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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:
DCSF

Title:

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Children, Schools and Families Bill

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Your children, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system,

Rose Primary Curriculum Review, Macdonald PSHE Review, Badman Home Education Review
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/childrenschoolsandfamiliesbill
Contact for enquiries: Derek Emmings, Bill Manager

Telephone: 020 7340 8154

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
The world we live in is changing - schools need to equip children and young people with the
knowledge and skills they need to make the most of their childhoods and enter the world of work well
qualified and ready to participate in the global economy. Families deserve to know what to expect from
their local schools and other services and, if for any reason, that is not delivered they should be able
to secure redress through clear and effective procedures. Those that work with children and families
should be supported and equipped to deal with the challenges that face them and the complex issues
that sometimes occur. National and local systems must be appropriate and proportionate and
safeguard the vulnerable, so that state intervention is both equitable and efficient.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The Bill is in two substantive parts – Children and Schools, and Family Proceedings – and covers six
main areas. This impact assessment follows that form:
A guarantee for pupils and parents, reforms to the schools system, changes to the curriculum, a new
licensing scheme for teachers, provisions to safeguard and promote the needs of the vulnerable, [and
reforms to family courts so there is greater transparency in proceedings]. Taken together the Bill is
intended to ensure services fit for the 21st century that meet the needs of all that use them, improve life
chances for all and secure the best value for money from the Government’s investment and reform.
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Each of the policies in the following impact assessment has been developed following a full appraisal
of costs and benefits based on all the evidence available. The Bill now seeks to legislate on the best
option for securing the policy objectives and intended effects identified. Options not to legislate have
been discounted by this stage as not securing the universal and equitable change required. This is a
summary Impact Assessment of the Bill. Full Impact Assessments are available from the policy
contacts noted on each sheet.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
Each of the impact assessments makes separate review commitments – there will not be an overall
Act review date as different provisions are due to be commenced and implemented at different times.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by:
Date 18/11/09
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Pupil and Parents Guarantees

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:

Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem/
Contact for enquiries: Matthew Purves /Jon Robinson

Telephone: 0207 3407998

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Government intervention is necessary to ensure a universal service which caters fully for all children
and young people and in which resources are targeted according to need rather than ability to pay.
The Education sector is already regulated because the market on its own does not fairly allocate
resources to support every child. The graded approach proposed for the Pupil and Parent Guarantee
will set out the priorities for improvement in a measured way, while also providing clarity about the
existing responsibilities of the school and local authority. This will ensure that pupils, parents, local
authorities and the school workforce itself have a clear view about what children should be
experiencing at school, and will enable schools to manage their priorities.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
• Bring together, and raise awareness about what schools should be delivering, and what
children and parents can expect to receive in a consistent entitlement, so that all children are
supported to enable them to succeed
• Clarify what pupils or parents can do to seek redress if any element of the guarantee is not
delivered
• Spread best practice, by driving all schools to implement tried and tested practices
• Drive improvement through demand – making parents and children clearer about what they
should be experiencing through their school career to give them the confidence and basis to
question their school if an element is not delivered, thereby encouraging the school to improve
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1. Do nothing
2. Introduce a duty for the Secretary of State to publish a Pupil and Parent Guarantee, which schools
and local authorities must abide by. This is the preferred option as setting out expectations in primary
legislation provides a solid platform from which to ensure the Guarantees are delivered.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
As the details of the Guarantees are finalised, more detailed costings will be undertaken. There will be
a process of consultation on the Guarantee documents.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Description: Introduce a duty on the Secretary of State to issue a Pupil and
Parent Guarantee, which schools and local authorities must comply with

Policy Option: 2

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)
COSTS

£

Yrs

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
Please see evidence base for explanation

N/A

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£

N/A

Total Cost (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
Communications exercise to raise awareness of the Pupil and Parent Guarantees
Likely additional cost to administer an increase in complaints
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off
£

Yrs
N/A

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
It is not possible to determine specific costed benefits beyond the
overall improvements that these changes would introduce.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

N/A

Total Benefit (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
Increased parental engagement and confidence, demand-led school improvements, clarity about
what should be provided and by whom, greater collaboration between schools
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
Assumption: introducing the Pupil and Parent Guarantees will be cost neutral
Risk: rise in the number of complaints as pupils and parents are more aware of the route to make a
complaint, resulting in increased costs for the Local Government Ombudsman
Net Benefit Range (NPV)
Time
Price
£
N/A
Period
Base
Y
Y
What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£
N/A
England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

Sept 2010

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

LGO

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

No

Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation
(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Small

N/A
N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase

£

N?A

Decrease
Key:

N/A

N/A

Medium

Large

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

£ N/A

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices

5

£

N/A
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
The necessary breadth of the Guarantees does not lend itself to inclusion in primary legislation. Instead,
it is planned to introduce a duty on the Secretary of State to publish a Pupil Guarantee and a Parent
Guarantee and specify that schools and local authorities must comply with them. Many elements of the
Guarantees are existing duties or non statutory programmes that schools are following.
The final detail of the content of the Guarantees will be subject to consultation and therefore an impact
assessment of the policies involved is not possible at this stage. This Impact Assessment is concerned
with the principle of the introduction of the duty on the Secretary of State to publish such a document.
Taking this legal route will mean that before the documents carry the rule of law they will be considered
by Parliament, and at that stage a full Impact Assessment will be published on the relevant policies. As
some of the policies that are likely to be included in the Guarantees are already enshrined in legislation
(and in those cases their inclusion in the Guarantees is to bring everything together in a comprehensive
way), they have therefore have already undergone an Impact Assessment.
Costs
Funding is available in school budgets to fulfil the Guarantees. We have, over recent years, introduced
greater flexibility in how that is spent, in particular through the use of the Dedicated School Grant. This
flexibility is being taken further in this Bill with relaxations on school budgets with regards for community
use and the relaxation of current restrictions to how schools can spend their budgets. Schools are in the
second year of a three year settlement which gives them nationally a per pupil increase of 13.1 per cent
over the three years, on top of unprecedented increases over the last ten years. We are now moving to a
period where such increases are no longer assured, so we expect schools to be working in partnership
to use existing resources in a more effective and efficient way –bringing together funding and resources
from different partners to deliver the Guarantees to all children across different schools. By bringing
services together and identifying potential problems early, children will benefit from interventions (where
they are necessary) and schools and services will save money in the long run.
Where pupils or parents do not think they are receiving any element of the Guarantees we would expect
them to discuss this with their school / Head teacher or even governing body. In the unlikely event that it
is not resolved at that stage there is a further recourse to the Local Government Ombudsman under the
parental complaints system established in the ASCL Act 2009. Given that the Guarantees will clearly set
out, for the first time, what parents and pupils can expect from a school there may be additional costs
accrued due to extra administration to deal with an increased number of complaints. In the Impact
Assessment for the parental complaints system in the ASCL Act (which will also be provided by the
LGO) we said: "2200 cases per annum [...] currently come to DCSF. On the basis of the LGO’s
estimated cost of £750 per complaint we estimate that the full Service would cost around £1.65m p.a.
The costs for the transition from legislation through the pilot stage to full rollout: we expect to be in the
region of £2m, this includes start up costs for the pilot. Unit costs and volumes for the Pupil and Parent
Guarantee redress system are currently under discussion with the LGO. We do not yet know what the
final cost of redress for the guarantees is going to be, but we will publish an Impact Assessment when
we issue the Guarantee documents for consultation. This will contain developed costings.
There may also be cost incurred to raise awareness of the Guarantees, in order that some of the
benefits listed below are fully realised. It is likely that this would include web-based communications and
the production and distribution of written material, and costs would be minimised by using existing
channels of communication where appropriate. It is not possible to quantify this cost definitively at this
stage, as a communications strategy will not be produced until the actual content of the Guarantee is
finalised.
Benefits
The Pupil and Parent Guarantee will drive schools to deliver a common offer, so that where previously
some pupils have not been benefitting from the policies and provisions that the majority of the school
population experiences, they will do so in the future.
Parents will be more aware of what their child should be experiencing at school, which may encourage
them to become more engaged in their child’s education, which research shows to positively affect
achievement (research has also shown the home-school relationship has significant associations with
child outcomes). Elements of the Parent Guarantee will also ensure that parents receive the support to
6

help them engage with their children’s learning and development, strengthening that positive impact on
children’s outcomes.
The Guarantees will give pupils and parents the confidence and basis to approach their school if they do
not feel that an element is being delivered. This way, increasing awareness about what every child
should experience at school will lead to demand-led improvements as well as ‘top down’ improvements
as a direct result of the legislation. Schools, governing bodies and local authorities will be absolutely
clear about what they must deliver, who is responsible for each element, and where there are
dependencies between these bodies (for example a LA may be responsible for funding something, while
the governing body may be responsible for the delivery).
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Home School Agreements

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:

Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem/
Contact for enquiries: Iain Cuthbert

Telephone: 0207 783 8538

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Parents' engagement in their children's learning is critical. Parents want their children to do well, but
informational and behavioural barriers can hinder effective school/parent relationships, and often the
parents needing the most support are those that schools find the most challenging. But there is little
legislative compulsion for schools to work with parents, and existing HSA legislation is ineffective in
underpinning parent/school relationships. The new HSAs proposed will enhance partnership working
by better clarifying parents' and schools' roles and responsibilities.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The new HSAs will include personalised learning and development goals, and will be linked to
behaviour support mechanisms so that schools and parents are better able to work together to
address behavioural and other issues at an earlier stage, before they escalate. They will support
effective parental engagement by building on existing interactions between schools and parents so
that both parties have consistent expectations of their roles and responsibilities in helping children's
learning, and supporting better behaviour in the classroom.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
- Do nothing - retain the existing legislation. No additional costs but HSAs are largely ineffective at
present: bureaucratic process with few real benefits.
- Amend the existing legislation (the preferred option). Will result in additional, mainly transitional, cost
but these should be outweighed by benefits from better behaviour and attainment.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the
achievement of the desired effects? Assuming that the new HSA legislation comes into effect in
September 2010, the policy will be reviewed in summer 2011 and summer 2012.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 6,184,000

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Annual costs due to a probable increase in
numbers of parenting contracts/orders. Transitional costs from
staff training (heads, class teachers and admin staff) following
implementation; and admin time to amend HSA templates.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ 680,000

Total Cost (PV)

£ 12,519,000

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Possibility of complaints and litigation
from parents who feel that schools may not have fulfilled commitments in HSA; negative publicity
for schools. Some parents will spend more time on their children’s education, but we are not able
to quantify this
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£ N/A
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Given lifetime returns to 5 A*-C GCSE grades
(£90,500), benefits would outweigh costs if 14 extra children p.a.
gained 5 A*-C GCSEs, an average of less than 1 child per LA.
This does not even take into account the impact of GCSEs on
further attainment or the non-financial benefits of education.

(excluding one-off)

£ N/A

Total Benefit (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Behavioural or learning issues
addressed earlier, so possible reductions in exclusions and teachers' time and better teacher
retention. The evidence base indicates this would produce signficant benefits, running into the
millions, but we are not able to estimate the extent of the impact HSAs will have.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Assumption that current HSA practice is variable: some
schools use them effectively but many do not. Other key assumption is that schools already discuss
personalised learning with parents, and that new HSAs will formalise existing parent/school
interactions. Sensitivities/risks around perceived increases in staff time.
Net Benefit Range (NPV)
Price
Time
£
Base
Period
2010
10
What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£
England only.

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2010?

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Ofsted

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£
No

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

N/A

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase

£

Decrease
Key:

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Parental engagement is a powerful lever for raising achievement in schools. Where parents and
teachers work together to improve learning the gains can be significant. But parents need to have the
confidence to build and maintain relationships with their children’s teachers; and sufficient knowledge of
their child’s schoolwork and how to enhance their learning when they are away from the classroom. In
turn, schools need to have coherent strategies for working with parents.
Currently all maintained schools are legally required to have a Home School Agreement. This Bill
proposes to reform the underpinning legislation so that HSAs in future will reflect and capture existing
interactions between schools and parents around personalised learning and behaviour; and set out
consistent expectations of parents’ roles and responsibilities in helping children's learning and supporting
better behaviour in the classroom. Instead of the existing, generic ‘whole school’ documents, parents will
be asked to sign a personalised, annually-reviewed HSA which will set out in clear terms how they can
contribute to their child’s learning, development and behavioural goals. The new HSAs will be also be
more closely aligned with behavioural support mechanisms like Parenting Contracts and Orders, so that
schools and parents will be able to work together to address behavioural issues at an earlier stage,
before they escalate.
Costs
Transitional costs - HSAs
Schools already have HSAs, and they are required by law to review them ‘from time to time’:
implementation of the new HSA process should be subsumed within the existing periodic review
process. All schools will however need to amend their HSA template to reflect the greater
personalisation of HSAs (space will need to be added to include learning goals and targets for each
child, in addition to the generic ‘whole school’ expectations which will apply to all children). We anticipate
that this will amount to around half an hour’s administrative time for every primary and secondary school
in England (which results in a total of just under £127,000).
Head teachers will be legally responsible for ensuring that their school complies with the legislation and
guidance, but the process will actually be undertaken by the school staff with the best overview of each
child’s learning and behaviour, and who interact regularly with their parents. The main transitional costs
will therefore derive from training the staff who will be implementing the revised HSA legislation in
schools.
There are approximately 4 million primary school pupils and just over 17,000 primary schools. This
means overall cost is just under £3.4 million. The figures for secondaries are 3.3 million pupils and 3,400
schools with an overall cost of just under £2.5 million. And for special schools 84,000 pupils, 1000
maintained special schools and total cost of just under £95,000. The overall estimated total transitional
costs for schools arising from implementing the revised HSA legislation (i.e. staff training and
administrative costs) will therefore be around £6 million.
Average annual costs – HSAs
We do not anticipate that there will be any significant additional annual costs for schools arising from the
new HSA process. Many pupils already have learning plans which are shared with their parents. Some
schools may already have processes in place already to share personalised learning goals and targets
with parents. Additionally, many of the 1.5 million children with SEN, all of the 60,000 looked after
children in maintained schools, and a small number of children with behavioural concerns will already
have shared learning plans which schools share with parents.
Schools already collect data on personal learning goals, and set targets and goals for each child.
Schools should be sharing this information with parents during existing parent/teacher interactions (e.g.
at parents’ evenings, and at transitional events when children move between schools), and in less formal
circumstances (e.g. when teachers have identified concerns and want to discuss them with parents). The
negotiations, discussions and reviews of the personalised elements of each child’s HSA would be
captured and recorded during these negotiations. It would be up to schools to decide how to administer
10

this process; but we would expect there to be a similar template to existing HSAs (with generic ‘whole
school’ expectations and commitments); and space for teachers to enter personalised commitments into
the template when they are agreed during the existing discussions.
Average annual costs – Parenting Contracts and Orders
Current practice
The new HSA legislation will provide a clearer route from HSAs to Parenting Contracts and Orders. The
assumption is that this will result in more Parenting Contracts and Orders being issued than is currently
the case – but we anticipate that the benefits deriving from behavioural issues being addressed at an
earlier stage will significantly outweigh the costs of the additional Contracts and Orders. Most Parenting
Contracts, and all Orders were issued as a result of attendance-related issues. While over the two years
the numbers of behavioural contracts has remained relatively stable, there has been a significant
increase in the numbers of attendance based Parenting Contracts, and a small increase in the number of
attendance-based Parenting Orders. Changes to HSAs will not affect the number of attendance
Parenting Orders since these can only be obtained on the specific ground of "irregular school
attendance”. Breaching a HSA could lead to a behavioural Parenting Order however, and there could
therefore be an increase in Behavioural Orders.
Possible impact of the new HSAs on behavioural Parenting Contracts
As HSAs provide a new basis for schools to offer parenting contracts where a child's behaviour
is problematic, it is possible that the changes proposed may result in a possibly significant increase in
numbers of behavioural Parenting Contracts being issued. We would estimate that the new HSAs may
result in a relatively small increase of around 300 additional behavioural Parenting Contracts annually;
as this is a new power and schools might take some time to use the breach of an HSA as a basis for
offering a Parenting Contract. It is also possible though that there could be a reduction in numbers of
behavioural Parenting Contracts, because parents will have an improved ongoing knowledge of their
responsibilities in relation to the child’s education – so some cases which currently result in the offer of a
Parenting Contract may be resolved before they reach this stage.
Possible impact of the new HSAs on behavioural Parenting Orders
Failure to sign or comply with HSA will be considered grounds for a behavioural Order and this may
mean some schools will be more willing to take action when other methods may not have worked. It is
quite possible, as seems to be happening at present, that linking HSAs to Parenting Orders
could provide a useful lever to drive parents to engage constructively with a Parenting Contract, or the
behavioural requirements set out in the HSA. Given that there haven't been any behavioural Parenting
Orders issued to date, the effects of the new HSAs would be difficult to predict but it is anticipated that
up to 40 behavioural Parenting Orders may be issued during the first year (based on similarities with
penalty notices for excluded pupils which came into effect in 2007 and which resulted in 45 cases during
the first year of implementation).
Average annual costs – Parenting Contracts and Orders
Parenting Contracts and Orders are variable and the costs, which may be spread across a number of
agencies, will depend to some extent on the requirements of the Contract or Order. Averages suggest:
300 additional Parenting Contracts at £2,000 per contract would result in a cost of £600,000 per annum,
40 additional Parenting Orders at £2,000 per Order would result in a cost of £80,000 per annum.
Therefore the total estimated cost of additional Parenting Contracts and Orders will be around £680,000
per annum.
Benefits
The new HSAs are a key part of the Government's parental engagement strategy. There are, of course,
many external influences which may also have a positive affect on children’s educational and
behavioural outcomes in the future. It would therefore be misleading to attribute potential longer-term
benefits solely to the influence of the changes to HSA policy. The indicative examples set out below
explore how the costs outlined above may be outweighed by a range of potential benefits, including
better teacher retention, less teacher time spent dealing with poor behaviour, fewer exclusions and
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improved educational attainment. Overall, the cost of implementing the policy is relatively low, so the
combined impact of these benefits does not have to be very great for the policy to be worthwhile.
Average annual benefits for schools – teacher retention
Based on teacher training costs, if the behavioural elements of HSAs have a positive effect on pupil
behaviour, and this in turn means that more newly-qualified teachers will remain in the profession, the
benefits will amount to savings of over £1 million for every hundred newly qualified teachers who remain
in the profession. 1 If improved behaviour of pupils leads to better retention of teachers, there will also be
savings in terms of reductions in the numbers of supply teachers employed in schools. If the behavioural
elements of the HSAs had a positive impact on the reliance of schools on supply teachers which resulted
in local authorities spending 1% less on supply teachers, this would result in a saving of over £9 million
(or more than the combined total of the transitional costs for schools and the projected costs of additional
Parenting Contracts and Orders in the first year of implementation of the new policy).
Average annual benefits for schools – teacher time dealing with behavioural issues
At present classroom teachers spend on average 0.4 of an hour (or twenty four minutes) every week
dealing with discipline/behavioural issues (Teachers’ Workloads Diary Survey 2009, BMRB, 2009). It is
hoped that the behavioural elements of the new HSAs will have a positive effect on the amount of time
that teachers spend dealing with behavioural issues because parents will have an improved
understanding of how they can help their child behave better in school. If, as a result, the time that every
classroom teacher spends dealing with discipline/behavioural issues is reduced by 0.1 of an hour (six
minutes), this will result in considerable savings over the course of the educational year. Such a
reduction of six minutes could result in savings of just over £36 million (or more than five times the
combined total of the transitional and annual costs during the first year of implementation).
Average annual benefits – fewer exclusions
Schools can often spend a lot of time dealing with families who have children who may have behavioural
issues, and it is anticipated that the negotiations attached to behavioural elements of HSAs will displace
or forestall some of this time – thereby reducing cost burdens for schools and improve outcomes for
families.
While it is anticipated that the new HSAs will have a beneficial effect on behaviour in general, it is
possible that the new HSA process may help to reduce exclusions from schools, and in some cases the
displacement of pupils to PRUs. There would also be further savings if reductions could mean fewer
excluded pupils are referred to PRUs.
Average annual benefits – improved educational attainment
These new HSAs could help to raise levels of parental engagement in their children’s learning which in
turn would have an attendant effect on their children’s educational attainment. DCSF analysis of Labour
Force Survey data indicates that the present value of the lifetime financial return to gaining 5 A*-C
GCSEs is £90,500. The present value of the total cost of the HSA policy over ten years is around £12.5
million, or £1.25 million on average per annum (including one-off costs). This suggests that it would
require only around 14 extra pupils per year to gain 5 A*-C GCSEs for the benefits of the policy to
outweigh the costs. As there are 152 local authorities, this represents slightly less than 1 pupil per local
authority. Furthermore, this estimate is conservative, as it does not take into account the likelihood that
pupils gaining 5A*-C GCSEs will go on to obtain further qualifications with higher financial return, or the
wider, non-financial, benefits of education to the individual and society (e.g. better health).

1

Please note that the figures represented in this paragraph are the main costs to TDA rather than the total cost of
Initial Teacher Training. For example, they do not include figures for student support, loans for fees etc. which are
borne by BIS. They also exclude some other areas of funding including capital and some minor funding streams
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Parental responsiveness duty

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:

Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem/
Contact for enquiries: Elizabeth Green

Telephone: 020 73407609

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Government intervention is necessary to sharpen LA accountability and ensure that all LAs proactively
seek the views of parents in the planning and delivery of school provision and act on feedback from
parents. This will help improve the supply of education. Current policy largely focuses on school level
issues and individual appeals / complaints. There is evidence to suggest that some parents feel
unhappy with the overall offer in their area and at present, the mechanisms in place to address parental
dissatisfaction are not in place.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The objective of the policy is to ensure that LAs seek parents' views on their satisfaction with school
provision in their area and, should they be dissatisfied, act accordingly to address concerns. The
effect of the policy is to improve the LA's role as strategic commissioners of high quality school places;
improve LAs repsonsiveness to parents' needs and aspirations; and ultimately, drive up the quality of
schools.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1. Do nothing - at present, many LAs do not proactively seek parents' views on the provision of schools
in their area.
2. A parental responsiveness duty - by proactively seeking the views of parents on the range of
provision, and acting on their views, LAs will drive up the quality of school provision. It will also ensure
that LAs provide school places that parents want thereby ensuring surplaces places are reduced.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? The policy and costs and benefits of the policy will be reviewed at the end of the pilot
(September - December 2009).
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Description: Introduce a Parental Responsiveness Duty on Local

Policy Option:

Authorities.
ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)
COSTS

£

Yrs

£3.3m

1

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
DCSF - Trial costs from Sept – Dec 09 = £88k First year of full roll out
(one off) cost (2010- If statutory consultation (on regulations)

processes allow. If not, the first full year of operation will be 2011)

Average Annual Cost

= £3. 3m, This includes the cost of parents’ time to compete a
questionnaire estimated at £1.6m.

(excluding one-off)

£ 2.3-2.4m

Total Cost (PV) £21-22m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£ N/A
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
Parents, pupils, LAs.
Savings in relation to reduced admissions appeals, surplus places,
schools in special measures; improved outcomes for pupils.

(excluding one-off)

£

£1-3m

Total Benefit (PV)

£ 9-23m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Parents more engaged in provision
of local schools and more satisfied with them, reducing admissions appeals. LAs will be more
effective strategic commissioners of school places, reducing surplus places. Reduced number of
underperforming and failing schools, reducing surplus places and increasing pupil achievement.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Risks include raising expectations of parents and LAs being
unable to deliver what parents want; trigger level set too low resulting in a higher proportion of LAs
required to produce a plan; LAs use higher cost options in response plan; LAs do not respond
appropriately leading to more referrals to Schools Adjudicator; increased complaints to SoS
Price Base
Year 2009

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

National (England)

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Local Authorites

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Yes/No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£
Decrease of £
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
These provisions will underpin a new approach whereby local authorities actively seek the views of all
parents on the overall pattern of provision, thereby sharpening LA accountability to parents. The current
system is a reactive one, whereby LAs respond to individual parental dissatisfaction, usually in the form
of an appeal regarding the school place offered to a pupil, or by vocal and visible campaigns regarding a
particular school or schools.. We anticipate the number of admissions appeals and representations will
reduce over time as parents will have a regular (annual) route by which to voice concerns and provision
will be informed and shaped by local parents.
There is evidence to suggest that some parents feel unhappy with secondary school provision in their
area and at present, the mechanisms in place to address overall parental dissatisfaction are not in
place. The objective of this policy is to ensure – by placing a legal duty on LAs – that all LAs
proactively engage with parents on a regular basis, listiening to their views about their needs and
aspirations, and responding publicly. By surveying all parents on an annual basis, LAs will be able to
canvass the views of all parents, not just a voiciferous minority of parents who are able to use the
current system of individual representations and lobby groups. A trial is currently underway to inform
the detailed roll out of these provisions.
Costs
It is important to note that good LAs will be conducting thorough reviews of their provision in their normal
cycle of school planning and will be involving parents at some level with those plans. All costs
presented here are provisional and will be updated following the trial (concluding December 2009).

