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A Guide to CABINET
Decision Making at Tower Hamlets
As Tower Hamlets operates the Directly Elected Mayor system, Mayor John Biggs
holds Executive powers. The Mayor has appointed nine Councillors to advise and
support him and they, with him, form the Cabinet. Their details are set out on the front of
the agenda.
Which decisions are taken by Cabinet?
Executive decisions are all decisions that aren’t specifically reserved for other bodies
(such as Development or Licensing Committees). In particular, Executive Key Decisions
are taken by the Cabinet or by the Mayor as Individual Mayoral Decisions.
The constitution describes Key Decisions as an executive decision which is likely

a) to result in the local authority incurring expenditure which is, or the making of savings which
are, above £1million; or
b) to be significant in terms of its effects on communities living or working in an area comprising two
or more wards in the borough.

Upcoming Key Decisions are published on the website on the ‘Forthcoming Decisions’
page through www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/committee
Published Decisions and Call-Ins
Once the meeting decisions have been published, any 5 Councillors may submit a Call-In
to the Service Head, Democratic Services requesting that a decision be reviewed. This
halts the decision until it has been reconsidered.



The decisions will be published on: Friday, 30 April 2021
The deadline for call-ins is: Monday, 10 May 2021

Any Call-Ins will be considered at the next meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee. The Committee can reject the call-in or they can agree it and refer the
decision back to the Mayor, with their recommendations, for his final consideration.
Public Engagement at Cabinet
The main focus of Cabinet is as a decision-making body. However there is an opportunity
for the public to contribute through making submissions that specifically relate to the
reports set out on the agenda.
Members of the public may make written submissions in any form (for example; Petitions,
letters, written questions) to the Clerk to Cabinet (details on the previous page) by 5 pm
the day before the meeting.
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1.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
To receive any apologies for absence.

2.

DECLARATIONS OF DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY
INTERESTS AND OTHER INTERESTS

11 - 12

Members are reminded to consider the categories of interest, identified in
the Code of Conduct for Members to determine; whether they have an
interest in any agenda item and any action they should take. For further
details, see the attached note from the Monitoring Officer.
Members are also reminded to declare the nature of the interest at the
earliest opportunity and the agenda item it relates to. Please note that
ultimately it is the Members’ responsibility to identify any interests and
also update their register of interests form as required by the Code.
If in doubt as to the nature of an interest, you are advised to seek advice
prior to the meeting by contacting the Monitoring Officer or Democratic
Services.
3.

UNRESTRICTED MINUTES
The unrestricted minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on Wednesday 24
March 2021 are presented for approval.

4.

ANNOUNCEMENTS (IF ANY) FROM THE MAYOR

5.

OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

5 .1

Chair's Advice of Key Issues or Questions
Chair of Overview and Scrutiny Committee (OSC) to report on any issues
raised by the OSC in relation to unrestricted business to be considered.

5 .2

Any Unrestricted Decisions "Called in" by the Overview & Scrutiny
Committee
(Under provisions of Section 30, Rule 59 of the Constitution).

13 - 24

6.

UNRESTRICTED REPORTS FOR CONSIDERATION

6 .1

Strategic Plan 2021-24

25 - 78

Report Summary:
To approve the Council's Strategic Plan for 2021-24
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:
6 .2

All Wards
Mayor
All Priorities

Tower Hamlets Plan Annual Report and priorities going forward

79 - 122

Report Summary:
An update of progress made against the Tower Hamlets Plan 2018-2023.
This item outlines what has been achieved in the last 18 months by the
Tower Hamlets Partnership and highlights the work undertaken to
address the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. It also outlines the
priorities going forward.
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:
6 .3

All Wards
Mayor
All Priorities

Future of the Private Rented Sector Housing Selective Licensing
Designation
Report Summary:
To consider the future of the current Private Rented Sector Housing
Selective Licensing Scheme within the pre 2014 wards of Weavers,
Whitechapel, Spitalfields and Banglatown in light of its achievements to
date, an independent review of the Scheme and the subsequent wideranging consultation with stakeholders
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:

Spitalfields & Banglatown; Weavers; Whitechapel
Cabinet Member for Housing
A borough that our residents are proud of and
love to live in

123 - 350

6 .4

Proposal for the introduction of the borough wide Public Spaces
Protection Order (PSPO) to deal with the possession and use of
psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) and associated AntiSocial Behaviour (ASB)
Report Summary:
The consultation exercise relating to the extension of the responsible
drinking Public Spaces Protection Order resulted in a significant number
of residents’ requesting a variation to the order to include the possession
and use of nitrous oxide canisters which is not offence contained within
the Psychoactive Substances Act 2016.
Following initial feedback so far, this proposal has been amended to
restrict individuals who ingest, inhale, inject, smoke, possess or otherwise
use psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) and which is causing or
likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance to
members of the public.
It was not possible to include a variation at the time but as a result of
analysis there appears to be an evidence base to consider the
introduction of a PSPO. An extensive consultation exercise will follow to
determine whether a PSPO including determining the wording of the
prohibition is necessary and the geographical boundaries within the
borough to which the PSPO if introduced will apply.
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:

All Wards
Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth Services and
Education
A borough that our residents are proud of and
love to live in

351 - 432

6 .5

The proposal for the amalgamation of Ben Jonson Primary and
Harry Roberts Nursery Schools from 1st January 2022

433 - 492

Report Summary:
This report presents the outcome of the stage one public consultation on
the proposal for the amalgamation of Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben
Jonson Primary School, to establish a three form entry 3-11 primary
school, with 60 FTE Nursery, from 1 January 2022.
The report explains the background and reasons for the stage one
consultation; the responses received with the views of parents, pupils,
staff and the general public. Its purpose is to enable the Mayor in cabinet
to decide whether or not the council should proceed to stage two of the
process, which would be to issue a formal statutory notice informing of
the intention for the two schools to amalgamate from 1 January 2022. The
report includes a summary of representations received and any
responses made; risk and opportunities; officer’s recommendations;
decisions available to the Mayor in Cabinet.
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:

6 .6

All Wards
Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth Services and
Education
People are aspirational, independent and have
equal access to opportunities

Report on outcome of the stage one consultation on the proposal to
establish an Autistic Spectrum Condition (ASC) provision at
Hermitage Primary School.
Report Summary:
This report presents the outcome of the stage one consultation, and the
public representations received in response to the proposal to establish
an Autistic Spectrum Condition (ASC) provision at Hermitage Primary
School
The report explains the background and reasons for the stage one
consultation; the responses received with the views of parents, pupils,
staff and the general public. Its purpose is to enable the Mayor in cabinet
to decide whether or not the council should proceed to stage two of the
process, which would be to issue a formal statutory notice informing of
the intention for the establishment of an Autistic Spectrum Condition
(ASC) provision at Hermitage Primary School from 1 September 2021.
The report includes a summary of representations received and any
responses made; risk and opportunities; officer’s recommendations;
decisions available to the Mayor in Cabinet.
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:

All Wards
Deputy Mayor for Children, Youth Services and
Education
People are aspirational, independent and have
equal access to opportunities

493 - 528

6 .7

GP Enhanced Public Health Services – Direct Award
Report Summary:
The purpose of the report is to recommend a direct award to the Tower
Hamlets GP Care Group of a contract for the delivery of statutory and
core public health services – sexual health and contraception, substance
misuse and NHS health checks.
The Tower Hamlets GP Care Group CIC is the umbrella organisation for
the GP practices in the borough. Delivery of the services through the GP
Care Group enables joined up service delivery across all the primary care
networks in the borough.
Wards:
LLead Member:
Corporate Priority:

All Wards
Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Adults,
Health and Wellbeing
A borough that our residents are proud of and
love to live in

7.

ANY OTHER UNRESTRICTED BUSINESS CONSIDERED TO
BE URGENT

8.

EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC
Should the Mayor in Cabinet consider it necessary, it is recommended
that the following motion be adopted to allow consideration of any
exempt/restricted documents.
“That, under the provisions of Section 100A of the Local Government Act,
1972 as amended by the Local Government (Access to Information) Act,
1985, the Press and Public be excluded from the remainder of the
meeting for the consideration of the Section Two business on the grounds
that it contains information defined as Exempt in Part 1 of Schedule 12A
to the Local Government, Act 1972”.
EXEMPT/CONFIDENTIAL SECTION (PINK)
The Exempt / Confidential (Pink) Committee papers in the Agenda will
contain information, which is commercially, legally or personally
sensitive and should not be divulged to third parties. If you do not wish
to retain these papers after the meeting, please hand them to the
Committee Officer present.

9.

EXEMPT / CONFIDENTIAL MINUTES
Nil items.

10.

OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

529 - 538

10 .1 Chair's Advice of Key Issues or Questions in Relation to Exempt /
Confidential Business
Chair of Overview and Scrutiny Committee (OSC) to report on any issues
raised by the OSC in relation to exempt/confidential business to be
considered.

10 .2 Any Exempt / Confidential Decisions "Called in" by the Overview &
Scrutiny Committee
(Under provisions of Section 30, Rule 59 of the Constitution).

11.

EXEMPT / CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS FOR
CONSIDERATION
Nil items.

12.

ANY OTHER EXEMPT/ CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS
CONSIDERED TO BE URGENT
Next Meeting of the Committee:
Wednesday, 26 May 2021 at 5.30 p.m. in Online 'Virtual' Meeting https://towerhamlets.public-i.tv/core/portal/home
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Agenda Item 2
DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS AT MEETINGS– NOTE FROM THE
MONITORING OFFICER
This note is for guidance only. For further details please consult the Code of Conduct for
Members at Part C, Section 31 of the Council’s Constitution

(i) Disclosable Pecuniary Interests (DPI)
You have a DPI in any item of business on the agenda where it relates to the categories listed in
Appendix A to this guidance. Please note that a DPI includes: (i) Your own relevant interests;
(ii)Those of your spouse or civil partner; (iii) A person with whom the Member is living as
husband/wife/civil partners. Other individuals, e.g. Children, siblings and flatmates do not need to
be considered. Failure to disclose or register a DPI (within 28 days) is a criminal offence.
Members with a DPI, (unless granted a dispensation) must not seek to improperly influence the
decision, must declare the nature of the interest and leave the meeting room (including the public
gallery) during the consideration and decision on the item – unless exercising their right to address
the Committee.
DPI Dispensations and Sensitive Interests. In certain circumstances, Members may make a
request to the Monitoring Officer for a dispensation or for an interest to be treated as sensitive.

(ii) Non - DPI Interests that the Council has decided should be registered –
(Non - DPIs)
You will have ‘Non DPI Interest’ in any item on the agenda, where it relates to (i) the offer of gifts
or hospitality, (with an estimated value of at least £25) (ii) Council Appointments or nominations to
bodies (iii) Membership of any body exercising a function of a public nature, a charitable purpose
or aimed at influencing public opinion.
Members must declare the nature of the interest, but may stay in the meeting room and participate
in the consideration of the matter and vote on it unless:
 A reasonable person would think that your interest is so significant that it would be likely to
impair your judgement of the public interest. If so, you must withdraw and take no part
in the consideration or discussion of the matter.

(iii) Declarations of Interests not included in the Register of Members’ Interest.
Occasions may arise where a matter under consideration would, or would be likely to, affect the
wellbeing of you, your family, or close associate(s) more than it would anyone else living in
the local area but which is not required to be included in the Register of Members’ Interests. In
such matters, Members must consider the information set out in paragraph (ii) above regarding
Non DPI - interests and apply the test, set out in this paragraph.
Guidance on Predetermination and Bias
Member’s attention is drawn to the guidance on predetermination and bias, particularly the need to
consider the merits of the case with an open mind, as set out in the Planning and Licensing Codes
of Conduct, (Part C, Section 34 and 35 of the Constitution). For further advice on the possibility of
bias or predetermination, you are advised to seek advice prior to the meeting.
Section 106 of the Local Government Finance Act, 1992 - Declarations which restrict
Members in Council Tax arrears, for at least a two months from voting
In such circumstances the member may not vote on any reports and motions with respect to the
matter.
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Further Advice contact: Janet Fasan, Director of Legal and Interim Monitoring Officer, Tel: 020
7364 4348.
APPENDIX A: Definition of a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest
(Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations 2012, Reg 2 and Schedule)
Subject
Employment, office, trade,
profession or vacation

Prescribed description
Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation
carried on for profit or gain.

Sponsorship

Any payment or provision of any other financial benefit
(other than from the relevant authority) made or provided
within the relevant period in respect of any expenses
incurred by the Member in carrying out duties as a member,
or towards the election expenses of the Member.
This includes any payment or financial benefit from a trade
union within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour
Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.

