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*Declarations of Interests 

If you are present at a meeting of London Councils’ or any of its associated joint 
committees or their sub-committees and you have a disclosable pecuniary interest* 
relating to any business that is or will be considered at the meeting you must not: 
 

 participate in any discussion of the business at the meeting, or if you become 
aware of your disclosable pecuniary interest during the meeting, participate 
further in any discussion of the business, or 

 participate in any vote taken on the matter at the meeting. 
 
These prohibitions apply to any form of participation, including speaking as a member of 
the public. 
 
It is a matter for each member to decide whether they should leave the room while an 
item that they have an interest in is being discussed.  In arriving at a decision as to 
whether to leave the room they may wish to have regard to their home authority’s code 
of conduct and/or the Seven (Nolan) Principles of Public Life. 
 
*as defined by the Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations 
2012 
 
Leaders’ Committee will be invited by the Chair to agree to the removal of the press 
and public since the following items of business are closed to the public pursuant to 
Part 5 and Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended): 
 
Paragraph 3 - Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person (including the authority holding that information), it being considered that the 
public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in 
disclosing it. 
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London Councils  
 
Minutes of the London Councils Leaders’ Committee held on 5 February 2019 
Cllr Peter John OBE chaired the meeting  
 
Present: 
BARKING AND DAGENHAM   Cllr Syed Ghani 
BARNET     Cllr Daniel Thomas 
BEXLEY     Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE 
BRENT     Cllr Muhammed Butt 
BROMLEY     Cllr Colin Smith 
CAMDEN     Cllr Georgia Gould 
CITY OF LONDON    Mr Simon Duckworth 
CROYDON     Cllr Tony Newman 
EALING     Cllr Julian Bell 
ENFIELD     Cllr Nesil Caliskan 
GREENWICH     Cllr Danny Thorpe 
HACKNEY     Mayor Philip Glanville 
HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM   Cllr Sue Fennimore 
HARINGEY     Cllr Joseph Ejiofor 
HARROW     Cllr Graham Henson 
HAVERING     - 
HILLINGDON     Cllr Ray Puddifoot MBE 
HOUNSLOW     Cllr Steve Curran 
ISLINGTON     Cllr Richard Watts 
KENSINGTON & CHELSEA   Cllr Elizabeth Campbell 
KINGSTON     Cllr Malcolm Self 
LAMBETH     Cllr Lib Peck  
LEWISHAM     Mayor Damien Egan 
MERTON     Cllr Stephen Alambritis 
NEWHAM     Mayor Rokshana Fiaz OBE 
REDBRIDGE     Cllr Jas Athwal 
RICHMOND UPON THAMES  Cllr Gareth Roberts 
SOUTHWARK     Cllr Peter John OBE 
SUTTON     Cllr Ruth Dombey OBE 
TOWER HAMLETS    Cllr Rachel Blake 
WALTHAM FOREST    Cllr Clyde Loakes 
WANDSWORTH    Cllr Jonathan Cook 
WESTMINSTER    Cllr Nickie Aiken 
 
 
Apologies: 
 
BARKING AND DAGENHAM   Cllr Darren Rodwell 
BARNET     Cllr Richard Cornelius 
CITY OF LONDON    Ms Catherine McGuinness 
HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM   Cllr Stephen Cowan 
HAVERING     Cllr Damian White 
KINGSTON     Cllr Liz Green 
TOWER HAMLETS    Mayor John Biggs 
WALTHAM FOREST    Cllr Clare Coghill 
WANDSWORTH    Cllr Ravi Govindia CBE 
 



 

Officers of London Councils and Mr John Barradall, Town Clerk and Chief Executive of the 
City of London Corporation were in attendance. 

 
Before the meeting started, the Chair offered congratulations to Cllr Lib Peck on her 

appointment as the Director of the new Violence Reduction Unit set up by the Mayor of 

London. 

He also offered the Committee’s thanks to Derek Gadd, London Councils’ Head of 

Governance, who was retiring after 20 years’ service. The Committee had greatly valued the 

support that Mr Gadd had provided to them.  

1. Apologies for absence and announcement of deputies 

The apologies and deputies listed above were noted. 

 

2. Declarations of interest  

No interests were declared. 

 

3. Minutes of the Leaders’ Committee meeting 4 December 2018 
 
The minutes of the Leaders’ Committee meeting on 4 December 2018 were agreed. 

 
 

4. Exiting the EU – Update on local engagement 

 

The Chief Executive introduced the report saying: 

 

 There has been active engagement with Government, the Mayor of London and 

the LGA to ensure that London’s particular needs in relation to exiting the EU 

were heard, engaging with boroughs, Chief Executives, single points of contact in 

each borough and relevant professional networks to support local preparatory 

activity and promote the exchange of local insights and practice 

 London Councils was contributing to the MHCLG information sharing process 

and acting as the regional hub to facilitate information flow between central 

Government and local councils on the medium and longer term policy and 

delivery issues. This was not a point for co-ordinating action by individual 

councils. London Councils was working with resilience colleagues on collating 



 

and exchanging information within London seeking to manage the demands on 

boroughs by aligning this exercise with the information that was being collated for 

contingency planning purposes 

 Contingency planning and resilience aspects – the immediate short-term issues 

in the run-up to exiting the EU and immediately afterwards – were being taken 

forward under the auspices of the statutory London Resilience Forum at the 

request of Government. The Local Authorities’ Panel (LAP) was part of the LRF 

and its Chair, John Barradell – who was also Deputy Chair of the LRF – was 

present 

 Government had been pressed around funding issues and had recently 

announced allocations to each borough of £210,000 to support preparatory work 

on Brexit. Clearly, the amounts involved were insufficient should there be on-

going additional burdens resulting from Brexit. The case would continue to be 

made for proper recognition of any such burden that arose as part of London 

Councils’ broader financial lobbying work 

 Borough Heads of Communications have helped co-ordinate some 

communications messages across boroughs 

 Members continued to be represented at political level meetings via the 

Ministerial Brexit Delivery Board. 

 

Mr John Barradell (Chair of the Local Authorities Panel) addressed Leaders’ Committee: 

 

 There was a clear thread between the work required to consider potential short, 

medium and long term effects of Brexit 

 The London Resilience Forum (LRF) was looking to align communications in London 

and with other LRFs across the country 

 Single points of contact had been identified in each borough, to help gain an 

understanding of boroughs’ preparedness 

 Should strategic co-ordination groups be involved, they would be chaired by London 

local government 

 

Members of Leaders’ Committee commented as follows: 

 

 The letter to borough leaders from the Secretary of State, Rt Hon James Brokenshire 

MP had generated some concerns as it could imply that Government was seeking to 



 

shift responsibility to councils without having previously shared its assumptions and 

preparations about context or content with authorities 

 The potential loss of care workers was a particular concern and the need for co-

ordination with CQC and others was highlighted.  

 There was a potential impact on the availability of officers for local policing if 

abstraction to Central London for particular events became necessary. 

 

Cllr Colin Smith (Conservative, Bromley) said he was pleased to report no major problems 

had yet been identified in his borough and questioned the clarity of purpose for the additional 

resources that had been announced.  

 

Mr Barradell concluded by stressing the importance of the role of borough Leaders and 

Directly Elected Mayors in being the voice of local communities to and from Government and 

the Chair emphasised the importance of awareness of the work that was being done. 

 

Leaders’ Committee agreed to note the report. 

 

 

5. London Councils’ finance lobbying strategy – update 

 

The Director of Finance and Performance introduced the report: 

 

 The report sought a steer on the key lines for London Councils to adopt in 

responding to the Consultation on Relative Needs, as part of the Fair Funding 

Review. The response would be submitted in late in February 

 The final settlement had now been published, it was no different to the provisional 

settlement 

 If the Government had used existing formulae, £136m more of the additional funding 

would have gone to urban areas, £44m of which would have gone to London 

boroughs 

 There was a parallel consultation on Business Rate retention.  

 In recent months there had been an increased intensity to the work on Finance – 

launching London Councils’ lobbying document at its Summit in November, following 

that up with a complementary business related document in January, holding an 

engagement event with business and working actively with Core Cities, Key Cities 



 

and other urban interests to ensure that there was a strong, concerted message 

about the interests of such authorities in the Fair Funding Review. 

 

Cllr Teresa O’Neill (Conservative, Bexley) pointed out that in section 25 of the report the 

word ‘county’ should, in fact, be ‘country.’ She urged that a counter argument be put forward 

to the general assumption that all of London had, or had cause, to retain low Council Tax 

levels.  

 

Cllr Georgia Gould (Labour, Business, Europe and Good Growth, Camden) suggested that 

the arguments could have greater force if London Councils partnered with some of the large 

charities based in London whose work dealt with some of the consequences of lower levels 

of financial support for councils. The Chair pointed out that such a session had been 

arranged.  

 

Mayor Philip Glanville (Labour, Grants, Hackney) raised the question of parking charges, 

both the ring fence and the issue itself. 

 

Leaders’ Committee agreed: 

 To note the progress on finance lobbying with respect to the key events outlined in 

the report; and 

 To endorse the proposed lines in response to the current consultations on the Fair 

Funding Review and 75 per cent Business Rates retention 

 That the detailed submission in response to the current consultation on Relative 

Needs as part of the Fair Funding Review would be cleared by urgency prior to its 

submission by the deadline of 21st February. 

 

6. Feedback from Joint Boards 

 

Cllr Lib Peck (Labour, Crime and Public Protection, Lambeth) reported on the London 

Crime Reduction Board (LCRB) meeting on 16 January. The two main items discussed 

were: 

 
1) Police and Crime Plan Priorities – which became a discussion on shaping the future 

role of the Board and how to set a balance between a focus on policy and on 

delivery. This was the beginning of a discussion on how to get the best out of the 

Board and followed an earlier meeting with Cllr Nickie Aiken, Cllr Liz Jaeger, Deputy 

Mayor Sophie Linden and herself.   



 

2) Drugs policy 

 
Sir Steve House, the Deputy Commissioner, had presented 
on this topic. 
There had also been brief updates in relation to: 
 

 The Violence Reduction Unit  

 Health engagement in the work of the Victims Commissioner 

 The problem of attrition in the Criminal Justice System – which the Board 

would examine in more detail at a future meeting. 

 

Cllr Ray Puddifoot (Conservative, Health, Hillingdon) reported on the London Health Board 

(LHB) meeting on the 18th December. The Board had covered: 

 

 Mental Health in Schools 

 

 Health Inequalities Strategy  

o It was noted that the GLA would be asking organisations, including London 

Councils, to act as ‘mobilisers’ of the Strategy. Members’ were seeking further 

clarification on the role of mobilisers and their purpose. To date no 

clarification had been received. 

 

 Violence Prevention: A Public Health Approach  

 

 London’s New Primary Care Strategy  

 

 London Health and Care Strategic Partnership Board Focus Areas 

 

 Kings Fund Report on London Sustainability and Transformation Plans  

 

The Chair reported from the LEAP meeting, Wednesday 19 December 2018. The meeting 

had considered: 

 

 An update on the outcome of the Government’s LEP Review. Brexit - including 

concerns raised about the impact of current proposals for restrictions on Tier 2 

migration for employees earning under £30,000 in London’s economy.  



 

 The Deputy Mayor for Culture and Creative Industries presentation on the Mayor’s 

Culture Strategy and activities and how these linked to LEAP priorities. A brief 

discussion on London's Local Industrial Strategy 

 

 the approach taken towards the LEAP’s work on affordable workspace 

 

Cllr Ruth Dombey (Liberal Democrat, Sutton) reported on the Homes for Londoners Board 

held on the 4th December. The key points were: 

 

 The total awards for use of funding for Building Council Homes for Londoners - 27 

councils having bid for over £1.5bn of GLA grant, and approved grant allocations 

following assessment totalling over £1bn 

 

 Marginal Viability Funding (The Housing Infrastructure Fund) the work of the Health 

Estates Board which was shifting focus from strategic planning to ‘shadow decision-

making’ from a target date of April 2019 

 

 Housing Delivery  

 

 
7. Winding up of Pensions Common Investment Vehicle Sectoral Joint 

Committee (PCSJC) 

 

The Chief Executive introduced the report saying that it informed Leaders’ Committee of the 

winding up of Pensions Common Investment Vehicle Sectoral Joint Committee (PCSJC). 

 

Cllr Smith made clear his unhappiness about both the concept and operation of the CIV, 

objecting in particular to the compulsion required nationally to participate. He also believed 

its charges and investment decisions  were open to criticism and he urged Leaders and 

chairs of pensions committees to scrutinize these arrangements more closely.  

Cllr Steven Alambritis (Labour, Merton) pointed out that he and Cllr Ravi Govindia 

(Conservative, Wandsworth) had been appointed to the Board of the CIV. Whilst he did not 

recognize Cllr Smith’s characterization of the CIV, he hoped that members would feel able to 

discuss with Cllr Govindia and himself any concerns that they had so that they could 

feedback to the CIV.  



 

The Committee agreed that, in addition to the various points of connection provided by the 

new governance arrangements at both officer and member level, the Chair and Chief 

Executive of the CIV should be invited to attend Leaders’ Committee on an annual basis.  

Leaders’ Committee agreed to note the report.  

 

 

8. Capital Ambition – Terms of Reference (ToRs) 

 

Before the report was taken the Chair proposed, and Leaders’ Committee agreed to record 

its thanks to Edward Lord for his chairing of CAB over some years. The Chief Executive 

introduced the report saying that, due to an oversight, the expanded Terms of Reference – 

agreed in 2016 – had not subsequently been presented to the Annual General Meeting of 

the Leaders Committee. They were being done so now.  

Leaders’ Committee agreed to approve the Terms of Reference for the Capital Ambition 

board detailed in the appendix to the report. 

 

9. Minutes and summaries 

 

Leader's Committee agreed to note the minutes and summaries of: 

 

 TEC – 11 October 2018 

 GLPC – 18 October 2018 

 YPES – 8 November 2018 

 TEC Executive – 15 November 2018 

 Grants Committee – 21 November 2018 

 CAB – 12 December 2018 

 Executive – 15 January 2019 

 

The meeting agreed to exclude the press and public. 

 

The meeting ended at 12:30. 
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Contact Officer: Clive Grimshaw 

Telephone: 020 7934 9830 Email: Clive.grimshaw@londoncouncils.gov.uk  

 

 

Summary This report summarises the current arrangements for unaccompanied 
asylum seeking children (UASC) and adult asylum seekers being received 
by the UK, the challenges in the UASC system and the Our Turn 
campaign, which councils across the UK are being asked to support and 
make pledges towards. 

Following discussion by the London Councils’ Executive in January, Lord 
Dubs – who leads the Our Turn campaign – will be attending Leaders’ 
Committee to discuss his work.  

Leaders’ Committee is asked to revisit and confirm previous calls from 
London local government on this issue, including: 

 Future financial support from Government must fully fund the costs 
of caring for all UASC. 

 That there must be a single, consistent national response to this 
issue which is equitable, proportionate and ensures no council 
remains above its 0.07% threshold of their total child population - 
the threshold above which central government considers the 
pressure upon local authorities to be unreasonable. . 

 That there should not be pressure for a disproportionate number of 
placements on London and the South East as a result of the Our 
Turn campaign. 

 That the Home Office should engage with London boroughs to 
reform the current processing arrangements in the Capital in order 
to ensure the more efficient assessment and transfer of UASC. 

