section on further education, as agreed at the last OSG
in June 2017. It also includes a more substantial and robust section on SEND places
planning.

2

Basic Need and Free Schools Programme

2.1

The key findings highlighted in the sections on Basic Need and the Free Schools
Programme are as follows:
2.1.1 63,710 school places will be needed in London until 2022/23 – 27,376 at
primary and 36,335 at secondary

2.1.2 London will need an estimated additional £1 billion of capital funding between
2019/20 and 2022/23 to meet demand for mainstream places
2.1.3 Basic Need allocations from central government only meet 56 per cent of costs
incurred by councils
3

Special Educational Needs and Disabilities

3.1

The report highlights the following:
3.1.1 The demand for places for pupils with SEND is increasing exponentially in
London. The number of pupils with statements or Education, Health and Care
Plans has risen by 22 per cent since 2010 in London, and the complexity of
need is increasing. This is putting considerable strain on the education system,
as creating school places for children with SEND costs an average £69,055 per
place, around three times as much as a mainstream school place. Now that
demand for new primary mainstream schools is diminishing, the Free Schools
Programme should focus on ensuring that new special schools are created to
meet SEND demand.
3.1.2 Since the 2016 edition of Do The Maths, the government has made greater
effort to support boroughs to meet SEND demand. Every borough received an
allocation from the Department for Education’s (DfE) £215 million SEND capital
funding budget, and 5 London boroughs were successful in the DfEs recent
round of applications for special free schools.
3.1.3 However, a recent London Councils’ survey has revealed that 26 out of 31
London boroughs are collectively overspending on their high needs revenue
allocation from central government by £100 million and are overspending on
transport for children with SEND by on average £1 million per borough. Clearly,
SEND provision needs both greater revenue and capital investment by
government to put it on a sustainable footing. Investing capital funding in
supporting the creation of further specialist provision locally through special
free schools would reduce the amount boroughs spend on expensive
independent and out-of-borough placements, helping to ease some of the
pressure on the SEND revenue budget.
3.1.4

3.2

There are accountability issues in relation to schools refusing to admit, or offrolling, pupils with SEND. A recent London Councils survey highlighted that
nineteen out of 24 boroughs had experienced academies resisting or refusing
to admit a child with SEND; while 13 out of 21 had experienced academies
inappropriately off-rolling pupils with SEND. This challenge is particularly acute
for academies, as local authorities do not have the powers to intervene when
an academy takes this kind of approach.

The report calls on the government to:
3.2.1 Distribute capital funding for SEND on a permanent formulaic basis, taking into
account the actual cost of delivering new SEND places and expected demand
3.2.2 Work with local authorities to create new special free schools in areas of high
demand for SEND places
3.2.3 Ensure that academies enrol children with SEND where they have capacity,
create special units where the school location and infrastructure allows it, and
intervene when academies off-roll pupils with SEND inappropriately

3.3

The provisional school revenue funding allocations for 2018-19 were published on 14
September, including high needs revenue allocations. These confirmed additional
funding within the High Needs Block of £124 million in 2018-19 nationally (£27 million
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for London). In the context of the existing revenue shortfall, the additional £27 million
for London boroughs will not be sufficient to cover likely levels of spend. It is probable
that the revenue funding issues highlighted above will continue over the coming years.
There has not been any announcement relating to capital funding for SEND since the
£215 million capital allocation earlier this year.
4

Further Education

4.1

The benefit of including a section on further education (FE) in Do The Maths going
forward was established in the OSG meeting in June and the Board meeting in July.
OSG and Board member comments were incorporated into the final version of the
report. The discussions at these meetings highlighted that post-16 places planning is
more complex than pre-16 places planning due to the number of factors that must be
taken into account. Consequently it was established that it was too late to collect
sufficient data for all boroughs to accurately capture demand and supply on a panLondon basis for this year’s Do The Maths. However, there was a general consensus
that this could be worked on for the 2018 iteration and a short section included in this
year’s edition was agreed to be a good starting point.

4.2

The report highlights the following:
4.2.1 Demand for FE provision is expected to rise from 2020 due to previous demand
in primary and secondary moving through the system. This is particularly
significant in light of the introduction of Raising the Participation Age, which
legislates that all young people must remain in education or training until the
age of 18 and requires local authorities to ensure that there is sufficient
provision to meet demand.
4.2.2 The government’s focus on technical education (including Apprenticeship
reforms and the introduction of T levels) will place significant capital
requirements on providers, which need to be accounted for and met in funding
allocations.
4.2.3 Local authorities have responsibility and powers relating to FE in schools but
do not have access to the same levers to influence and guarantee the provision
offered by other types of providers. London Councils is advocating that the
quality and availability of post-16 provision should be improved by devolving
responsibility and funding for 16 to 18 provision to London local government.

4.3

The report calls on the government to:
4.3.1 Invest in the FE sector to ensure that the costs of meeting future demand for
provision are fully met, including covering the capital costs of delivering
provision supporting technical pathways and apprenticeships
4.3.2 Devolve 16 to 18 provision and vocational capital investment to London local
government in order to ensure consistent and appropriate delivery of FE across
all provider type.

5

Recommendations

5.1

OSG and Board members supported the inclusion of a short section on FE in this
year’s Do The Maths, highlighting the key issues and challenges for the sector. The
general consensus was that detailed evidence would be hard to source before
September 2017. London Councils would like to work with the boroughs to understand
how more robust and detailed evidence could be sourced, and to identify more specific
asks, before the 2018 iteration of Do The Maths.
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5.2

OSG members are asked to:
5.2.1 note the information in this paper;
5.2.2 identify any areas that could be added or expanded for the 2018 edition;
5.2.3 consider what further evidence
recommendations put forward
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Do the Maths 2017
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Foreword

Making sure that there are enough school places locally to meet demand is one of the most
important roles that local authorities play in relation to education. Without sufficient places
available locally children face the prospect of ongoing uncertainty and disruption, long
journeys to school, or, at worst, no school place at all. I’m pleased to say that London local
government has done a fantastic job in securing enough places for all school children during
a period of unprecedented demand. This growth is set to continue in secondary schools and
special schools for the foreseeable future.
Demand for secondary schools is expected to rise by 36,335 places by 2022/23. However,
our analysis of the most recent local authority forecasting data shows that for the first time
in over a decade, the boroughs are now experiencing a slowing of additional demand for
primary places. This overall trend masks differences between the boroughs, several of which
are expecting to experience a rise in demand in the long term due to significant growth within
the area.
From conversations with boroughs across London where demand is slowing we know that
this is happening for a variety of reasons. Boroughs have delivered a considerable number
of new places in recent years, helping to reduce the shortfall significantly. There was a 2.3
per cent decrease in the number of births between 2012 and 2013, reducing demand for
reception places this year. Furthermore, a rapid increase in house prices in London has been
forcing families out of some areas of the capital, and the decision to leave the EU seems to
be beginning to have an impact on changing local populations. Any permanent change or
reduction in numbers will only be seen clearly when the details of the decision to leave the
EU are more certain.
The unpredictable nature of the factors involved means that many local authorities are finding
it more challenging than ever to forecast demand. However, we have successfully managed the
shifting demand caused by the dramatic improvement in the quality of London’s schools in the
last two decades and are confident that we shall rise to these new challenges.
Local authorities are increasingly reliant on free schools to meet need, as basic need funding
from the government is insufficient and opportunities to expand existing schools dry up. Many
London boroughs have worked closely with the Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA)
and free school providers to ensure that the local community ends up with an appropriate
school that meets their needs. However, the free schools programme at present does not always
work in this way and we are still seeing a number of schools set up where there is no need
for places. This risks undermining the whole local school system. At a time when there are
significant funding pressures facing all schools, half full classes could lead to schools becoming
unviable in some areas. This is why we are calling on the government to reshape its free school
programme to work closely with local authorities from the outset and to ensure that any new
free schools are set up in areas of need for new places.

4

LONDONCOUNCILS

Aside from growth in demand for secondary places, the boroughs are also experiencing rising
demand for places for children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND). It is
vital that local authorities have sufficient resources to be able to meet this demand. Similarly,
we are predicting that the current wave of additional demand will hit 16-19 provision from
2020 onwards, so we need to start planning now to ensure that our young people have access
to appropriate education and training provision at this time.
We are living in uncertain times and it is not surprising that this is having an impact
on demand for school places across the capital. I’m confident though that London local
government, with the right support from the Department for Education, will continue to rise to
the challenge of providing sufficient, high quality places for all our children.

Cllr Peter John
London Councils’ Deputy Chair and Executive Member with responsibility for education
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Executive Summary

Do The Maths 2017 is the eighth edition
of London Councils’ annual report on the
pressures facing the school places planning
system in London.

Mainstream provision
Demand for school places has risen
significantly over the past decade. However,
the number of on-time applications for
reception places for 2017/18 fell by 3.3 per
cent across London, which is likely to further
reduce estimates of the overall shortfall over
the next six years.
Nevertheless, current projections still
highlight a shortfall of 63,710 places across
primary and secondary schools in London
until 2022/23, and some boroughs are
witnessing rising demand due to factors
such as planned housing developments.
A vast array of factors influence the
number of school places needed in London
boroughs, meaning that demand is extremely
unpredictable. Each year local authority
school places planning teams take into
account factors as diverse as birth rate,
planned housing developments, house
prices, welfare reforms, and internal and
external migration, in order to predict the
likely demand.
The last year has seen shifts in a variety of
areas which have had an unforeseen impact
on future demand for places. Since June 2016
we have witnessed the decision to leave the
EU referendum; an ongoing reduction in the
birth rate; welfare reforms; and rising house
prices in London – all of which affect families’
choices about where to live and where to
send their children to school. In particular,
some boroughs have experienced changes in
demand as increases in the costs of property
6

have priced families out of certain areas
and altered traditional migration patterns.
Other local authorities report changes in
demographics and communities in certain
areas, potentially as an early impact of
the EU referendum. All of these factors,
combined with a decrease in the birth rate,
have contributed to a reduction in demand
for places across London.
Nevertheless, it is important not to lose sight
of the need for additional places in some
areas, particularly at secondary level where
demand is expected to rise by 36,335 by
2022/23. This type of demand is predicted
to increase each year, with 9,417 secondary
school places needed across London just in
2022/23 alone. This predicted increase is
largely due to expectations that the wave of
additional pupils entering primary schools over
the last decade will reach secondary schools
in the majority of London boroughs from this
year onwards.

Meeting demand through expansion
and free schools
The reduction in the overall shortfall in places
makes it even more important that free
schools are opened in areas where there is
demand for school places. Given the current
financial climate, it is vital to ensure that
education funding is invested where it is most
needed. Schools have experienced significant
financial pressures over the past few years and
London Councils’ modelling estimates that the
total cost pressures on schools in England will
be around £5.6 billion between 2017/18 and
2021/22. The Secretary of State has promised
to invest £1.3 billion in school budgets over
the next two years, but it is unclear what this
means for London schools. In this context it is
critical that classrooms are not left half empty
due to a surplus of school places in a certain
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area, and that funding is not invested in
creating schools where there is no demand.
London Councils has consistently argued that
new free schools should be prioritised in areas
of need. Local authorities are best equipped
to understand demand in their local area,
and the Education and Skills Funding Agency
(ESFA) needs to work closely with councils
on plans for free schools from the outset to
ensure that new schools meet basic need
and are not at risk of closure due to limited
demand and financial pressures, as we saw
happen to Southwark Free School earlier
this year.
The recent Public Accounts Committee
(PAC) report highlighted several issues
with the way the ESFA is running the free
schools programme that resonate with
the experience of boroughs in London.
These include inconsistency in the ESFA’s
approach to engaging with and listening
to local authorities when planning for free
schools, the poor quality of some of the new
schools, and the uncompetitive rates that
have been paid for sites. The free schools
programme presents a particular risk to
local authorities due to the uncertainty and
lack of local authority control over delivery
timescales as well as the inconsistency in
compensating local authorities for the cost
of delays. Furthermore, local authorities
incur considerable costs to support free
school projects for which no compensation is
received from central government.
Councils also seek to expand current provision
where this is the most cost effective option,
and boroughs are successful in meeting basic
need in this way. However, several boroughs
have experienced issues with schools refusing
to expand, particularly academies. While local
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authorities would not choose to force any
school to expand, this is sometimes necessary
to meet basic need in the local area. Councils
have no formal levers to direct academies
to expand, and London Councils calls on
the government to enable Regional School
Commissioners (RSCs) to direct academies
to expand where this is necessary to meet
local demand.

Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities (SEND)
While the shortfall for mainstream school
places across London has reduced, the
demand for places for pupils with Special
Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
is increasing exponentially. The number of
pupils with Statements or Education, Health
and Care Plans (EHCPs), requiring specialist
provision to meet their needs, has risen by
22 per cent since 2010 in London, and the
complexity of these needs is increasing.
This is putting considerable strain on the
education system, as creating school places
for children with SEND costs an average
£69,055 per place, which is around three
times as much as a mainstream school place.
Now that demand for new primary mainstream
schools is diminishing, the Free Schools
Programme should focus on ensuring that
new special schools are created to meet
SEND demand.
Since the 2016 edition of Do the Maths ,
the government has made greater effort to
support boroughs to meet SEND demand.
Every borough received an allocation from the
Department for Education’s (DfE) £215 million
SEND capital funding budget, and five London
boroughs were successful in the DfE’s recent
round of applications for special free schools.
However, a recent London Councils’ survey
has revealed that 23 out of 28 London
7

boroughs are collectively overspending
on their high needs revenue allocation
from central government by £94 million –
equivalent to a 13.6 per cent funding gap
– and are overspending on transport for
children with SEND by on average £1 million
per borough. Clearly, SEND provision needs
both greater revenue and capital investment
by government to put it on a sustainable
footing. Investing capital funding in
supporting the creation of further specialist
provision locally through special free schools
would reduce the amount boroughs spend on
expensive independent and out-of-borough
placements, helping to ease some of the
pressure on the SEND revenue budget.
These are steps in the right direction, but
SEND demand shows no signs of abating
and London local authorities are still
overspending significantly on their high
needs budgets. London Councils urges the
government to commit to providing capital
funding consistently to fully meet the costs
of creating this provision, and to hold a
further round of applications for special free
schools in order to support all authorities
across London to ensure that demand for
SEND is met within their boroughs.

Further Education (FE)
Another area that is expected to experience
significant pressures in the coming years
is further education (FE). Demand for FE
provision is expected to rise due to previous
demand in primary and secondary moving
through the system. This is particularly
significant in light of the introduction
of Raising the Participation Age, which
legislates that all young people must remain
in education or training until the age of 18
and requires local authorities to ensure that
there is sufficient provision to meet demand.
8

Furthermore, the government’s focus on
technical education and the multitude of
reforms including the apprenticeship levy
and the introduction of T levels will place
significant capital requirements on providers.
Local authorities have responsibility and
powers relating to FE education in schools
but do not have access to the same levers to
influence and guarantee the provision offered
by other types of providers. London Councils
is advocating that the quality and availability
of post-16 provision should be improved by
devolving responsibility and funding for 16 to
18 provision to London local government.

