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1. Introduction and strategic context 

 

1.1 Barnet is well known for the excellent quality of its schools and the diversity of 
its educational offer.  These are at the heart of Barnet’s vision to be Family 
Friendly and its continuing success as a desirable place where people want to 
live, work and study. Excellent educational outcomes and ensuring children 
and young people are resilient and equipped to meet the needs of employers 
are vital to Barnet’s future success. 

 

1.2 In April 2016 Barnet entered into a new seven-year strategic partnership with 
Mott MacDonald, trading as Cambridge Education, to provide all of the 
council’s education services. The partnership was established in consultation 
with Barnet schools following a detailed options appraisal and procurement 
process. The aim of establishing the partnership was 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. 

 

1.3 The contract is due to expire on 31st March 2023 with an option to extend for 
any period up to a maximum of three years, potentially extending the contract 
up to the end of March 2026.  

 

1.4 The performance against all three of the stated objectives for the partnership 
has been strong and the benefits that were expected from the partnership 
have been realised. Educational progress and achievement have improved 
consistently year on year.  96.8% of Barnet schools are good or outstanding 
and Barnet is now in the top 10% for almost all measures and the top 5% for 
many of the measures. The £1.885m budget savings target for the service up 
to 2020 has been achieved and the excellent relationship with schools has 
been at least maintained.   
 

1.5 There is also a very strong and experienced management team in place within 
the Education and Skills service, which has the confidence of schools, 
members, Council officers and other stakeholders. 

 

1.6 The table below provides a summary of the performance against the strategic 
objectives. 



   

3 
 

 

Strategic Objective Summary of performance 

1. To maintain Barnet’s 
excellent education offer 

 Educational progress and achievement have 
improved consistently year on year 

 96.8% of Barnet schools good or outstanding 

 Barnet now in the top 10% for almost all 
measures and top 5% for many of the 
measures 

 All areas for improvement identified in the 
original business case have been significantly 
improved. 

 2nd in the country for both Progress 8 and 
Attainment 8 

 In the top 10% for all measures for 
disadvantaged pupils 

2. To maintain Barnet’s 
excellent relationships 
with schools 

 Schools have been engaged in the 
governance arrangements for education and 
skills through boards and sub-groups. 

 Successful engagement with schools that 
require improvement, evidenced through 
improved results. 

 Traded income levels have been maintained 
despite financial challenges facing schools. 

3. To achieve the 
budget savings target 
for the service 

 All of the MTFS savings that were built into the 
contract have been achieved. 

 200k of further savings have been delivered 
through the transfer of the Early Years 
Standards team and Barnet Early Years 
Alliance SLAs. 

 There has been no gainshare delivered 
through the contract. 

 

 

 

2. Rationale 

 
2.1 Mott MacDonald operates under the name of Cambridge Education for their 

education services. Their core business is management, engineering and 
development consultancy. The unprecedented nature of the COVID-19 
pandemic has had significant impacts on the contract delivery model and Mott 
MacDonald notified a Force Majeure event under the contract in April, noting 
the potential effect of the event (covid19) on the performance of the 
obligations under the contract with the council. Under this Force Majeure 
event the council is providing temporary financial support to mitigate against 
these impacts, in accordance with Cabinet Office guidance.  

 
2.2 As a result of the complexities and consequences of the COVID-19 crisis 

there would have needed to be substantial revisions to the way in which Mott 
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MacDonald delivered the Education and Skills contract. This could have 
included changes to the terms and conditions of staff and salary 
arrangements and other commercially confidential conditions, which would 
have been unacceptable to the council and would have undermined the 
delivery of the service.  Mott MacDonald are not yet in a position to exercise 
any rights to terminate as a result of this Force Majeure event, however both 
parties can negotiate a termination.   

 
2.3 In the light of this, the council and Mott MacDonald agreed that the 

termination of the Education and Skills contract may be the most appropriate 
course of action. The council and Mott MacDonald entered into negotiations 
regarding the future of the contract, with a view to agreeing a controlled exit 
by mutual consent.  This meant that the council needed to consider urgently 
the best way of delivering the Education and Skills service in the future in 
order to protect the council, its relationship with schools and services for 
children and young people. 

 

2.4 A report was submitted to the council’s Policy and Resources Committee on 
17th June 2020, setting out the current situation and giving authority to the 
Executive Director for Children and Young People to make a decision on the 
future arrangements for the current contract and, if this decision involved 
terminating the current contract earlier, considering what options are 
appropriate for future delivery of the services.  This report was confidential 
due to the negotiations between the council and Mott MacDonald being 
ongoing.   The Committee resolved the following: 

1. That the Policy and Resources Committee note the content of the report, 
the success of the contract with Cambridge Education to date and the 
impact of COVID-19 on Mott Macdonald’s future and therefore the delivery 
of the contract. 

2. That the Policy and Resources Committee delegate authority to the 
Executive Director for Children and Young People, in consultation with the 
Commercial Director and the Chairman of the Children, Education and 
Safeguarding Committee, to continue discussions with Mott McDonald on 
termination of the current contract and to agree to the termination of the 
contract if satisfactory terms are negotiated. 

3. That the Policy and Resources Committee agree the initial options 
appraisal and that, if a decision is taken to terminate the contract with 
Cambridge Education, two options of transferring the Education and Skills 
service either back in-house and/or into a Local Authority Controlled 
Company (LACC) are taken forward for further appraisal in a Full Business 
Case. 

4. That the Policy and Resources Committee delegate authority to the 
Executive Director for Children and Young People to consult with schools 
and other key stakeholders on the two options for the future delivery of the 
Education and Skills service. 

5. That the Policy and Resources Committee delegate authority to the 
Executive Director for Children and Young People, in consultation with the 
Chairman of the Children, Education and Safeguarding Committee, to 
make the following decisions: 
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(i) agree the business case and decide which of the two options to 
implement; 
(ii) take all operational steps to facilitate the implementation of the agreed 
option, including but not limited to transfer of staff, setting up any required 
corporate body, novate any existing contracts, including exercising any 
option to extend until 31 March 2026 and agreeing terms of any new 
contract for delivery of services, subject to the term not continuing beyond 
31 March 2026. 

6. In addition to a Delegated Powers Report and reporting to the Children, 

Education and Safeguarding Committee on the educational outcome of 

decisions on this matter, the chairman of the Children, Education and 

Safeguarding Committee is instructed to report back to the next meeting of 

the Policy and Resources Committee on the contractual and financial 

decisions taken in this matter and the implications thereof with as much of 

the report as possible taken in public session. 

7. That the Policy and Resources Committee notes that officers continue to 

work closely with suppliers to ensure that appropriate supplier relief 

arrangements are in place and to monitor the impact of Covid-19 on their 

sustainability. 

 

2.5 Schools and the Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum were consulted on 
these proposed options, in case a decision was made to terminate the 
contract between the council and Mott MacDonald.  The timescale was limited 
to ensure that any future decisions fit into the school year.  Consultation was 
open between 18th June and 3rd July.  A summary of the responses to the 
survey is set out in section Appendix 3 and a consultation report is provided at 
Appendix 4. 