Costs fall to three main areas:
LAs - in conducting the survey and, if necessary, producing and implementing a response plan;
Parents - in completing the questionnaire;
Schools Adjudicator - if he is called upon to review a plan on appeal).
LAs
There are four main stages to LA action as follows:
1. Conducting an annual survey of parents of children in Year 6

•
•
•
•

Number of Year 6 children per year in all LAs = 535,790
Printing hard copy questionnaires for all eligible parents = £1 per copy = £535,790
Assuming 65% response rate
Half of those will respond online; half will use pre-paid envelope (30p per copy) =
£535,790x0.65x0.50x£0.3 = £52, 239
Total = £588,029
LA staff time

• 0.5 clerical officer (distribution / oversight of questionnaire; data entry) (Sept-Dec only)
=£355.95.5x 0.5 days x16 weeks = £2847.6 2
• 0.1FTEx Middle manager – oversight and supervision (Sept-Dec only) = £749.8 x0.1x16
weeks= £1199.68 3
• Analyst time (4 weeks at 0.5FTE) = £749.8x0.5x4 weeks = £1499.6
Total for 150 LAs= £5546.88*150 = £832,032~ £830k

2

Figure from the ASHE, clerical officer assumed as an individual who works in “Local government clerical officers
and assistants” using the median weekly gross pay.
3
Figure from ASHE, middle manager assumed as an individual who are “Senior officials in local government” using
the median weekly gross pay.
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2. Should a plan be triggered, LAs will be required to consult with parents to produce a
response plan. Parents of children in Years 3, 4, 5 and 6 will be consulted:
• Assume plans will be triggered in 20 LAs (assumed estimate)
• Officer time to develop and manage consultation = 0.5x FTE middle manager level (5
month period) = £749.8x0.5x25 weeks = £9372.5
• Cost of public consultation = £2,000
• Officer time to develop and write plan = 0.7xFTE middle manager x 8 weeks =
£749.8x0.7x8=£4198.88
• Publication of plan = on website so no cost
• Officer time to collate objections to the plan = 0.4x FTE clerical officer x4
weeks=£355.95x0.4x4 weeks = £569.52
• Analyst time to analyse objections (1xFTE middle manager x 1 week) = £749.8
Total for 20 LAs = £16,890.7*20 = £337,814
3. Should the trigger level of 20% of parents objecting to the plan be reached, the LA will be
required to refer the plan to the Schools Adjudicator, along with all the original survey responses
and subsequent objections:
• Officer time to collate and forward responses to Schools Adjudicator and liaison = (1xFTE
clerical officer x 2 weeks) = £355.95x2 = £711.9
4. Cost of implementing the plan
There will be no additional cost of implementing changes to provision as LAs will be doing this
in their normal cycle of school improvement options and place planning.
There is also a non-monetised cost of the effort required for the potential increase in workload for the LA
having to resolve the issues that parents may have raised in their responses, where some may not be as
simple as others.
Total cost to LAs in first year of roll out = approx. £1.8m
Schools
NB: LAs distribute their admissions form to schools which distribute to pupils / parents. They would
include this questionnaire and supporting letter with those forms. Therefore, no additional cost to schools.
Parents

• Number of parents of children in Year 6 - approx 10 mins to think about and complete
questionnaire. Survey returned online or via pre-paid envelope. Assuming 65%
response rate = 0.65x535,790x £10.61(median hourly pay)x1/6=£615,846 4.
• 10% of eligible parents of children in Years 3-6 respond to consultation - approx 20
minutes to respond. =0.1x1,884,360 5x1/3x£10.61 = £666,435
• 5% of parents of children in Year 6 likely to object to Schools Adjudicator - approx 1hr in
total = 0.05x535,790x£10.61=£284,236
Total costs to parents (time) = approx. £1.6m
Schools Adjudicator

1. Should an appeal be trigger, the Schools Adjudicator will be required to review the plan,
looking at both the process followed and the decision reached. The Schools Adjudicator will be
4
5

Median hourly pay for all employees in the UK taken from the ASHE.
Number of pupils in Key Stage 2 taken from the SFR 2009
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required to look at original survey responses and the nature of the objections and reach a
conclusion as to whether the plan is reasonable:
• Estimated number of referrals to the Schools Adjudicator per year = 5 (assumed estimate)
• Currently £2000 6 per case review of individual appeals = 5x£2000 = £10,000
• 3 days admin per case= £355.95*0.6*5 = £1,068
Total Schools Adjudicator costs = £11,068
Total Cost in first full year of roll out (LAs, parents and Schools Adjudicator) = £1.8m +
£1.6m + £11k = £3,336,171
Annual costs
It is important to note that the number of LAs conducting the survey will decrease year on year, as those
LAs where a response plan was triggered, will be exempt from conducting another survey for 3 yeears.
This is to ensure that they have time to conduct a full consultation with parents and implement any
improvements. Therefore, first year costs are the maximum and should be treated as one off
costs.
Benefits
1. Savings and benefits will accrue at a number of different levels. First benefits may start to accrue from
2013 onwards at the very earliest; although it is likely the more structural solutions (and benefits) will
start to impact later as it is likely that statutory procedures will need to be followed e.g. consultation on
school reorganisation. It will therefore take longer for those solutions to be implemented, embed and
start to show effects.
2.
Parents will feel more engaged in the planning of provision in their area and in schools more
generally. There may also be an impact on the number of appeals regarding school place allocation in
the longer term, as parents increasingly are happier with the school provision available to them (as LAs
will modify provision in light of parental feedback). The cost of admission appeals vary between LAs but
an average cost per appeal is estimated at around £250.
3. LAs will be more effective strategic commissioners of school provision having had the benefit of
access to regular, consistent, clear and representative information on which to base their school
commissioning and planning. Increased access to information improves the efficiency within the schools
market .It is likely that, with the benefit of this knowledge (the survey data), LAs are less likely to make
expensive commissioning errors such as building unpopular schools which parents do not want their
children to attend. It is also likely to have a positive impact on surplus places for this reason. This policy
will allow for a better match between demand and supply of school places.
4. LAs will have better information about what parents want, and are listening to and providing the range
of provision that meets parents’ needs and aspirations. Additional data will be available to feed into
other plans such as the Children and Young People’s Plan.
5. The policy will positively impact on overall standards as issues with unpopular and / or failing /
underperforming schools are addressed. In addition, standards are likely to rise as pupils increasingly
go to schools that better meet their needs. Raising educational attainment increases lifetime earnings.
6. It may be possible to identify issues with schools (from a parent’s perspective) earlier, given the
annual cycle of data collection. This may mean that early intervention powers are used in a more timely
way, leading to fewer surplus places and school failure. The costs of turning round a school from special
measures for example, are typically on average £400k for a secondary school.
The trial (September – December 2009) will yield important data regarding the costs and benefits of the
policy, not least information about the ‘real’ cost of conducting a survey, and likely response rates, both
6

Estimate from Schools Adjudicator
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of which are likely to impact on costs. The Department will use that data to ensure the most cost
effective and efficient approach to the roll out of the policy. It will also help plan the roll out, for example,
a national or staged roll out. It will also yield baseline data to measure costs and impact over time. LAs
will be able to measure parental satisfaction with provision over time as they will have to collect
information regularly (annually, or if a plan has been triggered, 3 years after that plan is published).
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Ofsted reporting on SEND as part of school inspections

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Malcolm D'Souza

Telephone: 0207 3407358

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
There is currently a lack of confidence amongst parents and special educational needs and disability
(SEND) stakeholders about the coverage of SEND in Ofsted school inspections. The proposed duty
on Ofsted addresses the problem of 'imperfect information', an established cause of market failure, by
facilitating improved assessment of and reporting on how well the school meets the needs of pupils
with SEND. This in turn will enhance the contribution made by inspection to improved outcomes for
these children, which will have a positive impact in terms of equity and efficiency.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The duty is intended to increase confidence in the inspection system by: improving inspection delivery
e.g. as a consequence of enhanced inspector training linked to the duty; underpinning changes that
have recently been made to the non-statutory school inspection framework from September 2009,
which strengthen the focus on SEND within school inspections; and providing reassurance that the
priority attached to SEND will be maintained in any future school inspection arrangements. The policy
contributes to the Government's overarching aim of improving outcomes for children with SEND.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Option 1 - leave the legislation unchanged as the inspection framework has already been
strengthened. This is likely to diminish confidence in the system as it fails to respond to an
independent expert group's recommendation. Option 2 - legislate to make the focus on SEND explicit.
This responds directly to the expert group. It provides an impetus for further improvement in
inspection delivery and eliminates the risk of a future non-statutory inspection framework reducing the
focus on SEND in light of competing priorities.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
It is intended that the policy will be reviewed a year following commencement of the duty.

Ministerial Sign-off For final proposal/implementation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 2

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 127,000
Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
These figures refer to costs to Ofsted of enhancing the training of
school inspectors. It is not anticipated that the proposed duty will
impose additional costs on schools although it may lead to some
schools re-prioritising.

£ 86,000

Total Cost (PV)

£ 870,000

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Not possible to provide accurate monetised
benefits. We would expect there to be some impact in outcomes
for children with SEND. If 2 pupils benefit from this new policy to
the extent that during their working lives their employment status
changes from permanently unemployment to permanent
employment, this would realise benefits of £1,000,000.

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks

Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

Following RA

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

N/A

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ N/A

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
School inspection has a key role to play in both holding schools to account and contributing to school
improvement. However, concern has been expressed, from some stakeholder groups, for example the
National Deaf Children’s Society, that there has been insufficient focus on and understanding of the
needs of children with SEND within school inspections. The provision responds directly to a
recommendation made by the Lamb Inquiry into special educational needs and parental confidence.

Economic rationale
Imperfect information about outcomes for pupils with SEND means that recommendations for service
improvement are either absent or ineffective (market failure). This in turn means that intervention to
improve provision (i.e. local authority, school improvement partner etc) is not triggered, resulting in some
pupils not realising their full potential. The duty addresses this problem.
Costs
To schools
The duty on Ofsted is intended to take effect at the earliest opportunity. It is not anticipated that the duty
itself will require significant amendments to the current school inspection framework, which has been in
place since September 2009. It is therefore not expected to impose additional costs on schools.
However, improved inspection resulting from a renewed focus on SEND, along with additional training
for inspectors may result in more schools being required to make service improvements. The costs of
these improvements will be greatly outweighed by the benefits to pupils.
To Ofsted
While the duty itself is not expected to directly impose additional costs on Ofsted, it is intended that
inspectors will be subject to enhanced training in the context of the duty.
Ofsted estimates that initial training costs will amount to £127,250, with ongoing costs of £85,725 per
annum.
Benefits
Extending the school inspection legislation to include an explicit reference to children with special
educational needs and disabilities is intended to improve the confidence of both parents and
stakeholders in Ofsted and the school inspection system more generally. It sends an important signal
about the priority the Government attaches to this issue. The fact that this measure has been
recommended by an independent expert group representing a wide range of SEND stakeholders
reinforces this.
The duty will underpin the changes which have already been made to strengthen the school inspection
framework and will provide reassurance about the longer term. The inspection framework is a nonstatutory document which is subject to periodic revision. With every revision, competing inspection
priorities have to be considered. The duty will ensure that under any such revision, the focus on SEND
will remain.
The duty will also provide a context for enhanced training of school inspectors. This will lead to more
effective implementation of the strengthened school inspection arrangements, which in turn will lead to
more insightful assessment of schools in relation to SEND, and sharper recommendations for
improvement. Increasing the impact of inspection on improvement will contribute to the Government’s
overarching aim of improving outcomes for children with SEND and narrowing the gap in attainment
between these children and their peers. This will increase their life chances and opportunities to achieve
social and economic wellbeing.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Parental right to appeal to the First-tier Tribunal (SEN &
Disability)

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Special Educational Needs Code of Practice; Lamb Inquiry interim report, Quality

and Clarity of (SEN) statements; F-tT (SEND) How to Appeal an SEN Decision.
Available to view or download at:

http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/wholeschool/sen; www.dcsf.gov.uk/lambinquiry/
Contact for enquiries: Nigel Fulton

Telephone: 0207 783 8266

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
There is a wide gap in outcomes for children with special educational needs (SEN) when compared
with their peers. It is important that children with SEN receive the right support. Parents cannot
appeal to the First-tier Tribunal (SEND) where following a review of their child's SEN statement the
local authority decides not to amend the statement, only when the LA does so. (SEN statements are
drawn up by LAs setting out a child's SEN and the provision to meet those needs.) This has been
highligted by the Lamb Inquiry as an important gap in the SEN legislation.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
There has been concern about parents' confidence in the 'SEN system' and the Lamb Inquiry was
established to promote parental confidence. Amending the legislation as proposed will serve to
increase parental confidence by closing a gap in the legislation. It will signal the Government's
willingness to address this issue. It should be seen in the context of the Lamb Inquiry as a whole,
other recommendations of which will have the intended effect of reducing appeals to the Tribunal over
the coming years through, for example, training of local authority officers in working with parents.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1) Do nothing.
2) Amend the legislation in the current Bill. Parents can only appeal to the Tribunal through provisions
of the Education Act 1996. This amendment to the legislation can be easily achieved and there is no
reason to delay giving parents this extension to their rights to appeal.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the
achievement of the desired effects? Three years after coming into effect. The Department will work
with the First-tier Tribunal (SEND)/Tribunals Service/Ministry of Justice to assess the effects of this
amendment.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 2

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 15,800

1

Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Average annual costs for the Tribunal/Tribunals
Service would range between £100,000 and £210,000. Local
authority costs nationally would range between £235,000 and
£475,000. Legal Services Commission costs would range
between £350,000 and £705,000.

(excluding one-off)

£ 0-1.4million

Total Cost (PV)

£ 0-13 million

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Parents in particular, but also some
local authority officers, can find the appeal process stressful and any increase in appeals would
add to the amount of stress the system causes.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
It is not possible to determine specific costed benefits beyond the
overall improvements that these changes would introduce.

(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Improved attainment by SEN
pupils. Figures on rate of return to GCSEs suggest it would require about 15-31 pupils p.a. to gain
5*A-C GCSEs as a result for the benefits of the policy to outweight the costs. This does not take
into account the wider benefits of attainment (e.g. better health or further qualifications).
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Assumed that there will be relatievly low numbers of appeals
registered annually coming from this amendment. There is a risk that there may be more leading to
requests for further funding by authorities and the Tribunals Service but this should be offset against a
likely decline in appeals resulting from other measures as a result of implementing the Lamb Inquiry.
Net Benefit Range (NPV)
Price
Time
£
Base
Period
2009
10
What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£
England.

On what date will the policy be implemented?

Jan 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF/F-tT(SEND)

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A
No

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

N/A

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase

£ Nil

Decrease
Key:

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

£ Nil

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£ Nil
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
SEN statements must be reviewed annually and there can also be additional interim reviews. The SEN
framework gives parents the right to appeal to an independent tribunal (the First-tier Tribunal (SEN and
Disability)) on matters concerning the statutory assessments of their children’s SEN and their children’s
statements. Parents can appeal to the Tribunal if a local authority amends a statement following a
review but they do not currently have the right to appeal to the Tribunal if the local authority does not
amend the statement following a review. An Inquiry led by Brian Lamb recommended that parents
should be given the right to appeal in these circumstances.
The SEN framework gives parents the right to appeal to an independent tribunal (the First-tier Tribunal
(SEN and Disability)) on matters concerning the statutory assessments of their children’s SEN and their
children’s statements. Parents can appeal to the Tribunal if a local authority amends a statement
following a review but they do not currently have the right to appeal to the Tribunal if the local authority
does not amend the statement following a review.
Costs
The calculations below are based on a 5% increase in these types of appeals as a result of the
legislative change and a more generous estimate of a 10% increase. The range of estimates is based
on the other improvements through training for local authority officers on writing better SEN statements
which are more personalised to the child in question and on better dialogue with parents, including
having better dialogue with parents around annual reviews of statements. The effect of these measures
will take time to come on stream but eventually they will make even the 5% increase look generous and
will in all likelihood counteract any increase arising from the legislative change
There are potentially four sources of extra cost associated with this change:
•

Information costs – informing parents about this change;

•

Tribunal costs – administering extra appeals and hearing extra cases;

•

Local authority costs – for defending cases at the Tribunal;

•

Legal help costs – costs to the Legal Services Commission to help parents prepare their
cases.

Information costs: These costs would fall on the Department, the Tribunals Service and local authorities.
The Department publishes a guide for parents and carers on SEN in standard format and easy read
versions, Braille and a number of minority languages. Based on recent costs, we estimate that to amend
these versions with the consequent redesigns would cost £4,800. (This booklet is reprinted frequently
anyway and so reprint costs have not been taken into account here.) The Tribunal publishes a guidance
booklet for parents on how to appeal and that would need to be amended. An estimated cost for
amending, redesigning, translating and printing is £11,000. Local authorities will need to inform parents
of their right to appeal following a review which leads to no amendments. Local authorities have to
inform parents of the decisions they have taken on the basis of the head teacher’s report following the
review in any case. So informing parents of their new right could just require an extra paragraph to a
standard letter to parents or a new letter attached the notice of their decisions. Costs would be nugatory.
The other costs mentioned in this paragraph would be one off and amount to £15,800.
Costs associated with appeals
The estimated costs to the Tribunal itself holding a hearing are £1,656 (fees payable to the three tribunal
panel members £1,182, Earnings Related National Insurance Contributions £124 and T&S and other
expenses £350). The average Tribunals Service staffing costs per appeal amounts to £284 and other
administrative overheads average £80. An estimated typical cost for a local authority to defend a case at
the Tribunal is £5,000. The Legal Services Commission’s estimated costs for helping parents prepare
for a Tribunal hearing are £7,500. Although in many cases parents do not take up the offer of Legal Help
or do not qualify for this means tested support to prepare a case for a hearing we have assumed that
they will do so in each case where it goes through to a hearing. These would be annual costs.
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Scenario A – there is a 5% increase in the number of appeals about the contents of statements
1572 cases were dealt with in 2007-08 where parents were appealing about the contents of statements.
A 5% increase on this figure as a consequence of the change to the legislation would lead to 79 more
cases being registered with the Tribunal. Of the 1572 cases about 60% were either withdrawn or
conceded before they got to a full hearing and about 40% were heard. However we believe that parents
appealing after a review which does not lead to amendments to the statement would be more likely to
carry their appeals through to a full hearing. This is because most appeals about the contents of
statements are registered when the statement is newly made and there is more give-and-take about
what is in the statement. So a reversal of the normal figures has been assumed with 60% of cases
going through to a full hearing and 40% being withdrawn or conceded. In which case, we estimate that
47 more cases would go to a full hearing. Therefore the extra costs would be:
For the Tribunal – registering and case managing 79 cases (assuming they all get to the point just before
the full hearing) is £364 x 79 = £28,746. Plus 47 full hearings: £1656 x 47 = £77,832. Total = £106,578.
For the local authorities nationally – for the full hearings: £5,000 x 47 = £235,000. In addition the local
authorities would have to devote time to discussing cases which are subsequently withdrawn or
conceded with parents. Assuming two hours of a junior manager’s time at £34.27 per hour in order to do
this the added costs would be: £34.27 x 2 = £68.54 x 32 (79-47) = £2,193. Total = £237,193
For the Legal Services Commission – assuming that all parents whose cases go through to a full hearing
make use of Legal Help but none of the ones whose cases are withdrawn or conceded do then the costs
will be: £7,500 x 47 = £352,500.
So the overall costs in year one would be: £696,271.
Scenario B – there is a 10% increase in the number of appeals about the contents of statements
In this scenario an increase of 10% on the 1572 appeals about the contents of statements would amount
to 157 more cases. Again assuming 60% are carried through to a full hearing then there would be 94
more hearings. In this scenario the costs would be as follows:
For the Tribunal – registering and case managing 157 cases: £364 x 157 = £57,148. Plus 94 more
hearings: £1,656 x 94 = £155,664. Total £212,812
For local authorities nationally: for the full hearings £5,000 x 94 = £470,000. Plus two hours of a junior
manager’s time at £34.27 for 63 cases which are withdrawn or conceded (157-94) = £68.54 x 63 =
£4,318. Total £474,318
For the Legal Service Commission - £7,500 x 94 = £705,000
So the overall year one costs would be: £1,392,130
The 10 year PV discounted costs are as follows - Scenario A £6,502,609 and Scenario B £12,985,579
Benefits
The benefits of this change to the law are not quantifiable but it is designed to promote parental
confidence in the SEN system and improve local authority practice in keeping statements up-to-date and
more closely reflecting children’s current needs. In turn, this should lead to better outcomes for children
and potentially reduced public costs as children will make more successful and independent transitions
to adulthood. Currently 33.6% of pupils with SEN achieve level 4 at Key Stage 2 as compared to 84.6%
of pupils without SEN and 11.7% of pupils with SEN achieve five or more good GCSEs, including
English and Maths, at Key Stage 4 compared with 57% of pupils without SEN.
On average, the additional lifetime earnings associated with gaining 5 GCSEs at A*-C compared to no
GCSEs is £45,000.
This estimate was based on analyses from the Labour Force Survey data (LFS) for 2004 and 2005
(pooled) for England only, a working age span of 18-64 years for males and 18-59 years for females, a
comparison group which pools together those with no qualifications and those with below L2
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qualifications as their highest qualification level, a 2% Real Earnings growth, a 25% Non-wage labour
costs, the additional cost of employment and 3.5% Discount Rate for the first 30 years, 3.0% thereafter.
Thus, in order for the estimated benefits to outweigh the cost of the policy, between 15 and 31 additional
children per year would have to gain GCSEs at C or above. However, this will overestimate the numbers
required as it does not take into account the impact of gaining GCSEs at C or above on the likelihood of
achieving additional qualifications with higher financial return, or the wider benefits of education for the
individual and society (e.g. better health).
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Alternative Provision

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Back on Track: A strategy for modernising alternative provision for young people
Available to view or download at:

www.dcsf.gov.uk/publications/backontrack/
Contact for enquiries: Lesley Hollick

Telephone: 0207 3407060

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Up to now, there have been limited requirements placed on local authorities and schools regarding the
alternative provision they make available to their pupils, except for those that have been excluded from
school. This has resulted in a situation where pupils can wait for long periods for a placement and then,
once they are placed, receive only a few hours of education in a week and have little opportunity to achieve
accredited qualifications. Government intervention is necessary to provide pupils in alternative provision
with a high standard education to meet the government's premise of equality and to ensure that the
benefits (positive externalities) of adequate education are realised.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The intended effect is that all pupils in alternative provision (including Pupil Referral Units, PRUs) will
have full time, appropriate, high quality provision which will provide them with a standard of education
comparable with that they would receive in a mainstream school.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1. Cover in new statutory guidance – This is considered appropriate for Information Passports, Personal
Learning Plans and the Core Entitlement, but not considered strong enough to ensure full time provision
2. New legislation to reframe Section 19 of the 1996 Education and Inspections Act on full-time provision
– this would send out a clear message and give legal power of enforcement for LAs failing to comply.
We propose to follow both options 1 and 2

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
We will seek to evaluate the impact of this legislation in late 2013, after the guidance has been in place for
3 years and the legislative duty has been in place for 2 years.
We are piloting the collection of attainment data from PRUs in 2009, and subject to the quality of this data
being high enough, we intend to publish this in January 2010 for participant local authorities. We are putting
in place a new PRU / AP Census regime from 2010, which should give robust data on attainment at
PRU/APs (for pupils at the end of key stage 4) across local authorities, available and published alongside
the school attainment tables from January 2011.
Ministerial Sign-off For final proposal/implementation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the
leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
See Evidence Base Section

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

10

£26m

Total Cost (PV) £224m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ We expect a positive net benefit in the most likely
scenario if this policy leads to more than 1,100 pupils who
otherwise would have held no qualification at all to achieve Level 2
vocational training qualifications (VRQ2). This figure does not
account for the social returns that this initiative will bring about,
which if included would bring this figure down. See Evidence Base
Total Benefit (PV) -

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Several studies have highlighted the
relationship between not being in full time educational provision and crime. However, we do not
know the percentage of the total number of offences that can be attributable to pupils who will be
affected by this intervention and, therefore, we include these benefits as non-monetised benefits.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The main risks are that LAs complain of lack of funding to meet
the new legislative requirement and there are questions over who will ensure that this duty is being
met.
Price Base

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV)

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF/Lords

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£
Decrease of £
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Government intervention is necessary to provide pupils in alternative provision with a high standard
education to meet the government's premise of equality and to ensure the benefits (positive externalities)
of adequate education are realised. We propose to do this through both statutory guidance and changes
to the Primary legislation.
Cover in new statutory guidance on Information Passports, Personal Learning Plans and Core
Entitlement to include new expectations: New guidance will attract the notice of local authorities and
schools and by giving the new requirements prominence it is more likely that they will be read and taken
notice of. As some local authorities are not currently complying with the requirements, such local
authorities will want detailed guidance to help them to comply with the new requirements – indeed, we
might be criticised if we did not provide detailed guidance. Detailed guidance is also needed because of
the flexibilities built into the requirements – to get this message across and to explain what that means in
practice, needs detailed guidance.
Guidance would be in place from 2010. However, we feel that guidance alone would not have sufficient
impact in terms of ensuring full-time provision, which is why we propose to issue guidance as well as
following a legislative route, as set out in option (2) below.
We would look to amend the guidance as appropriate in 2011 once legislation had commenced to stress
the new legislative full-time requirements.
New legislation to reframe Section 19 of the 1996 Education and Inspections Act around offering full-time
provision – this would send out a clear message and give legal power of enforcement for LAs failing to
comply with the full-time duty.
We also considered the option of legislating to introduce everything in the guidance, making the
information passport, personal learning plan and core entitlement legal requirements. However, we
rejected this sub-option because legislation on detailed operational procedures, which we plan to cover
in guidance, would not allow the flexibility which responses to the White Paper consultation made clear is
required for pupils in alternative provision.
We therefore concluded that the preferred option was to legislate on the full-time requirement, but issue
guidance on information passports, personal learning plans and the core entitlement (insofar as it relates
to issues other than that covering full-time provision, such as the curriculum).
There will be increased costs for local authorities. Local authorities already have a legal duty to provide
pupils in alternative provision with a ‘suitable education’ and “suitable, full time education for excluded
pupils”. The overall funding local authorities currently receive from the Government includes an element
intended for this purpose (although funding for alternative provision is not ring fenced). However, this
proposed change will mean that all pupils in alternative provision will be entitled to full time education
(with exception for reasons which relate to physical or mental health, where it would be impracticable or
otherwise inappropriate for full-time education to be provided).
Facts and Assumptions

•

135,000 pupils pass through alternative provision each year but at any point there are up to 70,000 in
such provision;

•

There is a range of reasons for pupils being in alternative provision. The biggest single group (just
under 50 per cent) are pupils who either have been excluded from school or who have been deemed
at risk of exclusion. Both categories are likely to have special educational needs. The other 50 per
cent are in alternative provision either for medical needs (e.g. pupils with emotional and physical
health needs and teenage mothers) or for other reasons (pupils unable to cope in mainstream school,
children temporarily without a school place) 7.

