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Minutes 

 
OF THE MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE LONDON BOROUGH OF BARNET 
held at Hendon Town Hall, The Burroughs, London NW4 4BQ, on 16 December 2014 

 
 

PRESENT:- 
 

 
The Worshipful the Mayor (Councillor Hugh Rayner) 

The Deputy Mayor (Councillor David Longstaff) 

 
Councillors: 

 
Maureen Braun 
Rebecca Challice 
Pauline Coakley Webb 
Dean Cohen 
Jack Cohen 
Melvin Cohen 
Philip Cohen 
Geof Cooke 
Alison Cornelius 
Richard Cornelius 
Tom Davey 
Val Duschinsky 
Paul Edwards 
Claire Farrier 
Anthony Finn 
Brian Gordon 
Eva Greenspan 
Helena Hart 
John Hart 
Ross Houston 
Anne Hutton 
 

Andreas Ioannidis 
Dr Devra Kay 
Sury Khatri 
Adam Langleben 
Kathy Levine 
Kitty Lyons 
John Marshall 
Kath McGuirk 
Arjun Mittra 
Alison Moore 
Ammar Naqvi 
Nagus Narenthira 
Graham Old 
Charlie O-Macauley 
Alon Or-Bach 
Reema Patel 
Bridget Perry 
Wendy Prentice 
Sachin Rajput 
Barry Rawlings 
 

Tim Roberts 
Gabriel Rozenberg 
Lisa Rutter 
Shimon Ryde 
Brian Salinger 
Gill Sargeant 
Joan Scannell 
Alan Schneiderman 
Daniel Seal 
Mark Shooter 
Agnes Slocombe 
Stephen Sowerby 
Caroline Stock 
Daniel Thomas 
Reuben Thompstone 
Jim Tierney 
Amy Trevethan 
Laurie Williams 
Peter Zinkin 
Zakia Zubairi 
 

 
 

 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  

 
There were none. 
 
 

2. ELECT A MEMBER TO PRESIDE IF THE MAYOR IS ABSENT  
 
The Mayor was present. 
 
 

3. PRAYER  
 
The Mayor’s Chaplain offered prayer. 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 5
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4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
It was noted that many Councillors were appointed as members to school governing 
bodies in the borough and that where this applied there was no need to declare an 
interest.  
 

Member: Subject: Interest Declared: 

Councillor Dean Cohen 11.1 Depot 
Relocation Project 
– Referred from 
Assets, 
Regeneration and 
Growth Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a client had a 
property adjoining the 
Oakleigh Road South site 

Councillor Dean Cohen 11.2 Business 
Planning – 
Referred from 
Environment 
Committee 
 

11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as he was in 
negotiations with a lighting 
company 

Councillor Dean Cohen 11.2 Business 
Planning – 
Referred from 
Environment 
Committee 
 

11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 

Councillor Geof Cooke 11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 
 

Councillor Helena Hart 11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 
 
 

Councillor Andreas 
Ioannidis 

14.2 Councillor 
Adam Langleben - 
A fair repayment 
scheme for Barnet 

Pecuniary interest as a 
Barnet Homes leaseholder 
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Homes’ 
leaseholders  

Councillor Arjun Mittra 11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as his mother was a 
Barnet Homes tenant and he 
lived with her 

Councillor John 
Marshall 

14.2 Councillor 
Adam Langleben - 
A fair repayment 
scheme for Barnet 
Homes’ 
leaseholders 

Non-pecuniary interest as a 
Council appointed Non-
Executive Director of Barnet 
Homes  
 

Councillor Adam 
Langleben  

14.1 Councillor 
Caroline Stock -
Mayor’s Primary 
School Fitness 
Award 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as an employee of 
the Greater London Authority 
 
 

Councillor Ross 
Houston 

14.2 Councillor 
Adam Langleben - 
A fair repayment 
scheme for Barnet 
Homes’ 
leaseholders 

Non-pecuniary interest as a 
Council appointed Non-
Executive Director of Barnet 
Homes  
 

Councillor Anne Hutton  14.1 Councillor 
Caroline Stock -
Mayor’s Primary 
School Fitness 
Award 

Non-pecuniary interest 
Governor of a Friern Barnet 
School 
 

Non-pecuniary interest 
Member of National Union of 
Teachers 

Councillor Hugh Rayner 11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 
 

Councillor Brian 
Salinger 

11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 
 

Councillor Peter Zinkin 11.3 Business 
Planning 2015/16 - 
2019/20 – Referred 
from Policy and 
Resources 
Committee 

Non-disclosable pecuniary 
interest as a private landlord 
of property in the Borough 
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5. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING  
 
RESOLVED that both the minutes of the Council meeting and the extraordinary meeting 
held on 4 November 2014 be approved as a correct record. 
 
 

6. OFFICIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
The Worshipful the Mayor made the following announcements: 

 
With regret, the Worshipful the Mayor announced the death of Mrs Ivy Hughes, a former 
Mayoress of Barnet, who passed away on Sunday 9 November 2014.  Mrs Hughes was 
the Mayoress between 1971/72 and wife to Kenneth Williams Hughes who was Mayor 
from 1971/72. 
 
The Worshipful the Mayor congratulated the St Michaels Catholic High School for 
winning the Jack Petchey Award. 
 
The Worshipful the Mayor wished all those present a Happy Chanukah and a Happy 
Christmas.  
 
 

7. ANY BUSINESS REMAINING FROM LAST MEETING  
 
There was none. 
 
 

8. QUESTIONS TO THE LEADER  
 
The questions, together with the answers provided and the text of any supplementary 
questions and answers, are set out in Appendix 1 to the minutes. 
 
 

9. PETITIONS FOR DEBATE  
 
There were none.  
 
 

10. REPORT FROM THE LEADER  
 
There were none.  
 
 

11. REPORTS FROM OTHER COMMITTEES  

11.1 
  

REPORT FROM ASSETS, REGENERATION AND GROWTH COMMITTEE - 
DEPOT RELOCATION PROJECT  
 
Councillor Daniel Thomas introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. 
Councillor Kathy Levine moved her amendments. Debate ensued.  
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Upon the amendments in the name of Councillor Kathy Levine being put to the vote, at 
least ten members called for a formal division on the voting. Upon the vote being taken 
the results of the Division were declared as follows: 
 

 For Against  Abstain Absent 

Maureen Braun  �   

Rebecca Challice �    

Pauline Coakley Webb �    

Dean Cohen  �   

Jack Cohen �    

Melvin Cohen  �   

Philip Cohen �    

Geof Cooke �    

Alison Cornelius  �   

Richard Cornelius  �   

Tom Davey  �   

Val Duschinsky  �   

Paul Edwards �    

Claire Farrier �    

Anthony Finn  �   

Brian Gordon  �   

Eva Greenspan  �   

Helena Hart  �   

John Hart  �   

Ross Houston �    

Anne Hutton �    

Andreas Ioannidis �    

Devra Kay �    

Sury Khatri  �   

Adam Langleben �    

Kathy Levine �    

David Longstaff  �   

Kitty Lyons �    

John Marshall  �   

Kath McGuirk �    

Arjun Mittra �    

Alison Moore �    

Ammar Naqvi �    

Nagas Narenthira �    

Charlie O’Macauley �    

Graham Old  �   

Alan Or-Bach �    

Reema Patel �    

Bridget Perry  �   

Wendy Prentice  �   

Sachin Rajput  �   
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Barry Rawlings �    

Hugh Rayner  �   

Tim Roberts �    

Gabriel Rozenberg  �   

Lisa Rutter   �  

Shimon Ryde  �   

Brian Salinger  �   

Gill Sargeant  �    

Joan Scannell  �   

Alan Schneiderman �    

Daniel Seal  �   

Mark Shooter  �   

Agnes Slocombe �    

Stephen Sowerby  �   

Caroline Stock  �   

Daniel Thomas  �   

Reuben Thompstone  �   

Jim Tierney �    

Amy Trevethan �    

Laurie Williams �    

Peter Zinkin  �   

Zakia Zubairi �    

 
For: 31 
Against: 31 
Absent: 1 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The Mayor used his casting vote and voted against the amendment.  The amendment 
was declared lost. 
 
 
Votes were taken on the recommendations set out in the report.   
 
For: 31 
Against: 31 
Abstain: 1 
Absent: 0 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The Mayor used his casting vote and voted in favour of the recommendations.  The 
recommendations in the report were declared carried.  
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1. Council approve the freehold purchase of Lupa House, Borehamwood, and 

delegate the finalisation of terms to the Chief Operating Officer, in 
consultation with the Deputy Leader of the Council. 
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2. Council approve either the purchase of the freehold or a lease agreement 
with an option to purchase for Abbots Depot, Oakleigh Road South, and 
delegate the finalisation of terms to the Chief Operating Officer, in 
consultation with the Deputy Leader of the Council. 

 
 

11.2 
  

REPORT FROM ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE - BUSINESS PLANNING  
 
Councillor Dean Cohen introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. Debate 
ensured.  
 
Upon being put to the vote the recommendations in the report were declared carried. 
Votes were declared as follows:  
 
For: 32 
Against: 31 
Absent: 0 
TOTAL: 63 
 
RESOLVED that:  
 
1. Council approves the 5 year Commissioning Plan (Appendix A), subject to 

consultation.  The Commissioning Plan sets out the strategic priorities, 
commissioning intentions, outcome measures, revenue budgets and capital 
requirements for recommendation to the council’s Policy and Resources 
Committee on 2 December 2014. 
 

2. Council approves the indicative savings proposals set out in Appendix B for 
recommendation to Policy and Resources Committee on 2 December 2014, as 
the Committee’s £5.9m initial contribution to the overall £72m savings 
challenge facing the Council by 2019/20. 
 

3. Council agrees to public consultation on the Commissioning Plan 
commencing immediately following Policy and Resources Committee on 2 
December 2014, before final Commissioning Plans are agreed by Policy and 
Resources on 17 February 2015. 
 

4. Council approves the capital investment proposals set out in paragraph 5.1 
for recommendation to Policy and Resources Committee on 2 December 
2014. 

 
 

11.3 
  

REPORT FROM POLICY AND RESOURCES COMMITTEE - BUSINESS 
PLANNING 2015/16 TO 2019/20  
 
Councillor Richard Cornelius introduced the report and moved reception and 
adoption. Debate ensued. 
 
Votes were taken on the recommendations set out in the report. At least ten 
members called for a formal division on the voting. Upon the vote being taken the 
results of the Division were declared as follows: 
 

 For  Against  Abstain Absent 
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Maureen Braun �    

Rebecca Challice  �   

Pauline Coakley Webb  �   

Dean Cohen �    

Jack Cohen  �   

Melvin Cohen �    

Philip Cohen  �   

Geof Cooke  �   

Alison Cornelius �    

Richard Cornelius �    

Tom Davey �    

Val Duschinsky �    

Paul Edwards  �   

Claire Farrier  �   

Anthony Finn �    

Brian Gordon �    

Eva Greenspan �    

Helena Hart �    

John Hart �    

Ross Houston  �   

Anne Hutton  �   

Andreas Ioannidis  �   

Devra Kay  �   

Sury Khatri �    

Adam Langleben  �   

Kathy Levine  �   

David Longstaff �    

Kitty Lyons  �   

John Marshall �    

Kath McGuirk  �   

Arjun Mittra  �   

Alison Moore  �   

Ammar Naqvi  �   

Nagas Narenthira  �   

Charlie O’Macauley  �   

Graham Old �    

Alan Or-Bach  �   

Reema Patel  �   

Bridget Perry �    

Wendy Prentice �    

Sachin Rajput �    

Barry Rawlings  �   

Hugh Rayner �    

Tim Roberts  �   

Gabriel Rozenberg �    
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Lisa Rutter �    

Shimon Ryde �    

Brian Salinger �    

Gill Sargeant   �   

Joan Scannell �    

Alan Schneiderman  �   

Daniel Seal �    

Mark Shooter �    

Agnes Slocombe  �   

Stephen Sowerby �    

Caroline Stock �    

Daniel Thomas �    

Reuben Thompstone �    

Jim Tierney  �   

Amy Trevethan  �   

Laurie Williams  �   

Peter Zinkin �    

Zakia Zubairi  �   

 
For: 32 
Against: 31 
Absent: 0 
TOTAL: 63 
 
RESOLVED that: 

 
1. Council agree the high-level strategic priorities, as set out in section 1.2, 

which will frame a new Corporate Plan for 2015-2020, subject to 
consultation commencing on 17 December 2014 – after Full Council – and 
concluding on 11 February 2015. 

 
2. Council agree the updated Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) up to 

2020 as set out in Appendix B and the assumptions underpinning this in 
section 2. 

 
3. Council approve: the budget savings proposals for 2015/16 as “budget 

headlines” for consultation from 17 December 2014 until 11 February 
2015;  the overall MTFS savings and pressures from 2016/17 to 2019/20 as 
set out in Appendix C; individual savings proposals for future years 
included in the MTFS will be consulted on where necessary – with full 
Equalities Impact Assessments conducted - in the relevant budget year 
before final decisions are taken by Committees and Full Council and 
savings are cast into future annual budgets.  (In the case of the 
Environment Committee to instruct the Chief Finance Officer to  include 
the views of Full Council on 16 December in the consultation document.)  

 
4. Council agree the five year Commissioning Plans in Appendix A which set 

out indicative plans to address both the high level strategic priorities 
outlined in section 1.2 and the forecast budget deficit of £73.5m by 2020 
and agree the commencement an 8 week public consultation on the 
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Commissioning Plans which will conclude on the 11th of February 2015. 
(In the case of the Environment Committee to instruct the Chief Finance 
Officer to include the views of Full Council on 16th December in the 
consultation document). 

 
5. Council approve the recommendation of the additional capital schemes 

proposals as set out in Appendix D, to be added to the capital programme.  
 
6. Council approve the transformation programme as set out in Appendix E, 

the allocation of £16.1m from the transformation reserve to fund this 
programme from 2015 through to 2020 and the drawdown requested 
under section 2.6.10.  This programme and funding is required to deliver 
annual revenue savings of £44.4m by 2020 (cumulatively £124m).  

 
7. Council to approve the write offs in Appendix F as requested by the Policy 

& Contract Management Committee. 
 
8. Council to note the review of reserves as set out in section 2.5 and 

Appendix G. 
 
9. Council to agree the draw-downs from reserves as set out in paragraph 

2.2.1 and saving amendments in paragraph 2.2.4. 
 
10. Council agree that the Children, Education, Libraries & Safeguarding 

Committee should complete the detailed consideration of alternative 
delivery options, including agreeing to the commencement of 
procurement where relevant. As set out in paragraph 2.2.11 of this report. 

 
11. Council to note the impact on performance, staff and equalities as set out 

in section 6,7, 9 and 10 of the report. 
 
 

11.4 
  

REPORT FROM GENERAL FUNCTIONS COMMITTEE - BUSINESS PLANNING 
2015/16 TO 2019/20  
 
Councillor Joan Scannell introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. 
Debate ensued.  
 
Votes were taken on the recommendations set out in the report. At least ten members 
called for a formal division on the voting. Upon the vote being taken the results of the 
Division were declared as follows: 
 

 For  Against  Abstain Absent 

Maureen Braun �    

Rebecca Challice  �   

Pauline Coakley Webb  �   

Dean Cohen �    

Jack Cohen  �   

Melvin Cohen �    

Philip Cohen  �   

Geof Cooke  �   
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Alison Cornelius �    

Richard Cornelius �    

Tom Davey �    

Val Duschinsky �    

Paul Edwards  �   

Claire Farrier  �   

Anthony Finn �    

Brian Gordon �    

Eva Greenspan �    

Helena Hart �    

John Hart �    

Ross Houston  �   

Anne Hutton  �   

Andreas Ioannidis  �   

Devra Kay  �   

Sury Khatri �    

Adam Langleben  �   

Kathy Levine  �   

David Longstaff �    

Kitty Lyons  �   

John Marshall �    

Kath McGuirk  �   

Arjun Mittra  �   

Alison Moore  �   

Ammar Naqvi  �   

Nagas Narenthira  �   

Charlie O’Macauley  �   

Graham Old �    

Alan Or-Bach  �   

Reema Patel  �   

Bridget Perry �    

Wendy Prentice �    

Sachin Rajput �    

Barry Rawlings  �   

Hugh Rayner �    

Tim Roberts  �   

Gabriel Rozenberg �    

Lisa Rutter �    

Shimon Ryde �    

Brian Salinger �    

Gill Sargeant   �   

Joan Scannell �    

Alan Schneiderman  �   

Daniel Seal �    

Mark Shooter �    
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Agnes Slocombe  �   

Stephen Sowerby �    

Caroline Stock �    

Daniel Thomas �    

Reuben Thompstone �    

Jim Tierney  �   

Amy Trevethan  �   

Laurie Williams  �   

Peter Zinkin �    

Zakia Zubairi  �   

 
For: 32 
Against: 31 
Absent: 0 
TOTAL: 63 
 
RESOLVED that:  
 
1. Council note the decisions of the Policy and Resources Committee on 2 

December 2014 and the impact of staffing numbers. 
 

2. Council adjust the Council’s workforce establishment in 2015/16 to reflect the 
proposals agreed by the Policy & Resources Committee and delegate to 
officers the necessary actions to implement these proposals (subject to 
functions and decisions reserved to Full Council or the General Functions 
Committee in respect of terms and conditions of employment). The proposed 
reduction is set out in Section 6 of this report. 
 

3. Council note the requirements for statutory consultation and collective 
bargaining where there are changes proposed to terms and conditions 
potential impacts on individual roles or groups of staff. 
 

4. Council to note the impact on performance, staff and equalities as set out in 
section 6, 7, 9 and 10 of the report (Appendix A). 

 
 

11.5 
  

REPORT FROM THE LICENSING COMMITTEE  
 
Councillor John Hart introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. Debate 
ensued. 
 
Upon being put to the vote, the recommendations were approved.  
 
RESOLVED: 
 
1. Council adopt the Licensing Policy to take effect from 1 January 2015. 

 
2. Council adopt the Street Trading Policy. 
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11.6 
  

REPORT FROM CONSTITUTION, ETHICS AND PROBITY COMMITTEE  
 
Councillor John Marshall introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. 
Councillor Alison Moore moved her amendments. Debate ensued.  
 
Upon the amendments in the name of Councillor Alison Moore being put to the vote, at 
least ten members called for a formal division on the voting. Upon the vote being taken 
the results of the Division were declared as follows: 
 

 For Against  Abstain Absent 

Maureen Braun  �   

Rebecca Challice �    

Pauline Coakley Webb �    

Dean Cohen  �   

Jack Cohen    � 

Melvin Cohen  �   

Philip Cohen �    

Geof Cooke �    

Alison Cornelius  �   

Richard Cornelius  �   

Tom Davey  �   

Val Duschinsky  �   

Paul Edwards �    

Claire Farrier �    

Anthony Finn  �   

Brian Gordon  �   

Eva Greenspan  �   

Helena Hart  �   

John Hart  �   

Ross Houston �    

Anne Hutton �    

Andreas Ioannidis �    

Devra Kay �    

Sury Khatri  �   

Adam Langleben �    

Kathy Levine �    

David Longstaff  �   

Kitty Lyons �    

John Marshall  �   

Kath McGuirk �    

Arjun Mittra �    

Alison Moore �    

Ammar Naqvi �    

Nagas Narenthira �    

Charlie O’Macauley �    

Graham Old  �   

Alan Or-Bach �    
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Reema Patel �    

Bridget Perry  �   

Wendy Prentice  �   

Sachin Rajput  �   

Barry Rawlings �    

Hugh Rayner  �   

Tim Roberts �    

Gabriel Rozenberg  �   

Lisa Rutter  �   

Shimon Ryde  �   

Brian Salinger  �   

Gill Sargeant  �    

Joan Scannell  �   

Alan Schneiderman �    

Daniel Seal    � 

Mark Shooter  �   

Agnes Slocombe �    

Stephen Sowerby  �   

Caroline Stock  �   

Daniel Thomas  �   

Reuben Thompstone  �   

Jim Tierney �    

Amy Trevethan �    

Laurie Williams �    

Peter Zinkin  �   

Zakia Zubairi �    

 
For: 30 
Against: 31 
Absent: 2 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The amendments were declared lost. 
 
Upon being put to the vote the recommendations in the report were declared carried. 
Votes were declared as follows:  
 
For: 31 
Against: 30 
Absent: 2 
TOTAL: 63 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1. Council approve the recommendations contained in the report from the 

Constitution Ethics & Probity Committee at Annexe A, and the track change 
versions attached at Appendix A to Appendix G. 
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2. Council authorise the Interim Legal and Governance Adviser to implement 
these revisions and publish a revised Constitution. 

 
The Leader of the Labour Group, Councillor Alison Moore, advised Council that the 
Labour Group would be withdrawing from the Group Leaders Panel. 
 
 

11.7 
  

REPORT FROM ASSETS, REGENERATION AND GROWTH COMMITTEE - 
GRAHAME PARK REGENERATION, COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER, 
GROUND 10A AND RELATED CONSENTS  
 
Councillor Daniel Thomas introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. 
Councillor Nagus Narenthira moved the following amendment: 
 
“That the Council delay the decision until there is more detail to see the facts before 
voting.” 
 
Debate ensued. 
 
Upon the amendment in the name of Councillor Nagus Narenthira being put to the vote 
the amendments were declared lost: 
 
Votes were declared as follows:  
 
For: 31 
Against: 31 
Absent: 1 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The Mayor used his casting vote and voted against the amendment.   
 
 
Upon being put to the vote the recommendations in the report were declared carried. 
Votes were declared as follows:  
 
For: 31 
Against: 31 
Absent: 1 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The Mayor used his casting vote and voted in favour of the recommendations.   
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1. Council resolve in principle the exercise of compulsory purchase powers (by 

the making of up to three separate compulsory purchase orders) to secure 
the delivery of Stage B of the Grahame Park Regeneration Scheme; 

 
2. Council note that further report(s) will be brought to the Committee at later 

stages to seek authority to secure the making, confirmation and 
implementation of up to three separate Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPOs) 
for the acquisition of third party proprietary interests within Stage B; 
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3. Council authorise the appropriate Chief Officer to negotiate and complete a 
Compulsory Purchase Order Indemnity Agreement to ensure that Choices for 
Grahame Park (CfGP) and Genesis Housing Association (GHA) indemnify the 
Council for the full financial costs incurred in preparing, making and 
implementing the CPO(s). 

 
4. Council authorise the commencement of all preparatory work required for the 

making of the CPO(s), including (but not limited to): 
 
a) appointing land referencers to review all relevant proprietary interests 
with a view to producing a draft schedule and plan for the CPO(s); 
 

b) the service of requests for information notices under section 16 of the 
Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 on those who 
may be affected by the proposed CPO(s); 

 
5. Council authorise the appropriate Chief Officer(s) to: 

 
a) advertise the Council’s intention to appropriate to a planning purpose any 
open space lands required to deliver Stage B of the Scheme pursuant to 
Section 122 of the Local Government Act 1972. In the event that 
representations are submitted in respect of the notice to appropriate open 
space these will be referred to the Assets, Regeneration and Growth 
Committee for consideration and determination; and 
 

b) appropriate to planning purposes the housing and highways land 
required to deliver Stage B prior to disposal of such lands; 

 
6. Council authorise the appropriate Chief Officer(s) to submit an application to 

the Secretary of State for his consent to the disposal and redevelopment of 
land within Stage B of the Grahame Park Regeneration Scheme (for the 
purposes of Ground 10A) pursuant to Part V of Schedule 2 of the Housing Act 
1985; 

 
7. Council delegate the service of Initial and Final Demolition Notices to 

suspend and/or terminate the exercise of the Right to Buy on properties due 
for demolition (as required for the delivery of the regeneration project), within 
Stage B, pursuant to sections 138A and 138B and Schedules 5 and 5A of the 
Housing Act 1985 (as amended) to the appropriate Chief Officer(s); 

 
8. Council authorise the appropriate Chief Officer to obtain all relevant consents 

necessary to secure the delivery of the regeneration of Stage B. 
 
 

11.8 
  

REPORT FROM ASSETS, REGENERATION AND GROWTH COMMITTEE - 
PAVILION WAY HA8 PROPOSED DISPOSAL  
 
Councillor Daniel Thomas introduced the report and moved reception and adoption. 
Debate ensued. 
 
Upon being put to the vote the recommendations in the report were declared carried. 
Votes were declared as follows:  
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For: 31 
Against: 30 
Absent: 2 
TOTAL: 63 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1. Council note the decision of the Department for Education to approve the 

Belle Vue Place Education Trust to be the sponsor for the new free school to 
be provided as part of the development at Pavilion Way. 
 

2. Council approve the replacement of the education sponsor, Marco Polo 
Academy Trust by the new education sponsor, Belle Vue Place Education 
Trust, in relation to the decision confirmed by the Cabinet Resources 
Committee on 16 December 2013 for the development of the Pavilion Way 
site. 
 

3. Council delegate any further decisions in relation to the education 
sponsorship of the school to the Director for Children’s Services. 

 
 

12. REPORTS OF OFFICERS  

12.1 
  

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF GOVERNANCE  
 
The Interim Legal and Governance Advisor introduced the reports for Council’s 
agreement. Upon being put to the vote the recommendations in the report were carried. 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1. The Chairman of the Pension Fund Committee be appointed as the Council’s 

representative on the Pensions CIV Sectoral Joint Committee and the Leader 
of the Council be appointed as their Deputy. 

 
2. Council note the changes to the Calendar of meetings as set in Appendix B. 
 
3. Council note the decisions of the Remuneration Committee as detailed in 

Appendix C of the report. 
 
4. Council approve the changes to the membership of the General Functions 

Committee and Pension Fund Committee as detailed in Appendix D in the 
Supplemental Report of the Head of Governance. 

 
5. Council approve the changes to outside bodies as detailed in Appendix D in 

the Supplemental Report of the Head of Governance. 
 
Council noted that the School Governor Vacancies detailed in Appendix E of the 
Supplemental Report of the Head of Governance would be deferred for consideration at 
the 20 January 2015 meeting. 
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12.2 
  

REPORT OF THE MONITORING OFFICER (IF ANY)  
 
None. 
 
 

13. QUESTIONS TO COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVES ON OUTSIDE BODIES (IF ANY)  
 
There were none. 
 
 

14. MOTIONS (45 MINUTES)  

14.1 
  

COUNCILLOR CAROLINE STOCK – MAYOR’S PRIMARY SCHOOL FITNESS 
AWARD  
 
Councillor Caroline Stock moved the Motion in her name. Councillor Arjun Mittra moved 
his amendment. Debate ensued.  
 
Upon being put to the vote, the amendment in the name of Councillor Mittra was 
declared lost. Votes were declared as follows: 
 
For: 30 
Against: 32 
Absent: 1 
TOTAL: 63 
 
Upon being put to the vote, the motion in the name of Councillor Stock was declared 
carried.  
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
Council is concerned that obesity is a rapidly growing problem nationally among 
children of primary school age, noting that 1 in 5 10-11 year olds are obese and 1 
in 3 are overweight. Council further notes that obesity leads to a range of health 
problems including the premature development of cardiovascular disease, stroke, 
heart attacks and heart failure, which together are the most prevalent causes of 
death and disability in the UK. The health costs of obesity and Type 2 diabetes 
currently stand at over £29 billion annually and are continuing to rise. 
 
Council believes obesity in primary age children is preventable and that we must 
try to help curb its rise. Council notes that by the age of 7 most children have 
decided if they enjoy being active. The council can encourage this choice and 
work to help reverse the current trend of limited exercise. 
 
Council also notes that the borough has some of the best areas of open space in 
all of London and believes they comprise a great resource and opportunity in 
getting people active. 
 
Council therefore calls for the introduction of a Mayor’s Primary School Fitness 
Award to encourage Barnet’s 92 primary schools to make the most of local open 
spaces in promoting outdoor exercise. Pupils would walk to their nearest park or 
open space, be introduced to what it has to offer – including play / suitable gym 
equipment, marked and measured routes and other features – and tasked with 
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devising an exercise circuit of at least 500m for each year group to complete. It is 
also an opportunity to help children experience all the excitement and stimulation 
that our parks and open spaces have to offer. The best ideas and programmes 
would win the award. 
 
 
The Worshipful the Mayor moved, under meeting procedure rule 14.2 that the time for 
transaction of business be extended to 10:30pm. This was at the Mayor’s sole discretion. 
 
 

14.2 
  

COUNCILLOR ADAM LANGLEBEN - A FAIR REPAYMENT SCHEME FOR 
BARNET HOMES’ LEASEHOLDERS  
 
Having declared a pecuniary interest in this item, Councillor Ioannidis left the Council 
Chamber for consideration of this item.  
 
Councillor Adam Langleben moved the Motion in his name. Debate ensued. 
 
Upon the motion in the name of Councillor Adam Langleben being put to the vote, at 
least ten members called for a formal division on the voting. Upon the vote being taken 
the results of the Division were declared as follows:�
 

 For Against  Abstain Absent 

Maureen Braun  �   

Rebecca Challice �    

Pauline Coakley Webb �    

Dean Cohen  �   

Jack Cohen �    

Melvin Cohen  �   

Philip Cohen �    

Geof Cooke �    

Alison Cornelius  �   

Richard Cornelius  �   

Tom Davey  �   

Val Duschinsky  �   

Paul Edwards �    

Claire Farrier �    

Anthony Finn  �   

Brian Gordon  �   

Eva Greenspan  �   

Helena Hart  �   

John Hart  �   

Ross Houston �    

Anne Hutton �    

Andreas Ioannidis    � 

Devra Kay �    

Sury Khatri    � 

Adam Langleben �    
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Kathy Levine �    

David Longstaff  �   

Kitty Lyons �    

John Marshall  �   

Kath McGuirk �    

Arjun Mittra �    

Alison Moore �    

Ammar Naqvi �    

Nagas Narenthira �    

Charlie O’Macauley �    

Graham Old  �   

Alan Or-Bach �    

Reema Patel �    

Bridget Perry  �   

Wendy Prentice  �   

Sachin Rajput  �   

Barry Rawlings �    

Hugh Rayner  �   

Tim Roberts �    

Gabriel Rozenberg  �   

Lisa Rutter  �   

Shimon Ryde  �   

Brian Salinger  �   

Gill Sargeant  �    

Joan Scannell  �   

Alan Schneiderman �    

Daniel Seal  �   

Mark Shooter  �   

Agnes Slocombe �    

Stephen Sowerby  �   

Caroline Stock  �   

Daniel Thomas  �   

Reuben Thompstone  �   

Jim Tierney �    

Amy Trevethan �    

Laurie Williams �    

Peter Zinkin  �   

Zakia Zubairi �    

 
For: 30 
Against: 31 
Absent: 2 
TOTAL: 63 
 
The motion was declared lost. 
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15. MOTIONS FOR ADJOURNMENT  
 
There were none.  
 
 
 
 

The meeting finished at 10.13pm 
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Summary 

 
A report presenting the outcome of consultations on options for a revised council tax 
scheme was considered by the Policy and Resources Committee on 13 January 2015.  
The Committee was requested to consider the consultation outcomes and recommend one 
of three options for a revised scheme for 2015/16 onwards to full Council for a decision. 
This report encloses the report that was considered by Policy and Resources Committee 
and sets out the recommendations the Committee made to Full Council. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Council 
 

20 January 2015 
  

Title  
Council Tax Support: Options for a 
Revised Scheme (Post Consultation) 

Report of Deputy Chief Operating Officer 

Wards All 

Status Public 

Enclosures                         

Annex 1: Report to Policy and Resources Committee report,  

13 January 2015 

Appendix 1 – Consultation report and results 

Appendix 2 – Equalities Impact Assessment 

Appendix 3 – Draft Barnet Council Tax Support Scheme 2015 

Officer Contact Details  
Andrew Charlwood, Head of Governance (Acting) 
andrew.charlwood@barnet.gov.uk  
020 8359 2014 

AGENDA ITEM 11.1
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Recommendations  
 

1. That Council adopt the draft Barnet Council Tax Support Scheme 2015 based 
on Option 3 (Increase the Council Tax contribution rate to 20%) as detailed in 
the report to the Policy & Resources Committee attached at Annex 1. 
 

2. That Council agree the uprating of the scheme in line with Department for 
Work and Pension changes for Housing Benefit and working age non-
dependant deductions as set out in Appendix 3 
 

 
 

1. WHY THIS REPORT IS NEEDED  
 
1.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 
 
2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
2.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 
 
3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND NOT RECOMMENDED 
 
3.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 
 
4. POST DECISION IMPLEMENTATION 
 
4.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 

 
5. IMPLICATIONS OF DECISION  

 
5.1 Corporate Priorities and Performance 

 
5.1.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  

 
5.2 Resources (Finance & Value for Money, Procurement, Staffing, IT, 

Property, Sustainability) 
 

5.2.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 

5.3 Legal and Constitutional References 
 

5.3.1 Constitution, Responsibility for Functions – sets out the functions of Full 
Council including ‘Setting the Council Tax’. 
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5.4 Risk Management 
 

5.4.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 
5.5 Equalities and Diversity  

 
5.5.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  
 
5.6 Consultation and Engagement 

 
5.6.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  

 
 

6. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
6.1 As set out in the report to Policy and Resources Committee, 13 January 2015.  

 
 
 

65



66

This page is intentionally left blank



1 

 

 

Summary 
When responsibility for Council Tax Support (CTS) was devolved to Local Authorities in 
2013, Barnet Council consulted on and implemented a 2 year scheme covering the period 
2013/14 and 2014/15.  At the time, the Council agreed to consult again after the 2 year 
period. 
 
A report setting out the options for a revised CTS scheme, including a range of contribution 
rates for those eligible for support and the potential impacts on individuals and on Council 
revenues was considered by the Policy and Resources Committee  on 21st July 2014.  The 
committee considered the report and agreed to publicly consult on three options for a 
revised Council Tax scheme. 
    
Option 1: Continue the current CTS scheme, with the Council Tax contribution rate for 
those in receipt of CTS remaining at 8.5% 
Option 2: Increase the Council Tax contribution rate to 15% 

 

Policy and Resources Committee  
13 January 2015 

Title  
Council Tax Support: Options for a 
revised scheme  (post consultation) 

Report of 
Deputy Chief Operating Officer 

 

Wards All 

Status 
Public  
 

Enclosures                         

Appendix 1 – Consultation report and results 
Appendix 2 – Equalities Impact Assessment 
Appendix 3 – Draft Barnet Council Tax Support Scheme 2015 
Appendix 4 – Excerpts of minutes of Policy and Resources 
Committee  of 21/7/2014 
 

             

Officer Contact Details  
Jonathan Wooldridge – Revenues and Benefits Manager 
jonathan.wooldridge@barnet.gov.uk 
020 8359 2824 
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Option 3: Increase the Council Tax contribution rate to 20% 
On 29 October 2014, the Supreme Court gave judgment on a case involving a 
neighbouring London borough’s consultation process in relation to CTS. This judgment 
was announced after Barnet’s consultation on these options for a revised CTS scheme 
had closed (27 October).  

Having considered  the judgment and reviewed its original consultation documentation, 
the Council decided it was appropriate to re-open consultation in order for it to:   

(i) provide further information to consultees to inform their response to the proposals;  
(ii) give consultees information about what alternatives have been considered and why the 
Council is not minded to adopt these; and  
(iii) give consultees the opportunity to suggest alternative schemes and how these could 
be funded.   

This report presents the outcome of both consultations and asks the Committee to 
recommend one of the options for a revised scheme for 2015/16 onwards to full Council for 
a decision. 

 

Recommendations  

1. That the Committee make recommendation to Full Council for the adoption of 
the draft Barnet Council Tax Support scheme 2015 based on one of the 
options. 

2. That the committee agrees the uprating of the scheme in line with Department 
for Work and Pension changes for Housing Benefit and working age non-
dependant deductions as set out in appendix 3  
 

 
1. WHY THIS REPORT IS NEEDED  
 
1.1. In 2013/14 the Local Government Finance Act 1992 was amended to require 

local authorities to adopt a Council Tax Support scheme.  This ceased the 
previous system of council tax benefit, which was funded by central 
Government, although administered by local authorities.  Local authorities 
were passed funding for Council Tax Support (CTS), with a reduction of 10 per 
cent.  Local authorities were given the freedom to adopt a scheme meeting 
local need, however prescribed national regulations meant that those of 
pension credit age were protected.   This meant that if the scheme replicated 
the CTB rules, a local authority would have to find funding from elsewhere in 
its general fund budget.  The funding for CTS was added to the overall 
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) and is not ring-fenced, therefore it is up to local 
authorities to determine the level of funding to make available for CTS.   
 

1.2. When CTS schemes were devised, local authorities had the option of funding 
the shortfall from its general fund or adopting a scheme which led to the 10% 
funding cut being absorbed within the scheme.  The Government made 
available a transitional grant for local authorities who limited the level of 
reduction of support to 8.5%.  In dealing with the shortfall, many local 
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authorities required recipients of CTS to make a contribution to their overall 
Council Tax bill.  Approaches by local authorities have varied greatly across 
London and the rest of the country.  In London, a small number of authorities 
have absorbed the funding reduction without making those working age 
residents eligible for CTS pay a contribution to their Council Tax, whereas the 
majority of others have required residents in support of CTS to make a 
contribution, in some cases as high as 30% of their total Council Tax bill.  In 
Barnet, the council implemented a 2 year scheme – for 2013/14 and 2014/15 
– with a Council Tax contribution rate for those working age claimants in 
support of CTS at 8.5%.  The Council also agreed to consult on a revised 
scheme after the 2 years. 
 

1.3. Following agreement at Policy and Resources Committee on 21 July, a public 
consultation has been carried out on three options for a revised scheme.  The 
decision on variation of the Council Tax Support scheme is reserved to Full 
Council and as such a recommendation needs to be made to Full Council by 
31 January 2015 to comply with the requirements of the legislation.   The 1992 
Act requires local authorities to consult the precepting authorities, publish a 
draft CTS scheme and consult interested parties.  A fourth option was put to 
the Policy and Resources Committee – to reduce the current contribution rate 
down to zero – but it was agreed not to consult on this option. 
 

1.4. A second consultation was carried out following, the Supreme Court’s 
judgment on a case involving a neighbouring London borough’s consultation 
process in relation to CTS. This judgment was announced after Barnet’s 
consultation on options for a revised CTS scheme had closed (27 October).  

The potential wider implications of such legal judgments needed to be 
considered and following a review of the original consultation document, it 
was considered appropriate to re-open consultation in order to:   

(i) Provide further information to consultees to inform their response to the 
proposals;  
(ii) give consultees information about what alternatives have been considered 
and why the Council is not minded to adopt these; and  
(iii) give consultees the opportunity to suggest alternative schemes and how 
it should be funded.  

1.5. Broader context for the Council Tax Support Scheme 
 

1.5.1. Barnet Council, alongside other public bodies in England, face an 
unprecedented challenge as the country deals with the on-going impact of the 
financial crisis of 2008 alongside the challenges and opportunities that come 
from Barnet’s growing and changing population. 

 
1.5.2. At the same time the economy is expected to continue to grow with potential 

opportunities to Barnet residents from being part of London’s economy. 
Unemployment levels for those on Job Seekers Allowance have fallen in the 
last year, and the number of young people Not in Education, Employment and 
Training in Barnet is, at 2.3% the fourth lowest in England.  

69



4 

 

 

1.5.3. Government guidance has confirmed that the CTS scheme should be framed 
so as not to disincentivise work.  A key mitigation for the impact of any 
increased resident contributions is the support that is available to residents 
from JobCentre Plus to increase their income through employment and salary 
progression. The Council is increasingly working with partners such as 
JobCentre Plus to support those who may have barriers to starting work or 
face stigma in the workplace. This includes a Care Leaver hub, a bespoke 
multi agency service for Offenders and public health investment in 
employment support for people with mental health problems.  The Council is 
also supporting significant regeneration schemes within the Borough, which 
will help improve employment opportunities. 
 

1.6. Financial context 
 

1.6.1. In 2013/14, when responsibility for CTS was passed to local authorities, 
funding for the scheme was included as a separate element in in the RSG.  
For Barnet, the total set aside for CTS was £22.4m as part of overall RSG of 
£78.8m (28%).   

 
1.6.2. From 2014/15, CTS funding was rolled into the overall RSG and not split out.  

The overall level of RSG was reduced by 17% in 2014/15, and is forecast to 
reduce by a further 26% in 2015/16 and 17% in 2016/17.  As such, unless 
spending on CTS is also reduced, there will be proportionately less RSG to 
spend on other services – meaning that a broad range of services would face 
greater reductions, unless income can be generated from elsewhere 
 

1.6.3. The tables below set out the overall impact.  Table 1 shows the reduction in 
spending on CTS required if it were to fall in line with the overall reduction to 
RSG over the next 3 years.  This would effectively require a 50% reduction in 
CTS spend between 2013/14 and 2016/17.   
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1.6.4. Table 2 shows that, if spending on CTS is not reduced (i.e. if it remains at the 

level set in 2013/14 of £22.4m) there will be significantly less RSG to spend on 
other services.  This effectively means that a 17%/26%/17% overall RSG 
reduction over the next 3 years becomes a 24%/40%/32% reduction in the 
element of RSG not spent on CTS. 

 
 

  

RSG 
£m 

CTS 
£m 

Available 
to spend 
on other 
services 
£m 

% cut on 
previous year 

13/14  78.8 22.4 56.4   

14/15 65.2 18.5 46.7 17% 

15/16 48.2 13.7 34.5 26% 

16/17 40.0 11.4 28.6 17% 
Table 1 - Impact on Council finances if spend on CTS not reduced in line with overall RSG 
reduction 

 

  

RSG 
£m 

CTS 
£m 

Available 
to spend 
on other 
services 
£m 

% cut on 
previous year 

13/14  78.8 22.4 56.4   

14/15 65.2 22.4 42.8 24% 

15/16 48.2 22.4 25.8 40% 

16/17 40.0 22.4 17.6 32% 
Table 2 - Effect of reduction in RSG if CTS remains the same. 

1.7. Barnet’s current CTS scheme 
 
1.7.1. During 2012, the Council developed, consulted on and implemented a 2 year 

CTS scheme for 2013/14 and 2014/15. 
 
1.7.2. Barnet Council’s approach was to do everything possible within statute before 

considering whether to pass on the impact of the funding reduction to 
residents by making those eligible for CTS pay a contribution to their Council 
Tax.  This included other technical reforms of Council Tax such as removing 
the second home discount; exemptions for empty properties; and introducing a 
levy for properties which were empty for more than 2 years.  

 
1.7.3. Having done this, the Council set a contribution rate of 8.5% for all working 

age claimants towards their Council Tax bill (i.e. working age claimants now 
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receive 91.5% of their maximum CTS compared to the previous level of 
Council Tax Benefit received). 

 
1.7.4. Aside from pension age claimants, who are statutorily protected, the only 

group protected from making a minimum payment are war pensioners.  
Anyone with exceptional circumstances that affect their ability to pay their 
contribution can apply for a discretionary Council Tax Support (DCTS). 
 

1.7.5. Discretionary Council Tax Support is available to all residents who 
demonstrate exceptional hardship to the council.  Section 13A(1)(c) of the 
Local Government Finance Act 1992 provides that in certain circumstances 
the authority may reduce the amount payable as it thinks fit. 
 

1.7.6. The war pensioners have been protected under the armed forces covenant 
and fall under a category of a ‘Local Scheme’ for the Housing Benefit 
regulations.  The regulations state that the first £10 per week of income is 
disregarded under the covenant.  However authorities have the discretion to 
extend this under local discretion.  The scheme allows this discretion. 

 

1.8. Collection rates for those in receipt of CTS who are required to make a 
contribution to Council Tax 
 

1.8.1. At the time Barnet’s scheme was developed, it was forecast that the Council 
Tax collection rate for those in receipt of CTS would be 70%.  However, data 
for the 2013/14 Financial Year has shown the actual collection rate to by 
significantly higher, at 90%.  This is only 6% lower than the overall CT 
collection rate. 
 