 
 

3. Services in scope 

 

3.1 All of the services that are in the current core contract with Mott MacDonald 
(MM) are in scope for transfer of services under option 1 or option 2, apart 
from catering.   A small number of staff in the SEN and Education and Welfare 
services are on joint employment contracts between MM and the council, as 
their work relates to statutory functions of the council. 

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 

• Virtual School 

Special educational needs: 
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• SEN Assessment and Placements team 

• SEN Transport – commissioning and assessment 

• SEN Transport – brokerage, contract and budget management 

• Educational psychology team  

• SEN specialist support services (DSG funded) 

Admissions and sufficiency of school places: 

• Pupil place planning 

• Admissions Service (DSG funded) 

• Vulnerable pupils 

• Education welfare service  

Post 16 learning 

• 14 - 19 service to ensure sufficiency and breadth of supply 

• Monitoring, tracking and supporting participation 

• Careers, Information, Advice and Guidance service 

Other traded services to schools: 

• Governor services 

• Barnet Partnership for School Improvement (BPSI) 

• Newly Qualified Teachers support 

• Educational psychology  

• Education Welfare Service  

• Connect (formerly North London Schools International Network) 

• Inclusion Advisory Team (formerly High Incidence Support Team) 

• Modern Language Assistants 

• Data Service 

One additional service has also been added to the service within the contract 
as a variation: 

• Early Years Standards Service 

Additional DSG funding has been approved for: 

• An additional School Admissions post 

• A Teacher of Visually Impaired (previously provided by a school) 

 

3.2 In addition to the core services in the contract there are Cambridge Education 
Special Projects (CESPs) which are agreed each year with individual 
services. These are also in scope for transfer under option 1 or option 2. 

• Previously Looked after Children 

• Care Leaver Participation Project 

• Troubled Families Partnership Network (Education Welfare) 

• KS2 moderation and phonics grant 

• Access for all - Routes into Construction 

• PPG Funded posts in the Virtual School (PEP co-ordinator and 
caseworker) 

• Risk of NEET 
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• Skills Escalator 

• Transport brokerage for Family Services 

• Educational psychology support to the Youth Offending Team 

• Educational psychology support to REACH 

• Cygnets parent carer support (autism team) 

 

Catering 

 

3.3 Under both options on which schools and the Steering Group of the Parent 
Carer Forum were consulted it is proposed that the ISS contract will continue 
and that the contract will be novated to the council, which means the current 
contract under which ISS provides a catering service to schools will change 
from being a contract between Mott MacDonald and ISS to a contract 
between the council and ISS.  Under both options, the Education and Skills 
service will be asked to manage the contract on the council’s behalf.   

 
 

4. Options considered 

 

4.1 In response to the request by Cambridge Education to terminate the contract 
with the council, officers considered 4 options in an initial options appraisal. 

1.  Bring the service back in house 

2.  Transfer all services into a Local Authority Controlled Company  

3.  Ask Cambridge Education/Mott MacDonald to continue to 
deliver the service 

4. Re-procure the service through a competitive tender 

 

4.2 This initial options analysis was included in the confidential report that went to 
Policy and Resources Committee on the 17th June, at which the 
recommendation was agreed that only options 1 and 2 should be taken 
forward for consultation and further analysis in a full business case. It was 
agreed that the council would choose Option 1 or Option 2, in the light of 
responses to consultation, if it was decided to terminate the existing contract.  
If was decided not to terminate the existing contract, because agreement 
could not be reached on the terms of termination, the council may still choose 
option 3.    

 

4.3 If agreement could be reached on the terms of termination of the existing 
contract, it was agreed that Option 3 (Ask Cambridge Education to continue to 
deliver the contract) should not be taken forward because: 

• The covid19 pandemic may have an adverse effect on the performance 
of the obligations under the contract with the council.  

• As a result of the complexities and consequences of the COVID-19 
crisis there would need to be substantial revisions to the way in which 
Mott MacDonald delivered the Education and Skills contract, which 
could include changes to the terms and conditions of staff and salary 
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arrangements and other commercially confidential conditions, which 
would be unacceptable to the council and would undermine the 
delivery of the service 

• LBB would have to continue to pay the Mott MacDonald management 
overheads. 

• Increased time and money spent by LBB on robust contract 
management and legal costs. 

 

4.4 It was agreed that Option 4 (Re-procure the service through a competitive 
tender) should not be taken forward because: 

• The procurement process would be time consuming and would lead to 
the existing contract having to continue for some time. 

• There would be a significant cost to undertaking a procurement. 

• Risk that no providers bid for the contract as there is no market 
currently. 

• Risk that staff leave 

 

4.5 The two options which were therefore taken forward for consultation and 
further analysis in a full business case were options 1 and 2: 

Option 1: Bring the service back in house 

Option 2: Transfer all services into a Local Authority Controlled Company 
(LACC) 

Appendix 1 provides outline descriptions and the advantages and 
disadvantages of each model. 

 

5. Objectives and criteria for evaluating the models  

 

5.1 The strategic context that has led to LBB having to consider the future model 
for the Education and Skills service has been the impact of COVID-19 on Mott 
MacDonald. However, the strategic objectives for the education and skills 
service remain the same as those set out in the original business case: 

• To deliver the best possible education outcomes 

• To deliver financial savings 

• To maintain good relationships with schools 

 

5.2 The options must also take account of the current context and so the ability to 
minimise disruption to the service, through a timely implementation of the new 
model, is a fourth objective against which the options will be assessed. 

 

5.3 Assessment criteria against each objective: 

It was agreed that the detailed analysis of the two remaining options should 
be done against the following evaluation criteria against each of the 
objectives: 
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To deliver the best possible education outcomes 

 Will the option enable the improvement in educational attainment and 
progress to continue? 

 To what extent is the option effective at allowing continued focus on 
education and reducing corporate tasks? 

To deliver financial savings to the council 

 To what extent will the option provide an opportunity to increase traded 
income? 

 To what extent will the option enable the delivery of further savings? 

 What is the cost of delivering and implementing the option? 

To maintain good relationships with schools 

 To what extent will the option enable the involvement of schools in the 
governance and strategic direction of the service 

 To what extent does the option protect and maintain the excellent 
partnership arrangements between the council and schools. 

 To what extent do schools support the option? 

To minimise disruption through the implementation of the chosen model 

 How quickly can the option be implemented? 

 To what extent will the option minimise disruption to staff and 
leadership within education and skills during the implementation? 

 To what extent does the option minimise the risk of staff leaving? 

 

5.4 Appendix 2 provides an options appraisal linking to the key objectives and 
evaluation criteria set out above.   The appendix only shows evaluative 
comments against each of the assessment criteria rather than ‘scores’, as it is 
felt that both options are acceptable and include many merits and the 
aggregate score for each option is likely to be very similar.  

 
 
6. Current financial position   

 
6.1 The two following tables provide an overview of the budget position for 

2020/21, setting out: 

 The Education and Skills income streams in 20-21  

 The Education and Skills expenditure budget in 20-21 
This is a provisional budget that has been provided by Cambridge Education. 