In addition, Leaders’ Committee is invited to note that, in view of the 
distribution of child and adult asylum seekers, it is vital that future 
arrangements within London and nationally are equitable and 
proportionate.  



Recommendations The Leaders’ Committee is asked to endorse the calls noted above as 

basis for future discussions with Government and as background for  

discussion with Lord Dubs in respect of his work on this issue.  

 

 

 

 



Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children 
 

Introduction 
 

1. Adult and child refugees and unaccompanied asylum seeking children arrive 

in the UK by a number of routes, including arriving sporadically by their own 

means, through organised people-trafficking networks and through official, 

nationally coordinated arrangements.  

2. There are currently a number of internationally coordinated refugee 

resettlement programmes, operated in collaboration with the UN refugee 

agency (UNHCR). Under these schemes, refugees are given a status when 

they arrive in the UK and do not have to apply for asylum. These are: 

 Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme (VPRS) which will resettle 20,000 

refugees fleeing the Syrian conflict by 2020. London has resettled over 500 

refugees under this scheme. 

 Vulnerable Children Resettlement Scheme (VCRS) which hopes to resettle up 

to 3,000 children and their families from the Middle East and North Africa 

(MENA). The scheme includes unaccompanied refugee children, but relatively 

few have been identified as suitable for the programme. 

3. With regard to UASC, the Dubs scheme (Section 67 of the Immigration Act 

2016) is distinctly different from adult and child refugee resettlement 

programmes. It arose in the context of the closure of the Calais ‘jungle’ 

camp in 2016. Lord Dubs’ amendment established a requirement in law for 

the Government to take UASCs who did not have family ties in the UK from 

refugee camps in Europe. 

4. In addition to this, asylum seeking children residing within the EU who have 

family ties in the UK are entitled to be brought to the UK in order to claim 

asylum.  

5. Finally, where UASC arrive in the UK outside these official routes, local 

authorities have responsibilities to provide care and accommodation as 

children looked after and as care leavers. 

6. This report to Leaders’ Committee has been drafted in response to the 

approach by Lord Dubs. 

 

 



The London Context 

7. London has a long track-record of welcoming refugees and asylum seekers 

from across the world. Currently, boroughs make a substantial collective 

contribution:  

 London boroughs spent £53.7 million in support of an estimated 2,881 

households with NRPF (No Recourse to Public Funds) in 2016/17. It is 

estimated that they supported around 3000 children from NRPF households. 

 5,152 asylum seekers are currently in London, around quarter of the total in 

the UK. 3,626 are in dispersal accommodation (also known as NASS 

accommodation). 

 Over 500 refugees have been resettled in London under the Vulnerable 

Persons Resettlement Scheme (VPRS), the scheme for refugees fleeing the 

Syrian conflict.  

 There are currently roughly 1500 UASCs (Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking 

Children) in London, a quarter of the overall population in England. 

o Research by ADCS (The Association of Directors of Children’s 

Services), London Councils, and others have consistently shown that 

government funding for UASCs only covers in the region of half of 

the costs of caring for them a shortfall of around £25,000-£35,000 

per year per UASC child. 

o London Councils’ research found that, in 2016/17, 19 London 

boroughs reported a cumulative funding pressure of £19 million as a 

result of having to deliver unfunded responsibilities for UASCs. 

 The number of UASC care leavers is likely to be similar to or above the 

number of UASC, and will represent another significant financial pressure 

on London local government.  

8. As of February 2019, all but 3 London local authorities reported that they 

were caring for more UASCs than 0.07% of their total child population - the 

threshold above which central government considers the pressure upon 

local authorities to be unreasonable.  

9. This system is different and distinct to the approach taken with regard to 

adult asylum seekers (and children in families). In that case, the Home 

Office oversees a national system of dispersal – unlike UASC, dispersal and 

accommodation of adult asylum seekers is undertaken by independent 

contractors covering the regions of England, with London dispersal 



undertaken by Clearsprings Ready Homes. In London, the impact of asylum 

dispersal has grown substantially in the last couple of years due to rapidly 

rising numbers. The number of adult asylum seekers in dispersed 

accommodation in London is estimated to be between 3,500 and 4,000. 

However, dispersal across London is uneven and has tended to focus the 

more significant numbers on a minority of boroughs. 

The ‘Our Turn’ Campaign 

10. Supported by the refugee charity Safe Passage, and led by Lord Alf Dubs, 

the Our Turn campaign is calling for the establishment of a new ‘Children at 

Risk’ resettlement scheme to bring 10,000 child refugees to the UK over the 

10 years. As envisaged: 

 The scheme would build on and extend the current Vulnerable Children’s 

Resettlement Scheme (VCRS) beyond 2020, with central government 

providing funding to local authorities that at least equals that allocated under 

VCRS. 

 The new scheme (unlike the current VCRS) would be open to vulnerable 

children in Europe as well as other regions around the world.  

 Like the VCRS, the scheme would be both for unaccompanied children and 

accompanied children who are particularly at risk under UNHCR criteria. 

The Our Turn campaign has not specified what the division between the two 

would be, although it hopes that far more unaccompanied children can be 

found places than currently under VCRS.  

 

11. It is assumed that this scheme would supersede the current array of 

nationally coordinated arrangements.  

12. The UNHCR’s analysis of projected future need does not identify Europe 

(with the exception of Turkey) as a region with significant resettlement 

needs. However, Safe Passage officials have highlighted that UASCs within 

the EU are also living in undesirable conditions, especially in camps in 

Greece. 

13. To help secure a Government commitment, the Our Turn campaign is 

asking local authorities to pledge places now for children for this future 

scheme. The emphasis in the campaign is upon unaccompanied children, 

although this is not explicit. If the government commits to funding the 



‘Children at Risk’ scheme, local authorities would be expected to honour 

these pledges. 

14. At the request of Lord Dubs, the Chair of London Councils met with Lord 

Dubs and representatives of Safe Passage in December. During this 

meeting it was evident that through bilateral engagement, a number of 

councils inside of and outside of London have already made individual 

pledges to the Our Turn campaign to accommodate children after the 

current VCRS and VPRS schemes end in 2020. Those pledges include 

some from a group of London boroughs and appeared to offer between 3 

and 10 placements per year across a 10 year period. It is understood that 

pledges are made on the condition of all costs being funded.  

15. The London Councils’ Executive discussed this issue in January and 

decided that Lord Dubs should be invited to a future meeting of the Leaders’ 

Committee. In doing so it felt it was important that Leaders’ Committee 

should be invited to confirm previous calls made by London local 

government on this issue as the basis for future future discussion with 

Government and as background for the discussion with Lord Dubs.  

UASC – The Current System 

16. Any humanitarian case for the Our Turn campaign cannot be seen in 

isolation from finance, capacity and mechanisms in place for receiving and 

accommodating UASC. 

17. For a number of years, boroughs have been running the Pan London Rota. 

This has helped manage some of the pressure on the London Borough of 

Croydon – which hosts the Home Office Screening Unit for asylum 

registration – although the number of UASC in the borough is still several 

hundred . Boroughs voluntarily fund the London Asylum Seekers 

Consortium (LASC), which provides accommodation services, information, 

training and partnership working. Most boroughs play a role in the rota. 

 

18. In more recent years, the Home Office has introduced a National Transfer 

Scheme (NTS). The NTS is currently voluntary, though the enacting 

legislation does allow for the Secretary of State to make it mandatory. The 

introduction of the NTS was intended to ensure that the responsibility for 

accommodating UASC was shared nationally as part of new system. This 



was a positive step forward and, since being established, has helped to 

disperse several hundred across UASC the country.  

19. However, as the pressure in the capital indicates, there are currently 

significant problems with the NTS. Just three children are known by London 

Councils to have been transferred from London under the NTS in Q4 2018. 

According to Home Office figures, this was down from 25 in Q3 2018. 

20. Some councils outside of London have had to stop receiving any UASC 

pending the outcomes of the Home Office review of funding.  

21. There are around 140 children currently awaiting transfers from entry local 

authorities.  

22. The Association of London Directors of Children’s Services has recently 

written to Home Office officials to raise concerns about UASC 

arrangements, including:  

 Insufficient funding to cover local authority costs and ongoing delays in 

announcing the result of the Government’s UASC funding review. This not 

only increases the cost of looking after UASCs in London, it undermines the 

participation of receiving local authorities. Most acutely, we understand that 

local authorities in a region outside of London have collectively frozen their 

participation in the NTS until a higher level of funding is announced.  

 Substantial delays in the provision of screening interviews, which are 

required before local authorities can refer young people onto the NTS. It is 

not uncommon now for it to take three weeks before an appointment is 

provided by the Home Office. This means that children become settled in 

London before they are even initially referred onto the NTS, substantially 

reducing the chances of a successful transfer.  

 The inclusion of Dubs and VCRS cases in the NTS, as well as the 

prioritisation of these cases by the Home Office over UASC from local 

authorities over the 0.07% threshold. The Home Office clearly does need, 

systematically, to identify new homes for Dubs and VCRS unaccompanied 

young people, but this is a different kind of need that should be dealt with 

separately.   

 

23. A meeting with Home Office officials is due to be held in early March. 

 



24. Furthermore, whilst the Home Office has not yet announced the outcome of 

its funding review, it is clear that further work is necessary to understand 

fully the extent of the financial pressure associated with UASC Care 

Leavers. 

Matters for Consideration  

25. Whilst the request to support the Our Turn campaign is put forward as 

conditional on all costs to councils being fully met – and as a longer term 

scheme to go beyond 2020, when two of the internationally coordinated 

arrangements are due to end –  the emphasis on children, specifically 

UASC, means it is impossible to consider the ask in isolation from the 

difficulties in the current UASC system. 

26. The number of UASC arriving in London has increased steadily over the 

past few years. London’s share of UASC remains stubbornly fixed at around 

1 in 3. The financial shortfall for caring for UASC is substantial, in the region 

of £19 million per year, and the Home Office has not yet announced the 

outcome of its funding review. The lack of clarity around future funding is 

placing the NTS under strain, some councils outside of London are 

withdrawing. These withdrawals are only likely to increase the reliance on 

London and the South East and to further slow up the process of dispersing 

children through the NTS. Finally, in the context of an overspend of £111 

million on children’s services in London, of which placement costs is the 

biggest single item, there are serious concerns to be taken into 

consideration about the impact of additional UASC on the placement market 

in terms of sufficiency of supply, cost and quality. In addition, the steady 

increase in the number of adult asylum seekers into London has seen a 

significant pressure building on the capital across both the adult and 

children’s asylum seeking cohort. 

27. Reflecting how arrangements were handled during the closure of the Calais 

camps in 2016, the process for seeking pledges to the Our Turn campaign 

is being handled through a series of bilateral discussions rather than as a 

coordinated and collective effort. This approach, inadvertently, leads to a 

lack of consistency and transparency in the system. This is in contrast to 

London’s efforts to coordinate its work and for a collective, transparent and 

consistent approach to be at the root of its work. This was evidenced at the 

time of the closure of the Calais camps in 2016 when the former Chair of 



London Councils proactively worked to promote a consistent response 

across the city, which served to reinforce a coordinated approach by 

London. 

28. Leaders’ Committee is asked to revisit and confirm previous calls from 

London local government on this issue, including: 

 Future financial support from Government must fully fund the costs of caring 

for all UASC. 

 That there must be a single, consistent national response to this issue which 

is equitable, proportionate and ensures no council remains above its 0.07% 

threshold of their total child population - the threshold above which central 

government considers the pressure upon local authorities to be 

unreasonable. . 

 That there should not be pressure for a disproportionate number of 

placements on London and the South East as a result of the Our Turn 

campaign. 

 That the Home Office should engage with London boroughs to reform the 

current processing arrangements in the Capital in order to ensure the more 

efficient assessment and transfer of UASC. 

 

29. In addition, Leaders’ Committee is invited to note that, in view of the 

distribution of child and adult asylum seekers, it is important that future 

arrangements within London and nationally are equitable and proportionate. 

Next steps  

30. The Leaders’ Committee is asked to endorse the calls noted above as basis 

for future discussions with Government and as background for discussion 

with Lord Dubs in respect of his work on this issue.  

Financial Implications for London Councils   

There are no financial implications for London Councils resulting from this report. 

Legal Implications for London Councils   

There are no legal implications for London Councils resulting from this report.    

Equalities implications for London Councils   

There are no equalities implications for London Councils. 
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Summary This report updates Leaders’ on recent work that London Councils has 

undertaken to understand the financial pressures facing Children’s 
Services in London. It identifies ongoing overspends in Children’s Social 
Care and shortfalls in funding for children and young people with Special 
Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND). The report also outlines 
research recently commissioned by London Councils to gather further 
evidence on the cost drivers fuelling these overspends, identify good 
practice and present policy solutions for London local government.  

Recommendations Leaders’ Committee is asked to: 
 Note the findings of London Councils’ survey into Children’s Services 

funding pressures, and ongoing work to gather evidence on cost 
drivers, good practice and policy solutions  

 Agree to receive a further report on policy recommendations that will 
emerge through the qualitative research to ensure that London local 
government is well placed to take collective action to reduce costs 
and improve outcomes in Children’s Services.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 

Children’s Services finance pressures 

Introduction 

1. London Councils, working closely with the Association of London Directors of 

Children’s Services (ALDCS) and Society of London Treasurers (SLT), undertook 

a detailed survey in the summer of 2017 to better understand the extent and 

potential causes of financial pressures across Children’s Services, with all 

authorities responding. The findings of this survey were reported to Leaders’ 

Committee in October 2017 and were used as the basis for a substantial lobbying 

campaign throughout the year. 

 

2. London Councils undertook a similar survey of the boroughs in the summer of 

2018 to understand how cost pressures had changed between 2016-17 and 

2017-18 and to be able to quantify the scale of current overspends and shortfalls.  

 

Children’s Social Care 

Overspends on Children’s Social Care 

 

3. Across all boroughs in 2017/18 the total spend on Children’s Social Care (CSC) 

was £1.7 billion. The survey conducted by London Councils revealed that 27 

boroughs reported an overspend in CSC in 2017/18, amounting to an aggregate 

overspend of £111.9 million across London (or an average of 12 per cent of 

budgets). There is considerable variation in spend across London ranging from a 

4 per cent underspend to a 35 per cent overspend. 11 boroughs have managed 

to reduce their budget gap since 2013/14.  

 

4. However, the aggregate overspend across 27 boroughs for the previous year 

was £91 million (an average of almost 10%), over £20 million less than in 

2017/18. Therefore, it would appear that the pressure on CSC budgets is 

intensifying across London. 

 

5. Despite CSC funding being relatively protected compared with other services, 

trend analysis shows there has been consistent overspending against planned 

budgets since 2010-11. In the last two years, however, the extent of financial 

pressure London boroughs are experiencing in CSC has become more acute 

with many boroughs now reporting that overspending in this area is a more 

significant issue than Adult Social Care, despite the latter being a bigger area of 

spend.  



 

Demand and performance trends 

6. Despite a national trend towards an increase in Looked After Children (LAC), the 

London boroughs have collectively kept the total number of LAC relatively 

constant, with 10,033 LAC in 2013/14 and 9,918 in 2017/18. However, there is 

considerable variation in numbers with 15 boroughs experiencing a growth in 

LAC numbers; 5 of these with an increase of over 20 per cent.  The change in 

number of LAC across the London boroughs ranges from a decrease of 24 per 

cent to an increase of 40 per cent since 2013/14. 