1.8.2. Currently the 2014/15 overall collection rate and the CTS collection rate is on 
par with last year’s. 

 
1.9. Number of residents affected 
 
1.9.1. Currently, 29,689 households claim CTS, including pension age claimants – 

some approx. 20% of the borough’s total households, and approx. 8.7% of the 
total population. Table 3 shows the breakdown by band 
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1.9.2. Of this, 20,338 are working  age claimants who are eligible for CTS and, under 

Barnet’s current scheme, are required to make an 8.5% contribution to their 
overall Council Tax bill (pension age claimants are exempt under statute).  
The number of working age CTS claimants that are in work are 9,355 opposed 
to 10,983 who are out of work.  Table 4 shows the breakdown by band. 
 

 Band A B C D E F G H Total 

 
Working 
Age 
 

1272 3079 6253 5749 2761 933 280 11 20338 

 
Pension 
Age 
 

311 1325 2617 2433 1630 711 303 21 9351 

Total 1583 4404 8870 8182 4391 1644 583 32 29689 
Table 3 - Number of households claiming CTS 
 

 Band A B C D E F G H Total 

 
Working 
 

913 2107 3483 2855 1168 349 103 5 10983 

 
Not 
Working 
 

359 972 2770 2894 1593 584 177 6 9355 

Total 1272 3079 6253 5749 2761 933 280 11 20338 
Table 4 - Number of working age households claiming CTS who are in or out of work. 
 

Analysis of 2013/14 and the enforcement action taken shows that of 20,338 
households receiving CTS: 

 

• Approximately 14,000 working age claimants were not 
paying any Council Tax under the more generous and 
central Government funded CT benefit scheme. 

 

• Approximately 3,700 summonses were issued against 
this 14,000. 

 

• Of those, 856 still owe a balance, despite efforts by the 
Council to contact these individuals and discuss payment 
options.  This amounts to 4.2% of total claimants.  
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Chart 1 – Breakdown of CTS household and enforcement action taken 

 
1.9.3. Table 5 below shows that Barnet’s current CTS contribution rate is one of the 

lowest in NW London.  Neighbouring boroughs of Haringey, Harrow, Brent and 
Enfield have all set Council Tax contribution rates for working age CTS 
claimants at around 20% or higher. 

 
1.9.4. In Barnet, and in other areas, collection rates for those eligible for CTS have 

been significantly higher than expected.  In Barnet, the collection rate was 
nearly 90% against a forecast rate of 70%.  Even in neighbouring boroughs 
with contribution rates of ~20%, collection rates have been around 83% - 84%.  
In 2014/15 Barnet collection rates are holding up well on par with last year. 

 
1.9.5. This suggests that, although there is a correlation between contribution rates 

and collection rates, collection rates are still high even when contribution rates 
are set at 20%+ and the majority of claimants are managing to pay a 
contribution towards their council tax. 

  

29689 CTS households

20338 Working Age

14000 Balance to pay for the 
first time in 2013/14

3700 Summonses 
issued in 2013/14

856 Still have a 
balance to pay
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1.9.6. There have been different approaches to enforcing non-payment in different 

boroughs.  Most authorities have avoided the use of bailiffs or enforcement 
agents to collect unpaid Council Tax.  Many authorities, including Barnet, have 
used outbound calling to remind customers to pay their instalment - 
recognising that for some customers this is a new burden.  Additionally being 
in contact with taxpayers to prompt or support the repayment process early, 
before arrears being to accrue has been beneficial – as once a debt builds it is 
often impossible to repay before the next year’s debt is then due. 

  

Authority CTS 
contribution 
rate 

CTS 
collection 
rate 2013/14 

Overall collection 
rate 2013/14 

Barnet 8.5% 89.8% 96.4% (down 0.2%) 
 

Haringey 19.8% 84.1% 95.2% (up 0.1%) 
 

Harrow 22.5% 83.0% 97.5% (up 0.2%) 
 

Brent 20% 82.9% 95.7% (down 0.8%) 
 

Enfield 19.5% 80.12% 94.86% (down 1.0%) 
 

Table 5 - neighbouring borough comparison 
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2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
2.1. Following the decision of the Policy and Resources Committee on 21 July, the 

Council has consulted on three options for a CTS scheme in Barnet, including 
the option of continuing with the current scheme.  In a second consultation – 
conducted in light of the Supreme Court judgment relating to Haringey - the 
Council has sought alternative proposals to be put forward by respondents, as 
a fourth option. The three options and any proposed alternatives are 
considered further below, including the implications on the Council finances.  
The options consulted on are:     

 
Option 1: Continue the current CTS scheme, with the Council Tax 
contribution rate for those in receipt of CTS remaining at 8.5% 

Option 2: Increase the Council Tax contribution rate to 15% 

Option 3: Increase the Council Tax contribution rate to 20%  

 
2.2. Key considerations applicable to options 1 to 3 
 
2.2.1. There is a clear link between the level of contribution rate set for the Council’s 

CTS scheme and the level income received through Council Tax.  Given that 
the Council faces a further £73 m of savings between 2015-20, on top of £72m 
of savings between 2010-15, there is a need for the Council to consider all 
options available in relation to delivering these savings.  These options include 
the following: 
 

2.2.1.1. Making savings from service budgets 
 

The Council has given savings targets to each themed committee and Policy 
and Resources Committee will be considering the commissioning plans from 
each committee when agreeing the budget.  The CTS options proposed go 
toward making these budgets available.  Theme committees have to date 
identified options which could generate savings of approximately £50m out of 
a total £73m gap, so even with the CTS contribution rate remaining at 8.5% or 
increasing, it is likely that further savings will need to be found across a range 
of service budgets. 
 

2.2.1.2. Increasing efficiencies to reduce the cost of council services 
 
The Council has already considered the use of alternative providers and 
innovative ways of delivering services to reduce the overall cost, without 
reducing the level of service.  The level of savings being achieved in this area 
is limited, and therefore a revised CTS scheme must be considered.  
 

2.2.1.3. Increasing the level of income received in fees and charges and use of 
trading powers 
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The Council is reviewing its fees and charges and its jointly owned company, 
Regional Enterprise, is able to make use of trading powers, providing an 
additional income to the Council. However, the level of revenue raised in this 
regard is not sufficient to offset the overall reduction in RSG.  Increased fees 
and charges are already factored into the Council’s future budget.  
 

2.2.1.4. Increasing the level of Council Tax 
 
Barnet Council agreed a 1% reduction in 2014/15 and proposes to freeze it for 
the next two years.  Whilst the decision to freeze or increase Council Tax rests 
with Full Council and this will not be determined for 2015/16 until February 
2015, the Council must balance the needs of those residents receiving 
services and support from the Council with the needs of taxpayers as a whole.  
The Council has a fiduciary duty towards council tax payers, which includes 
ensuring services are delivered in an efficient way and that Council Tax bills 
are manageable.   
 

2.2.1.5. Use of reserves 
 
The Council retains annual unallocated and un-ringfenced reserves of £15 
million in order to help reduce the impact of unexpected financial pressures 
that may occur in-year. This represents 5% of the annual Council budget. The 
Council does have additional reserves, some of which is ringfenced by statute 
(e.g. school reserves).  The remainder has been earmarked to be used for 
infrastructure and one off projects and, whilst not contractually obligated to 
spend these reserves in this way, the projects are deemed to be necessary in 
order to meet the Council’s duties in the future. Overall, the use of reserves is 
not considered a viable permanent alternative to protecting recurrent spending 
on CTS.  
 

2.2.2. Section 1.9.6 demonstrates that there is a case for increasing the contribution 
rate above the current 8.5% level.  Although experiences in other boroughs 
has shown that collection rates reduce as contribution rates increase, they are 
still around 83% in areas with a contribution rate of 20%.  This suggests that 
the ability of residents to pay Council Tax at a higher contribution rate is 
greater than originally envisaged. 

 

2.2.3. Any increase to the contribution rate will impact those on lower incomes, 
which has the potential to increase their level of total indebtedness.  Although 
the overall annual increase is relatively modest – increasing the contribution 
rate to 15% adds an additional £1.35 a week to the Council Tax bill of a couple 
– it is important to consider the impact of increasing the CT burden of those 
residents who are also likely to be impacted by wider reform of the benefit 
system.  This is set out below.  

 

2.2.4. None of the options set out are fully cost neutral to the Council, meaning that 
the Council will still need to absorb a proportion of the funding cut no matter 
which option is decided upon. The scale of the overall funding gap in the RSG 
and budget shown in section 1.6 above is too great to be wholly met by the 
CTS contribution.   
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2.2.5. The Council recognises that residents are also facing wider financial 
pressures, from high energy bills, increasing housing costs, and welfare 
reforms so the ability of many households to adsorb the impact of reductions 
from public sector funding through increased financial contributions is 
constrained. A key mitigation for the impact of increased resident contributions 
is support that is available to residents from JobCentre Plus to increase their 
income through employment and salary progression. The Council is 
increasingly working with partners such as JobCentre Plus to support those 
who may have barriers to entering work or face stigma in the workplace. This 
includes a Care Leaver hub, a bespoke multi agency service for Offenders 
and public health investment in employment support for people mental health 
problems. 
 

2.2.6. There is also a possibility that the scheme may be perceived as being unfair. 
The council needs to strike the right balance between fairness towards the 
more frequent users of services and fairness to the wider taxpayer and making 
sure all residents from our diverse communities benefit from the opportunities 
of growth. In line with the Government’s commitment to incentivise work, the 
recommended scheme requires a contribution from all residents excluding 
Pensioners (subject to income) and War Pensioners.  Residents’ views on 
whether options are fair have been tested during the consultation and are 
included in the appendices. The mitigations for those in crisis or struggling to 
make a contribution are listed below.  
 

2.3. Highlights of Consultation feedback  
 
 Citizen’s Panel: Initial consultation  

 

• 40% respondents favoured retaining the current scheme at 8.5% 

• 46% of respondents favoured an increase to either 15% or 20% 

• 14% did not state preference 
 
Citizens’ Panel respondents (248 out of 528) favour retaining 8.5% 
contribution, 280 out of 528 opted to increase the contribution to either 15% or 
20%.  Only 10% of respondents said that they were currently in receipt of 
Council Tax Support.  The Citizens’ Panel is less representative of claimants, 
but are more likely to represent the whole of the borough. 
 
Online Web Survey: Initial consultation 
 

• 71% respondents favoured retaining the current scheme at 8.5% 

• 14% respondents favoured an increase 

• 15% did not state a preference 

• Low level of response - 215 out of 21000 directly affected claimants 
 
The Online web survey respondents favoured (147 out of 176) to retain the 
contribution at 8.5%. Most respondents (77%) said they were currently in 
receipt of Council Tax Support.  The response is more representative of the 
group directly affected by the proposed changes. 
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The results from the Citizens’ Panel represent the whole borough but the 
responses from the online web survey is more  representative of current 
claimants, who are the group directly affected. 
 
Secondary Online Web Survey – conducted from 25 Nov 2014 to 21 Dec 2014 

• 54% respondents favoured retaining the current scheme at 8.5% 

• 9% of respondents favoured an increase 

• 34% of respondents favour an alternative scheme 

• 4% did not state a preference 
 

2.3.1. 2087 Citizen Panel members were sent either a postal or online survey. 
 

2.3.2. The Greater London Authority (GLA) and Mayor of London were also sent a 
copy of the consultation for comment.  A response was received 
acknowledging the consultation.  Suggested considerations such as uprating 
of allowances have been included with this report. 

 
2.3.3. 21049 working age recipients of Council Tax Support (CTS) were sent a letter 

explaining that a consultation was underway.   
 
2.3.4. In total 868 surveys were completed, 653 were completed by the Citizens’ 

Panel and 215 completed by the general public/organisations via the open 

online web survey. 77% of the Online Web Survey, and 10% of the Citizens' 

Panel are in receipt of CTS. 

 

2.3.5. 20190 working age recipients of CTS were sent a further letter explaining that 

the consultation had been reopened.  

 

2.3.6. In response to the re-opened consultation a total of 105 surveys were 

completed by the general public/organisations via an Online Web Survey. 

 

2.3.7. Both consultations asked respondents how much they agreed or disagreed 

with the council’s proposed Council Tax Support options in terms of balance 

making it fair not only on those residents who are eligible for support – but 

also those residents who depend on other Council services.  

 

2.3.8. The first survey presented three options and asked for a rating of each and 

asked respondents to indicate a preferred option.  Additionally the survey 

asked for reasons for the chosen options.   

 

The options were  

Option 1 – The council tax support contribution should remain at 8.5 per cent 

Option 2 – The council tax support contribution should increase to 15 per cent 

Option 3 – The council tax support contribution should increase to 20 per cent  
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2.3.9. A further option was offered in the second consultation 
 
Option 4 – Have an alternative scheme  
 

2.4. Charts 1 and 2 below show the details of the responses from each 
consultation. 
 

 

Chart 1 - Preferred option chosen – initial consultation 

 

Chart 2 - Preferred option chosen – supplementary consultation 

2.4.1. The five top most commonly mentioned reasons for their answers were: 

• ‘People are struggling now, they have no extra money/ Do not increase the 
bills of those on low income (mentioned by 12 per cent of the Citizens’ Panel 
and 46 per cent per cent of the online web sample)  

• ‘’The increase seems right, it is required/achievable’ (mentioned by 8 per cent 
per cent of the Panel sample, but not mentioned by respondents to the open 
online  web survey)  

• ‘Share financial burden’ (mentioned by 6 per cent of the Panel sample, and 
1.9 per cent per cent of online web survey)  

• ‘Increase to 20 per cent is too much’ (mentioned by 6 per cent of the Panel 
sample and 3.3 per cent of the online web survey). 

• If people need help paying then they should get it’ (mentioned by 3 per cent of 
the Panel sample, and 10 per cent of the online web survey). 
 
Most respondents to both the Citizens' Panel and the online web survey did 
not provide a comment for the reasons for their choice of preferred option. 
 
It is not surprising that the majority of current claimants supported keeping the 
existing scheme, as this would have the least financial impact on them.  
Respondents were not specifically asked whether they favoured other options 
for meeting the Council’s overall budget shortfall, however this is part of the 
consultation on the Council’s budget from 2015-2020.  The consultation 
documentation made clear that the Council had an option as to what scheme 
to adopt, albeit in a difficult financial climate. 

40%

71%

28%

6%

17%

8%

14%

15%

Citizen's Panel
(Base: 604)

Online Web
Survey

(Base: 208)

Option 1 (8.5%) Option 2 (15%) Option 3 (20%) Don't Know

54% 7%2% 34% 4%

Online Web
Survey 2

(Base: 105)
Option 1 (8.5%) Option 2 (15%)

Option 3 (20%) Option 4 (Alternate)

Don't know
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2.4.2. Results of consultation – suggested alternative schemes. 

The responses are collated in Appendix 1.   
 
2.4.2.1. A number of respondents suggested that the council use the powers 

created in the Local Government Finance Act 2012 to remove the second 
home discount and charge extra for long term empty properties.  

 
For example “in the council's documents there is not a word about a few simple 
existing tools, to fund a more generous Council Tax Support for those who need it by 
taxing those who can very well afford it: , in England, second homes may be charged 
100% of their normal rate of council tax, i.e. income for the council from council tax 
can be generated from those who own more than one home. Additionally local 
authorities may set an ‘empty homes premium’ for long-term empty properties. 
Properties which have been unoccupied and substantially unfurnished for over two 
years may be charged up to 150% of the normal liability. So option 4 should be a 1% 
contribution rate funded by robust enforcement of the above” 
 
“Other options apart from these three must be explored - in view of the fact that the 
removal of current council tax exemptions and discounts for empty properties and 
second homes could generate a huge amount of additional Council Tax income” 
 
Response: The council is already using these powers to increase the revenue 
collected from Council Tax. The council consulted on this option in 2012 and agreed 
to use the monies raised to mitigate the reduction in Central Government Funding 
when adopting the original Council Tax Support scheme in January 2013. 
 
2.4.2.2. Other suggestions were to protect the disabled or change the structure of 

Council Tax to charge more for affluent residents. 
 

For example “Increase the council tax rate on properties worth over a million pounds 
to fund council tax on those who simply can't afford to pay it.” 
 
“Allow the disabled, people with chronic long term illness & families with children 
exempt from any increase as the proposal to increase CT payments for these groups 
has a direct impact on their health and living standards which ultimately has an affect 
on the the NHS and Social Services. The above groups are unlikely to gain 
employment and therefore cannot work to improve their situation and enable them to 
pay this additional charge. I believe the entire community has a responsibility to 
support those in their community therefore the increase should be applied to ALL 
households in the borough. 

 
Response: In 2012 the council consulted on who should receive protection from the 
minimum contribution. It was decided that to protect disabled residents and carers 
would cause an increased minimum contribution for all other unprotected groups. 
 
Disabled people and carers are given additional council tax support by retaining the 
applicable amounts, increased earned income disregard from Council Tax Benefit 
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and not taking Disability Living Allowance in to account as an income when 
calculating entitlement. 
 
Parents are given additional help by retaining the family premium, not taking child 
benefit into account when calculating income and disregarding child care costs up to 
£175.00 per week. 
 
The council cannot directly impose a higher Council Tax rate on the more affluent 
residents of the borough. Council Tax is a property based tax not a capital or income 
tax and the bands and relationship between the bands is fixed by law.  
 
2.4.2.3. Several suggestions included increasing Council Tax, or reducing services.  
 
For example “increase council tax generally”, “If they are required by law to make a 
contribution it should be set at the minimum. Council Tax should not be frozen in 
2015/16 or 2016/17 as is being proposed”, “for people on very high incomes 
(£100,000 per year), increase theirs a little, and reduce the amount poor people have 
to pay. Or to save money, do rubbish collections fortnightly and decrease the amount 
people have to pay on council tax.” 
 
Response: Full Council can consider an increase to Council Tax, however, the 
Council is unable to increase Council Tax beyond 1.99% a year without holding a 
local referendum.   A 1.99% increase would generate income of £2.9m, which will not 
be sufficient to match the overall funding gap, which is around £18.1m per annum 
from 2015/16 until 2019/20.  The current proposal for council tax is to freeze it in 
2015/16, as this is a way of the Council supporting taxpayers as a whole.    

The Council is already considering a number of reductions in services to meet the 
overall funding gap.  It is likely that further savings will need to be made from 
services to meet financial shortfalls in future years.   
 
2.4.2.4. Some suggestions were made about the contribution rate or phasing in the 

increases. 
 
For example “Reduce contribution or allow non-working families to not contribute at 
all, in order to alleviate families living in poverty.” 
 
“Bring back 100% reductions for unemployed, disabled and low income households” 
 
“I think option 1 is just about right, for now. The only other option I would endorse is 
not to pay anything at all.” 
 
“10 % increase 2015/2016 increase to 15% in 2016/2017” 
 
Response: The Council is committed to supporting families on low incomes.  The 
most effective way to do this is to encourage opportunities for families to gain and 
retain employment.  Paragraph 2.6 below details the council’s program of support to 
assist claimants affected by the benefit cap, return to employment. 

The wider welfare reform changes are all designed to incentivise work, and providing 
100% support does not encourage residents to seek employment. 
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The Council can consider whether to have transitional arrangements or a phasing of 
the scheme if appropriate.   
 

2.5. Wider Welfare Reform Impact 
 

2.5.1. The current programme of reform to the benefit system, which started in 2011, 
constitutes the biggest shake up of the welfare state in over 60 years.  The 
reforms that have been rolled out are wide ranging and include changes to 
some out of work and disability related state benefits, uprating of a wide range 
of benefits and the locally administered Housing Benefit and CTS schemes. 

 

2.5.2. As part of these changes, the Government expects reforms to reduce the 
overall benefits bill by £18 billion by 2014/15.  In Barnet, the total reduction in 
benefits received by eligible residents is expected to be £81.4m per annum – 
the 10th highest reduction in the country.  The average loss for each claimant 
household is £2,1001.  Therefore, when considering the impact on residents 
from increasing contribution rates for Council Tax, it is important to consider 
the impact when combined with the impact of wider welfare reform.  So, for the 
average claimant household, any increase in their Council Tax contribution 
comes on top of an average overall reduction of £2,100. 

 

In Barnet, high rents and high levels of benefit receipt have combined to mean 
that overall welfare reforms lead to very large financial losses.  Research by 
the Centre for Economic & Social Inclusion commissioned by LGA, estimates 
that in 2015/16 (the year for which the new Council Tax scheme is intended) 
nearly 40,000 households in Barnet will be affected by at least one of the 
reforms, the 10th highest in England and the average loss per household will 
be the 7th highest after Westminster, Kensington & Chelsea, Brent, 
Wandsworth, Camden and Hackney.   

 
2.5.3. There are around 20,000 people affected by any changes to the Council tax 

Scheme.  Of these 14,000 would not have paid anything under the previous 
Council Tax Benefit scheme.  These people are currently losing nearly £13 
million annually from the present welfare reform changes and localised CTS 
scheme. 

 

* Around 70 of this cohort are affected by both the cap and the LHA changes 

 
 
 

                                                           
1
 LGA, August 2013 

Reform LHA 
Removal of spare 
room subsidy 

*Benefit 
cap 

Current CTS 
scheme 

No. affected 6,000 780 400 14,000 

Average 
yearly 
financial loss 
per household 

£2,700 £1,000 £3,100 £95 

Table 6 - impact of LA administered benefits 
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2.5.4. In Barnet 60% of the losses from welfare reforms affect working households 
and the biggest financial losses are from changes to working tax credits (£26.5 
m) and Local Housing Allowance rates (£23.2m).  Of the 20,000 affected by 
the changes to Council Tax support, there are around 3,500 working 
households claiming working tax Credits of whom around 1,200 have a gap of 
around £2,500 a year between their LHA rate and their rent. 

 
2.5.5. Overall, Welfare Reform means that the 20,000 or so working age claimants of 

CTS that will be affected by any changes to Council Tax support are currently 
losing nearly £20m already as a result of the locally administered HB and 
current localised Council Tax Support scheme.  In addition to these losses 
they will also be affected by one or more reductions to Central government 
administered benefits such as: 

 

• Child Tax Credits 

• Working Tax Credits 

• Disability Living Allowance (DLA) replacement with Personal Independence 
Payments (PIP) 

• 1% up rating (instead of using consumer price index) of all benefits 

• Employment Support Allowance (ESA)  
 

2.6. Supporting people into work and off the Benefit Cap 

 

2.6.1. The Council is working with JobCentre Plus and the Barnet Group to 
understand the impact of welfare reform and support people to manage the 
change it will mean for them. A multi-agency Task Force has been set up 
since July 2013 and this has made contact with and offered support to 94% of 
the affected households. They offer advice and support to people to start 
working or move to more affordable accommodation. DWP released 
information in May that showed that 42% of these households are no longer 
capped. Barnet has the 9th highest off- cap rate of the 29 London boroughs 
who started capping households in August 2013. The team has worked with 
540 people who have since started working (1/3 of the caseload) and become 
exempt from the cap. 
 

2.6.2. In addition JobCentre Plus is rolling on in-work support for those who have 
started work but are looking to increase their income through salary 
progression.  

 
2.7. Expected impact on Council finances 
 
2.7.1. The Table 7 below shows the expected financial benefit to the Council if the 

contribution rate is increased to 15% and 20%.  Assuming an 80% collection 
rate on the additional yield, the additional gross council tax received is 
expected to be just over £1m at 15% and £1.8m at 20%.  Clearly, if the 
Council were to reduce the contribution rate to zero, this would lead to a 
funding reduction which we expect to be £1.1m.  
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2.7.2. The council tax burden on those of working age in receipt of CTS is £5.907m.  
The collection rate achieved on this in year was 89.77%, with an overall 
expectation to reach close to 98.5%.  Having regard for the additional burden 
being proposed this forecast collection rate has been reduced to 88% overall.  
 

 8.5% 
contribution 

 

15% 
contribution 

(80% 
collection) 

20% 
contribution 

(80% 
collection) 

Council tax income 
from CTS claimants, 
assuming 98.5% 
collection rate overall 

£5,907,121   

Additional income from 
proposed options at 
80% collection rate 

 £1,042,074 £1,838,834 

Admin costs  -£2,200 -£4,400 

Reduction in collection 
rate on existing 
income, assume 90% 
collection rate 

 -£509,751 -£509,751 

Net benefit compared 
to current position 

 +£530,123 +£1,324,683 

Table 7 - Expected financial benefit 

 
2.7.3. Increasing the contribution rate is likely to lead to increased postage costs. For 

2013/14, additional postage costs as a result of CTS totalled approximately 
£9,500.  An increase to 15% will increase postage by £2,200 and to 20% by 
£4,400. 

Impact on residents 

2.8. It is unknown that if contributions increase, whether residents who have paid 
and been able to pay, will now be forced into greater indebtedness, and non-
collection rates increase.  
 
Increasing the burden to taxpayers can mean that the debt is never repaid in a 
timely manner.  For those taxpayers in receipt of a passported benefit (Job 
Seekers Allowance, Income Support, or Employment Support Allowance) 
deductions can be made from their benefit at source.  For the year 2013/14, 
we have issued 865 instructions to the DWP to make deductions from benefits 
at source.  This is a 91.8% increase on the previous year.  The value of debt 
awaiting deduction is £115,413, with a further £80,611 queued to be collected 
once a previous year’s order has been paid.   
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The maximum the DWP can deduct is £3.75 per week.  Therefore with an 
increasing debt burden, the council tax is never paid at a rate fast enough.   

 
2.8.1. Option 1 - Remain at 8.5% contribution rate 
 

At 8.5% the gross net collectable debit (NCD) raised is £1.47m, which at the 
rate of collection achieved in 2013/14 (89.8%) would yield £1.32m in revenue 
for the authority.   

 
When taking account of admin costs, the revenue available to the council 
would be £1.1m.  However, given that the overall RSG will continue to fall – by 
£17m in 2015/16 and a further £8.2m in 16/17 – keeping the contribution rate 
at current levels will not reduce spending on CTS and will mean there is 
significantly less RSG for spending on other services, which will face greater 
cuts or other options such as increasing council tax will have to be considered 

 
2.8.2. Option 2 - Increase contribution rate to 15% 

 
We have taken the current caseload and modelled a 15% contribution rate.  
Final outturn in March 2015 will be subject to changes in CTS caseload and 
Council Tax rates at that time. 

 
However, indications using current data would increase the Council Tax 
burden for working age claimants by £1.32m.  That is to say, the Council could 
potentially benefit from £1.32m in additional revenue, although if we were to 
assume an 80% collection rate, this would be more like £1.042m.  When 
factoring administration costs and an overall reduction in collection on the 
existing burden, the net figure would be £0.53m – this would help to offset 
spending reductions to other services 
 
However, increasing the Council Tax contribution rate for those eligible for 
CTS would increase the financial burden on those residents.  The table below 
sets out the likely additional annual cost burden on specific cohorts: 

 
 

 Band 

Claimant Group/ 
Council Tax 
Band A B C D E F G H 

Lone parent £38.08 £44.43 £50.77 £57.12 £69.81 £82.51 £95.20 £114.24 

Single Claimant £41.09 £47.94 £54.79 £61.64 £75.34 £89.04 £102.73 £123.28 

Couple £47.13 £54.98 £62.84 £70.69 £86.40 £102.11 £117.82 £141.38 

Family £46.33 £54.06 £61.78 £69.50 £84.94 £100.39 £115.83 £139.00 

Table 8 - Additional Council Tax contribution per annum if contribution increased to 15% 

 
2.8.3. Option 3 - Increase contribution rate to 20% 
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As above, we have taken the current caseload and modelled a 20% 
contribution rate.  Final outturn in March 2015 will be subject to changes in 
CTS caseload and council tax rates at that time. 
  
Indications using current data would increase the Council Tax burden for 
working age claimants by £2.298m.  That is to say, the Council could 
potentially benefit from £2.298m in additional revenue, although, assuming an 
80% collection rate, this would be more like £1.838m.  The net figure, taking 
account of administration costs and an overall reduction in collection on the 
existing burden, would be £1.3m – this would help to offset spending 
reductions to other services. 
 
The financial burden on those residents eligible for CTS would increase.  The 
table below sets out the likely annual additional cost burden on specific 
cohorts: 
 

Table 9 - Additional Council Tax contribution per annum if contribution increased to 20% 

2.8.4. Transitional Protection 
 

When the council amends its Council Tax Support Scheme (CTS) that has the 
effect of reducing or removing a reduction the Council has an obligation to 
include a transition scheme that the council sees fit. 
 
Of the options be being considered, option 2 and 3 would require 
consideration of a transition scheme.  However this would be applied to each 
of the claimants and would have the effect of increasing the cost of the 
scheme considerably. 
 
It is recommended that it be noted that a transition scheme has been 
considered as part of this report but is not a feature of the new scheme. 

  

 Band 

Claimant Group/ 
Council Tax 
Band A B C D E F G H 

Lone parent £67.54 £78.80 £90.05 101.31 £123.82 £146.34 £168.85 £202.62 

Single Claimant £72.18 £84.21 £96.24 108.27 £132.33 £156.39 £180.45 £216.54 

Couple £83.39 £97.28 £111.18 125.08 £152.88 £180.67 £208.47 £250.16 

Family £81.58 £95.18 £108.77 122.37 £149.56 £176.76 £203.95 £244.74 
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2.8.5. Annual Up-rating  

 
In order to keep the scheme in alignment with the Department for Work and 
Pension’s Housing Benefit regulations the Barnet Council Tax Support 
scheme must also be uprated in line with those changes. 
 
It is recommended that the committee approve the revised scheme which will 
be uprated accordingly. 

 

2.8.6. Non-Dependant Deductions 
 
The Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Prescribed Requirements) (England) 
(Amendment) (No2) Regulations 2014 set out the changes to the working age 
Non-dependant (ND) deductions which may be applied to the scheme. 
 
It is recommended that the Committee approve the amendments to the non-
dependant deductions as follows: 
 

Claimant or partner receiving Jobseeker’s 
Allowance (income based, Income related 
Employment and Support Pension credit 
allowance, or Universal Credit where the award is 
calculated on the basis that the recipient does not 
have any earned income.  
 

£0.00 
 

Gross Income up to £189.00 per week regardless 
of source if ND not receiving above benefit. 
 

£5.00  

Gross Income £189.00 per week or over 
regardless of source if ND not receiving above 
benefit. 

£11.36 per week  
 
 

Table 10 – Non-Dependant Deductions 

 
 
3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND NOT RECOMMENDED 

 
3.1. The options available to the Council have been set out throughout this report.  
 

4. POST DECISION IMPLEMENTATION 
 

4.1. Following the Committee’s recommendation on a preferred scheme, final 
approval will then be sought from Full Council, for preparation into the annual 
billing process commencing in January 2015 
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Milestone By 
Policy and Resources Committee agree new scheme 
 

13 January 2015  

Full Council agree new scheme 20 January 2015 

Implementation and testing for annual billing  February 2015 – March 2015 

 
Table 11 - Implementation Timetable 

 

5. IMPLICATIONS OF DECISION   
 

5.1. Corporate Priorities and Performance 
The council’s Corporate Plan for 2013 – 2016 sets the direction and priorities 
for the years ahead.  It is based around six priorities:  
 

• To maintain a well-designed, attractive and accessible place, with sustainable 
infrastructure across the borough. 

• To maintain the right environment for a strong and diverse local economy. 

• To create better life chances for children and young people across the 
borough. 

• To sustain a strong partnership with the local NHS, so that families and 
individuals can maintain and improve their physical and mental health. 

• To promote a healthy, active, independent and informed over 55 population in 
the borough to encourage and support our residents to age well. 

• To promote family and community well-being and encourage engaged, 
cohesive and safe communities. 
 

The localised Council Tax Support scheme has been designed to ‘To maintain 
the right environment for a strong and diverse local economy’, making the best 
use of resources to provide a scheme which best meets the needs of Barnet 
residents and ensures a stable Medium Term Financial Strategy.  

 
The new scheme should support the priorities by considering the impacts of 
the scheme on different demographic groups and mitigating adverse impacts 
where possible. 
 

5.2. Resources (Finance & Value for Money, Procurement, Staffing, IT, 
Property, Sustainability) 
 
The Council has savings plans totalling £39m over 2014/15 and 2015/16 to 
enable a balanced budget to be set for these years. While the implementation 
of these savings is currently on track, some risks exist in the delivery of 
savings for 2015/16. If additional Council Tax income was received in 2015/16 
arising from a change in the CTS scheme this would mitigate against non-
delivery of savings and also ensure that the Council starts to address the 
projected budget gap of a further £73m by the end of the decade.   
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5.3. Legal and Constitutional References 

 
Council Constitution, Responsibility for Functions, Annex A, sets out the terms 
of reference of the Policy and Resources Committee, including ‘Housing 
Benefit, Council Tax Support and Welfare programmes’. 
 
The Local Government Finance Act 1992 was amended in 2012 to require 
local authorities to agree local council tax reduction schemes within certain 
prescribed constraints.   

 
Local authorities must consider whether to revise or replace their CTS 
schemes on an annual basis. Where the scheme is to be revised or replaced 
the procedural requirements in paragraph 3 of schedule 4 of the 1992 Act 
apply.  Any revision/replacement must be determined by 31st of January in the 
preceding year to the year which the changes are to apply. The council must 
therefore consider whether the scheme requires revision or replacement and if 
so, consult with the GLA, publish a draft scheme and then consult with such 
persons as are likely to have an interest in the operation of that scheme prior 
to determining the scheme before 31st January. The Council has consulted on 
alternative options for the scheme and the results of the consultation are 
included in the report. 
 
On 21 May 2012, the Department for Communities and Local Government 
published a guidance note setting out the key local authority duties affecting 
vulnerable people in relation to the decision to localise council tax support.  
This covered the public sector equality duty, which is set out elsewhere within 
this report, duty to mitigate the effects of child poverty, the armed forces 
covenant and the duty to prevent homelessness. 
 
The Child Poverty Act 2010 requires local authorities and other public bodies 
to co-operate, understand needs and develop and deliver a strategy for their 
local area.   The council carries out this duty through its annual review of its 
children and young people’s plan, 
 
The Armed Forces Covenant seeks to redress the disadvantages that the 
armed forces community face in comparison with other citizens.  The existing 
council tax benefit regulations require local authorities to disregard the first 
£10 per week of war pension and armed forces compensation scheme 
payments, when calculating income.  This requirement will continue.  
However, local authorities also have discretion to top up the disregard to the 
full amount.  The Council previously made the decision to disregard the total 
payments from these schemes and the current proposals do not change this 
decision.   
 
The Housing Act 1995 requires authorities to formulate homelessness 
strategies and to seek to prevent homelessness and secure sufficient 
accommodation and support in their areas.  It is advisable to have good 
publicity to ensure that those in financial hardship are aware of the CTS they 
are entitled to and encouraged to apply for these, so as to prevent 
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homelessness due to non payment of rent.  Barnet Homes provides advice 
and assistance to those threatened with homelessness on behalf of the 
Council. 
     
When making policy decisions, the Council must take account of all relevant 
material, including financial resources, consultation responses and potential 
equality impacts in order to reach a decision. This report presents a number of 
options and sets out the financial implications of these and makes a 
recommendation. However, this does not preclude the Committee from 
recommending that another option is the most appropriate way forward. 
 
There is a statutory duty to consult on the council tax support scheme.  A 
summary of the details of the consultation responses are set out in the report 
and attached as an appendix. Case law has confirmed that when determining 
whether to change policy, the Council must be receptive to reasonable 
arguments against the proposals, however this does not simply involve a head 
count of those for and against the proposals. In the case of withdrawal of 
support, it will not be surprising if a number of respondents are against the 
proposal. The Council must take these views into account and must balance 
this with other relevant information to decide whether to recommend an option.  
When considering relevant information, the Council should consider other 
options to meet its budgetary shortfall.  If the adverse impact of a proposal is 
so significant, the Committee should request that Full Council considers this 
when setting its budget.    
 

 
5.4. Risk Management  

 
The council must make a decision within a time limit, on whether or not to 
revise the scheme.  In addition to this a number of other factors have been 
considered.  

 
Fairness: There is also a risk that the scheme may be perceived as being 
unfair. Fairness for the council is about striking the right balance between 
fairness towards the more frequent users of services and fairness to the wider 
taxpayer and making sure all residents from our diverse communities benefit 
from the opportunities of growth. In line with the Government’s commitment to 
incentivise work, the recommended scheme requires a contribution from all 
residents excluding Pensioners (subject to income) and War Pensioners.  
Residents’ views on whether options are fair have been tested during the 
consultation and are included in the appendices. The mitigations for those in 
crisis or struggling to make a contribution are listed below.  
 
Impact on households who cannot afford the increased expenditure: The 
scheme seeks to recover part of the funding shortfall from households at the 
lower end of the income scale. Together with other welfare reforms being 
implemented by government, the scheme may exacerbate already difficult 
financial circumstances for some individuals and families. There are a number 
of mitigations for those in crisis or struggling to make a contribution- these 
include promotion of the Council Tax statutory reductions and exemptions for 
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certain groups (including apprentices, those with live in carers or disability 
adapted properties), the availability of a Discretionary Council Tax Relief fund 
and support for those on welfare benefits to increase their income by moving 
into work. For those who do get into difficulty in making their payments the 
Council has put in place the following measures that can assist people and 
particularly those who have only been making contributions since 2013;  

• Instalments can now be spread over 12 months as opposed to 10 
months prior to the localised Council Tax scheme. 

• Outbound calling where possible, to encourage these customers to 
make payment arrangements following the commencement of each 
recovery stage. Other payers are automatically moved through the 
escalating recovery stages. 

• Customers who are taken to court are given an option of making a 
payment arrangement as usual, but if they are receiving Council Tax 
support and stick to an arrangement to complete payment within the 
financial year the court costs are waived. 

• Customers on CTS are not currently being passed to bailiffs, but an 
attachment of earnings on their benefits is done instead. 

  

Collection rate reducing: Since current claimants are currently only paying 8.5 
per cent of their Council Tax bill, any increase in the contribution, may reduce 
the collection rate.  Existing collection and recovery strategies may not be 
cost-effective, and small debts may be written off. This has been mitigated by 
implementing robust arrears management procedures during the operation of 
the previous scheme. It is proposed that these continue in the new scheme.  
The financial analysis has also made a prudent analysis of collection rates 
under a new scheme, based on evidence from other Boroughs.   
 
Principal financial risks and mitigations 
 

Risk  Mitigation 

Lower Council Tax collection rate 
and bad debts 

Robust arrears management 
procedures to maximise collection 
rate and prudent assumptions on 
collection rates 

Higher administrative costs The collection and enforcement 
policy ensures that the most 
vulnerable residents are supported 
from an early stage thus ensuring 
both customer and council the 
ability to keep costs to a minimum.  

Any growth in demand would be 
become financially unsustainable  

Realistic assumption on caseload  
growth based on trends in recent 
years 

The proposed scheme is based on 
a number of assumptions, including 
collection rate and take-up rate. A 
downturn in the economy could lead 
to higher benefit take-up rates. As a 

Review operation of scheme yearly 
and modify to reflect experience 
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result, the projected funding gap 
would increase. 

If Barnet’s population increases, 
including an increase in the 
population segment that currently 
receives Council Tax Support, 
demand for Council Tax Support 
could increase against a fixed grant 
from the government. This would 
increase the funding gap.  

 
Continued investment in 
regeneration and increasing 
employment opportunities to move 
households out of financial 
hardship. 

 
 
5.5. Equalities and Diversity 

 
At Policy and Resources on 10 June 2014, Members discussed the concept of 
fairness and advised that Theme Committees ‘should be mindful of fairness 
and in particular, of disadvantaged communities when making their 
recommendations on savings proposals’. These proposals are about reducing 
the level of support provided to those on low incomes who are most likely to 
be affected by other Welfare reforms and may be members of the groups 
outlined as protected characteristics in the 2010 Equality Act. The Council has 
sought to mitigate some of these effects by keeping council tax as low as 
possible for all and freezing Council Tax since 2010. During this time, the cost 
of living has risen by around 18 per cent. The Council is committed to continue 
freezing Council Tax until 2017 to help mitigate against further rises in the cost 
of living which includes Council Tax.  
 
The Council’s strategic equality objective is expressed both in the Constitution 
and the Corporate Plan. It gives a commitment that citizens will be treated 
equally, with understanding and respect; have equal opportunity with other 
citizens; and receive quality services provided to Best Value principles. The 
proposals set out in this report support this commitment. 

 
The options under consideration for the proposed scheme work within the 
prescribed regulations that support the Government’s intention that pensioners 
should not be affected by this cut in spending. 
 
Following consultation a full Equalities Impact Assessment has been carried 
out. 
 
The proposals for the new scheme have been assessed to ensure that due 
regard has been given to the Public Sector Equality Duty as enshrined in the 
Equality Act 2010 using the process set out in the Corporate Plan 2013-16. 
Section 149 of the Act provides that a public authority must, in the exercise of 
its functions, have due regard to the need to: 
 
(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct 
that is prohibited by or under the Act; 
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 
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(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it. 
 
The relevant protected characteristics are: 
 
• age; 
• disability; 
• gender reassignment; 
• pregnancy and maternity; 
• race; 
• religion or belief; 
• sex; 
• sexual orientation. 

 
The resulting Equalities Impact Assessment is presented in Appendix 2.  The 
analysis of the proposals indicates that the increasing the contribution rate to 
15-20% is likely to have a minimal negative impact on groups that have 
already been impacted by the initial 2013 Council Tax Support Scheme 
including large families, lone parents and people with disabilities.  Lone 
parents are statistically more likely to be female.  Whilst there is no data 
available locally, there is national evidence to suggest that larger families are 
more likely in certain ethnic groups.  
 
The mitigating steps against the adverse impact, if the contribution rates are 
increased, are as follows: 

• Continuation of discretionary council tax reduction scheme for 
households in severe financial hardship 

• Continuation of current enforcement policies taking account of ability to 
pay before determining whether enforcement activity is appropriate 

• Continuation of Local Welfare Provision (Crisis Fund) for emergency 
and essential payments to the borough’s most vulnerable.  

• Continuation of income disregard for disability benefits and child 
benefit. 

• Continuation of work with the JobCentre Plus and The Barnet Group to 
assist low income households into employment. 

 
The Council is also aware of the lack of monitoring data from current 
claimants, which impacts on its ability to effectively monitor whether the 
scheme impacts on certain protected groups more than others.  The Council 
will consider whether it can collect monitoring data from claimants in the future 
to provide better data for future analysis.  
 

6. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
6.1. Policy and Resources Committee  Report 21 July 2014 
6.2. Report from Cabinet, Council Meeting 22 January 2013 
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Appendix 1 

 
Council Tax Support 

Consultation 
 

Consultation Findings 
 
 
 

January 2015 
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SECTION 1 
 
 

Executive Summary 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This report sets out the detailed findings from the Council Tax Support Consultation 2014/15.  

1.1 Summary of approach to Council Tax Support Consultation 

This report sets out findings, which consisted of  

• A 12 week online web consultation; and  

• A citizen’s panel survey. 

• A further 4 week online web consultation  

A summary of the key findings are outlined on the following pages. The results will be used 
to inform the decision by the Policy and Resources Committee and the recommendation to 
the Council’s Business Plan and Budget for 2014 - 2015.  Detailed findings can be found 
under sections 2 and 3 of this report. 

1.2 GENERAL CONSULTATION ON THE COUNCIL’S PROPOSED COUNCIL TAX SUPPORT 
SCHEME FOR 2014 -15 ONWARDS 

The general consultation consisted of an online survey published on 
http://engage.barnet.gov.uk/.  A letter was sent to all 21049 current working age Council Tax 
Support recipients as at 1 September 2014.  A further letter was sent to 20190 claimants as 
at 24 November to advise them of the re-opened consultation.  Paper copies and easy read 
versions were made available on request.  In order to boost the response to the survey and 
ensure the council heard the views of a representative sample, the first consultation survey 
was also sent to the Citizens’ Panel2. 

In total 868 surveys were completed, 653 were completed by the Citizens’ Panel and 215 
completed by the general public via the open online web survey.  

The Citizens’ Panel response was also weighted to ensure that the achieved sample was 
representative of the borough’s population.  As the web survey has only  received a total 
response of 215, the online web survey findings should be treated with caution due to 
the small sample size. The findings have therefore been reported on separately, so that 
comparisons can be made with the larger representative sample of the Citizens’ Panel and 
the open online web survey.  In 2012, there were 2910 responses. 
 

2. GENERAL CONSULTATION SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

• Options proposed 
Respondents were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the council’s proposed 
Council Tax Support options in terms of balance making it fair not only on those residents 
who are eligible for support – but also those residents who depend on other Council 
services.  