7

Back on Track White Paper, May 2008, paragraph 1.4
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•

There is a legal requirement for excluded pupils to receive full-time education from the 6th day of their
exclusion - local authorities and schools are already funded for this provision, so these excluded
pupils can be excluded from any consideration of the costs of providing full-time provision to pupils in
alternative provision.

•

Therefore we assume that 50% of pupils in alternative provision will not be affected by this new
legislation because they are excluded and therefore already receiving FTE and half of them will not
receive FTE due to exceptional circumstances (mainly medical reasons). This leaves us with 17,500
pupils that the duty on the LA will apply to.

•

The cost of making full-time provision available to pupils in alternative provision is estimated as being
around £15,000 a year, compared to £4,000 in a maintained school 8.

Costs
The costs of implementing the guidance (information passport / personal learning plan) are minimal in
comparison, and largely relate to postage and communication costs. The guidance seeks to minimise
any administrative burdens on schools, for example by advising that in the case of information passports
there is no specific form needed and that existing documents can be used to provide information
contained within the ‘information passport’ heading. Similarly, personal learning plans in most cases can
be built quickly from information within the information passport, minimising any additional burden on
PRU/APs.
We have therefore concentrated on analysing the costs associated with the legislative proposals for fulltime provision.
Full time provision LAs will have an increased cost because of having to commission the extra provision
(where applicable).
As we said above the cost of making full-time provision available to pupils in alternative provision is
estimated as being around £15,000 a year, compared to £4,000 in a maintained school. Therefore, LAs
will have to allocate £11,000 extra per pupil to provide FTE in AP. This means £11.6 extra per hour
[£11,000/(190 school days x 5 h per day)].
FTE – teacher costs are included in the figures used for the costs of a place in alternative provision, so
we shouldn’t need to figure that in separately.
Number of pupils affected = 17,500 pupils in AP at any point.
Upper likelihood
We assume that pupils in AP that will be affected by this policy are only receiving 3 hours of education a
day. With this intervention they would all get 5 hours per day, i.e., 2 extra hours a day or 380 extra hours
per year, with an estimate cost of £4,400 per pupil.
Given that the number of pupils effectively affected by this policy is 17,500 the additional total cost of this
new legislation amounts to approximately £77m per year, £660m over ten years (3.5% discount rate).
Lower likelihood
All pupils in AP are already receiving FTE, therefore, there is no an extra cost for this policy.
c) Most likely scenario
Out of these 17,500 pupils we assume that 2/3 (approximately 11,500) are already receiving FTE since
2005’s guidance established the definition of FTE in the context of AP and LAs were expected to follow
this guidance. Therefore, we expect the most likely scenario to be one in which a maximum of 6,000
8

Figures taken from Section 52 returns and school census 2007-08.
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pupils will need 2 additional hours to ensure full time provision. This amounts to approximately £26m per
year, £224m over ten years.
Benefits
According to DCSF calculations based on the Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings:
 Those who achieve 5 or more A*-C GCSEs earn on average around £186,500 more, discounted
over their lifetime, compared to similar individuals who do not hold any qualification at all.
 Those who achieve 1 - 4 A*-C GCSEs earn on average around £88,500 more, discounted over
their lifetime, compared to similar individual who do not hold any qualification at all.
 Finally those who hold Level 2 vocational training qualifications (NRQ2) earn on average around
£24,500 more, discounted over their lifetime, compared to similar individual who do not hold any
qualification.
However we do not have evidence yet 9 on the number of pupils who will effectively benefit from this
policy nor to what extent they will benefit - i.e., we do not whether as the result of this policy pupils will
move from achieving no qualification at all to achieve 5 or more A* - C GCSEs, 1 – 4 A * - C GCSEs or
Level 2 vocational training qualifications.
Non-quantifiable benefits
So far we have looked at benefits to the individual. However, we cannot forget the social returns from
education. Thus higher attainment tends to lead to higher employment prospects 10, which in its turn
reduces crime 11.
However, we do not know the percentage of the total number of offences that can be attributable to
pupils who will be affected by this intervention and, therefore, we include these benefits under the
section non-monetised benefits.

Break even analysis
As we said above the lack of evidence at this point of the appraisal prevents us from carrying a costbenefit analysis. However, we think it is important to show the break even point of various scenarios –
comparing to the cost of providing 6,000 pupils with 2 additional hours a day (amounting to £224m over
10 years) regarded as the most likely scenario (see cost section):
a) Achieving 5 or more A* - C GCSEs
If approximately 150 pupils affected by this policy (2% of the 6000 pupils) increased their attainment
from no achieving any good GCSE to achieve 5 or more A* - C GCSEs, then benefits would
approximately equal costs.
b) Achieving 1 – 4 A* - C GCSEs

9

There is currently scant data available about the outcomes of children and young people in alternative provision,
with no published performance data at institutional or local authority level for pupils in Pupil Referral Units or in
alternative provision. We have been working to address this since publication of the Back on Track white paper in
2008. We are piloting the collection of attainment data from PRUs in 2009, and subject to the quality of this data
being high enough, we intend to publish this in January 2010 for participant local authorities. We are putting in
place a new PRU / AP Census regime from 2010, which should give robust data on attainment at PRU/APs (for
pupils at the end of key stage 4) across local authorities, available and published alongside the school attainment
tables from January 2011.
10
Jenkins at al. (2007): “The Returns to Qualifications in England: Updating the Evidence Base on Level 2 and
Level 3 Vocational Qualifications” Centre for the Economics of Education, LSE.
11

Eric D. Gould, Bruce A. Weinberg, and David B. Mustard (2002): “Crime Rates and Local Labour Market
Opportunities in the United States: 1979 – 1997”, Review of Economics and Statistics, February 2002, 84(1): 45 61
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If approximately 300 pupils affected by this policy (5% of the 6000 pupils) increased their attainment
from no achieving any good GCSE to achieve one to four GCSEs, then benefits would approximately
equal costs
c) Achieving Level 2 vocational training qualification (VRQ2) - Most likely case scenario
If approximately 1,100 pupils affected by this policy (18% of the 6,000 pupils) increased their attainment
from no getting any qualification to achieve Level 2 vocation training qualification, then benefits would
approximately equal costs
Since the number of pupils who would need to achieve these qualifications is small in comparison with
the number of pupils affected by this policy (6000), it is reasonable to assume that the policy will break
even, or that benefits will exceed costs.
We will seek to evaluate the impact of this legislation in late 2013, after the duty has been in place for 2
years. There is currently little data available about the outcomes of children and young people in
alternative provision, with no published performance data at institutional or local authority level for pupils
in Pupil Referral Units or in alternative provision. We have been working to address this since publication
of the Back on Track white paper in 2008. We are piloting the collection of attainment data from PRUs in
2009, and subject to the quality of this data being high enough, we intend to publish this in January 2010
for participant local authorities. We are putting in place a new PRU / AP Census regime from 2010,
which should give robust data on attainment at PRU/APs (for pupils at the end of key stage 4) across
local authorities, available and published alongside the school attainment tables from January 2011.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Primary Curriculum

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Independent Review of the Primary Curriculum: Final Report and Consultation

paper
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/primarycurriculumreview

www.qca.org.uk/qca_22256.aspx

Contact for enquiries: Sue Holley

Telephone: 02073407042

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Good education is key to the economic success of society. Ensuring children have access to the best
education possible reduces inequity, and helps prevent poor welfare choices based on imperfect
information. Additionally, positive externalities which result from highly educated students in terms of
future producitivity or civic engagement for example, are wide ranging. Primary education is the
bedrock of the education system, however evidence gathered by QCDA tells us that a new curriculum
model is needed to bring it up to date in the context of globalisation and new technologies.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
A new more flexible primary curriculum will allow schools to tailor teaching to meet the needs, interests
and aspirations of all their children and help them make the best possible progress in literacy,
numeracy and ICT. It will provide pupils with a broad and balanced entitlement to learning which
encourages creativity and inspires in them a commitment to lifelong learning. The new curriculum will
allow teachers to get the best outcomes for their students particularly those who are struggling to keep
up or those who require more challenging tasks.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1) Do nothing.
2) Reform the primary curriculum (see Evidence Base Section).
Note that other potentential options such as piloting different versions of a potential new primary
curriculum prior to any National roll out are ruled out by primary legislation which permits only one
National Curriculum to be in place for any specific cohort of pupils.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
The Department will be working with QCA to ensure that the benefits and success measure are clearly
defined before the new curriculum is introduced from 2011..
Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 2

Description: Reform primary curriculum

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 69m - 91m

2

Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Costs associated with teachers having to spend
time preparing for the new curriculum: Some of these costs will be
incurred by schools, but the additional inset day will affect parents
who will have to make childcare arrangements and pupils who will
lose a day of their education.

(excluding one-off)

£ Nil.

Total Cost (PV)

£ 68m - 91m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ It is expected that costs will be
incurred by the Department and QCDA during the implementation of the policy however all of
these will be met out of current budgets. Costs will be kept under review as work progresses.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’

£ N/A
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£ N/A

Total Benefit (PV)

£ N/A

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Improved pupil performance year
on year, enhanced personal, learning and thinking skills development, improved attendance and
staying on rates, narrowing the attainment gap between those on free school meals and their
peers. Improved behaviour and attendance.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks

Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ Normal activity

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

N/A

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£ Nil

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£ Nil

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£ Nil
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
The world is a rapidly changing place and since the primary curriculum was last updated in 2000, there
have been far reaching changes in the national and global context within which it operates. Many more
people are using computers at home and have mobile phones, and the existence of climate change was
a hotly debated topic rather than a widely accepted scientific fact. Telecoms, technology and the internet
are also creating new types of jobs and the skills needs of employers – now and in the future - are
different from what they were ten years ago.
The education all children receive at primary school helps them develop the knowledge, skills, and
understanding to become confident individuals, successful learners, and responsible citizens, and
prepares them for their futures of further study, university, training and work - by creating real, deep
understanding and by enabling them to apply their knowledge in practical and real life settings - as well
as giving them a rigorous grounding in individual subjects, the three Rs and ICT; and the primary
curriculum needs to fit well with the Early Years Foundation Stage and the secondary school curriculum,
and so helps children have a smooth transition between the different stages of their education.
The economic rationale for DCSF policy is predicated around market failures in education, skills markets
and equity arguments. As noted in Impact Assessment guidance, education has numerous positive
externalities i.e. society benefits from having well-educated individuals, over and above the benefit to the
individual themselves. These externalities can occur in production, leisure or civic engagement for
example, not to mention the ancillary benefits an educated nation brings to our health, crime rates, or
poverty levels. There is a clear economic case therefore for government to prioritise education for the
benefits of wider society, and thus ensure the bedrock of that education - the primary curriculum - is fit
for purpose.
In carrying out his review Sir Jim Rose considered the four broad approaches to the curriculum identified
in schools: subject based; areas of learning; skills based; and theme based. His final recommendation
promotes a primary curriculum structured as six areas of learning. This recommendation was developed
by the experiences learnt from the secondary curriculum model, results from consultations, and QCA's
development work with primary schools over the last three years. Another example was that of an early
proposal to adopt seven areas of learning. Sir Jim decided to reduce this to six areas of learning, and
remove design and technology as a separate area of learning, as he felt that the subject could
predominantly be placed within the Scientific and Technological Understanding area because of the
strong learning links between these subjects.
It could have been possible to pilot the proposals in a small number of schools to test out different
variants on the proposals. However, this is not possible in law. There can be only one National
Curriculum at any one time which places requirements on all maintained schools to deliver the learning
entitlement. QCDA have been working with schools to test out aspects of the new curriculum, such as
cross-curricular studies which are possible within the existing National Curriculum.
The proposed policy has potential to have an impact on long term sustainable development, as a more
flexible curriculum will allow children’s knowledge to be broadened of how the environment affects their
lives, and how their actions affect the environment. Teachers will be able to give children tools and
confidence to play a significant part in affecting positive, lasting change to their local environment.
In terms of environmental costs of the introduction of the policy, new materials will be predominantly web
based however any printed materials arising should be on a minimum of 60% recycled content of which
75% is post-consumer waste. Serious consideration will be given to the use of vegetable inks in printing.
Costs
One-off costs
Costs associated with teachers having to spend time preparing for the new curriculum
(i) To schools
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Primary schools will incur the following time costs in order to familiarise themselves with and prepare for
the new curriculum:
Year 1
1-2 days for all head teachers.
2 -3 days for curriculum designers (deputy head level)
7 – 10 days divided between Areas of Learning leaders.
Year 2
1-2 days for curriculum designers
3-5 days divided between Areas of Learning leaders.
An area of learning leader is the new term for subject leader in a school. This role is generally
responsible for curriculum planning in schools, supporting teachers in preparation of teaching plans,
monitoring quality of provision etc. A curriculum leader will be responsible for the design of the whole
curriculum including decisions about time, resource allocation etc. plus often staff development and
curriculum review and monitoring. The new proposed areas of learning for the curriculum are
Understanding English, communication and languages; Mathematical understanding; Scientific and
technological understanding; Human, social and environmental understanding; Understanding physical
development, health and well-being; Understanding the arts and design.
It is also proposed there will be an additional inset day in Year 1 to enable all teachers to familiarise
themselves with the new curriculum. This will not impose a direct burden on schools since they be able
to offer one fewer day of teaching time.
(ii) To parents
The inset day will impose a cost on parents. Some parents may have to find and pay for childcare
provision during the inset day. In a given week in 2007, 34% of parents of 5-7 year olds and 22% of
parents of 8-11 year olds used formal childcare 12. In addition to this, parents who work at home might
have to divert attention from their work towards looking after their children, which could have financial
implications, particularly if they are self-employed.
However, this cost will not be incurred by all parents, for example, non-working parents or those who can
make informal childcare arrangements at no cost.
(iii) To children
Children will lose a day of education. Fewer days of education corresponds to lower attainment, and in
the longer term, lower productive capacity and lower earnings. For each individual pupil, this impact will
be tiny, since one day is a very small proportion of his or her entire education. However, since the inset
day will affect every primary school age child in the country who attends a maintained school, the total
effect of this will be much larger.
However, there is an optimal balance between inset days and teaching time, since inset days improve
the quality of the teaching children receive. This is discussed in more detail in the benefits section.
Monetary estimate of time cost
It is estimated the total cost associated with teachers having to spend time familiarising themselves with
and preparing for the new curriculum will be as follows. For more details, see Annex B.

Year 1
Year 2 (Present
value)
Total

Lower estimate
£58m
£10m

Upper estimate
£73m
£18m

£68m

£91m

12

Childcare and Early Years Survey 2007: Parents' Use, Views and Experiences.
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Some assumptions used in this cost estimate:
•
•
•

The time needed for different members of staff to familiarise and prepare to use the new
curriculum. These estimates have been varied between the upper and lower bounds.
ONS compliance cost estimates, which are based on teacher wages uplifted by employer costs
are a realistic estimate of the opportunity cost of teachers time, and of having an additional inset
day
A deputy head’s compliance cost is midway between head teacher and class teacher

Other one-off costs
It is expected that costs will be incurred by the Department and QCA during the implementation of the
policy however all of these will be met out of current budgets. Costs will be kept under review as work
progresses
Annual costs
There are no annual costs associated with the curriculum changes. Schools are already following a
curriculum and, once established, the costs associated with following the new curriculum are not
expected to be greater then with the existing curriculum.
Benefits
The proposed new curriculum will be a key driver in improving school standards and will benefit children
in a number of ways. It will recognise the continuing importance of subjects and the essential
knowledge, skills and understanding they represent and provide a stronger focus on curriculum
progression, strengthening the continuity and progress in learning, and building stronger links, between
the early years and Key Stage 1 and through primary into secondary education. It will also strengthen
the teaching and learning of ICT, enabling children to become independent and confident users of
technology by the end of primary education, and provide a greater emphasis on personal development
and pupil well-being which will be essential for life outside school. The opportunity to learn one or more
language will also bring a greater richness and understanding of the wider community and world outside.
It is intended that the new primary curriculum will allow schools to tailor teaching to meet the needs,
interests and aspirations of all pupils and help them make the best possible progress in literacy,
numeracy and ICT. It will also allow teachers to get the best outcomes for their students particularly
those who are struggling to keep up or those who require more challenging tasks.
In summary, the intended benefits of the policy will be:
•

•

Improved pupil performance year on year. Making the curriculum more manageable and giving
schools more flexibility to focus on what is important such as literacy, numeracy and ICT and
providing more opportunities to use and apply these skills across the curriculum will raise standards.
And we now know a good deal more than we did 10 years ago about how primary children learn
important things like reading and spelling; this new evidence has been taken into account in
ensuring the new curriculum is up-to-date. We also know from Ofsted inspections that the best
primary schools help children make links between subjects as they learn. Grouping subjects by
broader areas of learning, as proposed by the new curriculum, – and the renewed focus on the
application of knowledge across different subjects - will help this.
Enhanced personal, learning and thinking skills development. As with the secondary curriculum,
the aims of the new primary curriculum are to enable children to become succssful learners,
confident individuals and responsible citizens. This means securing high levels of literacy,
numeracy and ICT skills alongside all that is intended by personal development and the
interpersonal skills associated with it. The framework of the new curriculum “Essentials for
Learning and Life” includes the elements essential for personal development which schools will
identify those elements to be taught discretely and those which are best learned in the broader
context of day-to-day living and throughout the curriculum. The organisation of the curriculum into
six areas of learning and the focus on cross-curricular studies will encourage explicit opportunities
to foster children’s personal development, learning and thinking skills.
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•

•

•

Improved staying on rates. Transition from primary to secondary school is often a time of stress
for children that can influence their attitude to secondary education which in turn can result in
disengagement and a reluctance to continue education beyond school-leaving age. The common
aims and approach in design of the new primary and secondary curriculum will strengthen the links
between primary to secondary education and therefore provide a more positive experience for
children which will continue into secondary school and beyond. The focus within both curriculums
on making learning an enjoyable and relevant experience will also encourge children and young
people to continue in education.
Narrowing the attainment gap between those on free school meals and their peers. Personalisation
is at the heart of the new primary curriculum. The new curriculum will be more manageable, more
coherent and less crowded so that teachers can concentrate on what is essential to children’s
learning and personal development and personalise the experience for individual children, allowing
them to learn at a pace that suits them. This will ensure that children receive the education that
they need to reach their potential, irrespective of their individual circumstances.
Improved behaviour and attendance. A more manageable curriculum, less crowded curriculum, will
give teachers the opportunity to identify more imaginative approaches to curriculum design that will
better engage children and make learning an enjoyable, exciting and relevant experience. As a
result children will be better behaved and keen to attend school. Introducing Personal
Development, Health and Wellbeing as a key area of learning will also encourage schools to look at
what they can do to ensure the health and wellbeing of their pupils and how they can teach children
to live with each other, treat others with respect and make a positive contribution to the school, their
families and the communities in which they live.

The additional inset day proposed will allow teachers time to familiarise themselves with the new
curriculum and make the necessary preparations for their lessons. This will ensure lessons fully reflect
the new curriculum and therefore enable children to fully benefit from what the new curriculum is
designed to deliver. Covering the changes to the curriculum reform in existing inset days could prevent
teachers having time to train in other areas of importance. An additional inset day was introduced for the
reform of the secondary curriculum to good effect.
The QCDA have a statutory duty to monitor the curriculum and do so on an ongoing basis. The
Department will be working with QCDA to ensure that the benefits and success measures are clearly
defined and that the new curriculum are evaluated as part of QCDA’s wider curriculum evaluation
plans. QCDA’s formal remit for 2009/10 includes a success measure to provide advice about success
measures for implementation of the new primary curriculum against which evaluation plans can be
developed. We will also expect Ofsted to continue its curriculum related thematic reports in the new
curriculum, including how successfully schools are implementing the new curriculum as they have done
for the new secondary curriculum
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Making Personal Social Health and Economic education
a compulsory part of the curriculum.

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Personal, Social, Health and Economic Education Curriculum Reform Consultation

Report to DCSF
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk
Contact for enquiries: Kashim Chowdhury

Telephone: 02073407250

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
There is strong evidence to suggest that the quality of teaching and curriculum coverage of Personal,
Social, Health, and Economic education (PSHE) is variable. Equity arguments dictate that all children
should have access to good PSHE education, particularly as a lack of knowledge of these important
topics could lead to young people making misinformed decisions about their health, welfare, career
and economic situation. Decisions based on imperfect information could result in significant economic
costs to themselves and society.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The aim is that all children should receive consistent high quality PSHE education by making the
subject statutory in maintained schools from Key Stages 1 to 4. It is intended that the policy will bring
equity of access for all young people to a range of essential skills for learning and life, helping to
narrow the socio-economic gap. This has the potential to contribute to reducing economic burdens on
society resulting from social exclusion. It also has the potential to reduce the economic costs arising
from a lack of basic economic skills.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Option 1: Do nothing - PSHE education to remain as non-statutory subject
Option 2: Introduce statutory PSHE education as a part of the statutory National Curriculum
Ministers have confirmed their intention in making PSHE education statutory in the National
Curriculum by accepting the recommendations of Sir Alasdair Macdonald's independent report on
PSHE and following the outcome of a consultation report from the QCDA.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Ongoing review by DCSF officials and through Ofsted inspection.

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 2

Description: introducy a statutory requirement for the teaching of

PSHE in the National Curriculum from Key Stages 1-4.
ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 1.9 - 4.8million

3

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Figures calculated are based on estimates of
the required senior management and subject coordinator time
investment. Please see evidence base for more details.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ Nil

Total Cost (PV)

£ 1.9 - 4.8million

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ It is extemely difficult to calculate the monetised
benefits of good PSHE education, however it has the potential to
have immediate impacts on pupils' economic well being as well as
wider impacts on society as a whole. Research to be
commissioned following the consultation will inform this work.

(excluding one-off)

£ N/A

Total Benefit (PV)

£ N/A

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ PSHE education can contribute to
wide-ranging positive externalities. PSHE education has the potential to develop pupil’s
communication, decision making, interpersonal and social skills which play an important part in
success at school and in employment.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The vast majority of schools are already delivering PSHE, which
will minimise the costs of this policy. There is a risk that sufficient workforce capacity is not developed
to deliver the policy, however, further support will be provided prior to implementation.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Ofsted

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ Normal activity.

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

N/A

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£ Nil

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£ Nil

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£ Nil
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Effective PSHE education has the potential to develop pupils' communication, decision-making,
interpersonal skills, assertiveness, their ability to make moral judgements and put them into practise, and
their ability to act responsibly. Such skills are known to play an important part in success at school and in
employment.