 

7. Over the same time period, the number of children on child protection plans in the 

capital has increased by almost a quarter, yet the average duration of child 

protection plans has reduced by 14 per cent. This trend, coupled with the stable 

LAC numbers, points to a concerted effort by social work professionals across 

London to transform outcomes for children quickly and effectively.  

 

8. The number of social workers across London has also increased by 5 per cent 

from 2,084 in 2013/14 to 2,193 in 2017/18, which may in part be a response to 

the rise in numbers of children on a child protection plan. The increase in social 

workers may account to some extent for the stability of the LAC numbers and 

reduction in time spent on child protection plans. The median caseload for LAC 

teams has remained relatively constant between 13 and 15, which is another 

positive indicator of London’s performance. However, the increase in social 

workers, whilst clearly impacting positively on outcomes, will also have cost 

implications. 

 

9. There is a risk, given the current and predicted significant budgetary overspends, 

that current spend levels on CSC, for example on staffing, become 

unsustainable, which in turn may have a detrimental impact on the performance 

of London’s Children’s Services going forward. 

 

Possible explanations of overspends in CSC 

10. The largest proportion of the CSC budget is spent on LAC placements, with 39 

per cent of the total overspend on CSC attributed to children’s placement costs, 

and these costs have been increasing considerably, for example spend on 

external residential placements has increased by 42 per cent from 2014/15 to 

2017/18 across 25 boroughs, despite the overall LAC numbers remaining stable 

across London. 



 

11. The next largest area within CSC spend is staffing, with 29 per cent of the 

collective borough overspend in 2017/18 attributed to core staffing. London has 

seen a 13% increase in agency staff spend since 2013/14, which puts significant 

pressure on staffing budgets.  

 

12. In addition, the decreasing budgets in other, non-statutory areas, such as youth 

services and early intervention are likely to be putting more pressure on the front 

door, thereby playing a part in the rise in the number of children on a child 

protection plan in London and driving up spend across the capital. 

 

13. The number of Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) Looked After 

Children in London has also increased over the last five years by 106 per cent. 

While the Home Office provides some funding for the placement of UASCs, 

London Councils estimates that there is a funding gap of £18 million between 

spending and funding for UASCs in London. Therefore, the rise in the number of 

UASCs adds to the pressure on placements available and creates, overall, more 

pressure on placement budgets.  

 

14. The number of care leavers aged 18-20 has increased by 27 per cent since 

2013/14, which again has increased budgetary pressures for CSC. The cost of 

providing continuing support to care leavers, including UASC, has been added to 

by the introduction of new burdens by the government which have not been fully 

funded.  

 

15. In general, the survey found no consistent explanation between boroughs as to 

what is driving overspends. OFSTED inspection outcome, size of council budget, 

the profile of the LAC population and, more broadly, the children and young 

people population are likely to be important contextual factors. They do not, on 

the evidence provided by the quantitative survey in 2018, explain the spread and 

size of overspends alone.  

 

16. In summary, there are a number of factors that are likely to be responsible for 

intensifying the pressure on CSC budgets, including increase in social workers, 

rising cost of LAC placements and reduction in non-statutory services. The 

variation in activity and spend data, particularly around LAC numbers and costs, 

however, make it difficult to draw any simple conclusions as to what is driving up 

costs in CSC. 



 

Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) 

 

Shortfalls in the high needs block 

 

17. Rising demand and costs of pupils with SEND is a considerable concern across 

London local government. The cost of provision for children and young people 

with SEND who have an Education, Health and Care Plan (EHCP) is funded via 

the High Needs Block (HNB) within the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) provided 

directly to local authorities by the Department for Education (DfE). 

 

18. The insufficiency of the government’s High Needs funding allocations has meant 

that all London boroughs bar one spent more than the amount allocated through 

the HNB in 2017/18, creating an aggregate ‘funding gap’ across these 32 

boroughs of £78 million. This funding gap has reduced from the £107 million from 

2016/17, in part due to the government increasing its allocations to the HNB by 

8.6 per cent and in part due to significant efforts made by the London boroughs to 

reduce the shortfall in funding. 

 

19. In comparison with London borough CSC overspends, the variation between 

boroughs is not so wide in that all bar one borough are experiencing a shortfall in 

funding. However, there is still significant variation in the scale of the shortfall 

across the 32 boroughs ranging from 1 per cent to 44 per cent. Seven boroughs 

have a shortfall of over 10 per cent. 

 

20. Between 2013/14 and 2017/18 borough spend on high needs has increased by 

£141.6 million (17 per cent), yet high needs allocations from government have 

only increased by £87.2 million (11 per cent). 

 

21. Boroughs have met this substantial shortfall through a number of means, all of 

which will have had an impact on wider school budgets or council spending. 

These options include transferring funding from the Schools Block, using DSG 

reserves or council general funding. However, these options are likely to become 

unsustainable in the mid to long term. Transferring funding from the Schools 

Block has been capped to 0.5 per cent from April 2018, Schools Forums’ are 

becoming increasingly reluctant to agree to transfers, and reserves and general 

funding are dwindling.  



 

 

22. Finally, the survey highlighted another significant area of overspend within 

children’s services across London SEN transport. The exponential growth in the 

number of children with SEND and the increasing complexity of need caused 

overspends of £19.4 million in SEN transport budgets in 2017/18.  

 
Demand trends 

23. London has experienced a rapid increase in demand for places for pupils with 

high needs in recent years, far exceeding growth in other regions and that of 

London’s mainstream school population. Since 2013/14 the number of pupils with 

EHCPs has increased by 16% across London compared with 9% increase 

nationally. 

 

24. The number of EHCPs in London has risen by 32 per cent since 2013/14, which 

suggests that the Children and Families Act 2014 has been a significant driver in 

creating more demand. The Act increased the age range of eligibility for support 

from statutory school age to 0-25, increasing the total number of children and 

young people with an EHCP by 8% nationally. It has also raised parental 

awareness and expectations around the level and type of support that their child 

is entitled to receive, thereby generating more referrals for assessments in many 

areas. 

 

25. Pupils with an EHCP costing up to £20,000 make up three quarters of all EHCPs. 

There are, however, still a significant number of pupils with an EHCP costing over 

£100,000 – a total of 237 pupils across 23 boroughs in 2017/18. The number of 

higher cost EHCPs in a borough can dramatically increase the high needs spend 

in that area. It is very difficult to forecast, and therefore budget for, these EHCPs 

given the relatively small numbers and specific types of need. 

 

Possible causes of rising costs for provision for children and young people with 

SEND 

26. The significant rising demand is clearly a major factor in driving up spend in the 

high needs block. The increase in number of children and young people with 

SEND is creating capacity problems in special schools, resulting in more children 

and young people with SEND being placed in more expensive independent 

placements. Our analysis reveals that the cost per place in independent special 

schools is £47,292, over double the average cost per place in maintained special 



 

schools at £22,025. Clearly more children and young people placed in 

independent provision will put more strain on high needs budgets.  

 

27. Another significant area driving up costs is the behaviour of mainstream schools. 

Mainstream schools are facing cost pressures of their own, as additional costs 

such as pension and National Insurance contributions have not been factored 

into the Schools Block allocations they receive through the national funding 

formula. The National Audit Office has quantified these additional costs at 1.6 per 

cent per year. 73 per cent of London’s schools have faced a real terms funding 

reduction this year due to insufficient funding allocations from the DfE.Many 

mainstream schools are choosing to divert funding away from their un-ringfenced 

notional SEND budget to be able to cope with the wider additional cost pressures 

they are facing. This means that, in some cases, schools are less willing to take 

on children with EHCPs, as they do not feel they have sufficient funds to support 

them.  

 

28. In addition, intelligence provided by boroughs officers suggests that concern 

about impact on results is leading some schools to take non-inclusive 

approaches to admitting children with SEND and/or taking children with SEND 

off the school roll. In turn, this appears to be increasing reliance on more 

expensive specialist placements, which limits availability of these places for 

children whose needs are better met through these placements, thereby driving 

up costs further. 

 

29. There is a fairly clear narrative around what is driving up demand for provision for 

children and young people with SEND. However, what is not clear is whether 

costs have increased at the same time and what local authorities have been able 

to do to mitigate this upward trajectory in costs.  

 

Lobbying and policy activity 

30. A significant amount of lobbying activity has been undertaken over the past year 

working with SLT and ALDCS across both funding and policy functions at London 

Councils, including: 

 Meeting with the Secretary of State for Education with the Mayor of London, 

subsequent Ministerial letters and provision of supporting evidence for SLT 

and ALDCS Ministerial letters.  

 Meetings with civil servants at the DfE and MHCLG on an ongoing basis 



 

 Submissions to the Autumn Budget 2017, the 2018/19 Local Government 

Finance Settlement, the Education Select Committee, Public Accounts 

Committee and National Audit Office. 

 Appearances at the Education Select Committee and London Assembly to 

give evidence on London’s shortfall in the high needs block 

 Regular lobbying of and engagement with London MPs  

 
31. The results of London Councils’ most recent survey into the cost pressures facing 

London’s Children’s Services are being disseminated widely through a report, 

press work, a parliamentary briefing, member briefing and directly to key 

partners. London Councils will continue to share these findings to key audiences, 

for example by promoting parliamentary questions on this area, over the next six 

months.  

 

32. London Councils is also undertaking policy activity in this area to identify good 

practice examples across London where boroughs have worked closely with 

mainstream schools to ensure inclusive approaches to supporting children with 

SEND and also on a range of different methods used to reduce costs and 

improve services for SEN transport.  

 

33. In December the Department for Education announced an additional £350 of 

funding for the high needs block over two years. London will receive £42 million 

over the two-year period, which London Councils welcomed. Based on the 

shortfall in funding in 2017-18, and assuming spending increases in 2018-19 at 

the same rate as in 2017-18, a broad estimate of the shortfall in funding 

allocations for 2018-19 would be at least £100 million. In this context, the £21 

million of additional funding in 2018-19, while welcome, falls significantly short of 

what is required.  

 

34. Similarly, in recognition of the financial pressure facing social care, the 

Chancellor announced in the 2018 Budget an additional £410 million funding for 

children and adult services in 2019/20 across England. This funding is welcome, 

yet it is unlikely to be make a significant difference given the scale of London’s 

overspends which are likely to continue to increase given current demand and 

cost pressures. 

 



 

35. Additional funding is vital to ease the pressure on Children’s Services. The recent 

funding announcements suggest that there is more to be done to convince the 

government of the level of further investment required in the high needs block to 

support local authorities to reduce costs whilst continuing to deliver excellent 

services to children and young people. 

 

Research 

36. The analysis of the quantitative research into the funding pressures facing 

children’s services in London has provided some helpful headline figures and 

clues as to what is driving up costs across the capital. It does not provide, 

however, the full picture as to why costs are spiralling in London so rapidly, or 

other easy solutions as to the question of how local authorities could improve 

practice.  

 

37. In discussions with the DfE it has become clear that London needs a stronger 

body of evidence around costs and also needs to show how it is taking steps to 

improve services and reduce costs as much as possible, rather than rely only on 

calls for additional funding. By demonstrating that London local government is 

willing to embrace change and by testing out more innovative, collaborative ways 

of working, it should strengthen our case for more investment in Children’s 

Services. 

 

38. Therefore, London Councils, working closely with CELC, ALDCS and SLT, has 

commissioned ISOS to undertake further qualitative research to achieve a fuller 

understanding of what is driving up costs, identify best practice and consider 

whether that picture could be replicable elsewhere in London. The work will aim 

to identify policy solutions for London Councils and boroughs to take forward to 

help ease the pressure facing London’s Children’s Services.  

 

39. Is it anticipated that a final report will be delivered by ISOS by the end of May. 

This report will be discussed at a member event later in the year. 

 

40. It will be important for London Councils’ Leaders’ to engage with the 

recommendations of this report, helping to galvanise London local government to 

take action to reduce costs and improve outcomes across Children’s Services. As 

part of this conversation, it is likely that the London boroughs will need to engage 



 

with innovative and collaborative ways to do this on a regional and sub-regional 

level. This will require a broad consensus across London local government.  

 

Recommendations 

41. Leaders’ Committee is asked to: 

 Note the findings of London Councils’ survey into Children’s Services funding 

pressures, and ongoing work to gather evidence on cost drivers, good 

practice and policy solutions  

 Agree to receive a further report on policy recommendations that will emerge 

through the qualitative research to ensure that London local government is 

well placed to take collective action to reduce costs and improve outcomes in 

Children’s Services. 

 

Financial Implications for London Councils 

None 

Legal Implications for London Councils 

None 

Equalities Implications for London Councils 

None 
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Summary This report summarises the NHS Long Term Plan, describes 

interdependencies with local government and comments on 
opportunities for collaboration with health partners.  
 

Recommendations Leaders’ Committee is asked to share views on local priorities for 
integration of health and care; and also to offer early guidance on the
potential to improve outcomes for Londoners through more 
ambitious integration of health, care and public health activity. 
Members may also wish to comment on how integration should be 
delivered locally. 
 

 



 



The NHS Long Term Plan 

Introduction 
 
1. The NHS Long Term Plan sets out how the NHS will prioritise and spend the 

extra £20 billion investment in it announced by the Government in 2018. The 

plan outlines a number of ambitions around the workforce, transformation, 

prevention and technology over the next ten years. 

2. This report sets out the core elements of the Plan and highlights areas that will 

impact local government. 

Five Key Ambitions of the NHS Long term plan 

3. The NHS Long Term Plan has set out its ambitions for improving patient care 

over the next ten years. These ambitions can be grouped into five broad 

categories namely: 

i. Health and Care transformation –Transforming the system through the 

creation of Integrated Care Systems (ICS) by April 2021. Through the 

formation of ICSs, the NHS hopes to encourage more collaboration between 

GPs, their teams and community services.  

 

ii. Investing in prevention and tackling health inequalities: the NHS will 

increase its contribution to tackling some of the most significant causes of ill 

health, including new action to help people stop smoking, overcome drinking 

problems and avoid Type 2 diabetes, with a particular focus on the 

communities and groups of people most affected by these problems.  

 

iii. Creating a workforce that meets demand: There will be a rise in investment 

in the NHS workforce, with the aim of increasing both recruitment and 

training.  This will include thousands more clinical placements for 

undergraduate nurses, hundreds more medical school places, as well as 

more routes into the NHS such as apprenticeships.  

 

iv. Making better use of data and digital technology: Invest in making available 

better access to digital tools and patient records for staff, and improvements 

to the planning and delivery of services based on the analysis of patient and 

population data.  



 

v. Getting the most out of taxpayers’ investment in the NHS: Working with 

doctors and other health professionals to identify ways to reduce duplication 

in how clinical services are delivered, make better use of the NHS’ 

combined buying power to get commonly-used products for less money, and 

reduce spend on administration. 

Issues for Boroughs’ Consideration 

4. On the whole, the NHS Long Term Plan is focused on reform through the NHS 

system rather than place-based transformation. None the less, local authority 

services and policies will be affected by the ambitions that have been set out in 

the Plan. Areas of particular impact as set out below: 

The creation of ICSs by 2021 (local plans by April 2019)  

5. Integrated care systems (ICSs) are described as being a footprint to be used in 

planning and commissioning care as well as providing system leadership. ICSs 

bring together NHS providers, commissioners and local authorities to work in 

partnership in improving health and care in their area. Although ICSs vary in 

size, covering different footprints, and are variable in complexity, the basic 

principle of an ICS is the coming together of partners to deliver integrated 

services. Councils will be core partners in the ICSs.  