The survey presented three options and asked for a rating of each and asked respondents to 
indicate a preferred option.  Additionally the survey asked for reasons for the chosen options. 

The options were  

Option 1 – The council tax support contribution should remain at 8.5 per cent 

                                                           
2
 The core panel is made up of 2087 Barnet residents, selected to be representative of the adult 
population of the borough in terms of   ward, age, gender, ethnicity,  housing tenure, faith and 
disability   
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Option 2 – The council tax support contribution should increase to 15 per cent 

Option 3 – The council tax support contribution should increase to 20 per cent  

A fourth, Option 4 – Have an alternative scheme was offered in the subsequent 
consultation. 

Citizens' Panel members responded 247 out of 528 in favour of retaining the council tax 
support contribution at 8.5 per cent. The online web survey responded 70.7 per cent (147 out 
of 176) in favour of retaining the 8.5 per cent contribution.   
 
However some Citizens’ Panel members preferred an option to increase the contribution -  
28.4 per cent (174 out of 528) opted in favour of an increase to 15 per cent contribution and 
17.2 per cent (106 out of 528) opted in favour of an increase of 20 per cent contribution.  
This is a total of 45.6 per cent in favour of an increase above the current 8.5 per cent 
contribution. 

Whilst the Citizens’ Panel is more representative of the borough, the number of respondents 
who claim Council Tax Support is lower in this group.  The number of respondents to the 
open survey was weighted in favour of recipients to Council Tax Support so it was not 
surprising to find that this group were in favour of retaining the same level of contribution.  
 
Respondents were asked, overall which is your preferred option? 

  

When presented with a fourth option, the response was as follows.   

 

 

  

40%

71%

28%

6%

17%

8%

14%

15%

Citizen's Panel
(Base: 604)

Oneline Web
Survey (Base:

208)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Don't Know

54% 7% 2% 34% 4%

Online Web
Survey 2

(Base: 105)
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Don't know
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Those responding to the online web survey were much less likely to agree with the Citizens' 
Panel as council tax support recipients were individually invited to respond to the survey, see 
below. 

  

The results from the Citizens’ Panel represent the whole borough but the responses 
from the online web survey should be given more weight because they are more 
representative of the group directly affected. 

 
The five top most commonly mentioned reasons for their answers were: 

o ‘People are struggling now, they have no extra money/ Do not increase the bills of 
those on low income (mentioned by 12 per cent of the Citizens’ Panel and 46 per 
cent per cent of the online web sample)  

o ‘’The increase seems right, it is required/achievable’ (mentioned by 8 per cent per 
cent of the Panel sample, but not mentioned by respondents to the open online  web 
survey)  

o ‘Share financial burden’ (mentioned by 6 per cent of the Panel sample, and 1.9 per 
cent per cent of online web survey)  

o ‘Increase to 20 per cent is too much’ (mentioned by 6 per cent of the Panel sample 
and 3.3 per cent of the online web survey). 

o If people need help paying then they should get it’ (mentioned by 3 per cent of the 
Panel sample, and 10 per cent of the online web survey). 

 

• The survey also asked what respondents thought residents who are in financial 
hardship would need from the Council 
 
Respondents were asked what help residents who were in financial hardship would need 
from the Council.   

The five top most commonly mentioned areas of help were: 

 

o ‘Reduce Council Tax, increase support’ (mentioned by 6.3 per cent of the Citizens’ 
Panel and 35 per cent per cent of the online web sample)  

o ‘Increase Housing Benefit’ (mentioned by 7 per cent per cent of the Panel sample, 
and 7 per cent of respondents to the open online  web survey)  

o ‘Financial Counselling’ (mentioned by 12 per cent of the Panel sample, and 5 per 
cent per cent of online web survey)  

10%

77%

79%

90%

23%

19%

Citizen's Panel
(Base: 528)

Online Web
Survey (Base

173)

Online Web
Survey 2 (Base

89)

Yes No
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o ‘Promote employment, offer training for work opportunities’ (mentioned by 10 per cent 
of the Panel sample, and 4 per cent of the online web survey). 

o ‘Food Banks’ (mentioned by 6 per cent of the Panel sample, but only 1 per cent of the 
online web survey). 

 

• Results of consultation – suggested alternative schemes 
 

The responses are collated in Appendix 1.   
 
A number of respondents suggested that the council use the powers created in the 
Local Government Finance Act 2012 to remove the second home discount and 
charge extra for long term empty properties.  
 
For example “in the council's documents there is not a word about a few simple 
existing tools, to fund a more generous Council Tax Support for those who need it by 
taxing those who can very well afford it:, in England, second homes may be charged 
100% of their normal rate of council tax, i.e. income for the council from council tax 
can be generated from those who own more than one home. Additionally local 
authorities may set an ‘empty homes premium’ for long-term empty properties. 
Properties which have been unoccupied and substantially unfurnished for over two 
years may be charged up to 150% of the normal liability. So option 4 should be a 1% 
contribution rate funded by robust enforcement of the above” 
 
“Other options apart from these three must be explored - in view of the fact that the 
removal of current council tax exemptions and discounts for empty properties and 
second homes could generate a huge amount of additional Council Tax income” 
 

 
For example “Increase the council tax rate on properties worth over a million pounds 
to fund council tax on those who simply can't afford to pay it.” 
 
“Allow the disabled, people with chronic long term illness & families with children 
exempt from any increase as the proposal to increase CT payments for these groups 
has a direct impact on their health and living standards which ultimately has an affect 
on the the NHS and Social Services. The above groups are unlikely to gain 
employment and therefore cannot work to improve their situation and enable them to 
pay this additional charge. I believe the entire community has a responsibility to 
support those in their community therefore the increase should be applied to ALL 
households in the borough. 

 
 
 
Some suggestions were made about the contribution rate or phasing in the 
increases. 
 
For example “Reduce contribution or allow non-working families to not contribute at 
all, in order to alleviate families living in poverty.” 
 
“Bring back 100% reductions for unemployed, disabled and low income households” 
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“I think option 1 is just about right, for now. The only other option I would endorse is 
not to pay anything at all.” 
 
“10 % increase 2015/2016 increase to 15% in 2016/2017” 
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3. GENERAL CONSULTATION ON THE COUNCIL’S PROPOSED COUNCIL TAX 
SUPPORT SCHEME FOR 2014 -15 ONWARDS 

The general consultation consisted of an open online survey published on the web and a 
closed survey sent out to Barnet’s Citizens’ Panel3. 

3.1. Technical details and method 

In summary, the survey was administered as follows: 

The Council Tax Support Scheme consultation was open for 12 weeks, from the 4 August 
2014 to 27 October 2014 and from 25 November 2014 to 21 December 2014. 

• The consultations were published on the council’s engage space 
http://engage.barnet.gov.uk/  which gave detailed background information about the 
Council Tax Support scheme currently in place, the manner in which the government 
have reduced funding for Council Tax Benefit centrally and how the Revenue Support 
Grant continues to be reduced year on year. 

• Collection of respondents’ views were fed back via an open online self-completion 
survey. 

• Hard copies and easy read were also available on request 

• In order to boost the response to the survey, and to ensure the views of a profiled 
representative sample was heard, the survey was also sent to the Citizens’ Panel4. 

 
The survey was widely promoted through: a direct mailing to all 21049 working age support 
recipients.  Potential respondents could telephone a support line for advice and guidance, 
followed by a further mailing to 20190 working age support recipients, the September 2014 
edition of Barnet First; a press release; social media; exhibited at the Communities Together 
Network space; and various service user groups and partner mailing lists.  

3.2. Questionnaire design  
The survey was developed to ascertain residents’ views on the Council’s Council Tax 
Support scheme 2015/16 onwards, particularly in terms of: 

• the Revenue Support Grant pressures; 

• the need to strike a balance between supporting the most vulnerable and other 
service users; 

• drawing parallels with other neighbouring boroughs; 

• the Council Tax collection rate for 2013/14. 
 

In order to enable further understanding and analysis on the results the following types of 
questions were also included on the survey: 

• Open ended questions, where respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed 
with any option to say why, and to state an overall preference.  Additionally, residents 
were requested to provide details of help that those experiencing financial hardship 
may need from the council. 

• Key demographic questions 

                                                           

 
4
 The Citizens’ Panel is made up of 2087 Barnet residents, selected to be representative of the adult 
population of the borough in terms of ward, age, gender, ethnicity, housing tenure, faith and disability 
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3.3. Response to the survey 

In total 868 surveys were completed, 653 were completed by the Citizens’ Panel and 215 
were received from the general public via the online web survey.  

 

The Citizens’ Panel response was weighted to ensure the achieved sample was 
representative of the borough’s population.  Due to the small sample size of the web survey, 
215, the online web findings should be treated with caution. For this reason the findings 
have been reported on separately, so that comparisons can be made with the much larger 
representative sample from the Citizens’ Panel. 

3.4. Citizens’ Panel Response  
A combined postal and online survey method5 was mailed out to 2087 members of Barnet’s 
Citizens’ Panel and a total of 653 surveys were completed (278 postal and 375 online) giving 
a response rate of 31 per cent. 

3.5. Online Survey Web response and profile 
The table below shows the online profile of those who responded to the web survey. Of the 
215 responses received, those who replied were mainly residents (86 per cent, 184 out of 
215). 

7 per cent of the sample (14 out of 215 respondents) chose not to answer this question.   

Table 1 

Type Number % 

Resident 184 86% 

Barnet resident and business 5 2% 

Landlord 1 0% 

Housing Association 2 1% 

Voluntary/community organisation 2 1% 

Representing a public sector organisation 2 1% 

Other 5 2% 

Not answered 14 7% 

Total 215 100% 

 

3.6. Citizens’ Panel sample profile 
The chart below shows the demographic profile of those who responded to the panel survey 
compared to the population of Barnet.  

The sample that responded closely matches Barnet’s population profile in terms of gender 
and ethnicity. However, in terms of age, younger panel members are underrepresented and 
older panel members are over represented. There is also a slight over representation of 

                                                           
5
 When panel members are recruited they are given the choice of which method they prefer receive 
their surveys; either online sent to their e mail address, or hard copy sent to their postal address.  
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white respondents and under representation of black and mixed race respondents   
Weighting has been applied to tackle the issue of under and over representation in the 
sample, and it is the weighted data that is reported on in this report.  

 

 

Chart 1: Citizens’ Panel Sample profile – key demographics 

 

 

3.7. Calculating and reporting on results 
The results are based on “valid responses” only, i.e. all those providing an answer (this may 
or may not be the same as the total sample) unless otherwise specified. The base size may 
therefore vary from question to question depending on the extent of non –response. 
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3.8. Results in detail:  
Respondents were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the council’s proposed 
options of retaining 8.5 per cent contribution, increasing contributions to 15 per cent or 
increasing contributions to 20 per cent.  And subsequently which option was preferred. 

The Citizens’ Panel were much more likely to give a representative view compared to 
the Online web survey as all recipients of Council Tax Support were sent a letter 
agree with the council’s approach to its business plan compared to those 
respondents responding to the open online survey on the web.   
 

3.9. Preferred option  

Respondents to the surveys were asked which of the three options they preferred 
and to give a reason for their answer.   
 
The Citizens' Panel responded with over 40 per cent (248) selecting option 1.  
Twenty eight per cent chose option 2, and 17 per cent chose option 3.  However 14 
per cent (86) did not know. 
 
Most respondents (77 per cent, 133 out of 173) to the online web survey said they 
receiving council tax support. It is anticipated that this group of respondents would be 
more likely to choose option 1, of retaining the same level of contribution. 
 

 

When presented with a fourth option, 34% of respondents provided an alternative 
scheme suggestion.

 

Those responding to the open online web survey were much less likely to agree with 
the Citizens' Panel as a direct letter was sent to all council tax support recipients.    
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Respondents were asked, does your household receive Council Tax Support from 

Barnet?

 

The regulations require the council to consult such persons as it considers are likely 
to have an interest in the operation of the CTS scheme. Taking the responses from 
the current CTS recipients only we can show the responses as follows: 
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In each of the surveys respondents were asked for the reason why they preferred an option.  
These have been grouped by option 1, 2 and 3.  Some respondents chose not to comment 
at all.  The graphics below show the responses for each survey.  The supplementary survey 
is shown separately. 

Chart 2 – Reasons given for choosing Option 1 as preferred option. 
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Chart 3 – Reasons given for choosing Option 1 as preferred option. Supplementary 
Consultation 

 

  

2.90%

35.20%

3.80%

12.40%

9.50%

1.00%

4.80%

1.00%

1.00%

Even those who receive help must share the financial

burden/ Claimants must make a contribution to local…

People are struggling now/ have no extra money/ Help

the needy/ Do not increase the bills of those on low…

sensible / reasonable/ required/ achievable/ fair

If people need help they should get it / The more

vulnerable should still get support/ Should not have…

Should be affordable by most claimants / Manageable

An increase is necessary/ The council needs it

Council should make savings elsewhere

Services must not be reduced, especially if CT increases

Do not jeopardise the good collection rate

Online Web

Survey 2

(Base 105)

109



44 

 

Chart 4 – Reasons given for choosing Option 2 as preferred option 

 

 

Chart 5 – Reasons given for choosing Option 2 as preferred option. Supplementary 
Consultation 
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Chart 6 – Reasons given for choosing Option 3 as preferred option 

 

Chart 7 – Reasons given for choosing Option 3 as preferred option. Supplementary 
Consultation 
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3.10. Option 1 – continue the current scheme, with a contribution rate of 8.5 per cent 
(claimants receive 91.5 per cent of their maximum entitlement to CTS)  
 

• Nearly half of the Citizens' Panel (46 per cent) agreed or strongly agreed with option 
1.   Twenty nine per cent of Citizens’ Panel members disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. The remainder were neutral (20 per cent) or said they did not know (5 per 
cent).  
 

• The majority of online web survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed with option 
1.  Three quarters of the online survey web respondents (73 per cent) agreed or 
strongly agreed.  A fifth (19 per cent) of online web survey respondents disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. The remainder were neutral (5 per cent) or said they did not 
know (2 per cent).  

 

• In the supplementary consultation, the majority of online web survey respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed with this option.  66 per cent of respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed, compared to 21 per cent that disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
 

Chart 8 : Option 1 - continue the current scheme, with a contribution rate of 8.5 per 
cent 

  
3.11. Option 2 – increase the contribution rate to 15 per cent (claimants receive 85 per cent 

of their maximum entitlement to CTS)  
 

• Nearly half of the Citizens' Panel (44 per cent) agreed or strongly agreed with this 
option.   Twenty nine per cent of Citizens’ Panel members disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. The remainder were neutral (21 per cent) or said they did not know (8 per 
cent).  
 

• The majority of online web survey respondents disagreed with this option.  Over two 
thirds of the online web respondents (69 per cent) disagreed or strongly disagreed 
with this option.  A fifth (19 per cent) of online web survey respondents agreed or 
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strongly agreed. The remainder were neutral (9 per cent) or said they did not know (7 
per cent).  

 

• In the supplementary consultation, the majority of online web survey respondents 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this option.  Only 14 per cent of respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed, compared to 74 per cent that disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. 
 

Chart 9 : Option 2 - increase the contribution rate to 15 per cent 

  

3.12. Option 3 – increase the contribution rate to 20 per cent. (Claimants receive 80 per cent 
of their maximum entitlement to CTS)  

 

• A third of the Citizens' Panel (34 per cent) agreed or strongly agreed with this option. 
One third, (38 per cent) of Citizens’ Panel members disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
The remainder were neutral (20 per cent) or said they did not know (8 per cent).  
 

• The majority of online web survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this 
option.  Three quarters of the online web respondents (73 per cent) agreed or 
strongly agreed.  A fifth (19 per cent) of online web survey respondents disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. The remainder were neutral (5 per cent) or said they did not 
know (2 per cent).  

 

• In the supplementary consultation, the majority of online web survey respondents 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this option.  Only 12 per cent of respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed, compared to 78 per cent that disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. 
 

Chart 10 : Option 3 – increase the contribution rate to 20 per cent  
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Chart 11 : An alternative scheme 

In the supplementary consultation, the survey did not seek an agree/disagree grade. 
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Chart 11 : Source of respondents to the Online Web Survey 
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Chart 8: Have you been in arrears with your council tax during the last 12 months? 

 

 

Most respondents, to Citizens’ Panel and both online web surveys that said they had 
not been in arrears in the last 12 months.  
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Appendix 2  

Equality Impact Analysis (EqIA) 

1. Details of function, policy, procedure or service: 

Title of what is being assessed: Revised Council Tax Support scheme 

Is it a new or revised function, policy, procedure or service? Revised policy 

Department and Section: Finance, Commissioning Group 

Date assessment completed: November 2014 

2. Names and roles of officers completing this assessment: 

Lead officer Jonathan Wooldridge 

Other groups       

 

3. How are the following equality strands affected? Please detail the effects on each equality strand, and any 

mitigating action you have taken / required.  Please include any relevant data.  If you do not have relevant 

data please explain why / plans to capture data 

Equality Strand Affected? Explain how affected What action has been taken / or 

is planned to mitigate impact? 

1. Age 
Yes  / No  Working age claimants will be 

affected by the change in policy.  

The Government have protected 

Pension Credit Age claimants 

from any change, so will still 

receive the full support as if 

Council Tax benefit had 

remained.  Working Age 

claimants could see an increase in 

the amount of council tax they 

are required to pay. 

The largest number of people 

affected by this feature fall in the 

age range 31 to 50 and are 

therefore more likely than other 

age groups to have families and 

dependent children. The 

additional burden of this feature 

may have a particular impact on 

those who are already financially 

stretched, leading to the 

possibility of hardship that 

Through all of the Government’s 

welfare reforms, it is intended 

that citizens will be better off in 

work than in receipt of benefits.  

Accordingly anyone affected by 

the additional contribution they 

have to make will be encouraged 

to seek employment to maximise 

their income wherever possible.  

Support to do this is available 

through the Job Centre Plus, Job 

Coaches from which work closely 

with the Revenues and Benefits 

staff. 

117



52 

 

impacts on their children. This 

may have a consequential impact 

on Children’s Services. 

 

2. Disability 
Yes  / No  No wider impact than previously 

impacted, but people with 

particular disabilities that prevent 

them from taking advantage of 

support to find work are more 

likely to be impacted by a range 

of welfare reforms.   

The extent of the impact by 

amending the scheme to 15 or 

20% from 8.5% will increase the 

burden. 

The exact number of disabled 

claimants is not known but out of 

29689 households receiving CTS 

there are around 414 receiving 

some form of disability benefit or 

premium with their Council Tax 

Support.  This does not include 

claimants who are on a 

passported benefit.  The number 

of disabled people receiving a 

passported benefit is not known 

as in most cases this information 

is not currently collected under 

the present scheme. 

 

 

In order to mitigate against the 

increased impact, resources will 

continue to be available to 

support the most vulnerable and 

this may be met through a 

discretionary council tax support 

scheme. 

Disability benefits are currently 

disregarded when calculating 

income.  It is proposed that this 

continues under all of the options 

proposed.   

 

3. Gender 

reassignment 

Yes  / No  There is no data to suggest that 

this group is affected. 

 

Residents from any group can 

apply to council’s  Discretionary 

Funds 

4. Pregnancy and 

maternity 

Yes  / No  People who are in advanced 

stages of pregnancy or receiving 

maternity allowance are affected 

for a temporary period because 

they will have a finite income and 

will be unable to increase this 

In order to mitigate against this, 

resources will continue to be 

available to support the most 

vulnerable and this may be met 

through a discretionary council 

tax support scheme. 
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income by working.   

5. Race / Ethnicity 
Yes  / No  There is no data to suggest that 

this group is affected as we do 

not ask people’s ethnicity as part 

of the CTS claim process. We 

know that in Barnet people from 

some ethnicities are more likely 

than others to have a low income 

or fall into arrears on priority 

debts. This includes Black 

Africans, Pakistanis and 

Bangladeshis. 

In the consultation over half of 

non-white groups chose to keep 

CTS at 8.5% whilst only a third of 

white groups did the same 

(Citizens Panel weighted survey). 

Whilst no distinction has been 

made on the grounds of race on 

contributions from working age 

claimants, the nature of the 

contribution is such that the 

larger the Council Tax liability, the 

larger the contribution. Thus 

larger families, who may live in 

larger and therefore higher 

banded properties, will be 

expected to contribute a larger 

monetary sum (but the same 

percentage) towards their Council 

Tax liability. Based on national 

data 
6
, families of Indian, 

Pakistani and Bangladeshi origin 

are on average significantly larger 

than others (2.5 – 3.5 children 

compared with an average of 2.1 

for all other races) and are 

therefore likely to be asked to 

contribute more 

In order to mitigate against this, 

resources will continue to be 

available to support the most 

vulnerable and this may be met 

through a discretionary council 

tax support scheme. 

                                                           
6
 LFS household data sets October-December 2004 to April-June 2008, weighted proportions 
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6. Religion or belief 
Yes  / No  There is no data to suggest that 

this group is affected as we do 

not ask people’s religion as part 

of the CTS claim process. 

The Citizens Panel consultation 

did not ask people their religion 

or belief.  Whilst no distinction 

has been made on the grounds of 

religion or belief on contributions 

from working age claimants, the 

nature of the contribution is such 

that the larger the Council Tax 

liability, the larger the 

contribution. Data from 

elsewhere
7
 shows that 

households of Muslim, Hindu and 

Sikh families are significantly 

larger than average (3.2-3.7 

people compared with an average 

of 2.3) and these families may be 

amongst those asked to 

contribute more. 

In order to mitigate against this, 

resources will continue to be 

available to support the most 

vulnerable and this may be met 

through a discretionary council 

tax support scheme. 

7. Gender / sex  
Yes  / No  A reduction in the maximum 

support would be applied to 

everyone receiving Council Tax 

Support but around 60% of the 

total number of people affected 

would be women in line with the 

current Council Tax claimant 

population. Furthermore 1/3 of 

households claiming Council Tax 

Support are lone parents of which 

95% are women. 

There were no significant 

differences in the responses from 

different genders.   

In order to mitigate against this, 

resources will continue to be 

available to support the most 

vulnerable and this may be met 

through a discretionary council 

tax support scheme. 

In relation to lone parents, the 

current scheme disregards child 

benefit as income.  It is proposed 

that this continues in all the 

proposed options.   

8. Sexual orientation 
Yes  / No  There is no data to suggest that 

this group is affected. 

Residents from any group can 

apply to council’s  Discretionary 

                                                           
7
 2001 Census, Manchester area; Manchester City Council 
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The Citizens Panel consultation 

did not ask people their sexual 

orientation 

 

Funds 

9. Marital Status 
Yes  / No  Not affected.  The maximum 

contribution of 91.5, 85, or 80 per 

cent would apply to households 

whether single, married, civil 

partnered, or co-habiting.  The 

maximum support would be 

applied to the council tax support 

award to all claimants. It may be 

assumed in some cases that 

single residents maybe more 

likely to be affected because they 

would only have one income.  

However where a single person is 

the only resident they receive a 

statutory 25% discount in their 

Council Tax liability which lowers 

the amount they would have to 

pay. Marital status however 

doesn’t preclude residents from 

living alone or vice versa. 

The Citizens Panel consultation 

did not ask people if they were 

married 

Where a single person is the sole 

liable person for Council Tax they 

receive a statutory 25% discount 

in their liability which lowers the 

amount they would have to pay. 

10. Other key groups? 
Yes  / No  Changes to Council Tax Support 

impact on low and fixed income 

groups as this one of the 

eligibility criteria. There are a 

number of groups who may be 

more likely to have a low or fixed 

income and are not able to 

increase their income through 

work and salary progression. This 

includes those with caring 

responsibilities or those that are 

prevented from working as a 

result of their health or disability. 

 

For the most vulnerable, other 

support from discretionary 

council tax support will be 

available. 
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4. What measures and methods could be designed to monitor the impact of the new policy or service, the 

achievement of intended outcomes and the identification of any unintended or adverse impact?  Include 

how frequently monitoring could be conducted and who will be made aware of the analysis and outcomes 

This EIA will be reviewed when a decision has been made about which option will be implemented.  

Housing Benefit collect data gender, age, information about disability benefit of head of household and their 

partner. We know who is currently receiving Council Tax Support and their characteristics as above. Housing Benefit 

do not collect data on the other protected characteristics as this is not considered essential for the purposes of 

making a claim. It is proposed that the Council Tax claimant cohort is monitored annually to understand whether 

the make up of this group has changed and whether any particular group has disproportionately fallen into arrears. 

 Statistics regarding collection rates are considered by a partnership welfare reform steering board and as part of 

other government returns. 

 

5. Overall impact 

Positive Impact 

 

 

Negative Impact or  

Impact Not Known
8
 

 

No Impact 

 

 

6. Scale of Impact 

Positive impact:  

 

Minimal   

Significant   

Negative Impact or  

Impact Not Known 

Minimal   

Significant   

 

 

7. Outcome 

No change to decision 

 

 

Adjustment needed to 

decision 

 

 

Continue with decision 

(despite adverse impact / 

missed opportunity) 

 

If significant negative 

impact - Stop / rethink 

 

 

 

8. Please give a full explanation for how the initial assessment and outcome was decided 

                                                           
8 ‘Impact Not Known’ – tick this box if there is no up-to-date data or information to show the 
effects or outcomes of the function, policy, procedure or service on all of the equality strands. 
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The scale of the impact is recorded as minimal.  It is proposed to monitor the impact of the change and to revise 

this assessment according to the data. 

The number of residents affected by the change is approx. 22,000 households.  These have already been 

burdened when the support was reduced to 91.5%.  This is being proposed to be reduced to 85% or 80%, so 

whilst the change in not insignificant, the overall average impact could amount to £1 to £2 per week.  The impact 

on affected residents will be the same group of residents, but the percentage of the level of maximum support 

may change. We know this group have a low income, are working age, 60% of them are women and 1/3 are 

single parents. We don’t collect full information on all the protected characteristics as this is not required to 

process a claim. We also know that the current CTS claimants were more likely to say that they favoured keeping 

the level of Council Tax Support at 8.5% (according to the Online web survey). 

Section 13a (1) (C) of the Local Government Finance Act 1992 allows councils to reduce the amount of council tax 

payable for a liable household. It can be used for individual cases or to determine specific classes for a local 

discount.    

Other welfare reforms are hitting some groups such as large families, low income families, lone parents and 

disabled people– and together with increases in cost of living this is having a cumulative impact on people’s 

income. Therefore even small changes in contributions could ‘tip the balance’ in people’s ability to pay. Therefore 

all three options are considered to have a minimal negative impact of groups with the protected characteristics. 
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Appendix 3 

 

  

Barnet Council Tax Support 
Scheme  

Effective 1 April 2015 
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Glossary  

 

Capital  

Savings and capital  

Change of Circumstance  Any change of circumstances affecting 
entitlement to CTS, including but not 
limited to changes to income, liability, 
household members or residence that 
would affect entitlement to CTS  

Council Tax payer  

Person liable to pay Council Tax on the 
property  

Council Tax Support (CTS)  

the London Borough of Barnet’s ( Barnet) 
scheme  

Default scheme  The default scheme contained in the 
Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Default 
Scheme) (England) Regulations 2012 SI 
2886/2012  

Dispute  Where the CTS recipient disagrees with 
the amount of CTS awarded or the refusal 
to award CTS applicant  

Disregards  

Deductions allowed against the income  

Excess Income  The amount by which the taxpayers 
weekly income exceeds their applicable 
amount  

Extended Reduction  An amount awarded for a period after the 
applicant or their partner has started work 
or increased their hours of work and is 
therefore no longer entitled to a qualifying 
benefit or qualifying contributory benefit  

Income  Income from all sources not limited to 
earnings. Some income will be wholly or 
partly disregarded  

Interim award  Maximum liability from which non-
dependent charges and the taper have 
been subtracted  

Maximum award  For working age claimants , the maximum 
award will be [insert value as agreed by 
committee]% of the interim award unless 
the claimant or their partner falls within a 
protected group  
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Maximum liability  The maximum liability is the maximum 
band after any Council Tax discounts or 
band reductions awarded under the Local 
Government Finance Act 1992. For 
example Single person discounts or band 
reductions due to disability  

Overpayment  

Any amount of CTS credited to which the 
recipient is not entitled  

Pensionionable Age  The age at which a person is eligible to 
claim State Pension Credit Please note 
the age is changing to reflect the 
equalisation of pension ages between 
men and woman and the planned 
increase in retirement age  

Premium  An additional element forming part of the 
applicable amount relating to the 
individual or couple  

Prescribed Requirements regulations  Council Tax Reduction Schemes 
(Prescribed Requirements) (England) 
Regulations 2012 SI 2885 2012  

Protected group  Groups listed in Appendix B to which the 
maximum award does not apply  

Taper  The rate at which CTS is withdrawn if the 
income including tariff income is greater 
than the applicable amount or living 
allowance  

Tariff income  Income presumed to be generated by 
savings and capital between the lower 
and upper capital limit  

War Pensions  War Pensions, War Widows pensions 
War Widowers Pensions, War 
Disablement Pensions and continuing 
payments from the armed forces 
compensation scheme,  

Work  Employed or self employed  

Working Age  The age below which a person or couple 
is eligible to claim State Pension Credit  

1992 Act  Local Government Finance Act 1992  
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1 Introduction  

The London Borough of Barnet’s Council Tax Reduction Scheme is based on the 
default  
scheme and prescribed requirements regulations, except where the contrary is set 
out within the scheme.  Definitions and detail from the regulations are not replicated 
in this document and the detail can be found by following the links below.  

Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Prescribed Requirements) (England) 
Regulations 2012 SI 2885/2012  

Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Default Scheme) (England) Regulations 2012 SI 
2886/2012  

The Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Prescribed Requirements and Default 
Scheme) England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012 SI 3085/2012  

The Council Tax Reduction Scheme (Prescribed Requirement) (England) 
(amendment) Regulations 2013  

The Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Prescribed Requirements) (England) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2014  

The Council Tax Reduction Schemes (Prescribed Requirements) (England) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2014 

Barnet Councillors agreed to a clear set of principles offering incentives and 
protections to help deliver local priorities from which the draft scheme was 
constructed.  

The principles are:  

• A system based on fairness, with those with the ability to pay making a fair 
contribution  

•  The scheme should incentivise work  

•  Support for those in the most difficult circumstances  

•  The most vulnerable should benefit from a level of protection  

•  The scheme should be transparent and accessible.  
 
The scheme for working age applicants has the following features  

• It will incentivise work by retaining the system of earned income disregards 
and child care disregards set out in the default scheme 

• Certain protected groups comprising those listed in Appendix B will not be 
affected by the maximum award restriction.to 80%  

• Disability Living Allowance, War Pensions and Child Benefit will continue to be 
disregarded in the calculation.  

• Second Adult Rebate will be abolished and Nondependent deductions will be 
simplified to 3 levels.  
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For working age claims, the weekly liability will be reduced by the non – 
dependant deduction and then the income including any tariff income and after 
any disregards have been applied is compared to the applicable amount. 
 
Where the income is less than or equal to the applicable amount no taper 
reduction is made. This is the interim award 
 
Where the income is more than the applicable amount the eligible council tax is 
reduced by 20% of the difference between the income and applicable amount. This is 
the interim award 
 
Once the interim award calculation has been made the maximum award is then 
adjusted to [insert value as agreed by committee]% of the interim award unless 
the claimant or partner is in a protected group. (Appendix B)  

2 Classes of Persons  

2.1 Classes of persons excluded from the scheme  

Classes of persons to be excluded from the scheme are as set out in the prescribed 
requirements regulations, including persons treated as not in Great Britain and 
persons subject to immigration control.  

2.2 Classes of person entitled to a reduction under this 
scheme  

Pensioners  

Classes A-C Pensioners who fall within any of classes A to C in the prescribed 
requirements regulations.  

Working age persons  

Class D -Persons who are not pensioners whose income is less than the applicable 
amount and not in a protected group. Persons who are not in a protected group and 
who fall within class D as set out in the default scheme,  

Class E – Persons who are not pensioners whose income is greater than the 
applicable amount and not in a protected group. Persons who are not in a protected 
group and who fall within class E as set out in the default scheme.  

Class F – Persons who are not pensioners whose income is less than the applicable 
amount and are in a protected group. Persons who are in a protected group and who 
fall within class D as set out in the default scheme.  

Class G – Persons who are not pensioners whose income is greater than the 
applicable amount and are in a protected group. Persons who are in a protected 
group and who fall within class E as set out in the default scheme.  
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3 Applicable amount: persons who are not pensioners who have an 

award of universal credit.  

Awards of Universal Credit will be treated as follows;  

Out of work with an award of Universal Credit analogous to Income Support, Income 
Based Jobseekers Allowance, or Income Related Employment and Support 
Allowance. The income and capital will be treated as zero and the applicable amount 
calculated in accordance with the default scheme as though the person applying was 
not in receipt of universal credit. They will then fall into class D or F as appropriate.  

130



8 

 

In work and in receipt of Universal Credit analogous to a tax credit. The calculation of 
the applicable amount will be calculated in accordance with the default scheme as 
though the person applying was not in receipt of universal credit. The income and 
capital will be calculated in accordance with the Barnet scheme (See Income and 
capital where there is an award of Universal Credit). They will then fall into class D to 
G depending upon their total .  

4 Maximum council tax reduction for the purposes of calculating 

eligibility for a reduction under this scheme and amount of reduction  

 

4.1 Maximum council tax reduction under this scheme: pensioners and persons who 
are not pensioners (class A to C,)  

For classes A to C, the maximum council tax reduction is as set out in regulation 29 
of the default scheme.  

4.2 Maximum council tax reduction under this scheme: persons who are not 
pensioners and not in a protected group (class D and class E)  

For classes D and E, the maximum council tax reduction is as set out in regulation 29 
of the default scheme, save that the non-dependant deductions will be as set out in 
this scheme. Appendix C., The actual amount of the award will be calculated in 
accordance with the paragraph Amount of reduction under the scheme.  

4.3 Maximum council tax reduction under this scheme: persons who are not 
pensioners and not in a protected group (class F and class G)  

For classes F and G, the maximum council tax reduction is as set out in regulation 29 
of the default scheme, save that the non-dependant deductions will be as set out in 
this scheme. Appendix C  

4.4 All Classes Applicable amounts, premiums and income disregards  

For classes A, B C applicable amounts, premiums and income disregards will be the 
same as the prescribed scheme as amended except that Barnet will disregard all of 
a war pension or war widow(-er)’s pension or any continuing payments from the 
armed forces compensation scheme.  

For classes D,E,F,G applicable amounts premiums and disregards will be the 
same as the default scheme except where they differ as set out in Appendix 
D,(Applicable Amounts) Appendix E (Premiums) and Appendix F (Disregards)  

5 Non-dependant deductions: pensioners and persons who are not 

pensioners  

The non-dependant deductions for pensioners (classes A –C) are as set out in the 
prescribed requirements regulations  

The non-dependant deductions for working age (classes D-G) from 1
st 

April 2015 are 
as set out in the default scheme save that the deductions in respect of a day referred 
to above are as follows:  
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(1) in respect of a non-dependant aged 18 or over with income greater than or equal 
to £189.00 p.w. unless they fall into category (3), £11.36 x 1/7;  

(2) in respect of a non-dependant aged 18 or over to whom sub-paragraph (1) or (3) 
does not apply, £5.00 x 1/7  

(3) zero if in receipt of Income related Jobseekers Allowance, Income Support or 
Income related Employment and Support Allowance or the Universal Credit where 
the award is calculated on the basis that the person does not have any earned 
income.  
 

6 Amount of reduction under this scheme  

6.1 Amount of reduction under this scheme: Classes A to G  

An individual in receipt of income support, income-related jobseeker’s 
allowance, income-related employment and support allowance or universal 
credit equivalent to one of the aforementioned benefits then they will have both 
income, earnings and capital counted as zero. This means that the individual’s 
income will automatically be less than their applicable amount, and their Council 
Tax Support will be worked out as follows  
 

6.2 Amount of reduction under this scheme:  

The amount of reduction is as set out in the default scheme, save as follows:  

6.3 Where a person is within class D, that amount is  

T the actual liability for the Council Tax.  
T Less any non-dependant deductions set out in appendix C  
T The result is the interim award  
T The actual award is [insert value as agreed by committee] % of the interim 
award  

6.4 Where a person is within class E, that amount is  

T the actual liability for the Council Tax  
T Less any non-dependent deductions set out in appendix C  
T Less the taper (currently Twenty per cent) of the difference between the 

income after disregards but including any tariff income and the applicable 
amount  

T The result is the interim award  
T The actual award is [insert value as agreed by committee] % of the interim 
award                              

7 Income and capital for the purposes of calculating eligibility for a 

reduction under this scheme and amount of reduction  

 

7.1 Income and Capital where there is an award of Universal Credit  
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The income rules for calculating eligibility for a reduction are as set out in the 
default scheme, save as set out below.  

7.2 Income and capital where there is an award of universal credit  

Calculation of income and capital: persons who are not pensioners who have 
an award of universal credit.  

7.3 Out of work with an award of Universal Credit analogous to Income 
Support, Income Based Jobseekers Allowance, or Income Related 
Employment and Support Allowance.  

The income and capital will be treated as zero so they will fall into class D or F as 
appropriate.  

7.4 In work and in receipt of Universal Credit analogous to Tax Credits  

If they receive the maximum universal credit, their income will be their income from 
universal credit for their living expenses. The Housing Element and Disability 
element of the Universal credit will be disregarded. Any income and capital will be 
disregarded  

Where the individual is in work and not receiving the maximum universal credit 
because their income is too high, and where the individual elements cannot be 
identified they will be treated as receiving the income for their living expenses 
reduced in proportion to the overall reduction in the universal credit from the 
maximum. For example if the universal credit is 75% of the maximum award of 
universal credit for their circumstances. The income used will be 75% of the 
maximum living expenses element. All other income and capital apart from war 
pensions, war widow(ers) pensions and continuing payments under the armed 
forces compensation scheme will be taken into account except any income and 
capital disregarded in Schedules 7, 8 and 10 of the default scheme.  

8 Capital  

The capital rules for calculating eligibility for a reduction are as set out in the 
default scheme, save that the diminishing notional capital rule is abolished for 
classes D -F  

9 Calculation of tariff income from capital: persons who are not 

pensioners  

Where the capital of an applicant and partner if any who is not a pensioner exceeds 
the lower capital limit but does not exceed the upper capital limit as set out in 
Appendix A, it must be treated as generating an equivalent tariff income set out in 
Appendix A which must be added  
to the applicant’s actual and notional income.  
Where the capital .of the applicant and partner if any exceeds the upper capital limit 
set out in Appendix A then the applicant will not be entitled to Council Tax Support. 
Capital includes any income treated as capital as defined in the default scheme  
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10 Extended reductions and qualifying conditions for an extended 

reduction  

Extended reductions and qualifying conditions for extended reductions 
for those of pensionable age and those of working age will be as set out 
in the default scheme  

11 Procedural Matters  

 

11.1 Applications  

Anyone entitled to Council Tax Benefit on 31 March 2013 or having made an 
application for CTB which is still to be decided on 31 March 2013 will be assumed 
to have also made an application for CTS with the circumstances that applied on 
31 March 2013.  

11.2 Applications after 1 April 2013  

All others must apply for CTS. Applications must be made in writing and received by 
Barnet Revenues and Benefits Service, or received electronically via Barnet’s 
website or in some other format as Barnet may decide. If a request for CTS is 
received by the Revenues and Benefits Service by any means including one that is 
not in the correct format Barnet will invite the applicant to complete an appropriate 
application. If the applicant does so and it is received within one month of being 
asked to do so then the application date will be the date the original request was 
received.  

If a claim is made for Housing Benefit and the person claiming is also liable for 
Council Tax at the same dwelling then the Housing Benefit claim will be treated as a 
claim for Council Tax Support unless within fourteen days of receipt of confirmation 
of the award from the Council, the customer advises the Council in writing that they 
do not wish to claim. .  

For those of working age, where an application is defective or incomplete and the 
applicant or the person acting for them has not supplied the information requested 
or properly completed an application form within one month (or such longer period 
as Barnet considers reasonable) of being asked to do so then the council will 
decide that the applicant no longer wishes to apply for a reduction.  

Where following a change of circumstance the person receiving a reduction is asked 
to supply evidence or information in support of their claim and fails to do so within 
one month (or such longer period as Barnet considers reasonable) then the CTS 
award will be amended based upon an adverse inference of the information held 
from the date the change of circumstances occurred. This could lead to any award 
being ended.  

Where an application is made for Universal Credit, Income Support, Jobseekers 
Allowance (Income Based) or Income Related Employment and Support Allowance 
and the Department of Work and Pensions or the CTS applicant makes the Council 
aware of this fact within 4 weeks of them becoming entitled to one of the above 
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benefits then the date of application will be treated as made on date they become 
entitled to one of the above benefits.  

Applications for CTS can be made up to 13 weeks in advance prior to an event 
that would entitle them to CTS  

12 Effective date of a change of circumstance  

For those of Pensionable age the effective date of a change of circumstance is as 
set out in the default scheme.  

For those of working age the effective date of a change of circumstances is as set 
out Regulation 107 of the Default regulations except as set out here. Where an 
applicant is required to notify a change of circumstances and the following apply, 
the new decision on a reduction will take effect on the date of notification:  

1 The change of circumstances is a change that is required by regulations to be 
notified;  

2 The change has been notified more than one month or such longer time as 
the Council considers reasonable  after the change occurred and it was reasonably 
practicable for the change to be notified within this period;  

3 The new decision on the reduction is advantageous to the applicant.  
 

13 Appeals  

The appeals process is as set out in the default scheme.  

14 Discretionary Reduction see Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the default 

scheme  

An application to the authority for a reduction under section 13A(1)(c) of the 1992 
Act must be made—  
(a) in writing,  

(b) by means of an electronic communication (see part 4 of Schedule 1)  

(c) via Barnet’s website  
 
The applicant must state why the request is being made and supply such 
evidence and information as the Council may require in support of the 
request.  

If for any reason the request is not in a form that Barnet can accept then the 
applicant will be supplied with a suitable form.  

15 Time and manner of granting relief and recoveries / over-

payments  

Where the council tax payer is entitled to an increase or decrease in their reductions 
following a reported change of circumstance, Barnet can issue a substitute demand 
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notice taking into account the increase or decrease in liability.  

Barnet Council will  
a. recover over-entitlement of council tax support – this effectively becomes 
underpayment of council tax;  

b. take recovery action according to the circumstances of the applicant;  

c. credit the council tax account with any underpayment of CTS.  

16 Updates of the scheme  

Each year Barnet Council can choose to freeze or increase any applicable amounts, 
premiums, disregards, or non-dependant deductions. Applicable amounts, premiums 
and disregards will usually be increased in line with the prescribed scheme. In future 
years if the Government does not publish new working age applicable amounts 
premiums and disregards, as part of the prescribed scheme then the applicable 
amounts premiums and disregards used in the Housing Benefit Regulations (2006) 
as amended can be used. These changes to applicable amounts, premiums, 
disregards and non-dependant deductions will not constitute a change to the scheme 
requiring consultation.  
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Effective from 1 April 2015 

Appendix A Working Age Upper and Lower Capital Limits, Tariff 

Income, Taper, Maximum Award, Minimum Award Maximum Band  

 Class D or Class E Class F or Class G 

Upper Capital Limit  £16,000  £16000  

Lower Capital Limit  £6000  £6000  

Tariff Income  £1 for each £250 or 

part thereof above 

the lower capital 

limit of £6000  

£1 for each £250 or 

part thereof above 

the lower capital 

limit of £6000  

Taper percentage,  20%  20%  

Maximum award,  

 [insert value as 

agreed by committee] 

%  

100%  

Minimum award  zero  zero  

 

Appendix B Protected Groups  

Protected group  

Where claimant or partner receives a war pension, or a war widow (-ers) pension, or 
a war disablement pension or a regular payment under the armed forces 
compensation scheme  

 

 

Appendix C Non-Dependant deductions -April 2015 rates. 

Description  Deduction  

Gross income greater than or equal to £189.00 p.w. 

from any source unless the non-dependant is 

receiving an income in category 3)  

£11.36 p.w  

Gross income less than or equal to £188.99 p.w. 

unless the non-dependant is receiving an income in 

category 3)  

£5.00 p.w.  