Costs
A minimum and maximum estimate has been made to the economic cost to schools of the introduction of
the policy.
To calculate the cost for schools based on teacher time required, it has been assumed that for all
secondary schools, special schools and pupil referral units (PRUs), the time required to implement the
policy will be one hour for head teachers and one day for subject coordinators for a minimum standard,
and two hours for head teachers and three days for subject coordinators for a gold standard. For all
primary schools it has been assumed that the time required to implement the policy will be one hour for
head teachers minimum standard and two hours for gold standard. For primary schools, further teacher
costs have not been added because the introduction of statutory PSHE education is part of the wider
primary curriculum reform, the costs of which are being treated in a separate Impact Assessment.
The total cost to all maintained primary, secondary, special schools, and PRUs has therefore been
estimated at between £1.9million and £4.8million.
Benefits
There are clear cases for the teaching of PSHE education given the wider costs on society of drug
taking, teenage pregnancy, Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs), or child obesity for example.
Inspection evidence from Ofsted highlights concerns about variability of provision of sex and relationship
education across schools. Many pupils feel sex and relationships education is "too little, too late" and
focuses too much on biological facts. A study by the UK youth parliament found that 40% of young
people questioned thought sex and relationships education they received was ‘poor’.
UNICEF and the World Health Organisation recommend a programme of continuous comprehensive sex
and relationships education (SRE) starting at a young age (Westwood and Mullan, 2006). Evidence
shows that countries with low teenage pregnancy rates have comprehensive SRE programmes.
Children born to teenage mothers have 60 per cent higher rates of infant mortality and are at increased
risk of low birth weight, which has implications for the child's long-term health; teenage mothers are also
three times more likely to suffer post-natal depression than older mothers and experience poor mental
health for up to three years after the birth.
There are also key links between education and the labour market. Careers advice and guidance, work
related learning, and enterprise education clearly benefit this. Careers education has been shown to
have a positive impact on pupils' career related skills, which in turn are an important influence on
transition at 16. (Smith et al 2005) Careers education is perceived by schools in disadvantaged areas to
be particularly important as it helps to raise pupils' aspirations (Morris et al 2001).
Effective financial capability education has been shown to impact on pupils' ability to make sound
financial decisions. International evidence suggests that this can have lifelong financial benefits. An
Work-related learning helps to motivate pupils to work harder and to stay on in education after 16. It is
associated with a decreased likelihood of being not in employment, education or training after leaving
school.
Emotional health and well-being education has its own positive externalities which may be of particular
importance in schools in disadvantaged contexts, since there is evidence that children in those schools
are more likely to be depressed, experience victimisation, engage in antisocial behaviour, and report less
satisfying friendships. Ofsted (2007) reported that some studies have shown that drug education
programmes can impact on pupils’ attitudes, knowledge and resistance skills, but there is very limited
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evidence of their impact on long-term behaviour.
Gutman and Feinstein (2008) reported that pupils in schools with a higher proportion of disadvantaged
children were more likely to depressed, experience victimisation, engage in anti-social behaviour and
antisocial friendships, and report less satisfying friendships. This suggests that emotional health and
well-being education may be of particular importance in schools in disadvantaged contexts. A
systematic review of evidence on conflict resolution, peer mediation and young people’s relationships
(Garcia et al, 2006) suggested that school based intervention on these subjects have been shown
results in a range of positive effects, including the retention of knowledge and skills learnt during the
intervention, and some effects on discipline and behaviour in school.
There is evidence that school-based measures with regard to diet and healthy lifestyle education can
have an effect on a range of pupil outcomes, such as amount of fruit and and vegetables eaten, and
levels of obesity and being overweight (Mulvihill and Quigley, 2003; Thomas et al, 2003).
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Impact Assessment of Power to provide communtity
facilities etc

Stage: Final proposal

Version: For introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:

Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem
Contact for enquiries: Denise Eacher

Telephone: 0207 340 8152

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Delivery of the pupil guarantee requires schools to work together and to provide services to one
another's pupils. Current legislation requires governing bodies to conduct the school with a view to
promoting educational achievement, wellbeing and, in England, community cohesion. And s27 of
EA2002 gives governing bodies the power to provide community facilities. However, there is no duty
associated with provison of community facilities and schools are limited to spending their budgets on
the purposes of the school.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The objective of this clause is to include community facilities explicitly within the definition of purposes
of the school, for spending purposes, thus removing any funding barriers; and to promote the use of
the power to provide community facilities by requiring schools to consider once annually whether, and
if so how, to use that power. The intention is to drive greater use of the power to provide community
facilities; and to enable expenditure on those facilities. This is to support closer partnership working
between schools and to enrich provision - and thus outcomes - within an area.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1. Do nothing and rely on existing EA2002 duty in s21 (to promote education, wellbeing and
community cohesion) and power in s27 to provide community facilities.
2. Amend EA2002 s27 to promote greater use of power; and amend SSFA1998 s50 to remove
funding restrictions

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
The new powers will be subject to general school accountability arrangements
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£
Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
There are no additional costs to clarifying these legal duties –
schools will meet the costs through their delegated funding
promoting efficiencies and securing greater value for money.

(excluding one-off)

£

Total Cost (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
It is not possible to monetise the benefits at this time – details of
other benefits are detailed below.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Higher pupil achievement and well
being through improved access to opportunities that lead to greater social equality (society),
better community relations (communities), and, with the wider community, to the improved wellbeing from access to leisure facilities and learning opportunities (individuals)
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
Schools will use their powers as enabled and that school inspection, accountability and where
necessary intervention, will drive governing bodies’ behaviour towards fulfilling the wider purposes of
their school to the best of their abilities.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£0

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£
Decrease of £
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out the evidence, analysis and
detailed narrative from which you have generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the
information is organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on the preceding
pages of this form.]
Much of the change envisaged is already being developed through the non-statutory programme of
rolling out extended services provision. According to data collected by the TDA from Local Authorities,
the vast majority of schools already offer access to the full core offer of extended activities with a varied
menu of activities including study support; childcare (in primary schools); parenting and family support;
swift and easy access to specialist services; and community access to facilities. The target of ensuring
all schools provide access to extended services is due to be met in 2010.
Costs
The proposed changes are designed to secure more effective and more efficient co-operation between
schools and other local services, to share expert leadership and teaching or extend the curriculum and
qualifications offer, for example, and improve joint working with specialist services. They will be funded
from within existing budgets.
Benefits
The evidence on the likely impact of requiring schools to perform in such a way comes from a range of
sources. It has not been possible to identify one study which pulls together all the elements of what
these new legal changes will allow, given the existing legal framework is more limited. However, there is
good evidence that shows how the different elements of the Government’s new vision for schools will
drive significant and sustainable improvements:
•

Having high quality teachers and teaching is essential to the achievement of whole-school
success (Barber and Mourshed, 2007) and high quality teachers can add 40 per cent of a GCSE
grade per subject to a given pupil (Slater et al., 2009)

•

Schools make a difference with significant differences between the most and least effective
schools as measured by GCSE outcome, affecting pupils’ future education and employment
opportunities (Sammons et al., 2006)

•

Children’s emotional and social wellbeing is influenced by the type of experiences encountered at
school, such as whether they encounter bullying or victimisation, and is influenced by friendships
formed at school (Gutman and Feinstein, 2008)

•

Parental engagement with, and aspirations for, their children can impact on attainment (e.g.
Sylva et al., 2004; Strand, 2007, 2008)

•

Inter-school collaborations can provide a number of gains for schools, staff and pupils (Atkinson
et al., 2007)

•

Evidence suggests that school leadership is second only to classroom teaching as an influence
on pupil learning (Leithwood et al., 2006);

•

Effective multi-agency working can improve outcomes, with evidence showing that the behaviour
of some vulnerable groups had been significantly improved when schools worked with other
children’s services partners (Kendall et al. 2008)

The Department previously funded a group of full service extended schools to act as 'pathfinders'. The
experiences and success of these and other schools have informed the core offer of services which it is
expected will be offered by or through all schools, in partnership with local providers, by 2010. Evaluation
of full service extended schools has shown:
•

Schools have taken many approaches to delivering the services under the headline banner but
within that most have developed additional provision to overcome pupils’ barriers to learning
which were seen as related to family and community problems.
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•

The developments were broadly welcomed by schools. Promising partnership arrangements,
genuine pupil and community involvement, and strategic initiatives at local level were emerging

•

There was a positive impact on the attainment of pupils – particularly those facing difficulties.
They were also having a range of other impacts on outcomes for pupils, including engagement
with learning, family stability and enhanced life chances.

•

There were also positive outcomes for families and local people, particularly those facing
difficulties. Positive impacts were also evident in relation to local communities as a whole, though
these were weaker.

•

Together this was bringing about an improvement in school performance, better relations with
local communities and an enhanced standing of the school in its area.

While different schools were bringing together different strands of provision, the overall strategic
approach was leading to outcomes over and above those which the individual activities might have
generated in isolation.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Extending the power of governing bodies

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Your child, your schools, our future: builiding a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem/
Contact for enquiries: Paul Mackenley

Telephone: 01325 391275

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? Where a strong
school wishes to extend the benefits of its leadership and governance to raise standards in the area
by offering advice/assistance to an Academy, being a member of an Academy Trust, being involved in
establishing an Academy, or being a member of the foundation it does not currently have the power to
do so directly and must use a circuitous route that has certain limitations. Our view is that in relation to
establishing a new maintained school, governing bodies may already have the power, but that this is
not entirely clear. This lack of powers for governing bodies is not consistent with wider drives for
schools to work in partnership with other schools, and to allow high performing providers to contribute
more to the system through sharing existing good practice, and supporting weaker schools.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
To support the school improvement and Accredited Schools Group policies by making it easier for
maintained schools that have the right combination of educational excellence, capacity and track
record and are therefore accredited to be brought in to lead school improvement interventions in weak
schools through Academies, majority Trusts and federations and also to propose to establish new
maintained schools.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1) Do nothing – continue with the status quo whereby a maintained school must either set up a Trust
or a Schools Company before it can establish another school, sponsor an Academy or offer advice
and assistance to an Academy.
2) Legislate to allow the governing bodies of strong schools (that are accredited schools group
providers) to do the above directly - for example as part of school improvement structural interventions
to lead Academies; Majority Trusts; Federations and Amalgamations or in response to a new school
competition. This is the preferred option - see justification below.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
The policy will be evaluated as part of the evaluation of Accredited Schools Groups in 2014 with an
interim review in 2012 and annual monitoring and evaluation.
Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 3

Description: Accredited school groups

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ N/A

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ We do not believe that there will be any additional
costs as a result of this policy - in fact, we believe that it will lead
to a slight reduction in costs.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ N/A

Total Cost (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ N/A

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Strong schools will be able to save around £1k the estimated average cost of setting up a School Company - if
they wish to sponsor an Academy, or around £9k - the estimated
average cost of establishing a Trust - if they wish to propose to
establish a new maintained school. There will also be associated
savings of time.

£ tba

Total Benefit (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
Reduction in bureacracy for strong schools. The policy will also contribute to weak schools
having the right leaders to significantly improve their performance.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
This is an enabling/discretionary power not a duty. It does not change other legislation/policy for other
aspects of establishing maintained schools or sponsoring Academies eg existing statutory processes
and requirements, no preferential access to capital or favoured status in new school competitions.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF, LAs, School
Adjudicator

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ N/A

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Yes/No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£ Nil
Decrease of £ Nil
Key:

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Net Impact

£ Nil

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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N/A

(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
There have been a total of 31 new school competitions completed since the Education and Inspections
Act 2006 made a competition the normal route by which new or replacement primary, secondary or
special schools would be established – an average of around 10 a year since. Of these, 11 have been
won by existing schools which have formed or been part of a Trust. This suggests that the status quo is
not a prohibitive barrier for existing schools wishing to establish new schools, although it may well act as
a disincentive in some cases.
The average costs of establishing a Trust (a foundation which exists in law to hold land on behalf of a
school and to appoint governors to the governing body of the school – and which may also propose a
new school) and which must in law be constituted as a prescribed form of incorporated company (most
commonly a company limited by guarantee) is around £9k. This consists of the cost of establishing the
Trust as an incorporated charity – most commonly a company limited by guarantee – and therefore
registering with Companies House and on some occasions with the Charity Commission. There are then
ongoing requirements to submit returns to Companies House and the Charity Commission, which brings
with it staffing costs as cover is required for those engaged in Trust related work.
We want to encourage good schools to spread their excellence around the system through establishing
new or replacement schools in this way. Through collaboration, federation and growing chains of
Accredited School Groups we want providers to have the power directly to propose new schools,
sponsor Academies and provide assistance to Academies.
Costs
This policy will not result in any additional costs either directly, or as an indirect consequence of this
policy.
Firstly, it is entirely discretionary: it is not a requirement on schools to establish new schools or to advise
or sponsor Academies. It is simply a mechanism to allow those schools who wish to do this (and who in
some cases are already doing this) to do so in a less burdensome and bureaucratic way. This policy will
not lead to an increase in the number of proposals for entirely new schools or Academy sponsorship, as
a key point with proposals for new education provision is that there must be a need for it. This will
continue to be determined by the relevant local authority as this is entirely consistent with their
responsibility for school place planning and their role as commissioner of education provision.
There are 2 main routes to establish a new maintained school: either in response to a new school
competition or, with the consent of the Secretary of State, outside a school competition. This policy will
not lead to an increase in the number of competitions where there are associated costs, but may lead to
an increase in the number of cases outside a competition, where there are not the same costs. We are
seeking to make use of existing strong schools who are accredited providers to take over weak schools,
which could involve the ‘technical’ closure of the predecessor school and the establishment of a
replacement school outside a school competition with proposals published by the governing body of the
strong school with the consent of the Secretary of State.
Benefits
This policy will result in real savings for schools of around £1k each time they propose to support or
sponsor Academies as they will no longer have to establish a schools company in order to do so.
Similarly, those schools that have formed or become part of a Trust in order to establish a new school
will no longer need to do so and this would result in savings of around £9k against the cost of
establishing a Trust. But again, this is an enabling policy rather than a prescriptive one. In some cases,
schools may nevertheless still wish to become Trust schools anyway, so this policy simply gives them a
greater range of options.
If we assume for illustrative purposes that the rate of new school competitions remains fairly constant at
around 10 a year and that around one-third of these will be won by existing schools, then this would
represent a potential saving of 3 x £9,000 a year if all of these schools chose not to establish a Trust in
order to enter proposals into the competition. In addition, under current arrangements if a new school
competition is won by a Trust school proposal they are eligible for up to £10k from the Department for
the costs of forming the Trust. The new powers may, therefore, also realise savings (although difficult to
quantify accurately) in this area as schools may enter bids in and win a competition as schools, rather
than having to form a Trust.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:
DCSF

Title:

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

School Improvement Partners (SIPs)

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:

Your child, your schools, our future: building a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem
Contact for enquiries: Linda Kennedy

Telephone: 02073407026

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
The SIP role needs to be adapted to deliver the Government's vision for 21st century schooling. The
current role of the SIP in schools is an inefficient use of resource as the role of the SIP is too heavily
focused on educational attainment, where schools could better benefit from challenge on wider
aspects of the Every Child Matters outcomes, and the role of the SIP is often duplicated by other LA
staff. Government intervention is necessary to correct this inefficiency, determining the new role of
SIPs which will result in their more efficient use. In future SIPs will also be to determine whether the
school’s improvement plan is robust; and to help broker support to address any issues in it.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The policy is required so that SIPs are equipped to support and challenge 21st Century Schools on the
full range of outcomes for children, rather than their current focus, narrowly interpreted as educational
standards. It will help identify underperforming schools earlier; and help improving, good and great
schools continue to improve. This will further develop the reforms “New Relationship with Schools”
which aimed to reduce burdens on schools by strengthening the role of SIPs as the single agent for
challenge and support to schools.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Do nothing. This would be a wasted opportunity to empower schools to take charge of their own
improvement. Duplication, which happens in some local authorities, would also continue.
Widen the SIP role, confirming their position as an integral part of the LA school improvement service,
combined with appropriate training, support and an improved accreditation process

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? An evaluation is planned for 2011. The aims will be to assess the implementation of
the new SIP policy; assess the effectiveness of School Improvement Partners in their new role; and
assess the factors that influence effectiveness. It will look at practice across a number of schools/LAs.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

School Improvement
Partners
ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 10,067,900
Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ £5,227,200 SIP time- 2 day assessment
£2,029,157 (PV) of SIP time for online reassessment
£4,514,700 National College costs
£312,848,812 (PV) Extra SIP time in schools
Total cost (PV) = £325,103,073

(excluding one-off)

£ 35,957,930

Total Cost (PV)

£~325m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
Costs to some SIPs/ LAs of SIPs reapplying for their jobs.

ANNUAL BENEFITS
One-off
BENEFITS

£

Yrs
0

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£ 31.1m- £36.5m

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ £272,510,706 - £331,018,987 (PV) Cost savingLink Advisors
£3,074,480 (PV) Cost saving specialist schools assessors
£8,291,778 - £16,583,557 (PV) Preventing special measures
£9,316,605 (PV) Cost saving of SSAT and YST
Total monetised benefits (PV) = £293,193,569- £359,993,629
Total Benefit (PV) £~293- 360m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
SIPs- clarity over role and increased job satisfaction. Improved pupil outcomes on all 5 ECM
outcomes More tailored improvement support for schools

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks some SIPs might not wish to reapply (or might not wish to reapply
for certain groups of school) thus threatening the supply; more demanding eligibility criteria could
exclude some current SIPs; more demanding assessment criteria could lead to some SIPs not being reaccredited; the segmentation approach could mean that some geographical areas might struggle to find
SIPs locally that have been accredited to work with certain categories of schools
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£ - 31.9m- £34.9m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ n/a

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ n/a

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

No

Micro
N/A

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation
(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Small
N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

Large
N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

Medium
N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
The new role of the SIP is necessary for efficiency - will avoid duplication between the work of SIPs and
other local authority staff, including Link Advisors, and will enable SIPs to achieve school improvement
more efficiently and more in line with the aims of the 21st century Schools system. The current role of the
SIP is not always correctly interpreted by SIPs and head teachers and the role is not clearly defined. The
SIP role has also been too heavily focused on achieving educational goals, rather than the wider goals of
Every Child Matters. SIPs will also be able to specialise, working on schools types where they have
gained experience, for example schools which are under-performing or those which are outstanding,
leading to a more efficient outcome as their expertise is focused where it can be most effective.
Furthermore, the reaccreditation and 3-year reassessment of SIPS will ensure that those employed as
SIPs are those most suited to the job, and as such their employment will be a more efficient use of the
SIPs budget.
Costs
Currently, a significant amount of funding for school improvement is controlled and delivered from central
and local government through national programmes. This has been crucial in raising standards at all
levels. However, to take school performance to the next level, we now need support which is more
closely tailored to the specific challenges and issues faced by individual schools.
Funding for the current SIP programme £23.6m goes through the Area Based Grant (ABG) as follows
plus £6.4m in running the national programme.
One-off costs
A SIP costs £550 per day.
Cost of the reaccreditation process:
All SIPs would, over time, be required to complete a re-accreditation process which would involve a
paper application, and a 2 day assessment.
Cost of completing application form, assuming this takes 1 hour per SIP:
Cost of 1 hour of SIP time multiplied by the number of SIPs nationally= £68.75 x 4752= £326,700
Cost of SIPs attending 2 day assessment:
Cost of 2 SIP days multiplied by the number of SIPs nationally= £1100x4752=£5,227,200
Costs to the DCSF of paying the National College to develop the new accreditation system and carry out
reaccreditation are estimated at (present value):
2010-11 £20,700
2011-12 £1.07m
2012-13 £1.11m
2013-14 £1.72m
2014-15 £594,000
These costs include the National College setting up and administering the reaccreditation process.
Annual Costs
In order to carry out their new role the following table gives an illustration of the number of days that SIPs
would need to spend in the following percentages of schools, dependent on the deemed level of risk of
the school.
Illustrative table
Risk level

Potential Potential
Total
Additional
days
days to
current SIP
allocation of
5 days

%age
Cost of
of
SIP per
schools day
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Total cost £

High
Med-High
Med
Med-Low
Low

20
15
10
7
6

15
10
5
2
1

5
5
15
5
70

550
550
550
550
550

£8,994,563
£5,996,375
£8,994,563
£1,199,275
£8,394,925
£33,579,700

Costs calculated in the table above are an illustration and are based on the potential number of
additional SIP days, £550 for the cost of a SIP day and 21805 schools. It does not include the current
allocation of 5 days per school.
The present value total cost for additional SIP time in all schools over 10 years is £313million.
We estimate that for specialist schools that are re-designating an additional half day of SIP time will be
required. Around a third of schools need to re-designate each year. The costs of this are included in the
additional SIP days set out above.
Costs of mandatory online re-assessment every three years:
Online reassessment will take an estimated 2 hours for every SIP every 3 years.
2 hours x £68.75 (cost of SIP hour) x 1584 (number of SIPs to be reassessed each year)= £217,800.
Since SIPs were introduced in 2006, fewer than 5 have been de-accredited. We expect this to increase
under the new system. Estimated maximum 1% SIPs assessed each year de-accredited as they do not
reach quality benchmarks. Work will be done by March 2010 to calculate this more accurately based on
new criteria when they have been established.
1584 (number assessed annually) x 0.01 (proportion deselected) = 16 SIPs deselected annually
Cost of recruiting and training 16 replacement SIPS each year:
16 x 1 day training x £550 (cost of SIP day)= £8800
This has a total present value of £81,986.
Cost of maintaining the National College database of SIPs and deployment etc:
14 hours per week x 52 weeks x £11.09 (hourly wage of LA admin staff) = £8073.52 per year.
Over 10 years this has a present value total of £75,200.
From 2011 onwards one SIP coordinator for each local authority will be required. This role is currently
covered by National Strategies, which will cease to exist in 2011. There will be a transfer of costs of
£50,000 per local authority from National Strategies for this annually. As there are 150 local authorities
this will be £7.5million. This cost transfer has a present value total of £69.9million.
In some Local Authorities SIPs may be required to reapply for their positions after their roles are
redefined, although it is not possible to estimate costs for this as it is not known how many LAs would
choose to do this.
Total monetised estimated present value cost over 10 years is £325million.
Benefits

The benefits of the reformed SIP role could include the following for the identified groups:
SIPS
•
•

Clarity with LA over brokering role
Job satisfaction and increased prospects as SIPs will now be accredited and receive more
tailored CPD

Local authorities
• Cost and efficiency savings as the Link Advisor role will no longer be in existence:
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We have no source of evidence about numbers and costs of Link Advisors in LAs. The following is a
conservative estimate.
45 School weeks x 5 days per week x £500 per day (link advisor cost) x 300 (total number of primary
and secondary link advisors) = £33,750,000.
Sensitivity analysis, if link advisors work less than 45 weeks:
39 School weeks x 5 days per week x £500 per day (link advisor cost) x 300 (total number of primary
and secondary link advisors) = £29,250,000.
The total present value benefit from cost savings from link advisors over 10 years is £331 million if they
work 45 weeks per year and £272 million if they work 39 weeks per year.
•
•

The SIPs enhanced brokering role is less top-down and puts the LA at the heart of deciding how
schools improve in their areas
Fewer schools going into special measures – as the SIP now has more leverage over weaker
performing schools

For each school prevented from going into special measures there is a saving of £400,000 if it is a
secondary school, £150,000 if it is a primary school and £200,000 if it is a special school.
There are 10 secondary, 30 primary and 2 special school cases of preventable special measures each
year.
If these cases were prevented solely as a result of the new SIP role policy, which is unlikely given the full
policy package, the benefits from this would be:
10 secondary schools x £400,000= £4m
30 primary schools x £150,000= £4.5m
2 special schools x £200,000= £400,000
This leads to a maximum total benefit of £8.9 million from schools prevented from going into special
measures. Since these benefits result from a combination of policies it is not possible to attribute them
entirely to the changing role of the SIP. In order to monetise the benefit the assumption that 20% of
preventable special measures cases would be as a result of the new role of the SIP.
Therefore this is an annual benefit of £1.78m.
Sensitivity analysis:
If the new SIP role only prevented an additional 10% of schools from going into special measures, rather
than 20%, the annual benefit would be £0.89m.
Benefits may differ from these estimates given that the new Ofsted framework is likely to result in more
schools going into special measures, and these calculations are based on the pre-existing Ofsted
criteria/ framework.
The total present value benefit from preventing schools going into special measures over 10 years is
£16.6 million, if the new SIP role is assumed to prevent 20% of special measures cases and 8.29 million
if 10% of special measures cases are prevented.
However, benefits from preventable special measures does not account for the benefits to schools that
are not near to special measures, and that therefore will not be a preventable special measures case,
but that through the new role of the SIP are able to improve. The school improvement benefits
experienced by such schools are not straightforward to monetise.
Specialist Schools assessors will no longer be required as this will be covered by the new role of SIPs.
This will result in an annual DSCF running costs saving of £330k. Over 10 years this has a present value
total of £3,074,480.
The cost of Specialist Schools and Academies Trust & Youth Sports Trust support for the re-designation
process is estimated to decline. This cost saving is estimated to be a minimum of £1m per year. This has
a present value total of £9,316,605.
The total monetised estimated present value benefit over 10 years is £293million- £360million.
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Some benefits, to which it is not possible to put a monetary value, will arise from this policy. These
benefits include:
Schools
• More tailored support will be provided according to need
• Increased control over school improvement are agreed with the SIP
• improved pupil outcomes across all five ECM outcomes (Healthy, enjoy and achieve, stay safe,
make a positive contribution, achieve economic well being)
• Professional peer support from a SIP with expertise in their specific type of school
SIPs
• Clarity over role
• Increased job satisfaction.
Pupils
• Improved ECM outcomes as SIPs adopt a more holistic role in schools.
• Improved attainment as SIPs have a stronger role in schools in identifying areas in need of
improvement.
The total net monetised benefit is in the range of -£31.9million to £34.9million
We intend to put in place an evaluation to understand the impact of these changes. The aims of the
evaluation are likely to be to assess the implementation of the new SIP policy, the effectiveness of SIPs
in their new role, in diagnosing need and then brokering support for schools; as well as the factors that
influence effectiveness and which may be preventing improved effectiveness. It will look at factors
across a number of schools and LAs. In addition, we will test the new accreditation system with a
number of SIPs in 2010 to assess its effectiveness and suitability.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

School Report Card

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: School Report Card Prospectus; 21st Century School White Paper
Available to view or download at:

www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem
Contact for enquiries: Nicola Shah

Telephone: 02077838708

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Currently, the wide ranging and dispersed information on schools means parents may find it difficult to
access all the relevant information when making decisions about where to place their children, leading
to the market failure of imperfect information. This limits the potential for prioritisation within the school
system and can prevent the optimal allocation of resources being achieved. Therefore, intervention is
justified in order to give a clearer and more accessible account of each school's performance.
Moreover, the combining of information sources presents economies of scale.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The objective is to make the school accountability system more coherent, better co-ordinated, more
streamlined. This will improve the reporting of schools’ performance to parents, communities and other
stakeholders, making the accountability system clearer and more coherent. This will lead to a better
allocation of resources and a rise in school standards. Finally since it is a well-established fact that
more deprived parents have more problems to access and interpret information, the School Report
Card will bring greater benefits to deprived families.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1. Do nothing. The current system does not reflect the range of schools' performance and
achievements in one place. Even if currently there is a wealth of published information, we can see
great benefits from providing it in a clearer and more coherent way.
2. School Report Card - to be a single accountability tool which gives a clear coherent rounded
account of school performance to be used by all stakeholders e.g. schools, parents, Government and
Ofsted.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description: The costs associated with the School Report Card, and

School Report Card

who they will fall upon, will be become clearer as the proposal
develops.