 

Income Streams  Income (£) 

Item  

Core Funding - Main Contract 6,129,683  

Early Years Standards Team - Contract Variation 410,000  

DSG Funding 3,690,811  

Indexation income 904,752  

Allowable Assumptions Income 185,659  
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Income Streams  Income (£) 

Sub-total 11,320,905  

    

Traded Services Income from Schools:   

SEND & Inclusion  675,351 

School Access & Corp Services 442,617 

School Improvement 1,606,040 

Post 16 Education & Skills 34,739 

Total 2,758,747 

    

CESP Income:   

Additional DSG for extra Admissions Officer 40,000  

KS2 Moderation and Phonics grant 13,000  

Extra funding for DSG inflation 20-21 102,254  

Grant for previously Looked After Children 30,000  

PPG funded posts - Virtual School 74,905  

Educational Psychology support – REACH 41,644  

Educational Psychology support – YOS 52,788  

Education Welfare Officer with Troubled Families 57,384 

Cygnets parent carer support 67,850  

Skills Escalator 37,500  

Risk of NEETS project 28,762  

Care Leavers Participation Project 80,689  

Transport Brokerage for Family Services 30,600  

Routes into Construction 47,192  

Teacher of Visually Impaired 27,675  

Unified Reward- SEN Transport 40,000 

 Total 772,243  

    

ISS Contract Income 602,107  

    

Total 15,454,002  

    

Total core adjusted for AA and pensions 6,782,179 

Total DSG 4,776,505 

Total traded (no adjustments for covid19) 2,758,747 

Total commissioned projects (excluding DSG) 534,464  

Total ISS 602,107  

Total 15,454,002  

 

Expenditure Streams    

Item Expenditure (£) 

School Access and Corporate Services 1,745,286 

School Improvement  2,407,178 

SEND & Inclusion 4,662,315 
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Post 16 Education & Skills 438,351 

SEN Transport  4,924,464  

Central Services  915,137 

Mott MacDonald Staff Costs  449,454 

Total 15,542,185 

  

Net Loss 88,183 

 

6.2 The table above shows that the overall position for the services in the contract 
is: 

 A net loss of £88,000 is forecast for 20/21 under the current model.  

 However, if the Mott MacDonald Staffing Costs, which total £449,000, are 
excluded, this would result in a surplus of £361,000.   Both options 1 and 2 
options are expected to be able to deliver the services covered by these 
costs at a lower sum.    

 There would be other additional costs under both options, such as 
additional pensions costs under the in-house option and additional cost for 
HR/payroll/administration which are currently undertaken by Mott 
MacDonald.  

 

6.3 As outlined above, the Education and Skills service is currently provided at a 
total annual gross cost of £15.45m. This is funded by £4.78m from the 
Dedicated Schools Grant, which is ring-fenced, and generation of income of 
£3.36m. This leaves a net budget of £7.32m 

 

6.4 The service is forecast to have a deficit of £88,000 in 2020/21 with the current 
model. However, the budgeted costs include Mott MacDonald management 
overheads of £449,000. This sum would be saved with either of the two 
options, less the cost of any functions that will still need to be provided, such 
as HR and payroll, insurance, pension administration, legal advice and audit 
costs.  An initial estimate is that these could be up to £200,000, thus reducing 
the saving to £250,000. For the LACC option there would also be the 
additional cost of company administration, estimated to be a further £50,000. 
There would also be some one-off costs in 2020/21 required in order to deliver 
the project to pay for legal costs and other set-up costs. The savings in 
2020/21 would reflect this. 

 

6.5 There were existing Medium Term Financial Strategy savings for the council 
of £100,000 in 2022/23 and a further £50,000 in 2023/24, which were 
predicated on achieving additional traded income, through selling services to 
other local authorities, from which LBB would receive a gainshare from Mott 
MacDonald. The savings were not guaranteed through the contract and were 
high risk because currently there is a very limited market for selling services to 
other local authorities. 

 

6.6 With the in-house option all staff transferring would be auto-enrolled onto the 
LGPS, for which the estimated cost is £818,000. This would not be required 
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for the LACC option.   

 

6.7 With the LACC option, a client function would still be required to manage the 
service effectively. This would be the same function as has been in place 
while Mott MacDonald have delivered the service, using existing structures 
within the Council.  The service will be overseen by the Executive Director, 
Children and Young People and more closely commissioned by the Assistant 
Director, Education, Strategy & Partnerships.  The contract will be managed 
by the Commercial Performance and Development Manager. With the in-
house option it is assumed that there would be a saving on the current 
contract management resourcing, which would no longer be required. This is 
estimated to be 0.5FTE Assistant Director, costing £65,000 including oncosts. 

 

6.8 The financial impact of the two options is set out in the table below. This is 
against the baseline of the current contractual arrangements of Cambridge 
Education continuing to deliver the contract. The financial impact of 
terminating the contract are set out in Appendix C which is marked exempt as 
it contains commercially confidential information. 

  

6.8 The following table shows the financial difference between the 2 options, 
indicating that option would lead to extra net costs of £542,000 while option 2 
would result in a saving of £161,000.  The difference between the two options 
is therefore net expenditure £703,000. 

 

Table showing the financial impact of options 1 and 2 against the baseline of 
the current contractual arrangements 

ITEM OPTION 1 - 
TRANSFER IN 

HOUSE 

 

OPTION 2 - 
TRANSFER 
INTO LACC 

Current deficit underwritten by Mott MacDonald -£88,000 -£88,000 

Additional pension costs* -£818,000 0 

Saving on Mott MacDonald management costs £449,000 £449,000 

Additional costs for functions Mott MacDonald are 
undertaking 

-£150,000 -£200,000 

Saving on LBB contract management £65,000 0 

OVERALL IMPACT -£542,000 +£161,000 

*The additional pensions costs are based on all staff currently in the Mott MacDonald Aviva 

pension scheme auto enrolling into LGPS with the in-house option and transferring into a 
similar pension scheme to the current Mott MacDonald Aviva pension scheme with the LACC 
option 
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7. Consultation and engagement 

 

Schools 

 

7.1 Headteachers were invited to attend one of two meetings (using MS-Teams) 
held on Friday 19th June, at which representatives of the council and Mott 
MacDonald explained the current situation and the proposal to consult on two 
options, and answered questions.  A consultation document was issued to all 
schools later the same day.   The document invited each school to respond to 
a survey, with one response per school. Headteachers were asked to consult 
their chair of governors (or chair of Academy Trust) or all governors.  A link to 
the survey was sent to schools on Monday 22nd June.  The consultation 
document was emailed to chairs of governing bodies on Tuesday 23rd June.  
Schools were asked to respond to the survey by 4pm on Friday 3rd July. 