Key recommendations:
London Councils calls on the government to:
Mainstream provision
• Provide London with additional funding for
school places of £1 billion over the next
six years – through a combination of
additional basic need funding and the
central funding of places through the free
school programme.
• Ensure that London receives a proportionate
and sufficient share of the basic need pot in
line with its share of demand for places.
• Provide four year basic need allocations
to enable local authorities to be able
to plan for secondary school places in
sufficient time.
Meeting demand through expansion and
free schools
• Enable Regional School Commissioners to
direct academies to expand their provision
where they have capacity and there is
demand locally for more places.
• Undertake a shift in the way it is managing
the roll out of the free school programme
by:
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- Ensuring strategic join-up between local
government and the ESFA on free schools
and land acquisition from the outset
to ensure better value for money and
delivering of sufficient school places.
- Only approving free schools where they
meet basic need.
- Recognising and covering the costs to
councils in working on free schools.
- Compensating local authorities for all
contingency costs when a free school has
been delayed.
- Aiming for all new secondary free schools
to be no smaller than six forms of entry.
Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
(SEND)
• Distribute capital funding for SEND on a
permanent formulaic basis, taking into
account the actual cost of delivering new
SEND places and expected demand.
• Work with local authorities to create new
special free schools in areas of high demand
for SEND places.
• Ensure that academies enrol children with
SEND where they have capacity, create
special units where the school location
and infrastructure allows it, and intervene
when academies off-roll pupils with SEND
inappropriately.
Further Education (FE)
• Invest in the FE sector to ensure that
the costs of meeting future demand for
provision are fully met, including covering
the capital costs of delivering provision
supporting technical pathways and
apprenticeships.
• Devolve 16 to 18 provision and vocational
capital investment to London local
government in order to ensure consistent
and appropriate delivery of FE across all
provider types.

Do the Maths | September 2015

KEY FACTS
• 63,710 school places will be needed in London until 2022/23 –
27,376 at primary and 36,335 at secondary
• London will need an estimated additional £1 billion between
2019/20 and 2022/23 to meet demand for mainstream places.
• Basic Need allocations from central government only meet 56 per
cent of costs incurred by councils.
• Across London there are plans in place to meet 88 per cent of
projected demand for school places until 2023.
• London boroughs are expecting free schools to provide 54 per
cent of forms of entry required at secondary level in London
between 2017 and 2023.
• The number of pupils with Education, Health and Care Plans
(EHCPs) in London increased by 4.2 per cent between 2016 and
2017, around three times the rate of the general pupil population.
• Between 2010 and 2017 there was a 22 per cent increase in
children and young people with EHCPs in London, compared to a
5.7 per cent increase in the rest of England.
• The average cost of creating a dedicated SEND school place in
London is £69,055, around three times higher than the cost of a
mainstream place.
• 19 out of 24 London boroughs surveyed have experienced at
least one academy resisting or refusing to admit a child with
SEND and 14 out of 23 have experienced at least one academy
inappropriately off-rolling pupils with SEND.
• The 16 to 19 population is expected to rise by 23 per cent
between 2020 and 2030.
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Mainstream schools – shortfall

Each year, London Councils produces a
detailed model to estimate the number of
new mainstream school places required to
meet demand in the capital. This section
outlines the main trends in the pupil numbers
and capacity data underpinning this model,
before outlining the main findings1.

Pupil numbers
London continues to experience faster rates
of pupil growth than the rest of England at
both primary and secondary level. Between
2010/11 and 2019/20, overall pupil
numbers are set to have grown by 23 per
cent in London – compared to 14.5 per cent
nationally (figure 2):

Figure 1: Cumulative pupil growth at primary and secondary level
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1 The source for all tables and graphs in this section is the School capacity survey (SCAP) 2015 to 16, DfE,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-capacity-academic-year-2015-to-2016
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Figure 2: Pupil growth by region (2010/11 to 2019/20)
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Preliminary evidence from the 2017/18
admissions round suggests that the number
of pupils at primary level in some London
boroughs is starting to fall much earlier and
faster than expected; between the 2016/17
and 2017/18 academic years, pan-London
on-time primary applications fell by around
3.3 per cent. The extent to which this recent
trend will impact on the primary shortfall in
future depends on the scale and location of
any new capacity created.
There are likely to be multiple drivers of the
apparent fall in primary numbers in some
areas and different factors will apply in
different sub-regions. For example, house
prices may affect traditional patterns of
migration or drive families out of certain
boroughs; in other areas there may be an
early demographic impact from the Brexit
referendum. These factors will continue to
play out as the political landscape changes in
the coming years, and boroughs will continue
to monitor and adapt to future developments.

Do the Maths | September 2017

East
Midlands

North
West

South
West

Yorkshire
and
Humber

North
East

As these changing patterns of demand at
primary level materialise, there will be new
challenges for boroughs to manage. An
over-supply of places reduces the viability
of existing schools and, in the most severe
cases, could result in reduced curriculums or
even the closure of some schools. And if this
change is happening at the same time as
uncoordinated delivery of new schools via the
free school programme we could be looking
at significant oversupply of places in some
areas, particularly at primary. This is why, as
is highlighted in the next section, it is so
important that free schools are only set up in
areas where there is demand for new places.

Capacity
Despite significant challenges around land
and funding, boroughs have played a central
role in the delivery of significant new school
capacity. Between May 2015 and May 2016,
school capacity in London increased by over
30,000 (figure 3). 35 per cent of all new
secondary school capacity was delivered in
11

London, reflecting the distinct demographic
pressures of London compared to the rest of
the country.
While this new capacity has met a substantial
share of the demand identified in previous
editions of Do the Maths , a shortfall in places
still persists. A combination of new schools
and expansion projects will therefore be
essential for the foreseeable future. Boroughs

already have plans in place to deliver 88 per
cent of forecast need at secondary level, with
66 per cent of plans across London already
classed as “secure” (i.e. funding secured and,
for new schools, a confirmed site). Especially
as demand increasingly focuses on more
costly secondary provision, boroughs will only
be able to meet the remaining shortfall in
places with an adequate level of funding from
central government.

Figure 3: Change in school capacity (May 2015 to May 2016)
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Main shortfall
Combining the pupil numbers and capacity
data, our most recent analysis suggests that
63,710 new school places will be required in
London over the next six years, with demand
increasingly focused on the more costly and
complex secondary phase. For the first time in
recent years, the secondary shortfall is set to
overtake primary demand in 2019/20 (table
1 and figure 4). The methodology used is set
out in the appendix.
12
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Table 1: London shortfall by year
							
Total (17/18
2017/18
2018/19
2019/20
2020/21
2021/22
2022/23
to 2021/22)
Primary
6,290
5,830
4,616
4,261
3,376
3,002
27,376
Secondary
1,099
2,896
5,628
8,159
9,137
9,417
36,335
Total
7,389
8,726
10,244
12,419
12,513
12,420
63,710

Figure 4: London school places shortfall by year
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These pan-London trends mask variation
across different parts of London, and trends
in the demand and supply of school places
will vary between and even within boroughs.
As already outlined, primary level forecasts
are expected to be particularly subject to
change and should be treated with caution.
Figure 5 shows the results of the Do the Maths
2017 primary model by borough. At this more
granular level of analysis, shortfall projections
are particularly uncertain and subject to
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2020/21

2021/22

2022/23

change. However, the map illustrates that the
easing of the primary shortfall is not uniform
across London. East London boroughs in
particular will continue to face a substantial
shortfall in primary places, often driven by
large-scale new developments.
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Figure 5: Primary shortfall 2017/18 to 2022/23
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Figure 6 shows that the regional trends at secondary level are more mixed, but there is a
similar area of high demand in East London.
Figure 6: Secondary shortfall 2017/18 to 2022/23
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Mainstream Schools – Funding2

Boroughs are facing unprecedented reductions
in core funding at the same time as demand
for key local government services is rising.
It is therefore essential that the funding
allocated by central government to meet the
estimated shortfall covers the true cost of
delivering new school places in the capital.
The Department for Education allocates Basic
Need funding to councils for the delivery
of new school places. There has been a
significant increase in the funding per place
applied within the Basic Need methodology
in recent years, bringing the funding provided
more closely in line with actual costs.
However, as the National Audit Office found
in their recent Capital Funding for Schools
report, “Basic need funding still does not
fully cover the costs that local authorities
incur in creating new school places”.

London Councils collected individual project
data from 23 boroughs, which is submitted
to and verified by DfE as part of the annual
school capacity survey (SCAP). This data
shows that the cost per place provided
through Basic Need still does not meet
the actual cost of providing new places,
despite increases in recent years (table 3).
It is likely that the actual cost per place
will rise as lower-cost expansion options,
such as adapting underused classrooms, are
exhausted.
Individual project data also demonstrates the
extent to which local authorities are toppingup Basic Need funding in order to meet the
funding shortfall (figure 7).
Table 2: Cost per new school place
Primary
Secondary

Cost per place
£21,147
£27,299

Basic need funding rates (London)
£16,495 - £17,577
£21,444 - £22,850

Figure 7: Aggregated funding sources for new places by year (936 projects across 23 boroughs)
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The source data for this section is the unpublished capital spend data submitted by boroughs to DfE as part
of the 2015 to 16 school capacity survey (SCAP)
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Capital-funding-for-schools.pdf
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Across 936 projects with delivery dates
between 2010/11 and 2017/18, basic
need funding4 only covered 56 per cent of
actual costs. Boroughs have therefore had
to find other sources of funding, including
general council funds, borrowing, developer
contributions and maintenance funding
(table 2).
Table 3: Source of funding for new school places (2010/11 to 2017/18
Basic need/TBN
		
56%

General
Borrowing
Developer
funds		contributions
11%
8%
6%

In total, £521 million of general funds or
borrowing was used to provide new places
between 2010/11 and 2017/18, equivalent
to an average of £65 million per year.
Extrapolating these figures out to cover all
32 boroughs gives an estimation of around
£90 million per year. Given the pressure on
council budgets, the use of general council
funds and borrowing will not be a sustainable
source of funding for new school places.

Overall cost per place and funding
shortfall
Combining the cost per place analysis with
capacity shortfall analysis, it is possible to
estimate the amount of funding required
in London over the next six years. Between
2017/18 and 2022/23, London requires an
estimated £1.6 billion to meet the shortfall in
mainstream school places.
Basic need allocations have been published
for the first three years of this timeframe
(figure 6). London boroughs will receive
4
5
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Maintenance

Other

3%

17%

around £600 million through Basic Need
between 2017/18 and 2019/205. Around a
further £1 billion of funding will therefore
be required – either through the basic need
grant itself or through the creation of new
free schools in areas of demand – to meet
the shortfall. Like the capacity estimates on
which they rely, these funding estimates are
inherently uncertain and potentially subject
to change as the trends at primary level
become clearer.
Three-year basic need allocations were
introduced by DfE in 2013 and have enabled
boroughs to make longer-term plans for the
delivery of new school places. Secondary
projects are larger and more complex than
primary projects, which typically leads to
longer timescales for delivery. An extension of
multi-year basic allocations to a fourth year
would provide boroughs with the certainty
needed to make longer-term planning
decisions at secondary level.

Includes Basic Need and Targeted Basic Need funding
Lambeth 2019/20 figures have not yet been published. For the purposes of reaching a comparable
pan-London figure over time, Lambeth allocations for 2019/20 are assumed to be the same as 2018/19.
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Figure 8: London Basic Need allocations6
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The way forward

Recommendations

Boroughs can only deliver a sufficient number
of new school places with a sufficient level of
funding. While the cost per place allocated
through the Basic Need grant has increased
significantly in recent years, the level of
funding available does not fully meet the
actual cost of delivery. This is confirmed by
the significant and unsustainable amount of
funding boroughs currently provide to topup basic need allocations, including out of
borrowing and general council funds.

As demand at primary eases, boroughs are
increasingly required to deliver more complex
and costly secondary projects. To meet this
challenge, London Councils is calling on
government to:

6

• Provide London with additional funding for
school places of £1 billion over the next six
years – through a combination of additional
basic need funding and the central
funding of places through the free school
programme.
• Ensure that London receives a proportionate
and sufficient share of the basic need pot
in line with its share of demand for places.
• Provide four year basic need allocations
to enable local authorities to be able
to plan for secondary school places in
sufficient time.

Source: Basic Need allocations, DfE, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/basic-need-allocations
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Meeting demand through expansion
of existing schools
Local authorities meet demand through
expanding existing provision or working with
free school providers to create new schools.

Expansion of existing schools
Expansion is often the more cost-effective
option to provide additional school places,
particularly when dealing with changing
levels of demand and scarcity of land, but the
capacity of existing schools, particularly at
secondary level, is limited and councils are
restricted by how much basic need funding
they receive from government.
Even where funding is available and schools
have capacity, it can be difficult for local
authorities to convince these schools to
expand, particularly when they are academies.
Given that over 60 per cent of the secondary
schools in London are now academies
and demand for secondary places is rising
significantly, there will be increased pressure
for local authorities to secure academy
expansions in order to meet their statutory
duty to deliver sufficient school places locally.
Without formal levers this can be difficult, as
many London boroughs are already reporting.
This is why we call on the government to
give the Regional School Commissioners
(RSCs), who oversee academy performance,
clear powers to direct academies to expand
where there is urgent demand for new places
and capacity has been identified. This would
require close working between RSCs and
local authorities to ensure that they have
the latest information on forecast need.
This lever is unlikely to be used regularly,
as many academies already work with local
authorities to expand, but it would open up
new expansion options in some areas with
intense demand for school places and aid
local authorities’ efforts to ensure every child
has a school place.
18
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Meeting demand through free schools

Meeting demand for places
As options for expanding existing schools
become exhausted local authorities will
rely increasingly on free schools to provide
additional school places. The funding
for these places is often supplied by the
Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA)
which helps over-stretched local authorities
to fulfil their statutory duty without having
to subsidise more places. The London
boroughs are expecting free schools to
provide 54 per cent of the forms of entry
required at secondary level in London
between 2017 and 2023. This proportion
is likely to rise as further free schools are
approved.
Many councils are working closely with free
school providers and the ESFA to ensure
that suitable new free schools are opened
locally to meet need, recognising that free
schools can extend choice for parents and
potentially enhance the educational quality
in the area. However, many London local
authorities have expressed concerns about
the way in which the free school programme
is currently managed and the impact this has
on the ability of councils to meet need for
places locally. Uncoordinated delivery of new
schools by the ESFA, together with the pace
of expansion and the pressure this places on
teacher recruitment, could place the high
quality of London education at risk.
The free school programme, as it currently
operates, presents a high level of risk to the
ability of councils to meet basic need. The
major risk to councils is the uncertainty and
lack of control over delivery timescales. In
some areas of high demand for school places

7

no free school providers have come forward at
all. 35 per cent of the approved free schools
for London do not currently have a site
secured and those with sites are increasingly
facing planning challenges, which means that
these schools are not yet guaranteed to open
on time or at all. Lack of confirmed sites
remains the single biggest factor delaying or
preventing free school delivery.

Finding appropriate sites
The difficulty of managing the delivery of new
schools is exacerbated by the unprecedented
pressure on land in London, which creates
challenges for London boroughs around
how to deal with competing priorities for
sites. Councils have nevertheless worked
pro-actively to try to secure sites for
new schools in areas where there is clear
demand for them. In addition to securing
land or funding through section 106 and
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL),
boroughs are increasingly seeking to include
site allocations for secondary schools within
their Local Plan. This increases the likelihood
of securing sites in non-compliant areas.
It also enables boroughs to have greater
influence over the location and size of new
school sites and supports alignment to other
policy priorities such as access to community
facilities. Councils have also used prudential
borrowing to purchase sites and worked with
the ESFA to juggle or swap sites.

ESFA land acquisition
The ESFA has been purchasing land to
overcome some of the difficulty in finding
appropriate sites in advance of approving free
school bids. It has recently set up its own
property company LocatED in order to buy up
sites at the most competitive rates.