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 1,269,000
Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ One-off cost of running the pilot.
Since DCSF already collect some of the information and publish it
(school tables) and will be drawing on data held by Ofsted to
complete the non-academic indicators, we do not expect
significant additional running costs.

£

Total Cost (PV)

£ 1,269,000

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Main affected groups are: Schools,
pupils and teachers. See the evidence section on costs

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Upon the introduction of the School Report
Card, schools will not need to complete the School Profile (saving
2.3m per year). The Department will no longer have to pay for
hosting the School Profile website (0.14m per year) and parents
will save time in their serach for information (30 minutes every six
years).

£ 3.2m

Total Benefit (PV)

£ 27.4m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Main affected groups are: Schools,
pupils, teachers and DCSF. See the evidence section on benefits.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Schools only focus on outcomes that affect the measures that
included on report card. Bad design of indicators could lead to unfair situations. Degree of
significance of indicators might not be enough to discern among schools.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£ 13,765,000 - 2,335,000

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£ 5,614,000

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ n/a

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ n/a

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
To deliver the Government's vision for 21st century schooling we must improve the process of
accountability of schools. Much of the information on schools’ performance is already published in the
Achievement and Attainment Tables; Ofsted inspection reports; the online School Profile; and in schools’
prospectuses. Parents also obtain information published on schools’ websites and in local newspapers.
However, the current arrangements could be significantly improved. The Achievement and Attainment
Tables are published annually and provide a wide range of data. But, partly because they contain so
much, it might be difficult for parents to use them. Also they do not signal clearly the relative importance
of different academic outcomes and, with the exception of the pupils’ attendance rate, do not contain
information about outcomes relating to other aspects of pupils’ wellbeing. Although they contain
information about the value added by schools as well as their pupils’ attainment, the focus of the Tables
remains narrow. For example, they do not report schools’ success in raising the attainment of pupils from
disadvantaged backgrounds so that they have the same opportunities in life as their more advantaged
peers. And, while the focus on age-related expectations is important – because reaching these levels
provides children and young people with a good basis for continuing to progress in the next phase of
learning – the sole use of threshold measures can mean that an undue premium is placed on the
performance of a minority of pupils: those in Years 6 and 11, and those close to borderlines in their tests
and examinations. A better system would equally support the progress of pupils both significantly below
and significantly above these benchmarks.
The School Profile is not completed by all schools, as of 16 July 2008 only 13,758 out of 22,164 schools
had published a completed School Profile. So far the Department has not taken any action against
schools which have not published a profile. The School Report Card will remove the requirement on
schools to complete the School Profile.
Our intention is that the School Report Card, with an overall score, should be the means by which we
improve significantly the system of reporting school performance and holding schools to account.. It will
complement rather than compete with Ofsted inspection reports and form the core of the process by
which Ofsted selects schools for inspection. It will underpin a school’s dialogue with its School
Improvement Partner and its governors. At the same time, it will incorporate information currently
presented in the Achievement and Attainment Tables supplement it with other available information to
provide a broader picture of each school’s performance, and present it in a way that is fair, balanced,
comprehensive and easily understood by parents and the general public. The School Report Card will
set out the range of outcomes for which schools will be held to account, show the relative priority given
to each outcome, and provide an indication of the degree of challenge faced by each school.
Costs
The initial cost will from piloting the School Report Card – estimated at £1.1m (in 2009/10) for the data,
analysis, research and development categories and indicators through a pilot to deliver a working report
card system. The development and production of a new School Report Card website will also be
included in this.
The School Report Card will make schools’ work on other non-academic factors more evident. Although
schools should be taking into account these factors, schools not performing on these non-academic
factors (compared to those high performing school) will be incentivized to improve to the level of the high
performing schools. This may impose costs on them. Eventually in some cases they might see the
number of pupils decrease and, as a result, their funding.
Competition for places in high performing schools may increase as more parents, who in the past have
been unable to access the full range of information will now be able to do so from one point of entry.
This could be to the detriment of those pupils who traditionally win places at these schools.
Benefits:
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The removal of the requirement to produce a School Profile will save the Department £144,000 (in a full
year) by not having to pay anyone to host the on-line School Profile system. Annual total cost saving is
therefore £0.14m.
Schools will be assessed and treated in a more consistent way on the effectiveness in non-academic
areas. High performing school will see their efforts have paid off, which should be an incentive in itself
but also might benefit from higher levels of funding if they attract more pupils.
Schools will no longer have to update their School Profiles. We estimate that it takes one member of the
senior leadership team in each primary and secondary school one half day each year to update the
School Profile.
Parents will have to spend less time to obtain the wealth of information on schools’ performance that the
new information system will provide with. However, it is difficult to estimate exactly how much time the
new system will save to parents. We can assume that, in the worst case scenario, the SCR will save
parents 10min a year and that, in the best case scenario, it will save them up to 1h.
During the planning and consultation period different designs for the scorecard modelled on the data that
is currently available for schools. This will illustrate schools results in a range of real situations. A wide
and extensive consultation is proposed during the Pilot/Development period. Following implementation of
the School Report Card, the department will continue to monitor and evaluate, as far as possible, the
impact of the change upon the costs and outcomes of those identified in the costs and benefits section of
this evidence base.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

Welsh Assembly
Government

Regulation making powers with regard to collecting
information on all forms of state education provision

Stage: Final proposal

Version: For introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Emma Williams

Telephone: 029 2082 5825

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Current legislation enables us to collect and publish a range of information about maintained schools
and individual pupils receiving funded education, either at a maintained school or arranged and funded
through the Local Education Authority. However as we expand the scope of our policies on the role of
data to support self evaluation and to support safeguarding of young people we believe legislative
change will be necessary to ensure that we are able to collect the most appropriate information from
all forms of provision, including information relating to the views of learners and parents about the
provision they receive.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The proposals in the Bill will serve two key objectives;
1. Supporting self evaluation as a central theme of the School Effectiveness Framework, aligned
with the Estyn 2010 Inspection framework, to provide a primary source of evaluative data to
support continuous improvement, reduction in performance variation and increased educational
effectiveness across the sector.
2. Supporting good quality record keeping and pupil tracking to aid the prevention of pupils going
missing from education.
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
In bringing forward regulations under the new powers options would be considered in relation to
specific proposals. At the current juncture the options are simply to seek mirror powers or not. In
seeking mirror provisions the Welsh Assembly Government seeks to ensure that it has the opportunity
to extend current policies on self evaluation to all types of provision, brining benefits to learners by
supporting continuous improvement for all, and to give voice to learner and parent views thus ensuring
that the wellbeing of young people and their voice are given due consideration.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
Policy reviewed every three years to align with review of ‘statistical families’
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
Jane Hutt

Date: November 2009
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

COSTS

£

Yrs

NIL

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
There are no immediate plans to make regulations under these
new powers. Future propsals to bring forward regulations using
the new powers would be subject to separate impact assessment
exercises. Therefore, at this stage, there are no monetised costs.

NIL

Total Cost (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Significant costs are not anticipated
from this policy. However there may be some costs associated with increased requirements for
training in the use and interpretation of statistical analyses, for improvements in pupil tracking and
monitoring systems and follow up for cases where pupils are identified as going missing from
education.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off
£

Yrs
NIL

Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
There are no monetised benefits at this stage, but as explained
above, any future proposals to make regulations would be subject
to separate impact assessment exercises.

(excluding one-off)

£

NIL

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Young people will benefit from
improved effectiveness of the education system and resulting improved attainment levels for all.
The risk of children going missing from education and the associated risks of them coming to
harm will be reduced by improved tracking and monitoring.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

Wales

On what date will the policy be implemented?

Autumn 2009.

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

N/A

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£0

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

N/A

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

No

Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£0
Decrease of £0
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£0

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Current legislation enables us to collect and publish a range of information about maintained
schools and individual pupils receiving funded education, either at a maintained school or
arranged and funded through the Local Education Authority. However as we expand the scope
of our policies on the role of data to support self evaluation and to support safeguarding of
young people we believe legislative change will be necessary to ensure that we are able to
collect the most appropriate information from all forms of provision, including information
relating to the views of learners and parents about the provision they receive. In particular
additional information will be necessary to support local authorities the discharge of new duties
under Section 4 of the Education and Inspections Act 2006. DCSF have requested the following
changes to existing legislation that we will require mirrored in Wales;
For section 537 of the Education Act 1996 to be extended to
• cover all forms of state provision, including alternative provision (defined as per section 19
of EA 1996);
• extend the range of information which can be prescribed to cover views of prescribed
persons about the school, and,
• to enable regulations to make provision for the governing body or proprietor to obtain such
information about the views of the prescribed persons.
The Department for Children, Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills (DCELLS) is
developing a balanced suite of contextual analyses, consistent across Wales, supported with
guidance and training, to support school self evaluation and performance improvement. Data
packs will present schools’ performance and progress in context, support the work and
principles of the School Effectiveness Framework and aligning with the Estyn 2010
Inspection framework.
The provision of standard data packs for primary and secondary schools will support them in
evaluating their progress, identifying strengths and weaknesses and offer opportunities to
learn and share best practice.
Provision of the data packs will help reduce the level of duplicated effort, releasing resource
within local authorities to add value to basic data and support schools in the use of data. It
will also provide a unique opportunity to offer substantial guidance and training for schools,
Governors and local authorities in best practice approaches to the use of data to support
continuous improvement. Guidance and training will have a primary focus on using data to
ask questions rather than inappropriate use to draw over simplistic conclusions.
A key focus of developing DCELLS policy, mirrored by Estyn in their new 2010 Inspection
Framework, is an increased focus on the importance of pupil wellbeing as a key factor in
effective schools. Policy is in early days of development in relation to how we might measure
wellbeing but it is central element of the School Effectiveness Framework.
Section 4 of the Education & Inspections Act 2006 amends the Education Act 1996 by
inserting a new section which requires all local education authorities to make arrangements
to enable them to establish (so far as it is possible to do so) the identities of children in their
area who are not receiving a suitable education.
Local authorities will be responsible for meeting the requirements of the duty. They will need
to put in place arrangements for joint working and appropriate information sharing with other
local education authorities. This will not be in isolation to what they are already doing to
meet their duties under sections 25-29 of the Children Act 2004 in relation to improving the
well being of children and young people in each local authority area.
Key to meeting this new duty will be the maintenance of good quality records on pupils
known to be, or at risk of, missing education. Individual receiving education other than at
school are a particular risk group for which there is evidence that record keeping has to date
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been of inconsistent quality across Wales. By introducing a national collection of information
on pupils educated other than at school we will introduce consistency and minimum
standard of record keeping for this vulnerable group as well as informing national policy and
supporting cross authority pupil tracking.
We currently collect the data underpinning the data packs at individual pupil level using
powers under s537A of the 1996 EA.
The Welsh Ministers (WM) powers to support the development of Data Packs are derived
from s10 of the Education Act 1996, which imposes a duty upon WM to promote the general
education of the people of Wales, together with s17 of GOWA 2006 which enables the WM
to do anything which is calculated to facilitate, or is conducive or incidental to the exercise of
their functions. The functions of the Secretary of State in the 1996 Act were transferred to
the National Assembly for Wales by way of the National Assembly for Wales (Transfer of
Functions) Order 1999. Those functions and the functions in the 2002 Act were transferred
to the WM in accordance with para. 30 of sch. 11 of GOWA 2006, on the appointment of the
First Minister after the May 2007 Assembly elections.
Section 164 of the Education & Inspections Act 2006 amends Chapter 7 of Part 9 of the
Education Act 1996 (provision of information about individual pupil), by inserting a new
section after 537A. The new section 537B of the Education Act 1996 allows the Welsh
Ministers to make Regulations to oblige the providers of such ‘alternative educational
provision’ to supply the Welsh Ministers or a local authority prescribed items of information
about individual children, when required to do so, and further stipulates the persons who can
exchange such information.
Regulations under S537B are currently being finalised to support collection of individual level
data from local authorities on pupils receiving education other than at school.
Current provision does not enable WM to collect information on the views of parents and
pupils about schools or alternative educational provision funded under s19 of the Education
Act 2006.
Information about pupils and their test and examination results on which the new data packs
are being based is already collected using the powers in section 537 of the 1996 Education
Act.
Section 537(1) gives the Secretary of State the power to require the governing body of every
school to provide such information about the school as may be prescribed and under
s537(4)(c) that this shall be provided to such persons or persons, in addition to or in place of
the Secretary of State.
We need to ensure the legislation does not close off any future decisions about the range of
institutions for which we will publish a comparative analysis of performance data pack.
Section 537(1) enables collection of information from all maintained and independent
schools and non-maintained special schools. The proposed amendment would extend the
range of institutions to include provision of information as prescribed in regulations to Welsh
Ministers.
We need to ensure the legislation does not close off any future decisions about the scope of
information within the analyses we provide to schools, alternative providers or local
authorities. Section 537(1) enables collection of information as prescribed by regulations.
The proposed amendment would clarify that information as to the views of prescribed
persons about the school or alternative provision could be obtained and provided to WMs.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

Department for Children,
Schools and Families

Schools Causing Concern, Warning Notices and
Accredited School Groups

Stage: Final proposal

Version: For introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: Your child, your schools, our future: builiding a 21st century schools system
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem
Contact for enquiries: Kate Jarrett/Lindsay Morris

Telephone: 308488

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
A significant number of schools are currently underperforming and therefore failing to provide a good
standard of education for their pupils. Local Authorities need to be act quickly to tackle
underperformance by intervening early and commissioning support for these schools.. In many cases
LAs have failed to do this. Government intervention is therefore necessary to prevent failure becoming
entrenched – pupils in underperforming schools have the right to receive a high standard of education.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
This will improve early intervention in underperforming schools by Local Authorities; strengthen SoS
powers to ensure that Local Authorities intervene and ensure that the right providers (with educational
excellence; capacity and track record) are brought in to lead interventions in schools where
appropriate. It will also ensure that the highest-performing providers can contribute more to the
system.This will contribute directly to PSAs 10 and 11 (Educational Achievement and Narrowing the
Gap), and DSOs 3 and 4. Intervention in schools will happen before the school is significantly
underperforming, and where a structural solution is agreed, this will have maximum impact
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
1) Do nothing – continue with the existing intervention systems. 2) Develop a system to accredit
schools group providers and legislate to require use of this system by Local Authorities. 3) Preferred
option - develop a system to accredit schools group providers and legislate to ensure Local Authorities
and SoS have the necessary powers to intervene effectively. See evidence base re justification.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? We will publish a short review of the effectiveness of the use of warning notices in
2009. We will evaluate the ASG programme in 2014, with an interim review in 2012 and annual
monitoring and evaluation meanwhile.
Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: 3

Description: Accredited school groups

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£0
Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Total costs (present value) are: Warning notices: £14m
to £15m, which includes issuing warning notices; replacing governing
bodies; restructuring.
Accredited schools: £13m to £44m, which includes set-up of
accreditation system; funding start-up capacity for accredited schools
groups.

£ 3m to £7m

Total Cost (PV)

£ 27-59m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ It is expected that costs will be
incurred by the Department during the implementation of the policy in addition to the above.
These will be met by current budgets and will be kept under review.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£0
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Total benefits (present value) are:
Warning notices: £88m. Poorly performing schools will be able to
be detected earlier. Earlier intervention will reduce the costs
associated with turning them around.

(excluding one-off)

£ 11m

Total Benefit (PV)

£ 88m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
Accredited schools: Reduction in bureaucracy as once providers have been accredited, they will
stay on DCSF’s list of approved providers. Both: Improved pupil attainment and reduction in
school failure.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
There is an assumption that high performing education institutions will provide high quality school
improvement support once accredited. The risk of dips in performance at their own institution will need
to be well managed.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

TBA

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF and LAs

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ 11.7million

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£ Nil
Decrease of £ Nil
Key:

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices

(Net) Present Value
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N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Net Impact

£ Nil

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Local authorities already have the power, but not a duty, to issue a warning notice to a school
that is underperforming and/or is in an Ofsted category. The drivers for local authorities to issue
a warning notice to a school that is performing poorly or is in an Ofsted category include the
local authority’s commitment to securing school improvement, and their awareness of the
increased costs of tackling school failure (that has become entrenched) compared to the
comparatively lower costs of preventing school failure by intervening early on (see below for
evidence on costs and benefits). There is a significant amount of evidence on the costs of
educational failure to young people and to society if young people do not fulfil their educational
potential – in terms of reduced lifetime earnings, quality of life and life chances
However, there is evidence that warning notices are underused, resulting in too many schools
being placed in special measures or significant improvement or continuing to perform poorly,
which local authorities could have prevented. The reason for warning notices not being issued
in line with the guidance could be due to a principal-agent problem, an example of market
failures. The Department acts as the principal and the agents are the LAs. The problem arises
because the Department has enlisted LAs to identify when schools are under-performing but
are not categorised by Ofsted as underperforming 13. Due to a difference in incentives; some
LAs do not meet these duties. At the moment regulatory powers are insufficient to compel an LA
to issue a warning notice to a school should an LA choose not to do so. The introduction of a
power for the Secretary of State to direct an LA to issue a warning notice to a school will
address this issue. It will remove this market failure as LAs will now be required to comply. As a
result more school governing bodies will be issued with warning notices reducing the number of
schools placed in an Ofsted category and thus reducing the costs of improvement to that school.
These considerations apply equally to maintained primary and secondary schools.
There is a strong body of evidence which shows that partnerships between strong schools and
underperforming schools deliver benefits to both, particularly in leadership, provided that the
partnerships are set up carefully and are adequately supported. The experience of the
Academies programme also shows that improving leadership and governance through a formal
partnership of this kind, amongst other things, in schools which are underperforming, drives
improvement. It has also shown the willingness of high quality education providers – schools,
colleges and universities – to get involved in long term school improvement. Since the rules on
Academy sponsorship were changed in summer 2007 to make it easier for these institutions to
become sponsors around two-thirds of Academy sponsors come from this group.
However we also know that more could be done to improve collaboration between schools for
the purposes of school improvement. Not all partnerships are properly developed and supported,
the improvements sometimes tail off with time as the partnership loses momentum and not all
LAs make the best use of their high quality providers in partnering weak schools. We know that
partnerships work best and have sustained impact where the provider has the required capacity,
capability and commitment; there is a clear vision and clarity of purpose for the partnership;
there are sufficient resources to underpin the partnership and clear plans agreed that set out
how these will be utilised to maximum effect; the provider has the required leverage to make
changes.
Warning notices
Although 51 warning notices have been issued in the period up to the end of May 2009, at the
13

Schools that are badly and sharply declining in performance, including some of those currently just above
the Government’s primary and secondary floor targets, but in imminent danger of dropping below; and those
schools that have been stuck with low attainment and little or no improvement for several years.
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end of the Spring Term 2009 there were 219 schools requiring special measures and 202
requiring significant improvement (notice to improve). About 30% of future Ofsted failures are
detectable by local authorities at least 12 months before inspection, giving the LA time to
provide appropriate challenge and support to the school to prevent failure. This suggests that
despite the large number of potential candidates, LAs are reluctant to intervene quickly to
prevent deterioration in school performance.
Accredited Schools Groups
Most high-performing schools are engaged in a range of school improvement partnerships, from
providing support in teaching of core subjects or leadership through to engaging in long-term
leadership, governance and structural partnerships such as trusts, federations, National
Challenge Trusts and Academies. Some high performing schools are moving towards chains
and clusters of schools.
There is limited evidence of the impact of partnership working through long-term mechanisms
because of the length of time that some of the programmes have been running. However, there
is an emerging body of evidence which suggests that these kinds of partnerships support school
improvement, in the right circumstances.
In 2008 ASCL published Achieving more together: adding value through partnership, which
stated that: ‘Research evidence and case study practice show that support federations – the
pairing of a stronger school with a weaker school – is a proven and effective way of turning
round underperforming schools.’ 14 The experience of the Academies programme shows that
these partnerships are effective in securing rapid and sustainable improvement.
Costs for main affected groups
Warning Notices
Approximately 30% of school failures are detectable before Ofsted place a school in special
measures. We estimate that there would be an additional 10 preventable cases of secondary
schools going into special measures, and 30 of primary schools going into special measures per
year. This reflects the ratio of secondary to primary schools.
Existing Costs of LAs Issuing Warning Notices
Affected
group

Action

Specific cost
requirement

Approximate Costs

Identified
budget for
costs

LAs

Issuing warning
notice

Actual cost to LA
of issuing warning
notice

£1000

Would be met
from LA budgets

Total cost for 10
secondary and 30
primary schools =
£40,000
LAs

Replacement of
GB

Cost of LA
creating an IEB

£3000
Total cost for 10

14

Would be met
from LA budgets

See also: National College of School Leadership Schools leading Schools: the power and potential of National
Leaders of Education (2008); Schagen et al (for NFER) Impact of Specialist and Faith Schools 2002; Price
Waterhouse Cooper High-Performing Specialist Schools (2008); Lindsay et al School Federations Pilot Study
2003-07(2007).
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(approx)

LAs

secondary schools and
30 primary schools =
£120,000

Providing school No extra costs
improvement
support/monitori
ng schools’
performance

On average, estimated
costs could range
between:

Met from LA
budgets

£5,000-10,000 for
secondary
£2,000 – 5,000 for
primary. We believe
these costs are
conservative.
Total costs for 10
secondary and 30
primary range between
£100,000- £250,000
See note 1

Underperf Appeal of
warning notice if
orming
applicable
schools
(school cost)

LAs &
underperformin
g schools

Rectifying
problem – e.g.
restructure

Actual cost to
school of
appealing against
warning notice

£1000.

Assumption that
in each school
some
restructuring
takes place

On average:

May not be applicable –
but evidence shows
average of 5 appeals per
year to date – estimated
costs £5000 per year for
all schools involved. .
£80,000 for secondary

Met from school
budget

Met from LA or
school budget

£20,000 for
primary/special
Total cost for 10
secondary schools and
30 primary schools =
£1.4m

Total cost range of indicative costs between £1.68m and £1.82m
Note 1: The level of support provided by an LA will depend on the level and nature of support
required by the failing school on a case-by-case basis Support could range from arranging for a
local head teacher to provide advice to a failing school on how best to re-assess its priorities for
the next school year, to more serious interventions involving funding extra days’ support from a
SIP. LAs routinely provide monitoring and school improvement services to all schools.
Note 2: Since April 2007 to May 2009, there have been 11 appeals against Warning Notices (51
were issued in this period) 6 between April 2007 and August 2008, and 5 between September
2008 and May 2009 – that is approximately 10% of the schools receiving Warning Notices have
appealed. However, only two appeals have been upheld given the low success rate, it is
uncertain whether the percentage of appeals will remain at 10%.
The total present cost of enabling the Secretary of State to direct a local authority to issue a
warning notice to a school where standards of pupil performance at the school are unacceptably
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low is estimated to be £14m to £15m over 10 years, when a 3.5% 15 per annum discount rate is
applied. We have estimated these costs from considering key areas contributing to the recovery
of schools set out in the National Audit Office report “Improving poorly performing secondary
schools“ 2006 and our own Departmental school intervention budgets (paid to local authorities
through Standards Fund).
Accredited Schools
Costs of Introducing Accredited Schools Groups
Affected
group

Action

Specific cost
requirement

Approximate
Costs

Identified
budget for
costs

Are these costs
additional to
existing costs?

DCSF

Set up and
administration
of accreditation
system

Administration of:

Approx £80,000
pa

To be met
from
existing
budgets

Some additional
activity, which can be
met from existing
budgets.