 

7.2 The consultation document was intended to give schools a summary of the 
current position and of the options being considered, alongside the analysis 
carried out so far by council officers.  The survey asked the following 
questions: 

 

1. Do you agree with the strategic objectives for the future delivery model 
for the Education and Skills Service?  

Please give a rating against each of the objectives (strongly agree, 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree): 

 To deliver the best possible education outcomes  

 To deliver financial savings 

 To maintain good relationships with schools 

 To minimise disruption to the service through the 
implementation of one of the options indicated above 

 

2. Please choose your preferred option for delivery of the Education and 
Skills services: 

1) Bring the service back in house 

2) Transfer all services into a Local Authority Controlled Company 

3) Don’t know/no preference 

 

3. What level of involvement do you believe schools should have in the 
future delivery of the Education and Skills Service? 

Please give a rating against each of the following (strongly agree, 
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree): 

1) School representatives on a partnership board or consultative 
forum 

2) School representatives on the board of directors (LACC model 
only) 

3) Other role – please specify 
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4. The contract is due to expire on the 31st March 2023 with an option to 
extend for a further three years to 31st March 2026. Do you agree that 
if the contract is transferred to a LACC, the current contractual terms 
should be extended to March 2026 to provide stability for the service? 
YES or NO. 

 

7.3 A summary of the responses from schools is shown in Appendix 3 and a 
consultation report is provided at Appendix 4. 

 

Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum 

 

7.4 The Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum was invited to attend a 
meeting (using MS-Teams) held on Thursday 25th June, at which the 
Executive Director, Children’s Services and the Assistant Director, SEND and 
Inclusion (who is jointly employed by the council and Cambridge Education) 
explained the current situation and the proposal to consult on two options, and 
answered questions.  A consultation document had been issued to members 
of the Steering Group the previous day.   The document invited members of 
the Steering Group to respond to a survey by 4pm on Friday 3rd July.  

  

7.5 The survey asked for a response from members of the PCF Steering Group to 
the same questions as schools were asked to respond to. 

 

7.6 An analysis of the responses from members of the Steering Group of the 
Parent Carer Forum is included in Appendix 3 

 

Staff and unions 

 

7.7 All Education and Skills service staff were invited to one of four meetings (on 
MS-Teams) by the Education and Skills Director on Thursday 18th June, at 
which representatives of Mott MacDonald and the council briefed staff on the 
current situation and the proposal to consult schools and the PCF Steering 
Group on two options, and answered questions.  Staff were informed that 
consultation on their transfer under TUPE regulations to either the council or a 
Local Authority Controlled Company would begin on Monday 6th July and was 
expected to last until Monday 20th July.  A briefing document was sent to all 
staff on Friday 19th June. Staff were invited to send any comments or 
questions by 4pm on Friday 3rd July. 

 

7.8 Trade unions representatives were invited to a meeting (on Skype) by the 
Education and Skills Director on Tuesday 23rd June, at which representatives 
of Mott MacDonald and the council briefed them on the current situation and 
the proposal to consult schools and the PCF Steering Group on two options, 
and answered questions. The unions were informed that consultation on the 
transfer of staff under TUPE regulations to either the council or a Local 
Authority Controlled Company would begin on Monday 6th July and was 
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expected to last until Monday 20th July.  The briefing document and 
consultation document for schools were sent to unions representatives on 
Monday 22nd June. 

 

7.9 A summary of the key comments from staff and trade unions is included in 
Appendix 3. 

 

National Association of Head Teachers (NAHT) 

 

7.10 The NAHT submitted a response to the briefing document. This is attached at 
Appendix 7. This stated that members working within Cambridge Education 
and affected by this proposal are unanimous in their support for the 
establishment of an LACC in line with Option 2 of the consultation document.    

 

 

8. Evaluation of options    

 

8.1 A description of the two options is set out in Appendix 1, which includes tables 
setting out the potential advantages and disadvantages of each option. 

 

8.2 Appendix 2 gives an appraisal of each option against each of the evaluation 
criteria in section 5 above. 

 

8.3 Appendix 3 summarises the outcomes and analysis of the consultation with 
schools and the Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum and a report is 
provided at Appendix 4. Appendix 3 also summarises the main comments 
from staff and trade unions and the full trade union response is provided in 
Appendix 5. 

 

8.4 The main arguments in favour of option 1 (Bring the service back in house) 
are: 

 It would mean that all current and new staff would be automatically 
enrolled into the Local Government Pension Scheme, which has more 
favourable terms than the current Mott MacDonald scheme (Aviva), albeit 
that employee contributions would increase from the current rate of 4.5%. 

 It would mean that all staff would be covered by the Modification Order, 
which means that their continuous service will transfer if they move from 
their job with the council to a job with another body covered by the 
Modification Orders, such as a local authority or school. 

 The majority of staff (24 staff) support transferring the service in-house 
rather than into a LACC (16 staff). 

 The trade unions support transferring the service in-house. 

 

8.5 The main arguments in favour of option 2 (Transfer all services into a Local 
Authority Controlled Company) are: 
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 It is the closest to the current model, which means little change for schools 
and other partners and a clear focus on delivering educational support to 
schools. 

 It would give the service more autonomy, which would allow the service to 
make swifter decisions and would attract and retain creative and 
experienced staff who may prefer working in a more autonomous 
organisation, providing a more flexible approach and ways of working, 
freeing up managers at all levels to be innovative and to focus on priorities 
and outcomes. 

 There was slightly stronger support from schools for Option 2 (transfer the 

service into a LACC) with 46% (37 schools) preferring this option 

compared to 42% (34 schools) preferring option 1 (transfer the service in 

house). 

 All respondents (100%, 5 respondents) from the Steering Group of the 

Parent Carer Forum preferred option 2 (transfer the service into a LACC) 

with no respondents preferring the in-house option.  

 NAHT members working within Cambridge Education and affected by this 
proposal are unanimous in their support for the establishment of an LACC 
in line with Option 2 of the consultation document.    

 With option 1 (Bring the service back in house), the current estimated 
additional cost of all staff being in the LGPS scheme is £818,000, which 
may have to be met through reductions to jobs or services. The LACC 
could have an ‘open’ LGPS scheme, which would give the company the 
discretion to enable staff who are not currently in the LGPS and new 
joiners the opportunity to join the LGPS but only if that is affordable.  

 The overall financial impact of the transfer, once implemented, is 
estimated to be a saving of 161k, whereas the option of transferring the 
service to the council would mean increased costs of £542,000. 

 
 
9. Timescale 

 
9.1 If the council agrees to terminate the current contract with Mott MacDonald 

and approves option 1 or option 2, work will be undertaken to implement the 
option and to mobilise the contract, with a view to commencing service 
provision under the new arrangements on 1st September 2020. 