Capital Funding for Schools, Public Accounts Committee, April 2017
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The London Borough of Ealing: A proactive planning approach
Like many London boroughs, Ealing experiences a considerable challenge in securing sites
for schools in the borough, particularly at secondary level. Rather than take the risk of the
ESFA purchasing unsuitable sites in the wrong areas of the borough, council officers decided
to work proactively with the ESFA to meet this need. They agreed to produce a Planning for
Schools Development Plan Document (DPD) as an element of the wider Local Plan. The aims
of the DPD were to meet the challenge of delivering primary and secondary school places
in areas of need within timescales required; to provide a specific evidence base to support
site allocations; and to reduce the time and potential risks associated with delivery. The
DPD also endeavoured to promote good design and space standards for schools in safe and
accessible locations, and enabled officers to ensure that as far as possible site allocations
supported wider council planning and place priorities. Ealing produced a list of potential
sites, conducted a full consultation and issued calls for sites from key partners including the
ESFA. The draft DPD was subject to a rigorous review by the Planning Inspectorate, which
praised the council’s proactive and collaborative approach to meeting demand for school
places. The DPD was formally adopted by the council in May 2016.

The PAC concluded in its report Capital
Funding for Schools7 that on average, the
Department has paid nearly 20 per cent
more for land for free schools than official
valuations. The Department spent £863
million on 175 sites for free schools between
2011 and 2016. The average cost of these
sites was £4.9 million, but 24 sites cost
more than £10 million each, including four
that cost more than £30 million in London.
This represents a significant proportion of
the school capital budget. As well as not
representing value for money, these land
purchases are not necessarily aligned to
need. It is important that LocatED focuses its
efforts on purchasing land in areas of high
demand for schools, as well as providing value
for money.

surplus looks likely to arise given the location
of free schools in the pipeline, unless the
free school programme undergoes a shift. ’
While the DfE recommends a small surplus to
support parental choice, in some authorities
the surplus is such that some schools,
including the new free schools, operate well
below capacity, placing them under financial
strain and threatening their long term
viability. These financial challenges are likely
to be exacerbated by the current funding
pressures facing schools, which could mean
that schools with half full classes become
financially unviable. For example, a situation
could emerge where good schools with falling
rolls cannot continue to operate despite
forecasts showing that those places are likely
to be needed in the future.

Surplus schools

Where free schools delivery creates a
significant school place surplus and
financial pressures for schools, education
quality is likely to suffer. Surplus schools

In some London boroughs, uncoordinated
delivery has already led to a surplus of school
places in the area, while in other boroughs a
20
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often cause pupil mobility to rise steeply.
Subsequent financial pressures can mean that
curriculum delivery and support, together
with professional development, has to be
reduced; and there can be a greater reliance
on inexperienced or unqualified teachers. All
of this can have a significantly detrimental
impact on the quality of education on offer.
Given the uncertainty around forecasting
demand at present, with the number of
reception applications dropping in some areas
of London, it is important now more than ever
that the ESFA does not create surplus schools
as this could further destabilise the local
school system.

The ESFA provides additional basic need
funding for local authorities when planned
free school provision does not materialise,
but this funding is lagged which means that
councils may have already had to put in
temporary provision. In some cases boroughs
have reported that they have not received
any subsequent reimbursement from the
ESFA. Therefore, London Councils is calling
on the ESFA to ensure that boroughs receive
adequate funding in a timely manner to
address any problems arising from planned
free schools not opening on time or at all.

Cost to councils

While the capital costs for the vast majority
of free schools are borne by the ESFA, there
Delays and uncertainty
are still considerable costs to councils arising
The ESFA has been working constructively with from these projects. Aside from the direct
the some local authorities to ensure that new
costs of land purchases and transfer, and the
schools are aligned to basic need, however this time required to put together contributions to
is not always the case. Many London boroughs the Local Plan or land deals, boroughs report
have reported that their views on the size,
that there are very significant calls on the
timing and location of new schools have been time of officers across the council from the
overlooked by the ESFA in approving a free
Free School Delivery team at the ESFA. There
school. Some new schools have been approved is currently no direct funding to support
despite local authorities implementing plans
these costs. Basic Need funding calculations
to meet basic need through expansion. This
do not include the costs of land purchase,
puts councils in a very difficult position – they and the Education Services Grant, which may
have a duty to secure sufficient school places
have supported some of this work previously,
but do not want to waste scarce resources on
has been significantly reduced.
expanding schools if new capacity is being
created elsewhere. In addition, they often
Given local authorities have experienced
have to support temporary provision at short
considerable cuts from government to their
notice for free schools before a permanent site core funding, they have very little available
is secured.
resource to be able to support free school
developments locally. It would help local
It is vital that the ESFA works with local
authorities facilitate free schools in their
authorities from the outset when planning
area if the government were to compensate
any new free school provision to overcome
councils for these costs.
these potential pitfalls and ensure that
the new school meets the needs of the
local community.
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The London Borough of Havering: Free school delays
In September 2014, a primary free school with three forms of entry was due to open in
Romford to meet basic need in the area. The London Borough of Havering worked closely
with the ESFA and the potential sponsor on the bid for the school.
In August 2014, a month before the school was due to open, the local authority was
notified that the project was going to be delayed due to issues with land purchase. The
council was forced to find school places for over 40 children who were set to start at the
school the next month. The following year the sponsor decided not to take on the project
after all, and the school’s opening was delayed again while the ESFA sought a new sponsor.
In 2016 the school was opened with a single form of entry on a temporary site, forcing the
sponsor to organise bus services for the children to travel a few miles to attend school.
The local authority has been forced to add last-minute bulge classes to existing schools in
the area for three years while waiting for the free school to open. This has put a significant
amount of pressure on surrounding schools. Havering has coped through working quickly
with a strong community of schools that understand the demand and the challenge, but the
situation is unsustainable due to rising demand for places. Furthermore, some parents do
not want to send their children to the school on a temporary site and the reputation of free
schools more generally in the local area has been tarnished by this situation.
While some of the issues causing the delays were unavoidable, the ESFA could have provided
better support to Havering to deal with the consequences. The lack of transparency and last
minute communication with the local authority meant that Havering was left with little
time to rectify the situation to meet its statutory duty to provide sufficient places for local
children. The borough also had to use funding from other capital budgets to create places
in neighbouring schools, as the Basic Need allocations provided by the DfE did not include
additional funding to compensate the council for the costs of the delay.
The local authority is hopeful that the school will open on a permanent site in 2018 – four
years later than planned.
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The London Borough of Hounslow: Free School sites
Nishkam All Through Free School is currently delivering primary provision from a temporary
location. Prior to opening, the Nishkam Trust had purchased a long lease on a site (Site A)
which was designated Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), which confers certain protections on
the site and makes it much harder to build on.
Subsequently, the council identified a council owned MOL site (Site B) as the only possible
location for another new free school due to open in 2018, Bolder Academy School. A rugby
club occupied the premises, which prevented the development of Bolder Academy from
proceeding. The only possible place to move the rugby club was to Site A, sharing the site
with Nishkam Free School.
Having built a new clubhouse on Site B and secured sponsorship from a large media
company based next door, the Rugby club had significant investment in its current site.
The successful delivery of these two schools was therefore co-dependent and faced a number
of significant obstacles. The development of Bolder Academy on Site B could not be taken
forward until Site A had been secured for Nishkam and the Rugby club currently occupying
Site B had been persuaded to move to Site A. Meanwhile, the MOL for Site A was not
initially owned by the free school Trust or the ESFA and there was strong local opposition
to any development of this land as a school. The Nishkam Trust had purchased the lease for
the school in advance of opening and therefore it was initially difficult to demonstrate that
the requisite assessments had been undertaken.
Working with the ESFA and the rugby club, the council was able to relocate the rugby club
to Site A, and the separate planning applications for a school and rugby club on Site A were
approved by Hounslow’s Planning committee. The ESFA is now proceeding with construction
plans and hopes to open the school in its new site in 2018.
The planning application for Bolder Academy was subject to similar hurdles. The Bolder
Academy proposal grew out of the close working relationship between the council and its
schools. There is a risk that the delays to the development and inevitable demands on the
time of the sponsor schools will impact negatively both on standards in existing schools and
on the relationship with the local authority. Headteachers from local schools have worked
together to put together a local solution to mitigate these risks to the local area.
The complexity of these projects, and the significant financial and time investment required
by the local authority to overcome the challenges highlights the fact that free schools are
not a cost neutral option for councils.
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Small schools
The map below shows the location of open
and planned secondary free schools compared
to forecast demand for secondary places
over the next six years. The source data was
collected from boroughs in early 2017 and
excludes any planned free schools where a
postcode was not available.

While this is therefore not based on a
comprehensive list of schools, it clearly shows
that free schools in the pipeline tend to be
larger than existing free schools: 17 out of 20
planned free schools are 6 forms of entry (FE)
or larger, compared to just six out of 36 open
secondary free schools.

Figure 9: Secondary free schools by size
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The difficulty in securing large sites has led
to many small secondary schools opening
in London. While the map at figure 7 above
shows that fewer small secondary free schools
are being approved than previously, there are
still some in the pipeline. Small secondary
schools can encounter considerable issues
around financial sustainability and their ability
to offer a wide and enriching curriculum offer,
particularly at secondary level. This is why
London Councils is calling on the ESFA to stop
approving secondary schools in London that
are smaller than 4FE, with an aim to ensure
that none are less than 6FE.

The PAC recognised this issue in its Capital
Funding for Schools report and has called the
DfE to report back to the committee on how
it is measuring quality and suitability of free
school buildings. London Councils supports
these calls for greater accountability around
new free school developments to ensure that
they are of high quality.

The way forward

London Councils has raised the issues
highlighted here with the DfE and PAC, and
is pleased to note that the recommendations
in the PAC’s Capital Funding for Schools
report echo London borough concerns. In
Furthermore, a trend is starting to emerge
particular, the PAC highlighted how the
whereby revenue funding pressures are causing
way in which the free schools programme is
some schools to consider reducing their
currently being managed lacks coherence and
Published Admissions Number (PAN). If schools
is not cost-effective. It called on the DfE to
know they will not fill every place at a certain
demonstrate how it will work effectively with
PAN, they may seek to reduce the number
local authorities to meet demand for places
of forms of entry in order to ensure that the
through free schools in the future.
school is as financially viable as possible. This
is likely to put additional pressure on demand
London Councils is advocating a reshaping
for school places in the area.
of the free school programme to ensure that
all free schools are aligned with demand
Quality
for places and that the ESFA works closely
Local authorities in London are concerned
with the relevant local authorities from the
about the quality and suitability of many free
outset to ensure that all new schools provide
schools that have recently been established
value for money and meet the needs of the
in the capital. For example, there is evidence
local community. Councils can help facilitate
of primary schools that do not have adequate
the delivery of free schools in areas of need
outdoor space for sports, which will restrict the through a range of interventions, such as
ability of the school to provide an appropriate by finding appropriate sites; linking with
level of PE. Similarly concerns have been raised local schools, the wider community and
when free schools are located in buildings that planning processes.
have previously been used for other purposes,
such as offices or police stations. These
buildings have to be substantially altered to
make them appropriate for schools, often at
considerable cost.
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London Borough of Southwark: Changing relationship with the ESFA
In 2012 a free school was set up in London Borough of Southwark. The local authority
expressed strong concerns that the new school was being created in an area of low demand
and that the uptake would not be sufficient to ensure the long term sustainability of the
school. The ESFA approved the sponsor’s bid despite Southwark’s advice and the school was
forced to close in January 2017 due to limited demand and financial pressures.
Over the last two years, the ESFA has been working more closely with Southwark,
prioritising free school bids which the local authority supports and where demand can
be proven. This collaboration has resulted in a number of new free schools. For example,
Southwark recently worked with the ESFA and a free school sponsor, the City of London,
to support the creation of the City of London Galleywall Primary Academy, in an area of
high demand, which successfully opened in September 2016 and was oversubscribed. The
borough council and ESFA are also working closely on a new secondary free school in East
Dulwich, which has opened on a temporary site, and which the ESFA has commissioned the
local authority regeneration team to project manage on its behalf.
Southwark’s experience shows that the ESFA
is now working effectively with some local
authorities on plans for new free schools.
However, this is not the case in all boroughs,
and it is important that the ESFA takes a
consistent approach across the capital.
At a time when schools are struggling to
deal with a range of additional cost pressures
such as increases to pension contributions
and the introduction of the apprenticeship
levy, it is vital that every pound spent on the
free schools programme provides value for
money. This is why we are calling for all free
schools to meet basic need – this should be
an essential criterion before a free school is
approved. There is still significant pressure
for places for secondary and SEND pupils in
London, therefore we would expect to see the
bulk of new free schools meet basic need in
these areas in the future.
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Recommendations
London Councils calls on the government to:
• Enable Regional School Commissioners to
direct academies to expand their provision
where they have capacity and there is
demand locally for more places.
• Undertake a shift in the way it is managing
the roll out of the free school programme by:
- Ensuring strategic join-up between local
government and the ESFA on free schools
and land acquisition from the outset
to ensure better value for money and
delivering of sufficient school places.
- Only approving free schools where they
meet basic need.
- Recognising and covering the costs to
councils in working on free schools
- Compensating local authorities for all
contingency costs when a free school has
been delayed.
- Aiming for all new secondary free schools
to be no smaller than six forms of entry.
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Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities (SEND)
The local authority duty to secure sufficient
school places applies to all children, including
those with Special Educational Needs and
Disabilities (SEND). For these children, extra
or specialised provision may be needed in
order to access education.
Planning for SEND places requires an
understanding of the existing needs of local
children with SEND, likely future trends and
analysis of whether local schools have the
facilities as well as specialist services needed
to support these pupils’ access to education.
Securing school places for children with
SEND therefore requires more sophisticated
planning compared to planning mainstream
primary and secondary school places.

Overall demand for SEND places
London has experienced a very rapid increase
in demand for SEND places in recent years,
far exceeding growth in other regions and
among London’s mainstream population.
Figure 8 shows that the number of pupils with
Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) or
Statements has grown at a faster rate than
the general London pupil population over the
past five years. Between 2016 and 2017, the
number of pupils with EHCPs grew by 4.2 per
cent , around three times the 1.3 per cent
growth rate for the general pupil population.

Figure 10: London pupil population growth
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Like the general pupil population, the number
of pupils with EHCPs has consistently grown
at a faster rate in London than the rest of
England. The 22 per cent increase in pupils
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with EHCPs or Statements in London between
2010 in 2017 compares to growth of only 5.7
per cent in the rest of England over the same
period (figure 9).
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Figure 11: Annual change in number of pupils with EHC plans / statements
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The demand for SEND places is expected to
continue to increase in the coming years
as a result of statutory protections for
young people up to the age of 25. 19 to
25 year-olds who would not have been
eligible for Statements in the past can now
apply for EHCPs, causing an increase in the
number of young people at FE colleges with
an EHCP.
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Types and complexity of need
Pressure on SEND places has been
compounded by the very rapidly changing
characteristics of SEND pupils and the
subsequent requirements for dedicated
provision. Table 4 shows significant changes
in the characteristics of pupils with SEND
attending special schools in London over the
last seven years.

Type of need - London special schools
			
Change
per
2010
2017 (2010 to 2017) cent
		
Autistic Spectrum Disorder
2910
5390
2,480
+85%
Severe Learning Difficulty
2540
3154
614
+24%
Profound & Multiple Learning Difficulty
1140
1558
418
+37%
Speech, Language and Communications Needs
680
874
194
+29%
Specific Learning Difficulty
100
214
114
+114%
Multi-Sensory Impairment
40
60
20
+50%
Visual Impairment
220
226
6
+3%
Hearing Impairment
190
182
-8
-4%
Moderate Learning Difficulty
1850
1617
-233
-13%
Physical Disability
680
390
-290
-43%

Table 4: Type of need in
London special schools
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The rapid rise in prevalence rates for Autistic
Spectrum Disorder is particularly acute in
London (figure 12). Between 2010 and 2017

the number of pupils with ASD in special
schools increased by 85 per cent .