£20,000,00
0 identified
for the next
2 financial
years from
existing
budgets

£20,000,000 is
additional for the
DCSF to pay.
However, all these
costs would be
incurred by the Local
Authority in school
improvement;
adviser; staff time.

Answering queries
from providers
wishing to seek
accreditation;

(based on paying
staff costs)

Assessing bids from
providers seeking
accreditation;
Assessing providers’
capacity through
visits;
Awarding
accreditation;
Monitoring accredited
providers and
performance.
Funding startup capacity in
Accredited
Schools
Groups

Funding for:

Approx:

Senior Leadership
and other staff time
from the strong lead
partner to:

£100,000 £350,000 per
ASG

Develop the vision for
the ASG, and for the
school being
supported;
Ensure improvement
in the
underperforming
school.

(this figure is
based on the
amount used for
National
Challenge Trusts
– which is approx
double this
amount. This
money is
necessary to
drive forward the
change needed.

Assumption that
on average there
will be around 15
each year.
Average total
cost per year will
therefore be
between £1.5m
and £5.25m
This will be for
15

As recommended in the 2003 HMT Green Book
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approx 60
supported
schools within the
ASG programme,
in addition to
Academies and
National
Challenge Trusts.
Accredite
d
providers

Capacity to
support the
underperformin
g schools, and
to develop the
vision to
become an
Accredited
Provider

Average
cost per
year

£1.58m to £5.33m ≈ £1.6m to £5.3m

As above under
DCSF

Costs to be
covered by DCSF
as above

To be met
from
existing
DCSF
budget.

This cost would be
incurred by LAs and
schools in any case.

Additional
budget
needed

£3.5M in year 1

The total present cost associated with the use of accredited schools groups is estimated to be
£13m to £44m over 10 years, when a 3.5% per annum discount rate is applied.
Together, the total present cost associated with warning notices and accredited schools is
estimated to be around £27m to £59m over 10 years, when a 3.5% per annum discount rate is
applied.
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Benefits for Main Affected Groups
Benefits will occur on both efficiency and equity grounds. Earlier intervention and use of ASGs
will provide more effective school improvement support, which will cost less and have more
benefits. The intention of these policies is to ensure that outcomes for children and young
people are equitable, and that all pupils can access good education.
We have shown separately the costs (above) for warning notices and for accredited schools on
the basis that that we are able to provide known costs for the operation of the existing system of
warning notices, whereas accredited schools groups do not yet exist and its predicted costs are
guided by the model of the National Challenge Trusts.
The estimated cost savings/ benefits of Warning Notices and Accredited Schools Groups have
been consolidated, however, as the two policies will strengthen the powers of intervention in
under-performing schools to prevent school failure.
The benefits of Accredited Schools Groups and giving the Secretary of State the power to direct
a local authority to issue a Warning Notice are: the cost savings (approx. £11m) resulting from
early intervention: fewer school failures; ending the cycle of entrenched poor performance by
pupils; improving efficiency within the schools market; improving under-performing schools
which are not providing quality education, and therefore improving pupils’ education; and a
reduction in costs through prevention and earlier intervention, as opposed to intervention at a
later stage, and increased effectiveness of school improvement support.
Costs savings from the above include:
Schools
 efficiencies for the underperforming school, through being brought into an Accredited Group.
These are recruitment and retention savings, through advertising first through the Accredited
Group, and then externally using the Accredited Group name; Savings through recruitment of
high calibre staff who will not need replacing; Central Finance, HR and IT administration.
 less need for competency procedures and acting head teacher temporarily prior to new
substantive appointment;
 reduced need for replacement of governing body with an interim executive board;
 fewer unfilled pupil places as popularity decreases and reducing school budget;
 high turnover of staff recruitment and retention difficulties;
 effective continuing professional development;
 costs of additional training and coaching for staff.
Local Authority
 The use of Accredited providers will increase the efficiency of school improvement support,
and its likelihood of success, as these providers will have a proven track record of
undertaking this work successfully.
 reduced need to produce an action plan for school recovery;
 need to provide less additional resources and support to school, including adviser support;
IEB members; additional senior leadership team members;
 consolidation of previously different strands of school improvement support which lead to less
efficient use of resources.
 Less time needed to be spent identifying potential suitable partners and interim heads to
support improvement in weaker schools. Through being able to access a central list of
accredited providers with the capacity to undertake this work, LAs will save a considerable
amount of officer time, and advertising budget.
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 Setting a quality benchmark will also reduce the amount of partnerships that fail, and
increase the likelihood of schools performing better, which will raise the LA’s overall
performance.
Preventing School Failure
The financial benefits of preventing failure are shown below, and amount to £10.6m pa. The
main assumptions made in this calculation are:
 about 25 – 30% of future Ofsted failures are detectable by local authorities at least 12 months
before inspection, allowing the authority time to negotiate, warn and practise early
intervention;
 while costs of turning round a school from special measures (or under notice to improve) may
be highly variable, the typical average cost for a secondary school in terms of local authority
resources is about £400k for a secondary school and £150k for a primary school. Both these
costs will accumulate over the period of special measures – typically 19 months for
secondary schools, and 18 months for primary schools. These costs anticipate an element of
restructuring, and of adviser time.
We believe these estimates are conservative.
Preventable
“Notice to
Improve”
cases a
year

Average
total cost
of special
measures
(£k)

Average total
cost of Ofsted
category
“needing
significant
improvements”
(or “Notice to
Improve” (£k)

Total
savings
per year
from
preventing
SM (£m)

Total
savings
per year
from
preventing
NTI (£m)

Secondary 10
Schools

20

400

50

4.0

1.0

Primary
Schools

30

60

150

10

4.5

0.6

Special
Schools/

2

4

200

15

0.4

0.1

42

84

-

-

8.9

1.7

School
Type

Preventable
Special
Measures
cases a.
year

PRUs
sub-totals
Total
savings

10.6

Attainment benefits for the pupils and ultimately the economy
We expect these interventions will have a direct impact on the increased performance of
schools, in particular those which are underperforming. This will enable pupils attending these
schools to achieve better results, which will support higher earnings and wider benefits. The
publication ‘Education and Skills: The Economic Benefit. DfES, 2002’ states that:
‘High quality learning is strongly linked with higher earnings, lower chances of becoming
unemployed, better health and reduced crime.’
And:
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‘OECD figures show that an individual with a higher (tertiary) education qualification could
expect to earn 47% more than a person qualified to upper secondary level’
Figures relating to the benefits of gaining 5 GCSE A*-C include: Only 1 in 50 of those gaining five A*-Cs described their main activity as unemployed/out of
work compared with around a fifth of those with fewer than 5 D-Gs or no GCSEs.
 People with 5+ A*-Cs earn nearly 30% more than people with no qualifications (although this
is an underestimate as more further their education which is associated with higher salary). ·
It is estimated that the PV lifetime earnings for an individual who achieves 5 or more A*-C
GCSES is £150,000-£220,000 more than an individual with 1-4 A*-C at GCSE level 16.
 Males with qualifications by the age of 17 are almost three times less likely to offend before
the age of 30 than those with no qualifications.
 Nearly 9 in 10 of those gaining five A*-Cs stay in full-time education compared with only
around a third of those gaining fewer than 5 D-Gs or no GCSEs.
 Achieving level 4 is the key to future success at secondary level and beyond – of the pupils
that reached level 4 in both English and maths in the KS2 tests in 2003, 69% went on to get 5
good grades at GCSE and equivalent including English and maths last year compared with
only 10% of those who didn’t reach level 4 in both subjects.
Based on the above assessment, we consider that the benefits will significantly outweigh the
costs, in both the short and longer term.
We have commissioned a short external review of the effectiveness of the use of warning
notices and aim to publish findings of this review by the end of 2009. We are considering
conducting a wider evaluation of the use and impact of school improvement intervention powers
in 2010. We aim to have an external evaluation of the impact of the Accredited Schools Group
policy in September 2014 will publish an interim review in September 2012.

16

Based on 2008/9 prices. The estimates use data from LFS 2008/9 and returns estimates from“Returns to Qualifications in England: Updating
the Evidence Base on Level 2 and Level 3 Vocational Qualifications”, Jenkins et al (2007)
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

Department for Children,
Schools and Families

License to Practice

Stage: Final proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: The White Paper ‘Your child, your schools, our future’, published on 30 June

2009.
Available to view or download at:

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/21stcenturyschoolssystem
Contact for enquiries: Helen Noakes

Telephone: 02073408238

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Introducing a requirement for qualified teachers in maintained schools, non-maintained special
schools and academies to hold a renewable Licence to Practise, coupled with a contractual
entitlement to continuous professional development (CPD), will build on current performance
management arrangements to incentivise teachers to undertake high quality CPD and continuously
improve their practice, in order to meet criteria for licence renewal Because teaching quality is the
single greatest determinant of pupil outcomes, this will lead to a reduction of in-school and inter-school
variation, the narrowing of the attainment gap and improvement in outcomes for pupils across the
board.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The overall aim is to support teachers’ learning and development to improve teaching quality and thus
raise standards and improve outcomes for pupils. The objectives to achieve this are: to increase
teachers’ access to high quality professional development; to further boost the status of the teaching
profession and encourage higher quality entrants; to ensure that all teachers recognise their duty as
professionals to keep their skills and knowledge up to date in order to deliver consistently high quality
teaching; to guarantee, and provide public reassurance of, professional competence across the
teaching profession.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Simply strengthening the current performance management system for teachers was considered but,
whilst boosting the processes in schools, this would not meet the objectives of boosting the status of
the profession, increasing the professionalisation of teachers, and increasing the incentive for schools
to provide high quality CPD opportunities and for teachers to engage with these. It would also not give
us an explicit indicator that demonstrates to schools and parents that teaching standards are being
maintained and built on in schools.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Within five years of rollout (from September 2010). The Evaluation will take a staged
approach - Stage 1: implementation and embedding of the policy; Stage 2: perceptual impacts eg
teachers' experiences; and Stage 3: quantitative impact on pupil outcomes /school standards.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

COSTS

£

Yrs

5.8million

5

Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
£5.8m (one off cost) GTCE cost to develop/run to yr 4 Licence to
Practise
Annual costs of teacher preparation and assessment plus GTCE
costs = £1.5m - £9.2m
PV over 10 year period = approx £10m - £88m

(excluding one-off)

£

1.5m-9.2m

10

Total Cost (PV)

£ 16m - £94m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
Local moderation; assessment of, support and CPD provision for short term supply teachers.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
Break-even analysis: 180 – 1062 pupils must increase their
attainment from 1-4A*-C to 5+ A* - C as a result of this
intervention in order for it to break-even.

(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Improve teaching and learning, all
teachers able to access high quality CPD, boost the status of the teaching profession, reassure
parents of teaching standards, identify and support teachers who are not meeting professional
standards, improve pupil outcomes.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
Teachers don’t recognise or value the link between the Licence to Practise and an entitlement to
CPD. The performance management system for teachers is seen as not being ‘fit for purpose’, and
the Licence to Practise is seen as something additional.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2010

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF, GTCE

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

N/A

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

No

Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
The overall aim is to further improve the quality of teaching and learning in our schools, and thus raise
standards and improve outcomes for pupils. The introduction of a Licence to Practise requirement which
is clearly linked to a CPD entitlement will incentivise teachers to undertake high quality CPD and
continuously improve their practise, in order to meet criteria for licence renewal. It will also reduce the
variation in teachers’ access to CPD. Because teaching quality is the single greatest determinant of
pupil outcomes, this will lead to a reduction of in-school and inter-school variation, the narrowing of the
attainment gap and improvement in outcomes for pupils across the board.
High standards of teaching are key to what happens within schools. Research suggests that it is teacher
quality which has the biggest impact on how well pupils perform – research has found that children
progress three times faster with highly effective teaching (Sanders & Rivers, Cumulative and Residual
Effects on Future Student Academic Achievement, 1996) and that students in the most effective
classrooms learn at four times the speed of those in the least effective classrooms (Hanushek, 2004).
Recent UK evidence (Slater et al, Do teachers matter? Measuring teacher effectiveness in England,
2009) reconfirms that the effect of quality teaching is a highly significant driver of pupil outcomes.
Research also shows that the right CPD can have a positive impact on teacher’s practice, leading to
improvements in pupil attainment and other outcomes. Examples include an improvement in literacy and
numeracy skills (McGregor & Gunter, 2001); higher quality of outcomes than previous cohorts of the
same age and ability, and improvements in pupils’ written work (Ofsted, 2002). Other reported positive
outcomes of CPD include pupil attitude; enhancement of student motivation; and more positive
responses to specific subjects (EPPI, 2003).
A study for the DCSF (Day et al, 2006) examined the relationship between teacher effectiveness and the
interplay of factors which impacts on teachers’ work and personal lives. It found that teachers’
effectiveness is not simply a consequence of age or experience but is influenced by a number of factors,
including CPD, which was found to have a consistently positive influence on teachers across all
professional life phases.
To ensure the best possible quality of teaching in all schools, we have already taken steps to ensure that
every teacher is engaged in high quality performance management linked to continuing professional
development from when they first start teaching. But there is evidence that not all teachers can access
the professional development identified for them through the performance management process. The
final report of the Becoming a Teacher research (University of Nottingham - School of Education, June
2009) found that:
• fourteen per cent of respondents in their third year of teaching during the year 2006-2007
reported receiving ‘no training’ during that year; and
• sixteen per cent of fourth year teachers in the year 2007-2008 reported they had not received any
training or professional development during the course of the year.
Research commissioned by DCSF through IPSE at London Metropolitan University, covering the period
November 2004 to April 2006, found that only 34% of supply teachers had experienced any CPD
throughout 2004.
And the results for 2009 from the Teachers' Workloads Diary Survey, managed and funded by the
DCSF, showed that the average time spent per week on CPD by head teachers was higher than that
spent by classroom teachers (2.0 hours per week for primary head teachers versus 1.2 for primary
classroom teachers, and 0.6 for classroom teachers in secondary schools. Comparable figures for
secondary head teachers are unavailable for 2009, however in 2008 they were much higher than for
their classroom counterparts).
It is intended that the Licence to Practise, coupled with the contractual entitlement to CPD, will result in
all teachers being able to access the CPD they need, thus removing the inequity of provision that
currently exists; and, crucially, will mean that CPD is more focussed and higher quality This is because
there will be a much greater incentive for schools to provide this CPD and teachers to engage with it, as
teachers will need to provide evidence of professional development and how it has impacted on their
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professional practice as part of the renewal of their licence; and schools will be required to ensure that
teachers receive their CPD entitlement.
Schools already receive funding for CPD in their delegated budgets. This will be supported by groups of
schools working collaboratively in ‘clusters’, which was another commitment made in the recent White
Paper Your Child, Your Schools, Our Future. The aim of this approach is to rationalise, simplify and
make CPD more effective and accessible, making better use of expertise and existing resources across
schools than could be delivered at individual school level. This, together with the Licence to Practise
and CPD entitlement, should ensure there is an increased focus on the effectiveness of CPD and
therefore value for money.
A Licence to Practise system is currently being introduced for Doctors in the UK. From 16 November
2009 any doctor who wants to practise medicine in the UK will have to hold a Licence to Practise, as well
as being registered with the General Medical Council (GMC). In subsequent years, in order to retain
their licence doctors will undergo a process of revalidation. Recommendations for revalidation will be
based on evidence drawn from the doctor’s practice, feedback from patients and colleagues, and their
participation in CPD. The purpose is to confirm that all doctors holding registration with a Licence to
Practise are up to date and fit to practise.
There are also precedents for introducing a Licensing system for the teaching profession found in many
countries around the world. For example, New Zealand has such a system with the purpose of ensuring
that there is a minimum quality standard applied to all teachers entering their general education system,
aiding schools in making appointments and reassuring parents and the public that a national minimum
standard for the teaching profession is available. Again, in order to renew their licence (known as a
‘practising certificate’) every three years teachers must demonstrate that they continue to meet specified
standards and have completed satisfactory professional development.
An increased focus on the rigorous and objective ongoing assessment of teacher standards through the
Licence to Practise is intended to ensure that all teachers teaching in maintained schools, nonmaintained special schools and academies in England continue to meet the professional standards,
guaranteeing a level of professional competence across the profession which will be visible to parents,
pupils and schools.
Costs
The full details of how the licensing system will work have yet to be agreed and will be set out in
regulations which will be subject to consultation with the teaching profession and other stakeholders. A
further impact assessment will take place as these details are worked out. The cost estimates outlined
here are very early indications and based on some elements of how we currently envisage the system
might work; they will need to be kept under careful review and are very likely to be revised as we go
forward.
Licence renewal
Once the system has been rolled out to all teachers, we envisage that licence renewal would take place
every five years and so we have assumed here that one fifth of teachers would be due to renew their
licence every year.
We envisage that assessment for licence renewal will be based on performance management
documentation, and other existing processes and information. As such teachers will be reviewing their
performance and practice during the five year licence period. Alongside this, we anticipate that teachers
may wish to spend a small amount of time at the end of the five years looking back over the whole period,
including their planning and review statements. It is estimated that this will only take between 0 and 1
hour of a teacher’s time. Therefore, costs have been calculated with a minimum, based on each teacher
spending 0 hours in preparation, and a maximum based on all teachers spending 1 hour in preparation.
It is yet to be decided who will carry out the assessment locally, but we have assumed for now that head
teachers may do so for the majority of teachers, that governing bodies may do so for head teachers, and
that local authority staff may do so for centrally employed teachers. For supply teachers, we have
included estimates to show what the cost would be if the assessment was carried out either by a head
teacher or by the local authority.
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It is estimated that time taken for a head teacher (or governing body or local authority staff where
relevant) to carry out the assessment will be between 30 minutes and 2 hours for each teacher assessed.
This estimate takes into consideration that those assessing may need to remind themselves of the
content of the teachers’ last five planning and review statements and any other evidence/feedback (all of
which they should have seen previously) and make the recommendation.
We do not expect there to be any additional activity in respect of Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs), for
teacher or assessor, as we currently envisage their initial ‘full’ licence being awarded on completion of
their statutory induction period.
Costs are estimated at an annual rate, it is assumed that 1/5 of teachers, head teachers and supply
teachers will be assessed each year. Since the present value is calculated over 10 years, this covers a
maximum of two periods of licence renewal, which is taken account of in the cost estimates.
Cost of teacher time to prepare for assessment:
Cost if it takes 1 hour and there are 80,000 17 (maximum possible) teachers gaining their licence each
year (excluding NQTs, head teachers, supply teachers and centrally employed teachers):
80,000 x 1 x £21.46 18 = £1,716,800
The minimum number of teachers in this category is 75,000. The lower estimate for time taken for
teachers to prepare for assessment is 0 hours
Minimum cost:
75,000 x 0 x cost of teacher time = £0
The range for annual cost of teacher time to prepare for assessment is £0- £1,716,800.
This has a present value total over 10 years of £0 - £15,994,748 ( each assessment is an annual
assessment of costs, PV over 10 years, licences are only renewed every 5 years)
Cost of head teacher time to carry out assessment:
Cost if the maximum number of teachers gain licence each year (80,000) and assessment takes
maximum time (2 hours per teacher assessed):
80,000 x 2 x £34.85 19 = £5,576,000
The minimum number of teachers in this category is 75,000. The lower estimate for time taken for head
teachers to carry out assessment is 30 minutes.
For sensitivity analysis, minimum cost:
75,000 x 0.5 x £34.85 = £1,306,875
The range for annual cost of head teacher time to carry out assessment is £1,306,875- £5,576,000
This has a present value total over 10 years of £12,175,639 - £51,949,391
Cost of time of head teachers to prepare for assessment:
Cost of all head teachers (22,000) taking maximum estimated time (1 hour) to prepare for assessment
over 5 years:
22,000/5 20 x 1 x £34.85 21 = £153,340
Cost if it takes lower estimate (0 hours) to prepare for assessment:
22,000/5 x 0 x £34.85 = £0
The range for annual cost of head teacher time to prepare for assessment is £0- £153,540
This has a present value total over 10 years of £0 – £1,430,472
Cost of governing body time to carry out assessment of head teachers:
Since head teachers are assessed by governing body staff, who are volunteers, there are no costs for
carrying out their assessments.
Cost of time of centrally employed teachers to prepare for assessment:
Cost if it takes maximum estimated time (1 hour) to prepare for assessment:
15,200/5 (number of centrally employed teachers) x 1 x £21.46 = £65,238
17

Approximately 400,000 max, 375,000 min teachers over 5 years
Throughout this Impact Assessment teacher cost is calculated as the average of primary and secondary school
teacher hourly costs from SFR data with 25% uplift
19
Average hourly cost of primary and secondary head teachers
20
22,000 head teachers, assumed equal amount each year for 5 years
21
Average hourly cost of primary and secondary head teacher time.
18
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Cost if it takes lower estimate (0 hours) to prepare for assessment:
15,200/5 x 0 x £21.65 = £0
The range for annual cost of centrally employed teacher time to prepare for assessment is £0- £65,238
This has a present value total over 10 years of £0 - £607,796
Cost of local authority staff time to carry out assessment of centrally employed teachers:
Cost if it takes maximum estimated (2 hours) to carry out assessment:
15,200/5 x 2 x £21.59 22 = £131,267
Cost if it takes the lower estimate 30 minutes to carry out assessment:
15,200/5 x 0.5 x £21.59 = £32,816
The range for annual cost of local authority staff time to carry out assessment is £32,816 - £131,267
This has a present value total over 10 years of £305,733 - £1,222,963
If supply teachers are assessed by local authority:
Cost of local authority staff time to carry out assessment of supply teachers:
Cost if it takes maximum estimated (2 hours) to carry out assessment:
51,000/5 x 2 x £21.59 = £440,436
Cost if it takes the lower estimate 30 minutes to carry out assessment:
51,000/5 x 0.5 x £21.59 = £110,109
The range for annual cost of local authority staff time to carry out assessment is £110,109 - £440436
This has a present value total over 10 years of £1,025,842 - £4,103,368
If supply teachers are assessed by head teachers:
Cost of head teacher time to carry out assessment of supply teachers:
Cost if it takes maximum estimated (2 hours) to carry out assessment:
51,000/5 x 2 x £34.85 = £710,940
Cost if it takes the lower estimate 30 minutes to carry out assessment:
51,000/5 x 0.5 x £34.85 = £177,735
The range for annual cost of local authority staff time to carry out assessment is £177,735 – 710,940
This has a present value total over 10 years of £1,655,887 - £6,623,547
For supply teacher assessments costs are min: £110,109 (if local authority conducts assessment), max:
£710,940 (if head teacher conducts assessment). PV = min: £1,025,842, max: £6,623,547
Cost of supply teacher time to prepare for assessment:
Cost if it takes maximum estimated time (1 hour) to prepare for assessment:
51,000/5 x 1 x £21.46 = £218,892
Cost if it takes lower estimate (0 hours) to prepare for assessment:
51,000/5 x 0 x £21.46 = £0
The range for annual cost of supply teacher time to prepare for assessment is £0 - £218,892
This has a present value total over 10 years of £0 - £2,039,330
For a small number of teachers, we envisage there may be additional activity. These are certain
teachers who may be placed on either a ‘conditional’ or ‘temporary’ licence for a specific period of time in
order to regain their ‘full’ licence. These may include:
• teachers whose licence had come up for renewal and had not been recommended for renewal
(this is anticipated to be a very small number of teachers);
• teachers returning to teaching after a break in service of a certain length, likely to be at least two
years (‘returners’); and
• supply teachers.
The vast majority of teachers who fall into the categories outlined above would be subject to the statutory
performance management arrangements. These provide for arrangements to be made for observing a
teacher’s classroom practice, and the level and nature of support that a teacher may need – including on
an enhanced basis.
Supply teachers who are employed for less than one term (min: 11,700, max: 51,000) are not currently
22

Median hourly cost senior officials in local government.
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subject to the statutory performance management arrangements. We therefore need to determine how
they will apply for licence renewal, and how an assessment and recommendation is made. This may
involve additional activity for both the teacher, and whoever considers the evidence and makes the
recommendation. Since we do not currently have estimates for this time these costs have not been
monetised. The same applies to the additional support that may be required for these teachers.
Teachers on ‘temporary’/’conditional’ licences may also need to meet the requirements for a ‘full’ licence
within a shorter timescale than five years. This would incur additional assessment costs as it would
require assessment sooner than the 5-yearly assessment costed above.
Continuing Professional Development
Supply teachers are much less likely than other teachers to have access to and be undertaking regular
CPD. Consequently, they are likely to need to spend additional time on this in order to meet the
licensing requirements. An estimated 66% of supply teachers may not participate in any CPD. This is in
the range of 7,722-33,660 supply teachers. Since no estimate has been made of the time taken to carry
out this additional CPD this cost has not been monetised.