 
 

Key dates/milestones Timeline 

First Directors appointed  6th July 

Staff Engagement – TUPE Formal Consultation 6th July to 27th July 

Issue Transfer Letters & Packs to TUPE staff 31st July 

Contract approved  31st August  

Staff Transfer complete 31st August 
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ISS contract novation to the council 1st September 

Transfer of Responsibility / Contract Start date 1st September 

 
 
10. Recommendation 

 

10.1 Based on the evaluation of the options and the responses to the consultation 
it is recommended that the council approves: 

 Option 2 – Transfer the service to a Local Authority Controlled 
Company 

 
11. Expected benefits of option 2 

 

Benefit 
type 

Description 
of the 
benefit 

Who 
will 
benefit 

Expect
ed 
benefit 
value 

Financi
al year 
that the 
benefit 
will be 
realised 

Benefit 
owner 

How will 
the 
benefit 
be 
measure
d 

Baseline 
value (£,% 
etc) and date 

Financial 
benefit- 
cashable 

Cashable 
savings from 
management 
fee and 
overheads 

Residen
ts 

161k From 
20/21  

Executive 
Director- 
Children 
and 
Young 
People 

As set 
out in 
contract 

19/20 budget 

Non-
financial 
benefit 

Maintenance 
of current 
service levels 

Schools
, service 
users, 
resident
s, staff 

N/A From 
20/21 

Executive 
Director- 
Children 
and 
Young 
People 

As set 
out in 
contract 

19/20 service 
levels 

Non-
financial 
benefit 

Ability to 
respond 
quickly to 
emerging 
commercial 
opportunities 

Schools
, service 
users, 
resident
s, staff 

N/A From 
20/21 

Executive 
Director- 
Children 
and 
Young 
People 

As set 
out in 
contract 

N/A 

Non-
financial 
benefit 

Specific 
education 
focus brings 
the service 
closer to the 
market and 
ensures 
decisions are 
made based 
on customer 
needs 

Schools
, 
Service 
users, 
Residen
ts, Staff 

N/A From 
20/21 

Executive 
Director- 
Children 
and 
Young 
People 

As set 
out in 
articles 
of new 
company 
 

N/A 
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Non-
financial 
benefit 

Governance 
arrangements 
enables 
schools to 
play a greater 
role in 
influencing 
the strategic 
direction of 
the service 

Schools N/A From 
20/21 

Executive 
Director- 
Children 
and 
Young 
People 

As set 
out in 
articles 
of new 
company 

N/A 

 
 
12. Risks of option 2 

 
12.1 A risk log will be maintained as part of the project. The below sets out the key 

risks that have been identified at this stage 
 

Risk Impact Likelihood Mitigating actions 

There is a risk that a delay 
in the implementation of the 
option or a failure to 
implement it effectively 
leads to a dip in 
performance or adversely 
affects the transferring 
employees. 

High  Medium 
 The current provider and the council 

are experienced with TUPE transfer 
mobilisations. 

There is a risk that staff will 
leave due to concerns about 
the transfer. 

Medium Medium 

 Staff will TUPE with at least the same 
terms and conditions as currently 

 Early and frequent engagement and 
consultation with staff  

 A timely decision will help to reduce 
uncertainty for staff. 

 

There is a risk that schools 
do not continue to purchase 
services.  

High Low 
  The traded services provided to 

schools will be the same as they are 
currently 

 
13. Costs/investment appraisal for option 2 

 

13.1 The financial implications of the two options against the baseline of the current 

contractual arrangements are set out in section 1.31. The estimated annual 

saving of transferring into a LACC is a savings of 161k. If the service transfers 

on 1st September 2020 then the savings in 20/21 will be 80k. 

 

13.2 The table below sets out the estimated savings against the current MTFS 

savings: 

 20/21 
(£000) 

21/22 
(£000) 

22/23 
(£000) 

23/24 
(£000) 
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Current MTFS annual savings profile 0 0 100 50 

Current MTFS incremental savings profile 0 0 100 150 

Projected savings through LATC transfer 80 81 0 0 

Cumulative projected savings through LATC 
transfer 

80 161 161 161 

 

13.3 There will also be some one-off costs in 20/21 required in order to deliver the 
project to deliver the project to transfer the staff and services into the LACC. 
These are estimated to be 100k. 
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Appendix 1 

Analysis of options 
 

Option 1 - Bring the service back in-house 
 
This would involve a TUPE transfer of all of the existing staff into the council. Many of the 
staff remain the same that were in the original TUPE to Cambridge Education so the 
majority of staff are likely to be retained, however with any TUPE there is a risk that some 
staff may leave. As with any staff joining a local authority, staff would be auto enrolled onto 
the Local Government Pension Scheme, which would impact the financial cost of the 
service.  Based on current staffing this is estimated to be £818k per annum.   

Governance  

The council would become 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.  

The partnership structure would be similar to the current arrangements, with the 
partnership boards for key education strategies and education strategies going from 
partnership boards to the Children and Young People’s Partnership Board. 

With this option the catering contract with ISS would transfer to the Council.   

This option would also save on the Cambridge Education management overheads for future 
years less the cost of any functions that will still need to be provided, such as HR and 
payroll, insurance, pension administration and audit costs.  The net saving from this is 
estimated at £300k. 

 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 

Relatively quick to implement Additional costs as staff recruited by Mott 
Macdonald after the contract transferred, 
as well as new recruits in the future, would 
be auto enrolled onto LGPS.  

Saving on the management costs, less the 
cost of any functions that will still need to 
be provided, such as HR and payroll, 
insurance, pension administration and 
audit costs.   

Would increase time requirements from 
senior staff in the council to deal with 
education related issues and decisions 

Would remove the need for contract 
management, other than for the ISS 
contract. 

Risk that traded income would reduce as 
schools may be less likely to buy from the 
council resulting in a reduction in services 

Staff likely to transfer back in house so risk 
of staff leaving is low 

Potentially less involvement from schools in 
governance arrangements compared to 
LACC option. 

Greater control of finances and so 
potential to deliver further savings 

Potentially less flexibility to develop traded 
services and thus generate additional 
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income. 

Opportunity for greater integration with 
children’s social care and other council 
services. 

A less autonomous organisation may lead 
to some staff choosing to leave. 

Recruiting new staff may be made easier, 
if LGPS is part of the remuneration 
package and all staff are subject to 
Modification Order 

Financial risk sits with the council 

Focus would be on Barnet and Barnet 
schools 

 

 

 
Option 2 - Transfer the service into a Local Authority Controlled Company 

 

This model would involve the council setting up a Local Authority Controlled Company 
(LACC) and transferring the Education and Skills services to the company.  
 
A Local Authority Controlled Company would be a company wholly owned by the council, 
but with substantial autonomy to manage and deliver services. It would be a company 
dedicated to the delivery of education services to schools, settings and local communities.  
Any profits would be re-invested in education services or paid to the council for investment 
in local services.  There would be a Board of Directors, which would include headteacher 
representation.  As with other options, the existing staff and senior management of the 
Education and Skills service would be expected to remain in post. 
 
Legal Form 
 

The LACC would be a separate legal entity but would be wholly owned by the local 
authority. The legal form would be a company limited by shares – any profit generated 
would be reinvested in services or distributed back to the local authority. The company 
would be structured as a ‘Teckal’ company in order to be able to award or novate a contract 
to the company without undertaking a competitive procurement process. 

 

The sub-contract with ISS to provide catering services 

Under this option, the catering contract with ISS would be novated to the council, rather 
than transferred to the LACC. If the ISS sub-contract were novated to the LATC, the ISS 
traded income of c.£10m would count toward the traded income total and so significantly 
exceed the 20% maximum threshold to qualify for the Teckal exemption.  
 