6. Integral to the vision for integrated care is the creation of Primary Care 

Networks reflecting GP federations. Operating at the sub-borough level they will 

cover populations of between 30 – 50,000. A Primary Care Network will bring 

together and work with community, mental health, social care, pharmacy, 

hospital and voluntary services in their local areas. They should be small 

enough to provide a personalised care offer, but large enough to have impact 

and secure economies of scale through collaboration between practices and 

others in the local health and social care system. 

Blending (Pooling) health and care budgets and the BCF 

7. The Long Term Plan acknowledges the dependencies between social care and 

health and the need to have a well functioning social care sector. The plan also 

commits to support local approaches to blending health and social care budgets 

where councils and CCGs agree this makes sense - for example, support for 

agreed voluntary budget pooling between a council and CCG for some or all 



their responsibilities or individual service user budget pooling through personal 

health and social care budgets. The Long Term Plan sets out four optional 

models that have been shown to work individually or in combination when 

supported by local partners:  

 voluntary budget pooling between a council and CCG for some or all of their 

responsibilities:  

 individual service user budget pooling through personal health and social care 

budgets;  

 the Salford model where the local authority has asked the NHS to oversee a 

pooled budget for all adult health and care services with a joint commissioning 

team; or  

 the model where the CCG and local authority ask the chief executive of NHS 

England to designate the council chief executive or director of adult social care 

as the CCG accountable officer. 

 

8. The Long Term Plan also sets out plans to review the Better Care Fund (BCF). 

The BCF is being reviewed with a view to simplying it and that review is 

expected to conclude soon. In 2019/20, the BCF will continue to include clear 

requirements to maintain the reduction in DTOCs and improve the availability of 

care packages for patients ready to leave hospital. 

Public health and prevention 

9. The Plan acknowledges the public health role of local authorities and identifies 

the NHS as a complement to, but not a substitution for, the important role for 

local government. However, as many of the preventative services delivered by 

local authorities are closely linked to NHS care, and in many cases are provided 

by NHS trusts, the Government and the NHS are considering whether there is a 

stronger role for the NHS in commissioning sexual health services, health 

visitors and school nurses, as well as considering what the best future 

commissioning arrangements might therefore be. 

Accessing Long Term Plan Funding  

10. The Long Term Plan has committed to continue to target a higher share of 

funding towards geographies with high health inequalities than would have been 

allocated using the core needs formulae alone. All local health systems will be 

expected to set out during 2019 how they will specifically reduce health 



inequalities by 2023/24 and, then, 2028/29. As a condition of receiving this 

funding, all major national programmes and every local area across England will 

be required to set out specific measurable goals and mechanisms by which they 

will contribute to narrowing health inequalities over the next five and ten years. 

NHS England will work with PHE and local government to contribute to this 

goal. 

Mental health support for children and young people  

11. The Children and Young People’s Mental Health Green Paper set out proposals 

to improve mental health support in schools and colleges. Over the next five 

years the NHS will fund new Mental Health Support Teams working in schools 

and colleges, building on the support already available, which will be rolled out 

to 20 – 25% of the country by the end of 2023. These school and college-based 

services will be supervised by NHS Children and Young People Mental Health 

staff. It is anticipated that they will provide specific extra capacity for early 

intervention and ongoing help.  

Workforce  

 

12. The Plan puts forward several proposals in relation to the NHS workforce, and 

points to the publication of a workforce implementation plan, to be released later 

in 2019. NHS Improvement, HEE and NHS England will establish a national 

workforce group to ensure that agreed workforce actions are delivered quickly. 

This will include the new NHS Chief People Officer, the NHS National Medical 

Director, the Chief Nursing Officer and the other Chief Professions Officers. 

 

Opportunities and Interdependencies 

 

13. In a number of places, the Long Term Plan is explicit that delivery of its 

ambitions depends on partnership with local authorities and sustainable social 

care and public health services. The LTP seeks to move the health system’s 

focus and activity onto a more personalised, preventative footing, where more 

care is delivered in the community and where health inequalities are more 

central to planning.  

 



14. This emphasis will require much closer collaboration between health and local 

government partners. Stronger links will be needed with local government’s 

health and wellbeing powers, repsonsibilties to address health inequalities and 

role as commissioners of public health and other key public services.  

 

15. While the Long Term Plan recognises the important role of local government, 

proposed reforms place greater emphasis on internal changes to the health 

system and, in particular, bringing commissioners and providers closer together. 

Nevertheless, there are opportunities for boroughs to use the Plan to make 

progress in advocating local integration initatives and local commissioning.   

 

16. The NHS is required to produce one year forward plans  by April 2019. Firmer 

five year plans are required by December 2019. This is especially relevant to 

the design of future ICS’ across London. Publication of draft five-year plans is 

expected in the autumn of 2019. Although there is not a specific requirement for 

the plans to be signed off by health and wellbeing boards, the Long Term Plan 

states that ICSs and health and wellbeing boards should work closely together. 

 

17. The models for budget pooling offer opportunities to define the scope and form 

of local integration, including the relationship with sub regional arrangements 

and the balance of decision making between local, sub regional and regional 

levels. It seems unrealistic for a sub-regional level ICS to be able to bring 

meaningful development and leadership in the creation of sub-borough 

networks, and therefore the case is clear for the strongest possible relationship 

to exist between those networks and borough commissioners. Boroughs may 

wish to bring those forward relatively quickly in order to maximise the chances 

of influencing future models of budget pooling and integration.  

 

18. The indication that there could be some dilution of borough commissioning 

responsibility for sexual health services, health visitors and school nurses is 

disappointing given the success of local governement delivery since the transfer 

of public health responsibilities in 2013.    

 



19. A higher share of funding for areas of high health inequalities is welcome and in 

London this could potentially benefit a number of boroughs. The NHS should be 

encouraged to engage with local government partners in developing funding 

models as councils have knowledge and understanding about the needs of their 

communities and points of pressure that need to be taken account of. 

 

20. The section of the Plan dealing with improvement in Child and Adolescent 

Mental Health Services (CAMHS) builds on the work that has already been 

undertaken by London boroughs in integrating CAMHS and other mental health 

services in schools and colleges. At least 28 borough CAMHS services are 

taking a school-based focus on provision, as well as 10 boroughs indicating 

their intention to provide Mental Health training to teaching staff as part of the 

Local Transformation Plans. However, the Government’s aim of rolling out 

changes in 20-25 per cent of the country by 2022/23 raises questions regarding 

the pace of implementation. It is important that the government recognises the 

scale of this issue and commits to supporting the implementation of effective 

change in every school in the country. 

 

21. Finally, workforce shortages don not just impact on the health sector. The social 

care sector also has significant recruitment challenges. These have become 

more acute as a result of the NHS pay award. The health and care workforces 

are interdependent and, therefore, the health workforce should not be taken in 

isolation.  

 

Conclusion 

 

22. The Long Term Plan changes the focus for the NHS in coming years, increasing 

the emphasis on out of hospital care, earlier interventions and population health 

approaches. All of these factors could benefit from closer joint work with local 

government. For this to be formally built into NHS planning it is likely that it 

would need to be expressed as part of the five year plans to be finalised in 

December 2019. 

23. In this context, members of Leaders’ Committee may wish to share perspectives 

and judgements on priorities for joint working in their areas. There may also be 

value in discussing initial views on the opportujnities for useful collaboration that 



may emerge from the five ambtions in the Plan listed in paragraph 3 above. 

Leaders may also wish to offer guidance on approaches to local decision 

making needed to govern integrated care.  

Financial Implications for London Councils   

There are no financial implications for London Councils resulting from this report. 

Legal Implications for London Councils   

There are no legal implications for London Councils resulting from this report.    

Equalities implications for London Councils   

There are no equalities implications for London Councils. 

 



 

 

 

Summary: This paper provides an update on preparatory activity at a local and pan-
London level in relation to identifying opportunities and mitigating risks for 
London local government as a result of the UK’s planned exit from the 
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Exiting the EU- Update on Local Engagement 

1. This paper provides an update on preparatory activity at a local and pan-London level in 

relation the UK’s planned exit from the EU. Leaders’ Committee considered an earlier 

report on preparations for leaving the EU at its meeting in February 2019.   

2. London Councils has been actively engaging with Government, the Mayor of London, and 

the LGA to ensure that London’s particular needs in relation to exiting the EU are heard. 

We have also continued to engage with boroughs, chief executives and relevant 

professional networks to support local preparatory activity and promote the exchange of 

local insights and practice. 

3. Contingency planning is being taken forward under the auspices of the statutory London 

Resilience Forum, at the request of Government.  

4. The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government has initiated an information 

sharing network, with regional Hubs, to facilitate information flow between central 

government and local councils. London Councils is supporting the collation and exchange 

of information within London and is seeking to manage the demands on London boroughs 

by aligning this exercise with the information that is being collated for contingency planning 

purposes. 

Contingency Planning 

5. Local authority contingency planning at a pan-London level is being co-ordinated through 

the Local Authorities’ Panel (LAP), which is chaired by John Barradell, Chief Executive of 

the City of London.  This initiative is operating under the auspices of the statutory London 

Resilience Forum and working through the Forum’s Brexit Contingency Planning Group.   

6. The London Resilience Forum is using a risk-based approach, and the Forum’s Brexit 

Contingency Planning Group has set out an approach which covers key areas of risk, 

including: 

 Business Continuity – supplies / workforce / technical/regulatory/specific 

 Staff welfare 

 Border disruption 

 Critical sectors – health / food / fuel / transport / energy / water 

 
7. A wide range of  sectors are represented on the Forum, including London local 

government,  and all are contributing to the overall London assessment.  Individual London 

local authorities have stepped up their work to assess the potential impacts of Brexit in the 

short, medium and long terms.  



8. The current focus of contingency planning is on the potential impact of a short-notice no-

deal Brexit. That is, the potential impact of no agreement being reached on the Withdrawal 

Agreement between the UK and the EU, leading to immediate third country status for the 

UK on 29th March 2019.  Potential impacts are currently being assessed, including the 

impacts in relation to: 

 Health  

 The economy 

 The environment  

 Wider society   

The latter point encompasses knock-on impacts of any border disruption – potentially 

leading to delays in supplies of fresh foods, medical supplies or fuel - with further 

potential knock-on impacts on transport, as well as broader business continuity.  

9. Potential disruptive impacts that have been identified by local authorities relate to:  

 Supply chain disruption 

 Workforce issues due to EU nationals leaving the UK, impacting on local 

authorities’ ability to maintain critical services  

 Increased numbers of vulnerable people in the community 

 Disruption to the export of waste to EU countries 

10. Community cohesion has been identified as an area which might be impacted, with 

potential protest activity and increased tension within communities.  To help manage this, 

the London Prevent Network has put in place arrangements to monitor the impacts on 

communities and to collate overall assessments (working with the MPS).  

11. The resilience capabilities and tools that have been established for broader purposes will 

be utilised to tackle identified risks, such as processes for providing humanitarian support 

or co-ordinating mutual aid. 

12. In the coming weeks, the London Resilience Forum’s co-ordination and assessment activity will 

be scaled up as required - as further clarity emerges about the UK’s future relationship with the 

EU. This may require the establishment of a formal Strategic Co-ordination Group, with a key 

role for London local government and a more regular rhythm of reporting along with other 

partners.  A verbal update on these evolving arrangements can be provided to Leaders’ 

Committee as relevant.  

 
  



Pan London Information Sharing 

13. John O’Brien, is one of nine local authority chief executives who are working with the MHCLG 

as part of a national information sharing network to facilitate information flow between central 

government and local councils.  The focus is on gathering and organising up to date 

intelligence and information on the issues of most concern across each region – then 

escalating emerging risks and threats to Government. 

14. Single Points of Contact (SPOCS) have been identified in each London local authority and they 

are feeding into a regular weekly exercise to streamline the flow of information between central 

government and London local authorities.  The feedback collected is being used to inform both 

the escalation of emerging issues to Government via MHCLG and to inform the LRF’s 

contingency planning work.   

15. The process has been used to amplify concerns that have been identified by some boroughs in 

relation to: 

 The need for increased clarity from Government about Settled Status requirements – both in 

public communications and in relation to expectations around authorities’ support role for 

vulnerable adults. 

 Concern around the lack of clarity on the eligibility of EEA residents arriving after the EU exit 

to access local services - as well as the potential future NRPF implications for boroughs. 

 

 Concerns about demonstrations and community tension – as well the impact on local 

authority service delivery and the diversion of front-line policing resources. 

 The need for urgent clarification on the status of regulatory powers after EU exit and the 

need for certainty about the legislative basis for certain local government powers and 

responsibilities. 

 The need for guidance on national contingency plans to help inform planning and 

communications with residents. 

 Falling business confidence reported by some boroughs highlighting need for clarity around 

terms of deal/no-deal.  

16. In addition, there are a number of key themes that cut across individual services, including 

workforce impacts; supply chains and data transfer. These have informed discussions within 

key London local government service areas and professional networks, including: 

 Directors of Children’s Services (ALDCS) 

 Environment Directors (LEDNet) 



 Directors of Adult Social Care (ADASS) 

The groupings are also working with their respective national networks to liaise directly 

with Departments of State.  

17. London Councils continues to support borough Heads of Communications in relation to 

communicating with the public on settled status and has facilitated engagement between 

the network and the Home Office.  This is being supported by further information, key lines 

and signposting to good practice.  

18. London Councils recently held a roundtable to facilitate mutual learning between boroughs 

who are working to help prepare EU citizens to apply for Settled Status.  The discussion 

highlighted the importance of greater clarity regarding responsibility for supporting EU 

citizens who are vulnerable and may need additional support in applying for settled status.  

These concerns were amplified through the established MHCLG channels and increased 

clarity is being sought from Government. 

 

Strategic Engagement 

19. London Councils has been actively engaging with Government, the Mayor of London, and 

the LGA to ensure that London’s needs in relation to exiting the EU are heard.  

 The Chair of London Councils attended the last MHCLG Ministerial Brexit & Local 

Government Delivery Board meeting. The Ministerial Delivery Board is currently 

meeting on a monthly basis and also includes senior political representatives from 

the LGA, County Councils Network, District Councils Network, and the Core and 

Key Cities Groups. In addition, the Executive Member for Business, Europe and 

Good Growth has discussed a number of the key issues with representatives of 

other party groups.  

 The Chair of London Councils took part in the Mayor of London’s Advisory Group on 

London’s preparedness for a ‘no deal’ exit from the EU when it met on Friday, 1 

March 2019.   The Advisory Group included a number of senior officials from a 

range of key public services and took stock of London’s readiness both in relation to 

potential short-term plans and in relation to longer-term impacts. 

Conclusion  

 
20. It will be important that boroughs continue to plan and prepare for any anticipated place-

based impacts and opportunities as a result of the UK exiting the EU.  Borough’s continued 

collaboration with the information sharing mechanisms that have been put in place to 

support both contingency planning and help the identification of emerging pan-London 



issues – is very helpful in supporting an escalation of medium-term concerns to 

Government and the exchange of practice across boroughs.  

21. As noted above, the London Resilience Partnership’s co-ordination and assessment activity will 

be scaled up as required - as further clarity emerges about the UK’s future relationship with the 

EU. This may require the establishment of a formal Strategic Co-ordination Group, with a key 

role for London local government and a more regular rhythm of reporting along with other 

partners.  

22. Verbal updates on these evolving arrangements can be provided to Leaders’ Committee as 

relevant.  