Contracts

Any contract which is made between the relevant person (or
a body in which the relevant person has a beneficial interest)
and the relevant authority—
(a) under which goods or services are to be provided or
works are to be executed; and
(b) which has not been fully discharged.

Land

Any beneficial interest in land which is within the area of the
relevant authority.

Licences

Any licence (alone or jointly with others) to occupy land in
the area of the relevant authority for a month or longer.

Corporate tenancies

Any tenancy where (to the Member’s knowledge)—
(a) the landlord is the relevant authority; and
(b) the tenant is a body in which the relevant person has a
beneficial interest.

Securities

Any beneficial interest in securities of a body where—
(a) that body (to the Member’s knowledge) has a place of
business or land in the area of the relevant authority; and
(b) either—
(i) the total nominal value of the securities exceeds £25,000
or one hundredth of the total issued share capital of that
body; or
(ii) if the share capital of that body is of more than one class,
the total nominal value of the shares of any one class in
which the relevant person has a beneficial interest exceeds
one hundredth of the total issued share capital of that class.
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Agenda Item 3
CABINET, 24/03/2021

SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED)

LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS
MINUTES OF THE CABINET
HELD AT 5.35 P.M. ON WEDNESDAY, 24 MARCH 2021
ONLINE 'VIRTUAL' MEETING - HTTPS://TOWERHAMLETS.PUBLICI.TV/CORE/PORTAL/HOME
Members Present:
Mayor John Biggs
Councillor Sirajul Islam
Councillor Rachel Blake
Councillor Asma Begum
Councillor Sabina Akhtar
Councillor Danny Hassell
Councillor Candida Ronald
Councillor Motin Uz-Zaman
Councillor Mufeedah Bustin
Councillor Asma Islam
Councillor Eve McQuillan
Councillor Dan Tomlinson

(Statutory Deputy Mayor for Community Safety,
Faith and Equalities )
(Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Adults,
Health and Wellbeing)
(Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Children,
Youth Services and Education)
(Cabinet Member for Culture, Arts and Brexit)
(Cabinet Member for Housing)
(Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary
Sector)
(Cabinet Member for Work and Economic Growth)
Cabinet Member for Planning and Social Inclusion
(Job Share) - Lead on Social Inclusion
Cabinet Member for Environment and Public Realm
(Job Share) - Lead on Environment
Cabinet Member for Planning and Social Inclusion
(Job Share) - Lead on Planning
Cabinet Member for Environment and Public Realm
(Job Share) - Lead on Public Realm

Other Councillors Present:
Councillor Peter Golds
(Leader of the Conservative Group)
Councillor Ehtasham Haque
Councillor Rabina Khan
Councillor James King
Councillor Puru Miah
Councillor
Gabriela
Salva
Macallan
Officers Present:
Zamil Ahmed
Dr Somen Banerjee
Kevin Bartle
Vicky Clark
David Courcoux
Janet Fasan
David Freeman

(Head of Procurement)
(Director of Public Health)
(Corporate Director, Resources and Governance)
(Divisional Director for Growth and Economic
Development)
(Head of the Mayor's Office)
(Director of Legal)
(Policy and Strategy Manager, Voluntary and
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CABINET, 24/03/2021
Sharon Godman
Afazul Hoque
Paul McHale
Denise Radley
melissa spearman
Ann Sutcliffe
Karen Swift
James Thomas
Will Tuckley
Sarah Wilks
Matthew Mannion

1.

SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED)
Community Sector (VCS)
(Director,
Strategy,
Improvement
and
Transformation)
(Head of Corporate Strategy & Policy)
Head of Business Applications, ICT
(Corporate Director, Health, Adults & Community)
Planning & Building Control
(Corporate Director, Place)
(Divisional Director, Housing and Regeneration)
(Corporate Director, Children and Culture)
(Chief Executive)
(Infrastructure Planning Team Leader)
(Head of Democratic Services, Governance)

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
There were no apologies for absence.

2.

DECLARATIONS OF DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY INTERESTS AND
OTHER INTERESTS
There were no Declarations of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests. However, for
the record, Councillor Motin Uz-Zaman and Councillor James King both noted
they were leaseholders of Tower Hamlets Homes.

3.

UNRESTRICTED MINUTES
RESOLVED
1. That the unrestricted minutes of the Cabinet meeting held on
Wednesday 3 March 2021 be approved and signed by the Chair as a
correct record of proceedings.

4.

ANNOUNCEMENTS (IF ANY) FROM THE MAYOR
The Mayor noted that:
 The Country had recently marked the one-year anniversary of the first
Covid-19 pandemic lockdown.
 This Cabinet meeting was taking place during the pre-election period
for the May elections.

5.

OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

5.1

Chair's Advice of Key Issues or Questions
Pre-Decision Scrutiny Questions and officer responses were tabled in respect
of the following agenda items.



6.1 – Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic Inequalities Commission Report
6.3 – Community Hubs
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SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED)

6.4 – Council Buildings Leased to Voluntary and Community Sector
Organisations
6.6 – Approval of the new Intermediate Housing Policy
6.8 – London Dock School – Funding Agreement and Leases
6.9 – Contract Forward Plan 2020/21 – Quarter Four

These were considered during discussion of the relevant items.
In addition, Councillor James King, Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee (OSC) provided Cabinet with a brief update of the Committee’s
recent activities.
At the Committee’s meeting on Monday they had discussed a number of
issues including:
 Receiving their regular Covid-19 update.
 A Spotlight session on the new Town Hall including developing plans
on the Council’s local presence in other parts of the borough.
 Spotlight on domestic abuse and violence against women and girls.
The Committee had also recently had a meeting to consider a call-in which
was on this Cabinet’s agenda and a response had been sent to the Cabinet to
consider. He noted that a different attempted call-in had not been accepted by
the Monitoring Officer.
He also noted the late publication of agenda item 6.11 (Direct Award of
Contract for Delivery of Covid-19 Asymptomatic Testing) and confirmed that
OSC would be reviewing the issue at a later meeting.
The Mayor thanked Councillor James King for his update.
5.2

Any Unrestricted Decisions "Called in" by the Overview & Scrutiny
Committee
Cabinet 3 March 2021 – Agenda Item 6.2 – Outcome of consultation on
revised approach to day support in adult social care.
The Mayor noted the response to the Call-in the Cabinet had received from
the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.
Councillor Rachel Blake, Cabinet Member for Adults, Health and Wellbeing
introduced the item and reported on the discussion at the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee. The meeting had heard from Members, officers and
service users in a really good discussion. She confirmed that services would
still be available for day service users with the new community hub model.
She noted that the service users who attended did not wish to see change to
the services. She then explained in more detail how the services would
operate and confirmed her view that the proposals should proceed as
planned.
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The Mayor welcomed the update. He agreed that the proposals should
proceed as planned. He stated that, if Cabinet agreed this action, then he
would write to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee with a response
including looking into some of the more detailed suggestions the Committee
had made. He then put the recommendation to the vote and it was agreed
without dissent. It was:
RESOLVED
1. To note the comments received in the submission of the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee.
2. To reaffirm the decision taken at Cabinet on 3 March 2021.
6.

UNRESTRICTED REPORTS FOR CONSIDERATION

6.1

Black, Asian & Minority Ethnic Inequalities Commission Report
Councillor Asma Begum, Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Children,
Youth Services and Education introduced the report. She welcomed the work
of the Commission who were presenting the findings from a very thorough
investigation and consultation exercise.
She highlighted that recent events including Black Lives Matter protests had
highlighted the importance of this issue and that it was vital people from all
backgrounds came together to tackle racism and inequality. The pandemic
served as strong reminder of the impact of these inequalities.
The commission was looking at four key themes around education, health,
community leadership and employment. The commission had worked with a
very wide range of people and organisations including partners, service users,
and residents.
She then took Cabinet through the findings in more detail and the proposed
actions. This included; involving the community to ensure services met their
needs, the importance of good data and the need for collaborative working
amongst other issues. The report and action plan would be monitored
annually by the partnership and they would have ownership of the activities.
The meeting heard a number of contributors who expressed concern as to
whether the report recommendations sufficiently covered all the issues that
had been raised with particular reference to:
 Concerns about institutional racism.
 Whether targets were specific enough or would happen quickly.
 Further community consultation, in community languages was required
as not all groups had effectively been engaged in the review.
 The need to actively call out racist actions by organisations.
 The extent to which the Council as an organisation reflected its
community.
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The Mayor welcomed the report and highlighted that it was a living document
that needed to be taken on and developed by the Council and its partners.
Cabinet Members spoke to welcome the report and highlighted positive areas
set out such as the wide representation in community leadership roles, the
work at schools, employment support and more. The wide range of testimony
heard at the commission was noted and welcomed.
Cabinet thanked the commission for their hard work to prepare this report. It
was noted how far the borough had come over the years but that there was
still more to do and that the report, and the actions coming out of it, were an
important part of this progress. It was also noted that further work needed to
take place to create more detailed and specific actions under each of the
broad areas set out in the report.
The Mayor noted the pre-decision scrutiny questions and officer responses
and proposed the recommendation as set out for the vote. This was agreed
without dissent and it was:
RESOLVED
1. To note the work the Commission has undertaken during the fourmonth period and agree the recommendations set out in the report.
6.2

Action Plan in Response to the Community Building Scrutiny Challenge
Session
Councillor Candida Ronald, Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary
Sector, introduced the report which was a response to the Scrutiny challenge
session on premises charges and the community benefit rent reduction
scheme. The report included an action plan to take the recommendations
forward. Some of the recommendations had already been taken forward in
other reports to Cabinet including the next two items on this meeting’s
agenda.
The Mayor welcomed the report and the work that had been undertaken to
simplify and standardise premises charging and arrangements. He noted the
pre-decision scrutiny questions and officer responses. He moved the
recommendation for the vote and it was agreed without dissent. It was:
RESOLVED
1. To note the report (Appendix 1 to the report) of the scrutiny challenge
session on the LBTH Premises Charges and Community Benefit Rent
Reduction Scheme and agree the action plan (Appendix 2 to the
report) in response to the report recommendations.

6.3

Community Hubs
Councillor Mufeedah Bustin, Cabinet Member for Planning and Social
Inclusion (Job Share) – Lead on Social Inclusion, introduced the report on the
Community Hubs. She highlighted the importance of ensuring communities
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had spaces where they could come together to plan, play, debate, party etc
and so this proposal was to source voluntary sector organisations to manage
hubs for the borough’s communities. These would be fantastic amenities to
help communities flourish. She highlighted the importance of ensuring the
hubs were welcoming to all communities. Finally, she thanked officers for their
work in preparing the report.
The Mayor welcomed the report. He noted the pre-Decision Scrutiny
Questions and officer responses. He moved the recommendations in the
report for the vote and they were agreed without dissent. It was:
RESOLVED
1. To note the report,
2. To agree the core principles set out in para 3.12 of the report, and
3. To note the specific equalities considerations as set out in
Paragraph 4 of the report.
6.4

Council Buildings Leased to Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS)
Organisations
Councillor Candida Ronald, Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary
Sector, introduced the report. She explained that this was an update on the
existing arrangements for leases to voluntary and community sector
organisations to make them clearer and simpler whilst protecting the council’s
income. This includes where there was the ability to apply for rent relief and
community benefit relief.
The Mayor welcomed the report as a good balance between supporting
community organisations whilst also protecting the Council’s income. He
noted the Pre-Decision Scrutiny Questions and officer responses.
RESOLVED
1. To agree the revised Statement of Policy and Procedures relating to
council premises leased to voluntary and community sector
organisations set out at appendix A to the report, and
2. To note the specific equalities considerations as set out in
Paragraph 4 of the report.