Figure 12: number of pupils in London special schools with Autistic Spectrum Disorder
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These changes have significant implications
for local authority places planning teams.
Schools that were previously designed to
suit children with certain needs are now
required to meet entirely different needs. On
top of this, the types of need that are on
the rise are increasingly complex, requiring
more specialist provision. This places further
demand on local authorities to source and
identify funding for appropriate provision for
a wide range of complex and changing needs.
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Cost of providing SEND places
School places for children with SEND
are significantly more expensive than
mainstream places. The average cost per
place for new dedicated SEND places is
around three times higher than the cost per
mainstream place, according to analysis by
London Councils (table 5)8. However, the
funding needed to provide a SEND place
varies hugely depending on the type of
need and the provision required, with some
provision for more complex needs costing
over £100,000 per place.

Table 5: average cost per place
Average cost per place
8

Mainstream

SEND

£22,190

£69,055

This is calculated by comparing the aggregate spend on SEND places to the aggregate number of SEND places
across data from 23 boroughs. Therefore, this overall mean figure masks significant variation between the cost
of different types of SEND provision.
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The funding provided by central government
for local authorities to deliver places for
children with SEND does not cover the full
costs incurred by councils. The lack of funding
to meet rising need for places in-borough
means that councils are having to pay high
prices out of their revenue budgets for
independent and out-of-borough provision.
Local authority revenue overspends on high
needs could be significantly reduced if central
government were to provide sufficient capital
funding to local authorities on a consistent
basis to ensure that demand is met locally.
The DfE recently provided every local
authority in the country with a capital
funding allocation of at least £500,000 to
support provision of SEND places. London will
receive £62 million from the £215 million
SEND capital provision fund, covering the
years 2018/19 to 2020/21. Local authorities
are able to use the new funding to either
improve existing facilities or create new
places in mainstream schools, special schools,
nurseries, colleges and other provision.
This is a step in the right direction and will
provide much needed funding for boroughs
across London. Based on the cost per place
analysis above, this new funding could enable
boroughs to create around 900 new SEND
places; in practice, the exact figure is highly
dependent on existing spare capacity and
types of need. The increase in demand shows
no signs of abating, and it seems unlikely
that 300 places a year will be sufficient to
keep pace with future demand. Furthermore,
investment is needed on a more consistent
basis to ensure that local authorities can
plan strategically to address future demand.
9

30

The DfE should work with local government
to understand the true costs of providing
SEND places and devise a formula to provide
allocations on a permanent basis, taking into
account overall demand, types of need, and
full costs of provision.

Different types of provision
School places for children with SEND can be
provided in a variety of types of provision9.
In 2017, 56 per cent of pupils with an EHCP
or Statement were educated in a special
school, special unit, or additional resourced
provision. The majority of dedicated SEND
places continue to be provided by dedicated
special schools, but there has also been
strong growth in dedicated SEND places
provided in a mainstream context. Special
units and Additional Resourced Provision
(ARP) provide dedicated SEND places within
a mainstream school, catering for a specific
type of SEND need. ARPs provide SEND places
predominantly within mainstream classes although pupils may still require specialist
facilities – while special units mainly provide
separate classes to meet SEND need.
The Children and Families Act 2014 enshrines
parents’ and young people’s rights to express
a preference for a provider on an EHCP.
Councils focus on delivering places across a
range of provider types to give parents and
young people a choice. In so doing, local
authorities are striving to strike a balance
between inclusion in mainstream schools and
the requirement for specialist provision for
children with more complex needs.
Boroughs have successfully created SEND
places across different provider types to meet

London Councils analysis of Special Educational Needs in England: January 2017, DfE, https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistics/special-educational-needs-in-england-january-2017
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demand, but this has not always been an easy
task. The separate challenges experienced
in relation to the provision of SEND places
in specialist and mainstream settings are
highlighted in the sections below.

Challenges for delivering SEND places in
specialist settings
Creating specialist provision can take a
long time, and requires significant capital
investment. Changing demand and limited
capital funding from central government
mean that several boroughs are unable
to deliver all of the required specialist
provision within the local authority boundary.
This means that several boroughs rely on
independent special schools, or specialist
maintained settings that are located out
of the borough. London has a higher
proportion of children with SEND educated
in independent provision than the rest of
England, which accounts for 9.2 per cent of
all SEND places in London compared to 6.6
per cent nationally10. Almost all boroughs in
London indicate a need to reduce dependency
on independent placements and placements
in out of borough secondary schools.
The cost of placements in independent
provision and out-of-borough maintained
provision is placing significant pressures on
high needs budgets in London. Independent
provision is much more expensive than
maintained provision. Out-of-borough
placements also incur significant costs, as
local authorities are required to meet the
travel costs for children attending a setting
where they cannot walk due to distance or
special needs. A recent London Councils
survey showed that 23 out of 28 boroughs
are collectively spending £94 million more

on high needs than received from central
government – equivalent to a 13.6 per
cent funding gap. In addition, there is an
estimated average overspend of £1 million
per borough on transport for children with
SEND. These financial pressures could be
significantly reduced if boroughs were
supported and financed to provide more
specialist maintained provision within the
local authority boundary.
The DfE recently approved plans for 20 special
free schools across the country, including
five in London. For example, Havering
is working with the DfE to create a new
school specialising in supporting children
with ASD and Social, Emotional and Mental
Health needs, which will increase the choice
of provision for parents of children with
these needs, as well as reducing pressure
on the council which currently funds a high
number of independent and out-of-borough
placements.
The DfE’s commitment to working alongside
local authorities to target free schools that
meet specific need in the local area is a
move in the right direction. Given the rise in
demand, changing types of need, and large
overspends on high needs budgets, another
round of new special free schools would be
a cost-effective way to meet specialist SEND
need in the capital. Seventeen out of 16
London boroughs said that they would be
likely to put in an application for a special
free school if the DfE were to run another
round of applications11. London Councils has
argued that free schools should be prioritised
where they meet need, and the slowing of
demand for mainstream places means that the
free schools programme should focus more

10 http://lginform.local.gov.uk/reports/view/send-research/local-area-send-report
11 This data is taken from a survey undertaken by London Councils in August 2017
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The London Borough of Croydon: Working with parents on special free school design
Croydon was successful in the DfE’s recent round of applications for new special free schools and is preparing to
open a new school specialising in ASD in September 2020, admitting children aged 2-19 years.
Croydon’s vision is for children and young people with special educational needs to have the opportunities they
need to gain independence and employment in or near their local community. To achieve this vision the council
has a plan to provide a continuum of good or outstanding state-funded specialist education. The proposed new
DfE-funded free special school for children and young people with autism spectrum disorder and learning difficulties
is an important step forward.
Critical to successful beginnings for Croydon’s new state-funded free special school is the engagement of
councillors, our parent/carer forum, other special school head teachers, and the local community. We are expecting
our new school to provide outstanding communication and behaviour-based teaching and learning; promote
intergenerational cohesion and work in partnership with the local authority and other schools.
The council believes that the quality of the new school building is extremely important, both to ensure children
learn in the best possible learning environment and to ensure the facilities are designed to best meet each child’s
needs.
Croydon will be working closely with parents/carers throughout the planning and designing stages of the new
special free school. The local authority will invite bids from interested providers and will work with a parent
advocate group to determine who is best placed to deliver the school. Croydon will also ensure that the local
authority, provider, and parents’ panel all work in partnership to design the school. This means that the school
building and environment will reflect the needs of both parents and children.
This approach will need to be coupled with sufficient investment from the DfE to fund a high quality build that
will reduce pressure on expensive placements and provide much-needed specialist SEND places in the local area.

on addressing the shortfall in affordable and
local dedicated SEND places.

Challenges for delivering SEND places
in mainstream settings
Central government has a clear intention to
promote inclusion of children with SEND in
mainstream settings where possible. Boroughs
work with schools to create special units and
ARPs so that a child can attend a mainstream
setting where this is the preference of the
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parent, and councils have had much success
in creating more dedicated SEND places in
mainstream schools.
However, many boroughs have experienced
issues with schools refusing to admit or
keep children with SEND at their schools,
despite there being a legal requirement to
do so. Recent research on high needs funding
carried out by the ISOS Partnership on behalf
of the DfE also highlighted evidence that
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schools are not adhering to this requirement,
mainly because of the potential impact on
exam results and, to a lesser extent, the costs
of the provision and more specialist staff12.
This research reflects the experience of local
authorities in London. Nineteen out of 24
London boroughs who responded to a London
Councils survey had experienced academies
resisting or refusing to admit a child with
SEND (figure 11). 14 boroughs reported that

they had come across this situation on
more than 4 occasions. Furthermore, 13 out
of 23 boroughs had come across academies
off-rolling pupils with SEND inappropriately,
about half of which have experienced this
more than four times. The fact that these
practices are common across a range of
boroughs suggests that action needs to
be taken to enforce inclusive practice
more consistently.

Figure 13: Number of London boroughs who have experienced academies within
the borough exhibiting the following behaviours in relation to children with SEND
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Resisting or refusing to admit a child for a
reason you believe to be related to their SEND

While local authorities can experience
resistance from maintained schools as well as
academies, the challenge is particularly great
in relation to academies because councils
do not have the power to direct an academy
to change their approach, as they would
a maintained school. Furthermore, there

Off-rolling pupils with SEND for a reason
you deem to be inappropriate reason you
believe to be related to their SEND

is little evidence that inclusive practice is
being enforced via central government. Local
authorities report instances of having worked
successfully with individual schools and
governors to change their approach, but in
many cases councils have been forced to find
alternative provision for the child in question,

12 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/445519/DFE-RR470_-_
Funding_for_young_people_with_special_educational_needs.pdf
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either because the school’s approach has
caused parents to seek an alternative provider
or because the school has simply continued
to refuse to change its behaviour. Given the
lack of local authority control over academies,
it is vital that Regional School Commissioners
work with councils to understand the scale
of this issue and to address individual
cases by directing academies that are
acting inappropriately. This will ensure that
maintained schools and academies are both
held to account in relation to their approach
to supporting children with SEND.

The way forward
The distinctive challenges of providing
sufficient SEND places are not currently
recognised by the school capital funding
system. The lack of a sophisticated funding
mechanism to capture the complexities
of funding SEND places coupled with the
proportionately higher number of children
with SEND in London in comparison to
elsewhere in the country means that London
has been and continues to be considerably
underfunded for SEND places.
The allocations that boroughs have received
from the DfE’s £215 million capital fund for
SEND are welcome and will help to meet the
shortfall in funding for SEND places. However,
it is vital for local authorities to have the
certainty of sustained capital funding for
SEND so that they can plan for the changing
demand and needs of the future, and ensure
that the right provision is in place at the
right time.
In order to maximise the extent to which
local authorities can offer the best options
for children, parents and young people, it
is crucial that they are provided with the
funding and powers to ensure that provision
34

can be created across a range of provider
types. Therefore, the DfE should continue
to work with local authorities to fund and
support the creation of new special free
schools, which will reduce pressure on high
needs and SEND transport budgets and ensure
that parents and young people have a choice
of provision within the borough.
Furthermore, in order to ensure that local
authorities can create appropriate provision
in mainstream schools, the system of
accountability needs to be significantly
improved to ensure that academies are
supporting inclusive practice by admitting
children with SEND when appropriate,
allowing special units to be created at the
school, and ensuring that no pupils are
off-rolled inappropriately. Regional School
Commissioners need to work with local
government to understand the scale of
this issue and identify solutions, including
directing academies to change their
behaviour when necessary.

Recommendations
To address the issues highlighted in this
section, London Councils calls on the
government to:
• Distribute capital funding for SEND on a
permanent formulaic basis, taking into
account the actual cost of delivering new
SEND places and expected demand.
• Work with local authorities to create new
special free schools in areas of high demand
for SEND places.
• Direct academies to enrol children with
SEND where they have capacity, to create
special units where the school location
and infrastructure allows it, and to
intervene when academies off-roll pupils
with SEND inappropriately.
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Further Education (FE)

Since 2014, it has been compulsory for
students leaving year 11 to remain in
education or training until the age of 18. This
policy, referred to as Raising the Participation
Age (RPA), represents the government’s
recognition of the importance of continued
education after the age of 16. The
introduction of RPA has not only increased
demand for places in schools but also for
colleges and other training providers as young
people’s choices include both academic and
technical learning post-16.

Changes in overall demand
As the first section of this report highlights,
demand for secondary school places is

predicted to increase over the next six years,
as the wave of children applying to primary
schools over the last decade hits secondary
level. The high pupil growth experienced
at secondary level will feed through to the
post-16 population in the 2020s. The 16 to
19 population is expected to increase by 23
per cent between 2020 to 2030, based on
GLA long-term population projections (figure
13)13. Secondary school places take four years
to create, and timescales can be longer for
technical and vocational provision given the
often complex capital requirements involved.
Therefore it is important that the government
plans and makes resources available for local
authorities and providers well in advance to
ensure that demand is met.

Figure 14: Annual growth rate - 16 to 19 population (London)
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13 https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/2016-based-population-projections
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The complexity of the sector

Further pressures on provision

The FE sector faces significant pressures
across the country, but these pressures are
particularly acute in London for several
reasons.

The government is placing considerable
emphasis on technical education as
fundamental to ensuring that young people
are equipped with the necessary skills to
succeed in the workplace. The government’s
acknowledgement of the importance of
technical education is welcome, but the
wave of recent and upcoming reforms will
place significant capital requirements on FE
institutions which will need to be fully met
by the DfE to ensure that providers continue
to deliver high quality technical education
that meets demand.

The FE sector in London is affected by the
rise in the number of young people with
SEND who have or request an EHCP. Almost
all boroughs have identified a need to expand
post 16 SEND provision in response to the
increased number of year 11 students seeking
an EHCP assessment. This pressure is felt
particularly by FE colleges in supporting
young people with SEND aged 19 to 25.
Furthermore, London has significant skills
gaps in key sectors and an employment rate
that lags behind the rest of the UK. The
FE system in particular faces high demand
for basic skills. Meanwhile, London has a
high number of young people choosing to
undertake academic pathways with the aim of
progressing on to higher education.
Since 2015 young people who achieve a
near pass in English and Maths GCSEs are
required to re-sit these exams, meaning that
FE providers now need to include this in their
offer to students. In 2016, 66 per cent of
pupils in London achieved A* to C in English
and Maths at the end of KS4. While this pass
rate is higher than the national equivalent,
it still leaves around 34 per cent of pupils
entering FE without English or Maths and
requiring further teaching and support in
these areas to retake the exams.
The FE sector in London needs to be
supported and equipped to balance these
competing demands and pressures.
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The recently introduced apprenticeship levy
and the proposals for T Levels both involve
training requirements that FE colleges will be
expected to provide. While the government
has announced £500 million of funding per
year to support the work placement element
of T levels, there is no recognition of the
significant capital investment needed to
bring parts of the sector up to industry
standard and create more places. The ESFA
acknowledges the increased operating
expenses of technical programmes compared
with academic programmes through
‘programme weighting’, and this will need
to be factored in to capital costs as well as
revenue costs going forward.
Pressure on FE places is likely to be further
increased by the introduction of the
transition year for students who are not ready
to access technical education at the age
of 16 (Post-16 Skills Plan). This will mean
that more students will spend three years in
education or training post-16, thus increasing
the number of 18 year olds in the system,
many of whom may be in need of additional
support. The DfE will need to work with local
authorities and FE providers to assess the
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impact on demand for provision and ensure
that the resulting capital costs are fully met.
Moreover, it is vital that the government
re-assesses the revenue funding for full
time 18 year-olds in light of this proposal.
The 17.5 per cent reduction in funding for
full time 18-year old students introduced
in 2013 affects providers’ ability to deliver
high quality provision. The government’s
own impact assessment identified the
disproportionate impact of this policy
on London14.