23. Leaders’ Committee is asked to note this report. 

 

Financial implications for London Councils 

No immediate implications. 

Legal implications for London Councils 

None 

Equalities implications for London Councils 

None 
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Summary This paper sets out the consolidated position around the work to 

establish a set of London Councils’ priorities through to 2022 and an 
outline of the Business Plan for 2019/20. 

 
Recommendations 
 

 
(1) Leaders’ Committee is asked to agree London Councils’ priorities to 

2022 – as previously discussed with Leaders – and the outline 
Business Plan for 2019/20. 

 
(2) Leaders’ Committee is asked to give a view on the proposition to 

feature one group of pledges at each Leaders’ Committee meeting 
from June 2019 to review progress on fulfilling those pledges.  

    

 

  



  



London Councils Priorities to 2022 and Business Plan 2019/20 
 

Priorities to 2022 

 

1. At its Annual General Meeting in June 2018 the London Councils Leaders’ Committee 

committed to revise its priorities through to 2022. The new Chair of London Councils 

commenced a process at that meeting of identifying key areas of priority for Leaders and 

worked with Executive members to develop these further. These were discussed at 

various meetings of the Executive during the autumn and early winter of 2018/19 and 

were also the subject of consideration by Leaders at various meetings over a similar 

period as well. A close to final package was agreed by Leaders in December 2018. 

 

2. The outcome of that exercise was a series of 46 specific pledges across seven key policy 

areas that London’s borough Leaders jointly agreed to work on together to deliver. These 

priorities – entitled ‘Our Pledges to Londoners’ – are set out at Appendix A. Leaders’ 

Committee is invited to agree three pledges formally.  

 
Communications of Priorities to 2022 

 
3. It is proposed that this set of priorities be disseminated to key stakeholders – via a 

printed foldout poster with a covering letter to raise awareness of the pledges to 

councillors, senior officers, key influencers, Government and a variety of London 

partners, including business, the voluntary sector, the Greater London Authority and 

wider London public services. Group Leaders, at the Executive meeting in February, 

discussed the prospect of jointly signing off a letter to accompany this material to help 

demonstrate their shared support for the shared pledges by boroughs. 

 
4. It is proposed that this be supported by a media campaign, internal branding and an 

online microsite with some interactive information.  

Implementation Challenges 
 

5. Leaders’ Committee has not, in the recent past, sought to promote a strong set of 

commitments about action by individual councils. The means by which ownership of 

these pledges is developed and supported – politically and operationally – will need to be 

considered. In some cases, it could trigger issues about the capacity of individual 

boroughs and/or London Councils itself to help drive these items and the relative priority 

that is accorded to them compared to existing borough objectives. 

 



6. A further example of this issue is the extent to which boroughs will be prepared to commit 

resource to measuring and monitoring progress against these priorities. Clearly, 

achieving the bulk of these pledges will involve action by individual boroughs across 

London. London Councils will seek to support that activity and collect data against 

progress. The Executive has discussed the idea that at each meeting of the Leaders’ 

Committee from the next meeting onward, one of the seven clusters of pledges is 

featured, in turn, and some commentary is offered by the relevant portfolio holder(s) on 

progress against that group of pledges. The Leaders’ Committee is invited to give a view 

on this proposition. 

 
Relationship to Business Plan 2019/20 

 

7. The priorities discussed above form part of the broader London Councils business plan 

covering all of London Councils activity – including that not featuring as part of the set of 

Leaders’ Committee priorities through to 2022 – and covers the single year, 2019/20. 

 

8. The Executive portfolio holders have, since the turn of the year, been meeting with the 

Chair of London Councils and, where possible, the shadow portfolio holders to discuss 

the work plan for 2019/20. There are still a small number of these meetings to be 

concluded. 

 

9. Based on those meetings that have taken place, a current working draft of the 2019/20 

Business Plan is set out at Appendix B. Leaders’ Committee will see that the core work 

plan for 2019/20 is broken down by the main portfolio areas as follows: 

 Transport and Environment 

 Crime and Public Protection 

 Housing and Planning 

 Schools and Children’s Services 

 Welfare Empowerment and Inclusion 

 Health and Adult Social Care 

 Grants and Community Services 

 Skills and Employment 

 Business, Europe and Good Growth 

 Finance, Resourcing and Improvement 

 Devolution and Public Service Reform 

 London Regional Employers 

 



 

10. Clearly, it will not be possible to finalise this document entirely until all of the meetings 

between portfolio holders and the Chair have been completed. The Work Plan does 

highlight specifically those individual items that also feature as part of the Priorities 

through to 2022. 

 

11. Leaders’ Committee is asked to agree the outline of the 2019/20 business plan based on 

discussion between the Chair and portfolio holders/shadow portfolio holders to date. 

 

Recommendations 

(1) Leaders’ Committee is asked to agree London Councils’ priorities to 2022 – as 

previously discussed with Leaders – and the outline Business Plan for 2019/20. 

 

(2) Leaders’ Committee is asked to give a view on the proposition to feature one group of 

pledges at each Leaders’ Committee meeting from June 2019 to review progress on 

fulfilling those pledges.  

 

Financial implications for London Councils 

The work plan will be delivered within London Councils’ approved budgetary provision. 

Legal implications for London Councils 

None 

Equalities implications for London Councils 

There are no direct equalities implications for London Councils as a result of this report. 

 

 

  



  



Appendix A 

 

London Councils Pledge to Londoners 

 

The London Borough Commitment to Londoners 

 

The Leaders and Mayors of all 32 London boroughs and the City of London Corporation have 

come together through London Councils, to agree a comprehensive set of plans for joint action 

that will improve life for Londoners by 2022.  

 

London local government works together in three ways; arguing with one voice for the common 

interests shared by our different communities; collaborating to deliver better solutions for 

Londoners by pooling our abilities and efforts; and by delivering directly through London 

Councils our representative body.  

 

In this plan we list 46 key pledges that we believe offer the most chance of improving the lives of 

every Londoner by 2022. We have divided these into seven key areas, but they are connected 

by the common thread of how local borough leadership integrates public services to deliver 

against the big challenges facing communities across London.  

 

Our pledges describe: 

 

 Individual borough commitments where we share common ambitions; 

 The added value that comes from our collaboration through London Councils; 

 The direct support that London Councils provides for boroughs to deliver for London.  

 

Housing 

 

London is still growing fast and we need more homes. Yet it is not enough to build either 

penthouses, or little boxes. Londoners need homes and communities. We must not only build 

more, we must build for the different needs of different Londoners, whether family homes, 

council homes or market rents. All homes must meet good standards. All communities need 

social infrastructure including GP surgeries and schools to be in place as homes are built. 

London boroughs are already delivering large scale housing projects across the capital. We 

therefore commit to: 

 



 Seek new powers to further raise our delivery potential and so better meet the needs of 

London’s population through developing an agreement with government on extending the 

powers and financial flexibilities of London boroughs. 

 Create a suite of shared home building services that can be used by all London 

boroughs. This will include for example: 

o Expanding the London boroughs’ collaborative precision manufacturing company 

PLACE to deliver homes across the capital by 2022. 

o Co-designing with the building industry a standard platform for planning major 

developments. 

o Ensuring that construction apprentices funded through section 106 deals have 

access to work and training across all London boroughs. 

 Agreeing a common standard across all boroughs to ensure safety and decency for all 

homes; especially taking action on rogue landlords.  

o We will lobby government to provide new powers so that the financial burden of 

enforcing standards is paid by rogue landlords themselves and that landlord 

licensing decisions can be enforced at the borough level. 

o Engage with government to ensure a full response to the Hackitt Review that 

delivers clear guidance, enforces swift remediation of buildings of all tenures with 

dangerous cladding and other fire safety issues; and is effectively funded. 

 Supporting each other to reduce homelessness through collaboration across London 

including: 

o Committing to use the boroughs’ joint company Capital Letters as a procurement 

vehicle for temporary accommodation. 

o Providing a homelessness prevention service in every London borough based on 

boroughs sharing their best in class services and gaining adequate funding from 

central government. 

o Developing a borough led pan-London strategy to end rough sleeping. 

o Engage government to create more effective and fully funded solutions for 

homelessness and temporary accommodation in London. 

 

Crime and Public Protection 

 

A safe city is the first duty of London government. London boroughs will do their part to help 

ensure that every Londoner can feel safe. Acting together, city government can reverse the 

upward trend in serious violence. We will: 

 



 Protect young people from knife crime through collaboration to deliver violence reduction 

action plans in each borough based on the contributions of all relevant local agencies. 

 Create a platform for sharing by all boroughs, including data sharing, a review of inter-

borough protocols and best practise transfer. 

 Call for increases in front line police officers to protect Neighbourhood and Community 

Policing. 

 Hold MOPAC and the MPS to account for gaps in policing service that follow from the 

changes to the configuration of Borough Command Units. 

 Better safeguard women and girls through delivery of our VAWG strategy including the 

establishment of a pan-London approach to commissioning refuges for women suffering 

domestic abuse. 

 Investigate extending the refuge model to young people threatened by gangs; as part of 

building a wider strategy to protect young people from gangs and county lines criminal 

enterprises. 

 Reach agreement with government on devolving offender rehabilitation to London. 

 Work alongside the Mayor to rebalance policing and crime reduction funding to better fit 

local needs. 

 Commit to providing and accepting mutual support following major emergencies and to 

embody a culture of London wide resilience co-ordination and support within our own 

authorities reinforced by appropriate support, training and guidance. 

 

Better Health and Care 

Most health and care services are provided locally and a healthy life depends on an environment 

that is shaped locally. The London boroughs are an essential partner to jointly develop faster 

improvements in our health and care services, while also making London a healthier city. The 

democratic accountability of London local government is the best foundation on which to engage 

citizens and build public support for the changing face of 21st century health care. We will: 

 

 Seek agreement on funding and devolved powers in order to offer a new deal to 

transform London’s aging GP and primary care premises as part of a wider improvement 

in the quality of primary care service offered to all Londoners. 

 Develop proposals for a step change in integrated health and care through an offer of 

borough level commissioning across London, as part of a refreshed devolution 

agreement. 

 Take forward the world class borough collaboration on HIV prevention to collaborate on 

provision of local sexual health services throughout London. 



 Argue for further devolution of public health funding, autonomy and powers to London 

boroughs. 

 Lobby for adequate funding of social care and public health services. 

 

Supporting Business and Inclusive Growth 

 

London is the business capital of Europe and the most outward looking global city on the planet. 

All London boroughs are committed to nurturing that success and ensuring that all Londoners 

can share in it. We aspire to be the first choice of every London business when it wants a 

conversation with London government. London boroughs will work together towards the 

achievement of these goals by: 

 

 Co-designing a Charter for Business with London businesses, improving London as a 

place to do business, promoting inclusive growth and positive dialogue. 

 Lobbying to ensure that post-Brexit development funding provides at least as much 

support to London as the current EU ESIF programme.  

 Working alongside the Mayor to transform adult skills training through the devolved 

powers starting in 2019; supporting in work progression and ensuring that we meet the 

job aspirations of learners and the skills needs of business in each part of London. 

 Working towards a better start for young people through improved careers advice, work 

experience for every young Londoner and building the case to extend skills devolution to 

include 14-19 provision. 

 Working in partnership with London businesses to help government reform the 

apprenticeship levy; including using London levy underspends to support training within 

London. 

 Creating a comprehensive local welfare support offer for those transferring to Universal 

Credit or at risk of homelessness, supported by work with government to develop more 

effective funding models based on invest to save principles. 

 Supporting 55,000 disadvantaged Londoners towards a job through the devolved 

employment programme agreed with the DWP. 

 Lobbying government for co-location and joint working of council and Job Centre Plus 

services. 

 

 

 

 

 



Transport and Environment 

 

As London grows, pan-London transport infrastructure improvements are essential to ensure 

growth without environmental damage or harm to health. Yet it is local interventions, service 

design and urban planning that creates a liveable city that, for instance, makes walking and 

cycling accessible to all. London Councils will: 

 

 Support the promotion of a new Clean Air Act and the introduction of ULEZ across much 

of London to protect Londoners from harmful polluted air. 

 Deliver at least 2500 charging points for electric vehicles by 2022, including the option for 

20 rapid charge points in each borough. 

 Work towards including a target of one tree for every Londoner in our local plans. 

 Hold TfL to account for improving the bus route network in every London borough. 

 Lobby for improved certainty and levels of local road funding through TfL’s LIP process. 

 Press for London borough representation on the TfL Board. 

 Create, cost and lobby for a programme of local transport infrastructure delivery; 

addressing enhanced connectivity, platform extensions and related responses to growing 

demand. 

 Lobby for the delivery of major transport investment including CR2, HS2, Euston 

redevelopment, Bakerloo Line extension, West London Orbital and Tram network. 

 Work to agree new forms of London borough influence on the specification, management 

and award of rail franchises so that the borough voice is at the heart of commissioning; 

and argue for further devolution to London. 

 Lobby for fiscal devolution of transport taxes including a proportion of VED to help fund 

highway maintenance, and new fiscal levers to unlock home building.  

 

Funding London 

 

London boroughs will work together to ensure that each London borough is better resourced 

across the full range of public services; to ensure that London receives it fair share of funding; to 

win more freedom for Londoners to decide how they raise funds for services and to guarantee 

continuous efficiency improvements in how Londoners’ money is spent. We will: 

 

 Lobby to deliver an end to austerity in local government and try and ensure that no 

London borough loses from the Spending Review 2019. 

 Highlight the vital role of cities in funding UK public services by driving economic growth, 

where London contributes £32.5 billion in taxes after funding its own public services. 



 Press for government recognition of the unique cost demands on Britain’s cities which in 

London include 34% of all unaccompanied asylum seeking children, two thirds of all 

people in temporary accommodation and £54 million on those with no recourse to public 

funds. 

 Press for London’s fair share of the Fair Funding Review and recognition that dramatic 

increases in the costs of supporting SEND are creating unsustainable deficits across 

local authorities. 

 Lobby for the extension of business rates retention and its conversion into a genuinely 

devolved tax. 

 Argue for greater fiscal devolution to London, in line with the London Finance 

Commission, so that the city can fund the foundations for future growth. 

 

New Ways of Working 

 

All London boroughs are committed to improving our own working practises wherever that can 

benefit Londoners. We will: 

 

 Explore new opportunities to use commissioning and procurement to create social value, 

strengthen community institutions and embed resilience in our communities. 

 Challenge and support each other to drive improvement and value in our activities. 

 Engage with innovations designed to improve outcomes and experiences for Londoners 

via partners on digital delivery and wider technology and data collaborations.  

 Explore how London’s governance now compares to other parts of urban England and 

whether any lessons can be learned in terms of delivering better results for Londoners. 

  



Appendix B 

 

Outline Business Plan 2019/20 (Pre completion of work plan following all portfolio 
holder/Chair meetings and design/production 

 

Foreword 

By Chair (to be added) 
 
Purpose 

 
London Councils helps to influence the development of London as a world city and to 
secure outcomes on behalf of individual localities across London. London Councils is: 
 

 the collective voice for London local government. It seeks to be an influential advocate 
for the interests of boroughs and fights for the resources, powers and freedoms that 
boroughs need to serve local communities effectively; 

 
 a hub for co-ordination and co-operation between boroughs designed to drive better 

services and outcomes for Londoners; 
 

 a focal point for brokering the collective relationship between London local government 
and partners - nationally and within London; 
 

 the provider of the direct delivery of a defined range of services, as well as acting as an 
incubator for other shared activities, campaigns and initiatives between boroughs. 
 