6.5

Action Plan in response to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee’s
‘Review of London Borough of Tower Hamlets’ Response to COVID-19’
The Mayor introduced the report which was considering the action plan
following the Overview and Scrutiny Committee’s review of the borough’s
response to the Covid-19 pandemic. The administration would be taking
forward most of the recommendations and he considered that others were
being tackled in other ways.
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As well as the major challenges the pandemic had given the borough there
were also some opportunities to take advantage of such as the increased use
of digital technologies for communicating and accessing services.
He highlighted that the Council had a general emergency planning role for the
borough more widely which was important in relation to crises such as this
pandemic. He noted comments asking for more information on lessons learnt
elsewhere and also that Scrutiny would continue to review this issue.
After discussion, the Mayor welcomed the review and also thanked everyone
who had been involved in the borough’s response to the pandemic. He then
put the recommendations to the vote. They were agreed without dissent and
it was:
RESOLVED
1. To consider the review (Appendix 1 to the report) of the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee’s Review of London Borough of Tower Hamlets’
Response to COVID-19 and
2. To agree the action plan (Appendix 2 to the report) in response to the
review’s recommendations.
6.6

Approval of the new Intermediate Housing Policy
Councillor Danny Hassell, Cabinet Member for Housing, introduced the report
setting out the proposed new intermediate housing policy which would allow
priority access to different types of properties and schemes. The intention was
to give residents access to more properties and to allow landlords to advertise
their properties within the borough. Priority and criteria levels for different
groups of residents were set out and this would be reviewed after a year of
operation.
It was noted that the housing options service would be able to use this to
highlight different accommodation options and that residents could also
choose to be on the GLA’s London-wide register.
The Mayor noted the Pre-Decision Scrutiny Questions and officer responses
and then put the recommendations to the vote. These were agreed without
dissent and it was:
RESOLVED
1. To approve the Intermediate Housing Policy and the localised priority
matrix for the initial first three months of marketing all new Intermediate
Housing Schemes within the Borough, irrespective of how these
schemes have been funded.
2. To approve the delegation of authority to the Corporate Director of
Place to amend the Intermediate Housing Register of Interest and the

Page 19

7

CABINET, 24/03/2021

SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED)

prioritisation for Intermediate Housing products, (during the initial three
months of marketing), in line with Government and regional priorities.
3. To note the Equalities Impact Assessment as set out in Appendix 2 to
the report.
6.7

Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document
Councillor Eve McQuillan, Cabinet Member for Planning and Social Inclusion
(Job Share) – Lead on Planning, introduced the report. The intention of the
extensive guidance was to help guide how expected planning obligation
contributions were received in relation to development, for example around
childcare placements, social housing, affordable workspaces, London living
wage requirements, air quality, equal access open spaces and more.
She noted that the council had received a number of submissions in relation
to developers of small numbers of properties. She set out that the guidance
worked alongside the Local Plan. In that Plan the Council did look to push for
affordable housing in small developments. She was therefore tabling an
addendum to the report clarifying the Council’s position in respect of the
submissions.
During discussion it was noted how important it was to ensure that all
residents were able to benefit from new developments, for example by using
contributions to improve wider opportunities within the borough. The Mayor
welcomed the report and, noting the addendum, put the recommendations to
the vote, these were agreed without dissent and it was:
RESOLVED
1. To approve the Planning Obligations SPD (Appendix A and B to the
report) for adoption, authorise officers to prepare an adoption statement
and withdraw the current Planning Obligations SPD (2016) in accordance
with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012, Regulations 14 and 15.
2. To authorise the Corporate Director of Place to make any necessary
factual or minor editing changes prior to publishing the final Planning
Obligations SPD.
3. To note the Equalities Impact Assessment as summarised in Paragraph 4
of the report (and included in Appendix C to the report).
4. To note the Consultation Statement summarising representations received
during the public consultation and the responses to these representations
as set out in Appendix D to the report.
5. To note the SEA Screening Statement as set out in Appendix E to the
report.
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London Dock School – Funding Agreement and Leases
Councillor Mufeedah Bustin, Cabinet Member for Planning and Social
Inclusion (Job Share) – Lead on Social Inclusion, introduced the report. She
explained that this report was to update Cabinet on ongoing discussions with
the developer and Department for Education on the work to provide a new
school on the site. She highlighted that the school was likely to be
oversubscribed as there was high demand in that area. The report highlighted
the potential risks, including financial risks, of the scheme but noted that these
were anticipated to be low.
The Mayor welcomed the report. He noted the Pre-Decision Scrutiny
Questions and officer responses. Noting the risks set out, he put the
recommendations to the vote. These were agreed without dissent and it was:
RESOLVED
1. To note the position with respect to the current negotiations with the
DfE concerning the funding for the construction of the London Dock
School. including a number of consequential amendments to the
respective suite of legal documents.
2. To approve the terms of both a Clawback Agreement, in respect of
the under-lease for the London Dock School site, and the inclusion
of a clawback clause within the Works Funding Agreement to be
entered into between the Council and the DfE, as outlined in
Section 7 of the report.
3. To delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Place, in
consultation with the Divisional Director of Legal Services to agree
minor changes to the heads of terms as may be appropriate and to
complete the legally binding clawback agreement
4. To note the financial risk to the Council and the mitigation set out in
section 7 of the Report.

6.9

Contracts Forward Plan 2020/21 – Quarter Four
Councillor Candida Ronald, Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary
Sector, introduced the report. She explained that this quarterly report provided
an opportunity to review upcoming planning procurement exercises.
Community benefits would be expected from all contractors.
The Mayor noted the report and that there had been no requests from
Members to see detailed reported to be submitted to Cabinet on any particular
proposed contracts. He noted the Pre-Decision Scrutiny Questions and officer
responses. He put the recommendations to the vote and they were agreed
without dissent and it was:
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RESOLVED
1. To note the contract summary at Appendix 1 to the report
2. To confirm that all contracts listed in Appendix 1 to the report can
proceed to contract award after tender.
3. To authorise the Divisional of Legal to execute all necessary contract
documents in respect of the awards of contracts referred to at
recommendation 2 above.
4. To note the procurement forward plan 2020-2022 schedule detailed in
Appendix 2 to the report.
6.10

Approval of extra spend on existing Northgate contract to bring
customer and service benefits
Councillor Candida Ronald, Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary
Sector, introduced the report. The report was required to agree a request for
additional spend in relation to the Northgate contract however, this spend was
within the overall budget for the services.
The Mayor put the recommendations as set out to the vote. These were
agreed without dissent and it was:
RESOLVED
1. To approve purchase of items additional to the existing Northgate
contract without subjecting the purchase to competition
2. To authorise the Corporate Director Resources to enter into such
agreements as are necessary to carry out the purpose of this report.

6.11

Direct Award of Contract for Delivery of Covid-19 Asymptomatic Testing
Councillor Rachel Blake, Cabinet Member for Adults, Health and Wellbeing,
introduced the report. She noted the reasons for urgency for considering the
report that the GLA had only recently informed the Council of the requirement
to undertake this contract award and it was important that the contract was
agreed so that this testing could continue.
During discussion it was noted that the report also set out how the
arrangements would be reviewed over coming months. The contract was
based on an estimated uptake of tests.
The Mayor welcomed the report and put the recommendations and reasons
for urgency to the vote. The report was agreed without dissent and it was:
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RESOLVED
1. To note the Council’s plans for delivering asymptomatic community
testing in Tower Hamlets, which aligns with the requirements set
out in ‘Roadmap out of Lockdown’ published by Government on
22nd February 2021;
2. To agree to make a Direct Award of a 1+1+1 contract (months) for
the delivery of the borough’s Asymptomatic Test Sites (ATSs) to
Hub Logistics for the period 12th April to 4th July 2021.

7.

ANY OTHER UNRESTRICTED BUSINESS CONSIDERED TO BE URGENT
Nil items.

8.

EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC
Nil items.

9.

EXEMPT / CONFIDENTIAL MINUTES
Nil items.

10.

OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

10.1

Chair's Advice of Key Issues or Questions in Relation to Exempt /
Confidential Business
Nil items.

10.2

Any Exempt / Confidential Decisions "Called in" by the Overview &
Scrutiny Committee
Nil items.

11.

EXEMPT / CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS FOR CONSIDERATION
Nil items.

12.

ANY OTHER EXEMPT/ CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS CONSIDERED TO BE
URGENT
Nil items.

The meeting ended at 7.59 p.m.
MAYOR JOHN BIGGS
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Executive Summary
This report presents the council’s revision of the Strategic Plan 2021-24 for approval
by Cabinet. The Plan includes the council’s continued response to COVID-19 and
move into recovery of the borough, and thus reflects the council’s priorities.
The approved Strategic Plan 2021-24 underpins the council’s performance
management approach and will initiate business planning for 2021-22.

Recommendations:
Cabinet is recommended to:
1. Approve the Strategic Plan for 2021-24 (Appendix 1), including revised
actions and outcome measures that reflect the council’s continued
COVID-19 response and move to recovery;
2. Note that Directorates will develop business plans containing actions
that deliver strategic priorities, including Strategic Plan outcomes and
corporate equalities objectives; and
3. Delegate to Divisional Director Strategy, Policy & Performance to finalise
the Plan following Cabinet in consultation with the Mayor.
1

REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS

1.1

The 2021-24 Strategic Plan further embeds Outcomes Based Accountability
(OBA) into the council’s strategic planning and delivery approach.
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1.2

In this iteration, the Strategic Plan has been updated to consider:
 the continued response to the pandemic
 moving into pandemic recovery for the borough
 progress and achievements made since the last strategic plan
 information relevant to priority-setting such as the council’s
performance and community needs

1.3

Also revised for the 2021-24 Strategic Plan are the high-level actions and
measures. This is a normal part of the OBA approach – to review and
reflect on progress made.

1.4

Importantly, the council’s Strategic Plan is the cornerstone for the council’s
business planning and sets the frame for performance management. The
Strategic Plan establishes the ‘Golden Thread’ that sets requirements for
delivery of strategic priorities and achievement of outcomes, and will be the
basis of business planning across the council for the coming year.

2

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

2.1

The Strategic Plan could remain as agreed in July 2020. This means the
council’s planned activities would not be reflective of the progress made and
the learning gained from the council’s pandemic response.

2.2

The Mayor and Cabinet may choose to further amend the Strategic Plan. If
the Plan is amended, regard would need to be given to the council’s
Medium Term Financial Strategy, as well as any impact arising from the
changes.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT

3.1
The Strategic Plan is arranged around three priority areas and eleven corporate outcomes:
Priority 1 - People are aspirational, independent and have equal access to opportunities
1. People access a range of education, training, and employment opportunities.
2. Children and young people are protected so they get the best start in life and can realise their
potential.
3. People access joined-up services when they need them and feel healthier and more
independent.
4. Residents feel they fairly share the benefits from growth and inequality is tackled.
Priority 2 - A borough that our residents are proud of and love to live in
5. People live in a borough that is clean and green.
6. People live in good quality affordable homes and well-designed neighbourhoods.
7. People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is tackled.
8. People feel they are part of a cohesive and vibrant community.
Priority 3 - A dynamic outcomes-based council using digital innovation and partnership
working to respond to the changing needs of our borough
9. People say we are open and transparent putting residents at the heart of everything we do.
10. People say we work together across boundaries in a strong and effective partnership to
achieve the best outcomes for our residents.
11. People say we continuously seek innovation and strive for excellence to embed a culture of
sustainable improvement.
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3.2

In 2019-20 LBTH adopted outcomes based accountability, which is an internationally
recognised approach that has a proven track record in supporting rapid improvement in
delivering outcomes. Once outcomes have been decided, the actions needed to achieve
those outcomes are determined by working backwards.

3.3

High-level actions were reviewed by Strategy, Policy and Performance: Strategy Leads, in
consultation with Directorate Leadership Teams to ensure that a continued focus on
pandemic response and recovery is reflected in the Strategic Plan. The Strategic Plan also
reflects borough wide priorities agreed by the Tower Hamlets Partnership Executive Group
to support the social and economic recovery of the borough.

3.4

The Strategic Plan will be delivered in the context of moving from pandemic to recovery. In
doing this we will:








3.5

ensure the council, residents and partners recover from the impact of the pandemic
whilst continuing to respond to it
deliver Council priorities - including a sustainable future budget - and better
outcomes for residents
grasp the opportunities from new ways of working, efficiency and effectiveness learnt
during this period
work with partners to contain future outbreaks, minimise cases and deaths particularly in our most vulnerable residents
communicate public health guidance
ensure affected residents get the support and care they need
ensure that the impact of service disruption is minimised

The Strategic Plan and activities will need to be reviewed on-going basis as we come out of
phased lockdown and start to better understand the impact of the pandemic and national
policy changes. Updates and changes to delivery will be reported through quarterly
reporting to Cabinet.

Proposed changes to the Strategic Plan 2021-24
3.6
Thirty-four changes to existing high-level actions are proposed, including ten new/removed
to result in a revised set of 75 high-level actions.
3.7

As part of our Annual Strategic Plan review process, Strategy, Policy and Performance:
Strategy Leads, in consultation with Directorate Leadership Teams, also assess outcome
measures to confirm they remain relevant and appropriate in light of changing priorities.
Outcome measures are important as they allow the council to determine the extent to which
we are achieving our outcomes, rather than measuring specific activities.

Next steps
3.8
The revised Strategic Plan for 2021-24 will be used to revise and strengthen business plans
to include high-level actions and ensure delivery of strategic priorities for 2021-22.
3.9

These business plans will then be used to report performance to Cabinet, and progress of
delivery in the coming year.