In receipt of Income Support, Income based 

Jobseekers Allowance, Income related Employment 

and Support Allowance, State Pension Credit or 

Nil  
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Universal Credit where the award is calculated on 

the basis that the recipient has no earned income 

 

 

Appendix D Applicable Amounts Working Age  - April 2015 rates 

Weekly Personal Allowances  

Single   

18 to 24  £57.90  

25 or over  £73.10 

Any age – entitled to main phase rate ESA  £73.10  

Lone parent 18 or over  £73.10  

Any age – entitled to main phase rate ESA  £73.10  

Couple   

One or both over 18  £114.85  

Any age – entitled to main phase rate ESA  £114.85  

Polygamous Marriages   

If the claimant is a member of a polygamous 

marriage and no members of the marriage have 

attained the age of 60  

 

For the claimant and the other party to the marriage  £114.85  

For each additional spouse who is a member of the 

same household as the claimant  

£41.75  

Dependent children   

From birth to September following 16th birthday  £66.90  

From September following 16th birthday to day 

before 20th birthday  

£66.90  
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Appendix E Premiums Working Age -April 2015 rates  

Family Premiums  Per week  

Family Premium  £17.45  

Family Premium (lone parent rate)  £22.20  

Disability Premium   

Single  £32.25  

Couple  £45.95  

Enhanced Disability Premium   

Single rate  £15.75  

Disabled child rate  £24.43  

Couple rate  £22.60 

Severe Disability Premium   

Single  £61.85  

Couple – one qualifies  £61.85  

Couple – both qualify  £123.70  

Disabled Child Premium  £60.06  

Carer Premium  £34.60  

Components ESA(IR) and ESA 
(Contribution based)  

 

Work-related activity component  £29.05  

Support component  £36.20  
 

Appendix F Disregards Working Age -April 2015 rates  

UK War pensions or equivalent  100% disregarded  

Permitted work disregard  £104.00 per week   

 

All other disregards are those as set out in the Default 
scheme or Prescribed scheme for those of working age 
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Appendix 4 – Excerpts of minutes of P & R of 21/7/2014 

 

7. OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TAX SUPPORT 2015/16 

The Committee considered the report.  

RESOLVED – 

1. That the Committee considered the options for a revised CTS scheme set out in 
this paper and agreed to consult publicly on options 1, 2 and 3 before 
implementation. 

The public consultation will run for a period of 12 weeks, starting in July, with the 
revised scheme implemented at the start of the 2015/16 Financial Year. 

2. That the Committee agree proposals for a new Council Tax enforcement policy set 
out in Appendix 1 of this report. 

3. That the Committee agree that the CTS scheme would remain the scheme until 
revised, and that future changes will be made as part of the budget cycle. 

The Committee requested that the next report to the Committee on this matter 
include information on the number of residents in each band 
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Summary 
 
The recommendations in the report at Agenda Item 7 of the Children, Education, Libraries 
and Safeguarding Committee on 12 January 2015 were approved by the Committee, but 
have been referred up to Full Council by four members in accordance with the Constitution. 
The decision taken by the Committee is therefore recommended to Council.  
 

 

  

 

Full Council 
 

20 January 2015 
  

Title  

Report from Children, Education, 
Libraries and Safeguarding 
Committee – Referral to Council  

Report of Head of Governance 

Wards All 

Status Public 

Enclosures                         

Annex 1 – Education and Skills – Future Delivery of Services 

Appendix 1:  Final Outline Business Case (including Appendix 
A – Financial Modelling Tables) 

Appendix 2:  Consultation Report 

Appendix 2:  Equalities Impact Assessments 

Officer Contact Details  
Andrew Charlwood, Head of Governance (Acting) 
andrew.charlwood@barnet.gov.uk  
020 8359 2014 

AGENDA ITEM 11.2
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Recommendations  
 
That Council approve the recommendations contained in agenda item 7 (Education 
and Skills Alternative Delivery Model) of the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee on 12 January 2015. 
 

 
1. WHY THIS REPORT IS NEEDED  
 
1.1 The Constitution allows a certain number of members to refer a matter on 

which a Committee has taken a decision to its parent body. At the meeting of 
the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee held on 12 
January 2015, the required number of members of the Committee referred the 
decision on Education and Skills Alternative Delivery Model up to the next 
meeting of Full Council.  The reasons for the referral were given as follows: 
 

1.2 The Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee voted to 
approve the item.  Immediately after the decision, four Members voted to refer 
the item to Full Council for consideration.  Members of the Committee stated 
that officers should be instructed to develop an in house option and therefore 
requested a full business case and a Member Working Group to be 
established to include Committee Members, Union Representatives and 
appropriate Officers to provide a steer and report back to the Children, 
Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee on 9 March 2015.  

 
 
2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
2.1 As set out in the substantive report.   

 
 

3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND NOT RECOMMENDED 
 

3.1 As set out in the substantive report.   
 
 

4. POST DECISION IMPLEMENTATION 
 

4.1 As set out in the substantive report.   
 
 

5. IMPLICATIONS OF DECISION  
 

5.1 Corporate Priorities and Performance 
 

5.1.1 As set out in the substantive report.   
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5.2 Resources (Finance & Value for Money, Procurement, Staffing, IT, 
Property, Sustainability) 

 
5.2.1 As set out in the substantive report.   
 
5.3 Legal and Constitutional References 

 
5.3.1 Constitution, Responsibility for Functions, Section 6 – paragraph 6.3 provides 

that “#a specified number of Members of a Committee or Sub-Committee 
may require that any decision of the Committee or Sub-Committee is referred 
up to the next practicable meeting of Full Council or the relevant Committee to 
which the Committee or Sub-Committee reports, by indicating immediately 
after the decision is taken that they require the decision to be referred up. The 
report to Full Council or the relevant Committee to which the Committee or 
Sub-Committee reports on the referral shall set out the reasons given for the 
referral. 
 

5.3.2 Constitution, Responsibility for Functions, Section 6 – paragraph 6.4 states 
 that where a decision taken by a Committee is referred up, the action the 
 Committee had proposed to take is recommended to the Council.  

 
5.3.3  Constitution, Full Council Procedure Rules, Paragraphs 20 and 21 – Rules of 
 Debate and Time for Debate 

 
5.4 Risk Management 

 
5.4.1 As set out in the substantive report.  
 
5.5 Equalities and Diversity 

  
5.5.1 As set out in the substantive report. 

 
5.6 Consultation and Engagement 

 
5.6.1 As set out in the substantive report. 

 
 

6 BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
6.1 As set out in the substantive report.  
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Summary 
At its meeting on 15th September 2014, the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee considered a draft outline business case, which set out proposals 
for developing a new way of delivering the Council’s Education and Skills service in order 
to: 
 

• Maintain Barnet’s excellent education offer 

• Maintain an excellent relationship between the Council and schools 

• Achieve the budget savings target for the service up to 2020 
 
The draft outline business case set out a detailed options appraisal of six possible future 
models for the delivery of these services.  The Committee gave approval to proceed to 
consultation on four of these options. 
 
Since that meeting, there has been a programme of consultation and engagement with key 
stakeholders, including: 
 

• Schools 

• The market 

 

Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee 

 

12
th
 January 2015 

  

Title  
Education and Skills – Future Delivery 
of Services 

Report of Schools, Skills and Learning Lead Commissioner 

Wards All 

Status Public 

Enclosures                         

Appendix One:  Final Outline Business Case (including 
Appendix A – Financial Modelling Tables) 
Appendix Two:  Consultation Report 
Appendix Three:  Equalities Impact Assessments 

Officer Contact Details  

Val White, Schools, Skills and Learning Lead Commissioner 
val.white@barnet.gov.uk 
020 8359 7036 
 
Deborah Hinde, Project Lead, Commercial Services 
deborah.hinde@barnet.gov.uk 
020 8359 2461 
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• Employees and trades unions 

• The public and service users 
 
The outcomes of that consultation, along with the result of further work that has been 
carried out to confirm the commercial and financial viability of the four options that remain 
under consideration, are set out in the attached final outline business case and 
summarised in this report. 
 
The outline business case concludes that the option for the future delivery of the Education 
and Skills service that is most likely to meet the project’s overall objectives is a joint 
venture.  It is considered that this option provides more certainty in meeting the Medium 
Term Financial Strategy targets, as well as being best placed to meet the strategic 
objectives of improving the service and maintaining an excellent education partnership in 
Barnet.  It is proposed that the option of involving schools in the ownership of the joint 
venture should remain open at this point. The selection of a third party partner will require a 
competitive procurement exercise, which will be conducted in accordance with EU 
procurement regulations using the Competitive Dialogue approach.  The Children, 
Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee is now requested to agree to proceed 
with the development of a full business case, including initiating the procurement phase, 
with a view to establishing a joint venture company.  A further report setting out the full 
business case for implementation will be put before members of the Children, Education, 
Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in July 2015. 
   

 

Recommendations  

1. That the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee note the 
content of the report and the outline business case. 

2. That the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee agree the 
development of a full business case on the establishment of a joint venture 
company with a third party for the future delivery of the Education and Skills 
service. 

3. That the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee authorise 
the commencement of the procurement exercise to identify a third party 
partner to inform the development of the full business case. 

4. That the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee note that 
the outcome of the procurement exercise and a full business case for final 
approval will be considered by the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee in July 2015. 

 
 
1. WHY THIS REPORT IS NEEDED 

 
Strategic Context and the Case for Change 

 
1.1 On 15th September 2014, the Children, Education, Libraries and 

Safeguarding Committee considered an outline business case, which set 
out proposals for developing a new way of delivering the Council’s 
Education and Skills service in order to: 
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• Maintain Barnet’s excellent education offer; 

• Maintain an excellent relationship between the Council and schools; 
and 

• Achieve the budget savings target for the service up to 2020. 
 
1.2 The evolving educational landscape, together with the financial constraints 

facing local authority services, create three compelling key drivers for 
reviewing the way education services are delivered: 

 
i. A performance driver to maintain Barnet’s excellent education offer, 
contributing to the quality of life in the Borough.  This driver recognises 
that, in recent years, Barnet schools have been among the best in the 
country. However, maintaining this performance is challenging and some 
recent Ofsted inspections have been disappointing – a potential early 
warning sign that we need to review and evolve to adapt our systems 
and services to better reflect the new educational environment in which 
our partnership with schools is operating.  It also recognises that the vast 
majority of school improvement resource and expertise is now controlled 
and managed by schools themselves and that the effective involvement 
of schools is essential to delivering better educational outcomes for 
Barnet as a whole. 

 
ii. A strategic direction driver to maintain Barnet’s excellent relationship 
with schools.  This driver recognises the increasingly diverse range of 
school governance arrangements that are emerging, including 
academies and free schools, and the need to ensure that future service 
provision is of a high standard and that services are responsive to the 
needs of all schools.  It also recognises that these changes in school 
leadership place schools in a strong position to play a much more central 
role in shaping and driving future service provision. 

 

iii. A financial driver to meet the Council’s savings target, whilst 
maximising the opportunity to provide sustainable services into the 
future.  This driver recognises that funding going to schools has been 
well protected, despite recent reforms. However, the ability of the local 
authority to fund services to meet its remaining statutory duties is less 
secure, being impacted by both the reduction in local government 
funding overall, and by a reduction in government grant as individual 
schools convert to academy status.   

 
1.3 The draft outline business case, considered by the Children, Education, 

Libraries and Safeguarding Committee at its meeting on 15th September 
2014, set out the results of preliminary work that had been carried out to 
assess the best way of delivering Education and Skills services given the 
three key drivers above.  The draft outline business case also set out the 
results of initial consultation and engagement with schools that had been 
undertaken to seek early views from headteachers and governors about the 
opportunities for working in closer partnership to deliver services for 
schools.   
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1.4 As a result of the preliminary review, the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee agreed that four options should be the subject of 
detailed consultation and further analysis, the results of which are set out in 
the attached final outline business case and summarised in the remainder 
of this report. 

 

Developing Future Delivery Options  
 

1.5 The shift in responsibility and financial resources for managing and leading 
school improvement to schools is resulting in schools increasingly 
becoming drivers and designers of the services they need to support them. 
Developing a model of delivery based on the partnership with schools 
provides an opportunity to provide services that are responsive to the 
needs of schools and that are sustainable over time by allowing schools to 
commission and potentially co-deliver the services they need.  

 
1.6 The final outline business case considers four options for the alternative 

delivery of the full range of services currently provided by the Council’s 
Education and Skills Delivery Unit.  The decision to include the full range of 
services in the options appraisal was reached after considering: 

 
i. The strategic context within which the local authority and schools are 

working to improve educational outcomes  
ii. The need to provide a unified, integrated approach to service delivery 

for schools and others 
iii. The ability to define a single brand for education services, with clear 

points of contact for schools and parents 
iv. The start-up and/or procurement costs, as well as ongoing client-side 

management costs of moving to a new delivery model. 
 
1.7 The following services are in scope: 

 

• Strategic and financial management of the service 

• School improvement 

• Special educational needs (SEN) 

• Admissions and sufficiency of school places 

• School Attendance 

• Post 16 learning 

• Traded services within Education and Skills: 
� Catering service 
� Governor clerking service 
� School improvement traded service (Barnet Partnership for 

School Improvement) 
� Newly Qualified Teachers support 
� Educational psychology (part-traded) 
� Education Welfare Service (part-traded) 

 
1.8 Any new model would deliver both statutory services for the Council as well 

as trading services to schools and educational establishments.  Where the 
options involve the creation of a separate entity, for the Council’s statutory 
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functions to be contracted out to that separate entity, the statutory duties or 
powers in question need to be either: 

 
i. included in the regulations made under the Deregulation and 

Contracting Out Act 1994; or 
ii. otherwise eligible to be contracted out as a matter of statutory 

interpretation of the legislation giving rise to the statutory function. 
 
1.9 Some of the duties and powers cannot be contracted out, for example the 

duty around place planning and the power to prosecute for non-school 
attendance.  However, this does not prevent the Council from contracting 
out delivery of services associated with these duties and powers, but the 
ultimate accountability and decision making would remain with the Council. 

 
1.10 Within all of the options under consideration, the statutory post of Director 

of Children’s Services will remain with the Council. The Director of 
Children’s Services: 

 

i. has professional responsibility for the leadership, strategy and 
effectiveness of local authority children’s services; 

ii. is responsible for the performance of local authority functions relating to 
education and social care of children and young people; and 

iii. is responsible for ensuring that effective systems are in place for 
discharging local authority functions, including where a local authority 
has commissioned any services from another provider rather than 
delivering them itself. 

 
1.11 At its meeting on 15th September 2014, the Children, Education, Libraries 

and Safeguarding Committee agreed that the outsourcing and Local 
Authority Trading Company options should not be given further 
consideration.  The final outline business case sets out full details of each 
of the four options that remain under consideration, including the potential 
benefits and risks associated with them.  The options are: 

 
In house – where the Council continues to provide the services through the 
Education and Skills Delivery Unit 
 
Schools-led social enterprise – where a separate legal entity, jointly 
owned by the Council and Schools, would be established to provide the 
services. 
 
Joint venture with schools having an ownership role (three-way joint 
venture) – where a separate legal entity, jointly owned by the Council, 
schools and a third party provider, would be established to provide the 
services. 
 
Joint venture with schools having a commissioning role (two-way joint 
venture) – where a separate legal entity, jointly owned by the Council and a 
third party provider, would be established to provide the services. 
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Consultation and engagement 

 
1.12 The report to the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding 

Committee in September 2014 set out details of the consultation and 
engagement activity that had informed the development of the draft outline 
business case.  The report also outlined the proposed consultation and 
engagement approach in respect of four key stakeholder groups:  schools; 
the market; employees and trades unions; and residents and service users.  
Details of that approach and the key outcomes from consultation and 
engagement are set out below.  The Council commissioned OPM, a market 
research organisation, to analysis the consultation results.  Their summary 
report, setting out the findings from the survey, is appended to this report.  
Their full report is available at http://engage.barnet.gov.uk/.  

 

Schools 

1.13 As the main customer of the services under consideration, the views of 
schools are critical to the successful implementation of the selected model.  
Building on the consultation and engagement with headteachers and chairs 
of governors that took place up to the development of the draft outline 
business case, there has been a further programme of briefing and 
information provision throughout the autumn term, to enable headteachers 
and chairs of governors to reach an informed view on each of the options 
under consideration.  This included presentations from two social 
enterprises that involve schools in their ownership.  The approach has been 
steered through a representative Headteacher Reference Group. 

 

1.14 The consultation sought feedback on: 
 

• The services to be included in the delivery model 

• The evaluation criteria 

• The level of support for each of the models under consideration 

• The level of willingness to play an active role 

• The order of preference for the four models 
 
1.15 In total, 98 responses were received, representing between 71 and 84 

schools (14 respondents did not identify their school).   
 

1.16 A summary of results and themes are shown below, with further detail in 
the final outline business case and Appendix Two to this report. 

 

• 25% of respondents strongly agreed and 53% tended to agree with the 
education support services that have been selected to be included in 
the delivery model. 

• There were a number of comments about the appropriateness of some 
services being included, including SEN services and admissions.  
Concern appears to be around knowledge, accountability and the 
schools losing control.   

• All of the criteria were ranked as “very important” or “important” by over 
50% of respondents, with the criteria for a strong partnership, building 
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trust, preserving and improving service delivery and customising 
services seen as most important. 

• The majority of respondents are willing to consider or support all of the 
delivery options.  However, no one option receives a majority in terms of 
active support.  Support for the in-house, social enterprise and two-way 
joint venture models was very similar at 30%, 31% and 31% 
respectively.  The two-way joint venture model had the lowest level of 
opposition, with 28% of respondents not supporting or strongly opposed 
to it.  When asked to state a preference, the two-way joint venture 
(32%) is the first preference of slightly more respondents than the other 
models.  In summary, the schools survey does not provide a clear 
finding about the favoured model. 

• Overall, there was sufficient interest from schools to play an active role 
in any of the models, however there was a higher level of support for a 
strategic commissioning role as opposed to an ownership role.   

 
The market 

1.17 Following consideration of the draft outline business case, external support 
was commissioning to provide an independent assessment of the broad 
market, including the not for profit sector.  iMPOWER conducted a soft 
market testing on behalf of the Council.  

 
1.18 Six organisations participated in the soft market testing, by providing written 

responses to a questionnaire and attending a follow-up meeting with 
representatives from iMPOWER and the Council.  These organisations 
represented a broad spectrum of providers, including not for profit, 
employee-owned and specialist education providers.  Further details of the 
outcomes of the soft market testing exercise are included in the final outline 
business case, but the key points were: 

 

• The market is generally positive about the opportunity, and the 
landscape provides some variety and choice for the Council to 
investigate further the options for the proposed structure.  Alongside 
the traditional approach of one contract and one provider, primary 
contractor-subcontractor, specialist partnering and separate tendering 
were all put forward as suggestions from the market. 

• 20-30% savings in the non-DSG budget through efficiency and growth 
are seen as achievable by the market.  This would equate to 
approximately £2.4m - £3.6m per annum. 

• The terms of any up-front investment required in a new vehicle would 
need to be explored further during competitive dialogue.  Given the 
nature of the services and functions in scope, it is likely that proposals 
would include as a minimum the establishment of necessary 
commercial capacity and under-writing of the savings profile. 

• Providers are generally more in favour of a Joint Venture, with schools 
having a governance but not ownership role, rather than a Joint 
Venture, with schools in an ownership role.  However, providers would 
not rule the latter out and a number suggested it may be more 
appropriate to keep the option open during competitive dialogue. 

• Pensions’ liability was a clear concern for providers. 
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• Providers unanimously cited competitive dialogue as their preferred 
procurement route. 

• A contract length of five or seven years, with extension options was 
considered by participants to be the minimum term required to invest 
substantially in the new venture, achieve the levels of efficiency 
required and secure a return on their investment. 

• Options to expand the service cluster, either at the outset or after 
contract start were attractive to providers (as expected). 

 
1.19 The overall conclusions from the soft market testing exercise are that there 

is a positive interest from the market in these services and that there are 
sufficient potential participants in the market to ensure a competitive 
procurement exercise, in the event that the Council pursues one of the joint 
venture options. 
 
Employees and trades unions 

1.20 It is recognised that all four of the options under consideration constitute a 
significant change that will have an impact on employees.  There have 
been a number of briefing meetings with employees as the outline business 
case has developed.  During November 2014, a further series of meetings 
was held to allow employees to explore the implications of the four 
remaining options and also to suggest potential opportunities for 
improvement. 

 
1.21 The meetings were reasonably well attended by office-based staff, with 

fewer attendees from school-based staff within the catering service.  Those 
that did attend engaged positively in discussion about the four options and 
also made some constructive suggestions for growing services and 
reducing costs, for example advice and training on the drafting of 
Education, Health and Care Plans and making better use of administration 
resources.  These suggestions have been taken into account in the 
financial modelling of options, as outlined elsewhere in this report.  There 
was a general recognition of the importance of the views of schools from 
attendees. 

 

1.22 The main areas of concern that were raised by employees were: 
 

• Any potential impact on terms and conditions of service, notably pay 

and pensions 

• Any potential impact of changes to the TUPE regulations on the above 

• The ability to maintain buy-back levels from schools 

• Potential conflicts of interest or priorities of different partners 

• The lack of flexibility and innovation in current arrangements 
 

1.23 Additional meetings have also taken place with the recognised trades union 
representatives.  Whilst representatives have been keen to support the 
retention of services in-house, they have also engaged positively in 
discussions about other models to ensure that issues that may affect their 
members’ interests have been given proper consideration. 
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The public and service users 
1.24 A public survey was available on www.engage.barnet.gov.uk for an eight 

week period from 7th October 2014 to 1st December 2014.  The survey was 
publicised through the Council website, social media and information sent 
to parents through school communication channels.  Overall, 123 
responses were received by the closing date, which is consistent with 
response rates on similar consultations.   

 
1.25 In addition to the survey, three focus groups were conducted with: parents 

of children with Special Educational Needs; parent governors; and parents 
generally.   

 

1.26 The summary report at Appendix Two sets out the results from the 
consultation exercise.  The highlight results and themes are set out below: 

 

• High level of support for the overall vision and aims 

• Majority of respondents agreed with the services selected, with the 
highest level of support to SEN services and school improvement 
services. 

• There were comments on the rationale for particular services being 
included, particularly those for vulnerable pupils and the need to 
maintain service levels and quality of provision.  The focus groups all 
raised an element of concern about the SEN and education welfare 
services being included, focusing on the need to ensure quality of 
service delivery and the risk of having a “business” person provide the 
services. 

• Results in respect of the evaluation criteria were broadly similar to the 
schools survey. 

• In survey, clear preference for the in-house model, with the two-way 
joint venture being the least favoured option. 

• Amongst the focus groups, there was a split in preferences.  The 
Governors group preferred the in-house model, a small majority of the 
Parents’ group preferred the two-way joint venture model and the SEN 
group was divided between those who thought the in-house model was 
best and those who thought it was a model which already had 
problems. 

• There was a high level of concern about a third party being involved in 
service delivery.  Issues were raised around business models being 
used in education, the potential quality of the services, and a lack of 
trust, accountability or responsibility. 

 

Additional engagement activity 
1.27 In addition to the detailed engagement and consultation activity that has 

been carried out with the four key target stakeholder groups, meetings have 
also been held with the Voluntary Sector Forum and the Youth Board, 
primarily to ensure that they are informed about the proposals, but also to 
alert them to the public survey as a means of submitting their views. 
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1.28 Members of the Youth Board acknowledged that there are budget 
constraints and that educational support services need to change.  
However the feeling that schools are pillars of the local community was 
strong and that any outside organisations delivering vital services must 
have a grasp of the local issues and that these must be evidenced during 
the procurement process. 

 

Response to consultation comments 

1.29 Responses to the key themes from consultation activity are set out in 
section 5 of this report. 

 
 

Financial and commercial assessment 
 
1.30 The report to Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in 

September 2014 identified the basic cost saving and income generating 
methods that are available to each model and provided a high level 
assessment of each model’s ability to achieve the budget savings target set 
by the Council.  The report also identified that independent external support 
had been commissioned to provide further analysis of the potential financial 
benefits from each model.  The outcomes of that work are set out in detail 
in the final outline business case and summarised below. 

 
1.31 In broad terms there are four methods of achieving budget savings targets: 
 

• Improving efficiency, i.e. delivering the same outputs at lower cost 

• Increasing income by selling services to more customers 

• Increasing income by selling new services 

• Reducing service levels 
 

1.32 Financial modelling has been carried out on the basis that the preference is 
to achieve budget targets through efficiency and income growth in order to 
maintain a high quality service offer to schools, with service reductions 
providing the balancing figure to make up any shortfall. 

 
1.33 It should be recognised that, at this stage in the evaluation process, the 

financial and commercial assessment can only be an educated estimate, 
based on a series of assumptions about the services and the market.  
Certainty under any of the models will only come through the 
implementation process. 

 

1.34 For the two joint venture models, the level of confidence in the potential 
financial benefits would increase through the procurement process, with 
complete certainty over the delivery of savings coming at the point when a 
contract is signed and the delivery risk is, in effect, passed to the third party 
partner. 

 

1.35 For the in-house and social enterprise models, the delivery risk would 
remain with the Council and, potentially, schools.  Whilst confidence in the 
potential financial benefits would increase through the process of 
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developing a detailed business plan, the subsequent delivery of those 
benefits cannot be guaranteed. 

 

1.36 As a result of the financial and commercial modelling, along with the 
findings from the soft market testing, the following conclusions have been 
reached in respect of each of the models. 

 

In-house model 

1.37 Since the draft outline business case was considered by Committee in 
September 2014, an enhanced in-house model has been developed, 
assuming an investment from the Council equivalent to the cost of 
implementing a joint venture option, i.e. approximately £1.3m. 

 
1.38 This investment would be used to bring in commercial and marketing 

expertise.  Some of this investment could also be used to protect existing 
staffing and service levels to some extent whilst growth takes place.  The 
introduction of commercial and marketing expertise would enable some 
growth and provide a more commercial impetus and rigour to the process 
of achieving efficiency savings.   
 

1.39 It is less likely that the in-house model would grow income significantly by 
selling statutory/non-traded services to other local education authorities, as 
there is little evidence generally of councils buying services from other 
councils, other than under shared services arrangements or, in some 
instances, districts buying back-office services from counties. 

 

1.40 It is anticipated that this model would have to rely to a greater degree on 
service reductions to meet the target.  Modelling suggests this may be in 
the order of £700k.  This is significantly less than would be anticipated 
without investment, i.e. with the unchanged in-house model that was 
considered in the draft outline business case. 

 

1.41 Under this model, all surplus income arising from growth would come back 
to the Council. 

 

Social enterprise model 

1.42 This model would require investment from the Council and from schools to 
bring in commercial and marketing expertise.  Some of this investment 
could also be used to protect existing staffing and service levels to some 
extent whilst growth takes place.  The introduction of commercial and 
marketing expertise would enable some growth and provide a commercial 
impetus and rigour to the process of achieving efficiency savings.  
However, the absence of a broader commercial structure and established 
presence in other local authority areas would mean that growth would be 
slower and less extensive than under the joint venture models. 

 
1.43 It is possible that a social enterprise could grow some income by selling 

statutory/non-traded services to other local education authorities, as it 
would be perceived as being separate from Barnet Council.  However, its 
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ability to do this may be hampered by its lack of track record in providing 
these services to other bodies. 

 

1.44 It is anticipated that this model would have to rely to some degree on 
service reductions to meet the target.  Modelling suggests this may be in 
the order of £300k. 

 

1.45 Under this model, it is likely that any surplus income arising from growth 
would be shared between the parties to the enterprise, i.e. the Council and 
schools.  The detailed arrangements for this would be agreed as part of the 
process for establishing the enterprise. 

 

Joint venture models 

1.46 These models would bring investment from a third party, as well as access 
to an existing commercial and marketing structure.  It is likely that 
investment would protect existing staffing and service levels in the short to 
medium term, whilst the business grows.  Access to a broader commercial 
structure would enable faster growth than with the in-house and social 
enterprise models.  It is also assumed that a commercial impetus would 
add rigour to the process of achieving efficiency savings.  If the third party 
has an established presence in other local authority areas, that would also 
contribute to growth being achieved more quickly than under the other 
models. 

 
1.47 It is more likely that a joint venture would have the resources and 

commercial expertise to invest in statutory/non-traded services and sell 
them to other local education authorities.  A joint venture may be more 
attractive, as it would be perceived as being separate from Barnet Council 
and a third party is more likely to have a track record in providing a range of 
services to other local authorities. 

 

1.48 It is considered less likely that there would be a need for service reductions 
under these models. 

 
1.49 Under a joint venture model, it is assumed that any surplus income arising 

from growth would be shared between the parties to the joint venture.  The 
detailed arrangements for this would be agreed as part of the procurement 
process. 

 

 

1.50 The following table provides a high level summary of the outcomes of the 
financial and commercial assessment work, the detail of which is set out in 
the final outline business case. 
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Lever 
Applied 
to 

In- 
House  

Social 
enterprise 

Three-
way joint 
venture 

Two-way 
joint 
venture 

Efficiency savings Gross Exp �� �� ��� ��� 

Increased income 

through growth 

(in Borough)  

Income �� �� ��� ��� 

Increased income 

through growth 

(out of Borough) 

Income � �� ��� ��� 

Additional 

services 

Net 

Budget 
�� ��� ��� ��� 

Service 

Reductions 

Net 

Budget 
��� �� � � 

Overall 

assessment 
 �� �� ��� ��� 

KEY to the level of savings likely to come from each lever: 
���  -  high 
��  -  medium 
�  -  low 

ABILITY TO 

ACHIEVE MTFS 

TARGETS WITHOUT 

A NEGATIVE 

IMPACT ON 

SERVICE 

LEVELS/QUALITY 

 LOW 

 

 

MED HIGH HIGH 

ESTIMATE OF 

ANNUAL 

FINANCIAL BENEFIT 

AFTER 5 YEARS 

 

£1.5M £1.6M* £2.5M* £2.6M* 

* Any surplus income, once MTFS targets have been delivered, would be the 
subject of a gain-share agreement between the parties to the venture. 

 
1.51 In broad terms, it can be concluded that all four models are capable of 

achieving the budget savings target set by the Council.  However, the in-
house and social enterprise models are expected to have to rely on some 
service reductions to achieve this, as they would not be in a position to 
grow the business as quickly as a joint venture, or to provide sufficient 
investment to protect existing service levels in the short to medium term.  
The loss of capacity arising from these reductions is also likely to hamper 
the ability to develop services and grow the business.  The in-house and 
social enterprise models also carry a higher degree of delivery risk, as 
savings cannot be guaranteed through contractual arrangements, as is the 
case with the joint venture models. 
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Evaluation of the options 
 

1.52 The report to the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding 
Committee in September 2014 outlined the scored assessment process 
that had been applied to evaluate the six models that were considered in 
the draft outline business case.  That process involved consideration of 20 
individual criteria, within four weighted categories.  Based on the outcomes 
of initial consultation, the evaluation criteria have subsequently been 
rationalised and the assessment process simplified to recognise that the 
assessment process is a collective professional view based on experience 
and a balance of probabilities. 

 
1.53 As identified in paragraph 1.1 above, the high level objectives of the 

delivery model are to: 
 

i. maintain Barnet’s excellent education offer; 
ii. maintain an excellent relationship between the Council and schools; and 
iii. achieve the budget savings target for the service up to 2020. 

 

1.54 The models under consideration have been evaluated against a common 
set of criteria, based on these high level objectives and the following table 
provides a rating for each option’s overall likelihood of meeting each of the 
criteria.  Those criteria that were rated as most important in the schools and 
public surveys are identified in bold.  

 
 In-house Social 

Enterprise 

2-way JV 3-way JV 

Helps to maintain a strong 

partnership between the 

Council and Barnet schools 

�� ��� �� ��� 

Enables schools to take a 

stronger leadership role in 

the education system 

�� ��� �� ��� 

Is able to attract new 

investment/funding and 

access commercial expertise 

to preserve and grow 

services 

�� �� ��� ��� 

Has the freedom to be 

creative and the flexibility to 

develop new services quickly 

during times of change 

� �� ��� ��� 

Is able to engage with and 

build trust with all key 

stakeholders, including 

parents and the public 

��� ��� �� �� 

Preserves or improves 

service delivery in key 

service areas 

� �� ��� ��� 
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 In-house Social 

Enterprise 

2-way JV 3-way JV 

Is able to customise services 

to meet the needs of 

different types of school 

�� ��� ��� ��� 

Is able to achieve budget 

savings without reducing 

current service levels 

� �� ��� ��� 

 

Key: 

� Low 

�� Medium 

��� High 

  

1.55 The key assumptions that underpin this assessment are: 
 

• Models that include schools in an ownership role are better placed to 
strengthen existing partnerships and enable stronger leadership from 
schools  

• Models that include a third party provider deliver a greater opportunity 
for investment and expertise from outside the current system 

• Models that attain greater commercial expertise from the outset are 
better able to grow services more quickly, thereby avoiding service 
reductions 

• Models that are fully owned by the public sector are more likely to 
engender trust from parents and the public, as they are less likely to 
have different strategic drivers from the Council, for example the need 
to make a return on investment for shareholders. 

 
 

Conclusion and recommendation 
 

1.56 Based on this assessment, it is concluded that: 
 

i. The in-house option is less likely to meet the objectives set out above, as 
the need to make service reductions in order to meet budget targets is 
likely to hamper its capacity to meet the objective of maintaining Barnet’s 
excellent education offer. 

ii. The social enterprise option may meet the objectives.  However, there is 
not sufficient interest amongst schools to rely on schools to invest their 
funds, alongside the Council, in establishing the required commercial and 
marketing expertise.  There is more financial risk involved than the joint 
venture models and that risk would be retained by the Council and 
schools. 

iii. The two-way joint venture option is likely to meet the objectives set out 
about above by providing the investment and expertise that is necessary 
to maintain and grow high quality support services to schools, whilst 
delivering the requirements of the Council’s Medium Term Financial 
Strategy. 
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iv. The three-way joint venture option is most likely to meet the objectives 
set out above by providing the investment and expertise that is 
necessary to maintain and grow high quality support services to schools, 
whilst delivering the requirements of the Council’s Medium Term 
Financial Strategy.  Whilst the involvement of schools as owners would 
be expected to strengthen relationships with schools, the outcome of the 
school survey suggests that schools tend not to see this as necessary. 

 
1.89 At this stage, there is no clear indication from schools that there is a strong 

appetite to enter into an ownership model, although there is an indication 
that schools would be willing to consider such a model.  Therefore, the 
recommendation is to proceed with developing a full business case to 
establish a joint venture with a third party and, during this process, to 
establish the most appropriate way that schools can be actively involved in 
commissioning and shaping services, either in an ownership or in a 
commissioning capacity. 

 
 
2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
2.1 The Council’s commissioning approach requires consideration of the best 

model for delivering services to meet its priorities and outcomes.  It is 
recommended that the Council should proceed with developing a full 
business case to establish a joint venture model for the future delivery of 
Education and Skills services.  The most appropriate engagement of 
schools in the joint venture will be developed during the Competitive 
Dialogue process.  The specific concerns from the public survey regarding 
the involvement of a third party, for example in relation to accountability and 
service quality, will be addressed as far as possible through the 
procurement process and by involving headteachers in that process. 

 
2.2 This conclusion is based on the detailed evaluation of the four possible 

models set out above and taking into account the outcomes of consultation, 
including: 

 
i. The school survey shows no clear preference for any of the models, 

although there is a marginal preference for the two-way joint venture 
ii. Amongst those that responded to the public survey, there is a clear 

preference for the in-house option and a high level of concern about 
the potential involvement of a third party in the delivery of these 
services 

iii. The preference of focus groups of parents was split between the in-
house option and the two-way joint venture 

iv. The in-house option, whilst carrying a degree of public support, is 
considered to be less likely to meet the overall objectives 

v. The social enterprise option also carries a degree of risk in meeting 
the objectives and it did not receive the very high level of support 
from schools that would be required to mitigate that risk 

vi. The two-way joint venture provides a good overall fit in terms of 
meeting the objectives and attracted a reasonable level of support 
from schools 
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vii. The three-way joint venture provides the best overall fit in terms of 
meeting the objectives, but attracted less support from schools than 
the other models 

 
 

3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND NOT RECOMMENDED 
 

3.1 Six options were evaluated as part of the draft outline business case.  As a 
result of that initial evaluation, the outsourcing and Local Authority Trading 
Company options were not taken forward for consultation.  In addition to 
the original six options that were evaluated, one further option, a shared 
service, was identified, but not considered in any detail.  The Council has a 
track record of using services shared with other organisations, where 
appropriate, but in this case informal discussions with neighbouring 
councils indicated that there was little appetite to participate in the 
development of a shared service at the current time.  The preferred model 
does not preclude the possibility of future joint working with other councils. 
 
 

4. POST DECISION IMPLEMENTATION 
 

4.1 The selection of a third party provider will require a competitive 
procurement exercise, which will be conducted in accordance with EU 
procurement regulations using the Competitive Dialogue approach.  It is 
anticipated that a decision on the selection of a preferred bidder will be 
sought from the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding 
Committee, probably in July 2015, based on a full business case.  At the 
same time, the Policy and Resources Committee will be asked to consider 
the final model and make a recommendation to full Council on the 
contracting out of functions and setting up of a separate entity.  The final 
decision on setting up a separate entity and contracting out functions rests 
with full Council. 

 
4.2 As part of the process of developing a full business case, due consideration 

will be given to addressing the concerns raised during the consultation 
process, as set out in section 5 of this report.  This, together with feedback 
on the evaluation criteria will also inform the development of criteria for 
evaluating bids. 

 
4.3 The overall project approach is set out in the outline business case.  The 

key milestones are: 
 

Key dates / milestones Date 

CELS Committee – approval of outline business 
case 12th Jan 2015 

Commence process to establish new model 13th Jan 2015 

Issue OJEU notice Jan 2015 

Bidders Day  Feb 2015 

PQQ evaluation and moderation  Feb 2015 
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Key dates / milestones Date 

Dialogue  March – June 2015 

P&R Committee – report 20th July 2015 (TBC) 

CELS Committee – approval of full business case 28th July 2015 (TBC) 

Commence formal TUPE consultation 29th July 2015 

Evaluation and moderation  August 2015 

Preferred bidder selected  August 2015 

Mobilisation  October 2015 

 

 
5. IMPLICATIONS OF DECISION 
 

Corporate Priorities and Performance 
 

5.1 Barnet is a place of growth.  The quality of the education offer is at the 
heart of Barnet’s continuing success as a place where people want to live, 
work and study.  It plays a crucial part in making Barnet a popular and 
desirable place with many families attracted to the area by the good 
reputation of Barnet’s schools.  Excellent educational outcomes and 
ensuring children and young people are equipped to meet the needs of 
employers are key to deliver the Council’s strategic objectives set out in its 
Corporate Plan 2013-16 to: 

 

• Promote responsible growth, development and success across the 
Borough 

• Support families and individuals that need it – promoting 
independence, learning and well-being 

• Improve the satisfaction of residents and businesses with the London 
Borough of Barnet as a place 

 
5.2 Developing a new approach to delivering education and skills services in 

partnership with schools, will enable the Council and schools to continue to 
support these priorities through jointly harnessing efforts and resources at a 
time of financial constraint and when the educational landscape is leading 
to a more diverse range of providers.  Developing a delivery model that 
enables the services to be responsive to the needs of this increasingly 
diverse range of providers offers the opportunity to maintain and improve 
support services to schools so that Barnet’s excellent educational offer can 
be maintained and improved. 

 
 

Resources (Finance & Value for Money, Procurement, Staffing, IT, 
Property, Sustainability) 

 

5.3 These services are currently provided at a total annual gross cost of 
£18.8m.  This is funded by £2.9m from the Dedicated Schools Grant, which 
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is ring-fenced, and generation of income of £9.2m.  This leaves a net 
budget of £6.8m. 

 
5.4 Within the savings target set by the Policy and Resources Committee, the 

Education and Skills service is required to deliver savings of £850k 
between 2016/17 and 2019/20, in addition to savings of £695k that were 
agreed as part of the Medium Term Financial Strategy for 2015/16 in 
February 2014. 

 
5.5 The cost of carrying out the options appraisal and developing proposals to 

this point is approximately £300k, which has been funded from the 
Transformation Reserve.  Conducting a Competitive Dialogue and 
managing the transition to a new delivery vehicle is anticipated to take a 
minimum of nine months, to October 2015, and cost approximately £1.3m, 
the detail of which is set out in the final outline business case.  Subject to 
approval, these costs will be met from the Transformation Reserve.  The 
project team and specialist advisors required to carry out this work will be 
procured independently of the existing Customer and Support Group 
arrangements, to mitigate any potential conflict of interest. 

 

5.6 Financial modelling has been carried out on the basis of a prudent, but 
realistic, assessment of achievable expectations with regard to potential 
growth and service efficiency.  The model has been subjected to rigorous 
testing by the Council’s independent commercial advisors and by the in-
house finance team.  The modelling indicates that all models are capable of 
delivering the required budget targets.  However, it is anticipated that the 
in-house and social enterprise models are significantly more likely to 
require service reductions in order to achieve this.  The joint venture 
options, whereby delivery risk is transferred to a third party, provide a much 
higher degree of certainty that budget targets can be met through income 
growth and service efficiencies.  Financial modelling can only provide an 
indication of the likely outcomes.  The assumptions on which it is based 
would need to be tested thoroughly through the procurement process. 

 

5.7 The implications of staff transferring to a separate organisation will require 
careful consideration.  The application of TUPE regulations and the London 
Living Wage in particular will be matters for discussion during Competitive 
Dialogue.  It will be necessary for the Council to reach a view on its position 
in respect of these issues at the earliest opportunity. 

 
 
Legal and Constitutional References 

 
5.8 The Responsibility for Functions section of the Council’s Constitution sets 

out how decisions of the Council can be made.  If this proposal proceeds, 
there are a number of significant decisions to be made, which sit across 
Council committees and full Council. 

 
5.9 Paragraph 1.6 of the Responsibility for Functions section confirms that 

decisions on policy matters and new proposals relating to significant 
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partnerships with external agencies and local authority companies are 
reserved to the full Council. 

 

5.10 Annex A to the Responsibility for Functions section confirms the terms of 
reference for Council committees.  Policy and Resources Committee has 
responsibility to determine the overall strategic direction of the Council, 
specifically in relation to internal transformation programmes, strategic 
partnerships and corporate procurement.  The Children, Education, 
Libraries and Safeguarding Committee has responsibility for education 
functions, including discussion of transformation schemes within the 
Council’s policy framework. 

 

5.11 To ensure that this project is considered by the correct decision making 
bodies, the following reports will be presented: 

 
September 2014 CELS Consideration and agreement of draft outline 

business case and agreement to consultation on 
preferred options 

December 2014 P&R Agreement to continued consideration of 
alternative delivery model for education services 
Agreement of budget for project implementation 

January 2015 CELS Consideration of consultation responses and 
decision on preferred option and commencement 
of procurement, as required 

July 2015 CELS Decision on selection of bidder, as required 

July 2015 P&R Consideration of alternative delivery model and 
recommendation to full Council on contracting out 
of functions and setting up alternative delivery 
model, as required 

July 2015 Full Council Decision on whether to set up alternative delivery 
model and contracting out of functions 

 

5.12 The Education and Skills service provides a combination of statutory and 
discretionary services, some of which are traded to schools.  Many of the 
statutory services can be contracted out by virtue of regulations made 
under the Deregulation and Contracting Out Act 1994, although there are 
some exceptions and the Council will have to consider the most appropriate 
way for relevant services to be delivered as part of the overall business 
case. 

 
5.13 The Education Act 2002 allows maintained schools to form or invest in 

companies to provide services for schools and exercise relevant local 
authority functions.  In order to do so, the relevant local authority must give 
consent and there are restrictions on schools with suspended budgets 
following statutory intervention. 

 
5.14 When making decisions around service delivery, the Council must consider 

its public law duties.  This includes its public sector equality duties and 
consultation requirements as well as specific duties in relation to education 
services and services to children and families. 