Nature of demand
Education post-16 is more varied than the
school system for children up to the age
of 16. At the end of year 11, young people
can choose whether to attend a school, a
general further education college, a sixthform college, a training provider or start an

Apprenticeship. FE providers also establish
their own entry requirements and policies,
which can affect the choices available
to young people across the different
institutions.
It will be important to understand the effect
of recent and upcoming policy developments,
such as the structure of A levels and the
changes to GCSE examinations and grading,
on admissions policies and the options that
are made available to pupils across the FE
sector. This is because changes to admissions
policies and young people’s decisions about
which type of setting to attend affect
patterns of supply and demand in the sector.
Local authorities need to be equipped to
respond to these changing patterns in order
to ensure that they deliver on their duty to
provide sufficient places to meet demand.

Table 6: Distribution of KS4 and KS5 pupils

Further education
School
college or
sixth form
other FE provider - state funded

Inner London
Outer London
England

27.0%
25.0%
38.0%

Currently, the FE system lacks a body with
overall oversight and responsibility. While
councils have some controls over the funding
for schools, they have no power or levers
over private FE providers, which receive
funding directly from central government.
Furthermore, local authorities have very

49.0%
57.0%
39.0%

Sixth form
college

Other
education
destinations

15.0%
10.0%
13.0%

1.0%
1.0%
1.0%

Sustained
employment
and/or
training
destination

1.0%
2.0%
3.0%

Destination not
sustained/activity
not captured
in data

6.0%
4.0%
5.0%

limited access to data collected by the DfE
on supply within the FE sector. This creates
an additional challenge for local authorities
who must plan provision to meet their
sufficiency duty without access to critical
information on supply.

14 Department for Education, 2014, Funding reduction for EFA-funded institutions and providers educating
full-time 18-year olds, Impact Assessment
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The way forward
London Councils believes that 16 to 18
provision should be devolved to London
local government and greater control should
be given to the capital over policy and
commissioning. The Adult Education Budget
(AEB) is due to be devolved to the Mayor of
London by 2019/20 and FE capital funding
is devolved to London and overseen by its
Local Economic Partnership15. Devolution
of 16 to 18 provision will allow London to
take a much needed whole-systems approach
that can reflect London’s progression and
economic priorities. Local government should
have the funding and levers to support both
schools and private FE institutions to ensure
that young people can undertake their chosen
course and that schools and colleges have
appropriate funding to deliver high quality
education and training.

and colleges as a result of RPA and reforms to
technical education and ensure that providers
are fully funded to offer an appropriate and
varied range of provision for all young people.

Recommendations
To address the issues highlighted in this
section, London Councils calls on the
government to:
• Invest in the FE sector to ensure that
the costs of meeting future demand for
provision are fully met, including covering
the capital costs of delivering provision
supporting technical pathways and
apprenticeships.
• Devolve 16 to 18 provision and vocational
capital investment to London local
government in order to ensure consistent
and appropriate delivery of FE across all
provider types.

London local government should also be
given control over all vocational capital
investment, including 14-19 capital provision
and Institutes for Technology, alongside
existing FE capital responsibilities. London
government should be part of the decisionmaking process for the number and location
of university technical colleges, technical free
schools and Institutes of Technology. These
two reforms would enable a more strategic,
co-ordinated approach to investment.
London Councils believes that it is vital for
the government to work closely with local
authorities and providers to ensure that
the full impacts of changes to the level and
nature of demand are fully understood. The
DfE needs to meet costs incurred by schools

15 Department for Education, 2014, Funding reduction for EFA-funded institutions and providers educating fulltime 18 year olds, Impact Assessment
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Appendix – shortfall analysis
methodology
Shortfall analysis
The Department for Education calculates
the shortfall in school places by comparing
the capacity in existing schools against the
forecast number of pupils for a particular year
at a planning area level.
Capacity data in our model is taken from the
annual school capacity survey (SCAP), while
pupil numbers are taken from local authority
forecasts of pupil numbers submitted to the
Department for Education.
Local authority forecasts project the future
pupil population using the local knowledge of
school planning teams. For example, as well
as looking at the birth rate, local authorities
take into account:
• transfer rates (i.e. moving schools)
• cross borough in/out migration- particularly
for faith schools
• patterns of intake
• popularity and parental preferences
• early capture of improving schools and
therefore increasing popularity
• accuracy of past projections
• housing developments.

time to meet the places shortfall, despite
the insufficient funding rates built into
the system.
Our methodology models the capacity
provided by new free schools as they fill
up over time, rather than using the final
intended capacity, and also allows any
fluctuations within a funding period to
be taken into account in the overall
shortfall figure.
London Councils does not apply the
2 per cent uplift used by DfE to provide
an operating capacity and encourage
parental choice.
While secondary pupil forecasts are available
up to 2022/23, primary pupil forecasts
are only available up to 2020/21. London
Councils have extrapolated local authority has
forecasts from SCAP underlying data to obtain
primary pupil population figures beyond this,
allowing pupil numbers in previous years to
feed through the system while adjusting for
the trend over time.

Some local authorities in London also use
demographic analysis by the Greater London
Authority (GLA) as a basis or comparator to
their modelling.
London Councils’ shortfall methodology
compares capacity against pupil forecasts
in every academic year and planning area,
differentiated by individual year group.
Each year, our methodology uplifts capacity
to fully meet the previous year’s places
shortfall. This potentially under-estimates the
true shortfall because it assumes that enough
funding will be made available at the right
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Summary

This paper outlines the key changes affecting 14 to 19 policy since
the last Young People’s Education and Skills Operational Sub-Group.

Recommendation

OSG members are asked to note the information in this paper.

1

School Funding

1.1

The Secretary of State for Education, Rt. Honourable Justine Greening MP, made an
Oral Statement on 17 July, setting out the government’s school funding plans. She
announced that the core schools budget will increase by £1.3 billion in 2018-19 and
2019-20. Every school will receive at least a 0.5 per cent a year per pupil cash
increase, and schools classed as underfunded will receive a per pupil cash increase of
up to 3 per cent per year.

1.2

The Department for Education (DfE) published the provision funding allocations for
schools as part of the National Funding Formula on 14 September. 1

1.3

The Secretary of State’s announcement of a £1.3 billion investment in school budgets
over the next two years represents a major success for London’s school age children
and indeed for the lobbying of London Councils and the boroughs it represents.
London Councils has undertaken substantial lobbying activity since the initial
consultation on the national funding formula (NFF) to call for the government to
consider the funding pressures already facing schools across the country and to invest
an additional £335 million in school budgets to ensure that no school loses out as a
result of the introduction of the NFF. The additional investment in the schools budget
will be vital in supporting London’s schools to build on their current performance and
continue to improve standards.

1.4

However, London Councils’ analysis of the provisional allocations under the NFF
(published by the DfE last week) shows that London’s schools will receive a
significantly lower proportion of the new money than any other region in the country.
63 per cent of schools in London will receive the minimum (0.5 per cent per pupil)
funding increase in 2018-19, compared with just 35 per cent of schools across the rest
of England. Ten boroughs will see more than 90 per cent of their schools receive the
floor of 0.5 per cent per pupil in 2018-19.

1.5

The National Audit Office forecasts costs pressures of 1.6 per cent in 2018-19 and 1.8
per cent in 2019-20. Under the published allocations, the cost of ensuring all schools
receive at least a 3.4 per cent funding increase by 2019-20 would be £99 million in
London and £406 million in England.

1.6

The impact of the savings and efficiencies on other programmes in the DfE is
uncertain. For example, it is unclear how the proposed savings to the capital funding
budget will affect the government’s ability to help manage demand for school places in
London, and what support and funding will be provided for councils creating new free
schools via the local authority route.

2

London Assembly Education Panel Investigation into Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities provision

2.1

The London Assembly Education Panel conducted an investigation into the challenges
of providing Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) provision in London.
The deadline for responses has been extended until 18 October. 2

2.2

London Councils submitted a response to the consultation (attached at Appendix A).
The response highlighted the following:
2.2.1

The prevalence and complexity of SEND has increased rapidly in London in
recent years.

2.2.2

Capital funding for SEND places is insufficient to meet demand.

2.2.3

Government allocations for high needs do not reflect the actual costs of funding
this provision. A recent London Councils survey reveals that overspends on the
High Needs Block amounted to £100 million across 26 boroughs in 2016/17.
There was also an average overspend of £1 million per borough on SEN
transport last year. Furthermore, the lack of capital funding provided by
government to secure dedicated SEND places in borough also increases the
number of expensive independent and out-of-borough placements, putting
further pressure on high needs budgets.

2.2.4

There are accountability issues in relation to schools refusing to admit pupils
with SEND, or inappropriately off-rolling them. A recent London Councils
survey highlighted that nineteen out of 24 boroughs had experienced
academies resisting or refusing to admit a child with SEND; while 13 out of 21
had experienced academies inappropriately off-rolling pupils with SEND. This
challenge is particularly acute with academies, as local authorities do not have
the powers to intervene when an academy takes this approach.

2.2.5

The number of exclusions amongst pupils with SEND is disproportionately
high. Amongst other things, this highlights the need for further funding and
support to address mental health needs in schools.

2.2.6

The 2014 Children and Families Act introduced several significant changes for
children and young people with SEND, and their parents, including giving them
a greater voice, ensuring that provision supports aspirations and positive
outcomes, and focussing on integrated provision.

2.2.7

At the same time, this major legislative change has created several challenges
for local authorities, which are working hard to fulfil an increased number of
duties for a greater number of children and young people (given the 0-25 age
range), with increasingly limited budgets across education, health and care
services.

2.2.8

In terms of the Mayor’s role, the response suggests that the Mayor should
ensure that strategies across all of his policy areas take account of, and
provide for, the needs of children and young people with SEND, for example,
housing and employment strategies. All sporting and cultural activities initiated
or promoted by the Mayor’s office should accommodate a wide variety of
needs and provide opportunities for all children and young people in the
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capital. Finally, the Mayor could support London Councils’ lobbying for higher
levels of capital and revenue funding for SEND and accountability for all
schools.
3

DfE policy on exclusions in relation to removing pupils from school sixth forms

3.1

The DfE has reminded schools that it is unlawful to exclude pupils, including from a
sixth form, once enrolled other than for disciplinary reasons.

3.2

This reminder was triggered by parents of sixth formers at a school in Bromley
threatening judicial action after the school told some pupils that their results were not
good enough to continue on to their second year of A Level study.

3.3

The DfE guide Exclusions from schools and pupil referral units in England states:
“It would be unlawful to exclude, or to increase the severity of an exclusion for a nondisciplinary reason, such as academic attainment/ability, the actions of a pupil’s parent
or the failure of a pupil to meet specific conditions before they are reinstated.” 3

4

Thrive London

4.1

Thrive London (Thrive LDN), the pan-London mental health campaign and programme
led by the London Health Board, was launched on 3 July.

4.2

The campaign Are we OK London? ran until 24 September, with over 40,000
interactions, including 12 problem solving booths, seven community workshops,
attendance at 35 festivals and events, press, poster and online campaigns and
discussions. The next phase of the campaign will be about evaluating activities and
exploring insights that have been gathered during the initial campaign.

4.3

Ongoing work in the Thrive LDN programme is as follows:

4.4

4.3.1

Thrive LDN and partners have been successful in a funding bid which will see
£600k invested in a London-based youth-focused, integrated social action and
volunteering programme over the next three years.

4.3.2

Thrive LDN has launched a research project to look at how Londoners who
experience stigma and discrimination associated with mental health also
experience additional forms of stigma and discrimination, and understand how
interventions can be more appropriate and effective for people who experience
multiple forms of stigma and discrimination.

4.3.3

A Task and Finish Group on Suicide Prevention has just concluded, with
specific aims identified for Education and Children.

4.3.4

The Healthy London Partnership Suicide Prevention Toolkit for Schools has
been produced separately – Thrive LDN aims to encourage use among
Schools and Colleges.

4.3.5

Thrive LDN is in the process of establishing a Thrive LDN Champions Network
to form part of the citywide movement to improve the mental health and
wellbeing of Londoners. Champions can challenge stigma proactively in their
communities by running activities and events, or attending external events and
speaking up about their own experiences and how Thrive LDN can help, as
well as passing on their knowledge and expertise to others to help grow the
social movement.

Upcoming work for Thrive LDN includes:
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4.4.1

Following the public campaign Thrive LDN will produce a findings report. The
findings will be triangulated with existing expert recommendations and
evidence for what works best for London.

4.4.2

Thrive LDN has strong links and engagement with philanthropic organisations,
and is in a position to potentially broker funding opportunities with these
organisations.

4.4.3

Thrive aims to:
−

Provide ongoing support and advice across several areas (e.g. research,
project management, communications)

−

Provide a communications toolkit, and ongoing resources

−

Offer training and train-the-trainer courses to local Thrive hub members

−

Offer opportunities for local Thrive hubs to build connections and share
learning

−

Support the development of partnership projects (between local hubs or
between Thrive LDN and local hub(s)

5

Ministerial appointments

5.1

Since the General Election in June 2017, there have been several changes in
ministerial positions in the DfE:
5.1.1

Robert Halfon was replaced by Anne Milton as Minister of State for
Apprenticeships and Skills. Milton has a background in the NHS and was the
Deputy Chief Whip between 2015 and 2017. She voted to support government
reforms to financial support for 16 to 19 year olds in training and further
education, supporting the scrapping of the Education Maintenance Allowance
in England (Halfon has been appointed Chair of the Education Select
Committee – see paragraph 6 of this report).

5.1.2

Edward Timpson lost his seat in the general election and was replaced by
Robert Goodwill as Minister of State for Children and Families. The new
Minister’s remit includes SEND, social care, early years and social mobility.
Goodwill has had several roles in the government, his most recent being
Minister of State for Immigration between 2016 and 2017. He has spoken
about the government’s industry-led approach to skills training and
Apprenticeships. Whilst at the Department for Transport he referred to the
importance of Apprenticeships in increasing the country’s skills base for the
shipping, maritime, road and rail industries several times. The only interaction
that Goodwill has had with issues such as adoption, fostering and child
protection has been in relation to refugees and asylum seekers as part of his
immigration brief at the Home Office.

5.1.3

Lord Nash was replaced by Sir Theodore Agnew as Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for the school system in late September. Agnew has been
Chair of the Inspiration Trust academy chain and formerly chaired the
academies board at the DfE. He is said to be a key ally of Michael Gove.

6

Select Committee Reports

6.1

The new members of the Education Select Committee were appointed in September:
−

Robert Halfon MP (Chair) – Con, Harlow
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6.2

−

Lucy Allan MP – Con, Telford

−

Michelle Donelan MP – Con, Chippenham

−

Marion Fellows MP – SNP, Motherwell and Wishaw

−

James Frith MP – Lab, Bury North

−

Emma Hardy MP – Lab, Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle

−

Trudy Harrison MP – Con, Copeland

−

Ian Mearns MP – Lab, Gateshead

−

Lucy Powell MP – Lab, Manchester Central

−

Thelma Walker MP – Lab, Colne Valley

−

William Wragg MP – Con, Hazel Grove

No Select Committee reports have been published since the last OSG. However,
some relevant inquiries have recently been announced and are currently ongoing.
Alternative Provision

6.3

6.4

The Education Select Committee has launched an inquiry into alternative provision. 4
This will cover:
−

Routes into alternative provision

−

The quality of teaching in alternative provision (including pupil referral units)

−

Educational outcomes and destinations of students

−

Safety, accommodation, and provision of resources for students

−

In-school alternatives to external alternative provision

−

Regulation of independent providers

The deadline for submissions is 1 November 2017. London Councils is currently
considering a response to this inquiry.
Public Accounts Committee Inquiry into the DfEs Accounts

6.5

The Public Accounts Committee (PAC) is conducting an inquiry into the DfEs accounts
(the deadline for responses was 3 October). 5 The PAC suggests its focus will be on
school funding; teacher numbers; failures in local authority Children’s Services;
availability of early years places related to the extension of the free entitlement for 3
and 4 year olds; and the impact of the recent withdrawal of funding from Learndirect on
Apprenticeship schemes.