4

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

4.1

An Equality Impact Assessment screening has been carried out on the Revised Strategic
Plan 2021-24, and found that a full Equality Impact Analysis is not required as the proposal
is likely to have no adverse impact on the protected characteristic groups.
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4.2

In delivering the Strategic Plan 2021-24 services will consider inequalities that have been
identified in the Borough Equalities Assessment to ensure these are addressed. In
particular outcomes 4 & 8 focus on addressing inequality and strengthening cohesion in the
borough.

4.3

The Strategic Plan also articulates the council’s commitment to deliver on the objectives of
the Tower Hamlets Plan, whose focus is on addressing inequality across the borough.

4.4

In addition to the Black Lives Matter movement, the disproportionate impact of COVID-19
on the Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic population has served to expose the severe
consequences of the structural disadvantages and discrimination faced by these
communities.

4.5

In recognition of the high level of concern raised about the longstanding levels of racial
inequality in the borough, the council established a Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic
Inequality Commission in September 2020.

4.6

In March 2021, the Commission delivered tangible and practical actions
(https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/Documents/BAME-Inequality-Commission/BAMEInequalities-Commission-Report-and-Recommendations-2021.pdf) which will deliver real
change to the lives of our Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic communities, and allow the
council and its partners to champion the enormous impact these communities can
contribute to the borough.

4.7

The council will play a leadership role in taking forward the recommendations including
changes in policy within the council.

5

OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS

5.1

This section of the report is used to highlight further specific statutory implications that are
either not covered in the main body of the report or are required to be highlighted to ensure
decision makers give them proper consideration. Examples of other implications may be:
 Best Value Implications,
 Consultations,
 Environmental (including air quality),
 Risk Management,
 Crime Reduction,
 Safeguarding.
 Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment.

5.2

There are no other statutory implications to note.

6

COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER

6.1

The Strategic Plan 2021-24 is a core planning document and provides a framework for
allocating and directing financial resources to priorities over the next three years.

6.2

In the event that, during the implementation of individual projects and schemes, financial
implications arise outside the current budget provision, officers are obliged to seek the
appropriate financial approval before further financial commitments are made. This report
has no other financial implications.
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7

COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES

7.1

The Strategic Plan specifies how the council will prioritise delivery of its functions and
encompasses the council's range of statutory powers and duties. The proposed priorities
and activities are capable of being carried out lawfully and it will be for officers to ensure
that this is the case.

7.2

Section 3 of the Local Government Act 1999 requires best value authorities, including the
council, to “make arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way in which its
functions are exercised, having regard to a combination of economy, efficiency and
effectiveness”. The development of a Strategic Plan, together with its delivery and
subsequent monitoring will contribute to the way in which the best value duty can be
fulfilled. Monitoring reports to members and actions arising from those reports will help to
demonstrate that the council has undertaken activity to satisfy the statutory duty.

7.3

The plan has the potential to impact people who have a protected characteristic for the
purposes of the Equality Act 2010. Therefore, the activities that contribute to achieving the
plan will be equality assessed in accordance with the council’s procedures and where
necessary consultation will occur to gain a proper understanding of the impact. If
necessary this will be undertaken whilst decisions relating to the activities are still at a
formative stage.
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
 NONE
Appendices
 Appendix 1. Strategic Plan 2021-24.
Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access to
Information)(England) Regulations 2012
 NONE
Officer contact details for documents:
Adam Boey, Senior Strategy and Policy Manager (Corporate SP), ext. 4979
Afazul Hoque, Head of Corporate Strategy & Policy, ext. 4636
Thorsten Dreyer, Head of Intelligence & Performance, ext. 2862
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After 12 months of a
worldwide pandemic, it is a
precarious time for our
community. The COVID-19
pandemic has impacted
almost all areas of our lives
and it is very likely we will be
living and working with
COVID-19 for the
foreseeable future.
I understand people are
weary from lockdowns and
many are grieving over the
loss of loved ones. But we
must be clear that there is
still some way to go and we
cannot lower our guard. Our
community focus must be on
controlling the virus through
driving up vaccination rates
and protecting our most
vulnerable residents.
Vaccinations are happening

at pace which is cause for
optimism, but lives remain at
risk and we all must act to
control the spread of the
virus.
The pandemic has thrown
multiple inequalities under
the spotlight, especially those
impacting our BAME
communities. The
disproportionate impact of
COVID-19 on the health and
wellbeing of the Black, Asian
and Minority Ethnic
population has shown us the
distressing disadvantages
faced by our different
communities.

However, I have seen how
our communities have
showed great resilience and
courage over this very
challenging year – more than

2,500 residents volunteered
to support their neighbours,
especially those who were
isolating as well as local
organisations delivering food,
fundraising and befriending.

that is steeper than London
and UK averages.
As I have said before, while
these are tough times, the
East End is even tougher. I
am confident we can recover.

Tower Hamlets came into the
pandemic with high but
improving levels of
deprivation and employment.
Since lockdown, there has
been an increase in financial
hardship from a reduction in
income. One of the clearest
signs of changing
circumstances has been the
surge in food bank use and
demand for emergency food
packages. There are
indications that Tower
Hamlets has been hit harder
than most, with a rise in
Universal Credit claimants

3
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Tower Hamlets is an
amazing place to live and
work – our strengths and
identity remain firmly linked
to our diversity. Ever popular
as a preferred place to live,
the borough offers
opportunities and
experiences like nowhere
else in the country.
There are good signs for our
route back to a more normal
life in 2021. We have a
timeline to carefully ease
lockdown restrictions. We are
not there yet, but the country
has a plan.
Similarly, our plan for the
council sets out our
continued COVID-19
response and plans for
recovery. This Strategic Plan
describes what we will do to

achieve outcomes across
three priorities for people,
place, and the Council itself.
We'll continue to work with
our partners across the
borough to make sure that
our residents, particularly the
most vulnerable, are
supported.
At the same time, we will
continue to build new homes
to tackle the housing crisis,
invest in additional police
officers to keep our streets
safe, free school meals for all
primary school pupils and
improvements to our parks
and local neighbourhoods.
We will also introduce new
initiatives to help our
community to emerge from
the pandemic as strong as
possible – supporting

businesses to thrive and
create jobs, providing new
opportunities for our young
people and bringing our
community back together
after months of isolation.
I am very proud of the way
we have continued to support
frontline services in response
to the pandemic. Protecting
those in need will always be
our priority. It is our
responsibility to continue to
do the best we can in these
circumstances, including
using what we have learnt
from best practice during the
pandemic and changing the
way we work to be even
more efficient.
This year the council will
spend around £1.2 billion on
public services to support

people and improve lives.
Our plans will see us spend
more than half of our net
budget on supporting
vulnerable people including
children. The continued
health, social and financial
impact of COVID-19 on our
community has been huge
and will need evermore focus
in coming months.
There are undoubtedly
difficult choices ahead but by
coming together as a
community I know we in the
East End will emerge from
this pandemic ready to
succeed. While there is a lot
of uncertainty ahead, this
Strategic Plan begins to set
out how the council will
support that to happen.

4
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COVID-19 has dominated
the last year, and our staff
have risen to the
challenge, working
tirelessly to respond to the
impacts of the pandemic,
manage continued access
to services for residents,
as well as seeking ongoing
improvement, and I
couldn’t be more proud.
The pandemic has taught
us many things, but as an
organisation the main thing
it has shown is how we
can achieve amazing
results together.

Thanks to the skill,
dedication and
commitment of council
staff, partners, and the
community, we have

managed multiple
demands during one of the
toughest experiences of
most of our lives. They
included supporting
residents and businesses
through the crisis, working
on recovery and trying to
deliver business as usual. I
know with confidence that
the work we have
achieved together over the
course of the pandemic
has saved lives.
The three main priorities
for the council have been
to support lockdown and
help our residents though
this period; to ensure
adequate testing; and to
support the roll out of the
vaccination programme.

We’ve been working hard
towards our aim of being a
council that is focused on
getting better outcomes for
people that live and work
in Tower Hamlets. The way
the council is managed,
and the engagement and
wellbeing of staff, is always
vital but particularly during
the pandemic. Feedback
tells us that over the past
few years we have steadily
improved, but there are
issues which remain for us
to tackle. One way we
chart our progress is by
working with Investors in
People (IiP). I am pleased
to report that we did even
better than in our last
assessment, with a
number of improvements

since 2019 meaning
almost a third of the
indicators are at the
higher-level gold standard.
This is a solid foundation
to be built on even further
in the coming year.
Through these tough
times, COVID-19 has not
stopped us from moving
forward in our journey to
modernise our council and
make Tower Hamlets a
better place. It’s interesting
to see that many of these
projects have actually
helped us to face the
challenges of COVID-19,
while also helping us to
meet the challenges of the
future.
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For many the pandemic
has necessitated an abrupt
shift to new way of working
and with government
guidance requiring many of
us to work from home, our
Smarter Working IT
programme has been
pivotal in supporting us to
do so. During the two
years since we set out the
Smarter Together vision to
change the way we work,
we have been moving our
most used services online
so people can access
them anywhere and at any
time, delivering better
services at a faster rate.
Flexible working for council
staff has meant we can be

deployed to meet changing
priorities. The use of virtual
meetings with residents
and partners, as well as for
council committees and
other forums, has provided
more opportunities and
meant more and better
engagement across the
borough.
Looking ahead to 2021-22,
we will need to think and
work differently.
Progressing the creation of
a new civic hub at our new
Town Hall at the former
Royal London Hospital site
as a focus of the council’s
administrative, democratic
and customer services
functions within the

borough will form part of
this. However, broader
than that, the adaptability
shown by our workforce
and the new and
collaborative ways of
working are a positive from
the pandemic that need to
continue as we move
forward beyond the
temporary fixes. Our
partners and our
communities have stepped
up alongside us and we’ve
proven the

6

Strategic Plan 2021-24

Introduction

The Strategic Plan is a central part of
the council’s performance
management and accountability
framework and is the main strategic
business planning document of the
council.

We want to create opportunities for
residents, regardless of their
background and circumstances, so
that everyone can have the best start
in life and are supported to achieve
better outcomes for themselves, their
family and community.
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It sets out the corporate priorities and
outcomes, the high-level activities
that will be undertaken to deliver the
outcomes, as well as the measures
that will help us determine whether
we are achieving the outcomes.

Tower Hamlets should be a place
where people are proud to live, work
and visit - a place that allows people
to prosper, live safely and lead a
healthier life.

In line with the budget setting
process, the Strategic Plan is a rolling
three-year plan which is updated
annually so that it accurately reflects
the council’s priorities.

We want to be a council that is
continuously improving and adapting
to enable effective and efficient
responses for the communities we
serve.

The Strategic Plan focuses on three
priorities for people, place, and the
council:

We recognise COVID-19 pandemic
has had a profound impact on
everyone's everyday lives from work,

school, health, to the way we interact
with each other. Sadly, many people
lost their lives because of the
pandemic including those living and
working in the borough. Our thoughts
are with their families.
The pandemic has exposed existing
inequalities and we know some of our
most vulnerable residents who use
our social care services will need
more support as a result. Many
people will experience financial
hardship, and the impact on
employment, deprivation, mental
health, education, and domestic
abuse will continue to be felt by our
residents going forward.

served to expose the consequences
of the structural disadvantage and
discrimination faced by BAME
communities. Also, the public death of
George Floyd, and subsequent Black
Lives Matter demonstrations, has
brought race to the forefront of an
international conversation. We will
work to ensure race inequality
remains at the forefront of our
recovery agenda.
We remain committed to tackling
inequality putting our residents at the
heart of everything we do. We will
use the lived experience of our
residents to address inequalities
faced by our communities.