 

5.15 Due to the potential change to the provision of education services, detailed 
consultation has been carried out with schools, service users and the 
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general public, as well as current employees.  Results from this 
consultation must be considered when deciding on the most appropriate 
way forward. 

 

5.16 The Council must comply with the Public Contract Regulations 2006 when 
proposing to enter into contractual arrangements for certain services.  
Detailed legal support is being provided to ensure that the Council meets its 
public procurement obligations. 

 
 

Risk Management 
 

5.17 Project risks have been identified in the final outline business case, along 
with mitigation measures.  These will be managed through the project 
governance arrangements, in accordance with the Council’s project 
management standards. 

 
5.18 The project itself is designed to mitigate against the risk of a decline in the 

performance of the educational system as a whole that could arise from 
making service reductions to meet Medium Term Financial Strategy 
targets. 

 

5.19 The key risks associated with the delivery of the project relate to: 
 

i. The ability to meet the timescale for achieving budget savings, given the 
level of change required.  This will require on-going monitoring. 

ii. The ability to implement a new delivery model within the required 
operational timescales.  Significant effort has been put into early, detailed 
planning of the procurement process and ensuring that the necessary 
resources are in place to support this.  However, the procurement 
timescale is very ambitious and the need to meet this timescale will need 
to be balanced against the need to ensure the effective engagement with 
schools in the process and its outcomes. 

 

5.20 The risks associated with the recommended model are: 
 

i. Ensuring an effective level of engagement with schools that secures 
support for the joint venture and willingness to buy-back the services it 
provides.  This will be managed by ensuring the on-going involvement of 
schools in the procurement process and on-going development activity. 

ii. The potential impact on competition of the market’s perception of the 
Council’s existing partnership arrangements.  Measures have been put in 
place to minimise the involvement of personnel that are employed 
through existing partnership arrangements and to ensure that any 
involvement is restricted to data provision and technical support only. 

iii. Ensuring that the Council secures the best possible outcome from the 
Competitive Dialogue process and that the resulting contract delivers 
what is expected and required.  It will be necessary to ensure that 
appropriate legal, commercial, financial and HR advisors are secured at 
the earliest opportunity. 
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iv. The ability to attract a suitable partner that is willing to provide an 
appropriate level of investment in growing the services.  Other councils 
are known to be considering this option and putting this opportunity to the 
market early will make it more attractive to potential partners. 

 
5.21 An initial assessment of Health and Safety Risks associated with the 

proposals has been carried out.  This has identified that there are no 
additional Health and Safety risks beyond those normally associated with 
the delivery of these services and which are managed through established 
Health and Safety policies and procedures.  In the event of a third party or 
separate organisation being established, there will need to be due 
consideration of Health and Safety matters in the commissioning process. 

 

 
Equalities and Diversity 

 

5.22 The 2010 Equality Act outlines the provisions of the Public Sector 
Equalities Duty which requires Public Bodies to have due regard to the 
need to: 

  

• eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and 
other conduct  prohibited by the Equality Act 2010 

• advance equality of opportunity between people from different groups  

• foster good relations between people from different groups  
 
5.23 The broad purpose of this duty is to integrate considerations of equality into 

day to day business and to keep them under review in decision making, the 
design of policies and the delivery of services. 

 
5.24 An Equality Impact Assessment has been carried out and is attached as 

Appendix Three.  This covers potential impacts on residents and service 
users and on employees.  The initial impact assessment for residents and 
service users identifies a minimal positive impact overall.  The initial impact 
assessment for employees identifies a bigger impact on women than men.  
This is due to the fact that women make up 93% of the affected workforce. 

 
5.25 It is recognised that the establishment of an alternative delivery model 

constitutes a significant change that will have an impact on employees and, 
in accordance with the Council’s Managing Organisational Change Policy, it 
is essential that this change is managed in a way that reduces the 
disruptive effects of change. This will include ensuring that: 

 

• the employees concerned will be treated in a fair and equitable way  

• advance notice of the impending change is given to the employees 
concerned as soon as possible  

• change will be brought about following consultation  

• the need for compulsory redundancy will be minimised but balanced 
against the Authority’s need to retain employees with the skills and 
experience necessary to best meet future service requirements 

• redeployment opportunities will be maximised 
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5.26 Consultation will take place with the recognised trade unions and affected 
employees, as the proposals are developed further. 

 
5.27 The Equality Impact Assessment will be kept under review and consultation 

responses will be incorporated into it to identify any potential adverse 
impacts and mitigating measures. 

 

 
Consultation and Engagement 
 

5.28 The outcomes of the consultation and engagement activity that has taken 
place are set out in the body of the report.  Consultation has identified a 
number of key themes.  These are set out below, along with initial 
responses.  Further consideration will be given to points raised through 
consultation in developing the full business case. 

 
Theme Response 

Model – there were mixed views 
about the preferred model, with 
schools and public respondents 
raising concern about the time 
commitment and financial risk to 
schools involved in the ownership 
models and some respondents 
requesting further information.   
 

Whilst all models could provide the level of 
savings required, each carries different levels of 
risk and a different balance of service reductions 
and income growth.  Bringing in a third party 
provider enables a provider with commercial 
expertise to support rapid development of the 
service, whilst the Council retains a key 
ownership role in the running of any new 
company.  Whilst the option of school ownership 
can be kept open in the Competitive Dialogue 
stage, a number of respondents understand that 
a school role as commissioner can give them a 
sufficient role in the strategic direction of the 
proposed new company.    

Services included – there were 
comments by schools and residents 
about the inclusion of some services, 
although residents supported SEN 
and school improvement services 
being included more than schools.  
Staff and trade unions also raised 
concern about conflict of interests 
between different partners. 
 

The services to be included in the model include 
both statutory functions of the local authority and 
traded services.  Provision of a unified and 
integrated approach for the delivery of education 
services is considered to be important for 
maintaining a quality education support function.  
Quality assurance and the need for specialist 
provision will be key aspects for discussion 
during the competitive dialogue process for all of 
the services concerned. 

Third party expertise – there were 
some comments about the lack of 
expertise of any third party provider 
and the need for quality assurance. 
 

The evaluation criteria will be designed to ensure 
that the right partner is chosen and the option of 
a joint venture delivery model ensures the 
Council continues to have a role in delivery of 
services.  However, the Council will also need to 
ensure that its contract monitoring process is 
robust and the lead responsibility for quality 
assurance will sit with the statutory Director of 
Children’s Services. 

Length of contract – there were 
comments from schools and the 
market about the length of contract, 
with the market expressing a desire 
for a longer contract term to enable 
certainty in return for investment and 
the schools commenting on the level 

If schools are in a commissioning role, it is 
anticipated that they will be able to buy services 
on an annual basis and will not be tied into the 
entirety of the contract, although discounts may 
be offered for longer contractual arrangements.  It 
will therefore be imperative for the owners of the 
company to meet the needs of their school 
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Theme Response 

of commitment.   
 

customers to ensure continued purchase of 
services, as well as exploring new markets.  
Based on legal and commercial advice, the 
contract term is recommended to be seven years, 
with options to extend up to a further three years. 

Conflict of interest/priority of 
different parties – employees raised 
concerns about conflict of interest 
between different parties.  Residents 
also raised concern about the profit 
motives of a third party provider.   

 

Potential conflicts of interest will be an important 
aspect to consider during the procurement 
process to ensure that any conflict of interest can 
be managed appropriately.  Whilst a third party 
provider may be a profit making company, it may 
also be a not for profit organisation.  It is 
important to ensure that the procurement process 
focuses on quality of provision and value for 
money, rather than the status of the provider.  
Profit making companies have been successfully 
involved in the delivering of statutory functions 
and public services for some time and can 
provide a level of expertise to ensure that 
resources are focused on service delivery. 

 
 

 
6. BACKGROUND PAPERS 

 
6.1 OPM’S report providing detailed analysis of the consultation results.  

http://engage.barnet.gov.uk/  
 
6.2 Council, 16th December 2014 – agreed that the Children, Education, 

Libraries and Safeguarding Committee should complete the detailed 
consideration of alternative delivery options, including agreeing to the 
commencement of procurement where relevant.  
http://barnet.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s19543/Business%20Planning%
20201516-1920.pdf 

 
6.3 Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee, 15th 

September 2014 – approved further consultation and engagement on four 
options for the future delivery of the Education and Skills service. 
http://barnet.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=697&MId=7925
&Ver=4  
 

6.4 Policy and Resources Committee, 10th June 2014 (Decision Item 6) – noted 
the updated Medium Term Financial Strategy up to 2020 and the Priorities 
and Spending Review report.  The Committee agreed the Education and 
Skills project approach to consultation.  
http://barnet.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=692&MId=7856
&Ver=4 
 

6.5 Cabinet, 25th February 2014 (Decision Item 7) – approved the Medium 
Term Financial Strategy. 
http://barnet.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=120&MId=7518
&Ver=4 
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1. Introduction and Strategic Context 

On the 23rd June 2014, the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding 
Committee noted the savings target allocated by the Policy and Resources 
Committee and agreed to complete a Commissioning Plan and savings proposals by 
December 2014.  In setting savings targets up to 2020, the Policy and Resources 
Committee took account of findings from consultation with residents and other 
parties in which the quality of education in Barnet was consistently raised as a key 
attraction in making Barnet such a popular place to live and raise a family.

The Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee’s proposed 
Commissioning Plan sets out the key priorities for children and young people over 
the next five years, alongside the projected budget profile for services within its 
portfolio.  Budget targets have been allocated to each service area through to 
2019/20, including for Education and Skills. 

In preparing its Commissioning Plan, the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee considered a number of national and local policy 
challenges at its meeting on the 29th July 2014, including those relating to the 
changing educational landscape within which Barnet schools and the Council are 
working.  The Committee considered the ambition for educational outcomes that has 
been developed in consultation with Barnet schools which is for Barnet to be ‘the 
most successful place for high quality education where excellent school standards 
result in all children achieving their best, being safe and happy and able to progress 
to become successful adults.’  This ambition is supported by three key aims that 
articulate how the partnership effort to deliver this ambition can be assessed:

! Every child attends a good or outstanding school, as judged by Ofsted 

! The attainment and progress of children in Barnet schools is within the top 
10% nationally 

! The progress of the most disadvantaged and vulnerable pupils is accelerated 
in order to close the gap between them and their peers 

At its meeting on 15th September 2014, the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee considered a draft outline business case that set out the 
results of work that had been undertaken to assess the best way of delivering 
Education and Skills services in the future, so that they can support the achievement 
of this ambition. The draft outline business case set out details of six options for the 
future delivery of services for consideration by the Committee.

The Committee decided to proceed to consultation on four of those options.  This 
final outline business case sets out the results of that consultation, along with the 
outcomes of further work that has been undertaken to assess the commercial and 
financial viability of each of the options and recommends a preferred  model for the 
future delivery of the Education and Skills service. 
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2. Rationale 

Barnet’s Education Strategy (approved by Cabinet in June 2013) sets out the 
changing educational landscape within which local authorities and schools are now 
operating, including: 

! The increasing autonomy of schools – nationally, over 50% of secondary 
schools and 9% of primaries are now academies 

! The increasing diversity of educational providers entering the educational 
arena, including academy trusts/sponsors and free school proposers 

! Increasing delegation of school funding through the move towards a national 
funding formula 

This changing landscape creates three key drivers for change in the service, which 
are described in full in the following paragraphs.  These drivers combine to make a 
compelling case for change, which requires consideration of an alternative model for 
the delivery of services in the future. 

Performance Driver 
In recent years, Barnet schools have been among the best in the country. 90% of 
Barnet pupils are at schools which were graded good or better at their last Ofsted 
inspection and 90% of Barnet schools are graded good or better. Our aspiration is to 
be in the top 10% of authorities in the country and so far, we are succeeding.

However, maintaining this performance is challenging and some more recent Ofsted 
inspections have been disappointing – a potential early warning sign that we need to 
review and evolve to adapt our systems and services to better reflect the new 
educational environment in which our partnership with schools is operating. The 
following are areas of concern, which require a strategic response by the local 
authority and schools: 

! Inspection of schools under the new OfSTED framework - Whilst Barnet 
remains in the top 10 percent of local authorities for schools that have been 
judged by OfSTED as good or outstanding, Barnet ranks much lower (close to 
the national average) in relation to inspections carried out under the new 
inspection framework introduced in 2012. 

! Primary writing - In relation to pupil achievement and progression, there are 
significant concerns with Primary school results, particularly in relation to 
writing.  However, the provisional 2014 results do indicate an improvement on 
2013.

! The Free School Meals gap - At both Primary and Secondary level, the gap in 
attainment between pupils eligible for Free Schools Meals and their peers last 
year was well outside the top 10% of local authorities in England and well 
above the average gap for London. There has been an improvement in the 
Key Stage 2 figure in 2014, but at Key Stage 4 there is a larger attainment 
gap than nationally for pupils achieving 5 A*-C grades including Maths and 
English.
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! Looked after children - In 2013 just 14% of looked after children in the Year 11 
cohort achieved 5 A*-C GCSEs including English and Maths and the 
percentage making the expected level of progress in English and Maths 
between Key Stages 2 and 4 was just 12%. 

! Primary attendance - Pupil attendance at primary schools in 2012/13 (the last 
available figures for a full school year) was below the national average and 
well below the London average. 

These areas of concern raise a broader issue of whether the arrangements for 
school improvement in Barnet are appropriate to the challenges we face and both 
officers and headteachers have been reviewing our school improvement 
arrangements. A new Schools Standard Partnership Board has been established, 
chaired by the Director of Children’s Services to bring focus and challenge to our 
arrangements.

Educational excellence is key to Barnet’s ambition as a Borough to grow 
successfully and, in a series of consultations that have been conducted with Barnet 
residents, the quality of the education offer in Barnet has been identified as a priority 
issue, fundamental to maintaining quality of life in the Borough. 

With the diversification of funding, structures and providers, maintaining this 
excellence going forward is going to require the Council and schools to consider how 
best to harness the resources within the system overall in order to sustain high 
standards in all our schools and to ensure that all children receive the very best 
standard of education in the Borough.

Strategic Direction Driver 
As in most local authority areas, we are witnessing an increasingly diverse range of 
school governance arrangements emerging.  17 out of 24 of our secondary schools 
are academies and there are six primary academies.  Of these, two secondary and 
three primary schools were opened as new academies (free schools).  Based on 
current trends, the number of academies within the Borough is predicted to increase 
over the coming years. 

The vast majority of school improvement resources and school improvement 
expertise is now controlled and managed by schools themselves.  95% of the 
Schools Budget (the Dedicated Schools Grant) is devolved to schools.  Given the 
level of resources and expertise now within schools, together with the increasingly 
autonomous nature of school governance, greater ownership of education services, 
policies and strategies by schools is becoming an increasingly common feature of 
local education partnerships.  The consideration of new delivery models is a 
response to that. 

During the last year, the authority has also been consulting schools on a more 
flexible approach to how the school improvement system in Barnet should operate. 
There are significant potential benefits to be gained by establishing a more strategic 
longer-term approach to school improvement, with a greater focus on school-to-
school support and drawing on the system leadership capability of many of the best 
headteachers and schools, including Barnet academies.   Barnet schools and the 
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Education and Skills service are in a strong position to make a successful, timely 
transition to a new model of school improvement, through the development of school 
improvement partnerships, so that every school in Barnet is able to benefit from and 
contribute to system leadership and a self-improving school system. 

The strategic driver behind the proposed move to a new delivery model reflects the 
Council’s desire to maintain its strong relationship with schools. To achieve this, it is 
necessary to ensure that future service provision is shaped and driven by schools, 
that it is of a high standard, and that services are able to cope with increased 
demand.   The proposed selection criteria for the new model include criteria based 
on these strategic factors. 

Financial Driver 
Funding going to schools has been well protected despite recent reforms and looks 
set to continue this way. However, the ability of the local authority to fund services to 
meet its remaining statutory duties is less secure, being impacted by both the 
reduction in local government funding overall, and by a reduction in government 
grant as individual schools convert to academy status. 

The Council has faced and continues to face significant budget pressures.  It is 
expected that there will have been a 50% reduction in central government grant 
between 2010 and 2020 (63% adjusted for inflation), including a reduction in the 
Education Services Grant paid to local authorities for the provision of central 
education services. The Council expects to have made savings of £73.5 million 
between 2010 and 2015 and to have to make further savings of £73 million between 
2016 and 2020.  By 2020 the Council will have lost 44% of its spending power. 

The budgets for schools and for some central education services are funded from 
the ring-fenced Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).  Any under-spending of DSG (the 
Schools Budget) has to be re-allocated within the Schools Budget, so cannot 
contribute to the Council’s budget savings.  The remaining, non-DSG funded, central 
education budget, which currently stands at £6.8m is set to reduce by over £2m 
between now and 2019/20, including savings of £0.5m in SEN Transport.  It should 
be noted that more than half of this budget relates to the provision of transport for 
children with Special Educational Needs. 

Savings on this scale will have a significant impact on the Council’s ability to provide 
a strategic and distinct Education and Skills service and will mean the non-DSG-
funded services would be reduced to a statutory minimum with the risk that, if the 
service is not delivered in a fundamentally different way, even key statutory functions 
may not be carried out adequately. 
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3. Project Definition 

The aim of the project is to implement a future delivery model for Education and 
Skills services that will realise the objectives of: 

! Maintaining Barnet’s excellent education offer; 

! Maintaining an excellent relationship between the Council and schools; and 

! Achieving the budget savings target for the service up to 2020. 

Scope

In determining the most appropriate scope for the future delivery model, the following 
factors have been taken into account: 

! The strategic context 

! The need to provide a unified, integrated approach to service delivery 

! The ability to define a single brand for education services, with clear points of 
contact for schools and parents 

! Start-up and/or procurement costs, as well as ongoing client-side 
management costs 

It is proposed that all remaining local education authority services, as currently 
provided by the Council’s Education and Skills Delivery Unit, should be included in 
the scope for consideration of a new delivery model.  This does not currently include 
the brokerage or provision of transport for children with Special Educational Needs, 
but these may be included subject to the outcome of a separate Council project that 
is reviewing the Passenger Transport Service. 

The services in scope are: 

Strategic and financial management of the service

! Strategic oversight of the Education and Skills service 

! Strategic support and advice to the Schools Forum 

! Management of the Dedicated Schools Budget and the distribution of funding to 
schools (including SEN place-funding and top-up funding) 

School improvement 

! Statutory local authority services, such as monitoring, supporting and challenging 
schools, and intervening in maintained schools where necessary 

! Narrowing the gap service (DSG funded) 

Special educational needs (including changes implemented from 1st

September 2014) 

! SEN placements & performance team 

! SEN Early Support Programme 

! SEN Transport – commissioning and assessment 
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! Educational psychology team (part traded) 

! SEN placements (DSG funded) 

! SEN specialist support service (DSG funded) 

Admissions and sufficiency of school places 

! Pupil place planning 

! Admissions Service (DSG funded) 

Vulnerable pupils 

! Education welfare service (part traded) 

Post 16 learning 

! 14 - 19 service to ensure sufficiency and breadth of supply 

! Monitoring, tracking and supporting participation 

Traded services 

! Catering service 

! Governor clerking service 

! Barnet Partnership for School Improvement (BPSI) 

! Newly Qualified Teachers support 

! Educational psychology (part) 

! Education Welfare Service (part) 

! North London Schools International Network (NLSIN) 

Any new model would deliver statutory services for the Council, as well as providing 
traded services to schools.  For the Council’s statutory functions to be contracted out 
to a separate entity, the statutory duties or powers in question need to be either: 

i. included in the regulations made under the Deregulation and Contracting Out 
Act 1994; or 

ii. otherwise eligible to be contracted out as a matter of statutory interpretation of 
the legislation giving rise to the statutory function. 

Some of the duties and powers cannot be contracted out, for example the duty 
around place planning and the power to prosecute for non-school attendance.  This 
does not prevent the Council from contracting out delivery of services associated 
with these duties and powers, but the ultimate accountability and decision making 
would remain with the Council. 

Within all of the options under consideration, the statutory post of Director of 
Children’s Services will remain with the Council.  The Director of Children’s Services: 

! has professional responsibility for the leadership, strategy and effectiveness 
of the local authority children’s services; 

! is responsible for the performance of local authority functions relating to 
education and social care of children and young people; and 
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! is responsible for ensuring that effective systems are in place for discharging 
local authority functions, including where a local authority has commissioned 
any services from another provider rather than delivering them itself. 

Services that are provided to schools from elsewhere within the organisation, notably 
through the Customer and Support Group, are not included in scope. 

Current Financial Position 

As part of the Priority and Spending Review process it was identified that the Council 
has a savings target of £72m to achieve a balanced budget between 2016 and 2020.
This is explained in more detail in the Business Planning Report – Medium Term 
Financial Strategy 2015/16 to 2019/20 paper presented to Policy and Resources 
Committee on 2nd December 2014, which revised the gap to £73.5m.  Within this 
paper a savings requirement of £9.875m was allocated to Children, Education, 
Libraries and Safeguarding Committee. 

In response, the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee has 
developed a five year commissioning plan.  This plan sets out the key priorities for 
children and young people over the next five years, alongside the projected budget 
profile for services within its portfolio to meet the Council’s Medium Term Financial 
Strategy.  For the Education and Skills service, the proposed commissioning plan 
requires the following budget reductions through to 2019/20: 

2015/16 695,000

2016/17   85,000 

2017/18    160,000

2018/19    255,000  

2019/20             350,000

Total budget reduction  1,545,000

The current gross budgets for the services included in this business case are 
£18.8m.  This is funded by £2.9m from the Dedicated School Grant, which is ring 
fenced.  Income generation accounts for £9.2m of the remainder.  This leaves a net 
non-DSG revenue budget of £6.8m.  Further detail is provided in the table below. 

Gross
Expenditure

Funded by: Net
Council
Funding

Income DSG
Funding

Non-DSG services excluding SEN Transport 

14 - 19 Team 695,190 -85,450   609,740

Barnet Partnership for School 
Improvement (BPSI) 

727,730 -761,070   -33,340

Catering 6,943,500 -7,133,970   -190,470

Ed Psych Team 860,130 -286,780 -120,770 452,580
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Education Welfare Service 343,335 -118,580   224,755

Foreign Language Assistants 151,640 -165,020   -13,380

Governors’ Clerking & Support 319,950 -295,430   24,520

Learning Network Inspectors 
NDSG 

439,520 0   439,520

Management Team 345,650 -22,630   323,020

Newly Qualified Teachers 235,801 -135,260 -86,191 14,350

North London Schools International 
Network (NLSIN) 

48,480 -56,000   -7,520

SEN Early Support Programme 30,700 0   30,700

SEN placements & performance 
team

592,284 0 !! 592,284

Shared Services (admin, data etc.)  383,937 0 -70,887 313,050

Sub-total 12,117,847 -9,060,190 -277,848 2,779,809

DSG-funded services 

SEN Specialist Teams 1,467,056  -1,467,056 0

School Admissions 361,200 0 -361,200 0

SLA for SEN Early Years services 449,040 0 -449,040 0

Sub-total 2,277,296 0 -2,277,296 0

SEN Transport 

SEN Transport 4,387,984 0 -400,000 3,987,984

Sub-total 4,387,984 0 -400,000 3,987,984

GRAND TOTAL 18,783,127 -9,060,190 -2,955,144   6,767,793
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4. Options 

The draft outline business case that was presented to the Children, Education, 
Libraries and Safeguarding Committee on 15th September 2014 outlined six options 
for the future delivery of Education and Skills services.  Based on an initial evaluation 
of those options, the Committee agreed to proceed to consultation on four of the 
options.  A detailed description of the remaining options is set out below. 

Option 1:  in-house 

Description
This model would involve the Council continuing to manage the education support 
services provided by the Education and Skills Delivery Unit directly.   The Council 
would continue to be responsible for appointing and managing staff.   The Council 
would have strategic oversight of services and would continue to consult with 
schools on service provision and strategic direction. 

With this model, the Council would not incur procurement costs.  If the Council 
decided to invest an equivalent sum in the in-house service, it could be used to 
employ a small commercial/marketing team to develop and market traded services.
Over time, this investment could lead to growth in traded services that would 
generate a surplus that could be used to reduce the impact of the Council’s budget 
reductions in the longer term.  In the short term, the service would have to make 
substantial savings, which would require service reductions.  This would be likely to 
hamper the ability of this model to grow. 

The Council would need to carry out a comprehensive programme of process review 
and improvement to maximise efficiency and give careful consideration to those 
elements of the service that it would continue to fund and those that would need to 
be moved to traded status. 

The scale of the budget reductions over the next five years might mean that a 
separate Education and Skills Delivery Unit would not be viable.

This model would enable consideration of different delivery models for the larger 
individual traded services, such as catering and BPSI, which could potentially 
operate as viable businesses in their own right, either independently or in partnership 
with others. 

How it meets the objectives
Initial budget savings would be achieved through service reductions, but it may be 
possible to offset job losses and service reductions in the longer term by increasing 
traded income for existing services, primarily by promoting and selling more services 
to Barnet schools. 

The reduced service level that would be required to meet budget targets and the loss 
of a distinctive focus on education by merging the service with another delivery unit 
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could undermine the ability of the Education and Skills service to support better 
educational outcomes for Barnet. 

Schools would continue to be strategic partners, but would not have direct ownership 
or an enhanced commissioning role under this model.  This may limit their ability to 
influence service direction or have an enhanced role in quality and performance 
management.

Advantages and disadvantages
The main advantage of this model is that there is limited change from current 
arrangements and, therefore, limited disruption associated with that change. 

A key disadvantage of this model is that it does not bring any external investment to 
support the growth of the business.  Nor does it provide access to an established 
commercial and marketing structure that would support the development of new 
products and markets.  This may hamper the ability of the business to grow its 
income sufficiently or quickly enough to offset any of the savings required by the 
Council. 

The potential advantages and disadvantages of this model are summarised below. 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 

! All additional income would be retained 
by the Council 

! Limited change, therefore limited impact 
of change 

! Opportunity for the service to work more 
closely with other Council services, such 
as children’s and adults’ social care and 
public health 

! Focus remains on Barnet and Barnet 
schools

! Does not have ready access to an 
established commercial and marketing 
structure to develop new products and 
markets quickly 

! Without considerable new income, 
services would be reduced over time, with 
a potential detriment to schools and to 
children and young people 

! Lack of ownership by schools could 
reduce the effectiveness of the partnership 
between the Council and schools over 
time

Option 2:  schools-led social enterprise 

Description
This model would involve the schools and the Council jointly owning a company that 
would deliver the services (the delivery company).  The investment required to 
establish the new entity and develop the services would come from the schools and 
the Council.  For the Council, there would be savings on the procurement costs 
associated with other options. 

As an alternative to the schools directly owning the delivery company, it would be 
possible for the schools to first form a school company entirely owned by the 
schools.  This would, in effect, act as a governance vehicle bringing schools together 
in one body (the governance company) that would then join with the Council to 
establish the separate company that delivers the services. 
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The delivery company’s constitutional documents (principally articles of association 
and a shareholders' agreement) would also set out clear social objectives (hence the 
term “social enterprise”).  The schools and the Council would need to agree on how 
any surplus/profit would be used – either for reinvestment in services, to reduce 
future charges or to be distributed by dividends (the latter would be unlikely, at least 
in the short to medium term). 

All Barnet schools would have the opportunity to participate in the ownership of the 
delivery company, either via a governance company or by becoming a shareholder 
directly.  Shareholders would appoint a board of directors to oversee the running of 
the delivery company on their behalf.  The board of directors would appoint a chief 
executive and management team (primarily through TUPE transfer of existing staff) 
to manage the day to day operation of the business. 

There would need to be additional arrangements put in place to actively engage all 
schools in the development of services and oversight of performance, probably 
through a customer forum or steering group (like the current BPSI model) that would 
meet termly.  The Council would commit to commissioning the services it requires 
from the company, at a cost that reflects the Council’s budget.  As well as seeking 
efficiencies, the company would need to grow the business to fill the gap between 
the current budget for services and the price that the Council pays.  This could be 
achieved by: 

! Selling more services to existing school customers 

! Selling services to new school customers, either within the borough or 
elsewhere

! Selling services to other councils 

! Developing new services to sell to schools and councils 

Procurement case law (known as the Teckal exemption) means that, provided the 
delivery company was structured in the appropriate way, the participating schools 
and the Council could contract with the delivery company without going through a 
competitive procurement exercise.  A key requirement for meeting the Teckal test is 
that the owners (i.e. the Council and the participating schools) exercise decisive 
influence over strategic and significant decisions and that trade with customers other 
than the participating schools and the Council must be limited to less than 20% of 
the delivery company's total turnover. 

This model assumes there will be a commitment to service development by schools 
and thus that schools will be willing to invest in the company.  It is also assumed the 
Council will offer some matching investment, funded by savings on procurement 
costs.

This could mean, for example, that schools invest £750,000, with the Council 
investing a sum equivalent to the cost of procuring a third party partner.  This would 
be used in part to develop and market the services offered on a trading basis by 
paying for a commercial/marketing team, plus advertising and event costs, as well as 
some secondments (which may be part-time) of school staff to promote services in 
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and beyond Barnet.  In this example, schools’ investment would represent, say, 100 
schools paying £7,500 each.  Alternatively, there may be differential amounts (e.g. 
£5k primary and £10k secondary) according to school phase or pro-rata to pupil 
numbers.

As well as funding the commercial/marketing team and activities, it is assumed that 
the balance of this investment would be used to enable service levels to be protected 
for a year or two while the new commercial team develops and markets the services.
However, there would still need to be some service reductions, with more to follow if 
there is insufficient growth in traded income.  There would also need to be a 
comprehensive programme of process review and improvement to maximise 
efficiency and the Council would need to give careful consideration to those 
elements of the service that it would continue to fund and those that would need to 
be moved to traded status. 

How it meets the objectives 
This model builds significantly on the existing good relationships with schools and 
provides enhanced ownership of the education system by schools. 

Service levels would need to be maintained through investment from schools and the 
Council, to enable growth of services and the addition of new services, with savings 
being delivered to the Council through contractual arrangements. 

Better educational outcomes for Barnet and an adaptation to the new education 
landscape could be achieved through greater schools’ ownership of services and 
strategies.

Advantages and disadvantages
The main advantage of this model is that schools and the local authority jointly own 
the vehicle that delivers the services.  This should result in: 

! More active involvement of schools in identifying and responding to emerging 
service needs 

! Schools acting as advocates for the service, to other schools in the borough 
and elsewhere 

Another major advantage of this model is that creating a body that is separate from 
the Council will allow it to have more freedom to trade and more freedom over its 
internal operations and decision-making processes, subject to the oversight of the 
board of directors.  This would give greater flexibility to respond to emerging 
opportunities and actively pursue other markets.  However, the ability to grow the 
business beyond the Council and the schools that participate in ownership would be 
limited to about 20% of total turnover, unless new customers become joint owners of 
the company, or a competitive process is run to contract with the social enterprise in 
the future. 

A disadvantage of this model is that it does not bring any external investment to 
support the growth of the business.  Any investment would need to come instead 
from the shareholders, i.e. the Council and schools.  Nor does it provide access to 
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an established commercial and marketing structure that is more likely to have 
capacity to vigorously pursue new products and markets.  This may hamper the 
ability of the business to grow its income sufficiently or quickly enough to offset any 
of the savings required by the Council.  There is also the possibility that schools 
might face conflicts of interest if they own a share of the social enterprise at the 
same time as being customers of traded services and, potentially, on the receiving 
end of statutory processes delivered via the company. 

The potential advantages and disadvantages of this model are summarised below. 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 
! More freedom to sell services and 

generate new income and potential to bid 
for grant funding opportunities 

! Allows for greater opportunity to be 
innovative and for schools to be directly 
involved in the development and strategic 
direction of the social enterprise 

! Any surplus income would be retained by 
the Council and schools 

! Schools’ loyalty to buy services is 
enhanced as they have ownership in the 
company

! Builds on the existing partnership 
between the Council and schools 

! Focus remains on Barnet and Barnet 
schools

! With new income, services could be 
developed over time, with benefits 
experienced by schools and by children 
and young people 

! Does not have ready access to an 
established commercial and marketing 
structure to develop new products and 
markets quickly 

! Requires investment from schools and 
the Council to maintain service levels 

! As part-owners, schools would share in 
the company’s risks, albeit limited to the 
value of their shares.  However, directors 
have specific legal duties, laid down by 
Company Law, and can be held liable if 
they fail to uphold these 

! Reliance on Teckal exemption would limit 
overall ability to grow the business 

! If there is a complex decision making 
system, this might weaken the ability of 
the enterprise to act decisively and 
respond quickly to new opportunities 

! There may not be the capacity within 
schools to participate effectively in the 
development and direction of the 
enterprise 

! There are potential conflicts of interest 
from being both an owner and a customer

! Potential cost and impact of change 

Option 3:  joint venture, with schools in ownership role (3-way joint venture)

Description
This model is a joint venture between schools, the Council and a third party provider. 

This would involve establishing a schools-owned company, probably limited by 
guarantee, which would operate as a governance company, bringing the schools 
together in one vehicle, which would then enter into a joint venture with the Council 
and a third party provider. 

The third party provider would be selected through a procurement process.  The joint 
venture would probably take the form of a company limited by shares, with the 
schools’ company being one of the three shareholders.  The level of shareholding 
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that the schools had would need to be proportionate to the value they were 
contributing to the joint venture, when compared to the third party provider and the 
Council.  This would be an important point to be negotiated as part of the 
procurement process. 

The joint venture company (the delivery company) would have a profit making 
motive, but its constitutional documents (principally articles of association and a 
shareholders' agreement) would also set out clear social objectives and details of 
how profits would be shared between the three owners of the company. 

All schools would have the opportunity to participate in the ownership of the 
governance company, by becoming a member.  It would be for the participating 
schools to determine the governance arrangements for the governance company, 
such as percentage of shares held by different schools, who appoints the directors, 
what discretion the governance company board has to exercise rights in respect of 
the delivery company etc.  

There would need to be additional arrangements put in place to actively engage all 
schools in the development of services and oversight of performance, probably 
through a customer forum that would meet termly.  As part of the procurement 
process to appoint the third party provider the Council would commit to 
commissioning the services it requires from the delivery company, at a cost that 
reflects the Council’s budget.  As well as seeking efficiencies, the company would 
need to grow the business to fill the gap between the current budget for services and 
the price that the Council pays.  This could be achieved by: 

! Selling more services to existing school customers 

! Selling services to new school customers, either within the borough or 
elsewhere

! Selling services to other councils 

! Developing new services to sell to schools and councils 

As the delivery company would be set up as a trading company with a view to 
expanding its customer base and the third party provider would be selected through 
a procurement process, there would be no legal limitation on the company’s ability to 
grow its business with non-owners. 

The funding that would be needed to get the business up and running and to grow it 
would come primarily from the third party provider.  A key issue for any third party 
provider would be the level of investment they would be willing to make against the 
level of control they would have over the company. 

It is believed that this would be a new approach to delivering this range of services, 
as no other such partnership, involving both schools and a third party provider 
working in this way with a council to deliver both traded and statutory services, has 
been identified. 
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How it meets the objectives
School ownership builds significantly on the current relationship between the Council 
and schools, potentially creating a stronger education partnership between schools 
and the local authority. 

A joint venture enables an injection of funding and commercial expertise from a third 
party provider to build capacity and grow services.  Transformation drawing upon 
commercial expertise may also deliver more efficient processes. 

As part owners of the organisation, the Council and schools have the potential to 
benefit from a return on any growth and the ability to influence strategic direction.  

Service levels are contractually assured and, through growth in services and 
targeting services to customer needs, the organisation is able to support improved 
educational outcomes in Barnet. 

Advantages and disadvantages 
The main advantages of this model are that: 

1. Participating schools are part owners, along with the Council and a third party 
provider, of the vehicle that delivers the services;  

2. It would bring external investment and access to an established commercial 
and marketing structure, that would improve the ability of the business to grow 
its income sufficiently and quickly enough to fill the gap caused by the 
reduction in income from the Council; and 

3. The risk of any investment is transferred to a third party, as delivery of the 
savings would be guaranteed within the contract. 

Another major advantage of this model is that creating a body that is separate from 
the Council will allow it to have more freedom to trade and more freedom over its 
internal operations and decision-making processes, subject to the oversight of the 
board of directors.  This would give greater flexibility to respond to emerging 
opportunities and actively pursue other markets. 

A major disadvantage of this model is the complexity that comes from having the 
schools, the Council and a third party provider involved in the ownership of the 
delivery vehicle.  This could affect the willingness of potential providers to bid, slow 
down strategic decision-making in the delivery company and/or reduce the level of 
influence that individual schools would have on that decision-making.  There is also 
the possibility that schools might face conflicts of interest if they own a share of the 
joint venture at the same time as being customers of traded services and, potentially, 
on the receiving end of statutory processes delivered via the company. 

The potential advantages and disadvantages of this model are summarised below. 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 
! Freedom to trade and generate income 

and secure additional investment 
! Schools have a formal stake in the joint 

! There is a risk that the Council is unable 
to attract a third party organisation that is  
willing to provide an appropriate level of 
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Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 
venture, increasing the opportunity for 
them to shape services that are designed 
to meet their needs and have a stronger 
influence in the development and 
strategic direction of the joint venture 

! Builds on the existing partnership 
between the Council and schools 

! A third party organisation is likely to 
provide upfront investment and have an 
established commercial and marketing 
structure, so new products and markets 
can be developed quickly  

! With new income, services could be 
developed over time, with benefits 
experienced by schools and by children 
and young people 

! Risk of delivering savings is transferred to 
third party 

! Schools’ loyalty to buy services is 
enhanced as they have ownership in the 
company

investment
! A third party organisation is less likely to 

take on full responsibility for outcomes if 
they do not have a controlling stake 

! As part-owners, schools would share in 
the company’s risks, albeit limited to the 
value of their shares.  However, directors 
have specific legal duties, laid down by 
Company Law, and can be held liable if 
they fail to uphold these 

! If there is a complex decision making 
system, this might weaken the ability of 
the joint venture to act decisively and 
respond quickly to new opportunities 

! There may not be the capacity within 
schools to participate effectively in the 
development and direction of the joint 
venture

! There are potential conflicts of interest 
from being both an owner and a customer

! Loss of focus on Barnet, if the aim is to 
increase the number of customers 

! A portion of any surplus income would be 
retained by the third party organisation  

! Potential cost and impact of change 

Option 4:  joint venture, with schools in commissioning role (2-way joint 
venture)

Description
This model would not require the establishment of a company involving schools.  
Instead, the Council would procure a third party provider, with whom it would create 
a joint venture company, probably limited by shares, to deliver the services.  The 
joint venture company would have a profit making motive, but its constitutional 
documents (principally articles of association and a shareholders' agreement) would 
also set out clear social objectives and details of how profits would be shared 
between the Council and the third party provider. 

Schools would not be involved in the ownership of the company or the appointment 
of directors.  However, the contract would set out arrangements for engaging 
schools fully in the process of commissioning services.  Schools will have a role, 
along with the Council, in both service level commissioning and strategic 
commissioning, but would not take an ownership role.   It is anticipated that schools 
would be represented at different levels, so they are able to play a key role in service 
direction and in performance monitoring of services to schools.  For example, that 
might include a strategic stakeholder board, as well as a customer forum or steering 
group.
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The Council would commit to commissioning the services it requires from the joint 
venture company, at a cost that reflects the Council’s budget.  As well as seeking 
efficiencies, the company would need to grow the business to fill the gap between 
the current budget for services and the price that the Council pays.  This could be 
achieved by: 

! Selling more services to existing school customers 

! Selling services to new school customers, either within the borough or 
elsewhere

! Selling services to other councils 

! Developing new services to sell to schools and councils  

As the delivery company would be set up as a trading company with a view to 
expanding its customer base and the third party provider would be selected through 
a procurement process, there would be no legal limitation on the company’s ability to 
grow its business with non-owners. 

The funding that would be needed to get the business up and running and to grow it 
would come primarily from the third party provider. 

How it meets the objectives 
A joint venture enables an injection of funding and commercial expertise from a third 
party provider to build capacity and grow services.  Transformation drawing upon 
commercial expertise may also deliver more efficient processes. 

The Council remains a part owner in the organisation, benefiting from a return on 
any growth and the ability to influence strategic direction.  

The relationship with schools is built through the commissioning role at both strategic 
and service level. 

Service levels are contractually assured and, through growth in services and 
targeting services to customer needs, the organisation is able to support improved 
educational outcomes in Barnet. 

Advantages and disadvantages
The main advantage of this model is that it would bring external investment and 
access to an established commercial and marketing structure, which would improve 
the ability of the business to grow its income sufficiently and quickly enough to fill the 
gap caused by the reduction in income from the Council.  The greater simplicity of 
the model (compared to the joint venture involving potentially 100 schools) is likely to 
make it more attractive to third party providers, enabling a better deal to be reached 
and making it more manageable to operate. 

Another major advantage of this model is that creating a body that is separate from 
the Council will allow it to have more freedom to trade and more freedom over its 
internal operations and decision-making processes, subject to the oversight of the 
board of directors.  This would give greater flexibility to respond to emerging 
opportunities and actively pursue other markets.  In addition, this model would avoid 
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some of the potential conflicts of interest that schools might face if they own a share 
of the joint venture at the same time as being customers of traded services and, 
potentially, on the receiving end of statutory processes delivered via the company. 

A potential disadvantage of this model is that not involving schools in ownership 
could reduce the effectiveness of the partnership between the Council and schools 
over time.  This may also reduce the loyalty that schools feel towards buying 
services from the joint venture company.  On the other hand, a contract that 
incorporates a key role for schools in both service level commissioning and strategic 
commissioning, as well as performance monitoring, could build on the existing strong 
partnership between schools and the Council. 

The potential advantages and disadvantages of this model are summarised below. 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 
! Freedom to trade and generate income 

and secure additional investment 
! Builds on the existing partnership 

between schools and the Council, by 
ensuring schools have a key role in both 
service level commissioning and strategic 
commissioning

! Schools can avoid the potential conflicts 
of interest that may arise from having 
formal ownership 

! A third party organisation is likely to 
provide upfront investment and have an 
established commercial and marketing 
structure, so new products and markets 
can be developed quickly  

! With new income, services could be 
developed over time, with benefits 
experienced by schools and by children 
and young people 

! Likely to be more attractive to third party 
providers than more complicated joint 
venture options 

! Risk of delivering savings is transferred to 
third party 

! There is a risk that the Council is unable 
to attract a third party organisation that is  
willing to provide an appropriate level of 
investment

! Lack of ownership by schools could 
reduce the effectiveness of the 
partnership between the Council and 
schools over time 

! If schools do not ‘own’ the organisation, 
they may be less likely to be loyal 
customers for traded services 

! Loss of focus on Barnet, if the aim is to 
increase the number of customers 

! A portion of any surplus income would be 
retained by the third party organisation  

! Potential cost and impact of change 

Consultation and engagement 

The report to the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in 
September 2014 set out details of the consultation and engagement activity that had 
informed the development of the draft outline business case.  The report also 
outlined the proposed consultation and engagement approach in respect of four key 
stakeholder groups:  schools; the market; employees and trades unions; and 
residents and service users.  Details of that approach and the key outcomes from 
consultation and engagement are set out below. 
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Schools

As the main customer of the services under consideration, the views of schools are 
critical to the successful implementation of the selected model.  Following on from 
the initial round of consultation and engagement, there has been a further 
programme of briefing and information provision throughout the autumn term of 
2014, to enable headteachers and chairs of governors to reach an informed view on 
each of the options under consideration.  This included two presentations from social 
enterprises that involve schools in their ownership.  The approach has been steered 
through a representative Headteacher Reference Group. 

A detailed information pack, setting out a description of each of the models and 
outlining the implications for individual schools, was published in October 2014.  This 
was followed by a series of briefing sessions, to which all headteachers and chairs of 
governors were invited.  The sessions were well attended and there was a high level 
of engagement in the key issues.  Based on the specific issues raised at the briefing 
sessions, a further document setting out “frequently asked questions” was distributed 
to all schools. 

The survey of schools was initially open from 10th November 2014 to 30th November 
2014.  In order to maximise the number of responses, the closing date was 
subsequently extended to 2nd December 2014.  Headteachers and chairs of 
governors were asked to submit a joint response wherever possible, but the option of 
providing separate responses was also provided.  Telephone and e-mail support to 
answer any further questions from schools was offered during the survey period, but 
there was limited take-up of this facility. 