However, the LACC would be commissioned to manage the ISS contract on behalf of the 
council.  

Governance 

The LACC would have a Board of Directors, which would set the direction for the company 
and oversee all matters relating to budgets, staffing and the operation of services.  The 
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Articles of Association would set out requirements for LA officers and/or members to be 
elected to the board, as well as Head Teacher representatives.    

The rest of the governance structure would be similar to the current arrangements with 
boards for key education strategies and education strategies going from partnership boards 
to the Children and Young People’s Partnership Board. 

Contracting arrangements 

The current contract with Mott MacDonald would novate to the new LACC. This would 
mean that all of the current contractual requirements, such as around Key Performance 
Indicators, would remain as they are currently. 

The technical legal steps to incorporate a company are relatively straight forward and can 
be done quickly. 

Financial implications 

This option would save on the Mott MacDonald management overheads. These costs could 
be saved, less the cost of any functions that will still need to be provided, such as HR and 
payroll, insurance, pension administration, company administration, legal advice and audit 
costs.  The net saving on this is estimated to be £250k. 

It would also mean that there would be no requirement for existing staff who did not TUPE 
transfer to CE from the council to be on LGPS so they could transfer to a pension scheme 
that is broadly similar to the Motts scheme and any new staff could join the same scheme. 
This is not a saving but means that there should be no increase in pension costs, which there 
would be with the in-house option. 

 

Potential advantages Potential disadvantages 

Enables the development of a specialist 
education focused organisation solely focused 
on delivering best education outcomes for 
children and young people. 

Would require a bigger project, with 
more time and resourcing, to 
implement than bringing in-house. 

Builds on the existing partnership between the 
council and schools with increased ownership 
from schools who could be represented on the 
Board of Directors 

Requires investment to develop the 
model - legal, tax, pensions advice 
 

Offers leaders and managers greater autonomy 
and flexibility to develop education focussed 
policies, processes and delivery, where they are 
not subject to statutory functions 

Less control from the council than if 
the service were in-house. That 
autonomy brings many of the 
benefits but is also a risk. 

Allows for opportunity to be innovative and for 
schools to be directly involved in the 
development and strategic direction of the 
company. 

Reliance on Teckal exemption would 
limit overall ability to grow traded 
income beyond 20% but there is an 
option to establish a subsidiary 
company 

Being a separate company allows the service 
area to continue to be structured outside of the 
council's framework of decision making for non 

Ultimate financial risk still sits with 
the council 
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statutory functions, resulting in more flexibility 
for the operating model, subject to existing 
governance arrangements. 

Potentially less expensive than insourcing 
because there is no requirement for existing 
staff who did not TUPE transfer to CE from the 
council to be on LGPS so they could transfer to a 
pension scheme that is broadly similar to the 
Mott MacDonald scheme and new staff could 
join the same scheme 

Continuing potential challenge in 
recruiting new staff, if LGPS is not 
part of the remuneration package, 
especially for more senior posts. 

Savings on the Mott MacDonald management 
costs less the cost of any functions that will still 
need to be provided, such as HR and payroll, 
insurance, pension administration, company 
administration, legal advice and audit costs.   

Continuing potential challenge in 
recruiting new staff, as the company 
is not subject to the Modification 
Order, meaning staff lose continuity 
of service when they leave to join 
another LA. 

Continued freedom to sell services and generate 
new income, subject to 20% external trading 
restriction; and potential to bid for grant 
funding opportunities only open to external 
bodies 

 

Any profit would be distributed back to the local 
authority or reinvested in education services. 

 

Focus would be on Barnet and Barnet schools  
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Appendix 2 
Options assessment against the evaluation criteria 

OBJECTIVE 1- To deliver the best possible education outcomes 

Assessment criteria Bring in-house Transfer services into a LACC 

Will the option enable 
the improvement in 
education attainment 
and results to continue? 

  

Staff will TUPE providing continuity. 
The service would be part of an 

organisation that has many strategic 
foci and there would be less 

autonomy. Risk of reduced income 
impacting on services 

 

Staff will TUPE providing continuity. Enables 
the development of a specialist education 

focused organisation solely focused on 
delivering best education outcomes for CYP 

with ownership from schools and greater 
autonomy for leaders and managers 

To what extent is the 
option effective at 
allowing a focus on 
education and reducing 
corporate tasks? 
 

  

Brings a wider range of corporate 
priorities and greater corporate 

requirements beyond education. LBB 
does, however, have good schools as a 

priority in the corporate plan 
 

Organisation would be solely education 
focused. Could enable rapid decision-

making with a minimum of bureaucracy. 
Would provide autonomy to leaders and 

managers. 

OBJECTIVE 2- To deliver financial savings to the Council 

Assessment criteria Bring in-house Transfer services into a LACC 

To what extent will the 
option provide an 
opportunity to maintain 
or increase traded 
income? 

  

Barnet schools still likely to buy 
services from LA but reduces 

likelihood of securing further income 
from schools outside Barnet or other 

LAs  

The ability to be autonomous, involve 
schools strongly in governance and react 

quickly to opportunities is likely to result in 
good levels of traded income  

 

To what extent will the 
option enable the 
delivery of further 
savings? 

  

This will deliver savings on an external 
provider management fee and 

overheads. Increased control will give 
increased ability to make further 

savings. However, the cost of pensions 
will increase significantly 

 

This will deliver savings on an external 
provider management fee and overheads. 

Pensions will be less expensive than in-
house and traded income likely to be 

strong. 
 

What is the cost of 
delivering and 
implementing the 
option? 

  

Bringing in house would require a 
project to undertake the TUPE back 

into the Council.  

A project will need to be set up to establish 
the new entity and transfer all staff into 
this. There will need to be tax, legal and 
pensions advice in establishing the new 

entity.  
 
 

OBJECTIVE 3- To maintain good relationships with schools 

Assessment criteria Bring in-house Transfer services into a LACC 

To what extent will the 
option enable the 
involvement of schools in 
the governance and 
strategic direction of the 
service 

  

Reduced opportunity for schools to be 
involved in governance arrangement 
with in-house service compared to 

LACC. However, many of the existing 
structures can be maintained  

The current governance arrangements with 
schools can largely be maintained. There 
will be an opportunity to enhance school 
ownership through formally being part of 

the organisation’s board. 
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To what extent do the 
schools support the 
option? 

  

This model was preferred by slightly 
fewer (42%) of the schools that 
responded 

This model was preferred by slightly more 
(46%) of the schools that responded 

OBJECTIVE 4 - To minimise disruption through the implementation of the chosen model 

Assessment criteria Bring in-house Transfer services into a LACC 

How quickly can the 
option be implemented? 

  

This would require consultation and 
decision-making to be undertaken 
before transferring staff into the 

Council 

This would require establishing a new legal 
entity, consultation, decision making and 

transferring all of the staff into it. 

To what extent will the 
option minimise 
disruption to staff and 
leadership within 
education and skills for 
the implementation? 

  

This option would require transferring 
all of the staff into the Council. 