Studies have highlighted a
disproportionate impact of COVID-19
on the Black, Asian and minority
ethnic (BAME) population which has
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Population

Education

Housing

Place and Culture

Total population 324,745 (2020)

68% of pupils achieve passes in
Maths/English at level 9-4
(broadly equivalent to the
previous 5 GCSEs at grade A*-C)
(18/19) -(2019)
123 languages spoken in schools
(2019)

Average house price in Tower
Hamlets £475,445 vs national
average of £251,500 (2020)

Over 120 parks and open spaces
(2019)

43,366 (36.13%) of all homes are
now privately rented (2018)

22 art galleries and 6 museums
(2019)

Fastest growing population
nationally, expected to reach
372,766 by 2030 (2020)

60.5% adults hold higher
qualification (2018)

Over 1,000 listed buildings and
58 conservation areas (2019)

46% of the populations are aged
20-39 (2020)

3 city farms (2019)

32% of the population are
Bangladeshi origin

Economy

Transport

4 in 10 residents were born
outside of the UK (2011)

3rd highest economic output
(2017)

Well connected – 31 stations and

Second most densely populated
local authority in the country
(16,237 persons per km2) after
Islington (2020)

17,355 businesses and

224km 0f road, and 358km of
footways and 53km of cycle
networks

300,500 jobs- (2020)
Borough expected to gain
111,000 more jobs by 2026
(2017)

46 bus routes

There were 267m passengers
used London Underground,
Overground and railway station
in Tower Hamlets. (2019)
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Key challenges

Poverty and worklessness

Crime

Health and social care

Environment

5th most deprived in London and
50th most deprived local
authority in England (2019)

30,752 crimes reported in
2019/20

2,860 Children in need (2020)

1,068 racist and religious hate
crimes- third highest in London
after Westminster (1,556) and
Hackney (1,175)- (2020)

41.48% of Year 6 pupils are
overweight or obese (2021)

3rd highest CO2 emitter in London
closing gap on other boroughs
(2017)
77% of all residents live in areas
that exceeded the annual air
pollution target for nitrogen dioxide
NO2 (2019)
Only 21.5% of household waste is
recycled (2019/20)

4 in 10 households live below
the poverty line.
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7th lowest disability -free life
expectancy for men and 3rd for
women In London (63 Men, 60
Female (2016-2018)
Older population set to be the
fastest growing age group,
increasing by 44% by 2030

21% of households have no adult
in employment

11.8% residents earn below the
London Living Wage (2019)
At 32.5% Tower Hamlets has the
highest child poverty rates in
England (2019)

40% of all residents live in areas
that exceed the annual air pollution
target for Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Housing
20,073 on housing waiting list 3rd highest in London (2020)

30,390 or 23% households rely
on housing benefit to pay their
rent (2018)
54,291 additional homes to be
built by 2031 (Local Plan)
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Our commitment to equality in Tower Hamlets

Tower Hamlets Council is committed
to ensuring that equality is at the
heart of everything we do, from the
money we spend, the people we
employ to the services we provide.
Our diversity is one of our greatest
strengths and by ensuring we meet
local needs we can deliver value for
money, improve customer services
and empower local people to lead
fulfilling lives.

Equality is embedded throughout
these plans and is a key driver for
everything we do with the council’s
commitment to reducing inequality
specifically set out at outcome 4 of
the Strategic Plan which works to
address our most prominent
inequalities related to housing, health
and employment.

Page 40

Strategic Plan 2021-24

The council is committed to meeting
its obligations under the Public Sector
Equality Duty with equality in Tower
Hamlets being first and foremost
addressed through the Tower
Hamlets Plan and Strategic Plan
which set the strategic direction of the
council and its partners.

In addition, the council’s commitment
to fostering good relations between
those who share a protected
characteristic and those who do not is
set out under outcome 8 of the
Strategic Plan which contains our key
actions to strengthen social cohesion
in the borough.

To identify equality issues in Tower
Hamlets the council undertakes the
Borough Equality Assessment (BEA)
which is informed by the councils biannual Borough Profile. These data
enable us to understand our progress
and areas of continuous challenge so
that we provide accessible and
responsive services to improve
outcomes for local people. The BEA
is incorporated into our strategic plan
as well as business planning and is
available on our website.
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Our priorities and outcomes

The Strategic Plan is the key link in
the ‘Golden Thread’ and used to
inform directorate, service and team
planning. It also sets out how the
council will deliver the objective and
priorities set out in the new Tower
Hamlets Plan developed by the Tower
Hamlets Strategic Partnership.

Priority 1 - People are aspirational,
independent and have equal
access to opportunities

Priority 2 - A borough that our
residents are proud of and love to
live in

1. People access a range of
education, training, and employment
opportunities.

5. People live in a borough that is
clean and green.

Page 41

Strategic Plan 2021-24

The council is looking to deliver the
following priorities and outcomes over
the next three years.

2. Children and young people are
protected so they get the best start in
life and can realise their potential.

3. People access joined-up services
when they need them and feel
healthier and more independent.
4. Residents feel they fairly share the
benefits from growth and inequality is
tackled.

6. People live in good quality
affordable homes and well-designed
neighbourhoods.
7. People feel safer in their
neighbourhoods and anti-social
behaviour is tackled.
8. People feel they are part of a
cohesive and vibrant community.

Priority 3 - A dynamic, outcomesbased council using digital
innovation and partnership
working to respond to the
changing needs of our borough
9. People say we are open and
transparent putting residents at the
heart of everything we do.
10. People say we work together
across boundaries in a strong and
effective partnership to achieve the
best outcomes for our residents.
11. People say we continuously seek
innovation and strive for excellence to
embed a culture of sustainable
improvement.
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Our budget and funding – aligned to the Strategic Plan outcomes

Council Spending by Strategic Priority Outcome
Net Revenue Budget Primary Strategic Priority
2021-22 £m
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9.0
65.0
138.7
5.4
12.6
14.5
9.6
9.2
9.3
12.2
18.6
36.1
23.8
−
−
364.1

Net Revenue
£m

1. People access a range of education, training and employment opportunities
2. Children and young people are protected so they can realise their potential
3. People access joined-up services when they need them and feel healthier and more independent
4. Residents feel they fairly share in the benefits from growth and inequality is tackled
5. People live in a borough that's clean and green
6. People live in good quality affordable homes and well-designed nighbourhoods
7. People feel safe in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is tackled
8. People feel they are a part of a cohesive and vibrant community
9. People say we are open and transparent putting residents at the heart of everything we do
10. People say we work together across boundaries in a strong and effective partnership to achieve the best outcomes for
our residents
11. People say we continuously seek innovation and strive for excellence to embed a culture of sustainable improvement
12. Not aligned - statutory function
13. Not aligned with strategic function
Dedicated Schools Budget
Capital
Total

Budget 2021-22
Dedicated Capital HRA £m Total £m
Schools
£m
Budget £m

25.8
191.3
422.2
12.3
37.1
41.6
28.7
27.7
45.9

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

−
−
−
−
−
306.8
−
−
−

25.8
191.3
422.2
12.3
37.1
348.3
28.7
27.7
45.9

36.5
40.4
107.6
70.5
−
−
1087.5

−
−
−
−
1202.6
−
1202.6

−
−
−
−
−
395.5
395.5

−
−
−
−
−
−
306.8

36.5
40.4
107.6
70.5
1202.6
395.5
2992.4

Funded By
Net Revenue Funding Source
Budget 2021-22
£m
(115.5)
(135.0)
(105.9)
(6.5)
(1.3)
−
−
−
−
(364.1)

Core Grants
Business Rates
Council Tax
Collection Fund Deficit Funding from Reserves
Use of Reserves
Savings to be Identified
Dedicated Schools Grant
Capital Funding
Housing Revenue Account
Total

Net Dedicated Capital HRA £m Total £m
Revenue
Schools
£m
£m Budget £m
(330.1)
(361.7)
(358.0)
(6.5)
(9.5)
(21.8)
−
−
−
(1087.5)

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
(1202.6)
−
− (395.5)
−
−
(1202.6) (395.5)

− (330.1)
− (361.7)
− (358.0)
−
(6.5)
−
(9.5)
−
(21.8)
− (1202.6)
− (395.5)
(306.8) (306.8)
(306.8) (2992.4)
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Priority 1
People are aspirational,
independent and have equal
access to opportunities
13

Priority 1: People are aspirational, independent and have equal access to
opportunities

The people of Tower Hamlets are
dynamic and diverse and have shown
resilience throughout the pandemic.
Our children and young people are
aspirational, and our adults are
increasingly interested in living in
more environmentally-friendly and
healthy communities. Going forward
we will seek to build on these
strengths. COVID-19 has also
created new challenges and
worsened existing inequalities, with
some communities affected more
than others.

mitigating the long- term impact of
missed education. There will be a
challenge going forward in providing
the safest possible environments for
education and learning in the
borough.
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Restoring the quality and consistency
of education provision is now a major
focus at national and local level. Most
children have now been out of school
for a significant proportion of the past
two academic years. This will create
unprecedented challenges in

As the economy recovers, we will
work with partners to support people
into employment, access welfare and
debt advice, life-long learning courses
and ensuring early years education
and childcare are affordable and fit
for purpose so that people can grasp
opportunities and succeed.
Health inequalities have been
exposed and exasperated during the
pandemic and evidence has shown
that the elderly, people with
disabilities and underlying health
conditions and people from Black,

Asian and minority ethnic populations
have disproportionally faced illness
and death. Furthermore, mental
health problems have been on the
rise due to major challenges such as
job and housing insecurity, learning
loss, social isolation, domestic
violence and exploitation. A
community-led approach based on
shared outcomes is needed to repair
these entrenched societal issues and
this aspect of our recovery
programme will be based on the
protection the most at risk and
investment in evidenced-based
preventative solutions.
There are four main outcomes under
Priority 1 that the council’s actions for
the coming year are focussed on
achieving and these are described in
more detail in the section that follows.
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Outcome 1
People access a range of education, training, and employment opportunities
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Outstanding education and economic
opportunity support people to thrive in
our changing and challenging
environment. We want to ensure that
every child and young person in
Tower Hamlets has every chance to
have the best possible opportunities
and achieve the best possible
outcomes and life chances. We want
every young person to achieve the
best academic results they can, be
prepared for employment and future
success. Our schools achieve good
results, and in some cases above
national averages. However, there is
still room for improvement, and
through the Tower Hamlets Education
Partnership, our schools operate as a
family to support, challenge and
encourage each other in their
determination to do the very best for
every child.

From our COVID-19 resident impact
survey in 2020 we know that schools
reopening was one of respondents’
top four concerns (24%) and the
many months of missed education
caused by the pandemic will have
severely impacted on our children
and young people and have the
potential to set back the huge
progress our schools have made. As
schools reopen to all pupils for a
second time, we will need to work
even harder to support them
appropriately and ensure that the
impact of this gap in education is
addressed and mitigated. Our Young
WorkPath service will continue to
ensure that young people and those
coming into the workforce have the
support they need to make informed
choices about their career path and
access the skills, training and

apprenticeships available to unlock
their potential.
The COVID-19 resident impact
survey shows more than 50% of
residents identified there has been a
negative impact (extremely negative
or fairly negatively) on their
employment status and work, and
respondents named support for
residents who are unemployed or
reduced in income (35%) as their top
concern. Many residents will be newly
unemployed, in addition to those who
were already looking for work and
placed further away from the labour
market. As the supply of jobs reduces
labour market competition could push
some residents even further away
from accessing employment including
those with limited skills or experience
including young people who were
looking to enter the workforce.
15
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Outcome 1
People access a range of education, training, and employment opportunities
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Supported by our Growth
and Economic
Development Partnership,
we will continue our efforts
to reach out to local
businesses to understand
their concerns around the
impact of the pandemic
and assist in their
recovery.

working with partners to
provide employment and
skills support for those
residents, including young
people and particularly
those facing a prolonged
period of unemployment.

We have already
responded through
support and financial
assistance including
grants and rent reductions.

We will support access to
roles in hard to fill sectors
or those areas where job
supply will grow or remain
strong, for example the
green economy which will
support our objectives to
mitigate climate change.

A package of support will
nevertheless continue, to
help businesses in their
recovery journey. Similarly,
we will remain flexible in

In addressing the
economic impact of the
pandemic on our borough
we will continue to deliver
the priorities held within

our Growth and Economic
Development Plan which
seek to support the
foundation of economic
prosperity within the
borough.
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Outcome 1
People access a range of education, training, and employment opportunities

What actions will we
take?
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1. Support schools as
they reopen to all
pupils and their activity
to improve attainment
and address gaps in
education

2. Provide access to entry
point learning which
promote personal
development
3. Develop a programme
to enhance young
people’s understanding
of the world of work,
including any changes
to the landscape post
COVID-19 lockdown
4. Understand the impact

of the pandemic on the
London labour market
and progress a
borough response
5. Provide tailored
support for job seekers,
in particular those with
sustained periods of
unemployment
6. Implement a
programme of business
outreach to extend our
network and enhance
our understanding of
the impact of the crisis
7. Deliver a range of
targeted interventions
to support the recovery
and growth of local
businesses

through the council’s
business programmes

What will we measure?
•

•

•

Percentage of eligible
children living in lowincome families
accessing early years
provision
Percentage of
secondary pupils
attending school
regularly
Percentage of 16 -17
year-olds in education,
employment or training

•

Percentage of Idea
Store Learning learners
who pass their course

•

Number of small and
medium and new
enterprises supported

•

Number of young
people (16 - 24)
supported into
employment via the
Kickstart programme

•

Percentage of
residents who complete
their job preparation
training with the
WorkPath service

•

Number of residents
supported into
employment by the
WorkPath service
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Outcome 2
Children and young people are protected so they get the best start in life
and can realise their potential
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Children and young people are a
priority for this council, and we know
that the first 1,001 days of a child’s
life are crucial for healthy mental and
physical development. We therefore
remain committed to a system wide
approach to improving outcomes for
children in the early years with a
focus on speech, language and
communication skills. From the
earliest years through to
adolescence, children also need
access to safe spaces to play and
engage in physical activity. As a result
of the COVID-19 pandemic, access
to some of these safe spaces has
been limited and may be for some
time.
We know that the pandemic has
impacted significantly on children and
young people in the borough and that

this impact is likely to be felt for a
long time. Some children will have
been in particularly vulnerable
situations during the lockdowns which
has led to an increase in both volume
and complexity of casework for the
various services that support children
and families. The longer-term impacts
of potentially higher rates of poverty,
less secure housing and work are all
likely to lead to higher levels of stress
for families and an increased demand
in services across the council and
partner agencies.