The survey sought feedback on: 

! The services to be included in the delivery model 

! The evaluation criteria 

! The level of support for each of the models under consideration 

! The level of willingness to play an active role 

! The order of preference for the four models 

The Council commissioned OPM, an independent market research organisation, to 
carry out the detailed analysis of responses.  Their summary report, setting out the 
findings from the survey, is appended to the Committee report. 

In total, 98 responses were received, representing between 71 and 84 schools (14 
respondents did not identify their school).  53 of the responses were identified as 
being a joint response from the head teacher and chair of governors.  Respondents 
were not required to answer every question and for each question, typically between 
25 and 30 respondents chose not to answer it.  In analysing the results, all 
percentages are of the total number of respondents that chose to answer that 
question. 
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Overall, 25% of respondents strongly agreed and 53% tended to agree with the 
education support services that have been selected to be included in the delivery 
model.

Despite the high level of agreement, there were a number of comments about the 
services chosen to be put into any new operating model, with 10 respondents 
making comments about the appropriateness of SEN services being dealt with 
outside of the local authority, since these are core services requiring knowledge and 
accountability.  A further nine comments were made about the appropriateness of 
school admissions being passed to a delivery model which might have third party 
involvement or put admissions outside the control of the school. 

Respondents were asked their views on the criteria for determining the most 
appropriate delivery model.  All of the criteria were ranked as “very important” or 
“important” by over 50% of respondents. 

The following criteria were ranked as “very important” or “important” by more than 
90% of respondents: 

! Helps to maintain a strong partnership between the Council and Barnet 
schools 

! Is able to engage and build trust with all key stakeholders, including parents 
and the public 

! Preserves or improves service delivery in key service areas 

! Is able to customise services to meet the needs of different types of school 

The ability to attract new investment/funding and access commercial expertise to 
preserve and grow services was ranked as “very important” or “important” by 57% of 
respondents.  The ability to achieve budget savings without reducing current service 
levels was ranked as “very important” or “important” by 78% of respondents. 

In respect of the four models under consideration, the views of those that responded 
to these questions were: 

Strongly 
support 

Tend to 
support 

Willing
to
consider 

Do not 
support 

Strongly 
opposed 

Don’t
know/not 
sure 

In-house 11.1%
(8) 

19.4%
(14) 

33.3%
(24) 

27.8%
(20) 

4.2%
(3) 

4.2%
(3) 

Social
enterprise 

12.7%
(9) 

18.3%
(13) 

33.8%
(24) 

29.6%
(21) 

4.2%
(3) 

1.4%
(1) 

3-way joint 
venture 

5.7%
(4) 

12.9%
(9) 

41.4%
(29) 

31.4%
(22) 

4.3%
(3) 

4.3%
(3) 

2-way joint 
venture 

14.5%
(10) 

17.4%
(12) 

31.9%
(22) 

26.1%
(18) 

1.5%
(1) 

8.7%
(6) 

NB  Figures in brackets are the number of responses 

In respect of the social enterprise model, respondents were asked what the 
likelihood would be that they would recommend to their governing body that their 
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school should invest between £5,000 and £10,000.  71 respondents answered this 
question and their responses were as follows: 

Very likely 8.5% (6) 

Quite likely 36.6% (26) 

Not very likely 21.1% (15) 

Not at all likely 21.1% (15) 

Don’t know/not sure 12.7% (9) 

Respondents were also asked to rank the options in order of preference: 

1 2 3 4 Average 
ranking 

In-house 25.8%
(17) 

25.8%
(17) 

12.1%
(8) 

36.4%
(24) 

2.41 

Social
enterprise 

28.8%
(19) 

28.8%
(19) 

24.2%
(16) 

18.2%
(12) 

2.68 

3-way joint 
venture 

13.6%
(9) 

33.3%
(22) 

37.9%
(25) 

15.2%
(10) 

2.45 

2-way joint 
venture 

31.8%
(21) 

12.1%
(8) 

25.8%
(17) 

30.3%
(20) 

2.45 

The average ranking is derived by allocating four points for first preference, three 
points for second preference, two points for third preference and one point for fourth 
preference.

It should be noted from these responses that 42% of respondents have ranked one 
of the two school ownership options as their first preference, which suggests that a 
significant number of schools do want to be involved in the new model.  However, it 
should also be noted that there was very little support for, or willingness to be 
involved in, ownership models from secondary schools.  45% of respondents have 
ranked one of the two joint venture options as their first preference, which suggests 
that there is an appetite for involving a third party. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their likely willingness to play an active role in 
the various models, either as a director or on a strategic commissioning group.  For 
all of the models, there were sufficient headteachers and chairs of governors that 
indicated they would be willing to play an active role to suggest the model would be 
viable from a governance point of view.  Overall, more respondents indicated a 
willingness to participate as a member of a strategic commissioning group (15 
respondents) than as a director (10-12 respondents, depending on model). 

Overall, the majority of respondents are willing to consider or support all of the 
options.  However, no one option receives a majority in terms of active support.
Support for the in-house, social enterprise and two-way joint venture models was 
very similar at 30%, 31% and 31% respectively.  The two-way joint venture model 
had the lowest level of opposition, with 28% of respondents not supporting or 
strongly opposed to it.  When asked to state a preference, the two-way joint venture 
(32%) is the first preference of slightly more respondents than the other models.  
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In summary, the schools survey does not provide a clear finding about the favoured 
model.

Engagement with the market 
In developing the draft outline business case, initial market research was carried out 
involving three industry representative companies.  Whilst this initial research 
provided useful information for the draft outline business case, the report to Children, 
Education, Libraries and Safeguarding in September 2014 recognised the restricted 
scope of the initial research and identified that external support had been 
commissioned through a competitive tendering exercise to provide an independent 
assessment of the broader market, including the not for profit sector, as well as the 
commercial opportunities that may exist for these services.  As part of this work, 
iMPOWER conducted a soft market testing on behalf of the Council. 

A range of providers from different sections of the market were engaged with as part 
of this exercise.  As per Cabinet Office guidelines, the purpose of this activity was to 
engage with the market, pre-procurement, to establish the feasibility, capability, 
maturity and capacity of the market as a whole. 

Participants were invited to submit written responses to a questionnaire, which 
covered areas such as relevant experience, capacity, possible challenges and model 
preferences.  The answers were then followed-up in more detail with respondents as 
part of face-to-face discussions.  In total, five organisations participated, with one 
further organisation submitting a written response to the questionnaire.  The aim was 
to strike a healthy balance in terms of scale, expertise, experience and 
commerciality.

Whilst the exercise was mentioned in the recently issued Prior Information Notice 
(PIN), it does not constitute any commitment by the Council to undertake any 
procurement exercise in the future.  The exercise included no element of supplier 
selection or evaluation, and no parties were prejudiced by any response or failure to 
respond to the invitation.  The exercise did not constitute a call for competition to 
procure anything, and the Council is not bound by any proposals or solutions offered 
as a result.

As alluded to above, six organisations submitted written responses. These were: 

! Cambridge Education – Mott MacDonald 

! Capita 

! Carillion 

! CfBT 

! EES (Essex County Council) 

! Prospects 

The response from EES (Essex County Council) was submitted too late for them to 
take part in the soft market testing day itself.  However, their response has been 
considered in this assessment of the market. 
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Assessment of market appetite & capability 
Four of the participants were positive about the opportunity to take on the whole of 
the proposed cluster of services, whilst the other two were keener to work in a 
partnership where they would only take on some of the services.  It was clear from 
both the written responses and discussions that there are a number of different 
options available to the Council, especially in relation to the two Joint Venture 
models.

Alongside the traditional approach of a single partner to take on all the services, 
participants put forward a number of suggested options including a primary 
contractor-subcontractor arrangement, collaboration between providers with one 
provider taking the role of specialist partner, and separate tenders for different sub-
clusters.  Whilst not all of the proposed options will be suitable for the Council, it 
does demonstrate clear interest from the market and flexibility to enable the success 
of the chosen model. 

With this in mind, it is iMPOWER’s assessment that there is sufficient interest and 
capability within the market to deliver the service cluster, should the Council choose 
to pursue this route. 

Informal exploration that iMPOWER have undertaken with neighbouring authorities, 
and pan-London, indicate that a purchasing market also exists.  The scale of the 
efficiency requirements facing the sector is forcing councils to think about new ways 
of delivering services.  The range of services under consideration appears to be of 
interest, including non-traded statutory services. 

Key commercial opportunities 
There was a general consensus amongst participants that efficiencies and growth 
potential of 20-30% was reasonable. In some cases, this estimate was based on 
experience.  Other participants commented on the strategies they would employ in 
order to generate savings.  All participants stressed the importance of balancing 
growth with quality and ensuring a reputation based on high quality provision as a 
key part of attracting schools to purchase services from the new vehicle. 

Taking a conservative estimate, at current relevant gross non-DSG expenditure 
(around £12m per year, excluding SEN transport), a 20% saving would equate to 
approximately £2.4m, which exceeds the MTFS requirement of £1.55m, and would 
suggest that the financial case for either Joint Venture option would meet the 
Council’s requirements.  A 30% saving would equate to approximately £3.6m. 

Understandably, there was some reticence in relation to the size, type and terms of 
any up-front investment required.  Providers were confident about investing 
additional time and expertise in the initial stages of a new venture, but were more 
hesitant about the potential of an initial financial investment, beyond the funding 
required to manage cash flow over the period of the contract, at least without a clear 
business case for return on investment.  This was especially true for the non-private 
sector participants.  Addressing this will need to form a key part of the procurement 
strategy underpinning any competitive dialogue process. 
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Preferred model for delivery vehicle 
Participants generally appeared to be more positive about the traditional Joint 
Venture option than the Joint Venture with Schools or Social Enterprise options. 
Whilst the importance was acknowledged of getting schools’ buy-in for the new 
vehicle, participants saw a number of significant challenges in relation to 
governance, investment and capability associated with a school-ownership model. 

Alternative models of school involvement were suggested, with examples from 
elsewhere, whereby schools could be involved in governance but not ownership. 

Attractiveness of opportunity to the market 
In order to identify means through which the Council could secure the best possible 
outcome, ways in which the opportunity could be made as attractive as possible to 
the market were explored with participants. 

As to be expected, a point of interest for participants was the scope to expand the 
service cluster to include services that are currently not in scope. They were keen to 
explore whether this could be done either through inclusion of these services during 
the initial tender, or through additional services being incorporated at a later date. 
Particular interest was expressed in relation to Early Years and Children’s Centres. 
The point was also made that including some back-office services would facilitate the 
achievement of further economies of scale, although it was made clear that this is an 
unlikely scenario given the Council’s current strategic partnership arrangements. 

In terms of procurement processes, participants were clearly in favour of competitive 
dialogue as the preferred route, and expressed the need for assurance that the 
Council’s existing partnership arrangements would not compromise their chances of 
a successful submission. 

Contract length was also discussed, and there was agreement amongst participants 
that a minimum contract term of 5 or 7 years was necessary to enable the levels of 
investment that are likely to be required. Extension options after 5 years would also 
make the offer more attractive to potential bidders. 

Pensions’ liability was raised by all participants, with a clear expectation that this 
would need to be explored through dialogue. 

Summary of findings from soft market testing 
There is sufficiently strong market interest to generate a healthy and competitive 
procurement.  The market is generally positive about the opportunity and appears to 
offer more than one option in relation to the final structure of the new venture.  The 
clear preference from providers for is for a swift and transparent procurement, 
structured around competitive dialogue.  This suggests a willingness to invest time 
and effort to examine the potential options and arrive at the best solution for all 
parties.

Market commentary was not consistent or conclusive in relation to upfront 
investment, and the procurement strategy would need to be designed to ensure that 
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the Council’s interests are optimised, and that a healthy competitive tension remains 
throughout.

The estimated savings of 20-30% is in keeping with previous expectations and, as it 
is in part based on evidence, adds robustness to the financial case.  Overall, there 
does appear to be an acceptable level of interest from the market in this opportunity 
and potential providers have at least some experience in delivering these kinds of 
services.

Employees and trades unions 
It is recognised that all four of the options under consideration constitute a significant 
change that will have an impact on employees.  There have been a number of 
briefing meetings with employees as the outline business case has developed.  
During November 2014, a further series of meetings was held to allow employees to 
explore the implications of the four remaining options and also to suggest potential 
opportunities for improvement. 

The meetings were reasonably well attended by office-based staff, with fewer 
attendees from school-based staff within the catering service.  Those that did attend 
engaged positively in discussion about the four options and also made some 
constructive suggestions for growing services and reducing costs.  These 
suggestions have been taken into account in the financial modelling of options, as 
outlined elsewhere in this final outline business case.  There was a general 
recognition of the importance of the views of schools from attendees. 

The main areas of concern that were raised by employees were: 

! The potential impact on terms and conditions of service, notably pay and 

pensions 

! The potential impact of changes to the TUPE regulations on the above 

! The ability to maintain buy-back levels from schools 

! Potential conflicts of interest or priorities of different partners 

! The lack of flexibility and innovation in current arrangements 

Additional meetings have also taken place with the recognised trades union 
representatives.  Whilst representatives have been keen to support the retention of 
services in-house, they have also engaged positively in discussions about other 
models to ensure that issues that may affect their members’ interests have been 
given proper consideration. 

Members of the management team of the Education and Skills service have been 
engaged throughout the consultation and engagement phase and have contributed 
to the financial modelling of the in-house option and the options appraisal of all 
options.
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The public and service users 
A public survey was available on www.engage.barnet.gov for an eight week period 
from 7th October 2014 to 1st December 2014.  The survey was publicised widely 
through press releases, the Council website and information sent to schools.
Overall, 123 responses were received by the closing date, which is consistent with 
response rates on similar consultations.

In addition to the survey, three focus groups were conducted with:  parents of 
children with Special Educational Needs; parent governors; and parents generally.
In addition to analysing the results of the school survey, OPM were also 
commissioned to both conduct the focus groups and analyse the public survey 
returns.  Their summary report is appended to the Committee report.

Respondents to the public survey showed a high level of support for the overall 
vision and aims for education in Barnet, with 92% “strongly agreeing” or “tending to 
agree” with the vision and 86% “strongly agreeing or “tending to agree” that overall 
the stated aims should be the main ones.

Overall, 43% of respondents strongly agreed and 40% tended to agree with the 
education support services that have been selected to be included in the delivery 
model, with the highest level of support to SEN services and school improvement 
services being included.  Up to three respondents commented on the rationale for 
particular services being included, raising concerns about the risk of cut-backs in 
certain services, particularly those for vulnerable pupils, and the need to maintain 
quality.  Across all three focus groups, there was an element of concern about the 
SEN and education welfare services being in the new delivery model.  These 
concerns centred around how quality of service delivery could be maintained if a 
“business” person provided the service and about who would monitor the quality. 

Results in respect of the evaluation criteria were broadly similar to the schools 
survey, with:

! The same four criteria being rated as “very important” or “important” by most 

respondents; 

! All criteria being rated as important by the majority of respondents; and 

! The same two criteria being rated as “very important” or “important” by fewer 

respondents. 

In respect of the four models under consideration, the views of the respondents to 
the public survey were: 

Strongly 
support 

Tend to 
support 

Willing
to
consider 

Do not 
support 

Strongly 
opposed 

Don’t
know/not 
sure 

In-house 50.0%
(42) 

25.0%
(21) 

14.3%
(12) 

4.8%
(4) 

2.4%
(2) 

3.6%
(3) 

Social
enterprise 

26.2%
(22) 

22.6%
(19) 

14.3%
(12) 

13.1%
(11) 

16.7%
(14) 

7.1%
(6) 
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Strongly 
support 

Tend to 
support 

Willing
to
consider 

Do not 
support 

Strongly 
opposed 

Don’t
know/not 
sure 

3-way joint 
venture 

14.3%
(12) 

19.1%
(16) 

22.6%
(19) 

15.5%
(13) 

22.6%
(19) 

6.0%
(5) 

2-way joint 
venture 

8.3%
(7) 

14.3%
(12) 

19.1%
(16) 

25.0%
(21) 

25.0%
(21) 

8.3%
(7) 

This shows a clear preference amongst respondents for the in-house model, with the 
two-way joint venture being the least favoured option, albeit with 42% of respondents 
willing to consider it.

Amongst the focus groups, there was a split in preferences.  The Governors group 
preferred the in-house model, a small majority of the Parents’ group preferred the 
two-way joint venture model and the SEN group was divided between those who 
thought the in-house model was best and those who thought it was a model which 
already had problems. 

The public survey sought views on how important it is that schools are involved in 
the running of these services.  Of those that responded, 58% thought it was very 
important and 22% thought that it was important.

Views were also sought on whether there would be any concerns if a third party 
organisation is involved in the delivery of these services. 23% of those that 
responded expressed slight concern, with 57% being very concerned.  26 
respondents provided open answers about the reasons for their concern, highlighting 
issues around business models being used in education, the potential quality of the 
services, and a lack of trust, accountability or responsibility.

Additional engagement activity 
In addition to the detailed engagement and consultation activity that has been carried 
out with the four key target stakeholder groups, meetings have also been held with 
the Voluntary Sector Forum and the Youth Board, primarily to ensure that they are 
informed about the proposals, but also to alert them to the public survey as a means 
of submitting their views.

Members of the Youth Board acknowledged that there are budget constraints and 
that educational support services need to change.  However the feeling that schools 
are pillars of the local community was strong and that any outside organisations 
delivering vital services must have a grasp of the local issues and that these must be 
evidenced during the procurement process. 

Response to consultation comments
Responses to the key themes from consultation activity are set out in the Committee 
report.

196



Project Management 

Filename:
Date: 
Version:  Page 29 of 46 

Financial and commercial assessment

The report to Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in 
September 2014 identified the basic cost saving and income generating methods 
that are available to each model and provided a high level assessment of each 
model’s ability to achieve the budget savings target set by the Council.  The report 
also identified that independent external support had been commissioned to provide 
further analysis of the potential financial benefits from each model. 

Financial modelling has been carried out by iMPOWER on the basis that the 
preference is to achieve budget targets through efficiency and income growth, with 
service reductions providing the balancing figure to make up any shortfall. 

It should be recognised that, at this stage in the evaluation process, the financial and 
commercial assessment can only be an educated estimate, based on a series of 
assumptions about the services and the market.  Modelling has been carried out at a 
level that is appropriate to enable a comparison of the different models’ ability, 
relative to each other, to generate efficiency savings and additional income and to 
confirm their ability to meet the MTFS savings targets. 

It is not intended that the modelling should provide the greater level of certainty that 
one would expect with a detailed business plan.  Certainty under any of the models 
will only come through the implementation process. 

For the two joint venture models, the level of confidence in the potential financial 
benefits would increase through the procurement process, with complete certainty 
over the delivery of savings coming at the point when a contract is signed and the 
delivery risk is, in effect, passed to the third party partner. 

For the in-house and social enterprise models, the delivery risk would remain with 
the Council and, potentially, schools.  Whilst confidence in the potential financial 
benefits would increase through the process of developing a detailed business plan, 
the subsequent delivery of those benefits cannot be guaranteed. 

Approach
In broad terms, there are four methods of achieving budget savings targets: 

! Improving efficiency, ie. delivering the same outputs at lower cost 

! Increasing income by selling services to more customers, either within the 
Borough or beyond the Borough 

! Increasing income by selling new services 

! Reducing service levels 

Initial modelling was undertaken by applying the levers set out above to the group of 
services in their totality.  Recognising that different market conditions may apply to 
different services, services were subsequently clustered as follows: 

! Catering (fully traded) 
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! School Improvement traded (BPSI and NQT service – both fully traded) 

! Other traded services (some part-traded, thus includes an element of non-
traded activity) 

! Non-traded services 

The following assumptions apply in respect of these service clusters: 

! Service reductions would not apply to traded activity, as the resulting loss of 
income would bring no financial benefit in meeting budget targets 

! The market for traded services is predominantly schools, although the 
catering service has a broader potential customer base 

! The market for non-traded services is predominantly other local authorities 

In addition, there are some budgets that could not be traded and are not, therefore, 
included in the growth modelling.  An assessment has, however, been made of the 
efficiencies that could be delivered on these budgets.   

Initial modelling was based on the assumption of there being no investment available 
to support the development of the in-house model.  This assumption has been 
revised to provide for an initial investment from the Council equivalent to the cost of 
implementing a joint venture option, i.e. £1.3m. 

There was no particular assumption made in initial modelling regarding investment in 
the social enterprise model.  This has been revised to provide for an initial 
investment from schools of approximately £750k, which it is anticipated would be 
matched by Council, giving a total investment of £1.5m. 

Initial modelling was also based on ambitious expectations regarding the growth that 
could be achieved by the market, particularly in trade outside the Borough.  This 
would have the effect of doubling the size of the business over a five-year period.  It 
is the advice of iMPOWER that this is an achievable expectation and a valid means 
of modelling that is widely used in the commercial sector.  This would need to be 
tested through the procurement process, so the view has been taken that, for the 
purposes of comparison, a more prudent approach should be applied to modelling 
potential trade outside the Borough.  This approach recognises that the potential for 
growth within the Borough is limited by the finite number of schools and the existing 
high level of market penetration by these services.  However, growth beyond the 
Borough’s boundaries does not have these limitations.  By way of example, there are 
five other boroughs that border Barnet, with a total of 256 primary schools based 
within them.  Securing 5% of those schools would, in broad terms, represent a 10% 
increase on current levels of trade. 

In terms of efficiency savings, similar mechanisms are available to all models and 
would include: 

! Improved processes, achieved through a structured approach to business 
process reengineering 
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! Procurement savings, achieved through improvements in specification, 
contract control and competition 

! Better use of technology 

A copy of the detailed tables that were used in the financial modelling is appended to 
this final outline business case, along with a more detailed commentary on the 
assumptions behind the modelling. 

In-house model 

Since the draft outline business case was considered by Committee in September 
2014, an enhanced in-house model has been developed, assuming an investment 
from the Council equivalent to the cost of implementing a joint venture option, i.e. 
approximately £1.3m.

The introduction of commercial and marketing expertise would enable some growth 
and provide a more commercial impetus and rigour to the process of achieving 
efficiency savings.  Some of this investment could also be used to protect existing 
staffing and service levels to some extent whilst growth takes place.   

The introduction of commercial and marketing expertise would enable some growth, 
as well as providing a more commercial impetus and rigour to the process of 
achieving efficiency savings.  However, the absence of a broader commercial 
structure and established presence in other local authority areas would mean that 
growth would be slower and less extensive than under the joint venture models. 

It would be reasonable to expect that the in-house model could grow some income 
by increasing its customer base of schools and developing new services.  However, 
experience suggests that academies and secondary schools in particular are less 
likely to buy services from the local education authority, for example, Barnet 
Partnership for School Improvement is predominantly purchased by primary schools. 
The scale of growth is likely, therefore, to be less than under models that would 
establish an entity that is perceived to be more independent of the local education 
authority.  For the purposes of modelling, it has been assumed that growth of 
between 2% and 8% is feasible for traded services, depending on the cluster of 
services.  These percentages have been explored with service managers and they 
have indicated that these are the levels that they believe are achievable. 

It is less likely that the in-house model would grow income significantly by selling 
statutory/non-traded services to other local education authorities, as there is little 
evidence generally of councils buying services from other councils, other than under 
shared services arrangements or, in some instances, districts buying back-office 
services from counties.  For the purposes of modelling, 5% growth has been 
assumed, based on the ability to sell particular, specialised services (for example 
advice and training on drafting of Education, Health and Care Plans) to other 
councils.
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Service managers have indicated that they would expect to be able to make 
efficiency savings of approximately 3%, primarily through streamlining processes. 

Based on the modelling of income and efficiencies, it is anticipated that this model 
will have to rely to a greater degree on service reductions to meet the target.
However, it is expected that the initial investment would enable the management of 
cash flow over a period of five years, so that only the overall shortfall over that period 
would need to be met from service reductions.  On this basis, modelling suggests 
that approximately £700k of the overall total would need to come from service 
reductions.

Under this model, all surplus income from growth would come back to the Council. 

Summary of modelling for in-house model 

 £000 % of total

Efficiencies 473 31%

Income growth 385 25%

Service reductions 691 44%

Total 1,549

Social enterprise model 

This model would require investment from the Council and from schools to bring in 
commercial and marketing expertise.  Some of this investment could also be used to 
protect existing staffing and service levels to some extent whilst growth takes place. 

The introduction of commercial and marketing expertise would enable some growth 
as well as providing a more commercial impetus and rigour to the process of 
achieving efficiency savings.  However, the absence of a broader commercial 
structure and established presence in other local authority areas would mean that 
growth would be slower and less extensive than under the joint venture models. 

It would be reasonable to expect that the social enterprise could grow income by 
increasing its customer base of schools both within Barnet and beyond Barnet’s 
boundaries, as well as by developing new services.  It is anticipated that a social 
enterprise would benefit from being perceived as more independent from the local 
education authority, as well as from having schools directly involved in the 
development of services.  For this reason, modelling has assumed a higher 
percentage growth from trading to more schools than the in-house model.   

It is possible that a social enterprise could grow some income by selling 
statutory/non-traded services to other local education authorities, as it would be 
perceived as being separate from Barnet Council.  For this reason, modelling has 
assumed a higher percentage growth from trading to other local authorities than the 
in-house model.  However, its ability to do this may be hampered by its lack of track 
record in providing these services to other bodies. 
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It is anticipated that the flexibility that comes from being an independent body would 
enable efficiency savings of around 4% across all services. 

Based on the modelling of income and efficiencies, it is anticipated that this model 
will have to rely to some degree on service reductions to meet the target.  It is 
expected that the initial investment would enable the management of cash flow over 
a period of five years, so that only the overall shortfall over that period would need to 
be met from service reductions.  On this basis, modelling suggests that 
approximately £300k of the overall total would need to come from service reductions. 

The treatment of surplus income arising from growth would need to be agreed 
between the Council and schools. 

Summary of modelling for social enterprise model 

 £000 % of total

Efficiencies 621 40%

Income growth 638 41%

Service reductions 306 19%

Total 1,565

Joint venture models 

These models would bring investment from a third party, as well as access to an 
existing commercial and marketing structure.  It is likely that investment would 
protect existing service levels in the short to medium term, whilst the business 
grows.  Access to a broader commercial structure would enable faster growth than 
with the in-house and social enterprise models.  It is also assumed that a commercial 
impetus would add rigour to the process of achieving efficiency savings.  If the third 
party has an established presence in other local authority areas, that would also 
contribute to growth being achieved more quickly than under the other models.  For 
this reason, modelling has assumed a higher percentage growth, particularly from 
increased trade beyond the Borough, than for the in-house or social enterprise 
models.

It would be reasonable to expect that either of the joint venture models could grow 
income by increasing their customer base of schools both within Barnet and beyond 
Barnet’s boundaries, as well as by developing new services.  It is anticipated that a 
joint venture would benefit from being perceived as more independent from the local 
education authority, as well as from having schools directly involved in the 
development of services, either as commissioners or owners. 

It is more likely that a joint venture would have the resources and commercial 
expertise to invest in statutory/non-traded services and sell them to other local 
education authorities.  A joint venture may be more attractive, as it would be 
perceived as being separate from Barnet Council and a third party provider is more 
likely to have a track record in providing a range of services to other local authorities.
This is a further reason for trade outside the Borough being modelled at a higher rate 
for this model. 
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The one difference between the two joint venture models is the assumption that 
income from outside the borough would be greater for the two-way model on the 
grounds that: 

! The market has expressed a preference for this model, so is more likely to 
invest more in rapid growth

! The decision-making will be simpler with the two-way model and faster 
decisions are likely to mean faster growth 

On this basis, it is anticipated that the two-way joint venture is likely to generate 
more income per annum than the three-way joint venture. 

It is anticipated that the flexibility that comes from being an independent body, 
together with the commercial rigour that would come from a third party partner, 
would enable efficiency savings of around 5% across all services.  This is also likely 
to include some economies of scale on management and administration costs. 

Based on the modelling of income and efficiencies, it is considered less likely that 
there would be a need for service reductions under these models. 

Any surplus income arising from growth would be shared between the parties to the 
joint venture.  The details of how that share would operate would be the subject of 
discussions during a Competitive Dialogue process. 

Summary of modelling for joint venture models 

 £000 % of total

Efficiencies 769 29%

Income growth 1,847 71%

Service reductions - -

Total 2,616

 * approximately £100k less in 3-way JV model 

This is consistent with the more cautious estimates provided by potential providers 

during the soft market testing exercise. 

The following table provides a high level summary of the outcomes of the financial 
and commercial assessment work. 
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Lever 
Applied
to 

In-
House  

Social
enterprise 

Three-
way joint 
venture 

Two-way 
joint
venture 

Efficiency!savings! Gross!Exp! "" "" """ """

Increased!income!

through!growth!

(in!Borough)!!

Income! "" "" """ """

Increased!income!

through!growth!

(out!of!Borough)!

Income! " "" """ """

Additional!

services!

Net!

Budget!
"" """ """ """

Service!

Reductions!

Net!

Budget!
"""! "" " "

Overall!

assessment!
! "" "" """! """!

KEY to the level of savings likely to come from each lever: 
"""  -  high 
""  -  medium 
"  -  low 

ABILITY!TO!

ACHIEVE!MTFS!

TARGETS!WITHOUT!

A!NEGATIVE!

IMPACT!ON!

SERVICE!

LEVELS/QUALITY!

! LOW

!

!

MED HIGH HIGH

ESTIMATE!OF!

ANNUAL!

FINANCIAL!BENEFIT!

AFTER!5!YEARS!

!

£1.5m £1.6m*! £2.5m*! £2.6m*!

* Any surplus income, once MTFS targets have been delivered, would be the 

subject of a gain-share agreement between the parties to the venture 

In broad terms, it can be concluded that all four models are capable of achieving the 
MTFS savings target set by the Council.  However, the in-house and social 
enterprise models are significantly more likely to have to rely to some extent on 
service reductions to achieve this, as they would not be in a position to grow the 
business as quickly as a joint venture, or to provide sufficient investment to protect 
existing service levels in the short to medium term.  The loss of capacity arising from 
these reductions is also likely to hamper the ability to develop services and grow the 
business.  The in-house and social enterprise models also carry a higher degree of 
delivery risk, as savings cannot be guaranteed through contractual arrangements, as 
is the case with the joint venture models. 
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Evaluation of the options 

The report to the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in 
September 2014 outlined the scored assessment process that had been applied to 
evaluate the six models that were considered in the draft outline business case.  
That process involved consideration of 20 individual criteria, within four weighted 
categories.  Based on the outcomes of initial consultation, the evaluation criteria 
have subsequently been rationalised and the assessment process simplified to 
recognise that the assessment process is a collective professional view based on 
experience and a balance of probabilities. 

As identified above, the high level objectives of the delivery model are to: 

i. Maintain Barnet’s excellent education offer; 
ii. Maintain an excellent relationship between the Council and schools; and 
iii. Achieve the budget savings target for the service up to 2020. 

The models under consideration have been evaluated against a common set of 
criteria, based on these high level objectives. These criteria were developed in 
consultation with the Headteacher Steering Group that has been meeting throughout 
the options assessment phase and were subsequently tested as part of the wider 
consultation with schools and with residents. The following table provides a rating for 
each option’s overall likelihood of meeting each of the criteria.  Those criteria that 
were rated as most important in the schools and public surveys are identified in bold.

 In-house Social 
Enterprise

2-way JV 3-way JV 

Helps to maintain a strong 
partnership between the Council 
and Barnet schools 

"" """! "" """!

Enables schools to take a stronger 
leadership role in the education 
system 

"" """! "" """!

Is able to attract new 
investment/funding and access 
commercial expertise to preserve and 
grow services 

"" "" """! """!

Has the freedom to be creative and 
the flexibility to develop new services 
quickly during times of change 

" "" """! """!

Is able to engage with and build 
trust with all key stakeholders, 
including parents and the public 

"""! """! "" ""

Preserves or improves service 
delivery in key service areas 

" "" """! """!

Is able to customise services to 
meet the needs of different types of 
school

"" """! """! """!

Is able to achieve budget savings 
without reducing current service levels

" "" """! """!
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Key: 

" Low

"" Medium 

"""! High 

The key assumptions that underpin this assessment are: 

 Key assumptions Evidence to support the assumptions 
or counter-evidence 

Helps to maintain a 
strong partnership 
between the Council 
and Barnet schools 

Models that include schools in 
an ownership role are better 
placed to strengthen existing 
partnership through more 
active joint working. 

Evidence from successful models in 
other local authorities, mainly where 
school traded services have transferred 
to a schools-led organisation.  The 
model assumes a commitment of money 
(for the social enterprise) and time 
(social enterprise and 3-way JV).  On the 
other hand the survey results indicate 
reticence among a large proportion of 
school respondents and virtually all 
secondary school respondents to 
become actively engaged through 
investment or by serving on the Board of 
the new organisation.  

Enables schools to take 
a stronger leadership 
role in the education 
system 

Models that include schools in 
an ownership role are better 
placed to enable stronger 
leadership from schools 
through greater direct 
involvement in the shaping of 
services. 

Is able to attract new 
investment/funding and 
access commercial 
expertise to preserve 
and grow services 

Models that include a third 
party provider deliver a greater 
opportunity for investment and 
expertise from outside the 
current system. 

Soft market testing has indicated a 
willingness by prospective third party 
organisations to invest to grow the 
services.   Only a minority of schools 
have indicated they would be willing to 
invest in the Social Enterprise mode. 

Is able to engage with 
and build trust with all 
key stakeholders, 
including parents and 
the public 

Models that are fully owned by 
the public sector are more 
likely to engender trust from 
parents and the public, as they 
are less likely to have different 
strategic drivers from the 
Council, for example the need 
to make a return on 
investment for shareholders. 

Evidence from survey of residents. 

Has the freedom to be 
creative and the 
flexibility to develop new 
services quickly during 
times of change 

Models that have a degree of 
independence from the 
Council are more likely to 
have internal management 
arrangements that support 
flexibility in the deployment of 
resources and are therefore 
better placed to respond 
quickly to emerging needs.  
Models that have access to a 
broader commercial network 
would also enable speedier 
identification of needs 

Soft market testing indicates a clear 
expectation by third parties that they can 
achieve faster growth and greater 
efficiency than an in-house service due 
to having greater freedom to develop 
flexibly and grow.  Feedback from staff 
and in particular senior managers in the 
Education and Skills service indicates a 
widespread belief that council decision-
making structures, procurement rules 
etc. reduce the capacity to secure 
growth and efficiencies. 
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Preserves or improves 
service delivery in key 
service areas 

Models that attain greater 
commercial expertise from the 
outset are better able to grow 
services more quickly, thereby 
avoiding service reductions 
and consequent impact on 
service delivery. 

Is able to customise 
services to meet the 
needs of different 
types of school 

Models that have a degree of 
independence from the 
Council are more likely to 
have internal management 
arrangements that support 
flexibility in the deployment of 
resources and are therefore 
better to customise services.  
Independence is also likely to 
improve the ability to attract a 
broader base of school 
customers. 

Is able to achieve 
budget savings without 
reducing current service 
levels

Models that are able to 
achieve growth more quickly 
are better placed to protect 
existing service levels. 

Financial modelling supports this. 

Based on this assessment, it is concluded that: 

! The in-house option is less likely to meet the objectives set out above, as the 
need to make service reductions in order to meet budget targets is likely to 
hamper its capacity to meet the objective of maintaining Barnet’s excellent 
education offer. 

! The social enterprise option may meet the objectives.  However, there is not 
sufficient interest amongst schools to rely on schools to invest their funds, 
alongside the Council, in establishing the required commercial and marketing 
expertise.  There is more financial risk involved than the joint venture models 
and that risk would be retained by the Council and schools. 

! The two-way joint venture option is likely to meet the objectives set out about 
above by providing the investment and expertise that is necessary to maintain 
and grow high quality support services to schools, whilst delivering the 
requirements of the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy. 

! The three-way joint venture option is most likely to meet the objectives set out 
above by providing the investment and expertise that is necessary to maintain 
and grow high quality support services to schools, whilst delivering the 
requirements of the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy.  Whilst the 
involvement of schools as owners would be expected to strengthen 
relationships with schools, the outcome of the school survey suggests that 
schools tend not to see this as necessary. 

At this stage, there is no clear indication from schools that there is a strong appetite 
to enter into an ownership model, although there is an indication that schools would 
be willing to consider such a model.  Therefore, the recommendation is to proceed 
with developing a full business case to establish a joint venture with a third party 
and, during this process, to establish the most appropriate way that schools can be 
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actively involved in commissioning and shaping services, either in an ownership or in 
a commissioning capacity. 

Preferred option 

The Council’s commissioning approach requires consideration of the best model for 
delivering services to meet its priorities and outcomes.  It is recommended that the 
Council should proceed with developing a final business case to establish a joint 
venture model for the future delivery of Education and Skills services.  The most 
appropriate engagement of schools in the joint venture will be developed during the 
competitive dialogue process.  The specific concerns regarding the involvement of a 
third party, for example in relation to accountability and service quality, will be 
addressed as far as possible through the procurement process and by involving 
headteachers in that process. 

This conclusion is based on the detailed evaluation of the four possible models set 
out above and taking into account the outcomes of consultation, including: 

! The school survey shows no clear preference for any of the models, although 
there is a marginal preference for the two-way joint venture 

! Amongst those that responded to the public survey, there is a clear 
preference for the in-house option and a high level of concern about the 
potential involvement of a third party in the delivery of these services 

! The preference of focus groups of parents was split between the in-house 
option and the two-way joint venture 

! The in-house option, whilst carrying a degree of public support, is considered 
to be more unlikely to meet the overall objectives 

! The social enterprise option also carries a degree of risk in meeting the 
objectives and it did not receive the very high level of support from schools 
that would be required to mitigate that risk 

! The three-way joint venture provides the best overall fit in terms of meeting 
the objectives, but attracted less support from schools than the other models 

! The two-way joint venture provides a good overall fit in terms of meeting the 
objectives and attracted a reasonable level of support from schools 
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5. Expected Benefits 

Benefit!

Type!

Description!

of!the!benefit!!

Who!will!

benefit!!

Expecte

d!

benefit!

value!

!

Financial!

year!that!

the!benefit!

will!be!

realised!

Benefit!

Owner!

How!will!

the!

benefit!

be!

measured!!

Baseline!

value!!

(£,!%!etc)!and!

date!

Financial!

benefit!–!

cashable!

Delivery!of!!

MTFS!savings!

through!

cashflow!

management!

Schools,!

Service!

users,!

Residents,!

Staff!

£2.4m! From!

2015/16!

Commission"!

ing!!

Director!

Children!and!

Young!

People!

As!set!out!

in!

contract!

2014/15!

budget!

Financial!

benefit!–!

non"

cashable!

Contribution!

of!marketing!

and!

commercial!

expertise!to!

grow!business!

Schools,!

Service!

users,!

Residents,!

Staff!

£0.5"

£1m!

From!

2015/16!

Commission"!

ing!!

Director!

Children!and!

Young!

People!Val!

White!

As!set!out!

in!

contract!

2014/15!

budget!

Non"!

financial!

benefit!

Maintenance!

of!current!

service!levels!

Schools,!

Service!

users,!

Residents,!

Staff!

N/A! From!

2015/16!

Commission"!

ing!!

Director!

Children!and!

Young!

People!

As!set!out!

in!

contract!

N/A!

Non"

financial!

benefit!

Ability!to!

respond!

quickly!to!

emerging!

customer!

needs!

Schools,!

Service!

users,!

Residents,!

Staff!

N/A! From!

2015/16!

Commission"!

ing!!

Director!

Children!and!

Young!

People!

As!set!out!

in!

contract!

N/A!
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6. Key Risks 

Risk! Impact Likelihood Mitigating!actions!

Ability!to!implement!the!new!

delivery!model!within!the!required!

operational!timescales!to!deliver!

savings!required!for!2015/16!

High! High Early,!detailed!planning!of!the!

procurement!process!and!ensuring!

that!the!necessary!resources!are!in!

place.!!Robust!management!of!the!

process.!!The!procurement!timescale!

is!challenging!!and!the!need!to!meet!

this!timescale!will!need!to!be!

balanced!against!the!need!to!ensure!

the!effective!engagement!with!

schools!in!the!process!and!its!

outcomes!

Insufficient!bidders!to!provide!

effective!competition!

High! Medium Procurement!strategy!designed!to!

attract!as!many!bidders!as!possible,!

through!positive!engagement!with!

the!market.!!Maintenance!of!Ethical!

Wall!and!Conflict!of!Interest!protocols!

and!the!provision!of!comprehensive!

information!on!the!opportunity!

The!Council!does!not!secure!the!

best!possible!outcome!from!the!

Competitive!Dialogue!process!and!

the!resulting!contract!does!not!

deliver!what!is!expected!and!

required!

!

Medium High Securing!appropriate!legal,!

commercial,!financial!and!HR!advisors!

at!the!earliest!opportunity.!

Schools!do!not!purchase!services!

through!the!resulting!contract!

High! Medium Maintain!a!comprehensive!

programme!of!engagement!activity!to!

ensure!that!the!views!of!schools!are!

taken!into!account!in!the!selection!

process,!in!formulating!the!contract!

and!developing!the!service!offer!
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7. Financial Appraisal 

The cost of carrying out the options appraisal and developing proposals to this point 
is approximately £300k, which has been funded from the Transformation Reserve.  
Conducting a Competitive Dialogue and managing the transition to a new delivery 
vehicle is anticipated to take a minimum of nine months, to October 2015, and cost 
up to £1.3m, as follows: 

 Project team     £500k 
 Legal advice     £125k 
 Commercial advisors   £275k 
 HR, finance and procurement advisors £150k 
 Subject matter advisors   £50k 
 Contingency/transition costs  £200k 

Subject to approval, these costs will be met from the Transformation Reserve.  The 
project team and specialist advisors will be procured independently of the existing 
Customer and Support Group arrangements, to mitigate any potential conflict of 
interest.

It is anticipated that revenue savings will be delivered as follows: 

 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 Total

Annual
savings 

£155k £596k £777k £438k £427k £2,393k

Cumulative 
savings 

£155k £751k £1,528k £1,965k £2,392k £6,791k
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8. Project Approach 

The recommended model will be considered by the Children, Education, Libraries 
and Safeguarding Committee on 12th January 2015.  If the recommendation is 
agreed, an OJEU notice will be published on 21st January 2015, seeking expressions 
of interest. 

A competitive dialogue approach will be used, to allow the Council and bidders to 
explore different and innovative ways of delivering the services in scope, as well as 
ensuring that the most appropriate way of engaging schools in the new delivery 
model can be given proper consideration.  A comprehensive procurement strategy 
and implementation plan will explore this in more detail.  

The table below sets out the key dates and milestones for the project: 

Key dates / milestones Date

CELS Committee – approval of outline business case 12th Jan 2015 

Commence process to establish new model 13th Jan 2015 

Issue OJEU Jan 2015 

Bidders Day  Feb 2015 

PQQ evaluation and moderation  Feb 2015 

Dialogue  March – June 2015 

P&R Committee – report 20th July 2015 (TBC) 

CELS Committee – approval of full business case 28th July 2015 (TBC) 

Commence formal TUPE consultation 29th July 2015 

Evaluation and moderation  August 2015 

Preferred bidder selected  August 2015 

Mobilisation  October 2015 

The immediate next steps for the project will include securing commercial advisors 
and other specialist support, as set out above, and setting up a data room containing 
all the information bidders will need to be able to submit bids.  The information will 
comprise of HR, financials, service specifications, asset registers and all information 
associated with the delivery of the services in scope. 

Customer and Support Group involvement ceased in the concept phase of the 
project cycle and the development of options, assessment of financial benefit and 
engagement with schools has been managed directly by the Council and 
independent suppliers. The project will continue to be managed directly by the 
Council from this point forward, with all technical advice and input that relates to the 
development of the business case, commercial position and all procurement 
activities operating outside of any input from the Customer and Support Group and 
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the wider Capita organisation. This ring-fence will remain throughout the duration of 
the project. As with any commercially sensitive project, the management of 
information is of paramount importance, with restricted access in place. 