6.6

London Councils submitted a response to the inquiry, highlighting the insufficiency of
funding for:
−

School budgets (see paragraph 1 above)

−

High Needs (see paragraph 2 above)

−

School places (see Item 4 of this meeting’s agenda Do The Maths)

−

Early Years

−

Children’s Social Care
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Economics of higher, further and technical education
6.7

The House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee is conducting an inquiry into the
economics of higher, further and technical education. 6

6.8

London Councils submitted a response to the consultation. The content of the
response is highlighted in the final part of the Work Plan Monitoring item of this
meeting’s agenda.
Value for money in higher education

6.9

The Education Select Committee is conducting an inquiry into the value for money in
higher education, which will look in particular at the use of graduate outcomes data,
social justice and progression of disadvantaged students in higher education, and the
quality of teaching across institutions. 7

6.10 The deadline for submissions is 23 October 2017. London Councils is not currently
planning on submitting a response to this inquiry.

1

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-funding-formula-tables-for-schools-and-highneeds
2
https://www.london.gov.uk/current-investigations/special-needs-education-london
3.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/641418/20170831_Ex
clusion_Stat_guidance_Web_version.pdf
4
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/educationcommittee/inquiries/parliament-2017/inquiry/
5
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/public-accountscommittee/inquiries/parliament-2017/department-education-accounts-17-19/
6
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/lords-select/economic-affairscommittee/inquiries/parliament-2017/economics-of-higher-education-further-education-andvocational-training/
7
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/educationcommittee/inquiries/parliament-2017/value-for-money-higher-education-17-19/
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London Assembly Education Panel Investigation into
Special Educational Needs in London

A response from London Councils
London Councils represents London’s 32 borough councils and the City of London. It is a cross-party
organisation that works on behalf of all of its member authorities to make the case for powers, freedoms
and resources to best serve the needs of London’s residents and businesses.

1.

Introduction

1.1

London Councils welcomes the London Assembly Education Panel’s examination of the
challenges to providing Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) provision in the
capital, and the role of the Mayor in helping to address some of the key issues. London Councils’
response concentrates on the challenges experienced by boroughs in the capital in terms of
delivering SEND provision and the impact of the reforms brought in by the Children and Families
Act 2014, and considers a potential role for the Mayor. Our response does not address Question
3, regarding the inclusion of SEND provision in long-term education strategies, as this is viewed
as a matter for individual boroughs.

2.

What are the specific challenges to providing access to SEND
provision in your borough, including capacity and funding issues?

Changing SEND demand

2.1

1/8

London has experienced a very rapid increase in demand for SEND places for pupils with high
needs in recent years, far exceeding growth in other regions and among London’s mainstream
population. Between 2016 and 2017, the number of pupils with Education, Health and Care Plans
(EHCPs) grew by 4.2 per cent, around three times the 1.3 per cent growth rate for the general
pupil population. Between 2010 and 2017, the number of pupils with EHCPs or Statements in
London grew by 22 per cent, compared to growth of only 5.7 per cent over the same period in the
rest of England.
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2.2

The demand for SEND places is expected to continue to increase in the coming years, partly as a
result of statutory protections for young people up to the age of 25, which has increased the
number of young people at further education colleges with an EHCP.

2.3

Pressure on SEND places has been compounded by the rapidly changing characteristics of
children and young people with SEND and the subsequent requirements for targeted and/or
specialist provision. For example, the number of pupils with an Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
in special schools in London increased by 85 per cent between 2010 and 2017. This increase is
in part due to better diagnosis.

2.4

These changes have significant implications for local authority places planning teams. Schools
that were previously designed to suit children with certain needs are now required to meet entirely
different needs. On top of this, the types of need that are on the rise are increasingly complex,
requiring more specialist provision. This places further demand on local authorities to source and
identify funding for appropriate provision for a wide range of complex and changing needs, and
places pressure on revenue budgets for high needs.

Capital funding for SEND provision
2.5

The distinctive challenges of providing sufficient SEND places are not currently recognised by the
school capital funding system. The lack of a sophisticated funding mechanism to capture the
complexities of funding SEND places coupled with the proportionately higher number of children
with SEND in London in comparison to elsewhere in the country means that London has been
and continues to be considerably underfunded for SEND places.

2.6

School places for children with SEND are significantly more expensive than mainstream places.
The average cost per place for new dedicated SEND places is around three times higher than the
cost per mainstream place, according to analysis by London Councils.1 However, the funding
needed to provide a SEND place varies hugely depending on the type of need and the provision
required, with some provision for more complex needs costing over £100,000 per place.

2.7

The funding provided by central government for local authorities to deliver places for children with
SEND does not cover the full costs incurred by councils. The lack of funding to meet rising need
for places in-borough means that councils are having to pay high prices out of their revenue
budgets for independent and out-of-borough provision. Local authority revenue overspends on
high needs could be significantly reduced if central government were to provide sufficient capital
funding to local authorities on a consistent basis to ensure that demand is met locally.

1

This is calculated by comparing the aggregate spend on SEND places to the aggregate number of SEND places across data
from 23 boroughs. Therefore, this overall mean figure masks significant variation between the cost of different types of
SEND provision.

2/8
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Reliance on independent and out-of-borough placements

2.8

Creating specialist provision can take a long time, and requires significant capital investment and
expertise. Changing demand and limited capital funding from central government mean that
several boroughs are unable to deliver all of the required specialist provision within the local
authority boundary. This means that several boroughs rely on independent special schools, or
specialist maintained settings that are located outside of the borough. London has a higher
proportion of children with SEND educated in independent provision than the rest of England,
which accounts for 9.2 per cent of all SEND places in London compared to 6.6 per cent
nationally.2 Almost all boroughs in London indicate a need to reduce dependency on independent
placements and placements in out of borough secondary schools, and all want to provide choice
to young people and their families. Independent placements are more expensive than maintained
provision, and out-of-borough placements incur significant costs, as local authorities are required
to meet the travel costs for children attending a setting where they cannot walk due to distance or
special needs. These financial pressures could be significantly reduced if boroughs were
supported and financed to provide more specialist maintained provision within the local authority
boundary.

2.9

The Department for Education (DfE) recently approved plans for 20 special free schools across
the country, including five in London. For example, Havering is working with the DfE to create a
new school specialising in supporting children with ASD and Social, Emotional and Mental Health
(SEMH) needs, which will increase the choice of provision for parents of children with these
needs, as well as reducing pressure on the council which currently funds a high number of
independent and out-of-borough placements. London Councils believes that the DfE should
continue to work with local authorities to fund and support the creation of new special free
schools, which will ensure that parents and young people have a choice of provision within the
borough and reduce pressure on high needs and SEND transport budgets.

Pressure on SEND revenue budgets

2.10 London Councils continues to have considerable concern about the insufficient level of funding
provided for pupils with SEND through the high needs block of the Dedicated Schools Grant
(DSG). Research carried out by the Society of London Treasurers (SLT) and the Association of
London Directors of Children’s Services (ALDCS) showed that, between 2013/14 and 2016/17,
high needs allocations to boroughs increased by 2 per cent, the number of pupils with Education,
Health and Care (EHC) plans increased by 10 per cent, budgets increased by 13 per cent and

2

http://lginform.local.gov.uk/reports/view/send-research/local-area-send-report

3/8

Friday 15 September 2017

London Assembly Education Panel Investigation into Special
Educational Needs in London

London Councils

actual spend increased by 16 per cent.3 2016/17 spend on high needs was greater than the
amount allocated through the High Needs Block in 26 out of 31 boroughs, with an aggregate
shortfall among overspending boroughs of £100 million (equivalent to 13 per cent).
2.11 Meeting this substantial shortfall had a major impact on the wider schools funding in 2016/17
including around £46 million being diverted from other blocks within the DSG and boroughs
having to draw on £20 million of reserves. The proposed restrictions on movement between the
schools and high needs blocks in 2018/19 will remove the main mechanism currently used by
boroughs to top up the insufficient levels of funding provided through the high needs block.
2.12 The short-term measures currently used to meet the funding gap are unsustainable, and there are
now nine boroughs in London with a cumulative DSG deficit carried forward into 2017/18 totalling
£30m. This is not a one-off pressure as SEND pupil numbers are expected to increase further in
2017/18 and will be significantly higher in London than the rest of England, based on recent
trends.
Issues regarding inclusive practice and accountability
2.13 Central government has a clear intention to promote inclusion of children with SEND in
mainstream settings where this is appropriate. Boroughs work with schools to create special units
and Additionally Resourced Provisions (ARPs) so that a child or young person can attend a
mainstream setting where this is the preference of the parent or young person, and councils have
had much success in creating more dedicated SEND places in mainstream schools.
2.14 However, many boroughs have experienced issues with schools refusing to admit or keep
children with SEND at their schools, despite there being a legal requirement to do so. Recent
research on high needs funding carried out by the ISOS Partnership on behalf of the DfE also
highlighted evidence that schools are not adhering to this requirement, mainly because of the
potential impact on exam results and, to a lesser extent, the costs of the provision and more
specialist staff.4
2.15 This research reflects the experience of local authorities in London. Nineteen out of 24 London
boroughs who responded to a London Councils survey had experienced academies resisting or
refusing to admit a child with SEND. Fourteen boroughs reported that they had come across this
situation on more than four occasions. Furthermore, 13 out of 23 boroughs had come across
academies off-rolling pupils with SEND inappropriately, about half of which had seen this more

3
4

Based on 24 boroughs providing full time series data
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/445519/DFE-RR470__Funding_for_young_people_with_special_educational_needs.pdf
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than four times. The fact that these practices appear to be common across a range of boroughs
suggests that action needs to be taken to enforce inclusive practice more consistently.
2.16 While local authorities can experience resistance from maintained schools as well as academies,
the challenge is particularly great in relation to academies because councils do not have the
power to direct an academy to change their approach, as they would a maintained school.
Furthermore, there is little evidence that inclusive practice is being enforced via central
government. Local authorities report instances of having worked successfully with individual
schools and governors to change their approach, but in many cases councils have been forced to
find alternative provision for the child in question, either because the school’s approach has
caused parents to seek an alternative provider or because the school has simply continued to
refuse to change its behaviour. Given the lack of local authority control over academies, it is vital
that Regional School Commissioners work with councils to understand the scale of this issue and
to address individual cases by directing academies that are acting inappropriately. This will
ensure that maintained schools and academies are both held to account in relation to their
approach to supporting children with SEND.
Disproportionate numbers of SEND exclusions

2.17 The number of exclusions amongst pupils with SEND is disproportionately high. Data in the
2015/16 DfE report into school exclusions reveals that:5
-

Pupils with identified special educational needs (SEN) accounted for almost half of all
permanent exclusions and fixed period exclusions
Pupils with SEN support had the highest permanent exclusion rate and were almost 7 times
more likely to receive a permanent exclusion than pupils with no SEN
Pupils with an Education, Health and Care (EHC) plan or with a statement of SEN had the
highest fixed period exclusion rate and were almost 6 times more likely to receive a fixed
period exclusion than pupils with no SEN.

2.18 A significant number of pupils with SEND who are excluded have SEMH needs. Exclusions can
be prevented with the appropriate support, and schools report that there is a lack of funding and
staff capacity to address mental health needs.6 The high proportion of exclusions amongst pupils
with SEND illustrates the challenge that mainstream schools are facing and suggest that they
need further funding and support to be able to address mental health needs in school.

5
6

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/permanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england-2015-to-2016.
https://councilfordisabledchildren.org.uk/news-opinion/news/why-are-school-exclusions-rise-again
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3.

How have the reforms brought in by the Children and Families Act 2014
affected SEND provision? What are the strengths and weaknesses of
the current system?

3.1

The reforms brought in by the Children and Families Act 2014 marked a positive shift in policy
relating to children and young people with SEND. The Act introduced significant changes to give
a greater voice to children, young people and parents and to ensure that provision supports
aspirations and positive outcomes and is appropriate and integrated. Key strengths of the reforms
are:
-

-

-

The transition from a deficit to a positive model, where children and young people with SEND
are acknowledged for their individual qualities, attributes, and ambitions, rather than for what
they are less able to do.
The views of young people and parents are enshrined in the legislation, meaning that those
living with SEND have a strong voice and play a key role in deciding the provision that is right
for them.
The reforms brought education, health and care together more closely, ensuring that children
and young people with SEND experience well rounded provision.
The shift to a 0-25 age range, enabling better medium to long term planning and supporting
better transition across the age range

3.2

Given that the Children and Families Act 2014 signalled the biggest reforms to SEND in 30 years,
it is unsurprising that it is taking some time to embed. The changes are extremely complex, with
the secondary legislation, the SEND code of practice, covering almost 300 pages.

3.3

The introduction of the 0-25 age range has meant that local authorities have dealt with a high
volume of applications for EHCPs since 2014, at the same time as transferring Statements to
EHCPs. This increased pressure on local authority SEND inclusion teams has coincided with
significant reductions to local authority budgets. Thus, local authorities have faced a challenge in
balancing the requirement to deal with a high volume of requests, different procedures and a new
set of statutory duties, with the need to continue to support children and young people on the
frontline.

3.4

The ambition to bring together education, health and care is a core element of the reforms.
However, this shift has come at a time where education, health and care authorities are all under
significant financial pressure, and there is still a way to go in ensuring that the respective
organisations are as joined up as possible in preparing EHCPs and coordinating delivery of
provision.
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In March 2017 the DfE published a survey into parents’ and young people’s experiences of
EHCPs.7 London contributed about 14 per cent of responses to this survey, and it is likely that
these general trends are reflective of the experiences of parents and young people in the capital.
The findings of the survey were broadly positive but also indicated some areas for improvement.
The key findings highlighted in the report include:
3.5.1 Two thirds of parents and young people were satisfied with the overall process of getting
an EHC plan and a similar proportion agreed that it would achieve the outcomes agreed
for the child or young person.
3.5.2 Half found that starting the EHC plan process was easy, whereas almost one quarter
found this to be difficult.
3.5.3 Two thirds of parents and young people were informed about the information, advice and
support available.
3.5.4 The majority of parents agreed that their own wishes and opinions were included in the
EHC plan. It was less common to report that the wishes and opinions of the child or young
person were included, but this varied by age.
3.5.5 Almost three quarters agreed that their EHC plan led to the child or young person getting
the help and support that they need; over two-thirds agreed it has improved the
child/young person’s experience of education.
3.5.6 Over half of respondents were positive about their plan’s future impact regarding
community participation, independent living, and identifying aspirations; just under half
were positive about finding work.
3.5.7 There were variations in experiences of the EHC needs assessment and planning process
and the resultant EHC plan by local authority and by a number of characteristics.

4.

Do you see any role for the Mayor to play in helping to provide
adequate SEND provision in London?