This option would require establishing a 
new legal entity and transferring all of the 

staff into it. 

To what extent does the 
option minimise the risk 
of staff leaving? 
 

  

Many of the staff worked for LBB 
previously and LBB will be seen as safe 

option. However, staff value the 
benefits that the autonomy of being in 
a separate organisation brings so this 

risks losing that  

The autonomy this model would bring 
would be the closest to the current 

arrangement. There will be opportunities 
for staff to have greater control and 

ownership. 
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Appendix 3 

Responses to consultation 
 
 

Summary of results from the consultation with schools and the Steering Group 
of the Parent Carer Forum 
 

A full report of responses from the survey is attached at Appendix 4. A summary of 
the key findings is as follows: 

 There was broad agreement with all four of the strategic objectives – with 

even the least popular objective being given a ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ rating 

by more than three-fifths (62.5%) of all respondents to the survey.  

 Schools and the Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum most strongly 

agreed with the strategic objective to deliver the best education outcomes. 

 There was a slightly stronger preference from schools for Option 2 (transfer 

the service into a LACC) with 46% (37 schools) preferring this option 

compared to 42% (34 schools) preferring option 1 (transfer the service in 

house). 

 All respondents (100%, 5 respondents) from the Steering Group of the Parent 

Carer Forum preferred option 2 (transfer the service into a LACC) with no 

respondents preferring the in-house option.  

 Almost all respondents (97%) believed there should be school representatives 

on a partnership board or consultative forum. 

 Taken as a whole, more than two-thirds of respondents (68%) agreed that if 

the contract is transferred to a LACC, the current contractual terms should be 

extended to March 2026 to provide stability for the service.  Amongst the 

Steering Group of the Parent Carer Forum, this was a unanimous 100% in 

favour of extension, whilst amongst schools it was 76% in favour of extension, 

versus 24% against.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 
Joint response from unions to consultation document 
 

The following unions submitted a joint response to the consultation document on 30th 

June 2020. 

 UNISON 

 NEU  

 GMB  

 NASUWT 

 Association of Educational Psychologists (AEP)  

 

The full response is included as Appendix 4.  

 

The summary contained within their report is set out below, together with the 

Council’s response to each theme: 
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The two options of in-house provision or establishing new Local Authority Controlled 
Company (LACC) are examined using 12 key criteria (see Table 1) with in-house 
provision having significant advantages over the latter.  
 
1. The Council's draft Equalities Impact Assessment is significantly flawed because it 
concludes there is 'No Impact' for any of the equality groups when in fact there is a 
Positive Impact for all equality groups with the in-house option but a Major 
Negative Impact for all equality groups with the LACC option.  

Response – the EIA submitted was in draft format and has been updated to reflect the 
consultation responses including mitigating actions. We do not accept that there is a 
negative impact on all equality groups.  

2. We have examined the ability of Education and Skills to retain and recruit qualified 
and experienced staff and conclude that the continuity of service and quality of pension 
schemes are fundamentally important. The LACC option fails on both these criteria.  
 
Response – the ability of this service to retain and recruit qualified and experienced staff 
has continued following transfer to Cambridge Education.  Staff who transfer will retain 
their existing terms and conditions under TUPE.   
 
3. A sustainable motivated workforce to provide the range and quality of services 
required by schools, parents and children for their physical and mental health is 
dependent on the retention of the existing staff and the recruitment of new qualified and 
experienced staff is critically important to ensure high quality services for Barnet 
Schools.  
 
Response – we agree and we believe the current staff and leadership team are highly 
motivated and that an outsourced model with greater LA control provides sustainability. 
 
4. A divided, demoralised workforce as a result of a differential in terms and conditions 
combined with an inability to retain and recruit qualified staff is inherent in the LACC 
model and will have a long lasting negative impact in education and the community.  
 
Response – within Cambridge Education there are already staff on different terms and 
conditions and some staff who have chosen not to enrol in the pension scheme.  Staff 
have mixed views on this as set out below, however the service has operated 
successfully under Cambridge Education. 
 
5. The Council has failed to prepare a full Equality Impact Assessment for the 
consultation process.  
 
Response - An initial EIA was prepared, but this has been updated to reflect  the 
consultation responses.  
 
6. The Council has stated that the Equality Impact Assessment and the full business 
case will only be completed after the consultation feedback deadline of 4pm 3 July 2020. 
This contradicts Government policy set out in the Green Book, and ignores over a 
decade of established custom and practice in Barnet and is likely to fail to take full 
account of key and other unforeseen emerging issues.  
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Response – it is common practice to feed in the results of consultation responses to an 
EIA, as respondents will often raise valid issues that are relevant to the assessment.   
 
7. The multinational Mott MacDonald’s use of the Force Majeure contract clause raises 
many questions given that Barnet’s Education and Skills contract represented just 
0.23% of the company’s £771m annual turnover in 2019. The fact that all local 
authorities with education responsibilities, teachers and parents are confronted by the 
same impact of COVID-19 raises questions over the real motives of this decision.  
 
Response – the Council has accepted the validity of the Force Majeure notice.  Many 
large multinationals and local authorities are experiencing extreme financial hardship as 
a result of the Covid-19 pandemic and are having to fundamentally review their services 
in response to this.   
 
Recommendations  
We strongly recommend that Barnet Council transfers Education and Skills staff from 
Cambridge Education back to direct employment in the Council.  
 
 
We recommend that the contract management functions of the ISS catering contract, 
which is going to be novated to the Council, are established in the Education 
Department.  
 
 

 
Education and Skills staff responses – 3rd July, 4pm 

 

24 staff have expressed support for the in-house option. 

16 staff have expressed support for the LACC option. 

The following comments represent the key points that have been made: 

1. I strongly believe we need to come back in house so we can retain staff with expert 
knowledge whilst all being on the same terms and conditions as new members of staff. It 
is not acceptable to be working with colleagues knowing full well they will be on different 
terms and conditions, it leads to a two tier system within the workforce. 

2. I believe that the LACC option is, after lengthy consideration, best because: 

 My understanding is that, if we transfer to the council, then, it appears they will have 
to make a substantial saving in pension contributions. This would then, surely, make 
jobs in education and skills less secure? 

 As the main part of my role is to work directly with schools to support, monitor and 
challenge them (and as an ex-headteacher) – I do believe that it is vital that schools 
have a direct ‘voice’ in how education services operate. I believe that the LACC 
would give the schools that essential input, accountability and feedback that will 
ensure we best support schools in providing high quality provision for CYP in Barnet. 
This, after all, is our key purpose. 

 I believe that the LACC would give us, as a service, more autonomy and therefore 
even greater opportunity to become a model of excellence. 

3. In regards to the consultation, I would much prefer the LACC option.  Returning to 
Barnet, I think it’s possible we would have more staff lose their jobs. 
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4. In terms of continuity of service, with the LACC, there would be inequality of opportunity 
for staff who wish to move from the LACC to a LA since it will be at the discretion of that 
LA whether their can transfer with continuity of service. This means that some people 
may be offered the opportunity depending on their job and others will not. Under the LA 
any staff wishing to transfer to another LA will have guaranteed continued service within 
the relevant timescale. 