There will be continued engagement with key stakeholders, in particular schools, 
staff and trade unions throughout the process.  The consultation has shown a strong 
indication that schools should be involved in the procurement process and have a 
strong role in the governance of any future delivery model.  In order to achieve this, 
the Headteacher Reference Group will continue to be involved in the process, in 
order to ensure that the outcomes of the procurement process meet the needs of 
schools. 
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9. Project Assurance 

Overall decision making rests with the Children, Education, Libraries and 
Safeguarding Committee.  Detailed work to develop the project and its 
implementation is carried out by officers, reporting to the Council’s Strategic 
Commissioning Board, which also signs off key deliverables.  Within this process, 
project assurance is provided principally through the Project Board, which has 
membership as follows: 

Commissioning Director Children and Young People             Val White (Chair) 
(Acting)   
Education and Skills Director     Ian Harrison 
Commercial and Customer Services Director   Claire Symonds 
Project Lead        Deborah Hinde 
Head of Programmes and Resources (project assurance) Tom Pike 
Head of Education Partnership and Commercial Services Alison Dawes 
Head of Finance       Ruth Hodson 
Service Manager/Principal Lawyer (HB Public Law)  Sarah Wilson 

The Project Board meets fortnightly and has oversight of all project activity, 
including: 

! Approval of project plans 

! Monitoring of progress 

! Contribution of relevant professional expertise to development of products 
and deliverables 

! Approval of products and deliverables 

The project was the subject of an internal audit against the Council’s project 
management standards during an earlier phase.  Further audits and gateways 
reviews will be conducted at relevant points as the project proceeds. 

Deliverable /
Product 

Quality Criteria Acceptor

Procurement 
Strategy

Provides clear description of how the procurement 
process will achieve overall objectives 

Project Board 

Overall project 
plan, including 
engagement and 
consultation plan 

Compliant with LBB project management standards and 
overall timescales 

Project Board 

Procurement plan Compliant with EU requirements and overall timescales Project Board 

OJEU notice and 
Pre-qualification 
questionnaire 

Compliant with EU requirements, overall timescales and 
project objectives 

Project Board 

Evaluation criteria Compliant with EU requirements and project objectives Project Board 

Service 
specifications

Provide clear description of outputs and outcomes 
required and in accordance with product description 

Project Board 

Date Room 
contents 

In accordance with product description Project Board 
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10. Dependencies 

There are no direct dependencies, although the outcome of the Unified Reward 
project may have an impact on bidders’ responses, if it results in an increase in the 
current cost of the service.
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Appendix A – financial modelling summary 

The in-house model 

An enhanced in-house service, based on additional investment to grow services has been 

developed.  In doing so, account has been taken of the views from staff, engagement with 

trade unions and examples from other local authorities 

It has now been assumed that the budget saving of £1.3m arising from not having to procure 

an external partner could be used to support a small marketing team and that a more 

commercial approach would thus lead to some growth in services.   

As a result it is now assumed that, instead of having to secure a £1.55m budget saving 

largely through service reductions, it may be possible to hold the service reductions down to 

about £0.7m.

This is largely as a result of assuming growth in income amounting to approximately £1.9m 

over 5 years, mainly by selling more services to schools, including schools that currently do 

not buy services both within and outside the Borough. This represents an increase in income 

of over 20%.  It is assumed that this would involve increased expenditure of about £1.5m on 

providing the additional services, thus producing a surplus of some £0.4m that would 

contribute towards the savings. 

It is assumed that the balance of savings can be achieved through efficiency measures, with 

savings equating to 2.5% of gross expenditure, or about £470,000, over 5 years. 

It is assumed that service growth would develop over time and that this approach would 

require substantial use of the procurement saving to meet the shortfall in the budget savings 

in the first two years.   

The service reductions and efficiency savings required would still amount to a significant 

proportion of the non-Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) budget.  The net non-DSG budget, 

excluding SEN Transport (as savings in this area have already been factored in centrally) 

would still have to reduce by about £1.17m from £2.77m to £1.6m, a reduction of over 40%, 

with service reductions expected to be £0.7m or 25% of the net budget. 

The social enterprise model 

A similar approach has been taken to the development of the social enterprise model.  In this 

case it has been assumed that investment of £1.5m will be available, £750,000 from schools 

and matched funding from the council.  Some of this funding would be used to support a 

marketing team and a more commercial approach that would thus lead to some growth in 

services.   

As a result it is now assumed that, instead of having to secure a £1.55m budget saving 

largely through service reductions, it may be possible to hold the service reductions down to 

about £0.3m.

This is largely as a result of assuming growth in income amounting to approximately £3.2m 

over 5 years, mainly by selling more services to schools, including schools that currently do 

not buy services both within and outside the Borough.  It is assumed that schools’ 

commitment to investing in the service would be reflected in a commitment among many 

schools to buy more services and to encourage other schools inside and outside Barnet to 
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do the same.   The growths represents an increase in income of over 33%.  It is assumed 

that this would involve increased expenditure of about £2.6m on providing the additional 

services, thus producing a surplus of some £0.6m that would contribute towards the savings. 

It is assumed that the balance of savings can be achieved through efficiency measures, with 

savings equating to 3.3% of gross expenditure, or about £620,000, over 5 years.  The figure 

is slightly higher than for the in-house model because it is assumed that there will be more 

scope for efficiencies in an organisation that is separate from the council.  

It is assumed that service growth would develop over time and that this approach would 

require substantial use of the procurement saving to meet the shortfall in the budget savings 

in the first two years.   

The service reductions and efficiency savings required would still amount to a significant 

proportion of the non-DSG budget.  The net non-DSG budget, excluding SEN Transport (as 

savings in this area have already been factored in centrally) would still have to reduce by 

about £0.93m £1.17m from £2.77m to £1.84m, a reduction of over 33%, with service 

reductions expected to be £0.3m or 11% of the net budget. 

The joint venture models 

With the joint venture models, the underlying assumption is that a third party would invest in 

the new model in order to grow and sell more services in order to make a return on their 

investment over the lifetime of the contract.  It is therefore assumed that no actual service 

reductions will be required.   

Much more ambitious growth figures are assumed because of the commercial and marketing 

infrastructure the third party will bring to the partnership and because of their experience and 

track record in selling services to schools and/or local authorities across a number of council 

areas.

It is thus assumed that income growth will increase by £9m over 5 years (for the 2-way joint 

venture, about £0.5m less for the 3-way JV).  This would be achieved through a combination 

of selling more services to schools, including schools that currently do not buy services both 

within and outside the Borough, and from selling services, including statutory services, to 

other local authorities. The growth represents a doubling of income.  It is assumed that this 

would involve increased expenditure of about £7.2m on providing the additional services, 

thus producing a surplus of some £1.8m, with some of this contributing towards the savings 

and the rest to some form of gain-share agreement between the parties to the partnership. 

It is also assumed that some savings can be achieved through efficiency measures, with 

savings equating to at least 4% of gross expenditure, or about £770,000, over 5 years.  The 

figure is higher than for the social enterprise model because it is assumed that the third party 

will bring commercial expertise that will deliver a greater level of transformation and 

efficiency. 

It is assumed that service growth would develop over time and that this approach would 

require management of its own investment and cashflow by the third party to cover any 

savings shortfall in the first year.   
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Executive Summary 

 

Background 

In mid-2014, Barnet Council began a discussion and consultation with schools, staff, 

and other stakeholders about the challenges facing education support services and the 

potential ways of addressing these challenges. These include a shift towards 

academies and free schools, the need for budgetary savings. 

Barnet has proposed that all remaining local education authority services, as currently 

provided by the council’s Education and Skills Delivery Unit, should be included in the 

scope for consideration of a new delivery model.  Any new model would deliver 

statutory services for the council and be commissioned by the council to provide certain 

services back to it, as well as providing traded services to schools.   

The four models which have been proposed are: 

1. In-house  

2. Schools-led social enterprise  

3. Joint venture, with schools in ownership role 

4. Joint venture, with schools in commissioning role 

The models under consideration will be evaluated by the project board against a 

common set of criteria to inform their recommendation to the Children, Education, 

Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in January 2015. The criteria and their relative 

weightings will be finalised based on the outcomes of consultation with schools and the 

public. This report details the findings of that consultation. 

Two surveys and three focus groups were used to consult schools, parents, residents 

and parent-governors about the four models, services in scope and the evaluation 

criteria to be used to select the final model 

Methodology 

Three focus groups were held with different stakeholders in education and skills 

services: parents (8 participants), parents of children with special educational needs 

(10 participants), and parent-governors (8 participants).  Each focus group ran for 90 

minutes, covering: 

• How important the participants thought each evaluation criteria was and why; 

• Which model they favoured, why and what were their concerns; 

• Whether participants felt the selected services were the appropriate ones to be 

in scope and why. 
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The process plan was designed in conjunction with the Residents’ Survey to ensure the 

results could be compared. 

The Residents’ Survey was designed by Barnet council with input from OPM. The 

survey was open to all Barnet residents and ran for 8 weeks from the 7th October to 

1st December 2014. In total, 123 people responded to the survey. 

The Schools’ Survey was designed by Barnet council. The survey was for Head 

teachers and Chairs of Governors of Barnet schools and was open from 10th November 

until the 2nd December 2014. The survey was available online and in a paper format. In 

total, there were 98 responses, 53 of which were joint responses from head teachers 

and the chair of governors, 26 were head teachers and 9 were chair of governors for 

the school.  

Both surveys contained a mix of closed and open ended questions. The closed 

questions were analysed quantitatively using excel. The open questions were analysed 

by coding them thematically. Answers could receive multiple codes if appropriate.  

Key findings 

Evaluation criteria  

There appeared to be a lot of similarities across the two surveys and the focus groups 

regarding the importance of each evaluation criterion. Across all strands of the 

consultation a majority of people thought that all of the criteria were very important or 

important. However, some criteria were rated as more important than others. The most 

important criteria appeared to be: 

• Preserves or improves service delivery in key service areas (Residents 94% 

and Schools 98% saying important or very important) 

• Is able to engage with and build trust with all key stakeholders, including 

parents and the public (Residents 92% and Schools 96% saying important or 

very important) 

• Helps to maintain a strong partnership between the council and Barnet schools. 

(Residents 84% and Schools 92% saying important or very important) 

Most of the rest of the criteria had similar levels of reported importance, which made 

them difficult to order, although the criterion which had the least respondents saying it 

was important/very important was clearly: 

• Is able to attract new investment/funding and access commercial expertise to 

preserve and grow services (Residents 58% and Schools 57%) 
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The surveys asked whether respondents felt there were additional criteria which should 

be considered. Throughout the focus group discussions a few themes came up which 

corresponded to some of the additional criteria comments from the surveys. These 

were: 

• Schools’ capacity to focus on delivering education should not be affected by 

their need to commission and manage service delivery through the chosen 

model. 

• Schools should not be placed in financial risk by the delivery model. 

• The decision should be made in favour of all schools equally. 
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Models 

Across the different consultation strands there was no clear consensus about the 

preferred model, with a range of responses from the different groups and the two 

surveys. Indeed, some of the conflicting findings from the same set of respondents 

meant there was no overall clear preference.  

 

The focus groups found a split in preferences. The parent governors’ group preferred 

the in-house model, a small majority of the parents’ focus group preferred the two-way 

joint venture with commissioning model, and the SEN group was divided between 

those who thought in-house was best and those who thought it was a model which 

already had problems. 

 

In the school survey respondents suggested that they would be willing to consider or 

support all of the options. Support for the in-house, schools –led enterprise and two-

way joint venture model was very similar, 30%, 31% and 31% respectively. In contrast, 

the resident survey revealed a clear preference for the in-house model (51% strong 

support) with the two-way joint venture with commissioning being the least favoured 

option (6% strong support). This pattern was the same when ‘tend to support’ answers 

were included. 
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Concerns about the in-house model were primarily around whether this was a viable 

model given the lack of budget for education available to the council. From the school 

survey 12 comments concerned the viability of the model and another four the 

possibility of under-investment. These concerns were shared by the parents’ focus 

group, who felt something new needed to be done to increase educational standards. 

There were some concerns across both surveys and the focus groups about whether 

the other models would place demands on schools which could take the focus away 

from delivering education. The school survey had 10 comments about the capacity of 

schools to implement the schools-led model. Resident survey comments revealed 

concerns about the cost of having third parties involved in the delivery model and their 

motivations for being involved. 
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Services in scope 

The services in scope questions suggested a level of consensus between the surveys 

and focus groups, with the majority of services being agreed with being in scope.  

Across all three focus groups, there were concerns about the SEN and welfare 

services being in a new delivery model. These concerns centred around how the 

quality of service delivery could be maintained if a ‘business’ person provided the 

service and about who would monitor the quality. In many of the discussions it 

appeared that participants tended to polarise their thoughts between the service 

staying in house and having a commercial third party involved in delivering the service.  

With the exception of post 16 learning, the schools’ survey showed a majority of 

respondents strongly agreed or tended to agree that the identified services should in 

scope for the planned changes. A majority of the school respondents strongly agreed 

with special educational needs (63%), school improvement (62%), vulnerable pupils 

(56%) and admissions (54%) being within scope for the new delivery model. There was 

a lower level of support for traded services (38% strongly agree and 83% net agree) 

and catering being in scope (27% strongly agree and 58% net agree). 

 

The residents’ survey showed a net agreement for all the services being in scope, with 

admissions (86% net agree), educational welfare (85%), educational psychology 

(88%), SEN (93%), schools improvement (90%) and post 16 learning (84%) having 

high levels of agreement. Only catering (42% strongly agree) and governor clerking 

(42% strongly agree) had minority levels of strong agreement with being in scope. 

 

However, despite the high levels of agreement, there were concerns raised in both 

surveys around SEN, educational psychology and welfare services. The schools’ 

survey contained 10 comments about the appropriateness of SEN and vulnerable 

pupils being dealt with outside of the local authority, since these are core services 

requiring knowledge and accountability.  A further nine comments were made about the 

appropriateness of school admissions being passed to a delivery model which might 

have third party involvement or put admissions outside the control of the school. 
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Introduction to the report 

Rationale for the research 

In mid-2014, Barnet Council began a discussion and consultation with schools, staff, 

and other stakeholders about the challenges facing education support services and the 

potential ways of addressing these challenges. 

Barnet has enjoyed a very successful schools system. Whilst it wants this success to 

continue, there are a number of challenges that need to be addressed. 

Firstly, whilst overall the proportion of good and outstanding schools remains high and 

among the top 10% in the country, the proportion of good or outstanding schools has 

fallen for those schools inspected under the new Ofsted framework. This is a pattern 

mirrored in local authorities across the country, and in Barnet’s case the proportion has 

fallen to just over 70%, a performance in line with the England average.  

Secondly, the educational landscape is changing. Over 70% of Barnet’s secondary 

schools are now academies or Free Schools and at least 15% of primaries will be 

academies or Free Schools by 2016. These changes give individual schools even 

greater independence from the local authority than maintained schools, which have 

also gained increasing autonomy over recent years. Barnet needs to look at how it 

maintains a strong partnership that includes all schools in the borough and how 

services can be more responsive to the different needs of these different types of 

school.   

Finally, the council’s funding from central government will reduce significantly over the 

next five to six years, both as a result of on-going austerity measures and as more 

funding goes directly into schools, rather than to the council.  This is why Barnet needs 

to review what services it can provide and look at opportunities to grow alternative 

sources of funding, in order to maintain strong and effective support services to 

schools. 

Barnet has proposed that all remaining local education authority services, as currently 

provided by the council’s Education and Skills Delivery Unit, should be included in the 

scope for consideration of a new delivery model.  Any new model would deliver 

statutory services for the council and be commissioned by the council to provide certain 

services back to it, as well as providing traded services to schools.   

The four models which have been proposed are: 

1. In-house  

2. Schools-led social enterprise  

3. Joint venture, with schools in ownership role 

4. Joint venture, with schools in commissioning role 
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The services in scope are: 

• School improvement 

• Post-16 participation and skills 

• Special Educational Needs (SEN) 

• Educational psychology team 

• Education welfare service 

• Admissions and school place planning 

• Governor clerking service 

• Catering service 

The models under consideration will be evaluated by the project board against a 

common set of criteria to inform their recommendation to the Children, Education, 

Libraries and Safeguarding Committee in January 2015. The criteria and their relative 

weightings will be finalised based on the outcomes of consultation with schools and the 

public. This report details the findings of that consultation. Two surveys and three focus 

groups were used to consult schools, parents, residents and parent-governors about 

the four models, services in scope and the evaluation criteria to be used to select the 

final model. The proposed evaluation criteria discussed in the consultation are: 

 

 

Proposed evaluation criteria

Helps to maintain a strong partnership 
between the council and Barnet schools

Enables schools to take a stronger 
leadership role in the education system

Is able to attract new investment/funding 
and access commercial expertise to 

preserve and grow services

Has the freedom to be creative and the 
flexibility to develop new services quickly 

during times of change

Is able to engage with and build trust with all 
key stakeholders, including parents and the 

public

Preserves or improves service delivery in 
key service areas

Is able to customise services to meet the 
needs of different types of school

Is able to achieve budget savings without 
reducing current service levels
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How to read this report 

This report contains an overall analysis of all the methodological elements used in the 

survey, providing an overview of the results for the evaluation criteria, services in scope 

and models. Other questions covered by the surveys have not been discussed in 

depth. 
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Methodology 

 

 

Residents’ and Schools’ Surveys 

The Residents’ Survey was designed by Barnet council with input from OPM. The 

survey was open to all Barnet residents and ran for 8 weeks from the 7th October to 

1st December 2014. The survey was available online on the engage Barnet website 

(http://engage.barnet.gov.uk/consultation-team/future-education-skills/consult_view) 

and in other formats including paper versions or easy read documents. The survey was 

publicised through a variety of channels including the front page of the council’s 

website, social media and through school newsletters. In total, 123 people responded 

to the survey. A further survey response was received after the closing date and when 

the analysis was completed. Since the answers were broadly in line with the overall 

findings from the survey and therefore we have not re-calculated the results to include 

this one response. It should be noted that the findings of the survey cannot be seen to 

be statistically representative of the residents of Barnet as a whole.  

The Schools’ Survey was designed by Barnet council. The survey was for Head 

teachers and Chairs of Governors of Barnet schools and was open from 10th November 

until the 30th November 2014. In order to maximise the number of responses, the 

closing date was subsequently extended to 2nd December 2014. The survey was 

available online and in a paper format.  

Residents 
Survey 

Schools 
Survey

Parents Focus 
Group 

Parent 
Governors 

Focus Group 

SEN Parents 
Focus Group
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In total, there were 98 responses, 53 of which were joint responses from head teachers 

and the chair of governors, 26 were head teachers and 9 were chair of governors for 

the school.  

Both surveys contained a mix of closed and open ended questions. The closed 

questions were analysed quantitatively using excel. The open questions were analysed 

by coding them thematically. Answers could receive multiple codes if appropriate. Not 

all questions were answered by all respondents, therefore percentages are of the 

number answering each question not the respondents overall. 

Focus groups 

Three focus groups were held with different stakeholders in education and skills 

services: parents, parents of children with special educational needs, and parent-

governors.  Each focus group ran for 90 minutes, covering: 

• How important the participants thought each evaluation criteria was and why; 

• Which model they favoured, why and what were their concerns; 

• Whether participants felt the selected services were the appropriate ones to be 

in scope and why. 

The process plan was designed in conjunction with the Residents’ Survey to ensure the 

results could be compared. The process plan is in Appendix 1. This was a lot of 

information to cover within the 90 minutes, and discussions around each element had 

to be kept brief to ensure everything was covered.  

Recruitment of the focus groups 

The focus groups were recruited in three ways. The parents’ focus group was recruited 

by a specialised recruitment company, Plus Four, in line with a quota developed and 

agreed with Barnet Council. The quota was designed to try to include as many different 

voices in the group as possible. The recruitment was conducted on-street. Eight 

parents attended the evening focus group. The recruitment quota is in Appendix 2. 

The parent-governor focus group was recruited by email. An email was sent by Barnet 

Council to their list of parent-governors, who were asked to respond to OPM directly – 

thus ensuring participants remained anonymous to the council. A total of 23 parent-

governors responded. Twelve were invited to attend the evening focus group, with 

eight attending. The twelve were selected to represent a mix of primary and secondary 

schools across Barnet. 

The parents of children with special educational needs (which we shall call the SEN 

focus group throughout the report) were recruited through a Barnet-based support 

group, pp4danBarnet. The parents covered a mix of school levels and need types. Ten 

parents of children with special educational needs attended the daytime focus group. 
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Materials and facilitation 

Focus group participants were provided with the detailed document available to survey 

respondents written by Barnet Council which explained the rationale for change, the 

evaluation criteria and services in scope. Additionally it explained the proposed models, 

their pros and cons, and provided comparisons of key elements of the four models. 

Participants were asked to read the document in advance since there was not time 

available in the session to read the materials in full.  

Additionally, Barnet Council provided OPM with some FAQs and further information so 

the facilitators could answer some of the participants’ questions. OPM debated with 

Barnet Council whether an expert should attend the focus groups to answer questions. 

The decision was taken not to have an expert available, to ensure independence of the 

sessions, protect participant anonymity and reduce the potential to lose the session to 

Q&As. This meant a trade-off between independence and having someone available to 

answer questions in depth.  Because of this participants did have some questions 

which the facilitators did not have enough in depth knowledge to answer fully. 

The materials used in the focus group were taken from the consultation document and 

aligned to the Residents’ Survey. This ensured the consultation process was not 

contaminated with information which had not been provided by Barnet Council and 

increased the ability of the separate elements of the methodology to be compared. 

Analysis 

The focus groups were recorded and transcribed. Facilitators then analysed the 

transcripts for key findings from each focus group before collating findings across the 

groups. Separately, the transcripts were coded in line with the themes identified in the 

surveys’ open questions to highlight common concerns and recognised benefits around 

the evaluation criteria and models.  

  

249



OPM  CELS Appendix 2 - OPM Consultation report - overview 19.12.14 

Restricted External 
Final Draft version 1.0   19/12/2014 
  Page 13 of 41 

Part 1: Overall findings 

Evaluation criteria 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Introduction 

The survey respondents and focus group participants were asked to rate how important 

they felt each of the evaluation criteria to be. Additionally, they were asked if they had 

any other criteria which they felt should be considered. In coding the responses, some 

common themes arose across the different methodologies which related to whether the 

evaluation criteria were missing any important factors. 

Summary of findings 

There appeared to be a lot of similarities across the two surveys and the focus groups 

regarding the importance of each evaluation criterion. Across all strands of the 

consultation a majority of people thought that all of the criteria were very important or 

important. However, some criteria were rated as more important than others. The most 

important criteria appeared to be: 

• Preserves or improves service delivery in key service areas (Residents 94% 

and Schools 98% saying important or very important) 
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• Is able to engage with and build trust with all key stakeholders, including 

parents and the public (Residents 92% and Schools 96% saying important or 

very important) 

• Helps to maintain a strong partnership between the council and Barnet schools. 

(Residents 84% and Schools 92% saying important or very important) 

Most of the rest of the criteria had similar levels of reported importance, which made 

them difficult to order, although the criterion which had the least respondents saying it 

was important/very important was clearly: 

• Is able to attract new investment/funding and access commercial expertise to 

preserve and grow services (Residents 58% and Schools 57%) 

However, there was some variance across the focus groups about the importance of 

this criterion, with the Parents focus group viewing it as a valuable criterion, and the 

other focus groups being concerned about what strings may be attached to the funding.  

Similarly, whilst ‘achieving budget savings without reducing the level of service’ was 

seen as being an important criterion, the focus groups were concerned about whether 

this could be achieved in a way which did not place pressure on staff. 

The surveys asked whether respondents felt there were additional criteria which should 

be considered. Throughout the focus group discussions a few themes came up which 

corresponded to some of the additional criteria comments from the surveys. These 

were: 

• Schools’ capacity to focus on delivering education should not be affected by 

their need to commission and manage service delivery through the chosen 

model. 

• Schools should not be placed in financial risk by the delivery model. 

• The decision should be made in favour of all schools equally. 

Additionally, two areas of concern were highlighted across the surveys and focus 

groups: 

• Whether the information provided about the evaluation criteria was balanced 

and in enough depth to allow respondents to make an informed decision. 

• The ethics and implications of involving commercial interests in the delivery of 

educational services. 
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Findings by criterion 

1. Helps to maintain a strong partnership between the council and 
Barnet schools 

 

 

 

 

Across the three elements of the consultation, this appeared to be one of the most 

important criteria. 92% school respondents said this criterion was either important or 

very important and 84% of the resident respondents. 

All three focus groups felt this was an important criterion. This was because having the 

partnership in place had the following benefits 

• supports accountability and oversight of education provision;  

• the experience and expertise of schools and the council is put to good use;  

• reduces the potential for a fragmentation of education provision. 
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2. Enables schools to take a stronger leadership role in the education 
system 

 

 

Whilst not rated as one of the most important criteria, 82% school respondents and 

76% resident respondents felt this was either an important or very important criterion. 

Most of the participants in all three focus groups felt this was an important criterion. 

SEN parents in particular supported any model which gave school leaders greater 

influence and voice and which allowed them to focus on delivering the best possible 

education service to families. 

Across the three focus groups there were concerns that school leaders might be 

diverting their focus from delivering education towards running a business. Some also 

highlighted the fact that schools in the borough might engage with the new model to 

different degrees. 
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3. Is able to attract new investment/funding and access commercial 
expertise to preserve and grow services 

 

 

This was the most disputed of all the criteria. Whilst it still had a majority of 

respondents from both surveys stating they thought it was very/important (57% schools 

and 58% residents), only 11% of school respondents said it was ‘very important’. 

There was no consensus across the focus groups on this criterion. The parent groups 

thought this was a valuable criterion and were interested to know what kinds of new 

skills and expertise would be brought to the table by having these new providers 

involved. 

The SEN parents group did not think this was a suitable criterion because of concerns 

about there being ‘strings attached’ to external funding and because people with 

business backgrounds might have the wrong kinds of values and motivations. The 

Parent Governors group also raised concerns about this criterion, including the fact that 

commercial expertise presented an inherent bias toward selecting particular models.   
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4. Has the freedom to be creative and the flexibility to develop new 
services quickly during times of change 

 

 

Whilst rated as being slightly less important than other evaluation criteria, this criterion 

was still viewed as very/important by 86% school respondents and 81% resident 

respondents. 

There was some agreement in the Parent focus group that this criterion was important 

because schools can be hampered by councils in their ability to be dynamic and 

flexible during times of change. Some also welcomed the opportunity for a third party to 

introduce creativity and new ways of working.  

In the other two focus groups, participants were more ambivalent about this criterion 

and they raised concerns and risks about the possible implications about what these 

freedoms might make possible. Both also felt that the wording was too vague to reach 

a firm position.  
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5. Is able to engage with and build trust with all key stakeholders, 
including parents and the public 

 

 

 

Across the three elements of the consultation, this appeared to be one of the most 

important criteria. 86% schools respondents said this criterion was either important or 

very important and 92% of the resident respondents. 

All of the focus groups agreed this was a very important criterion. This criterion was felt 

to capture the principles of inclusion and transparency which were felt to be key to the 

delivery model. A number of participants across the group felt that parents and the 

public were particularly important sets of stakeholders to engage throughout the 

process.  
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6. Preserves or improves service delivery in key service areas 

 

 

Across the three elements of the consultation, this appeared to be one of the most 

important criteria. 98% school respondents said this criterion was either important or 

very important and 94% of the resident respondents. 

All of the focus groups felt this criterion was vital and that the change to a new delivery 

model would only be valid if it achieved this. The Parents focus group felt that 

‘improves’ was more important than ‘preserves’ and they questioned what was included 

under the definition of key service. The SEN Parents wanted to know how any model 

would achieve this criterion and they sought reassurance that it would not have 

negative implications further down the line. 
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7. Is able to customise services to meet the needs of different types of 
school 

 

 

This was an important criterion for the school respondents with 94% saying it was 

either important or very important. The residents’ survey respondents viewed it as 

being slightly less important, although it was still highly rated at 84% net important. 

Two focus groups (SEN parents and parent-governors) thought this was an important 

criterion, with the SEN Parents in particular focussed on the fact that schools vary 

greatly across the borough and they have to deliver personalised services to their 

students and families.  

In contrast, the Parents Group thought this criterion was a bit less important than some 

of the others, but still necessary to delivering quality services. 
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8. Is able to achieve budget savings without reducing current service 
levels 

 

 

 

This was a somewhat disputed criterion. There was strong support for the criterion, 

with 78% schools and 80% residents responding that this was either important or very 

important. 

All of the focus groups thought this was, in principle, an important criterion. Indeed, 

several participants suggested that this was the whole point of the exercise, so it was 

self-evidently an important criterion. However, two of the groups (Parent Governors 

and SEN) questioned whether it was attainable without putting undue stress on the 

staff responsible for delivering services. Because of this, some in the Parent Governor 

group felt this was the worst criterion on the list. 

 

  

49%

29%

14%

3%

4%

1%

60%

20%

8%

3%

5%

3%

Very important

Important

Neither important nor unimportant

Fairly unimportant

Not very important

Not sure / don't know

Is able to achieve budget savings without reducing 
current service levels

Schools Residents

259



OPM  CELS Appendix 2 - OPM Consultation report - overview 19.12.14 

Restricted External 
Final Draft version 1.0   19/12/2014 
  Page 23 of 41 

Models 

Introduction 

The survey respondents and focus group participants were asked to state how much 

they supported each delivery model option. Additionally, the schools survey asked 

respondents how willing they would be to consider investing in each option.  

The school survey, as a survey of key stakeholders, asked for detailed comments 

about each option. The resident survey asked for overall comments on the options, 

with the focus groups providing in depth probing of each model to understand key user 

groups’ views. Because of this, it has proved difficult to separate out residents survey 

comments about the involvement of third parties in the two joint venture options.  

Summary 

Across the different consultation strands there was no clear consensus about the 

preferred model, with a range of responses from the different groups and the two 

surveys. Indeed, some of the answers from the same set of respondents proved to lack 

an overall clear preference.  

 

School survey 

In the school survey respondents suggested that they would be willing to consider or 

support all of the options. Support for the in-house, schools –led enterprise and two-

way joint venture model was very similar, 30%, 31% and 31% respectively. When 

asked to state a preference, the two-way joint venture (32%) is the first preference of 

slightly more respondents than the other models.  
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However, when second preferences are taken into consideration the two-way joint 

venture model becomes the least preferred (44%) with the schools-led social enterprise 

becoming the most favoured (58%), with the in-house model being next (52%). This 

changes again when third preferences are taken into account, whereby the in house 

model becomes the least favourite.  In short, the school survey did not reveal a clear 

finding about the favoured model. 

 

Resident survey 

In contrast, the resident survey revealed a clear preference for the in-house model 

(51% strong support) with the two-way joint venture with commissioning being the least 

favoured option (6% strong support). This pattern was the same when ‘tend to support’ 

answers were included. 

 

Focus groups 

The focus groups also found a split in preferences. The parent governors’ group 

preferred the in-house model, a small majority of the parents’ focus group preferred the 

two-way joint venture with commissioning model, and the SEN group was divided 

between those who thought in-house was best and those who thought it was a model 

which already had problems. 

 

Concerns about the in-house model were primarily around whether this was a viable 

model given the lack of budget for education available to the council. From the school 

survey 12 comments concerned the viability of the model and another four the 

possibility of under-investment. These concerns were shared by the parents’ focus 

group, who felt something new needed to be done to increase educational standards. 

There were some concerns across both surveys and the focus groups about whether 

the other models would place demands on schools which could take the focus away 

from delivering education. The school survey had 10 comments about the capacity of 

schools to implement the schools-led model. Resident survey comments revealed 

concerns about the cost of having third parties involved in the delivery model and their 

motivations for being involved. 

 

It is important to say that the focus groups and some survey respondents highlighted 

the need for more information to make fully informed decisions.  
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Model specific findings 

In-house model 

 

 
 

The chart above reveals a stark difference between the opinions of the school and 

resident survey respondents. Half of the residents responding strongly supported the 

in-house model as opposed to only 11% of the schools respondents. The difference 

may be explained by the comments the school respondents made, with concerns about 

the in-house model being primarily around whether this was a viable model given the 

lack of budget for education available to the council. From the school survey 12 

comments concerned the viability of the model and another four the possibility of 

under-investment.  

“Unsure about the commitment or capacity for in-house model to work” 

“This model is not sustainable and would leave the local authority and therefore 

schools in a vulnerable position. Barnet already seem to be behind other local 

authorities in transforming school improvement and education service and now is 

the time for change.” 

In contrast, five of the resident survey respondents suggested keeping things as they 

are. 

“Why not look at improving the current model instead of giving it a new overhaul 

which will cost money anyway? Hence more money will be spent on consultants 

and outside companies and not the actual services themselves.” 

When asked about their preferred model, 26% of the school survey respondents listed 

it as their preferred option, whereas as 36% said it was their least preferred option. 

The parent governors’ focus group had a preference for the in-house model. Their 

primary reason was because under the other models school staff would have to divert 
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their attention and energy away from delivering education and towards commissioning 

and or running an education and skills business. The parents’ focus group seemed to 

be least in favour of the in-house model because they felt something new needed to be 

done to increase educational standards. The SEN group was split between those who 

preferred the in-house model because it was based on a relationship with councils 

rather than business, and those who felt this model had serious failings currently. 

 
Schools-led company/social enterprise 

 

 
 

The school survey respondents strongly/tend to support this model as much as the 

two-way joint venture model, with a net score of 31% (the in-house model had a net 

score of 30%, a difference which is not statistically significant for this number of 

respondents). When first and second preferences were analysed, this model was the 

preference; although again, the differences have no statistical significance. The open 

comments reveal the primary concern of respondents to be the demands placed on 

schools which could take the focus away from delivering education. The school survey 

had 10 comments about the capacity of schools to implement the schools-led model.  

“I think this would take up too much time and keep staff away from the core 

purpose of being in a school.” 

“Head teachers already have an enormous work load. A commitment such as this 

may have an adverse impact on schools.” 

However, five school survey respondents highlighted the benefits which could be 

gained from the schools-led company, including the potential for schools to combine 

their experience. 

‘This is potentially an exciting model which could maximise the sharing of 

expertise in schools in Barnet’ 
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The resident survey respondents had a net support score of 59%. This made the 

schools led social enterprise the second most favoured model for the respondents. 

Whilst the comments from the residents survey highlighted concerns about the capacity 

of schools to be engaged in models without losing focus on education, only one 

respondent made a model-specific comment. 

“Danger, if entirely school led, it will be those schools who are able to shout the 

loudest who drive the agenda and get the most resources. There needs to be 

checks and balances, which is why if the services are in-house or run by a joint 

enterprise, this may be a safer option in relation to ensuring all children, including 

the most vulnerable, receive what they need.” 

The SEN parents’ focus group saw a number of benefits in both the in-house model 

and the schools-led social enterprise. The parents’ focus group felt that forming a new 

company could reduce ‘red tape’ and allow for greater freedom; this was seen as a 

positive by several in the group. The group liked the fact that under this model schools 

would be more involved in leading and influencing the new services, but pointed out 

that it would not benefit from commercial awareness. 

 
Third party involvement 

Much of the discussion in the focus groups and many of the resident survey comments 

talk about ‘third party involvement’ rather than a particular model. Therefore, those 

comments are covered here. 

 

Responses to the resident survey question: ‘As long as the quality of the service is 

good, would you have any concerns if a third party organisation is involved in the 

delivery of these education support services, either as a partner to the council or as a 

partner to both the council and the schools?’ revealed high levels of concern. 
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57% respondents said they would be very concerned and a further 27% said they 

would be slightly concerned. 26 respondents provided open answers about the reasons 

for their concern, highlighting issues around business models being used in education, 

the potential quality of the services, and a lack of trust, accountability or responsibility.  

“If that third party went into administration where does the burden then lie to pick 

up the pieces? Will the pressure be then put upon schools and teachers where 

they already have a demanding time keeping up with the changes in the 

educational landscape, with minimal time and not always support that should be 

provided.” 

“Any involvement of parties other than schools and the Council in the running of 

the Borough's education services will only lead to monies for education being 

siphoned off from the system to pay for new payroll costs or to provide profits to 

investors.” 

The parents’ focus group felt that third party involvement could bring experience and 

much needed investment. In contrast, many in the SEN focus group pointed to risks 

and downsides associated with a model which involved a third party provider, such as: 

there could be a conflict between making good business decisions versus decisions 

that would benefit the quality and level of education services and services could 

become less accountable to the families who use them. 

 
Three-way joint venture with ownership 

 
 

The three way joint venture model with schools having an ownership role was the least 

supported option for the respondents to the school survey and the third most supported 

option for the residents survey respondents (net 36%, with another 21% saying they 

were willing to consider this model). Only 14% of school survey respondents placed 

this model as their most preferred. However, when first and second preferences were 
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counted it was slightly ahead of the two-way joint venture model, albeit that this is not a 

statistically significant finding. 

Answers from the school survey had three positive comments about the model. 

“This is our preferred option as it provides schools with a voice, but it also brings 

commercial expertise in. Our preference would be to see a not-for-profit 

organisation as the partner, but we realise that the final choice would be by 

competitive tender.” 

Negative comments were predominantly about having insufficient information to 

understand the implications of the model (6) and the importance of choosing the right 

partner (4). 

“I don't feel I have sufficient information to fully understand the implications of this 

model.  I understand that this may attract extra funds / investment - but I cannot 

see what the benefits would be for a third party other than taking money from the 

system. This is a completely new model, so no way of knowing what may 

happen.’ 

Reflecting on this model, the parents’ focus group posed a number of questions 

relating to profits: would all parties benefit from the profits? What slice of profits would 

the company keep? How would the slicing of the cake be done? It was felt to be 

important under this model that the procurement process was very fair and transparent. 

It would also be important to avoid any conflict of interests, as without transparency 

people would not trust the organisation. The group felt the model would require a 

significant proportion of schools coming into the company so that the third party does 

not dominate. 

 

Two-way joint venture with commissioning 
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Whilst the two way joint venture model with commissioning received the greatest 

number of school survey respondents saying this was their preferred preference (32%), 

when the second place preference was taken into account it was marginally the least 

favoured model. It received the lowest number of schools respondents saying it was 

their least favoured model (15%). It received roughly the same number of school 

respondents saying they strongly/tend to support this model as the schools-led 

enterprise and in-house models. In contrast it was the least supported model for the 

resident survey respondents (19% net support). 

Open comments from the schools survey showed 4 respondents recognised benefits 

from the model. 

“This seems to be the most workable model, and the least risky one for schools.” 

The concerns raised in the open comments were primarily about the third party 

provider, with 5 comments highlighting concerns and another 3 suggesting they 

needed more information about the third party and their motivations. 

“Hard to understand how commercial partnership can enhance provision and 

pass value-for-money test.  Again, we are unclear how this would work in 

practice.” 

“After the Capita fiasco it is hard to trust the borough's decision making abilities. 

Will the company plough any profits back into the schools?” 

On balance, the majority of participants in the parents’ focus group found the joint 

venture with schools in a commissioning model to be the most attractive model. 

Compared with the other focus groups they were more comfortable with third party 

providers and could identify the benefits of having them involved, with the conditions 

that the right values and levels of transparency were in place. Questions were raised 

about how much profit the third party would get and it was felt to be a central question 

and key to being transparent. Some in the parents’ focus group felt that if this was 

spelled out and was deemed to be reasonable then it would be acceptable for the 

company to generate some profit. Some liked the idea of this model because “it keeps 

schools here and businesses here and the council in the middle”. 

 
  

267



OPM  CELS Appendix 2 - OPM Consultation report - overview 19.12.14 

Restricted External 
Final Draft version 1.0   19/12/2014 
  Page 31 of 41 

Services in scope 

Introduction 

The survey respondents and focus group participants were asked whether they agreed 

with each service being in scope for the new delivery model and if they had any 

comments about particular services. 

Summary 

The services in scope questions suggested a level of consensus between the surveys 

and focus groups. However, it is important to note that when reading the findings the 

schools’ survey asks about services in a different way to the residents’ survey when it 

comes to vulnerable pupils and welfare services, and around traded services. 

 

With the exception of post-16 learning, the schools’ survey showed a majority of 

respondents strongly agreed or tended to agree that the identified services should in 

scope for the planned changes. There were no comments to help understand why 

post-16 learning was less supported by the respondents. A majority of the school 

respondents strongly agreed with special educational needs (63%), school 

improvement (62%), vulnerable pupils (56%) and admissions (54%) being within scope 

for the new delivery model. There was a lower level of support for traded services (38% 

strongly agree and 83% net agree) and catering being in scope (27% strongly agree 

and 58% net agree). 

 

The residents’ survey responses showed a net agreement for all the services being in 

scope, with admissions (86% net agree), educational welfare (85%), educational 

psychology (88%), SEN (93%), schools improvement (90%) and post 16 learning 

(84%) having high levels of agreement. Only catering (42% strongly agree) and 

governor clerking (42% strongly agree) had minority levels of strong agreement with 

being in scope. 

 

However, despite the high levels of agreement, there were concerns raised in both 

surveys around SEN, educational psychology and welfare services. The schools’ 

survey contained 10 comments about the appropriateness of SEN and vulnerable 

pupils being dealt with outside of the local authority, since these are core services 

requiring knowledge and accountability.  A further nine comments were made about the 

appropriateness of school admissions being passed to a delivery model which might 

have third party involvement or put admissions outside the control of the school. 

 

There was a limited number of comments around each of the services in scope from 

the residents’ survey. 
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Across all three focus groups, there were concerns about the SEN and welfare 

services being in a new delivery model. These concerns centred around how the 

quality of service delivery could be maintained if a ‘business’ person provided the 

service and about who would monitor the quality. In many of the discussions it 

appeared that participants tended to polarise their thoughts between the service 

staying in house and having a commercial third party involved in delivering the service.  

Findings by service 

 

Schools’ Survey: To what extent do you agree or disagree that these services should be included in the 

new delivery model?  
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Residents’ Survey: To what extent do you agree or disagree that these services should be included in the 
new delivery model? 

 

SEN, Vulnerable pupils, Educational psychology and Educational welfare 

Both surveys revealed support for these services being in scope. For SEN, 81% of 

school respondents and 93% of resident respondents agreed or strongly agreed with 

the service being in scope. 78% of school respondents strongly/agreed with vulnerable 

pupil services being in scope, while 88% and 85% of resident respondents respectively 

strongly/agreed with psychology and welfare services being in scope. 

Whilst the surveys suggested the majority of people agreed with these services being 

in scope, they also attracted the highest numbers of concerns amongst respondents. 

Ten school respondents disagreed with the inclusion of Special Education Needs 

(SEN) and vulnerable pupils. Several respondents highlighted that SEN is a statutory 

provisions and should therefore remain within the remit of the council so as to maintain 

greater accountability for delivery. Similarly, others pointed out that services for SEN 

and vulnerable pupils concern Barnet’s most vulnerable children and felt that this was 

incompatible with a third party delivery model. Others questioned how far a new 

delivery model would provide effective and efficient quality assurance in these areas.  

Two residents’ survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of Special Education 

Needs (SEN), with one warning that vulnerable pupils may fall through the net and 

become lost. One also said that SEN services should include qualified assessors. 

Three resident survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of educational 

psychology teams. One said it should be a priority of the council to maintain and 

ensure the quality of these services, with another highlighting the effect of cutbacks. 
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Two resident survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of educational welfare, 

commenting that welfare services should be run by the council to maintain quality. 

Some in the parents focus group felt that moving educational welfare out of the council 

and into a new organisation could expand the range of services on offer. However, 

others were more dubious about this. One person questioned whether the SEN 

services being delivered by a new model could result in speeding up the assessment 

and planning service.  Another parent felt that bringing in another external body could 

complicate things further. Hence some parents believed that this service should stay 

with the council. Others were undecided 

The parent governor focus group expressed general concerns about SEN services and 

welfare services being part of the new model. It was felt that regardless of the model 

these services needed to work as effectively as possible. Similarly, the SEN focus 

group was concerned that any delivery model would need to guarantee the monitoring 

and quality of service for education psychology and speech/language therapy. 

Admissions 

For Admissions, 80% schools respondents and 86% resident respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed with this service being in scope. 