4.1

London Councils welcomes the Mayor’s work to support children and young people with SEND in
the capital, including initiatives such as improving the accessibility of public transport within the
Transport for London network and implementing Inclusive and Active 2, the London-wide strategy
for active disabled Londoners. However, there is more that the Mayor can do across all of the
programmes in his remit to raise awareness of SEND and support children and young people
living with SEND.

4.2

The Mayor should ensure that strategies across all policy areas take account of, and provide for,
the needs of children and young people with SEND. For example, housing strategies need to

7

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/604384/Education__health_and_care_plans_p
arents_and_young_people_survey.pdf
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consider questions such as the proportion of affordable housing that is accessible and adaptable
for people with specific needs. Initiatives relating to apprenticeships and employment
opportunities must consider the requirement for inclusive apprenticeships, supported internships
and supported employment. Volunteering is a great way for young people with SEND to gain
confidence, skills, independence and experience of the world of work, and the Mayor has a range
of well-established volunteering schemes that must be fully inclusive in order to provide optimal
support for young people with SEND.
4.3

It is important that children and young people with SEND are provided for and supported across
all aspects of their lives, not just during their time at school or in education. People with SEND are
often isolated from mainstream activities for a variety of reasons. Taking part in activities outside
of school reduces isolation, increases confidence and independence, and is an important part of
childhood. The Mayor should work to ensure that all cultural and sporting activities and
programmes initiated and promoted by the Mayor’s office accommodate a wide variety of needs
and provide opportunities for all children and young people in the capital.

4.4

London Councils believes that the Mayor can also play a key role in lobbying for increased
support from government for SEND provision in London. The Mayor could usefully join London
Councils to call on government to take the following actions in relation to SEND funding and
policy:
- Distribute capital funding for SEND on a permanent formulaic basis, taking into account the
actual cost of delivering new SEND places and expected demand
- Work with local authorities to create new special free schools in areas of high demand for
SEND places
- Ensure that high needs allocations fully take into account the existing shortfall in funding for
SEND and future growth in the number of SEND pupils
- Continue to allow local authorities full flexibility to transfer funding between the schools and
high needs block of DSG
- Direct academies to enrol children with SEND where they have capacity, to create special
units where the school location and infrastructure allows it, and to intervene when academies
off-roll pupils with SEND inappropriately

Response submitted by:
Hannah Barker, Principal Policy and Projects Officer, Children’s Services
(T: 020 7934 9524 e: hannah.barker@londoncouncils.gov.uk)
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1

16 to 18 Academic Age Summary (July 2017 – from NCCIS 1)

1.1

The July 2 not in education, employment or training (NEET) percentage for London is 2.1
per cent, a slight increase of 0.1 of a percentage point since June but below the national
average of 3.2 per cent (which is also up by 0.1 percentage point since June). The
percentage of young people whose participation status was ‘not known’ in July was 3.3
per cent, an increase of 0.5 percentage points since June. The proportion of young
people whose participation status is not known is 0.2 of a percentage point lower in
London than the national average, which was 0.3 percentage point higher in July than in
June (see Table 1).

1.2

The percentage of 16 and 17 year olds who are NEET and participation ‘not known’
varies significantly by borough ranging from 1.0 per cent to 4.0 per cent for NEET and 0.2
per cent to 12.4 per cent for participation status ‘not known’ (excluding the City of
London).

1.3

The three month average comparison between 2015/16 and 2016/17 shows a lower
percentage both for 16 to 17 year-olds NEET than last year and participation status ‘not
known’ in London (see Tables 2 and 3).

1.4

The number of young people recorded as NEET but not available 3 in July was 692, or
24.4 per cent of the (unadjusted) total NEET cohort (the national percentage was 32.3).
Table 1: Volume and percentage of 16-17 year-olds who are participating in education, employment or training (EET), not
in education, employment or training (NEET) and whose activity is 'not known' (source: NCCIS)

Region

16–17 yr olds
in education or
training

Adjusted NEET

England

1,160,736

37,019

3.2%

40,678

3.5%

161,220

3,533

2.1%

5,704

3.3%

London

16-18s not
known

% NEET

% 16-18s
not known

Table 2: Percentage of 16-17 year olds who are NEET in the past three months of 2015-16 and 2016-17 (source: NCCIS)

Region
England
London

2016-17
May-17
3.0%
2.0%

Jun-17

2015-16

Jul-17

3.1%
2.0%

3.2%
2.1%

Ave
3.1%
2.0%

May-16
3.2%
2.3%

Jun-16

Jul-16

3.3%
2.3%

3.4%
2.3%

Ave
3.2%
2.3%

Table 3: Percentage of 16-17 year olds whose participation status is ‘not known’ in the past three months of 2015-16 and
2016-17 (source: NCCIS)

Region

2016-17
May-17

Jun-17

2015-16

Jul-17

Ave

May-16

Jun-16

Jul-16

Ave

England

3.0%

3.2%

3.5%

3.2%

3.5%

3.4%

4.0%

3.6%

London

2.8%

2.8%

3.3%

3.0%

3.8%

3.7%

4.1%

3.9%

Figure 1: 16-18 year-olds NEET by London Borough (July 2017, source NCCIS)

Figure 2: 16-18 year olds NEET by age and London borough (July 2017, source NCCIS)

Proportions of 16 and 17year old ‘NEET’
16 year olds
40.9%
17 year olds
59.1%
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Figure 3: 16-18 year-olds whose participation status is 'not known' by London borough (July 2017, NCCIS)

Figure 4: 16-18 year olds participation status ‘not known’ by age and London borough (July 2017, source NCCIS)

Proportions of 16 and 17 year old ‘not known’
16 year olds
37.1%
17 year olds
62.9%
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2

NEET and Not Known Scorecard

2.1

The summary of each borough’s position in the ‘Comparative NEET Scorecard’ for July
2017 is shown below in figure 5. The ‘RAG Rating’ relates to boroughs’ position in the
national league table and is divided into quintiles – each rating covers 20 per cent of the
country.
Figure 5: 16 to 17 year-olds academic age NEET and ‘not known’(NCCIS, July2017)

Academic age 16-17

ENGLAND
LONDON
Barking and Dagenham
Barnet
Bexley
Brent
Bromley
Camden
City of London
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Greenwich
Hackney
Hammersmith & Fulham
Haringey
Harrow
Havering
Hillingdon
Hounslow
Islington
Kensington and Chelsea
Kingston upon Thames
Lambeth
Lewisham
Merton
Newham
Redbridge
Richmond upon Thames
Southwark
Sutton
Tower Hamlets
Waltham Forest
Wandsworth
Westminster

NEET
volume
37,019
3,533
222
143
92
107
119
102
240
106
157
163
51
26
143
62
145
122
163
78
22
75
89
145
75
152
155
86
59
87
177
56
88
26

% NEET
3.2%
2.1%
4.0%
1.9%
1.5%
1.4%
1.8%
3.3%
0.0%
2.6%
1.5%
1.9%
2.8%
1.0%
1.1%
2.7%
1.2%
2.4%
1.8%
2.9%
2.4%
1.6%
2.4%
1.7%
2.4%
1.9%
1.9%
2.1%
2.9%
1.1%
1.9%
3.2%
1.0%
2.2%
1.1%

NK
40,678
5,704
81
17
92
174
168
38
539
153
540
121
143
37
344
58
73
858
198
86
36
102
82
215
75
302
109
95
133
183
278
126
103
45

% NK
3.5%
3.3%
1.5%
0.2%
1.5%
2.3%
2.5%
1.2%
5.7%
2.2%
6.6%
2.1%
2.9%
1.5%
6.6%
1.1%
1.2%
12.4%
3.6%
2.6%
2.6%
3.2%
3.4%
3.6%
1.9%
3.7%
1.5%
3.2%
2.6%
4.0%
5.1%
2.2%
2.6%
1.9%

NEET
and NK
77,697
9,237
303
160
184
281
287
140
779
259
697
284
194
63
487
120
218
980
61
164
58
177
271
360
150
454
264
181
192
270
455
182
191
71

% NEET
and NK
6.7%
5.4%
5.5%
2.2%
3.1%
3.7%
4.3%
4.6%
0.0%
8.3%
3.6%
8.5%
4.9%
3.9%
2.6%
9.3%
2.3%
3.7%
14.1%
6.5%
4.9%
4.2%
5.6%
5.0%
6.0%
3.9%
5.6%
3.6%
6.2%
3.7%
5.9%
8.3%
3.1%
4.9%
2.9%

Quintile

2
1
1
1
1
2
5
1
5
2
1
1
5
1
1
5
4
2
1
3
2
3
1
3
1
3
1
3
5
1
2
1

3

16 and 17 Year Old Participation in Education and Training (June 2016 - latest
available from the Department for Education 4 (DfE) and June 2017 from NCCIS)

3.1

The report, through which the DfE reports on participation by 16 and 17 year-olds in each
local authority in March, June and December each year, was last published on the DfE
website on 13 October 2016. Updates were due in March and July 2017 and although the
DfE has said it intends to publish these reports they have not yet been posted on the
government’s website. In the absence of these reports, equivalent data have been made
available to local authorities only through NCCIS.
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3.2

For completeness, the relevant figures have been used in this paragraph, even though
they are not available for scrutiny in the usual manner.

3.3

London’s participation in June 2017 was 94.3 per cent, an improvement of 1.1
percentage points from the previous June but a small decrease of 0.2 percentage point
from the March 2017 position.

3.4

London’s participation was 2.8 percentage points above the national figure (see Table 4).
The majority of 16 and 17 year olds in London (89.4 percent) were participating in fulltime education and training, which is 5.6 percentage points higher than the national
figure; although a smaller proportion than nationally were participating in Apprenticeships
and employment combined with study (see Table 5). The percentage participating at age
16 in London was higher than those participating at 17 by 3.5 percentage points (see
Table 6) – please note: Although the participation rate between June 2016 and June
2017 increased or was broadly static in the majority of London local authorities, it
decreased in nine boroughs and the largest decrease was 1.6 percentage points.
Table 4: Participation - percentage over time: proportion of 16-17 year-olds in education and training, June 2017 (source
NCCIS)

Region

Jun 2016

Dec 2016

Mar 2017

Jun 2017

Percentage point change
in the last 12 months

England

91.0%

91.4%

92.1%

91.4%

0.4



London

93.1%

92.5%

94.4%

94.2%

1.1



Table 5: Participation - percentage by type of activity, June 2017 (source: NCCIS)

Meeting the duty through

Region

Full-time
education
and
5
training

Apprenticeship

Emp.
Combined
with
training

Of those not meeting the
duty

Working
towards
participation

Total

P/T
education

Emp.
With
nonregulated
quals

Temp
break
from
l’ning

England

83.8%

6.7%

0.8%

0.2%

91.5%

0.1%

0.8%

0.6%

London

89.4%

4.5%

0.3%

0.2%

94.3%

0.0%

0.3%

0.3%

Table 6: Participation - percentage by age and gender, June 2017(source: NCCIS)

Region

Percentage 16 year olds recorded as
participating in education or training

Percentage 17 year olds recorded as
participating in education or training

Female

Female

Male

Total

Male

Total

England

94.9%

93.5%

94.2%

89.8%

87.6%

88.7%

London

96.7%

95.3%

96.0%

93.8%

91.2%

92.5%

3

16-24 NEET Statistics Quarterly Brief (SFR41/2017 dated 24 August 2017, Quarter 2
[April to June 2017] – latest available from gov.uk) 6)

3.1

Both the volume and percentage of 16 to 24 year olds who were NEET in Quarter 2 of
2017 in London have decreased since the same quarter last year but have increased
since Quarter 1(see Table 7). This is consistent with cyclical trends that have emerged
since 2014.

3.2

The percentage of 18 to 24 year olds who were NEET in Quarter 2 of 2017 in London has
also decreased since last year and increased since Quarter 1 – and the same is true of
19 to 24 year-olds who were NEET.

Page 5 of 6

Table 7: Estimated number and proportion of 16-24 year-olds NEET (SFR41/2017)

Quarter x
Region

2014
Volume
810,000
107,000

England
London

%
13.5
11.7

2015
Volume
790,000
101,000

2016
Volume
727,000
112,000

%
13.1
12.4

%
12.0
10.0

2017
Volume
684,000
87,000

%
11.4
9.4

Figure 6: Comparison between 16-24 NEET in London and England over time (SFR41/2017)
18.0%
16.0%

NEET Percentage

14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

2014 Q2 2014 Q3 2014 Q4 2015 Q1 2015 Q2 2015 Q3 2015 Q4 2016 Q1 2016 Q2 2016 Q3 2016 Q4 2017 Q1 2017 Q2

London

11.7%

12.40%

11.0%

10.1%

10.7%

10.6%

9.9%

9.3%

11.5%

13.4%

11.8%

8.7%

9.4%

England

13.5%

15.40%

13.1%

12.3%

13.1%

13.8%

11.6%

11.7%

12.0%

13.9%

11.3%

11.1%

11.4%

Table 8: Estimated number and proportion of 18-24 year-olds NEET (SFR41/2017)

Quarter 2
Region
England
London

2014
Volume
740,000
95,000

%
15.6
13.0

2015
Volume
727,000
90,000

%
15.3
12.0

2016
Volume
650.000
99,000

%
13.6
12.5

2017
Volume
607,000
79,000

%
12.7
9.9

%
13.9
12.9

2017
Volume
530,000
69,000

%
12.7
9.7

Table 9: Estimated number and proportion of 19-24 year-olds NEET (SFR41/2017)

Quarter 2
Region
England
London

2014
Volume
657,000
84,000

%
16.0
12.9

2015
Volume
648,000
80,000

%
15.7
12.2

2016
Volume
576,000
89,000

ET and activity not known figures are not expected to be released on NCCIS until around
the contact details on page 1 of this report.
1

The National Client Caseload Information System (NCCIS) is a gateway for local authorities to access and submit performance
data and information to the Department for Education regarding the participation of 16-18 year olds in education, employment
and training. Data sourced from NCCIS relates to July 2017.
2
This report is based on recording and reporting requirements that came into effect on 1 September 2016. The most evident
impact of these changes is that there are no longer monthly data available through NCCIS on 18 year olds who are NEET or
whose activity is not known. It is not possible to compare data upon which earlier reports were based with the data used in this
(and subsequent) reports. Comparisons over time shown here are from published data or data that has been recalculated on the
basis of the revised guidance and available through NCCIS.
3
Includes young carers, teenage parents and mothers-to-be, and young people with a serious or on-going health problem
4
The DfE uses information from the NCCIS to estimate the number and proportion of young people participating in different types
of education and training in each local authority area. The figures are intended to support local authorities to track their
participation performance and their progression to achieving their Raising the Participation Age (RPA) goals
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/participation-in-education-and-training-by-local-authority
5
Includes work-based learning, students on gap year and other training
6
The 16-24 NEET Statistics Quarterly Brief combines the Participation Statistical First Release, the Quarterly Labour Force Survey
and 16-18 NEET statistics from NCCIS to create a profile of the NEET 16-24 age group. The next update is due around 26
November 2017.
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Summary

This paper summarises London Councils response to the House of
Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs’ call for evidence on the
economics of higher education, further education and vocational
training.

Recommendation

OSG members are asked to note the information in this paper.

1

Introduction

1.1

London Councils full response to the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic
Affairs’ inquiry is attached as Appendix A. The deadline for responses was in
September, and the Select Committee report has not yet been published. London
Councils response put forward the following key points and recommendations.

2

Key points

2.1

The current skills system is not fit for purpose and does not respond well enough to
London’s needs and priorities. This is crucial because London is facing a series of
specific skills challenges.