Key themes 
 
Our key themes are: 
 
Resourcing London 
Lobbying for London’s interests in the distribution of funding and resources, promoting fiscal 
devolution and working with boroughs and partners to help mitigate the impact of reductions in 
resource levels. 
 
Shaping London and its localities 
Seeking to boost the supply of housing, supporting moves to allow London to invest in its 
strategic and local infrastructure, allowing boroughs a critical influence in shaping local places 
and supporting sustainable growth. 
 
Reforming London’s public services 
Working to negotiate further devolution for London, brokering on behalf of boroughs with 
Government and other partners to develop opportunities to lead further reform in public services, 
as well as supporting reform via shared analysis, learning and frameworks. 
 



Supporting London to deliver 
Providing a defined range of direct services to Londoners directly on behalf of boroughs and 
working to support key political, professional and managerial groupings across London local 
government.  
 
Influencing and strengthening London local government’s wider contribution 
Ensuring strong and credible London local government influence on national policy, a 
critical role in the leadership and governance of the Capital and building key relationships with 
councils and groups of councils nationally. 
 
 
Our priorities to 2022 
 
The Leaders and Directly Elected Mayors of all 32 London boroughs and the City of London 
Corporation have come together through London Councils to agree a comprehensive set of 
plans for joint action that will improve life for Londoners by 2022. 
 
We have agreed 46 key pledges that we believe offer the most chance of improving the lives of 
Londoners by 2022. They are connected by the common thread of how local borough leadership 
integrates public services to deliver against the big challenge facing communities across 
London. 
 
Not all of these relate directly to action by London Councils itself, but they do describe: 
 

 individual borough commitments where we share common ambitions; 
 

 the added value that comes through our collaboration through London Councils; 
 

 the direct support that London Councils provides for boroughs to deliver for London. 
 

(Reference to appendix of pledges – as per Appendix A to this Leaders’ Committee report). 
 
Our work plan 
 
The priorities form part of our wider Work Plan. This work is divided into the following key areas: 
 

 Transport and Environment 
 Crime and Public Protection 
 Housing and Planning 
 Schools and Children’s Services 
 Welfare, Empowerment and Inclusion 
 Health and Adult Social Care 
 Grants and Community Services 
 Skills and Employment 
 Business, Europe and Good Growth 
 Finance Resourcing and Improvement 
 Devolution and Public Service Reform 
 London Regional Employers 



 
Our work plan is set out as Annex 1 (not yet complete pending Chair meetings with portfolio 
holders). 
 
Strengthening our organisation 
 
In response to the London Councils Challenge we have embarked upon a range of work to 
develop and further strengthen our organisation. This included a wide ranging engagement with 
external stakeholders and has also featured a series of projects with cross cutting groups of staff 
internally. 
 
As a result of all of that, we will: 
 

 continue to adapt the organisation and its way of working, including the wider introduction 

of agile working; 

 

 continue working with the internal Challenge working groups to ensure that how we  

develop our operational model and approach to organisational development resonates 

with staff; 

 

 continue to manage our resources to drive on-going improvements in value for our 

member authorities, in a way which continues to meet their needs over the next four 

years; 

 

 further equip ourselves with the skills, knowledge and competences required to support 

London local government in this critical period; 

 

‐ continue to create an environment in which we continue to attract talented people and 

challenge them to deliver outstanding performance; 

 

‐ continue to provide members with accountable financial and robust governance 

mechanisms to enable continued strong political leadership of our work that is 

transparent and rooted in clear legitimacy. 

 
 
The way we work 
 
Underpinning the way we work is the following set of principles: 
 

 We are a cross party, politically-led organisation motivated by our common commitment 
to the interests of London and London local government. 

 



 We seek to harness the power that comes from the practice and the people of our 
member authorities – individually and in groupings of boroughs. 
 

 We work closely with a range of public, private and third sector partners across London 
and more broadly to secure our aims. 
 

 We campaign to highlight the needs, achievements and potential of London and London 
local government. 
 

 We work in partnership with the national Local Government Association and seek 
mutually to reinforce our respective work on local government overall behalf. 
 

 We strive continuously to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of our organisation on 
behalf of our member authorities and seek to make London Councils an attractive and 
challenging place for people to develop their careers. 

 
 
 

 

 
  



Annex 1 

 
London Councils Business Plan Work Areas by Portfolio 

(not yet complete pending a few outstanding meetings of Chair and portfolio holders) 

 
Transport & Environment 
 
Policy and Public Affairs 
1. Promote local leadership of transport infrastructure investment to support good growth. 
2. Empower boroughs to create a cleaner, healthier city. 

 

Transport and Mobility Services 
Freedom Pass 
3. Negotiating the Freedom annual settlements with Transport for London (TfL) and other 

transport operators. 
4. Carry out the next major renewal exercise, as ¾ million passes will expire in March 2020. 
5. Exploring a significantly different and cheaper way of completing the renewal with additional 

data cleansing upfront to reduce correspondence costs. 
 

Taxicard Scheme 
6. Make further improvements to systems, driving more applications and bookings online. 
7. Ensure new contract improvements such as driver training and maximum price guarantee 

are implemented effectively. 
 

London Lorry Control Scheme 
8. Develop and implement outstanding scheme review recommendations. 
9. Work with TfL on the implementation of the Direct Vision Standard scheme. 

 

Traffic and Parking Policy and Advice  
10. Complete a review of speed enforcement management in London, considering greater 

borough involvement and options for a transfer of powers from the police to boroughs. 
 

Health Emergency Badge 
11. Complete major review of the scheme. 

 

TRACE  
12. Continue to provide this valuable service for people whose vehicles have been towed away, 

driving more interactions on line. 
 

London European Partnership for Transport (LEPT)  
13. Maximise funding, networking and knowledge opportunities in Europe and beyond. 

 



 
London Tribunals 
14. Continue to provide the administrative support and infrastructure to the Environment and 

Traffic Adjudicators and Road User Charging Adjudicators. 
15. Implement further system enhancements and efficiencies. 
16. Implement changes and additional resources to manage the introduction of the ULEZ 

scheme. 
 

Crime and Public Protection 
Policy and Public Affairs 
17. Act to ensure every Londoner feels safe, supported by both front line policing and borough 

commitment to crime prevention.  
18. Work with partners to reduce all forms of serious violence, including violence against women 

and girls. 
19. Ensure effective pan-London resilience.  
 

Housing and Planning 
Policy and Public Affairs 
20. Accelerate housing delivery to meet London’s needs, with the right mix of homes. 
21. Ensure Londoners live in safe, good quality and fit for purpose homes – regardless of tenure.  
22. Develop solutions to address homelessness in London. 
23. Strengthen borough led planning and placemaking. 
 

Schools and Children’s Services 
Policy and Public Affairs 
24. Deliver world-class, inclusive education for London's children and young people that is 

properly resourced. 
25. Create partnerships to keep London's children and young people safe; especially from 

gangs. 
 

Welfare Empowerment and Inclusion 
Policy and Public Affairs 
26. Highlight the impact of welfare reform on Londoners; and design a comprehensive local 

welfare support offer.  
27. Promote social integration and inclusion. 
 

Health and Adult Social Care 
Policy and Public Affairs 
28. Act with partners to transform both access and quality of health and care services for 

Londoners. 
29. Campaign for adequate funding of adult social care and public health.  
30. Champion and build on borough public health achievements in enhancing health and 

wellbeing for Londoners. 
 

 
 



Skills and Employment 
Policy and Public Affairs 
31. Transform the skills system to improve Londoners jobs opportunities and meet business 

needs. 
32. Support disadvantaged Londoners into work and lobby for further reform of employment 

services to achieve inclusive economic growth. 
 

YPES 
33. Ensure appropriate provision is in place for all 16 to 19 year olds (and 16 to 25 year olds with 

special educational needs and disabilities): influence the development of T-Levels, provide 
evidence to the Department for Education on post-16 Level 1 and Level 2 qualifications, use 
the post-16 special educational needs demand and supply research to shape post-16 
provision in London and continue to provide evidence to the Department for Education on 
rising demand and costs 

34. Secure additional resources for young people’s education and skills in London and maximise 
the impact of investment: work with the Greater London Authority to shape the next phase of 
ESF for young people’s programmes so that it increases skills levels and reduces NEET 
across London. 

35. Liaise directly with the Department for Education: representation on performance measures, 
high needs funding and further education. 

36. Continue to support local authorities to implement the new 0 to 25 Special Educational 
Needs system: influence funding, develop the principles for joint commissioning to generate 
long-term efficiencies and secure opportunities for young people that lead to greater 
independence into adulthood. 

 

Business, Europe and Good Growth 
Policy and Public Affairs 
37. Work with London’s businesses to improve the city as a place to do business, ensuring 

inclusive growth. 
38. Help local culture and sport services to contribute to stronger communities and Londoners’ 

health and well-being. 
 

Finance, Resourcing and Improvement 
Policy and Public Affairs 
39. Deliver fair levels of funding for local public services in London. 
40. Campaign for more fiscal autonomy in London that goes beyond reforms to business rates 

and council tax. 
41. Support London boroughs to drive continual improvement. 
42. Deliver a successful London Office of Technology and Innovation (LOTI). 
43. Support local authorities to innovate and transform their service delivery through Capital 

Ambition initiatives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Devolution and Public Service Reform 
Policy and Public Affairs 
44. Investigate the potential to deliver better outcomes for Londoners through learning from 

governance models across urban England.  

 

Grants and Community Services 
45. Continue close working with the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime to identify and 

address gaps in services for victims of sexual and domestic violence 
46. Undertake feasibility work for the April 2021 to March 2025 Grants Programme 
47. Subject to central government negotiations with the European Union, explore potential of 

maximising Grant funding alongside the UK Shared Prosperity Fund 
48. Deliver London Care Services, improving access to placements for borough officers and 

continue to influence the children’s care market 
49. Deliver Notify for borough Housing Directors 

 

London Regional Employers Organisation 

 
London Councils provides the London Regional Employers' Organisation which is one of 
the eleven regional employers’ groups which represents the interests of local authorities as 
major employers across the United Kingdom.  We will:  

50. Act as the regional employer for London local authorities, undertaking the Employers Joint 
Secretary Role including regular meetings with Trade Union Side secretaries; 

51. As the Employers Regional Secretary, ensure an appropriate deal for London is reached with 
unions and employers in any pay negotiations for April 2020 onwards; 

52. Support and service London Councils member bodies – Greater London Provincial Council 
GLPC / Greater London Employers Forum GLEF; 

53. Support and promote networking, linkages, learning and join up of HR professionals across 
London boroughs and wider public service partners on all workforce related matters. 

54. Provide a conciliation service to support the resolution of local and regional disputes; 
55. Promote innovation and transformation of workforce practices which support improvement 

and efficiency in public service delivery. 

 



 

 

 

Leaders’ Committee 
 

London Councils’ Urgency Report Item no:  10
 

Report by:  Lisa Dominic Job title: Governance Support Officer  

Date: 19th March 2019 

Contact Officer: Christiane Jenkins  

Telephone: 020 7934 9540 Email: Christiane.jenkins@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 

Summary London Councils’ urgency procedure was used to approve:- 

 The appointment of a new Deputy Chair of London Councils 
Leaders’ Committee and a new Member of the Leaders’ 
Executive Committee  

Recommendations Leaders are asked to note the decision taken under the urgency 
procedure. 

 

 





London Councils’ Urgency Report 

1.0 Introduction  

London Councils’ Urgency procedure was used approve the appointment of Cllr. 

Georgia Gould, London Borough of Camden, as Deputy Chair of London Councils 

Leaders’ Committee and Cllr. Jas Athwal, London Borough of Redbridge, as the 

portfolio member for Crime and Public Protection on the Leaders’ Executive 

Committee. 

 

1.1 Summary 

  Reason for Urgency   

Appointing Cllr. Athwal to the Executive through the urgency procedure allowed him 

to attend the 26th February 2019 Leaders’ Committee Executive meeting as a full 

member.  

 

Appointing Cllr. Georgia Gould as Deputy Chair of London Councils Leaders’ 

Committee through the urgency procedure enabled her to take over the role as 

Chair on the 26th February 2019 Leaders’ Committee Executive meeting, were the 

Chair to be indisposed or unable to attend.  

 

1.2 Recommendation 

The Chief Executive, therefore, recommended that: 

 Cllr. Georgia Gould be appointed as Deputy Chair of London Councils Leaders’ 

Committee; 

 Cllr. Jas Athwal be appointed as a member of London Councils Leaders’ 

Committee Executive as portfolio holder for Crime and Public Protection, and to 

be remunerated accordingly from 12 February 2019. 

Elected Officers of Leaders’ Committee were asked to agree the London Councils 

submission by midday on 12 February 2019.  The Urgency was approved.  

Financial Implications for London Councils 

None 

Legal Implications for London Councils 

None 

Equalities Implications for London Councils 

None 

 



 

 
Summary 

 
Summaries of the minutes of London Councils 

Recommendations Leader's Committee is recommended to note the attached minutes: 

 TEC – 6 December 2018 

 Grants Executive – 7 February 2019 

 CAB – 13 February 2019 

 Executive – 26 February 2019 

 

 

Leaders’ Committee 
 

Minutes and Summaries Item no:   11
 

Report by: Lisa Dominic Job title: Senior Governance Support Officer  

Date: 19th March 2019 

Contact Officer: Christiane Jenkins 

Telephone: 020 7934 9540 Email: Christiane.jenkins@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 



 

Leaders’ Committee 
 

Report from the Transport & 
Environment Committee  – 6 December 
2018 

Item no:  

 

Report by: Alan Edwards Job title: Governance Manager 

Date: 19 March 2019 

Contact Officer: Alan Edwards    

Telephone: 020 7934 9911 Email: Alan.e@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 
 

Summary: Summary of the minutes of the London Councils’ Transport & Environment 
Committee held on 6 December 2018 

Recommendations: For information. 

 
1. Attendance: Cllr Syed Ghani (LB Barking & Dagenham), Cllr Dean Cohen (LB Barnet), Cllr 
William Huntington-Thresher (LB Bromley), Cllr Stuart King (LB Croydon), Cllr Julian Bell (LB Ealing - 
Chair), Cllr Daniel Anderson (LB Enfield), Cllr Denise Scott-McDonald (LB Greenwich), Cllr Feryal 
Demirci (LB Hackney), Cllr Wesley Harcourt (LB Hammersmith & Fulham), Cllr Kirsten Hearn (LB 
Haringey), Cllr Jerry Miles (LB Harrow - Deputy), Cllr Osman Dervish (LB Havering), Cllr Hanif Khan (LB 
Hounslow), Cllr Claudia Webbe (LB Islington), Cllr Hilary Gander (RB Kingston-upon-Thames), Cllr Claire 
Holland (LB Lambeth), Cllr Nick Draper (LB Merton - Deputy), Cllr Alexander Ehmann (LB Richmond-
upon-Thames), Cllr Richard Livingstone (LB Southwark), Cllr Manuel Abellan (LB Sutton), Cllr Clyde 
Loakes (LB Waltham Forest), Cllr Richard Field (LB Wandsworth), Cllr Tim Mitchell (City of Westminster), 
and Alex Williams (Transport for London). 
 