Nine school respondents disagreed with the inclusion of admissions and sufficiency of 

school places. Their comments reflected more general opposition to the involvement of 

a third party in the delivery of this service, along with others 

One residents’ survey respondent criticised the council’s running of school admissions, 

saying that it should be easier to allocate places to preferred schools 

Some of the parents’ focus group felt admissions should stay with the council because 

it is so complex, contentious and competitive.  The group agreed that the council are 

doing a good job of admissions: “don’t’ fix something that isn’t broken” and “the council 

fixed the admissions system so leave it alone”. 

Catering 

For catering, 58% of school respondents and 71% of resident respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed with the service being in scope 

Four school respondents disagreed with the inclusion of catering services. Some 

questioned why catering has been included when it seems separate from the other 

services in scope. Indeed one person commented that this service should be separate 

from the model. An alternative suggestion was for catering to be provided through a 

social enterprise, with one respondent arguing that this would instil more confidence 

than a joint venture.  

Three resident survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of catering services. 

They thought the catering service should remain under the control of the schools, with 

one respondent suggesting that there should be a bidding service with overall school 
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control whereby if the catering service was poor, the school would have the power to 

take appropriate action 

The SEN focus group discussed whether the quality of school meals would be 

maintained and monitored if the service was delivered through a different service 

model. The key point being that the food would still have to be healthy and meet 

guidelines and that junk food could not be served. Neither of the other two focus 

groups raised any concerns about the catering being moved to a new model. 

 
Post-16 learning 

For post-16 learning, 42% schools respondents and 84% residents respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed with the service being in scope 

Three school respondents disagreed with the inclusion of post-16 learning, although no 

comments were made directly in relation to this service.  

The parents’ focus group suggested that new models might be able to do more for 

children who are post -16; for example, apprenticeship and employment opportunities 

could be improved under models involving a third party provider. None of the other 

focus groups raised any concerns about post-16 learning being moved to a new model.  

 
School improvement 

For school improvement, 91% of school respondents and 90% of resident respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed with the service being in scope. 

One school respondent disagreed with including school improvement. They felt that 

school improvement would be more effectively addressed through existing and new 

school partnerships.  

Two resident survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of school improvement. 

One thought it was unnecessary spending whilst the other commented that the service 

has already been cut so significantly that it cannot deliver effectively to the needs of all 

schools.  

None of the focus groups raised any concerns about school improvement being moved 

to a new delivery model. 

Other traded services 

62% of school survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed with other traded 

services being in scope. 66% of resident survey respondents strongly/agreed with 

governor clerking services being in scope. 

One schools respondent disagreed with including traded services within education and 

skills other than catering, arguing that “all traded services can be sought elsewhere and 

can be separated from the model.” 
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Two resident survey respondents disagreed with the inclusion of governor clerking. 

One preferred the service to be done by individual schools, whereas the other thought 

the service should remain separate from schools.  

None of the focus groups raised any concerns about clerking being moved to a new 

model. 
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Appendix 1: Barnet Education and Skills Process Plan  
 

Time Duration Topic Facilitator notes 

6.30 5 Introduction 

Introduce OPM and the topic under discussion: 

This focus group is part of the consultation on the options for future delivery of the 

council’s Education and Skills service - to help the council understand underlying 

principles and concerns, not to agree the final model.  

What we’ll be discussing this evening:  

• Evaluation criteria 

• The models 

• The services  

This is one part of a consultation with schools, staff and stakeholders, the process 

started at the end of the last school year and will continue until end of November.  

Explain there is lots to get through in a short amount of time. There is also an online 

survey as well as these focus groups – Runs from 7 Oct 2014 to 1 Dec 2014  

Ask everyone else to introduce themselves, age and school of child, and any 

education services they use 

Explain we will be recording the group so we can transcribe and analyse it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note details of age, school etc. 
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Comments will be anonymous. Ask for permission to record. 

Introduce the usual ground rules (no talking over other people, respect opinions etc) 

 

6.35 5 Introduction to the vision and the context 

• Explain Barnet’s vision for the future of education and the context within which 

changes to services will be taking place 

• Introduce the aims and the rationale - and check for initial thoughts 

• Answer any questions 

 

See separate information sheet 

on myth busting 

6.40 10 Diagram of the process and all the stimulus cards 

Lay out the cards in the order: 

7 service cards to the left, 4 models in the middle, 8 evaluation criteria to the right. 

Hand out individual sheets with a copy of this diagram. 

• Explain how these services are being proposed to be delivered by one of the 

four models, which will be chosen based on the agreed evaluation criteria 

• Explain we will be working through each of the three aspects in turn over the 

course of the evening. 

• Open for questions and ensure people understand what is being proposed 

and why 

 

 

See separate information sheet 

(big sheets + handouts) 

Try to maintain this as a question 

and answer session, explaining 

the detailed discussions will be 

had in the next sessions. 

However, allow spontaneous 

responses 
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6.50 25 Discussion of the evaluation criteria 

Place the A2 sheet on the table.. 

Work through each of the criteria cards in turn probing: 

•  Are these the right criteria 

• Why 

• Any underlying concerns 

• Whether this is generally agreed or what the key differences in opinion are 

• Are there any criteria you think are missing 

(prompt for any service specific concerns) 

 

 

Follow up on individual views to 

see if the group generally 

agrees/disagrees 

7.20 25 Discussion of the models 

Provide the participants with the stimulus cards showing the 4 different models. Allow 

them a few minutes to read the descriptions, advantages and disadvantages for all 4 

models. 

Ask if the participants understand what is meant by the different descriptions of the 

models and answer any questions. 

Task here is not to choose a model, council wants to understand concerns. 

•  Which of the models they support most and least 

 

 

Follow up on  individual views to 

see if the group generally 

agrees/disagrees 
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• Why that is 

• General levels of agreement 

• Underlying positives / concerns about specific delivery models 

(prompt for any service specific concerns) 

7.40 15 Discussion of the services 

Place the service description cards on the table. 

Ask the participants if they understand what each of the services covers 

• How do they feel about these services being delivered by the new delivery 

model in general 

• Do they have particular positives/concerns about any of the specific services 

and if so, why 

• Do they have any concerns about particular services being delivered by any of 

the specific  delivery models 

• Are there any of the services which they think should be excluded from the 

scope and if so, why 

•  Does it matter whether the service is provided by a third party org as long as 

the quality continues (as per question in the resident survey).  

 

 

 

Follow up on all individual views 

to see if the group generally 

agrees/disagrees  

 

 

 

For the last bullet point - if people 

do have concerns about another 

party delivering services, it would 

be helpful to know why. 

7.55 5 Thank you and evaluation forms Incentives!  
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Appendix 1: Parents focus group recruitment quota 

 

Parent Ethnicity Religion Socio-economic 
group 

Area of Barnet Household make-
up 

Disability 

 

All must be 
parents of children 
at school in Barnet 

 

6 primary school 

 

6 secondary 
school 

 

 

 

 

 

Mix of ethnicities 

 

3 Jewish (20% of 
population of Barnet 
is Jewish) 

 

Mix of other 
religions 

 

3 AB 

 

6 C1C2 

 

3 DE 

 

Mix of areas across 
Barnet 

 

Mix of single parents 
and 
married/cohabiting  

 

At least 2 
participants to have 
self-declared 
disabilities 
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Updated Employees Equality Impact Assessment  

Project: Education and Skills Alternative Delivery Model 
[This document remains live with information being added at each critical milestone] 

       

Project Owner:      Schools, Skills and Learning Lead 
Commissioner 

Date process started: 9 December 2013 

Date process ended: TBC 

This EIA is being undertaken 
because it is: 

 outlined within the equality scheme
relevance assessment table  

  part of a project proposal submission to 
the programme management board 

 a result of organisation change 
 other – please specify: 

EIA Contents 

1 Introduction 

2. Any Anticipated Equalities Issues at each milestone and identified mitigation

3. Monitoring Summary 

4. Project Milestone Outcomes, Analysis and Actions 

5. Briefing, Sharing and Learning 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 It is recognised that a significant transformation of services is likely to have an impact 
upon staff. This impact will be monitored through the completion of an Employee 
Equalities Impact Assessment; this is a “live” document and will be updated at key 
milestones throughout the lifespan of the project. The employee data contained within 
this report remains relevant at this time; however the data will be updated at the next 
milestone.

As part of the public sector Equality Duty, section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, the 
Authority is required to give due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, advance 
equality of opportunity, and foster good relations between different people when 
carrying out activities. 

This EIA will be used to understand the impacts on groups of staff over the period of 
the Education & Skills project as well as being used as a baseline for any future 
decision making. 

1.2 Aims and objectives of the Education and Skills Alternative Delivery Model 

A project has been commissioned to assess the best way of delivering Education and Skills 
services in the future. This must take into account significant savings pressures, maintain the 
strength of our relationship with schools and maintain or improve the excellent education offer in 
Barnet.

In order to fully explore available options the project has examined ways in which schools can take 
control or ownership of part or all of the system and has also considered any benefits of working 
with a third party provider.  

The aim of the project is to implement a revised delivery model for Education and Skills services 
that will realise the objectives of: 

! Achieving the budget savings target set by the Council 

! Maintaining Barnet’s excellent education offer 

! Maintaining an excellent relationship between the Council and schools 

The approach through the assessment phase is: 

! To assess potential delivery models against criteria, incorporating feedback from 
consultation in order to identify a recommended model.  

! To develop any procurement documentation required to deliver the recommended model.  

! To deliver an Outline Business Case (OBC) which provides detailed analysis and appraisal 
of potential models, including recommendations. 

! To deliver a final Outline Business Case (OBC) providing detailed analysis and an appraisal 
of the preferred option. 

! To develop the recommended model to Full Business Case (FBC) including complete 
financial case and implementation plan.  

The services in the project scope are:  

School improvement 
• Statutory local authority duties to monitor, support and challenge schools 
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• Narrow the gap service (DSG funded) 

Special educational needs (subject to changes being implemented by the Children and Families 
Act 2014 from 1st September 2014) 

• SEN placements & performance team 
• SEN Early Support Programme 
• SEN Transport – commissioning and assessment 
• Educational psychology team (part traded) 
• SEN placements (DSG funded) 
• SEN specialist support service (DSG funded) 

Admissions and sufficiency of school places 
• Pupil place planning 
• Admissions Service (DSG funded) 

Vulnerable pupils 
• Education welfare service (part traded)

Post 16 learning 
• 14 - 19 service to ensure sufficiency and breadth of supply 
• Monitoring, tracking and supporting participation 

Traded services within Education and Skills 
• Catering service 
• Governor clerking service 

!Barnet Partnership for School Improvement 
• Newly Qualified Teachers 
• Educational psychology (part) 
• Education Welfare Service (part) 

!North London Schools International Network (NLSIN) 

Draft Outline Business Case – CELS Committee – September 2014.  

An initial Employees Equality Impact Assessment was presented alongside the Draft Outline 
Business Case to CELS committee in September 2014.  

The following options were considered and evaluated in the Draft Outline Business Case:  
Model A:  In-house 
Model B:  Outsource 
Model C:  Local Authority Trading Company (LATC) 
Model D:  Schools-led social enterprise 
Model E:  Joint venture with schools having a commissioning role 
Model F:  Joint venture with schools having an ownership role 

The project team recommended to CELS Committee in September that the three partnership 
options (social enterprise, joint venture with schools taking an ownership role and joint venture with 
schools taking a commissioning role) could potentially meet the project objectives and have 
attracted a reasonable degree of support from schools. The committee decided that the following 
four models should be considered in the next stage.  

Model:  In-house 
Model:  Schools-led social enterprise 
Model:  Joint venture with schools having a commissioning role 

            Model:  Joint venture with schools having an ownership role 
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Updated Outline Business Case – CELS Committee – January 2015.  

Further work has been undertaken and the four models (In-house, Schools-led social enterprise, 
Joint venture with schools having a commissioning role and Joint venture with schools having an 
ownership role) have been reviewed and evaluated in the Updated Outline Business Case which 
will be presented to CELS committee in January 2015.  

The outline business contains the results of consultation with residents, schools and the market 
together with financial modelling of the options. It recommends that the council pursue a Joint 
Venture model as the best model to meet the project objectives.  

The Joint Venture model focuses on the growth of services which would limit the possibility of 
staffing reductions, staff will be protected by TUPE and is likely to have a positive impact with 
regards to increase in training opportunities and employee development alongside the 
development of services. However, it is clear that any workforce changes could have both a 
positive or negative impact, especially on the female workforce. Overall, the impact is expected to 
be positive however it cannot be known with any certainty at this stage. There will be greater clarity 
on the actual impacts on employees through the procurement process at the stage of contract 
award, following competitive dialogue. The development of a Full Business Case (FBC) will enable 
a full assessment of the impact and identification of any mitigating actions required.  

1.2 Description of the critical milestones 

Key milestones for the project 

Key dates / milestones Date

CELS Committee – Approval of OBC  12th Jan 2015 

Commence process to establish new model 13th Jan 2015 

Issue OJEU Jan 2015 

Bidders Day  Feb 2015 

PQQ evaluation and moderation  Feb 2015 

Dialogue  March – June 2015 

P&R Committee - report 20th July 2015 (TBC) 

CELS Committee – Approval of FBC 28th July 2015 (TBC) 

Commence formal TUPE consultation 29th July 2015 

Evaluation and moderation  August 2015 

Preferred bidder selected  August 2015 

Mobilisation  October 2015 

1.3 Key Stakeholders  
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Key Stakeholders:  
Members of the Children, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee
Lead Commissioner for Schools, Skills and Learning (Sponsor) 
Director for Education and Skills (Senior Supplier) 
Education and Skills Management team 
Strategic Commissioning Board 
BPSI Steering Group (Heads) 
Headteachers/schools
Education and Skills Staff 
Trade Unions 
Residents/Parents 

The project has followed a consultation and engagement plan in developing the outline business 
case. 

Staff and Trade Unions have been communicated with, predominantly in the form of information 
sharing, briefings, updates, questions and answer sessions and follow up documentation.   

Once the delivery model is decided upon the appropriate legislation will be followed which will 
include consultation under the councils collective agreement with the trade unions and supporting 
staff briefings.     

2. Any Anticipated Equalities Issues at each milestone and identified mitigation

2.1 Milestone 1: Draft OBC to CELS committee September 2014:
For the current stage of project scoping and democratic process, no staff will be affected and there 
is no known detriment to any group.  
A full EIA will be produced at Full Business Case stage. Staff will be consulted as part of the 
process and equality issues/risks will be considered as part of this. As the proposals develop any 
impact will become clear and mitigating actions will be put in place.  

2.2 Milestone 2: Updated OBC to CELS committee January 2015: 
At this stage of project, with regards to the preferred option of a Joint Venture model, it is viewed 
that overall the impact would be positive (see section 4 for further detail).  

This EIA will be updated in the next project phase (at Full Business Case stage). Staff will be 
consulted as part of the process and equality issues/risks will be considered as part of this. As the 
proposals develop any impact will become clear and mitigating actions will be put in place.  

3. Monitoring Summary 

3.1 Table 1- Employee EIA Profile of the Project
(This profile is in accordance with the requirements of the Equality Act 2010 and the Council will 

collect this information so far as we hold it)

All numbers replaced by an ‘X’ have been aggregated to protect personal identification

Critical Milestones 

 Total LBB 
Data

Project
Initiation

Name
Milesto

Name
Milestone

Name
Mileston
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Number of 
employees 2010 336 

      

Gender 

Female 1320 65.7 311 93.0       

Male 687 34.2   25 7.0       

Unknown 3 0.2         

Date of 
Birth 
(age) 

   

1993-1986 200 10.0   14 0.4       

1985-1976 435 21.6   44 13.0       

1975-1966 535 26.6   87 25.8       

1965-1951 738 36.7 174 51.7       

1950-1941 96 5.0   17 5.0       

1940 and earlier 4 0.2    0 0       

Unknown 2 0.1         

Ethnic
Group 

   

White 
British
Irish 
Other White 

861 
56 
205 

42.8 
2.8
10.2 

178 52.9       

Mixed 
White and Black 
Caribbean 
White and Black 
African 
White and Asian 
Other Mixed 

103 
0
16 
0

5.1
0
0.8
0

   x x       

Asian and Asian 
British
Indian 
Pakistani 
Bangladeshi 
Other Asian 

106 
14 
16 
22 

5.3
0.7
0.8
1.1

  31 9.2       

Black or Black 
British
Caribbean 
African 
Other Black 

0
185 
24 

0
9.2
1.2

  73 21.7       

Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group 
Chinese 
Other Ethnic Group 

13 
39 

0.7
1.9

   x x       

          

Disability 

   

Physical co-
ordination (such as 
manual dexterity, 
muscular control, 
cerebral palsy)

0 0         

Hearing (such as: 5 0.3         
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deaf, partially deaf or 
hard of hearing) 

Vision (such as blind 
or fractional/partial 
sight. Does not include 
people whose visual 
problems can be 
corrected by 
glasses/contact 
lenses)

2 0.1         

Speech (such as 
impairments that can 
cause communication 
problems)  

0 0         

Reduced physical 
capacity (such as 
inability to lift, carry or 
otherwise move 
everyday objects, 
debilitating pain and 
lack of strength, 
breath, energy or 
stamina, asthma, 
angina or diabetes) 

7 0.4 x x       

Severe disfigurement 0 0         

Learning difficulties
(such as dyslexia) 

3 0.2 x x       

Mental illness
(substantial and lasting 
more than a year) 

5 0.3         

Mobility (such as 
wheelchair user, 
artificial lower limb(s), 
walking aids, 
rheumatism or arthritis) 

5 0.3         

Other Disability 27 1.34 x x       

No Disability 168
8

84.0         

Not Stated 268 13.3         

Gender 
Identity 

           

Transsexual/Transge
nder (people whose 
gender identity is 
different from the 
gender they were 
assigned at birth) 

          

Pregnancy 
and

Maternity 

   

Pregnant           

Maternity Leave 
(current) 

          

Maternity Leave (in 
last 12 months) 

          

Religion or 
Belief

   

Christian 851 42.3 163        

Buddhist 9 0.5 x     

Hindu 89 4.4 22        

Jain 4 0.2         

Jewish 51 2.5 10        

Muslim 65 3.2 15        
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Sikh 6 0.3 x        

Other religions 66 3.3 24        

No religion 298 14.8 49        

Not stated 165 8.2 51        

No form returned 30 1.5         

Atheist 36 1.8         

Agnostic 25 1.2         

Humanist 0 0         

Not Assigned 315 15.7         

Sexual
Orientation

   

Heterosexual 124
1

61.7 191 48.5       

Bisexual 8 0.4         

Lesbian or Gay 27 1.3 x X       

Prefer not to say   345 17.2 x X       

Not assigned 389 19.4         

Marriage
and civil 

partnership 

   

Married 491 24.4 117 34.8       

Single 409 20.4   50 14.9       

Widowed 0 0         

Divorced 35 1.7   x x       

In Civil partnership 0 0         

Cohabitating 21 1.0         

Separated 0 0         

Unknown 105
4

52.4         

Not Assigned 0 0         

Relevant 
and related 
grievances 

   

Formal           

Upheld           

Dismissed           

3.2 Evidence

3.3 List below available data and research that will be used to determine impact 
on different equality groups 

HR data provided from CORE HR (August 2014). 
Staff/Stakeholder feedback. 

The employee data contained within this report remains relevant at this time; however the data will 
be updated at the next milestone. For the Full Business Case we shall work with HR to ensure that 
the equalities data is enhanced.  

3.4 Evidence gaps 

Maternity Leave is not held centrally and will be shared from local records where necessary and as 
the process continues. 

The project is still in the assessment stage, once a final delivery model is confirmed and further 
work is completed, the evidence gaps will become clearer.  

3.5 Solution, please explain how you will fill any evidence gaps? 
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An update to this ‘live’ EIA will be completed at the key milestones, the next iteration is required 
after a delivery model has been decided; this will then establish whether further evidence should 
be gathered.

4. Project Milestone Outcomes, Analysis and Actions 

4.1 Summary of the outcomes at each milestone  

Milestone 1: Draft OBC to CELS committee September 2014: 
This is an initial analysis of the EIA for the Education and Skills ADM project and provides baseline 
figures.  As the project develops the EIA will need to be re-assessed.  

A Service Users EIA profile has also been completed.   

The equality data above is the information available which details the protected characteristics of 
staff within the Education and Skills cohort, including Barnet staff who are employed in the schools 
meals service.

As the proposals include the Barnet schools meals service and Special Educational Needs, 
additional consideration needs to be made as to how these services will operate and whether this 
will impact on, for example, the take-up of free school meals. 

Children’s, Education, Libraries and Safeguarding Committee will determine which options the 
council should explore and at this stage a detailed EIA will be undertaken on the staffing 
implications of the following services; School improvement, Special educational needs, Admissions 
and sufficiency of school places, Vulnerable pupils, Post 16 learning and Traded services within 
Education and Skills.  

The councils overall workforce is; 

! 66.17% female 

! 42.64% of both female and male are over 50 years of age.  

! 74.43% of the workforce are white, black and black British 

Initial analysis of the Education and Skills equality data indicates; 

! 93% of the workforce is female 

! 55% of females only are over 50 years of age 

! 75% of the workforce is white, black and black British   

Given the current make-up of the workforce, whichever option is chosen, the change will have a 
bigger impact on women than men. The statistics show that 93% of the workforce is female and 
due regard will be paid to the requirements of the Public Sector Equality Duty. It cannot though be 
avoided that any changes will affect the female workforce whether this be a positive or negative 
impact. Mitigation for such effects will be drawn up at a later stage when more detail on the 
proposals are known and a decision is made to progress from the OBC.   

There is no data available on maternity or sexual orientation transgender. 

It is essential that the Managing Change Policy is followed and in a legally compliant manner, 
including with consideration of all aspects of the Equality Act 2010 and other relevant legislation. 

Overall, at this stage of the project the new Delivery Model is not known and therefore it is not 
possible to fully assess the impact (in line with the LBB processes this cannot be completed until 
the Full Business Case is developed when the new model is known).
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Milestone 2: Updated OBC to CELS committee January 2015: 

As noted in milestone 1 above, given the current make-up of the workforce, whichever option is 
chosen, the change will have a bigger impact on women than men, whether positive or negative. 
The statistics show that 93% of the Education and Skills Delivery Unit workforce is female and due 
regard will be paid to the requirements of the Public Sector Equality Duty. Mitigation includes the 
continued involvement of staff and TUs during the next stage. Further mitigation will be drawn up at 
a later stage when more detail on the proposals are known and a decision is made to progress 
from the OBC to FBC.   

In order to assist decision making, a summary of the expected high level employee outcomes / 
impacts of the four models can be seen in the table below.  

Consultation and Engagement has taken place with the four key stakeholder groups:  schools; the 
market; employees and trades unions; and residents and service users.  
It is recognised that all four of the options under consideration constitute a significant change that 
will have an impact on employees.  There have been a number of briefing meetings with 
employees as the outline business case has developed.  During November 2014, a further series 
of meetings were held to allow employees to explore the implications of the four remaining options 
and also to suggest potential opportunities for improvement. Additional meetings have also taken 
place with the recognised trades union representatives.  Whilst representatives have been keen to 
support the retention of services in-house, they have also engaged positively in discussions about 
other models to ensure that issues that may affect their members’ interests have been given 
proper consideration. 

Overall it can be seen that there are potential impacts from all four models. The project board are 
recommending to the CELS Committee that a Joint Venture model is the best model to meet the 
project objectives and has attracted a reasonable degree of support from schools. As can be seen 
in the table below, the Joint Venture model focuses on the growth of services which would limit the 
possibility of staffing reductions, staff will be protected by TUPE and is likely to have a positive 
impact with regards to increase in training opportunities and employee development alongside the 
development of services. However, it is clear that any workforce changes could have both a 
positive or negative impact, especially on the female workforce.  

Overall, the impact is expected to be positive however it cannot be known with any certainty at this 
stage. There will be greater clarity on the actual impacts on employees through the procurement 
process at the stage of contract award, following competitive dialogue. The development of a Full 
Business Case (FBC) will enable a full assessment of the impact and identification of any 
mitigating actions required.  

MODEL SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL KEY OUTCOMES / IMPACTS 
Model A:  In house ! Staff would remain as local authority employees and be subject to the 

council’s terms and conditions.  

! Staff would go through a major transformation programme including cultural 
step-change, performance management and business improvement. 

! Potential reduction in staffing requirement through the transformation process, 
either through efficiencies or service reductions. There is also the potential for 
an increase in staffing in some service areas as the service would aim to grow 
services and increase income 

Model B:  Schools-
led social 
enterprise 

! Staff would be transferred to the ‘new’ company’, employees would transfer 
on their terms and conditions under the TUPE. 

! Opportunity for investment in upskilling, employee development, asset and 
systems update.

! Potential reduction in staffing requirement through the transformation process 
however there is also the potential for an increase in staffing in some service 
areas as the enterprise would aim to grow services and increase income 
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Model C:  Joint 
venture with 
schools having a 
commissioning role 

! Staff would be transferred to the ‘new’ company’, employees would transfer 
on their terms and conditions under the TUPE. 

! Opportunity for investment in upskilling, employee development, asset and 
systems update.

! It is envisaged that there would be no reduction to overall staffing levels and 
there could be a potential for an increase in staffing as the aim of the model 
would be to grow services and increase income. However there could be a 
potential change in service structure and jobs through the transformation 
process. 

Model D:  Joint 
venture with 
schools having an 
ownership role 

! Staff would be transferred to the ‘new’ company’, employees would transfer 
on their terms and conditions under the TUPE. 

! Opportunity for investment in upskilling, employee development, asset and 
systems update. 

! It is envisaged that there would be no reduction to overall staffing levels and 
there could be a potential for an increase in staffing as the aim of the model would 
be to grow services and increase income. However there could be a potential 
change in service structure and jobs through the transformation process 

4.1.1 Milestone 1: Draft OBC to CELS committee September 2014 

An updated Employee EIA will accompany the final OBC on detailed options in January 2015 to 
the CELS Committee.  

4.1.2 Milestone 2: Updated OBC to CELS committee January 2015 

The initial employee EIA has been updated since the first draft OBC and initial employee EIA was 
approved at CELS Committee in September 2014.  
An updated Employee EIA will be produced in the next stage and will accompany the Business 
Case in July 2015 to the CELS Committee with specific detail on the impact on employees.  

4.2 Actions proposed 

4.2.1 Milestone 1: Draft OBC to CELS committee September 2014 

Equalities should form a key component of any specifications for the alternative delivery model and 
will form a component of any evaluation process. Post OBC a more detailed equalities analysis will 
be produced.  

4.2.2 Milestone 2: Updated OBC to CELS committee January 2015 

Post the updated OBC to CELS committee in January 2015, a more detailed equalities analysis will 
be produced and will be used to inform project decisions and the procurement process.  

Sections 5 and 6 have been removed from the EIA as they are not appropriate at this stage of the 
project. If these sections are appropriate in the next stage of the project then they will be 
completed.

!
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Updated Initial Residents and Service Users Equality Impact 
Assessment

1. Details of function, policy, procedure or service: 

Title of what is being assessed: Outline Business Case (OBC): Education and Skills Alternative 
Delivery Model  

Is it a new or revised function, policy, procedure or service?  

The aim of the project is to implement a revised delivery model for Education and Skills services 
that will realise the objectives of: 

! Achieving the budget savings target set by the Council 

! Maintaining Barnet’s excellent education offer 

! Maintaining an excellent relationship between the Council and schools 

Department and Section: Education and Skills 

Date assessment completed: 16 June 2014.  
Reviewed and updated August 2014 (appendix to draft OBC – CELS Committee Sept 2014). 
Reviewed and updated December 2014 (appendix to final OBC – CELS Committee January 
2015).

2. Names and roles of officers completing this assessment: 

Lead officer Val White, Lead Commissioner 

Other groups       

3. How are the following equality strands affected? Please detail the effects on each 
equality strand, and any mitigating action you have taken / required.  Please include any 
relevant data.  If you do not have relevant data please explain why / plans to capture data

Equality 
Strand

Affected? Explain how affected What action has 
been taken / or 
is planned to 
mitigate impact?

1. Age Yes

No

Data for children and young people shows: 

Age group 5 -10 years 28,881 

Age group 11- 16 years 25,416 

There are more primary school aged children in 
Barnet than secondary school age children 

The total 5 – 16 year old children and young 
people both male and female is 54,297.

Source GLA 2013 Round Demographic 
Projections, 2014 

The key 
mitigation is the 
involvement of 
head teachers in 
procurement
process to ensure 
that needs of all 
pupils are 
addressed and 
consultation with 
schools,
governors and 
parents to ensure 
that key concerns 
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are identified and 
considered.

2. Disabilit
y

Yes

No

Data for children and young people shows: 

Disability: 

•The national averages indicate that in Barnet the 
5 to 9 and 10 to 14 age cohorts have the highest 
number of disabled children, followed by the 15 to 
19 age cohort. Whilst the 0 to 4 age cohort has 
the least number of disabled children.  

•This corresponds with Barnet’s Disabled 
Children’s Register where 32% are aged 5-9, 
29% are aged 10-14, 27% are aged 15-19 and 
only 12% are aged 4 and under. 

•There are approximately three times more males 
than females on Barnet Disabled Children’s 
Register.

•The most frequently occurring needs on the 
Disabled Children’s Register are speech, 
language and communication needs affecting 
33% of all registered children. The other most 
frequently occurring disabilities are autistic 
spectrum disorders (affecting 23%), moderate 
learning difficulties (affecting 18%) and severe 
learning difficulties (affecting 17%). 

Source: Source: GLA 2012 Round Demographic 
Projections

SEN: 

In the School Census completed in January 2013 
a total of 52,824 pupils were on Barnet’s school 
rolls. Of these, 11,471 children were classed as 
have Special Educational Needs (SEN). This 
represents approximately 22% of the total school 
roll population. Disabled pupils are most likely 
classified as SEN within schools (Special 
Educational Needs and Disability). 

•There are more boys than girls with SEN across 
all age cohorts and SEN type. Overall, 61% of 
children with SEN are male. 

•There are more children aged 5-9 and 10-14 with 
SEN in comparison to the younger and older age 
cohorts. Of all children with SEN on the schools 
roll, 39% are aged 5-9 and 40% are aged 10-14. 

•Girls are less likely to have statements of SEN 
and more likely to receive School Action support. 
Of the 4,499 girls with SEN, 9% are statemented 

The key 
mitigation is;

! Involvement of 
head teachers 
in
procurement
process to 
ensure that 
needs of all 
pupils are 
addressed.  

! Rigorous 
approach to 
development
of service 
specifications 
and KPIs to 
ensure that 
the needs of 
pupils with 
SEN are 
addressed

! Consultation 
with parents of 
children with 
SEN to 
understand
their concerns 
and how this 
can be 
addressed in 
any
procurement
process.
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and 63% receive School Action support. In 
comparison, 15% of boys with SEN are 
statemented and 54% receive School Action 
support.

•Children with statements of SEN attending out of 
borough schools tend to be in the older age 
cohorts - 45% are aged 15-19 and 37% are aged 
10-14.

•Within Barnet, the highest numbers of children 
on the school rolls with SEN are concentrated 
within the Burnt Oak, Colindale and Underhill 
wards

Source: Schools Census, February 2013 

The Children and Families Act 2014 introduces a 
new requirement for councils to develop a 
coordinated assessment process to develop 
Education, Health and Care plans for eligible 
children with special educational needs aged 0-
25. Current arrangements to assess and deliver 
 services to support eligible children require 
cooperation across social care, local authority 
education services, schools, health and other 
organisations. Developing an alternative delivery 
model for education services including SEN 
services may add to this complexity. However, 
the current arrangements are managed through 
agreed processes and decision making 
arrangements between organisations and 
services these will continue to apply. 

3. Gender Yes

No

Data for children and young people shows: 

Female:

•Age group 5 -10 years 14,013 

•Age group 11- 16 years 12,315 

Male:

•Age group 5 -10 years 14,868 

•Age group 11- 16 years 13,101 

Source GLA 2013 Round Demographic 
Projections, 2014 

There are more boys than girls with SEN across 
all age cohorts and SEN type. Overall, 61% of 
children with SEN are male. 

There is no 
evidence to 
suggest that one 
gender group will 
be more affected 
than the other, 
however there is 
a differential in 
pupils with SEN 
based on gender.  

The views of 
parents with 
children with SEN 
have been sought 
and will be 
considered as 
part of the 
decision making 
process and any 
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Girls are less likely to have statements of SEN 
and more likely to receive School Action support. 
Of the 4,499 girls with SEN, 9% are statemented 
and 63% receive School Action support. In 
comparison, 15% of boys with SEN are 
statemented and 54% receive School Action 
support.

Source: Schools Census, February 2013 

procurement
process.

4. Religion Yes

No

Christianity is the most common religion in Barnet 
at 38.7%, although this is proportionately lower 
than London at 51%. The second highest group 
are those who have no religion at 21.3% which is 
comparatively less than London and England.
Barnet has the largest Jewish population in 
London (16.6% compared to 2.1% in London). 

The proportion of Barnet’s secondary school 
religious affiliation is broken down: 

Religious!Affiliation!"!Secondary!Schools!

None! 69.6%

Jewish! 8.7%

Church!of!England! 4.3%

Catholic! 17.4%

The proportion of Barnet’s primary school 
religious affiliation is broken down: 

Religious!Affiliation!"!Primary!Schools!

None! 57.6%!

Jewish! 14.1%!

Church!of!England! 16.3%!

Catholic! 12.0%!

Source Profile of children and young people 
in Barnet April 2014.

The breakdown of religion in school does not 
accord with the breakdown of religion in the wider 
Barnet population, however this may be due to 
data collection reasons.  There is no evidence to 
show that the proposal will adversely impact on a 
particular religious group more than any other or 
those without a stated religion.

5. Sexual Yes  / Data is unavailable at this point. There is no       
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orientati
on

No  evidence to show that the proposals will 
adversely impact on people based on their sexual 
orientation. 

6. Gender
reassign
ment

Yes  / 
No

Data is unavailable at this point. There is no 
evidence to show that the proposals will 
adversely impact on people based on gender 
reassignment. 

7. Marital
Status

Yes  / 
No

As the services mainly support children and 
young people, marital status is less likely to be of 
relevance.

The services include education welfare services, 
which support and take enforcement action 
against parents whose children are not attending 
school.  Information on the family background, 
including lone parents, is taken into account when 
making decisions on appropriate action.  
Decisions to prosecute parents will remain the 
responsibility of the local authority.

Rigorous
approach to 
development of 
service
specifications and 
KPIs to ensure 
that the needs of 
parents are taken 
into account 
when determining 
any enforcement 
action.

8. Other
key
groups?

Yes  / 
No

            

1. What measures and methods could be designed to monitor the impact of the new 
policy or service, the achievement of intended outcomes and the identification of 
any unintended or adverse impact?  Include how frequently monitoring could be 
conducted and who will be made aware of the analysis and outcomes

This Equalities Impact Assessment has been reviewed and updated for this stage (updated 
Outline Business Case). The completion of a more detailed Equalities Impact Assessment will 
be a fundamental component of the project’s decision-making in the next phase in accordance 
with the LBB Policy and processes.

Equalities should form a key component of any specifications for the alternative delivery model 
to ensure that those with protected characteristics are protected through the process and this 
should form a component of any evaluation process. 

In addition, a clear set of measureable outcomes and key performance indicators will be 
developed to ensure outcomes are achieved. Risks are also being reviewed on a regular basis 
and action taken to mitigate these risks and potential impacts. 
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Initial Assessment 

2. Overall impact 

Positive Impact Negative Impact or
Impact Not Known1

No Impact 

3. Scale of Impact 

Positive impact:

Minimal
Significant

Negative Impact or
Impact Not Known 

Minimal
Significant

The recommended model of a joint venture is likely to maintain and improve levels of 
service delivery through its capacity and potential to grow services for schools and others 
to purchase. Through attracting commercial expertise and infrastructure, it is anticipated 
that sufficient growth could be achieved without the need for service reductions. 

The development of a Full Business Case at the next stage will enable a full assessment 
of the impact. Mitigating action to address any resident concern in relation to the quality of 
non-traded services will form part of the procurement and contractual negotiations. 

4. Outcome 

No change to decision Adjustment needed to 
decision

Continue with 
decision

(despite adverse 
impact / missed 

opportunity)

If significant negative 
impact - Stop / rethink

5. Please give a full explanation for how the initial assessment and outcome was 
decided 

In seeking to identify and implement an Alternative Delivery Model for the Education and Skills 
Delivery Unit the Council is seeking to reduce the cost of delivering services and also improve 
outcomes and performance of the services. 

Milestone 1: Draft OBC – September 2014 CELS Committee

At this stage of the project (early Assessment phase) the new Delivery Model is not known and 

                                            
1 ‘Impact Not Known’ – tick this box if there is no up-to-date data or information to show the effects 
or outcomes of the function, policy, procedure or service on all of the equality strands. 
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therefore it is not possible to fully assess the impact (in line with the LBB processes this cannot 
be completed until the new model is known). Given what is known at the moment and the 
objectives of the project any impact is anticipated to be positive due to the desire to improve the 
performance of services, which given the nature of these services such as Special Educational 
Needs would have a positive impact on those with Disabilities (and due to the over 
representation in the cohort males).

There is anticipated to be no negative impact on any protected characteristics due to there 
being no anticipated reduction in service nor any anticipated fundamental change in the 
mechanism of service delivery and therefore it is anticipated that all those who currently 
access/receive services will still do so under the alternative delivery model. 

Milestone 2: Updated OBC – January 2015 CELS Committee

CELS committee in September 2014 decided to further develop the options appraisal on four 
potential delivery models - In-house, Schools-led social enterprise, Joint venture with schools 
having a commissioning role and Joint venture with schools having an ownership role.

Alongside consultation with schools, a resident consultation and three focus groups (including a 
group of parents of children with SEN) have been undertaken in order to gain the views of 
residents and service users. Their views have been taken into consideration in the analysis and 
options appraisal which can be seen in the updated OBC. As part of the decision making 
process the council will fully consider and give due regard to the responses to the consultations 
and this Equalities Impact Assessment. The consultation noted that there is an appetite to 
improve services however there are some concerns all of the models (excluding the in-house 
option) could put more pressure on schools and possible impact on quality, alongside the worry 
around the motivation of a third party provider and the possible impact on service provision. In 
addition there were queries raised on the appropriateness of services for SEN and vulnerable 
pupils being offered by an organisation other than the council, since these are core services 
requiring knowledge and accountability. These concerns have been taken into consideration 
during the decision making for the preferred option.

The Initial Residents and Service Users Equality Impact Assessment has been reviewed and 
updated to take into account the further analysis and development of the potential models 
which has taken place. A summary of the potential impact for all four models is noted below.

MODEL SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL KEY OUTCOMES / IMPACTS 

Model A:  In house It is anticipated that although there would be some potential growth and changes 
in services, it is highly likely that there will need to be service reductions in order 
to deliver the required service savings.  

Model B:  Schools-
led social 
enterprise 

It is anticipated that there would be some growth and changes in services 
however depending on the ability of the business to grow its income sufficiently or 
quickly enough to offset any of the savings required by the council, it is likely that 
there would need to be some service reduction.  

Model C:  Joint 
venture with 
schools having a 
commissioning role 

It is anticipated that through growth in services and attracting income, this model 
would maintain and improve service delivery. It is not anticipated that service 
reductions would be required.   

Model D:  Joint 
venture with 

It is anticipated that through growth in services and attracting income, this model 
would maintain and improve service delivery. It is not anticipated that service 
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schools having an 
ownership role 

reductions would be required  

It is anticipated that for the preferred Joint Venture model any impact would be positive due to 
the desire to improve the performance of services. There is anticipated to be no negative 
impact on any protected characteristics due to there being no anticipated reduction in service 
and therefore it is anticipated that those who currently access/receive services will still do so 
under the alternative delivery model. However until the next stage when the Business Case is 
produced, the procurement process is underway and the detailed service specifications are 
agreed, the impact is not certain.

This EIA will be updated in the next project phase (Business Case stage). The procurement 
process during the next stage will enable a full assessment of the impact and identification of 
any mitigating actions required. 
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Summary 

 
Following the resignation of the Council’s Chief Operating Officer to take up alternative 
employment, the Council is required to designate an officer as the Chief Financial Officer 
(Section 151) pending the appointment to the vacancy.  
 

 

  

 

Council 
 

20 January 2015 
  

Title  
Interim Statutory Chief Financial Officer 
Designation (Section 151 Officer) 

Report of Chief Executive (Head of Paid Service) 

Wards All 

Status Public 

Enclosures                         None 

Officer Contact Details  
Andrew Travers, Chief Executive, 
andrew.travers@barnet.gov.uk, 020 8359 7850 

AGENDA ITEM 12.1
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Recommendation  
 

That Council designate Mr. John Hooton, the Council’s Deputy Chief Operating 
Officer (Deputy Section 151 Officer), as the Council’s Chief Financial Officer (Section 
151) as required by the Local Government Act 1972 pending the appointment of a 
Chief Operating Officer.  
 
 

Alternatives considered 
 
The Council must designate one of its officers as the statutory Chief Financial Officer as set 
out in the Local Government Act 1972.  The individual must meet criteria set out within the 
section 6 of the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 in order to be eligible for this role. 
 
The Head of Paid Service has considered the appointment of an interim external candidate 
to the position of Chief Operating Officer and the Council’s designated Section 151 Officer, 
but has decided that there is sufficient knowledge and confidence in the existing deputy 
Section 152 Officer (Deputy Chief Operating Officer) to assign the statutory duties to him.  
 

 
 
1. WHY THIS REPORT IS NEEDED  
 
1.1 The Council is required to designate one of its’ officers as the Chief Financial 

Officer under Section 151 of the Local Government Act 1972.  
 
 
2. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
2.1 It is recommended to designate the current Deputy Section 151 Officer as the 

Council’s Section 151 Officer pending the recruitment and appointment to the 
vacancy of Chief Operating Officer.  

 
2.2 The Council is required by legislation to have a designated Chief Financial 

Officer.  
 
 

3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND NOT RECOMMENDED 
 

3.1 An alternative to this recommendation would be to appoint an external, interim 
Section 151 Officer, most likely at additional cost to the current budget. 
 

3.2 The Council could seek to designate an officer from another Local Authority 
as a Section 151 Officer.  
 

3.3 Both options have been considered and determined by the Chief Executive 
not to be required as the Council already has an officer in-house who is 
capable of fulfilling the requirements of the role in the interim period. 
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4. POST DECISION IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Following the departure of the current officer designated as the Section 151 
Officer, the interim arrangements will apply from 1 February 2015, until a 
permanent appointment is made.  
 
 

5. IMPLICATIONS OF DECISION  
 

5.1 Corporate Priorities and Performance 
 

5.1.1 The duties fulfil the statutory requirements for the Council’s financial 
management and governance.  
 

5.2 Resources (Finance & Value for Money, Procurement, Staffing, IT, 
Property, Sustainability) 
 

5.2.1 The duties fulfil the statutory requirements for the Council’s financial 
management and governance within existing budgets. 
 

5.3 Legal and Constitutional References 
 

5.3.1 The interim arrangements apply to the delegation of functions to the Council’s 
Chief Operating Officer as set out in the Article 9 (Chief Officers) and 
Responsibility for Functions Annex B (Scheme of Delegated Authority to 
Officers).  
 

5.3.2 The Remuneration Committee will seek to advertise and appoint a permanent 
Chief Operating Officer, who is expected to be the Council’s designated Chief 
Financial Officer (Section 151). 
 

5.3.3 Under the Local Government and Housing Act 1989, the Council’s Chief 
Financial Officer must be a qualified member of a specified body as set out in 
Part 1, Section 6 of the Act.  The designated officer has provided 
documentation to the Director for Human Resources to demonstrate he has 
met the criteria. 
 

5.4 Risk Management 
 

5.4.1 The designation of a Section 151 Officer from within the existing officer 
structures ensures the continuity and understanding of the Council’s financial 
plans and strategies. 
 

5.5 Equalities and Diversity  
 

5.5.1 There are no considerations pertinent to this decision.  
 

5.6 Consultation and Engagement 
 

5.6.1 No further consultation is required for these proposals.  
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6. BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
6.1 General Functions Committee, Commissioning Restructure and Associated 

Senior Management Position, 13 October 2014: 
http://barnet.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=174&MId=7800&V
er=4 
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