2.2

The impact of government investment in skills is hampered by:
2.2.1

Information failures, with insufficiently granular Labour Market Intelligence;
patchy careers Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG); and limited data
sharing

2.2.2

Misaligned incentives, with provider funding driven by delivery of qualifications
rather than outcomes and not linked to learner progression or responding to
business demand.

2.2.3

A series of coordination and engagement failures

2.3

16 to 18 education is delivered in a range of settings, including schools, colleges and
other vocational settings and it is not clearly joined up.

2.4

Careers IAG is patchy, inconsistent and limits the ability of Londoners to make
informed choices.

2.5

The Apprenticeship Levy offers an important opportunity to deliver a step change in
Apprenticeship numbers, yet there are flaws emerging in how it operates that may
restrict its potential.

2.6

Britain’s decision to leave the European Union also necessitates a different approach
to skills. This is particularly true in London.

3

Key recommendations

3.1

The report calls on the government to take the following action as part of a devolution
deal with the capital:

1

3.1.1

Devolve all 16 to 18 provision to London with the capital given greater control
over policy and commissioning as part of a whole systems approach that can
reflect London’s progression and economic priorities.

3.1.2

Give London government control over all vocational capital investments,
including 14 to 19 capital and Institutes for Technology, alongside existing
further education (FE) capital responsibilities.

3.1.3

Invest in the FE sector to ensure that the costs of meeting future demand for
provision are fully met, including covering the capital costs of delivering
provision supporting technical pathways and Apprenticeships

3.1.4

Review the Apprenticeship Levy after 12 months to assess how it operates in
London.

3.1.5

Devolve unspent Apprenticeship Levy funds generated in the capital to London
government to develop a comprehensive support package for employers to
help them create more Apprenticeship opportunities. This should be the first
step towards London government taking full responsibility over Apprenticeships
policy (like the devolved administrations in Scotland and Wales).

3.1.6

Development of an all-age London Careers Service, accessed through a single
portal, offering face-to-face guidance, easily accessible outcomes data and an
offer of 100 hours experience in the world of work for all Londoners.

3.1.7

Devolve existing careers funding streams to London to build this single
integrated careers service. As a first step, London government should have a
formal, strategic coordination role with London providers of careers services.

3.1.8

Improve data sharing between HMRC, the Department for Education and
London government on learners’ job outcomes. This will enable London
government to better monitor whether Londoner’s completing certain
qualifications get decently paid jobs and publish this information to support
better learner choice.

3.1.9

Devolve European Social Fund replacement funding to London government
when Britain leaves the EU to ensure the continuity of skills provision.1

£420m was allocated to London through the European Social Fund for 2014-2020, some of which was spent on skills
development
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and vocational training

A response from London Councils
London Councils represents London’s 32 borough councils and the City of London. It is a cross-party
organisation that works on behalf of all of its member authorities to make the case for powers, freedoms
and resources to best serve the needs of London’s residents and businesses.

1. Introduction
1.1

London Councils welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the inquiry into the economics
of higher education, further education and vocational training conducted by the House of Lords
Economic Affairs Committee. Our response will focus on further education (FE) and vocational
training in London, though much of our response also applies to the system across England.

2. Is the current structure of post-school education and training, and the
way it is financed, appropriate for the modern British economy?
2.1

The current skills system is not fit for purpose and does not respond well enough to London’s
needs and priorities. This is crucial because London is facing a series of specific skills
challenges. It has a rapidly growing population, increasing the demand for training and placing
additional pressure on the skills system. Many employers face skills gaps. Almost a quarter
(23%) of all vacancies in London are due to a lack of applicants with the right skills. 1 London has
an employment rate that has lagged behind the UK average for over two decades and one in
five London families lives in in-work poverty. 2 London’s businesses are more reliant on EU
nationals to fill gaps in their workforces than employers elsewhere in the UK, which may lead to
a significant shortfall in the availability of skilled labour following our exit from the EU.

2.2

At least £1.6bn of public investment went into skills development in London in 2015/16, yet the
capital is not getting bang for its buck due to a series of system failures. These include:
i.

Information failures, with insufficiently granular Labour Market Intelligence and patchy
careers Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG) hampering the ability to assess need and
help Londoners identify suitable opportunities. Separately, there is also limited data
sharing on both progression and provider performance.

1

London Business Survey 2016

2

Bridging the Skills Gap: How skills devolution can secure London’s future prosperity, APPG for London (2017)
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ii.

Misaligned incentives, with provider funding driven by delivery of qualifications rather than
outcomes and not linked to learner progression or responding to business demand. This
leads to insufficient incentives for providers to innovate or tailor courses to employer
demand. Employers – particularly SMEs – are not well engaged in the market as a result.

iii.

A series of coordination and engagement failures, which result in providers lacking
incentives to collaborate and limited coordination between capital investments in the
education and skills sectors. Employment and skills provision is funded and delivered
separately leading to a lack of coherence in progression pathways.

2.3

16-18 education is delivered in a range of settings, including schools, colleges and other
vocational settings and it is not clearly joined up. The government has committed to devolve the
Adult Education Budget (AEB) to several areas, including London, yet this will give local policymakers control over only one part of the system. It will not include 16-18 provision in schools nor
control over all vocational capital investments such as 14-19 capital or Institutes for Technology.

2.4

The 16 to 19 population is expected to increase by 23% between 2020 and 2030. FE providers
in London are also affected by the rise in the number of young people with Special Educational
Needs and Disabilities (SEND) who have or request an Education, Health and Care Plan
(EHCP). Almost all boroughs have identified a need to expand post-16 SEND provision in
response to higher numbers of year 11 students seeking an EHCP assessment. This pressure
is particularly felt by FE colleges in supporting more young people with SEND aged 19 to 25.

2.5

London’s FE sector also faces a number of pressures felt more acutely in the capital than in
other parts of the country. For example, more than half of all adult provision of English for
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) is delivered in London. Despite this, more than half of
providers (56%) – including two-thirds of London’s colleges – report that they struggle to meet
demand. 3 Public spending on ESOL has reduced by 60% in real terms since 2009, 4 meaning
that providers have to do more with less. In addition, despite London’s growing demand for
higher level skills, around two thirds of provision delivered by FE colleges in the capital is at
level two or below, in line with current entitlements. 5

2.6

The recently introduced apprenticeship levy and the proposals for T-Levels both involve training
requirements that FE colleges will be expected to provide. While the government has
announced £500m of funding per year to support the work placement element of T-levels, there
is no recognition of the significant capital investment needed to bring parts of the sector up to
industry standard and create more places. The Education and Skills Funding Agency
acknowledges the increased operating expenses of technical programmes compared with
academic programmes through ‘programme weighting’, and this will need to be factored in to
capital costs as well as revenue costs going forward.

3

Learning & Work Institute (2017), ‘Mapping ESOL Provision in Greater London’

4

House of Commons Library (2017) ‘Adult ESOL in England’, Briefing Paper No. 7905

5

London Councils, London Enterprise Panel, Mayor of London (2015), ‘Skills Devolution for London: A Proposal to Government’
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2.7

The introduction of the transition year, set out in the Post-16 Skills Plan, for students who are
not ready to access technical education at the age of 16 will also increase pressure on FE
places. More students will spend 3 years in education or training post-16, many of whom may
be in need of additional support. DfE will need to work with local authorities and FE providers to
assess the impact on demand and ensure that any resulting capital costs are fully met.

2.8

The government should also reassess the revenue funding for full time 18 year olds in light of
these changes. Funding for 18 year old students was reduced by 17.5% in 2013 and affects
providers’ ability to deliver high quality provision. The government’s own impact assessment
also identified the disproportionate impact this policy has in London. 6

2.9

Careers information, advice and guidance (IAG) is patchy, inconsistent and limits the ability of
Londoners to make informed choices. The system is fragmented, with multiple schemes rather
than a single unified offer. This includes, but is not limited to the National Careers Service’s
adult provision and Inspiration Agenda, the Careers and Enterprise Company’s Enterprise
Advisers, Careers Clusters and Job Centre Plus’ Schools Advisers.

2.10

Work by London’s Local Enterprise Partnership, the GLA and London Councils identified more
than 240 careers providers in London, demonstrating a congested and confusing market place.
Vastly more activity takes place than any one school can realistically keep track of, let alone a
young person or parent and there is both duplication and inefficient targeting in the system.
There is duplication in approaches to employers, leading to engagement fatigue, while
information sharing is also often poor. Efforts are being made in the capital to address these
issues through London Ambitions. 7

2.11

The Apprenticeship Levy offers an important opportunity to deliver a step change in
apprenticeship numbers, yet there are flaws emerging in how it operates that may restrict its
potential. The Levy is inflexible with highly prescriptive spending rules. For example, employers
cannot use apprenticeship levy funds to pay for pre-apprenticeship programmes or traineeships.
These programmes are typically targeted at the most disadvantaged young people who need
the most intensive support to help them get ‘apprenticeship ready’. Many employers, including
London boroughs, also do extensive work to generate apprenticeship opportunities in their
supply chains. From April 2018 employers can transfer up to 10% of their Levy funds to another
employer. This is restrictive, particularly in an industry like construction, where there is a longstanding model of SMEs sub-contracting from larger firms.

2.12

Question marks continue to persist over whether employers will have the capacity to spend their
Levy funds within the two year limit, particularly given the gaps in apprenticeship standards. In
London, we are concerned unspent Levy funds generated in the capital will be reabsorbed into
the system and either spent elsewhere in the country or spent on other government priorities,
leading to a poor return on investment for our employers.

6

Department for Education, 2014, Funding reduction for EFA-funded institutions and providers educating full-time 18 year olds, Impact
Assessment

7

https://londonambitionsportal.london.gov.uk/
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Issues also exist around access to finance, with Advanced Learner Loans (ALLs) having
historically low take-up. Anecdotally providers have told us that take up of ALLs is often higher
for courses in sectors where learners expect to earn less than the repayment threshold.
Providers have also suggested that ALLs are not being taken up in some cases due to interest
rates on bank loans being more favourable. Given these loans are an important source of
additional funds for the FE system that are not fully utilised, further work is needed to explore
how to encourage more learners to take them up or determine if they need to be reformed.

Brexit
2.14

Britain’s decision to leave the European Union also necessitates a different approach to skills.
This is particularly true in London, where businesses have a high – and rising – demand for
skills at all levels which is not always being met by our own skills system, leading employers to
increasingly turn to immigration to meet their labour needs. EU nationals play an important role
in many of the capital’s key sectors, including life sciences, construction, the NHS, social care,
hospitality and financial services. Almost one in three of London’s workforce is non-UK born and
90% of London’s businesses recruit EU citizens. 8 London employs a higher proportion of EU
nationals than the UK as a whole across all sectors.

2.15

Like all major cities, London needs a strong local labour base and agile skills system that can
adapt to rapidly changing circumstances. If London fails to do more to grow its own talent, any
fall in EU immigration after Brexit will hit the capital’s businesses, having a knock on effect on
London’s contribution to the UK’s tax revenues and GDP. There is also a risk that a drop in EU
Labour in London could have significant consequences for the wider UK labour market, with the
capital sucking in more highly skilled graduates from the rest of the UK to plug the gaps.

3. If not, what changes are required to develop a system that meets the
needs of enterprise and the labour market whilst providing value for
students and the Government?
3.1

London Councils welcomes many of the reforms that the government has introduced or is
planning to introduce in the skills system, including the Post-16 Skills Plan and the development
of T-Levels, the creation of the Institute for Apprenticeships and the Industrial Strategy. Although
all of these changes will help to improve the skills system, they don’t address all of the problems
that need to be tackled, and in some cases, such as with the Apprenticeship Levy, new issues
have been created due to the way it has been implemented.

3.2

Many of these problems could be solved by creating a more flexible, responsive and dynamic
skills system that can adapt to different local circumstances and priorities. That’s why London
government has been united in its call for central government to be more ambitious when
agreeing skills devolution deals.

8

London Business Survey 2016’
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3.3

While Brexit presents a pressing challenge, it also presents an important opportunity to do
things differently. We need to re-examine how to improve skills and do more to nurture UK-born
talent. That can only be done effectively with greater local control and coordination of skills
provision.

3.4

London government welcomes the government’s commitment to devolve the Adult Education
Budget to the capital and a number of other areas by 2019/20. However, although the AEB was
worth an estimated £400m to London in 2015/16, this represents just a fraction of the overall
skills spend in London. A more radical approach, delivered with greater urgency is needed.

3.5

Full devolution of skills policy to London government would enable the capital to create a system
that meets employer need, not just learner demand, and capitalise on local labour market
intelligence and the links that London boroughs have with local employers to deliver stronger
employer engagement. These are links that cannot be practically replicated at a national level
and would make a substantial difference in ensuring we have a skills system that is responsive
to employers’ needs as well as those of learners.

3.6

A devolved system would give London the flexibility and freedom to drive up the provision of the
higher level professional and technical education that our economy needs and create clear
progression pathways for learners, aligned to the technical routes in the Post-16 Skills Plan.
Learners could be supported with tailored careers information, advice and guidance helping
them to make informed choices about how to access those pathways and progress in learning
and work. The ability to drive out the inefficiencies that result from poor learner choices and
ineffective provision would alleviate budgetary pressures, while a devolved system would also
be better placed to align local services and funding with skills provision to help the most
vulnerable and disadvantaged to progress.

3.7

London Councils also believes that it is vital for the government to work closely with local
authorities and providers to ensure that the full impacts of changes to the level and nature of
demand for FE are fully understood. DfE needs to meet costs incurred by schools and colleges
as a result of RPA and reforms to technical education and ensure that providers are fully funded
to offer an appropriate and varied range of provision for all young people.

3.8

To make a real difference on skills, London needs a devolution settlement that includes the
necessary powers to determine the capital’s own policy and investment framework, building on
government policy and London’s interpretation of the evidence base. In the first instance this
should be agreed with government as part of the transfer of powers, but longer-term London
should determine its own priorities and accept full accountability for investment and
implementation. As a result, London government calls on the government to take the following
action as part of a devolution deal with the capital:
i. Devolve all 16-18 provision to London with the capital given greater control over policy and
commissioning as part of a whole systems approach that can reflect London’s progression
and economic priorities.
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ii. Give London government control over all vocational capital investments, including 14-19
capital and Institutes for Technology, alongside existing FE Capital responsibilities.
iii. Invest in the FE sector to ensure that the costs of meeting future demand for provision are
fully met, including covering the capital costs of delivering provision supporting technical
pathways and apprenticeships
iv. Review the Apprenticeship Levy after 12 months to assess how it operates in London.
v. Devolve unspent Apprenticeship Levy funds generated in the capital to London government
to develop a comprehensive support package for employers to help them create more
apprenticeship opportunities. This should be the first step towards London government
taking full responsibility over apprenticeships policy like the devolved administrations in
Scotland and Wales.
vi. Develop of an all-age London Careers Service, accessed through a single portal, offering
face-to-face guidance, easily accessible outcomes data and an offer of 100 hours
experience in the world of work for all Londoners.
vii. Devolve existing careers funding streams to London to build this single integrated careers
service. As a first step, London government should have a formal, strategic coordination
role with London providers of careers services.
viii. Improve data sharing between HMRC, DfE and London government on learners’ job
outcomes. This will enable London government to better monitor, for example, whether an
individual completing a qualification gets a decently paid job and publish this information to
improve learners’ choices.
ix. Devolve ESF replacement funding must be devolved to London government when Britain
leaves the EU to ensure the continuity of skills provision. 9

For further information, please contact:
Dianna Neal, Head of Economy, Culture and Tourism
(T: 020 7934 9819 E: dianna.neal@londoncouncils.gov.uk)

9

£420m was allocated to London through the European Social Fund for 2014-2020, some of which was spent on skills development.

6/6