Local moderation
In order to ensure consistency of approach across schools, we currently envisage there will be a local
moderation process which will involve some additional costs, although this is difficult to accurately
quantify in advance of the model being designed.
Notifying GTCE of the renewal recommendation
Following local moderation, we currently envisage that school/local authority administrative staff would
need to inform the GTCE of the final recommendation on each teacher’s licence renewal, perhaps
through an online facility. We would need to determine who should inform the GTCE of the
recommendation on the licence renewal of head teachers and supply teachers; at present these costs
have not been monetised.
Cost of school admin staff reporting decision on teacher (excluding NQTs, head teachers, supply
teachers and centrally employed teachers) licence renewal:
Maximum cost, when 80,000 teacher licence renewals: 0.0833hours (5mins) x £8.31 23 x 80,000 =
£55,377
Minimum cost, when 75,000 teacher licence renewals: 0.0833hours (5mins) x £8.31 x 75,000 = £51916
This cost has a range of £51916-£55,377. This has a present value total cost over 10 years of £483,680
- £515,925.
Cost of local authority admin staff reporting decision on centrally employed teachers’ licence renewal:
0.0833hours (5mins) x £10.17 24 x 15,200/5 = £2,575
This has a present value total cost over 10 years of £23,990
GTCE costs
The GTCE will administer and oversee the Licence to Practise system. DCSF are currently in
conversation with GTCE about possible costs – both set-up and steady state running costs. Early
estimates, based on initial modelling, are indicated below. However, precise costs will depend on the
precise make-up and composition of the licensing arrangements, and arrangements for rollout, and we
will want to balance stringency of the system with value for money.
Estimated development costs could be around £2.3million.
Estimated running costs for year 1 could be around £600,000.

23

ASHE estimate of median hourly rate for School secretary

24

ASHE estimate of median hourly rate for Local authority clerical officer or assistant
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Estimated annual running costs once the system is in steady state (ie has been rolled out to all qualified
teachers), assuming that this is from year 5 onwards, could be around £1.4million.
These costs cover amendments to their ICT system (which may be necessary to keep running costs
down in future); administrative tasks, such as writing to teachers to remind them that their licence is due
for renewal; and appeal hearings. It does not currently include possible costs relating to the quality
assurance of a local moderation process as it has not been possible to quantify these at this stage.
Assuming constant increase of annual costs over years 1-5, the following are estimates of the annual
cost to the GTCE of rolling out Licence to Practise:
Year 1 costs = 620,500
Year 2 costs = 823,000
Year 3 costs = 1,025,500
Year 4 costs = 1,228,000
Year 5 onwards = 1,430,500
Overall costs
The present value total of GTCE one off costs (development costs plus years 1-4) is £5,780,570.
Total one-off costs are therefore: £5.8m
Annual costs:
Costs of all assessments and preparation times plus GTCE running costs:
Max: £1,716,800+£5,576,000+£153,540+£65,238+£731,267+£218,892+£710,940+£55,377+£2,575 =
£9,230,629,
Min: £0+£1,306,875+£0+£0+£32,816+£0+£110,109+£51,916+£2575=£1,504,291
Total present value over 10 years of all costs:
Max:
£15,994,748+£51,949,391+£1,430,472+£607,796+£1,222,963+£2,039,330+£6,623,547+£515,925+£23,
990+GTCE pv costs of £7,889,162 = £88,297,324
Min: £0+£12,175+£0+£0+£305,733+£0+£1,025,842+£483,680+23,990+£7,889,162 = £9,729,582
The present value total of all estimated costs over 10 years are between £10m and £88m
Benefits
Better outcomes for children and young people through improved teaching and learning in schools
resulting from teachers participating in more and better quality CPD, and keeping their skills and
knowledge up to date. Teachers will focus more on CPD which impacts positively on their professional
practice, as they will be required to demonstrate this impact in order for their licence to be renewed.
Teachers will benefit from the introduction of an entitlement to CPD, which will go hand in hand with the
introduction of the requirement to hold a renewable Licence to Practise. This will ensure that the funding
available is focused even further on high quality CPD and distributed more equitably.
The status of the teaching profession will be boosted further, encouraging skilled and talented individuals
to continue choosing teaching as a career.
Parents, pupils and schools will be reassured that teachers in their schools continue to meet professional
standards throughout their careers, and are keeping their skills and knowledge up to date and
participating in regular professional development.
Identifying and helping the small minority of teachers who continue not to meet the professional
standards to be given support to improve, or to leave the profession. This should result in an overall
improvement in the standard of teaching, and therefore in outcomes for pupils.

81

Do teachers matter? Measuring the variation in teacher effectiveness in England found that being taught
by a high quality (75th percentile) rather than low quality (25th percentile) teacher adds 0.425 of a GCSE
point per subject to a given student, or 25% of the standard deviation of GCSE points. This would
suggest that pupil attainment is likely to increase as the Licence to Practise raises pupil standards. This
will have benefits for the lifetime earnings of these pupils.
It is estimated that lifetime earnings returns increase on average £88,500 for each pupil who increases
their achievement from 1-4 A* - C to 5+ A* - C 25 as a result of an intervention. I.e. if an intervention
improves the attainment of a pupil at GCSE so that they attain 5+ A* - C when they would have achieved
1-4 A*-C, their lifetime earnings can increase by an average £88,500. Therefore, for the current
estimated costs of this policy to break even, i.e. for the costs to be met by an increase in benefits, there
would have to be:
£16,000,000/£88,500 - £94,000,000/£88,500 = approximately 180 – 1062 pupils improving their
attainment as a result of the intervention and gaining 5+ A* - C at GCSE. This presents a strong
economic case for this policy, as only a small number of pupils need to benefit to cover the current
estimated costs of the intervention.
Evaluation
The policy will be evaluated within five years of rollout (from September 2010). The Evaluation will take
a staged approach - Stage 1: looking at implementation and embedding of the policy; Stage 2: looking at
perceptual impacts e.g. teachers' experiences; and Stage 3: looking at quantitative impact on pupil
outcomes /school standards. It is likely to focus separately on the two groups of teachers who will be the
first to receive licences - Newly Qualified Teachers and returners to teaching.

25

DCSF analysis using Labour Force Survey data
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Home Education

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Anne Henderson

Telephone: 0114 259 3089

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Concerns from Local Authorities (LAs) and others on the law relating to home education and from
home educators on the difficulties they have in accessing support from LAs and other public services.
The Badman Review of Elective Home Education in England indicates that government intervention is
needed to tackle the lack of robust qualitative and quantitative information LAs hold about home
educated children, on equity grounds to ensure that every child in England receives a suitable
education in a safe environment.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
We propose strengthening the elective home education framework by introducing a system of
registration and monitoring. This will:
- enable and require all local authorities to identify all electively home educate children in their area
and ensure they are receiving a suitable education;
- enable local authorities to support home educated children to achieve better educational outcomes;
- reduce the risk that home education can be used to conceal child neglect or abuse.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
3 options are considered:
Option A: "Do nothing" i.e. maintain the status quo;
Option B: Introduce a registration system, but with no additional monitoring;
Option C (preferred): Register and Monitor.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? An evaluation strategy is proposed and costed within the preferred option. A baseline
will be established prior to implementation, and progress will then be surveyed during operations.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: B

Description: Ensure that LAs identify all home educated children

“Register only”

through a registration scheme. No additional activity to drive up
quality.

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 10.5 - 21.1 million

1

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Registration will come into effect from April
2011. These costs are in addition to Option A costs. Option B
costs LA officer and admin time and also opportunity cost for
parents, giving a financial value to time spent with the LA.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ 0.2 – 19.7 million

Total Cost (PV)

£ 12.2 – 191.1 million

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’. Will bring improved educational attainment for
some children whose education has deemed to be inadequate
and who are sent, or returned, to school through the use of School
Attendance Orders (SAOs). However, we have been unable to
quantify these benefits because, nationally, usage of SAOs by
LAs varies widely and the numbers completed are very low.

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Identification and registration of all
electively home educated children, creating a higher likelihood that cases where education is
inadequate will be addressed, and that any safeguarding risks can be identified.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The costs are additional to Option A. The reason for the range in
cost is the range of assumptions about the size of the cohort. We think that the cohort size is likely to
be 25,000 to 30,000 and that it is unlikely to exceed 40,000, which would give ongoing costs of £7
million.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England only

On what date will the policy be implemented?

April 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Local Authorities

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ 12.2 m to £ 191.1m

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact
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£

Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option: C
“Register and
Monitor”

Description: Registration benefits of Option B, supplemented by a

series of monitoring visits to support educational outcomes and
enhance safeguarding.

(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’. These costs are in addition to the costs of
Option A. Registration and Monitoring would come into effect from
April 2011. Costs relate to Local Authority professional and
administrative officer time and also opportunity cost for
parents/carers, giving a financial value to time spent with the local
authority..

£ 10.3 – 59.6 m

Total Cost (PV)

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£ 20.4 -99.4m

1

Average Annual Cost

£ 109.4 – 604 million

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£ 240m – 480m (PV)
Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ LAs estimate that 8% of 'home educated' children
are receiving no education at all and 20% are not receiving a
suitable education (including the 8%). Improving the educational
attainment levels of these children would bring benefits in terms of
increased job opportunities and salary levels. The range of
benefits shown relates to cohort size, i.e. 20,000 or 40,000.
Total Benefit (PV)

£21.7m–£43.4m (PV)

£ 410 – 820 million

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ LAs will be able to: identify
accurately those children that are electively home educated; discharge their duty to ensure that all
children in their area are receiving a suitable education; and satisfy themselves that there are no
safeguarding concerns.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Costs are additional to Option A and include costs to local
authorities and opportunity cost to parents for additional meetings. The range in cost is due to the
range of assumptions about the size of the cohort. We think that the cohort size is likely to be 25,000
to 30,000 and that it is unlikely to exceed 40,000, which would give ongoing costs of £14-17 million.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England only

On what date will the policy be implemented?

April 2011

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Local Authorities

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£ as above

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

85

£

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Local authorities currently have records which identify home educated children when they are
deregistered from a school. Through this 20,000 children are already known to LAs. Modelling suggests
that 80% of all those who begin elective home education become known to the LA when the parents
deregister the child from school or when they voluntarily approach the local authority. However, there
could be as many as 40,000 and there is a very remote possibility that the number could be as high as
80,000 (or 1% of the total school age children in England). The current system, or the post Contact-Point
arrangements, will not identify these children efficiently.
LAs tell us that they estimate that 8% of home educated children known to them receive no education
and that overall, 20% of home educated children already known to them do not receive a suitable
education. They have no idea about the standard of education experienced by home educated children
not known to them.
LAs are unable to make a safeguarding risk assessment for children not known to them and there is
evidence from serious case reviews and LA evidence that home educated children who are not regularly
seen in the community are those where there are most likely to be child protection concerns. While
ContactPoint will lead to the right infrastructure for a registration database being in place and will prompt
some follow up by local authorities, identifying electively home educated children is not its primary
function.
In line with the recommendations arising from the Badman Review of Elective Home Education in
England ,this Bill proposes to establish a compulsory national registration scheme, locally administered,
for all children of statutory school age, who are, or become, electively home educated.
Costs
One-off costs
FIRST YEAR maximum costs of
Option C, Registration and Monitoring

20,000
children

40,000
children

80,000
children

Total maximum costs in FIRST
YEAR

£20,428,299 £46,708,535 £99,390,676

Ongoing annual costs
Ongoing maximum costs of Option C,
Registration and Monitoring

20,000
children

40,000
children

80,000
children

Total maximum ongoing costs

£10,268,474 £26,715,388 £59,625,156

The following assumptions are used in all calculations in this document:
This policy applies to England only;
There are around 20,000 known children in home education, but the total may be 40,000 (likely
maximum) or as many as 80,000 (less likely) – costings must be of all three scenarios;
The costs arising from the recommendations will be:
•

the registration scheme – costs to LA

•

deregistration from schools – administrative costs to schools

•

monitoring of the scheme by LA officers

•

additional use of School Attendance orders – administrative and legal costs to LAs;

There are no other new activities, and therefore no other new costs;
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We estimate that 100% of children will receive 1 in-year visit, with 50% receiving further monitoring:
The costs of deregistration from schools are borne by them at present, so the additional administrative
cost will only be for children who would not be picked up by current arrangements;
However, school will have to conduct an assessment of the child, which it will then supply to the LA. This
will cause a cost to be incurred by the school, but that cost should take the place of an unknown % of the
LA’s first 4 hour meeting (see below). We therefore assume that the LA will arrange to reimburse the
school for assessment carried out on its behalf;
We are considering options for funding LA for this additional activity;
We have not yet defined the content or rigour of a “statement of education”, but it is likely to be a short,
word-processed document. Exemplar curricula which parents could use successfully are freely available
from the DCSF and QCA websites;
Registration will last 12 months, and will therefore be renewed every year. The intention is for this to be a
light touch refresh of details, but may extend to a refreshed educational statement, which will be a short
document. Administration costs to LAs are assumed for re-registration, but additional monitoring visits
which may or may not be prompted by this are costed in the “monitoring visits” section. The degree to
which additional visits become more or less likely ought to affect which of the monitoring visits scenarios
are adopted.
The registration scheme
If there was no statutory change to the policy on elective home education LAs would still be required to
construct a database compatible with Contact Point, identifying children who are not registered with a
school and prompting action to establish what their educational arrangements are. This policy will not be
the driver for LAs requiring this database – therefore the IA will include no one-off start up costs for
database setup.
Every year, 1/6 of the total number of home educated children will leave and enter the database. This
assumption is based on the fact that we understand that a high proportion of Home Education decisions
are triggered by the child’s move to secondary school—particularly for SEN children, bullied children and
Gypsy/Roma/Traveller children. We considered using other assumptions (e.g. 1/11th to reflect the
number of compulsory school years), but 1/6 is less likely to lead to an underestimation of the total cost,
so we have stuck to this relatively conservative proportion.
Current costings assume that 80% of the 1/6 new cases each year will be deregistrations (and therefore
only 20% of the 1/6 will be children who have never been registered with a school). This is based on the
assumption that most home educated children have previously been educated in primary school.
We accept that this may not be consistent with the assumption that there are 20-60,000 home educated
children completely unknown to the system. However, since the defining characteristic of these children
is that we do not know enough about them, we have chosen to use the existing data. If our information
changes as local authorities operate the scheme, we will update our costings.
A feasibility study carried out by York Consulting identified that 5% of the Home Education cohort have
SEN, and we believe that they are over-represented in this group. However, the cost associated to this
relates to the cost to the local authority of maintaining the statement in the home, rather than increasing
the costs of registration and monitoring.
We think it is reasonable to assume that a child with SEN will often warrant more in-year monitoring.
However, rather than trying to separate out this cost, this view would suggest we lean towards scenarios
which have more in-year monitoring (e.g. 4C in the costing, which assumes 50% of children have 1
additional monitoring visit).
There are no existing statistics on the number of Educational Assessments currently carried out, and
none on the number of School Attendance Orders issued or complied with.
First year of registration
Children in the first year will all receive 2 * 4 hour meetings with LA officer (includes planning, travel time
etc)
50% of children in the first year will receive an additional 2 * 4 hour sessions. This is an estimate about
what % of initial assessments will require further action. There is little data, because the scheme has not
yet been implemented, but we are as confident as we can be that this is a high end estimation.
Monitoring visits
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All children receive 1 x 8 hour visit at the end of the year.
50% will receive an additional 1 x 8 hour visit.
The current costings contain no allowance for in-year monitoring—a spread of assumptions in relation to
this will need to be added.
The newly identified children are the ones who are most likely to require additional monitoring (it will be a
reasonably high % of the additional 20-60,000).
Local Authority Training
The estimate is based on a slightly higher number of staff than we believe will actually be involved with
registration and monitoring, and is based on training needing to be redelivered every 3 years.
Every local authority is different, using different kinds of staff to deal with Home Education (usually either
EWOs or officers specifically recruited for the Home Education role), and each has a different rate of
staff turnover. So, a 3-year rolling programme of training is an appropriate assumption to ensure that
training funding is adequate.
Opportunity costs to parents
The opportunity costs to parents of meeting with local authority officers have been factored into the
costing. However, we have not included a cost for the preparation of an education plan on the basis that:
•

Even though parents and carers may not give it that name, it is a core part of planning ahead to
deliver home education for their children. Any change will not represent additional time invested,
but instead mean that parents and carers are using some of the time they devote to home
education differently.

•

Curricula are available for immediate download from QCA and DCSF websites, and are
adequate for the purposes of education planning.

School attendance orders
The Badman Review makes clear that School Attendance Orders (SAOs) should be the ultimate
sanction for taking a child out of elective home education and back into school. We considered including
the cost of SAOs in our calculations, but have decided against it for the following reasons:
•

We have no direct data on the number of SAOs used by local authorities each year.

•

We can, however, use a proxy measure—Ministry of Justice figures on the number of adults
sentenced for child truanting offences. This shows 1953 in 2003, 2072 in 2004, 2209 in 2005,
2952 in 2006, and 3,788 in 2007.

•

The actual number of children of 5-16 in school in 2006-07 was 7,440,000. So, the prevalence
of sentencing was approximately 0.05%.

If we apply this percentage to 40,000 children, this means that around 20 children would be affected and
for the (highly unlikely) prospective cohort of 80,000, this is 40 children. Divided among 150 local
authorities, this is well within the margin of error.
Benefits
The new arrangements will ensure that all home educated children are registered with LAs. LAs tell us
that home educators who avoid interaction with the local authority tend to be providing inferior education.
A survey of local authorities found that in the opinion of officers monitoring home education,20% were
receiving an inadequate education and within that figure, 8% are receiving no education at all. This
means that if there are 20,000 home educators, 4,000 children are getting an inadequate education
among them 1600 are receiving no education at all. If there are 40,000 these figures double to 8,000 and
3,200 respectively. The consequences of receiving a poor or inadequate education in later life are that
the young people denied an adequate education are unlikely to achieve recognised qualifications and
more likely to turn to crime or substance abuse.
Benefits scenario 1 - 20,000 home educated pupils
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According to DCSF calculations based on the Labour Force Survey, moving from not obtaining any
qualification to achieving 5+ A*-C GCSEs would increase a child’s lifetime productivity by £186,500. If
1600 home educated children do not achieve good GCSE results, the benefits of this policy for these
children in salary terms (assuming that on average 46.8% of these children would obtain 5+ A*-C
GCSEs, including English and Maths, i.e, 750 pupils) would therefore be £140 million over the lifetime for
those affected by this policy the first year (750 x £186,500).
Another 2,400 home educated pupils are receiving inadequate education, so we assume that with this
new legislation this pupils will progress from obtaining 1 -4 A*-C to 5 + A*-C GCSEs. In this case, the
lifetime returns amount to £88,500 for each child. Assuming that 46.8% of these children achieve this
level, the total benefits of the proposal is £99.5m for those affected in the first year.
However, this is a one-off effect since after the first year the number of pupils sent to school as the result
of this policy will be much lower. We make the assumption that, on average, 68 [(1,600 x 0.468)/ 11
schooling years] pupils will progress from getting no GCSEs to attaining 5+ A*-C. Based on this number,
we expect a benefit for those affected by this policy during the following 9 years of £100m.
We then make the assumption that on average 102 [(2,400 x 0.468)/ 11 schooling years] pupils will
progress from getting 1-4 A*-Cs GCSEs to attaining 5+ A*-C GCSEs. Based on this number, we expect
a benefit for those affected by this policy during the following 9 years of £71m.
The total benefits from this scenario would be £410m.
Benefits scenario 2 - 40,000 home educated pupils
The number of pupils affected are assumed to be twice as much in this scenario and hence the total
benefits expected are £820m.
Benefits scenario 3 – 80,000 home educated pupils
The number of pupils affected are assumed to be four times as much in this scenario compared to the
first scenario and hence the total benefits expected are £1640m.
Non-quantifiable benefits
This option will have an impact on educational attainment by supporting home educators to
produce sustainable plans for home education.
The Badman Review identified that educational standards in elective home education can be raised, but
also observed that “that being said I am not in any way arguing that… within the elective home education
community there is not exemplary practice. Indeed, there is a strong argument to commission further
research to better inform understanding of “personalisation” as an element of student progression and
achievement.” (3.1)
Our plan is for educational outcomes for home educated children to improve by supporting parents and
carers in accessing a wider range of services and support. Or proposals for funding this support have
been set out in the Secretary of State’s full response to the Review of Home Education in England
conducted by Graham Badman. We envisage that home educators will spend a significant time with the
Local Authority early in the process of planning the delivery of home education. These meetings will
address the child’s educational needs, and identify the best way to meet these which may include
access to educational and support services available in the area. This should ensure that young people
can be prepared for and access FE provision, for example, which can currently only be done on a private
basis.
Monitoring will improve the ongoing standard of education in individual homes.
At present, although the local authority engages with some families when they deregister their children
from a school, there is no structured approach that sets out how any or all local authorities maintain
contact with these children to monitor their educational attainment.
Some home educators want more support and access to a fuller range of support services. Engagement
from the local authority will enable the types of support the families need to be offered, including in the
form of personalised services.
Educational outcomes will therefore be improved overall by more consistent identification and
intervention in homes where standards are low or there is no education plan. In extreme cases, it may be
in the child’s best interest to attend a school, and this will also have an impact on attainment.
However, we cannot at this time make any detailed evaluation of the quantitative or qualitative impact
this has on electively home educated children. This leads us on to the next benefit.
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Evaluation will be planned now to ensure that changes in outcomes and standards can be
measured accurately.
The quantitative data we currently hold about home educated children’s educational attainment is limited.
We do know, however, that post compulsory education, home educated young people are 4 times more
likely not to be in education, employment or training than other young people. We propose introducing
measures to:
Establish a baseline of current outcomes for the electively home educated children of whom the system
is aware;
Capture changes in outcomes for these and all electively home educated children in future years.
Safeguarding.
The Badman review identified that there are some safeguarding risks associated with home education.
The review observed that attendance at school brings adult eyes other than the parent to bear on the
child, and does provide opportunity for the child to disclose abuse or neglect to a trusted adult. Since the
2004 Children Act, with its emphasis upon five outcomes for children including their safety not just their
achievement, schools have had responsibilities to work with other agencies in a preventative way.
A child educated out of school does not have this protection. About this, the Badman report said:
“Some home educators have access to support and guidance from their organisations on recognising
and dealing with child protection and many in conversation stressed to me the importance of their
informal networks and knowledge of their own community. I am not persuaded that, although laudable,
this is sufficient. Apart from which, on the basis of local authority responses to my questionnaire, there
are many children likely to be unknown to the authorities or engaged in such networks. The process of
registration recommended earlier should address this issue.” (Para 8.5)
Recent data collected from local authorities indicates that the percentage of EHE children subject to a
Child Protection Plan is 0.4%. The total number of 'other' children who were subject to a CPP plan is
0.2% We can therefore say EHE children are 2 times more likely to be subject to a CPP than other
children.
Four serious case reviews have also identified the lack of monitoring home education as a
safeguarding concern. This is not to say that they laid any blame on elective home education in itself, but
they did identify home education as one element which compounded other factors.
Children’s organizations support the Badman report’s assessment of safeguarding risks, and their advice
is summarised by the NSPCC :
“We do not agree that the status quo should be maintained and do think that monitoring should be
strengthened. We are concerned that the child’s safety and welfare should be paramount and that there
is nothing in the current guidance or framework that would prevent children from being abused by people
who may claim to be home educators.”
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Information sharing for the purposes of Local
Safeguarding Children Boards (LSCBs)

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Jonathan Bacon

Telephone: 02077838154

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Lord Laming's report stated that there continues to be a real concern across all sectors, but
particularly in the health services, about the risk of breaching confidentiality or data protection laws by
sharing concerns about a child's safety. The Government proposes to provide express provision for
information sharing purposes of LSCBs, such as Serious Case Reviews, so that the LSCB could
require information to be disclosed to it where it is not provided voluntarily.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The preparation of Serious Case Reviews requires each organisation involved to prepare an individual
management review (IMR) report. This IMR draws on information from the case records which contain
personal data (including very probably sensitive personal data) and confidential information. Similarly
child death review processes require collection of personal data. The proposed duty to disclose would
assist the relevant body in managing concerns arising from the law of confidence and that the LSCB
was the proper authority to whom that information should be disclosed.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Although the Government considers that section 13 (7) places LSCB partners under a duty to
cooperate, which includes a duty to supply information, the point is not explicit on the face of
legislation and the duty does not extend to any person who is not a Board partner. In his report Lord
Laming states that whilst the law rightly seeks to preserve individulas' privacy and confidentiality, it
should not be used as a barrier to approiate inofrmation sharing. This provision will help ensure that
lessons are learnt about how best to safeguard and promote the welfare of chidlren in the furure.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Sir Roger Singleton, the newly appointed Chief Adviser on the Safety of Children, will
submit annual reports to Parliament, reporting on progress nationally on the implemention of the
Laming Report.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£
Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ This is building on provsions already in place
for information sharing from relevant organisations to the LSCB for
the purpose of preparing Serious Case Review and child death
review porcess. It is therefore not a new burden but one that is
already funded within existing base lines.