The response to COVID-19 has
enabled strong and effective
partnership working in this area and
we want to take the elements that
have worked well with us into the
future. We will support our children,
young people and families to make

informed choices about what good
health entails, directing them towards
the right support at the right time to
address any concerns about both
physical and mental health. We will
continue to work to remove the
stigma around mental health,
encouraging children, young people
and their families to talk to each other
and share their needs.
We also want to ensure that there is a
much stronger voice for young people
in relation to making their
environment feel safe, the
development of youth services and in
response to community safety issues.
Our focus going forward will be on
building resilience within families and
between different communities to
ensure that children are safe and
secure.
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Outcome 2
Children and young people are protected so they get the best start in life
and can realise their potential
What actions will we
take?
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1. Ensure that our early
help and social care
staff have access to
training and
development
opportunities that are
linked to the practice
issues that are our
most important and of
greatest priority. This
will enable us to
respond to the
immediate and longerterm challenges of our
community
2. Coordinate our
partnership response to
and recovery from the

pandemic and other
safeguarding issues via
the Tower Hamlets
Safeguarding Children
Partnership ensuring
the voice of children
and families influences
and shapes our
approach
3. Create and map clear
pathways into early
help from social care
and other universal
services; and to
develop consistent
understanding of
thresholds across
services and agencies
4. Establish clearer
information and agreed

expectations for
families to access
health services such as
CAMHS and SEND
services
5. Continue to offer
Family Group
Conferencing to
families in need at the
earliest stage. This is
an important element of
being able to reduce
the demand on
expensive placements
and emphasise family
solutions

and the wider
community and use this
to influence how we
deliver our services.
Embrace and develop
innovative ways of
reaching parents and
young people by
improving the use of
social media and other
online mechanisms

6. Further strengthen the
ways that we collect
feedback from children,
young people, families
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Outcome 2
Children and young people are protected so they get the best start in life
and can realise their potential
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7. Engage with Schools,
the Youth Service and
the Voluntary Sector on
how to strengthen
access to high-quality
activities outside of
school for children and
young people making
the best use of our
partnership approach
8. Continue to focus on
our most pressing
issues - neglect,
domestic abuse serious
youth violence and
exploitation

What will we measure?
•

Percentage of
Education Healthcare
Plan assessments
completed within the
statutory timescales of
20 weeks

•

Children with child
protection plans
receiving timely visits

•

Families who are
seeing the benefits of
being supported before
problems escalate

•

Percentage of pupils
who are regularly
attending primary
school in reception
year

•

Percentage of pupils
who are regularly
attending primary
school in Years 1 - 6

•

Long term looked after
children who are in
stable placements

•

Young people engaging
with the youth offer
who achieve a
recorded outcome
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Outcome 3
People access joined-up services when they need them and feel healthier
and more independent
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The quality of our lives is strongly
dictated by the state of our health,
which is in turn shaped by our
genetics, lifestyles, living environment
and access to quality health care.
While Tower Hamlets is a great place
to live, there remain challenges in
relation to health and wellbeing and
the ‘wider determinants’ of good
health. Compared to other places, we
tend to have higher rates of diabetes,
mental health issues and substance
misuse.
Our primary focus last year was
ensuring an effective response to the
COVID-19 pandemic, including
providing support to prevent and
control outbreaks and providing a
comprehensive testing offer. As we
move into another phase of the
pandemic, we will continue this and

work with health partners to roll out
the COVID-19 vaccine effectively. At
the same time, we will put a renewed
focus on our other public health
priorities, including promoting healthy
weight in children, tackling substance
misuse, and immunisation
programmes.

wider impacts. This includes targeting
information and advice in relation to
the COVID-19 vaccine to groups
where there is lower take-up of the
offer, promoting good mental health in
young people, and tackling BAME
inequalities in relation to health and
wellbeing.

The pandemic has thrown health
inequalities into stark contrast and we
know that people of a BAME
background, older people and people
living in poverty are more likely to die
of COVID-19. We have worked to
tackle this with our communities,
carrying out targeted communication
and engagement activity. This focus
will continue with our commitment to
tackle the inequalities facing our
communities, both in relation to our
response to the pandemic and its

Along with public health, adult social
care and commissioning have been
on the front line of the pandemic
response. This year, as our work
begins to transition back to normal in
the next phase of the council’s
pandemic response, we will refocus
our efforts on providing the right care,
at the right time, that supports people
to be as independent as possible,
and focuses on prevention, individual
strengths and a holistic approach to
people’s wellbeing.
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Outcome 3
People access joined-up services when they need them and feel healthier
and more independent
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Going forward, we will
build on what worked well
during the pandemic and
continue to do everything
we can to stop the spread
of infection, support people
with their physical and
mental health, and
empower people to be as
independent as possible.
Ongoing partnership work
will enable us to address
some of the financial
challenges we face whilst
maintaining our
commitment to provide
high quality, joined-up
services.

What actions will we
take?
1. Continue to lead the
public health and social
care response to the
COVID-19 pandemic
and support the
delivery of an effective
vaccination
programme.
2. Focus on our public
health priorities in
addition to the
pandemic, including
promoting healthy
weight in children,
tackling substance
misuse and
immunisation
programmes.

3. Take action to address
the wider impact of the
pandemic on mental
health and healthy
lifestyles, specifically
looking to mitigate the
disproportionate impact
on particular groups.
4. Develop a clear vision
and strategy for adult
social care going
forward, ensuring we
provide the right care at
the right time that
supports people to be
as independent as
possible.

ensure our care and
support system is
sustainable going
forward.

6. Redesign, relaunch and
implement a number of
adult social care
support services
including day support,
homecare and
information and advice
provision. We will also
develop our future
plans to increase the
level of extra care
housing within the
borough.

5. Address the financial
pressures faced by
adult social care to
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People access joined-up services when they need them and feel healthier
and more independent
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7. Continue to integrate
health and care so that
residents get a better,
more joined up
experience, retaining
and developing
innovations that have
emerged during the
COVID-19 pandemic.
8. Support adults to meet
outcomes important to
them, promoting
individual wellbeing and
maximising individual
strengths, including
those in peoples
support networks and
our vibrant community.

What will we measure?
•

People who are more
independent after being
supported through
reablement services

•

Residents’ self-reported
level of physical activity

•

Residents’ self-reported
level of health

•

Proportion of people
using social care who
receive direct
payments as part of
self-directed support

•

Overall satisfaction with
care and support
services

•

Overall contribution of

care and support
services to quality of
life
•

Number of people who
are signposted to find
appropriate advice and
support in the wider
community that helps
them to maintain their
independence

•

Proportion of
completed
safeguarding enquiries
where the desired
outcomes were
achieved

•

Number of people
engaging with smoking
cessation service who
quit smoking
23
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Outcome 4
Residents feel they fairly share the benefits from growth and inequality is
tackled
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The wealth gap trickles down into
various opportunity gaps, which has
been reflected in disparities in
infection and death rates during the
coronavirus pandemic, as well health
inequalities that existed before
COVID-19 and this is certainly true in
Tower Hamlets where deprivation and
affluence exist side by side. The
consequences of this can be
profound and far-reaching;
weakening social solidarity eroding
trust in institutions and a growing
sense of unfairness, for instance,
during the pandemic people with
university degrees have been more
able to work from home, protecting
both their incomes and health.
Conversely, many of those within the
most insecure types of employment
or working on the front linehave been
exposed to greater health risks or

have faced a reduction or loss of
income in some cases leading to the
threat of homelessness
In Tower Hamlets we want to be a
part of the solution and we are
listening to the experiences of our
residents, including those who have
been have borne the brunt of COVID19. We are investing in initiatives
which will help create a borough
where every resident has the same
opportunity to fulfil their potential in
life irrespective of socioeconomic
background, including COVID-19
recovery funding.
Unfortunately, illness and death have
been concentrated amongst certain
groups such as those living with
chronic disease, people with learning
disabilities and people from Black,

Asian and Minority Ethnic
communities, who are also more
likely to live in poorer areas and in
multi-generational households. One
of the three main themes in our
refreshed five-year Health and
Wellbeing Strategy is the ‘health
impacts of poverty’ which will address
the link between inequality and poor
health outcomes.
We have also challenged unfairness
and discrimination through the
removal of the statue of salve trader
Robert Milligan and review of statues,
buildings and public sites. We will
work with our partners to deliver the
recommendations from the BAME
Inequality Commission which focused
on Education, Employment, Health,
and Community Leadership.
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Residents feel they fairly share the benefits from growth and inequality is
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Employment and
education are important in
increasing social mobility
so we are working with
partners to sustain our
local childcare offer and
throughout the pandemic
we have continued and will
continue to support lifelong
learning through online
courses via our Idea
Stores and Children’s
Centres.

the elderly, BAMEs, people
with disabilities, and those
living in social housing do
not have the same access
as others. We will work
with our partners to
develop a comprehensive
borough wide plan to
ensure all of our of
residents have the tools
and skills to access
services though digital
channels.

Achieving digital inclusion
in Tower Hamlets is also
an essential element in
creating a fairer society in
terms of both money and
jobs and there has never
been a better time to help
residents get online.
However, we know that
some people, particularly

While the pandemic has
caused a marked increase
in the intensity of support
required in particular
around support for
shielding, food poverty and
housing provision, it has
also provided opportunities
in how the council can
work with partners and the

wider community to
support the most
vulnerable. For example,
we have provided
emergency
accommodation to around
260 people who were
either rough sleeping or at
risk of rough sleeping and
we have provided over 500
tones of food to local food
providers. We are
committed to extend our
work with partners to
ensure the needs of the
most vulnerable are met
against a backdrop of
reduced funding across
the public and voluntary
sector. We will continue to
work with partners to
deliver our tackling poverty
programme which will

include supporting local
food providers, providing
crises grant to residents
and income maximisation.
The economic impact of
the pandemic will be long
lasting, and against a
backdrop of unaffordable
housng, we will continue
prioritise early intervention
to prevent homeless and
are keen to maintain the
gains achieved in working
with partners to reduce
rough sleeping during the
pandemic. Meeting postpandemic socioeconomic
challenges are critical to
the borough's recovery
which makes our work in
this area even more
urgent.
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Outcome 4
Residents feel they fairly share the benefits from growth and inequality is
tackled
What actions will we
take?
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1. Work with TH
Partnership to deliver
the recommendations
of the BAME Inequality
Commission
2. Explore options on the
borough's approach to
tackle poverty and
address the additional
impact of the pandemic
in the borough

3. Carefully consider and
plan any step down in
emergency food relief
and other assistance
with reference to
residents’ and other
support organisations’

resilience and capacity
4. Support residents to
access high quality
welfare advice
5. Deliver initiatives to
meet the additional
impact of the pandemic
on homelessness and
rough sleeping within
the borough

tackle health
inequalities
exacerbated by
COVID-19
8. Utilise social value
benefits derived from
procurement activity
9. Review and improve
the local childcare offer

6. Deliver a suite of
initiatives to improve
customer access
channels across
housing options
7. Develop a new Health
and Wellbeing Strategy,
working in partnership
with communities to

26

Strategic Plan 2021-24

Outcome 4
Residents feel they fairly share the benefits from growth and inequality is
tackled
What will we measure?
•
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•

Residents’ self-reported
level of health for
groups experiencing
health inequalities –
BAME residents
Residents’ self-reported
level of health for
groups experiencing
health inequalities –
residents from C2, D, E
socio-economic groups

•

Proportion of residents
who complete their job
preparation training
with the WorkPath
service who are women

•

Proportion of residents
who complete their job

preparation training
with the WorkPath
service who are from
BAME backgrounds
•

Proportion of residents
who complete their job
preparation training
with the WorkPath
service who have
disabilities