2.  Apologies for Absence: Cllr Peter Craske (LB Bexley), Cllr Shama Tatler (LB Brent), Cllr Varsha 
Parmar (LB Harrow), Cllr Brenda Dacres (LB Lewisham), Cllr Martin Whelton (LB Merton), Cllr John 
Howard (LB Redbridge), Cllr Alex Ehmann, and Christopher Hayward (City of London).  
 
3. Vision Zero Presentation by Transport for London 
The presentation started by a video footage from the emergency services attending a serious collision 
between a skip lorry and a cyclist. Afterwards, Victoria Le-Brec from Road Peace, gave a presentation 
about her near-death experience shown in the video when a skip lorry collided with her when she was 
cycling to work. This accident crushed her pelvis, resulted in the loss of one leg and required her to 
undergo 13 operations. Victoria Le-Brec went on to say that 127 people had been killed on the roads in 
the same year that her accident occurred.  
 
The Committee: (i) agreed that a joint letter be drafted by TfL and the Chair of TEC and sent to every 
borough leader, giving them information about what accidents were occurring in their boroughs. This 
letter would be sent out week commencing 10 December 2018, and (ii) noted that there was a need to 
enforce 20mph speed limits and to pursue the “Vision Zero” agenda vigorously. 
 
 
 
4. London Waste & Recycling Board (LWARB) – Presentation by Dr Liz Goodwin (Chair of 

LWARB), Wayne Hubbard (CEO, LWARB) and Anthony Buchan (LWARB) 



   

Dr Liz Goodwin OBE, Chair of LWARB, gave a brief overview of LWARB. She said that there were 
currently two TEC members on actively involved in LWARB, namely Councillor Clyde Loakes as the chair 
of Resource London and Councillor Feryal Demirci as a board member. She informed TEC that she had 
been the Chair of LWARB for the past 18 months.  
 
Wayne Hubbard, CEO of LWARB, thanked members for the invite to TEC and made the following 
remarks: 

 LWARB had three main programmes: (i) Resource London, (ii) Circular London and (iii) Advance 
London. 

 London’s circular economy represented £7 billion a year in London. 
 LWARB provided free business support to SMEs, as well as investment programmes like venture 

capital and growth equity. 
 The aim was to reduce waste in London by 60% by 2030.  

 
Anthony Buchan introduced himself and informed members that he headed up the partnership of 
LWARB’s and the Waste and Resources Action Programme’s (WRAP) Resource London Programme. 
He made the following comments: 

 There were four key focus areas: (i) minimizing the amount of waste produced, (ii) increasing and 
improving the capture of food waste, (iii) improving the yield and quality of dry recycling, and (iv) 
restricting residual waste. 

 Direct service support to pursue behavioural change. 
 Current support areas included reduction and recycling plans, contamination and flats recycling. 

LWARB were there to help facilitate all of this and to pull the plan together. 
 Flats recycling needs to improve for London to reach its recycling targets, especially in inner 

London authorities. It is estimated that people living in flats will grow to about £1.9 million by 
2030. 

 
A Q and A session then took place. 
 
The Committee: (i) agreed that the “Flats Recycling Project” briefing would be emailed to TEC members, 
and (ii) agreed that LWARB would attend TEC on a more regular basis to update members on progress 
with regards to waste and recycling projects. 

 
5. Chair’s Report 
The Committee considered a report that updated members on transport and environment policy since 
the last TEC meeting on 11 October 2018, and provided a forward look until the next TEC meeting on 
21 March 2019. 
 

The Chair informed TEC that the LEDNet conference that was scheduled for 7 December 2018 had now 
been postponed. He said that London Councils had also submitted a response to TfL’s Central London 
Bus Review. TfL would meet with individual boroughs to discuss any concerns to changes to buses/bus 
routes. The Chair said that discussions had taken place with Heidi Alexander, the Deputy Mayor for 
Transport, and the Draft TfL Business Plan was due to be published on 7 December 2018.  Alex Williams 
said that the TfL Business Plan may be delayed until Monday 10 December 2018. 
 
The Committee noted the Chair’s report. 
 
6. Flood Partnerships Update 
The Committee received a report that updated members on the work of the seven London sub-
regional flood partnerships, the Thames Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (Thames RFCC), 
and the Environment Agency. 
 
Katharina Winbeck, Head of Transport, Environment and Infrastructure, London Councils, updated 
members on the work of the Thames Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (Thames RFCC) and the 
seven sub-regional partnerships. She said that surface water flooding was a key issue for London, and all 
boroughs were experiencing challenges when it came to resources, capacity and capabilities 
The Committee: (i) noted that only the borough of Merton was working with Wimbledon Park Lake 
reservoir flooding scheme (paragraph 46, page 7), and (ii) noted that Councillor Peter Zinkin (LB Barnet) 



   

would now be the “West” region member on the Thames RFCC. Agreed that Alan Edwards would send 
a letter to the TRFCC confirming this appointment. 

 
7.  Developing Guidance for Local Zero Emission Zones (ZEZs) 
The Committee received a report on the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) that set out the proposal to 
introduce Zero Emission Zones (ZEZs) in local areas in London from 2020. 
 
The Committee: (i) noted that the timing of the draft guidance note was too late for some boroughs to put 
in bids, (ii) noted a draft ZEZ guidance note would be published in early 2019 for further consultation with 
boroughs; and (iii) noted that the guidance note would form the basis of decisions by TfL for funding 
requests by boroughs to support local ZEZs, through existing programmes such the Mayor’s Air Quality 
Fund and Low Emission Neighbourhoods. 
 
8. Traffic Signals Budget 2019/20 
The Committee received a report that set out the cost to boroughs of maintaining traffic signals in London 
in 2019/20, based on a proposed “actual cost” model and recommended an interim approach for the 
apportionment of the costs to each authority based on 2018/19 calculations. 
 
The Chair said that members had voiced concern in 2017 on the traffic signal services that were provided 
by TfL, especially with regards to the delays in installing the traffic signals. Although the traffic signals 
funding was agreed by TEC in 2017, members felt that there needed to be improvements to the service.  
Spencer Palmer, Director of Transport and Mobility, London Councils, said that officers had liaised with TfL 
and the boroughs with regards to their traffic signal concerns. 
 
The Committee: (i) agreed the proposed “actual cost” based model for calculating the annual cost of 
maintaining traffic signals in London for 2019/20 and beyond, (ii) agreed the total cost to boroughs for 
maintaining traffic signals in London for 2019/20, which was £12,104,102.28 as shown in Appendix 1, (iii) 
agreed that this cost was apportioned between boroughs in the same proportions as agreed for 2018/19, 
as shown in the table at Appendix 2, (iv) agreed to continue the work on reviewing the current 
apportionment model to be concluded prior to the charges for 2020/21 being agreed in December 2019; 
and (v) noted that further improvements were required with regards to delivery times and speed of traffic 
signal installations. 
 
9. Taxicard Update 
The Committee received a report that provided members with an update of progress towards the 
implementation of the new Taxicard supply contract and set out developments related to TfL funding of 
the scheme in 2019/20 in light of the new contract. 
 
The Committee: (i) approved the removal of the 10% buffer for borough budget setting purposes (para 
17), and (ii) approved the removal of the 10% cap to allow the in-year flexible re-allocation of unspent TfL 
funding based on borough-by-borough changes in demand (para 19). 
 
10. Concessionary Fares 2019/20 Settlement & Apportionment 
The Committee received a report that informed members of the outcome of negotiations with 
transport operators (Transport for London, the Rail Delivery Group and independent bus operators) 
regarding compensation for carrying concessionary passengers in 2019/20. The report also sought 
members’ approval to the proposed settlement and apportionment. 
 
The Committee: (i) Agreed the TfL settlement of £320.913 million for 2019/20, (ii) agreed to the RDG 
settlement of £19.9531 million for 2019/20, (iii) agreed a budget for non-TfL bus services of £1.3 million, 
(iv) agreed the reissue budget for 2019/20 of £1.518 million, (v) agreed the borough payments for 
2019/20 of £343.684 million, (vi) agreed the payment profile and dates on which boroughs’ contributions 
are paid as 6 June 2019, 5 September 2019, 5 December 2019 and 6 March 2020, and (vii) agreed the 
2018-2019 London Service Permit (LSP) bus operators (non-TfL buses) Concessionary Scheme.  
 
11. Proposed Revenue Budget & Borough Charges 2019/20 

                                                       
1 Subject to negotiation. 



   

The Committee considered a report that detailed the outlined revenue budget proposals and the 
proposed indicative borough subscription and charges for 2019/20.  
 
The Committee approved the proposed individual levies and charges for 2019/20 as follows: (a) the 
Parking Core Administration Charge of £1,500 per borough and for TfL (2018/19 - £1,500; paragraph 38), 
(b) The Parking Enforcement Service Charge of £0.3760 per PCN which would be distributed to 
boroughs and TfL in accordance with PCNs issued in 2017/18 (2018/19 - £0.4226 per PCN; paragraphs 
36-37), (c) no charge to boroughs in respect of the Freedom Pass Administration Charge, which was 
covered by replacement Freedom Pass income (2018/19 – nil charge; paragraph 15), (d) the Taxicard 
Administration Charge to boroughs of £338,182 in total (2018/19 - £338,182; paragraphs 17‐18), (e) No 
charge to boroughs in respect of the Lorry Control Administration Charge, which was fully covered by 
estimated PCN income (2018/19 – nil charge; paragraphs 19-20), (f) Environment and Traffic 
Adjudicators (ETA) - charge of £28.75 per appeal or £25.08 per appeal where electronic evidence was 
provided by the enforcing authority (2018/19 - £30.63/£27.02 per appeal). For hearing Statutory 
Declarations, a charge of £23.23 for hard copy submissions and £22.50 for electronic submissions 
(2018/19 - £25.21/£24.49 per SD) (paragraphs 26-27), (g) Road User Charging Adjudicators (RUCA) – to 
be recovered on a full cost recovery basis under the new contract arrangements with the GLA (paragraph 
28), (h) A unit charge of £12 for the replacement of a lost or damaged Freedom Pass (2018/19 - £12; 
paragraph 10), (i) the TRACE (Electronic) Charge of £7.53 per transaction (2018/19 - £7.53; paragraphs 
29-35), (j) the TRACE (Fax/Email) Charge of £7.70 per transaction, which was levied in addition to the 
electronic charge of £7.53 per transaction, making a total of £15.23 (2018/19 - £15.23; paragraphs 29-
35), (k) the TEC  Charge of £0.175 per transaction (2018/19 - £0.175; paragraphs 29-35), (l) the 
provisional gross revenue expenditure of £366.42 million for 2019/20, as detailed in Appendix A, (m) on 
the basis of the agreement of all the above proposed charges as outlined in this report, the provisional 
gross revenue income budget of £366.233 million for 2019/20, with a recommended transfer of £187,000 
from uncommitted Committee general reserves to produce a balanced budget, as shown in Appendix B, 
(n) endorsed the current position on reserves, as set out in paragraphs 52-58 and Table 8 of this report; 
and (o) approved a transfer of £410,000 from the general reserve to the specific reserves to be used for 
future project work to be determined by the Committee. 
 
The Committee was also asked to note the indicative total charges to individual boroughs for 2019/20, 
dependent upon volumes generated through the various parking systems, as set out in Appendix C.1. 
 
12. Direct Vision Standard for Heavy Goods Vehicles 
The Committee received a report that updated members on the development of a Direct Vision 
Standard (DVS) and proposed London Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) Safety Permit (HSP) Scheme to 
reduce road danger in London. 
 
The Committee: (i) noted the decision of the European Commission regarding the notification of HSP 
Scheme and its implications, (ii) noted that TfL would undertake a public consultation (Phase 2b) in 
January 2019 on the final HSP Scheme proposals, (iii) noted that, subject to the European Commission 
notification outcome, a report will be brought to TEC’s meeting in March 2019, setting out detailed 
arrangements and seeking approvals to proceed to a statutory consultation traffic order amending the 
1985 Order to incorporate the HSP Scheme, and (iv) noted the position regarding Barnet LBC 
participating in the HSP Scheme and the LLCS. 
. 

13. Enforcing London Speed Limits 
The Committee received a report that detailed the outline plan for London Councils to undertake 
preparatory work to explore the feasibility of boroughs enforcing speed limits on London roads. 
Spencer Palmer introduced the report and said that more powers were required for boroughs to enforce 
speed limits. Some further work on this was needed. This report sought endorsement for boroughs to 
play a direct role in enforcing this.  
 
The Committee recommended that London Councils undertook initial preparatory work and explore the 
feasibility of boroughs and TfL undertaking speed limit enforcement. 

 
14. London European Partnership for Transport (LRPT) Update 



   

The Committee considered a report that contained an overview of a review of the London European 
Partnership for Transport (LEPT) and set out a proposal for the strategic direction of LEPT beyond 
March 2019. 
 
The Committee: (i) 1. Noted ongoing and planned LEPT activity, and (ii) endorsed the recommendation 
addressed to the LEPT management committee and agreed that London Councils continued to host the 
partnership and provide the services described to boroughs, subject to a new S159 agreement for 
continued funding in 2019/20. 
 
15.  Additional Parking Charges 
 
The Committee received a report that detailed the proposal by the London Borough of Havering to 
amend the penalty charge banding from Band B to Band A across the borough. 
 
The Committee: (i) greed the proposal to change the penalty banding in the borough of Havering; and (ii) 
noted the proposed implementation date for the change of 1 April 2019. 
 
 
16.  Minutes of the TEC Executive Sub Committee held on 15 November 2018 (for noting) 
The minutes of the TEC Executive Sub Committee held on 15 November 2018 were agreed as being an 
accurate record. 
 
17. Minutes of the TEC Main Meeting held on 11 October 2018 (for agreeing) 
Subject to a minor amendment, the minutes of the TEC Main meeting held on 11 October 2018 were 
agreed as an accurate record. 
 
The meeting finished at 16:46pm 



 

Leaders’ Committee 
 

Report from the Grants Committee 
Executive – 7 February 2019 

Item no:  

 

Report by: Ana Gradiska Job title: Principal Governance and Projects Officer 

Date: 21 March 2019 

Contact Officer: Ana Gradiska    

Telephone: 020 7934 9781 Email: Ana.gradiska@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 
 

Summary: Summary of the minutes of the London Councils’ Grants Committee Executive 
held on 7 February 2019. 

Recommendations: For information. 

 
 
  
Members: Mayor Philip Glanville (Chair - LB Hackney), Cllr. Saima Ashraf (Vice Chair - LB 
Barking and Dagenham, Cllr. Paul Ellis (Vice Chair - LB Wandsworth), Cllr. Gareth Roberts (Vice 
Chair - LB Richmond), Cllr. Kaya Comer-Schwartz (LB Islington), Cllr. Gerard Hargreaves (LB 
Kensington and Chelsea), Cllr. David Leaf (LB Bexley), Alderman Alison Gowman (City of 
London) 
 
London Councils officers were in attendance. 
 
Members of the Grants Executive and London Councils officers introduced themselves. 
 
1 Apologies for Absence 

1.1 Apologies were received from Cllr Miranda Williams (RB Greenwich), and Cllr Charlene 
McLean (LB Newham). 

2 Deputies and Declarations of Interest 

2.1 There were no deputies or declarations of interest. 

3 Minutes of the Grants Executive held on 18 September 2018 

3.1 Members agreed the minutes of the meeting which took place on 18 September 2018. 

4 ESF Match Funded Priority 3 – Tackling Poverty Through Employment 



 

4.1 Yolande Burgess, Strategy Director, introduced this report and said that the Priority 3 strand 
of the 2017-2021 London Councils Grants Programme - Tackling poverty through 
employment - will complete at the end of June 2019.This strand of the programme is due to 
under-deliver against the original targets set and is estimated to outturn on completion at 
£3,019,000. This figure includes both the borough money and the ESF match funding. It is 
projected that £1,135,000 will be returned to the Grants Programme once Priority 3 has 
completed. These figures are estimates, based on delivery to the end of December 2018. 