(excluding one-off)

£0

Total Cost (PV)

£0

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£0

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Through increased information sharing between
organisations this provision will help ensure that lessons are learnt
about how best to safeguard and promote the welfare of chidlren
in the furure and help shape services to better protect chidlren.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£0

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ This Government intervention is
necessary to ensure that there is now a step change in the arrrangements to protect children from
harm. It will enable the LSCB to obtain the information it considers necessary to complete its
functions in relation to Serious Case Reviews and child death review processes.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks GPs can be advised by the Medical Defence Union that they owe
no duties under the Children act and are not obliged to disclose information. The risk is that this
position may not change.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

National

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2 months after RA

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
It is the first duty of Government and of society to do all it can to keep our children safe. Lord Laming
was clear in his Report “The Protection of Children in England: A Progress Report” that the Government
has in place robust legislative, structural and policy foundations on which to build and that there is
widespread consensus that the Every Child Matters reforms set the right direction of travel. But he was
also clear that the need to protect children and young people from abuse and neglect is ever more
challenging. And he stated, “…It is essential that action is now taken so that as far as humanly possible
children at risk of harm are properly protected.”
The purpose of this intervention is to provide for information-sharing for the purposes of Local
Safeguarding Children Boards. This intervention is essential to implement Lord Laming’s
recommendations and ensure that the Government, LAs and their partners are doing everything possible
to protect children and young people from significant harm.
Costs
The recommendations set out in Lord Laming’s report and the Government’s response to it is
fundamentally about local authorities and their partners making sure that they are meeting the existing
standards of practice that all services should already be applying. They are therefore not new burdens
but are already funded within existing base lines.
Any minor burdens introduced due to the implementation of the Laming Report need to be set against a
context of increased spend in this area and that many local authorities and their partners will already be
undertaking these activities which are in the main just the application of good practice.
Expenditure on children's social care increased from £2.218bn in 1997-98 to £5.728bn in 2008-09 in
cash. This is a real terms increase of over 90%, which equates to an average real terms increase of
6.1% per annum. Over the current three year settlement, the Government is providing an additional
£8.91 billion to local authorities, an average 4.2% cash increase.
Introduce nw duty to share information for the purposes of LSCBs so that the LSCB could require
information to be disclosed to it where it is not provided voluntarily.
This intervention will lead to a very minimum additional cost to:
• GPs, (SHAs and PCTs are Board partners, but individual GPs holding patient records are not.
The revision to Chapter 8 of Working Together is going to suggest that, in the context of
serious case reviews, the PCT designate a professional who will produce a single management
report for all the health agencies involved in the case. That being the case, perhaps the duty
envisaged could extend to GPs providing information to the PCT, for the PCT to collate and
pass on to the LSCB)
• the UK Borders Agency:
• any other person or body providing services which might include for example;
i. voluntary organisations providing services under contract to the local authority
ii. agencies working under contract to the PCT
iii. other professionals who may be working privately (e.g. consultants, therapists)
iv.

other organisation such as the Scouts, faith groups etc

Benefits
In order to benefit all children this intervention will build on and support the robust legislative, structural
and policy foundations that are already in place through the Every Child Matters reforms. However Lord
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Laming was clear that the need to protect children and young people from significant harm and neglect is
ever more challenging, this Government intervention is necessary to ensure that there is now a step
change in the arrangements to protect children from harm.
The current statutory framework for information-sharing for LSCB purposes is that section 13(7) of the
Children Act 2004 requires cooperation by the children’s services authority with its Board partners, and
by each Board partner with the authority, in establishing and operating the LSCB. The Department takes
the view that the duty to co-operate extends to the provision of information for LSCB functions, i.e. that
there is a duty and therefore an implied power to share information. But the duty to cooperate only
extends to Board partners. It does not extend to other bodies who may be represented on the Board or
to other persons who are not represented on the Board at all.
This intervention will improve information sharing for LSCB purposes in preparation of Serious Case
Reviews and child death review processes that will improve the lessons to be learnt across all the
partners. It will drive improvement in the quality of services designed to safeguard and promote the
welfare of children, and provide a stronger culture of mutual challenge, improvement and openness
within a local area.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

Welsh Assembly
Government

Information Sharing for the purposes of Local
Safeguarding Children’s Boards

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date:

November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Alan Starkey

Telephone: 02920823875

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Following Lord Laming's report into the circumstances surrounding the Peter Conelly case, the Welsh
Assembly Government is aware that there is concern about the risk of breaching confidentiality or data
protection laws by sharing concerns about a child's safety. The Welsh Assembly Government
proposes to provide express provision for information sharing purposes of LSCBs, such as Serious
Case Reviews, so that an LSCB could require information to be disclosed to it where it is not provided
voluntarily.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The preparation of Serious Case Reviews requires each organisation involved to prepare an individual
management review (IMR) report. This IMR draws on information from the case records which contain
personal data (including very probably sensitive personal data) and confidential information. Similarly
child death review processes require collection of personal data. The proposed duty to disclose would
assist the relevant body in managing concerns arising from the law of confidence and that the LSCB
was the proper authority to whom that information should be disclosed.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Although the Assembly considers that the LSCB partners are under a duty to cooperate under , which
includes a duty to supply information, the point is not explicit on the face of legislation and the duty
does not extend to any person who is not a Board partner. In his report Lord Laming states that whilst
the law rightly seeks to preserve individuals' privacy and confidentiality, it should not be used as a
barrier to appropriate information sharing. This provision will help ensure that lessons are learnt about
how best to safeguard and promote the welfare of chidlren in the future

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
The Welsh Assembly Government will monitor the affects through its review of
the NHS and Local Authorities.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
Jane Hutt

Date: November 2009
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£
Average Annual Cost

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ This is building on provisions already in place for
information sharing from relevant organisations to the LSCB for
the purpose of preparing Serious Case Review and child death
review porcess. It is therefore not a new burden but one that is
already funded within existing base lines.

(excluding one-off)

£

Total Cost (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Through increased information sharing between
organisations this provision will help ensure that lessons are learnt
about how best to safeguard and promote the welfare of chidlren
in the furure and help shape services to better protect chidlren.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ The Welsh Assembly Government
intervention is necessary to ensure that there are now arrrangements to protect children from
harm. It will enable the LSCB to obtain the information it considers necessary to complete its
functions in relation to Serious Case Reviews and child death review processes.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks GPs can be advised by the Medical Defence Union that they owe
no duties under the Children act and are not obliged to disclose information. The risk is that this
position may not change.
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

National

On what date will the policy be implemented?
Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Welsh Assembly

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£
Decrease of £
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Lord Laming reported that despite the fact that the Government gave clear guidance on
information sharing in 2006 and updated it in October 2008, there continues to be a concern
across all sectors, but particularly in the health services, about the risk of breaching
confidentiality or data protection law by sharing concerns about a child’s safety. The laws
governing data protection and privacy are still not well understood by frontline staff or their
managers. It is clear that different agencies (and their legal advisers) often take different
approaches. Whilst the law rightly seeks to preserve individuals’ privacy and confidentiality, it
should not be used (and was never intended) as a barrier to appropriate information sharing
between professionals. The safety and welfare of children is of paramount importance, and
agencies may lawfully share confidential information about the child or the parent, without
consent, if doing so is in the public interest.
The recommendations set out in Lord Laming’s report and the response of the Welsh Assembly
Government it is about local authorities and their partners making sure that they are meeting the
existing standards of practice that all services should already be applying. They are therefore
not new burdens but are already funded within existing base lines.
Any minor burdens introduced due to the consideration of the CSSIW and HIW Reports need to
be set against a context of increased spend in this area and that many local authorities and their
partners will already be undertaking these activities which are in the main just the application of
good practice.
The current statutory framework for information-sharing for LSCB purposes is that section 31(8)
of the Children Act 2004 requires cooperation by the children’s services authority with its Board
partners, and by each Board partner with the authority, in establishing and operating the LSCB.
The Department takes the view that the duty to co-operate extends to the provision of
information for LSCB functions, i.e. that there is a duty and therefore an implied power to share
information. But the duty to cooperate only extends to Board partners. It does not extend to
other bodies who may be represented on the Board or to other persons who are not
represented on the Board at all.
This intervention will improve information sharing for LSCB purposes in preparation of Serious
Case Reviews and child death review processes that will improve the lessons to be learnt
across all the partners. It will drive improvement in the quality of services designed to safeguard
and promote the welfare of children, and provide a stronger culture of mutual challenge,
improvement and openness within a local area.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Evaluation of Serious Case Reviews and inspection of
Local Safeguarding Children Board functions

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Jonathan Bacon

Telephone: 02077838154

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Lord Laming published his report on safeguading chidlren on 12 March 2009. He stated that there is a
need for rigorous inspection of each of the services responsible for the safety of children and that new
ways should be created to share good practice and learn lessons. In particular Lord Laming
recommended that Ofsted should focus its evaluation of Serious Case Reviews on the depth of the
learning a review has provided and the quiality of recommendations it has made to protect children.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
Currently, a full, announced, inspection will take place in each local authority area every three years to
evaluate the impact of the local authority, partners and the Local Safeguarding Children Board in
improving safeguarding outcomes. This inspection, by Ofsted and other relevant inspectorates, will
take place under section 20 of the Children Act 2004. Ofsted will also continue its existing practice of
evaluating each individual Serious Case Review. However, Ofsted's Chief Inspector's powers to
assess and inspect do not fit precisely its practice on evaluating Serious Case Reviews. The objective
is to give explicit cover for the Chief Inspector to evaluate Serious Case Reviews. The effect is to
provide cover for future evaluations which match Ofsted's existing practice.
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
On 6 May 2009 The protection of children in England: action plan, The Government’s response to
Lord Laming, was published. This set out how each of the 58 recommendations will be taken forward.
Building on the Government’s public commitment to act swiftly, and decisively, to implement the
recommendations all non legislative ways of implementing the recommendations and Government
commitments have been explored. Ensuring Ofsted has the correct power to assess Serious Case
Reviews however can only be achieved through primary legislation.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Sir Roger Singleton, the newly appointed Chief Adviser on the Safety of Children, will
submit a report annually to Parliament on progress nationally on the implementation of the Laming
Report.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
None. The intention is to provide explicit
legal cover for Ofsted’s existing practice of evaluating Serious
Case Reviews, including to call for information.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Cost (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Ofsted to share full reports with other
inspectorates and summaries with other partners and to produce more regular reports at sixmonthly intervals.
ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Fewer cases of child maltreatment will lead to
savings in health and social care support and improved long term
outcomes for children (e.g. educational) estimated at £90,000 per
case.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The scope is to be limited to assessing SCRs. It does not seek
new powers to assess other LSCB functions. Such assessment is covered by Joint Area Reviews by
two or more inspectorates
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

National

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2 months after RA

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Ofsted

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
A rigorous inspection framework is a crucial part of the overall system for safeguarding children and
young people. Ofsted is the lead inspectorate for children’s services but the Care Quality Commission
(CQC), Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation
(HMIP) also have key roles. Close working across the inspectorates is important and all four
inspectorates are taking action to strengthen inspection arrangements for safeguarding.
Ofsted has designed more rigorous inspection arrangements for safeguarding. In May 2009, it published
a new framework for a rolling programme of inspections of safeguarding and looked after children in all
areas and covering the role of all partners, on a three year cycle. It also published a framework for a new
annual inspection of child protection services in each local authority. Ofsted will share copies of Serious
Case Reviews in confidence with partner inspectorates so that the implications for frontline inspections
and for joint safeguarding inspections can be fully assessed and learned. Ofsted has confirmed that it
will produce regular six monthly reports covering the lessons of Serious Case Reviews. One of these
each year will be a summary report covering all Serious Case Reviews in the year and will consider the
format of the second interim report to enable more in-depth analysis where this would be beneficial.
This Bill seeks a provision to give explicit cover for the Chief Inspector to assess SCRs. The aim is to
provide cover for future assessments which match Ofsted’s existing practice – The aim is to ensure that
Ofsted has a clear and unambiguous power to assess/inspect SCRs. The scope is to be limited to
assessing SCRs. The Government does not seek new powers for the Chief Inspector to assess other
LSCB functions (it is content that such assessment would be by way of a Joint Area Review by two or
more inspectorates). The Government aims for the Chief Inspector to have a power, rather than a duty,
to assess. How the Chief Inspector makes the assessment will be a decision for her to make.
Costs
There are a number of recommendations that the Government accepted relating to Ofsted’s role in
evaluating Serious Case Reviews:
•

Ofsted should focus their evaluation of SCRs on the depth of the learning a review has
provided and the quality of recommendations it has made to protect children (rec 42).

•

Ofsted should share full SCR reports with HMI Constabulary, the Care Quality Commission,
and HMI Probation (as appropriate) to enable all four inspectorates to assess the
implementation of action plans when conducting frontline inspections (rec 47).

•

Ofsted should share SCR executive summaries with the Association of Chief Police Officers,
Primary Care Trusts and Strategic Health Authorities to promote Learning (rec 48).

•

Ofsted should produce more regular reports, at six monthly intervals, which summarise the
lessons from SCRs (rec 49).

Giving Ofsted the explicit power to inspect Serious Case reviews
Any minor burdens introduced due to the implementation of the Laming Report need to be set against a
context of increased spend in this area.
This particular intervention will provide explicit cover for existing practice, so will have no new cost.
Local authorities will need to continue to ensure that the Chief Inspector receives any documents
necessary which relate to SCRs.
It will continue to be for each local authority to decide the level of funding that is appropriate to ensure
that local authorities take on board the lessons learned from the assessment of Serious Case Reviews
by Ofsted, and in particular, the regular six monthly reports.
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Benefits
In order to benefit all children this intervention will build on and support the robust legislative, structural
and policy foundations that are already in place through the Every Child Matters reforms. However Lord
Lamming was clear that the need to protect children and young people from significant harm and neglect
is ever more challenging.
The Government intervention and the other work leading to a more rigorous inspection framework are
necessary to ensure that there is now a step change in the arrangements to protect children from harm.
Ofsted evaluation will focus on the quality of the process of the Serious Case Review, the adequacy of
learning and change, professional practice, and the quality of the recommendations in protecting children
to ensure that they are driving improved outcomes and better safeguarding systems and this focus will
be properly communicated to LSCBs.
They will create an effective system of performance management that drives improvement in the quality
of services designed to safeguard and promote the welfare of children, and provide a stronger culture of
mutual challenge, improvement and openness within a local area. This will lay the foundations so that all
children benefit from the best possible child protection arrangements in every area of the country.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

DCSF

Powers to intervene in failing Youth Offending Teams

Stage: Final Proposal

Version: For Introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications: None
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Joe Murphy

Telephone: 020 73407796

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
The need to ensure sufficient levers are in place to secure performance improvement following
identification of YOT failings. Under current non statutory arrangements, there have been
circumstances where YOTs have not engaged, or delayed engagement with the YJB’s performance
improvement team in these circumstances. This means that in some cases Ministers and the YJB
might find themselves relatively powerless to act in cases of on-going underperformance or where
serious weakness are identified through inspection or some other means. The need to have a
consistent and robust response to YOT failings is important given the work that they undertake with
vulnerable young people who may present a risk of serious harm to the general public.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
These powers will ensure that the Secretary of State has the power to intervene where serious YOT
failings have been identified and are clearly impacting on the discharge of their duties to care for
young people under their supervision and protect the public from the risk of serious harm. Proposed
new powers will ensure that failing YOTs can be directed to work with the YJB’s performance
improvement team to secure performance improvement. Further powers will enable the Secretary of
State to secure particular improvements where specific failings have been identified and ultimately he
will be able to direct the LA to look again at how it executes its function to establish a YOT having
regard to the need to secure performance improvements set out in his direction.
What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
Where serious failings are currently identified securing and monitoring performance improvement is
reliant on the YOTs willingness to engage with the YJB. We have also looked at whether we could
achieve our objectives through existing legislation, however, these do not give us the intervention
powers we require to ensure that YOT failings are addressed and monitored adequately.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Given the nature of the policy and the need to secure performance improvement
following YOT failings we believe that these powers should be reviewed on a case by case basis to
ensure that they are used appropriately and that lessons are learned.
Ministerial Sign-off For SELECT STAGE Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:

102

Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

COSTS

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

£ 00.00

N.A

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
We do not anticipate this will require additional resources.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ 00.00

Total Cost (PV)

£ 00.00

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
These powers do not give LAs any more functions in respect of the YOT. We would expect that in
the majority of cases where failings have been identified that YOTs and the YJB will work
voluntarily together.
ANNUAL BENEFITS
One-off

Yrs

BENEFITS

£

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
It is not possible to determine specific costed benefits beyond the
overall improvements that these changes would introduce.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£

Total Benefit (PV)

£-

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
The main benefit of this policy will be a clearer and more consistent structure for intervening in
YOTs where serious and significant failings have been identified in order to secure performance
improvements. This will provide a more efficient and effective youth justice system.
Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks
We believe that these powers will be cost neutral. Any costs associated with the power to co-operate
will be absorbed by the YJB who already provide performance improvement support to YOTs
Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England & Wales

On what date will the policy be implemented?

To be confirmed

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF/MoJ & YJB

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

No

Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

£

Decrease of
Key:

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of

N/A

£

Net Impact

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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£
(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
There are two principal mechanisms for monitoring the performance of individual YOTs. One mechanism
is lead by HM Inspectorate of Probations (HMIP) and includes individual YOT and thematic inspection,
while the other is lead by the YJB against its performance framework of indicators and service standards.
The two monitoring processes feed into the new Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) process.
Between 2003-2008, HMIP led a programme of joint-inspections of all YOTs in England & Wales – less
than 10% of the 158 YOTs required re-inspection. With one exception, all the re-inspected YOTs were
judged to have improved. However, HMIP's end of programme report states that "considerable concerns
remain" in respect of YOTs' work on Risk of Harm to others and Safeguarding. .
In many cases where failings are identified during the inspection process the YJB’s performance
improvement team will work with YOT on their improvement plan. However, the YJB’s improvement
team are reliant on the YOT’s, and other partners’, willingness to engage. YOTs undertake wide ranging
and multi faceted work supervising young people who have offended or who are at risk of offending.
These are some of the most vulnerable young people in our society who may also pose a significant risk
to the wider public. In light of concerns raised by HMIP about YOTs’ effectiveness in dealing with risk of
harm and safeguarding it is clear that YOT failings may well present a serious and significant risk of
harm and under current arrangements Ministers might find themselves relatively powerless to act in
cases of on-going underperformance or where serious weakness are identified through inspection or
some other means (for example, in a specific case that comes to light). Consequently we believe it is
important for Ministers to have powers to intervene where serious failings have been identified.
We believe that the current non statutory arrangements have significant weaknesses. To date there have
only been a small number of cases where it has proved very difficult to engage the YOT in post
inspection performance improvement plans. However, there have been a higher number of cases where
the engagement process has taken considerable time which has been problematic and exposes the
young people under YOT supervision and the public to greater degrees of risk and also has the potential
to damage confidence in the youth justice system. Consequently, for the small number of YOTs who
persistently fail to deliver on their statutory duties and who refuse to engage with central support the
introduction of these new powers will provide us with a strengthened platform to intervene.
The other two direction making powers will compliment the duty to co-operate and will be used in more
serious cases where failings are providing a clear and immediate risk to the safety of young people or
the general public and urgent central intervention is required. There have been cases where significant
YOT failings have been identified in serious incidents which have prompted formal reviews of YOT
procedures. In one particular case failures were so serious that the YJB formally asked HMIP to conduct
an urgent re-inspection. However, such a response has heavy financial implications for HMIP and is not
the most effective way of securing longer term performance improvement. Under the new powers the
Secretary of State will be able to direct the improvements he expects direct from the LA (eg setting
targets or particular outcomes); and also, in the most extreme cases he can direct the LA (or LAs in
those areas where YOTs belong to one or more LAs) on how it performs its statutory function to
establish a YOT (e.g. changing the management structure).
Costs
The proposed changes are designed to secure more effective and more efficient operation between local
partners. This will be funded from within existing budgets.
Benefits
These new powers will strengthen the performance management arrangements significantly and will
help to reassure the public that underperformance can be dealt with swiftly so that community and
individual safety are not compromised. This will have a tangible effect on public protection and will
strengthen the existing provisions of effective interventions and services to address offending behaviour
and turn young lives around.

104

These powers would not have any impact on the private or voluntary sector. If used they will have some
impact on local government. However, these powers will be drafted narrowly to apply to the YOT itself.
The LA currently has the duty to establish a YOT it does not have any further function in relation to it. We
believe that these powers will not be placing extra functions on the LA and therefore do not constitute an
extra burden for the LA. The powers will be an enabling function for the YJB and the Secretary of State.
The costs burden of a duty to co-operate will lie with the YJB who will undertake this function in the same
manner they presently do. In terms of the powers to direct this allows the SofS to intervene and does not
incur an extra burden on the LA itself as it will simply be directing them how to use their existing duties
more effectively
Although less than 10% of the 158 YOTs inspected by HMIP required re-inspection there remain
concerns about general YOT work on Risk of Harm to others and Safeguarding. Where failings are more
serious or where voluntary engagement is not secured these new powers will compel YOTs to work with
the YJB’s performance improvement team to secure improvement. We would expect that in the majority
of cases where failings have been identified that YOTs and the YJB will work voluntarily together to
secure improvement. In this context we believe that the very existence of these powers as a backstop
provision will provide an additional lever to encourage YOTs to co-operate more broadly with the YJB so
it could well serve to prevent more formal intervention.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department /Agency:

Title:

Department for Children,
Schools and Families

Charitable status of academy proprietors

Stage: Final proposal

Version: For introduction

Date: November 2009

Related Publications:
Available to view or download at:
Contact for enquiries: Debra Dance

Telephone: 020 7340 7178

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
This current system of regulation for academies and city technology colleges (CTCs) is timeconsuming and inflexible, as any changes have to be agreed by mutual consent. In addition each
academy or CTC needs to apply for charitable status individually. Government intervention is
necessary to standarise procedures, which will reduce burdens, and on equity grounds to put these
schools on a level with maintained schools.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The policy objectives are to (a) enable parents to have the same core expectations across all statefunded schools (b) maintain charitable status for academies and CTCs without them having to seek it
individually (c) achieve consistency with the way in which foundation and voluntary aided schools are
regulated (d) reduction in administration burdens for the academies and CTCs

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.
The option of maintaining the current arrangements has been considered. However, the scale of the
planned expansion of academies make it unfeasible to continue with the current arrangements. The
Government's preferred option of deeming the legal entities which establish and operate these schools
as charities appears to be the most effective way of achieving the three policy objectives set out
above.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?
Two years after implementation.
Ministerial Sign-off For final proposal/implementation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.
Signed by the responsible Minister:
.............................................................................................................Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence
Policy Option:

Description:

ANNUAL COSTS
One-off (Transition)

Yrs

COSTS

£

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’
It is envisaged that the DCSF will become the principal regulator
of these schools in place of the Charity Commission.

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

£ 67,000

Total Cost (PV)

£ 131,000

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

ANNUAL BENEFITS

BENEFITS

One-off

Yrs

£

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
New academies will no longer have to apply for registration with
the Charity Commission.

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

£ 167,000

Total Benefit (PV)

£ 328,000

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks

Price Base
Year

Time Period
Years 2

Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£ 197,000

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England

On what date will the policy be implemented?

September 2010

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

DCSF

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

£

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?

£ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?

£ N/A

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
Micro

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation

No
Small

Medium

Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt?

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Increase - Decrease)

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
Increase of
£
Decrease of £
Key:

N/A

Net Impact

£

Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
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(Net) Present Value

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
Academies, city technology colleges and the city college for the technology of the arts (CTCs) are statefunded schools which have additional flexibilities and freedoms to enable them to make the greatest
impact on school standards. Academy trusts (the legal entities which establish and operate academies)
are currently set up as companies limited by guarantee with exclusively charitable objectives within the
meaning of section 1(1) of the Charities Act 2006. As such, they are registered with and regulated as
charities by the Charity Commission. Charitable status confers several material and presentational
benefits, including rates relief, corporation tax and gift aid. Each academy trust currently needs to apply
for charitable status individually.
Academies and CTCs are currently governed mainly through individual contracts (funding agreements)
with the Department for Children, Schools and Families rather than through statute. This system is
inflexible and time consuming, because funding agreements can only be varied by mutual
consent. There are currently 200 academies with a further 200 due to open in the next two years. The
scale of this planned expansion, together with a wish to enable parents to have a common set of
expectations of all state-funded schools while avoiding any suggestion that the schools’ charitable status
would be open to question, has prompted the Department to seek to improve the way in which they are
regulated. Foundation and voluntary schools’ charitable status is in the process of being changed from
excepted to exempt, with the DCSF becoming the principal regulator and the Government believes that it
would be appropriate to adopt arrangements for academies and CTCs which are consistent with this.
Cost
DCSF will take over the Charity Commission’s responsibilities on academies. Therefore, there will be a
cost transfer from the Charity Commission towards DCSF.
Cost to DCSF
One additional SEO £36,765 (average minima/maxima pay band 08)
One additional HEO £30,222.5 (average minima/maxima pay band 08)
Total cost to DCSF = £67,000 per year (£131,000 over two years)
Benefits
To academies:
We expect 200 new academies to open in the next two years. The Government has not set any targets
beyond this and so the calculations below are confined to the next two years and to these 200
academies.
200 new academies x 2.5 days spent on admin tasks x daily average salary head teacher/deputy head
teacher (£404) = 202,000. Discounted over two years (3.5% discount rate) = £197,000.
To the Charity Commission:
Cost saving since the Charity Commission will not have to monitor academies any more. We expect this
cost saving to be roughly the same as the additional cost to DCSF, i.e., £67,000 a year - £131,000 over
two years (see benefit section).
Net Cost/Benefit
We expect a net benefit of £197,000.
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