•

Proportion of residents
who complete their job
preparation training
with the WorkPath
service who live in the
most deprived
postcode areas

•

Average annual income
increase for residents
receiving benefit

maximisation support
•

Number of residents
who are better off after
receiving benefit
maximisation support

•

Households whose
homelessness has
been prevented or
relieved
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Priority 2: A borough that our residents are proud of and love to live in

Amongst all the negative news stories
concerning the COVID-19 crisis there
are inspiring ones such as those
highlighting examples of extraordinary
community spirit. In the UK over 2.5
million people have signed up with
over 2,700 local groups under Mutual
Aid umbrella. In Tower Hamlets over
2,500 residents elected to volunteer,
kindly offering to deliver food,
medicines, share groceries and have
virtual chats with neighbours they had
never met. This proves that despite
being a borough of contrasts and
contradictions people are proud to
live Tower Hamlets and want to be a
part of the solution.

flourish. We will do this by using our
resources responsibly and protecting
the local and global environment,
ensuring that we are better able to
respond to the challenges arising
from climate change, as well as being
more likely and able to mobilise to
tackle and mitigate environmental
problems.
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We want to improve the quality of life
of our residents by being the
greenest, cleanest and most
environmentally sustainable borough
where everyone can thrive and

The community spirit that kicked in
during the COVID-19 crisis is a
critical part of resilience in Tower
Hamlets. As place-shaping leaders,
we are thinking much harder about
how and what we build, and in
regeneration, we can enable social
interaction and cohesion.
Although there has been an ongoing
need to find savings, by working more
effectively in partnership there has
been a sustained fall in crime and

increased confidence in reporting
crime. High performing, responsive
and accountable partnerships are
part of our vision of communities
where local people play a part in
tackling crime and anti-social
behaviour and where they can see
and feel the difference that local
agencies are making to their
communities.
During the pandemic we recognised
the strengths of our communities and
want to enable them to grow. As
neighbours looked out for one
another new relationships were
formed, giving a greater awareness
that wellbeing and safeguarding is
everyone’s responsibility. In
partnership with the voluntary and
community sector we are making it
easier, post-lockdown, for people to
organise community events and

neighbourhood street parties. This
will contribute to the development of
community spirit, shared values, and
help tackle social isolation.
Voluntary and community sector
organisations have played an integral
role in the borough’s response to
COVID-19, with many adapting their
services to respond to the needs of
the community – the council will
continue to work with the sector to
engage with communities and
support the most vulnerable in
recovery.
There are four overarching outcomes
under Priority 2 that the council’s
actions for the coming year are
focused on achieving, and these are
described in more detail in the section
that follows.
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Outcome 5
People live in a borough that is clean and green
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Managing the impact of growth, traffic
congestion, and the levels of waste
produced presents a significant
challenge in how we limit the impact
of a growing population on our
environment. With forthcoming
legislation set to provide local
authorities with additional powers to
improve the environment, we are
committed to working with
stakeholders to raise awareness and
change behaviour, dellivering
sustainable outcomes to the local
environment and embrace a green
recovery as part of the borough's
growth. Tower Hamlets has the fifth
highest levels of air pollution in
London and around 40% of our
residents live in areas that breach EU
and government guidance on safe
levels of air pollution. Transport
remains the highest emitter of
greenhouse gas emissions, however,

intermittent periods of lockdown have
led to tempered levels of air pollution
from road traffic and it is crucial we
build on this gain.
We will work with the local
community, GLA, TfL and
Government acting to support lower
levels of air pollution across the
borough through delivering Air
Quality Action Plan. This will support
our commitment to the climate
emergency, building on our Climate
Change Engagement Event held in
March to further engage residents
and partners across sectors, and
deliver initiatives to progress our
ambition of a net zero carbon council
(by 2025) and borough (by 2050).
Our COVID-19 resident impact
survey highlighted improvements to
streets and pavements for social

distancing (24%) in their top four
concerns. The council will continue to
work hard to accommodate and
promote more sustainable modes of
transport, for business, work and
leisure. This includes accelerating the
delivery of the School Streets and
Liveable Streets programmes to
promote active travel..
We will put the wellbeing of residents,
the borough and the planet at the
heart of recovery. In doing so, we will
support approaches to a circular
economy, support ecosystems and
enhance biodiversity across the
borough. The impact of the pandemic
has underlined the importance of
accessible public and open space for
the health and wellbeing of our
residents.
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This being the case we will
continue our programmes
to make the local
environment more
appealing, increasing the
cleanliness and quality of
parks and public spaces to
counteract the detrimental
impact of the pandemic on
physical and mental health
of our residents.
What actions will we
take?
1. Implement new
arrangements to
improve cleansing and
the quality of the local
environment
2. Deliver initiatives to
encourage/enforce
waste reduction and

recycling amongst
residents and
businesses
3. Deliver the Liveable
Streets programme and
target our investment in
streets and pavements
including initiatives to
make it easier for
residents and visitors to
observe social
distancing
4. Deliver initiatives to
maintain and improve
existing parks and
green spaces

5. Deliver the Air Quality
Action Plan and
initiatives to prevent
pre-COVID-19 levels of
air quality

6. Promote use of cleaner
fuel types amongst
residents and
businesses
7. Deliver the council’s
Net Zero Carbon action
plan and work with
residents and partners
to cut carbon emissions
across the borough
8. Agree and deliver a
Biodiversity Action Plan
to protect and enhance
wildlife across the
borough

What will we measure?
•

•

Level of CO2 emissions
generated by the
council's activities

•

Level of household
recycling

•

Proportion of primary
school pupils benefiting
from a school street at
their school

•

Proportion of the
population who live in
low traffic
neighbourhoods

•

Residents engaged with
initiatives which
contribute to reducing
air pollution

Level of public realm
cleanliness (litter)
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People live in good quality affordable homes and well-designed
neighbourhoods
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Accessing good quality, affordable
housing is an ongoing challenge in a
borough which has a fast-growing
population, low income levels for
many households and a fast-growing
private rented sector with high private
rents and house prices. Pressures on
the high demand and limited supply
of social housing lead to complex
challenges concerning overcrowding,
homelessness and rough sleeping,
while the expansion of the private
sector as a source of housing
presents challenges to ensure that
this stock is in good condition and
well managed.
While Tower Hamlets delivers
amongst the largest numbers of
housing and affordable housing for
local authorities each year, we
continue to have stretching housing
delivery targets from the GLA and

have three designated Opportunity
Areas designated to accommodate
projected population growth of about
25% by 2031. This level of growth
within our borough’s 2,157 hectare
footprint present significant
challenges to ensure the correct
social, economic and physical
infrastructure is in place to
accommodate this growth, that
residents have a vital say and role in
regeneration and that opportunities
that arise from growth are accessible
for our residents.
The pandemic has created a range of
additional challenges and
opportunities concerning the social,
economic health and wellbeing of our
residents. Through our new Local
Plan, emerging development
documents and approach to
regeneration, we will ensure that the

correct social, economic and physical
infrastructure is in place to not only
meet our challenging targets but
support us in our journey to recovery
and growth. Our priority remains to
ensure that residents have a vital say
and role in regeneration and that
opportunities that arise from growth
are accessible for all those within our
community.
The negative impact of the pandemic
on income levels within the borough
continue to mean that the delivery of
genuinely affordable housing
continues to be a key area of focus.
As a council we are committed to
delivering affordable homes in way
which maximises value for money
and ensures that resident need is
better met.
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Outcome 6
People live in good quality affordable homes and well-designed
neighbourhoods
What actions will we
take?
1. Work with housing
associations and other
partners to improve the
supply of affordable
housing
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2. Identify sites for new
council homes and
commence delivery
3. Respond to national
changes in planning
policy, implement the
Local Plan and produce
robust development
policy which drive the
council’s recovery
ambitions

4. Deliver a borough

programme for
regeneration which
enhances the council’s
approach to recovery
5. Support fire safety
improvements across
the borough and deliver
initiatives to improve
housing conditions
including the council’s
programme of estate
renewal

What will we measure?
•

Residents' satisfaction
with the area as a
place to live

•

Level of affordable
homes permitted (by
habitable rooms)

•

Level of affordable
homes completed (by
habitable room)

•

Homeless households
moved into affordable,
sustainable housing

•

Lettings to
overcrowded
households

•

Level of temporary
accommodation use

6. Negotiate and deliver
strategic infrastructure

•

Number of
regeneration outcomes
secured

•

Percentage of annual
infrastructure
expenditure target
achieved
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People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is
tackled
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Working to make Tower Hamlets a
safer place for our residents and
communities is a key priority in Tower
Hamlets. Feeling or being unsafe
can manifest in a number of ways,
from anti-social behaviour (ASB) to
serious violence to exploitation and
can happen in both public and private
spaces. We know that the impact
can be devastating for both victims
and perpetrators, and residents
continually highlight crime and ASB
as a priority issue they want to see
improve.

Tower Hamlets has specific
challenges and strengths when it
comes to crime and ASB. We have
high levels of deprivation, high levels
of substance misuse and high
population density; all of which have
implications for community safety.

Our strengths are in our diverse and
active communities and in our strong
record of effective partnership
working.

involvement, working with third sector
partners and community mobilisation
to help prevent and tackle crime and
ASB.

The COVID-19 pandemic has had
and will have a significant impact on
crime, ASB and its root causes. We
know, for example, that ASB demand
has risen significantly since the first
national lockdown in 2020; and we
are now seeing increases in the
levels of domestic abuse which
remains a key area of concern given
some victims will have gone into
lockdown with their abusers. Going
forward, we will need to understand
the longer-term impacts of the
pandemic and what this means for
community safety. As well as
challenges, we want to utilise
opportunities for further resident

As lockdown restrictions ease there is
a risk that certain crime types like
domestic abuse and serious youth
violence might increase. The council
will make use of all the tools and
powers available to it to prevent
issues re-emerging and will continue
to work closely with the Community
Safety Partnership and local
residents to take robust enforcement
action against perpetrators, whilst
also seeking to reduce the harm
caused to communities by offering
support to victims and safeguarding
people at risk of abuse or neglect.
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We are placing a significant emphasis
on prevention and intervention,
whether this be through our support
for parents with substance misuse
problems, our drug and alcohol
treatment and recovery offer, or our
concentrated efforts to reduce the
number of young people entering the
criminal justice system. The Council
has also committed significant
funding to mainstream
neighbourhood management and
create a new multi-agency ‘Antisocial
Behaviour and Drug Suppression
Unit’, who will work closely with police
partners, and other council services
to tackle the demand for drugs and
take action against those involved in
street-based supply.
The terrorist threat we face in the UK
is multifaceted and continuously

evolving. We will continue to work
with the Home Office and security
services to deliver our statutory duties
in relation to PREVENT and
safeguarding those at risk of
radicalisation. We will build on a
strong platform of work to improve
the resilience of the borough and the
built environment to address risks in
relation to counter terrorism.
Continuing to improve trust and
confidence in Prevent remains vital if
we are to ensure that our
programmes reach the people who
most need it . We will continue to
work with our community and the
PREVENT independent board to
build trust and confidence.

disorder, safety, and services is not
the same. Being a woman, being of a
Black, Asian and minority ethnic
background, being LGBTQIA, being
disabled, having different gender to
the one assigned at birth, being older
or younger – for example - all has an
impact. We are committed to tackling
inequality in relation to this as part of
our borough-wide commitment to
tackle inequality in all its forms. This
includes work to address the
disproportionate amount of young
people from a BAME background
enter the criminal justice system.

The Black Lives Matter movement in
2020 has re-emphasised that
people’s experience of crime,

35

Strategic Plan 2021-24

Outcome 7
People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is
tackled
What actions will we
take?

women and girls,
safeguarding and
exploitation, including
the impact of COVID19 on domestic abuse.
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1. Prioritise drug and
alcohol treatment
services to save lives
and reduce the
economic and social
costs of drug and
alcohol related ASB
and harm. Continue to
commission efficient
and effective substance
misuse outreach,
treatment and recovery
services

3. Deliver the capital
programme and
implement an upgrade
of the Public Space
CCTV infrastructure.
Utilise the CCTV
assets to deter, detect
and investigate crime
and ASB and protect
the built environment.

2. Provide education and
awareness-raising to
prevent and tackle
issues including
violence against

4. Reduce the numbers of
young people entering
the criminal justice
system. Understand
and address the

disproportionate
impacts and the
journey of
disadvantage for many
young people in the
criminal justice system.
5. Hold perpetrators of
crime and anti social
behaviour to account,
using the full spectrum
of our council
enforcement powers
when needed.

stakeholders.
7. Continue to deliver
PREVENT and
PROTECT to
safeguard and support
those at risk of
radicalisation and
strengthen security and
resilience across the
public realm.