4.2 Ms Burgess then presented the three potential options outlined in the paper for deploying 
the underspend: 

4.2.1 Commissioning additional activity with existing commissions delivering across 
Priority 1 and Priority 2, based on intelligence gathered from the mid-programme 
review; 

4.2.2 Tendering a new commission through an open bid procedure, to meet a London-
wide priority; 

4.2.3 Repatriating funds to the boroughs. 

4.3 The Chair invited members to give their initial thoughts on the three options and said that 
the options recommended by the Executive would then be presented to the full Grants 
Committee in March 2019. He clarified that Option 1 would not attract matched ESF funding. 

4.4 The discussion was summarized by the Chair: 

4.4.1 Members were interested in going forward with either Option 1 or Option 3. 

4.4.2 With regards to Option 1, evidence-based ranking should be used to determine which 
activities would represent good value with additional funding, with priority given to 
activities with a wide geographic impact. The extra funding would be time limited. 

4.4.3 Option 3 needed to be broadened to include additional options in addition to the pure 
repatriation of funds to boroughs, as proposed in the report. The additional options 
would comprise a rollover to the next financial year, which could either reduce future 
contributions or provide more time for the Grants Committee to consider redeploying 
funds. 

4.4.4 Option 2.2.3 - raising deposits for private rented sector accommodation - was 
discounted as many boroughs have their own deposit schemes; however, there was 
significant interest in option 2.2.7, relating to providing additional resources for family 
support workers in refuges.  

4.5 The Chair asked that a draft of the options paper capturing the points from the discussion, 
should be sent to all members of the Executive for comment, ahead of the full Grants 
Committee in March. 

5 Month 9 Revenue Forecast 2018/19 

5.1 David Sanni, Chief Accountant, introduced this report which outlined actual income and 
expenditure against the approved income and expenditure in the budget to the end of 
December 2018. The report also provides a forecast of the outturn position for 2018/19 for 
both actual and committed expenditure on commissions including ESF match funded 
commissions (excluding borough-specific ESF projects) and London Councils’ 
administration of these commissions. 



 

6 AOB  

6.1 Cllr Kaya Comer-Schwartz said that this was her last Grants meeting as she has taken on 
a different portfolio at LB Islington.  

6.2 Members and London Councils officers thanked Cllr Comer-Schwartz for all the work she 
has done on the Grants Committee and wished her the best for her new role. 

 
The meeting ended at 15:35 



 

Leaders’ Committee 
 

Report from the Capital Ambition Board - 
13 February 2019 

Item no:  

 

Report by: Ana Gradiska Job title: Principal Governance and Projects Officer 

Date: 21 March 2019 

Contact Officer: Ana Gradiska    

Telephone: 020 7934 9781 Email: Ana.gradiska@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 
 

Summary: Summary of the minutes of the London Councils’ Capital Ambition Board held on 
13 February 2019. 

Recommendations: For information. 

 
Members: Cllr Steve Curran (Chair - LB Hounslow), Cllr Stephen Alambritis (LB Merton), Cllr 
Kevin Davis (RB Kingston upon Thames), Cllr Victoria Mills (LB Southwark), Cllr David 
Simmonds OBE (LB Hillingdon). Advisors: John Hooton (Chief Executive, LB Barnet),  
Sarah Ireland (Director, Corporate and Commercial, RB Kingston upon Thames). EY: Victoria 
Evans (Senior Manager, Local Public Services), Chess Dennis (Manager, Local Public Services) 
 
London Councils officers were in attendance. 
 
1. Declarations of Interest 
 
1.1 There were no declarations of interest. 
 
2. Apologies for absence  
 
2.1. Apologies were received from Andrew Blake-Herbert (Chief Executive, LB Havering) and 

Paul Najsarek (Chief Executive, LB Ealing).  
 
3.  Minutes of the meeting held on 12 December 2018 
 
3.1  The minutes were agreed as an accurate record of the meeting held on 12 December 

2018. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

4. Capital Ambition – Director’s Report and London Ventures Progress Report 
 
4.1 Thomas Man, Head of Capital Ambition, introduced this report, which provided a 

summary of Capital Ambition funded activities since December 2018. He stated that 
there had been in an increase in the unallocated balance as a result of an underspend 
on the operational budget for 2018/19, the current London Ventures income was 
approximately £90,000 and that recent invoicing meant that additional income was 
expected prior to the next Board meeting 

 
4.2  Mr Man then gave an update on the three Capital Ambition Board funded Behavioural 

Insights projects which were improving decision making in children’s social care, 
improving communications in the area of prevention and early help, and increasing MMR 
immunisation rates.  

4.3  Mr Man said that the terms of the addendum to vary the data protection clause set out in 
the main consultancy contract with EY for London Ventures to take into account GDPR, 
and the new Data Protection Act 2018, were due to be imminently agreed between 
London Councils and EY in consultation with London Councils’ Legal Advisors.  

4.4 Mr Man also updated members on the Homelessness, Temporary accommodation and 
Housing cycle of targeted ventures.The Chair requested that an update on the sites be 
provided at the next meeting in May 2019. 

 
 

5. London Ventures commercial deals approval using the delegation of functions 
procedure  

 
5.1 Mr Man introduced this report, which asks members to approve the delegation of the 

approval of commercial deals which are currently being negotiated to the Director of 
Local Government Performance and Finance, in consultation with the Chair and Vice 
Chair of the Capital Ambition Board. This was because the next commercial deal cycle is 
due to start in April 2019, which was in between CAB meeting dates, and the delegation 
of powers would allow potential new commercial deal arrangements to be in place for the 
start of the 2019/20 financial year.  

 
5.2 Members asked that the process be slightly amended so that all CAB members were 

consulted as part of the process who could set out any concerns or challenges regarding 
the commercial deals. 

 
 
6.        Any Other Business 
  
6.1 The Chair announced that Chess Dennis (Manager, Local Public Services, EY) would 

shortly be going on maternity leave. Members thanked Ms Dennis for all her work on 
London Ventures. 

 
Members resolved to exclude the press and public from the meeting for the exempt part of 
the meeting. 
 
The meeting finished at 11.00 



 

 
 



Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive 
Tuesday 26th February 2019 9:30 am  

 
Cllr Peter John OBE was in the chair  
 
Present 
Member Position 
Cllr Peter John OBE Chair 
Cllr Georgia Gould Deputy Chair 
Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE Vice chair 
Cllr Ruth Dombey OBE Vice chair 
Ms Catherine McGuinness Vice chair 
Cllr Nickie Aiken  
Cllr Julian Bell  
Cllr Darren Rodwell  
Cllr Muhammed Butt  
Cllr Ravi Govindia Substituting for Cllr Ray Puddifoot 
Cllr Jas Athwal  
 
London Councils officers were in attendance. 
 
The Chair welcomed Cllr Jas Athwal to his first Executive meeting and Cllr Georgia Gould 
as the new Deputy Chair. He also thanked Catherine McGuiness for arranging the 
breakfast briefing which did not occur because of the non availability of the Rt Hon Nick 
Hurd MP, Minister of State for Policing and the Fire Service.  
 

1. Apologies for absence and announcement of deputies 
 
Apologies were received from Cllr Ray Puddifoot for whom Cllr Ravi Govindia was 
deputising.  
 
 

2. Declaration of interest 
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 
 

3. Minutes of the Executive Meeting held on 15th January 2019 
 
The minutes of the Executive meeting held on 15 January 2019 were agreed, subject to: 
  

 Amending “Cllr Nicki Aiken could make a useful contribution in conversations 

with ministers on this topic” to:  



“Cllr Nicki Aiken as Leader of Westminster City Council, could make a useful 

contribution in conversations with ministers on this topic given the geographical 

focus of certain activity around Brexit” (page 5);  

 Amending the minute on Page 7 to read “Cllr Teresa O’Neill argued that more 
should be done on the ‘cliff-edge’ cost pressures to local authorities, in particular, 
surrounding the 18-25 cohort, and establishing clearly the fact that London did 
more than its fair share” (page 7). 

 
The Chair confirmed that responses to the Business Rates and Fair Funding 
consultations had now been submitted, and that at the 14 February 2019 meeting of the 
Metro Mayors, it had been agreed to send a cross party letter regarding Fair Funding. 
The Chief Executive agreed to check about timing for the letter. 
 
 

4. Children’s Services Finance Pressures 
 

It was reported that item 4 on the Agenda, ‘Children’s Service finance pressures,’ had 
been withdrawn because of insufficient time for Cllr Nickie Aiken to comment on the 
paper. Cllr Aiken asked that she be sent papers within agreed timelines for comment in 
future. 
 
   

5. Governance in London 
 
The Chief Executive introduced the report saying that: 

 In June 2018 Leaders’ Committee had made a commitment to revise its priorities 
through to 2022 

 A cohort of Leaders had raised the issue of governance specifically around 
Mayor/borough relationships 

 Executive members had discussed this in November 2018, in the context of 
combined authority models in other parts of the country and had asked for a 
proposition that potentially stimulated a piece of research into comparative 
governance models in urban England. This report responded to the requests 
made by Leaders in June 2018 and to the Executive in November 2018 

 
In response to a question from the Chair, the Chief Executive confirmed that the 
proposed work could either be commissioned directly, or a third party or ‘think tank’ 
could be encouraged to commission such a piece of research. 
 
In response to Cllr Ravi Govindia’s question about the outcome of the proposal, the 
Chair felt that if members had firm ideas of what was wanted, these could be considered 
further. 
 
Members made the following points: 



 
 Members should examine present Congress arrangements and concentrate on 

improving the present engagement structures 
 

 The choice of commissioned organisation was crucial to the work 
 

 The appointment of an independent ‘think tank’ organisation could be 
advantageous when considering some of the relationship issues at play 
 

 Governance to help boost economic prosperity and business relationships in 
London was an angle worthy of consideration 

 
 Any approach taken should not be oppositional to London partners 

 
The Chief Executive confirmed that the paper was an attempt to respond to Leaders’ 
original discussions and prompt debate rather than directly move to specific change.To  
credibly stimulate a debate of the type leaders had been keen to encourage, such a 
project would need to be genuinely independent. 
 
In the short term, the Chair undertook to reflect on how Congress type discussions could 
be enhanced – potentially via an informal Executive discussion with the Mayor at a 
political level. 
 
It was agreed that a further version of the report be brought back to a future meeting of 
the Executive.  
 
  

6. Local Digital Declaration 
 

London Councils Director of Local Government Finance and Performance introduced the 
report, noting that: 

 The Local Digital Declaration had been launched in July 2018 

 Any boroughs joining the London Office of Technology and Innovation (LOTI) 
would be expected to become a signatory 

 The City of London, who manage London Councils IT infrastructure, are already 
a signatory of the Declaration 

Members agreed that London Councils becomes a signatory to the Local Digital 
Declaration. 

 

 
7. Month 9 Revenue Forecast 2018/19 

 



London Councils Director of Corporate Resources introduced the report, commenting 
that this was the last forecast report to presented to members in the present financial 
year and that the budget had been adjusted to reflect TEC underspends of £130,000, 
principally around lorry control. The forecast position for the Joint Committee core 
functions was for a surplus of £998,000. 
 
In response to a question from Cllr Teresa O’Neill in respect of the Grants S.48 ESF 
programme, the Director of Corporate Resources confirmed that all payments to 
providers would need to have been made by the end of June 2019, at which point the 
final grant claims process would commence. There was no update on any new funding 
scheme or process that might replace ESF in the future. 
 
Members noted the overall forecast surplus as at 31 December 2018 of £2,563 million 
and noted the position on reserves. 
 
 

8. Debtors Update Report 
 

The Director of Corporate Resources reported to the Committee that there was now no 
outstanding debt from boroughs to London Councils. Boroughs were thanked for their 
work in achieving this. The report was noted and the requested write off was approved. 
 
 

9. London Councils Priorities and Draft Business Plan 2019/20 
 

The Chief Executive introduced the report, explaining that: 

 Following conversations last year with Leaders on priorities, Leaders’ Committee 
in December 2018 received a version of those priorities and had broadly 
endorsed them  

 Leaders’ Committee in March would formally sign off the pledges in the report, 
which contained a combination of work for London Councils and workstreams for 
boroughs  

 It also set out the outline business plan for 2019/10 which reflected the content of 
the meeting between the Chair and Portfolio/Shadow Portfolio holders in early 
2019 

Members received copies of the artwork presenting the priorities and made some initial 
comments to London Councils Director of Communications. 

Cllr Teresa O’Neill was concerned that individual boroughs may not be able to agree to 
all the pledges or identify different priorities for their boroughs. Cllr. Ravi Govindia 
recognised the resource constraints in different boroughs. Cllr Muhammed Butt felt that 
the plan set a vision and it was hoped that while boroughs may have different priorities, 
there should be no active opposition to the pledges. The Chair saw the document 



reflecting coalitions of the willing. It provided a clear statement of commitment, and any 
issues of delivery by individual boroughs should be dealt with as they arose. 

 

Cllr Georgia Gould felt that it may help to publicise ‘quick wins,’ for example refuges for 
young people, rather than trying to achieve and report on too much. 

 

Cllr Georgia Gould also said it was important to confirm adequate relevance to young 
people in the document. 

 
As a way forward for reporting, Executive members agreed that each Leaders’ 
Committee after June 2019 should receive a progress report on a different ‘cluster’ of 
pledges. 
 
The Chair concluded by stating that it desirable that a joint letter, signed by the Chair 
and Vice Chairs, should accompany the roll out of the pledges. 
 
The Executive endorsed the draft business plan and the process for taking it forward. 
 
It was additionally agreed that any final comments on the plans should be given to the 
Corporate Director of Policy and Public Affairs as soon as possible. 
 
 

10. Review of Scale of Election Fees for 2019/20 
 

The Chief Executive informed the Executive that London Councils and its predecessor 
bodies had, since 1974, commended a London - wide scale of election fees for adoption 
by individual boroughs. 
 
The Executive noted and commended the proposed scale of fees and expenses as 
outlined in the report, with effect from 1 April 2019. 

 
The meeting ended at 10:30am. 



____________________________________________________________________ 
Action points 

 

 Item Action Progress 

3. 

 

 

 

 

5. 

 

 

 

 

6. 

 

 

 

 

9. 

Minutes of meeting held on 15/01/2019 

 Chief Executive to check about timing for 
the cross party letter on Fair Funding 
being sent by Metro Mayors  
 

 

Governance in London 

 A report to come to a future meeting of 
the Executive 
 

 
Local Digital Declaration 
 
 London Councils becomes a signatory to 

the Local Digital Declaration. 

 
 
 
London Councils Priorities and Draft 
Business Plan 2019/20 
 
 Any final comments on the plans should 

be given to the Corporate Director of 
Policy and Public Affairs as soon as 
possible. 

 

 

 
 
Chief Executive 
 
 
 
 
 
Chief Executive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Director of Local 
Government 
Performance and 
Finance 
 
 
 
 
 
All Members of 
the Executive 
 

 
 
In progress 
 
 
 
 
 
To be brought 
forward 
 
 
 
 
 
In progress 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Completed 

    

 