5. I don’t see any advantage to going to a council-run company except that it will save the 
council money. For the service, the very much poorer pension we currently get with CE – 
which I had no idea about whatsoever until the transfer discussions and which I’ve found 
really disappointing – is very significant. It makes recruiting quality candidates for 
vacancies extremely difficult. 

6. I would prefer us to become a company owned by Barnet council rather than going back 
into the council itself. I feel we would have more autonomy this way and would work in a 
similar way to our current working practices.  

7. My preference is for the Local Authority Controlled Company model for the following 
reasons: 

 It is the closest to the current model, which means little change for schools 
and other partners and a clear focus on delivering educational support to 
schools. 

 It would enable continued close partnership with schools.  

 Retaining the current staffing structure would minimise any disruption to our 
various initiatives and developments. 

 It would be more responsive to need, because it is a leaner structure and 
decisions are made nearer to the front line. We would be able to respond and 
react more swiftly to changing needs and circumstances, through our 
streamlined processes. 

 There is close scrutiny and accountability within the current service and tight 
control of budgets, with clarity about how budgets are allocated and linked to 
priorities; the LACC model would enable us to retain these benefits. 

 A LACC would give the service more autonomy, which would allow the 
service to make swifter decisions. 

 There would be a greater sense of ownership by staff – a feeling of being part 
of a smaller team dedicated to supporting schools. 

 We think that joint working across education, social care and health has 
improved significantly over the last year or so and would want to build on that.  

 The current structure of the Education and Skills service and links between 
teams provides a coherent graduated approach to SEN over the spectrum of 
responses - from quality first teaching and differentiation, linked to school 
improvement, to SEN Support, and EHCPs. 

 We think the LACC model would attract and retain creative and experienced 
staff who may prefer working in a more autonomous organisation. 

 The LACC model supports a more flexible approach and ways of working, 
freeing up managers at all levels to be innovative and to focus on priorities 
and outcomes. 
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 We are attracted to a model where profits are re-invested in education 
services or paid to the Council for investment in local services. 

8. Writing in support of in-house solution: Terms of employment that other LA’s offer such 
as continuity of service as well as a LGPS or TPC’s are much more favourable for 
teachers and employees and without these under a LACC there are more likely to be 
challenges with staff retention, leading to higher turnover of staff and difficulties in 
recruiting high quality staff. 

9. Terms of employment that other LA’s offer such as continuity of service as well as a 
LGPS or TPC’s are much more favourable for teachers and employees and without 
these under a LACC there are more likely to be challenges with staff retention, leading to 
higher turnover of staff and difficulties in recruiting high quality staff. 

10. I would like to add to my submission, as I didn’t give the reasons for my decision: 
- A LACC will give a consistency and continuity of approach and structure during what 

will be demanding and challenging post-Covid times; 
- Having parent carer representation at a Company Board level enables increased 

influence at a strategic level, and more effective scrutiny by those in receipt of 
services; 

- A LACC would be least disruptive, and be closest to what we have now, which is 
highly successful - ‘if it’s not broken, don’t fix it’; 

- A LACC would be more autonomous, enabling greater flexibility and responsiveness 
to the needs of schools and vulnerable pupils and their families; 

- A LACC promotes a greater sense of belonging for staff, a clear identity and working 
on shared goals; 

- A LACC will have a distinct and successful ‘brand’ that can be traded outside of 
Barnet; 

 

Joint trade union petition signed by members of Cambridge Education 
workforce 
 
A joint trade union petition was submitted which had been signed by 61 members of 
Cambridge Education workforce. This is attached at Appendix 6. The petition stated 
the following: 
 
Dear Chris Munday and Councillor Longstaff  
 
We are asking you to consider the following statement signed by members of Cambridge 
Education workforce.  
 
We the undersigned wish to let you the decision makers understand the strength of 
feeling that exists amongst the workforce in relation to recent events.  
This disruption could not have come at a worse time.  
Cambridge Education staff have been valiantly continuing to support Barnet Schools, 
other settings and young people during this pandemic. Now, at a time when we are 
mobilising to support Barnet Schools reopening in September, we are facing an 
unknown future.  
Whilst we understand there are two options being considered, both the documents and 
presentation are heavily in favour of the staff being transferred into a Local Authority 
Controlled Company.  
We want the uncertainty to end by being transferred back into the Council as transferring 
to an LACC will mean ongoing stress and anxiety at a time when we need to be 
focussed on supporting schools, settings, young people and their families. 
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The response to the petition is as follows: 
 

We appreciate staff are concerned about uncertainty, which is why the Council has sought 
to make timely decisions to try to ensure the new service is operational in time for the new 
school term.  Transferring the services into the LACC will mean the same leadership team is 
managing the staff and services, there will be similar partnership arrangements with schools 
and the performance indicators will be the same.  It is hoped that this continuity will reduce 
any stress and anxiety that staff are feeling. There will also be continued support available 
through staff supervision and at which any additional support that may be needed can be 
identified. 
 

National Association of Head Teachers response 
 
NAHT submitted the following response attached at Appendix 7: 
 
Future delivery of the council’s Education and Skills service  
 
NAHT Consultation Response      6th July 2020 
 
Introduction 
 
As well as representing school leaders across the London Borough of Barnet, NAHT 
also represents a number of senior staff members and Learning Network Inspectors 
working within the Education and Skills service in Barnet.   
 
As such the options appraisal process on the future delivery of the service following 
Mott McDonalds decision to end the current contract will potentially impact upon our 
members’ roles in the future.  
 
Having consulted with NAHT members affected by the proposals we make the 
following submission.  
 
Financial Position  
 
Members are concerned that the financial impact of transferring the service back 
under Council control will have a potentially negative impact on service delivery in 
the future.  
 
NAHT notes the estimated additional cost associated with transferring existing staff 
who are not currently members of the Local Government Pension Scheme onto the 
scheme. There is a concern that this added cost and future financial liability will lead 
to a need to make cost savings elsewhere within the current staffing structure. This 
in turn could mean that service delivery levels suffer as staff capacity reduces.  
 
Members are keen to ensure all staff working within the service are employed on 
terms and conditions which are comparable to those working directly within Local 
Government, this includes access to a high-quality pension.   
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Whilst there is concern at the impact the added cost the LGPS will have on the 
service in the future, members also seek reassurance that, in the event the proposal 
to set up an LACC is agreed, every effort will be made to offer staff transferring to 
the LACC a good quality pension. 
 
Governance and Oversight  
 
NAHT members believe that the arrangements for governance, oversight and 
decision making which currently exist within Cambridge Education should continue 
as it is widely felt that these work well and allow the primary service users i.e. school 
leaders, the ability to shape services around the needs of schools locally.  
 
Members feel that a move back into council control would serve to slow down 
decision making and to diminish the voice that school leaders currently have in the 
design and provision of services locally.  
 
Preferred Option  
 
NAHT members working within Cambridge Education and affected by this proposal 
are unanimous in their support for the establishment of an LACC in line with Option 2 
of the consultation document.    
 