6. Continuously improve
our council service offer
for victims of ASB, and
ensure we make it
easier to report ASB to
the Council working
with residents and
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People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is
tackled
What will we measure?
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•

Young people entering
the youth justice
system for the first time

•

Young people
reoffending rate

•

Residents' concern
about crime and antisocial behaviour

•

Residents' feeling of
safety in their local
area

•

Drug users (opiate
users) successfully
completing treatment
and not returning within
6 months

•

Victims of violence

against women and
girls who feel safer
after engaging with
victim support
•

Criminal justice clients
successfully completing
drugs and alcohol
treatment
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The community response to the
pandemic has shown resilience and
an incredible coming together of local
people to support each other through
volunteering and mutual aid groups.
Alongside this, the Black Lives Matter
movement has highlighted the need
for the council and partners to go
further to address the impact of
inequalities on community cohesion.
Successfully tackling COVID-19 could
not have been done without the
voluntary and community sector
(VCS). They provided and will
continue to provide an impressive
range of support to residents and
local businesses. Communicating
key messages through grassroots
organisations has been proven to be
effective and the VCS has been at
the forefront in sharing advice about
how to keep safe, giving important

information about testing and the
vaccine and reaching out to
vulnerable and hard to reach groups
through befriending and food relief.

The COVID-19 Community
Champions has also been
instrumental in building trust in the
borough. Through their local
networks, volunteer champions have
been sharing clear, myth-busting
information about the vaccine which
is ultimately helping to save lives.
The borough’s refreshed VCS
Strategy fostering the independence
of the sector is going from strength to
strength, through the development of
an integrated online directory, the
advancement of digital inclusion and
a new volunteering plan which builds
on the outstanding level of
volunteering by our residents

throughout the pandemic.
We want to be a borough where
people feel they belong, get on well
together and have an equal voice and
‘Our Tower Hamlets - a plan for a
more cohesive community’ sets out
our approach to do just that. It
promises to make it easier for
residents to organise community
events and partake in social action,
such as the ‘tackling hate’ campaign.
Most importantly, it includes
measures which will prove that
positive change is happening.
Our partners will face challenges
going forward and we will be working
alongside them to maintain a thriving
voluntary and community sector in
the borough.
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Outcome 8
People feel they are part of a cohesive and vibrant community

What actions will we take?
1. Work with stakeholders and
communities to tackle emerging
tensions and issues within and
between communities including
those generated by hate crimes or
extremism
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2. Work with Tower Hamlets Council
for Voluntary Services and other
partners to deliver the Voluntary
and Community Sector (VCS)
strategy
3. Utilise our assets and services in
new socially distanced and safe
ways to support the Voluntary and
Community Sector, build on the
community cohesion brought
about by the pandemic and
mitigate the impact of the
pandemic

4. Build on volunteering during the
pandemic, empowering people to
be active in their local community
5. Utilise new ways of working to
champion our diverse
communities in a safe and socially
distanced manner

What will we measure?
•

Residents' level of volunteering

•

Level of hate crime

•

Residents’ perception of people
from different backgrounds getting
on well

•

Percentage of Idea Store learners
who pass their English for
Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL) course

•

Proportion of residents who have
friends from other ethnic
backgrounds

39

Page 70

Priority 3
A dynamic, outcomes-based
council using digital innovation
and partnership working to
respond to the changing needs
of our borough
40

Priority 3: A dynamic outcomes-based Council using digital innovation and
partnership working to respond to the changing needs of our borough

Tower Hamlets is one of the fastest
growing local authorities in the UK
and in some areas of the borough
populations are predicted to nearly
double over the next decade. As a
result, not only are we experiencing
an increase in demand for services,
but also rising expectations which is a
trend seen nationally.

explicit outcomes to be achieve with
our partners.

Page 71

Strategic Plan 2021-24

More and more residents believe that
access to council services should be
more flexible, faster and digitalised.
Accordingly, we must transform in a
way that manages expectations,
demand and makes the best use of
limited resources while continuing to
improve people’s experience of the
borough. To achieve this, we take an
outcomes-based approach is less
top-down, more collaborative and
encompasses shared vision and

There is no doubt that the COVID-19
crisis has accelerated the need
embrace change and innovation
using all the tools we have, and this
includes technological and people
power. Strong relationships shaped
by a shared vision amongst partners
makes it is easier to commission
effectively, align leadership structures
and meet outcomes and
implementation timelines. Without
partnership working we would not
have been able to deliver vital
projects such as the vaccination
programme and the rapid move to
virtual public meetings and remote
working for relevant staff. Existing
partnerships with our housing,
education and sports and leisure

providers have also been working
tirelessly to deliver outcomes
contained within joint strategies
developed in collaboration with
residents and local businesses.
As residents demand that services
are increasing digital and as readily
available as they are in other sectors
our partners and ourselves must to
be more agile, leaner and strategic.
Providing shared and integrated
services which harnesses digital
innovation will make us a more
dynamic and proactive in responding
to the changing needs of our
borough. It also involves using data
more effectively, capturing evidence
along the journey from activity to
outcome. This offers the opportunity
to deliver insights regarding the
people who need our services

enabling evidence-based decision
making and well as system-wide
efficiencies.
There are three overarching
outcomes under Priority 3 that the
council’s actions for the coming year
are focussed on achieving and these
are described in more detail in the
section that follows
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Putting our residents first is at the
heart of everything we do in Tower
Hamlets. Thus, it is important to
understand if and how residents are
happy with the way we run things,
and if they believe we keep them well
informed. We will continue to use a
range of data and intelligence about
residents experiences and needs to
prioritise our resources on the issues
that matter most, which is
increasingly important as we recover
from the pandemic and try to balance
significantly reduced budgets.
We will build on digital provision and
access during the pandemic and
move to be ‘digital by default’.
Our Community Engagement Plan
contains the overall objective of
‘supporting staff to involve
communities in everything we do’.
We are committed to creating an
environment where the skills and

expertise of local people are
harnessed to contribute to all council
work, including cross-cutting
strategies concerning health,
disabilities and domestic violence.
In order to communicate better with
residents, we have launched a
dedicated COVID-19 helpline where
residents can receive information and
advice about the virus and
vaccination roll-out. Our call handlers,
who speak eight community
languages, have received 800 calls
have also made over 4,000 calls to
residents as part of the work to
proactively book appointments for
eligible residents. This is incredibly
valuable and impressive work which
will help protect residents across the
borough.
Another recent resident focused
initiative is the launch of the council’s
interactive ‘Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets’

portal which is making it even easier
for people to have their say. The
website shows information on all
public consultations handily in one
place and it is anticipated that now
even more people will share their
views.
Despite the pandemic, the important
role councillors have in representing
constituents has not changed. We
adapted quickly, shifting from inperson Member-level meetings to
virtual ones without any significant
issues.
The council and its partners collect
and store large amounts of data on
our residents, businesses and
communities that we use as part of
our everyday service delivery and
transform into intelligence to inform
service planning.
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However, much of these
data are fragmented and
underused and as
highlighted by the
pandemic we need to
unlock the potential of our
data giving staff the power
to make better informed
decisions to deliver better
outcomes for our residents
and communities.
We will ensure that we fully
adhere to data protection
laws and best practice and
continue to take these
responsibilities seriously.

What actions will we
take?
1. Use our consultation
hub: Let’s Talk Tower
Hamlets, along with
consultation standards,
to support greater
resident participation in
shaping council
services.
2. Building on the change
to date and our
learning from COVID19 further improve
customer experiences
by increasing digital
access to services
3. Continuously improve
systems and processes
to support democratic

participation by local
communities
4. Delivering objective
one of the
Communications
Strategy – telling our
story
5. Publish information
which empowers local
residents and
stakeholders to
understand council
decisions, performance
and spend

What will we measure?
•

offer
•

Proportion of the most
frequent council
transactions completed
online

•

User satisfaction with
libraries and Idea
Stores

•

Residents' perception
of being involved in
decision-making

•

Residents' perception
of being kept informed
by the council

•

Residents' perception
of council transparency

Service user
satisfaction with the
council's online service
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The Tower Hamlets Strategic
Partnership brings together key
stakeholders to provide and improve
services and outcomes for local
residents. During the last 12 months
partnership working has never been so
essential – as the borough continues to
respond to the pandemic, while
struggling to overcome hardship and
loss.

consists a variety of testing sites,
including a mobile testing unit to ensure
even more residents are tested for the
virus. The more recent Vaccination
Programme has also been successful
with the help of a shared communication
strategy to manage misinformation and
increase take-up. Both programmes
have harnessed the power of local
volunteers.

Working collectively with our partners we
have shown political and organisational
leadership, delivering strong support to
residents in a uniquely challenging time.
Fundamentally, new ways of working
with partners has been rapid, adaptive
and responsive.

The Tower Hamlets Plan sets our
commitment to work together on shared
priorities and outcomes and provides a
framework for partnership collaboration.
What is most important is the work we do
together to facilitate improvements for
residents and our ongoing commitment
to working together on shared priorities.

Leaders from across the borough have
collaborated to deliver a wide range of
projects to support our community. Two
key partnership projects include the
Community Testing Programme, which

collaborative working. While our
objectives remain the same, we will all
be living and working with COVID-19 for
years to come, and our joint focus must
be on controlling the virus and protecting
our most vulnerable residents.
The Partnership will focus on the
economic and social recovery of the
borough. Some of their priorities going
forward will focus on on-going response
to the pandemic, mental health,
economic recovery particular supporting
people into work and local businesses,
lost learning, climate change and
ensuring addressing existing inequalities
and those exacerbated by the pandemic
remain at core of our collective recovery
agenda.

The COVID-19 pandemic has impacted
almost all areas of life and the current
climate we are now operating in has
meant a shift in the focus of our
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What actions will we
take?
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1. Continue to promote
Tower Hamlets as a
place and community
cohesion through
partnership working
and campaigns such as
#TowerHamletsTogether
2. Work with partners to
deliver priorities that
focus on the social and
economic recovery of
the borough
3. Work with partners to
mitigate impact of
Brexit on communities
and stakeholders in
Tower Hamlets

4. Improve collaborative
working and integration
with partners to
address inequality in
the four priority areas
of the Tower Hamlets
Plan

What will we measure?
•

Children and young
people accessing
mental health services

•

Number of residents
supported into
employment by the
WorkPath partnership

•

Resident satisfaction
with council and
partner response to
anti-social behaviour
(ASB)

•

Residential and nursing
admissions (over 65s)
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Our aim to embed continuous
improvement in the delivery of
services is ongoing. We will build
upon our pandemic response,
bridging the gap between delivering
for the ‘new normal’ of today and
having services that are fit for the
future.
During the past few months, we have
not only adapted, but we have
embraced change. Many employees
have shifted into more operational
roles such as ensuring disadvantaged
children have access to laptops and
coordinating volunteers. In addition,
most of our staff now work from
home. After considerable work and
determination our ‘Smarter Together’
programme has staff migrated to
Office 365 and a Windows 10 device.
Almost 4,000 orientation and learning
sessions have been delivered and will

continue throughout the year.
Modernising in this way is making out
day-to day work more effective and
productive.
Although, a high number of staff
report that their mental health is
good, we know that significant
changes to the way we live can have
negative consequences. We are
creating a culture which is open,
unbiased and inclusive when it comes
to talking about mental health. Key to
this is a variety of professional
support and resources, including our
mental health first aider network.
Our Mental Health First Aiders are
colleagues trained to spot the signs
and symptoms of mental ill health and
provide support on a first aid basis (in
the same way that physical first aider
would).

Regarding a more externally focused
project, our new Civic Centre will
bring benefits to the borough. It will
include a £300m university campus,
seven new public spaces and 5,000
new jobs. It will be highly accessible,
being situated next to the new
transport hub in Whitechapel, along
with bus and cycle routes. The entire
ground floor will be dedicated to
public use where residents and local
business owners will be able to get
things done in one place. It is also
sustainable, through the consolidation
and redevelopment of other buildings,
the move to the new Civic Centre will
help create around 700 new homes.
After just six years public money will
be saved as we will no longer be
paying rent at our current Town Hall.
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Outcome 11
People say we continuously seek innovation and strive for excellence
to embed a culture of sustainable improvement

What actions will we
take?
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1. As part of our Smarter
Together
Transformation
programme, modernise
our core support and
enabling functions to
improve effectiveness
and efficiency

2. Revisit our asset
strategy to inform
improvements to how
we use our land and
buildings, supporting
the council’s wider
ambitions of recovery
and transformation
3. Implement modern
infrastructure to

remove the technical
barriers to the council’s
ambitions
4. Enable colleagues to
work reliably and
securely from
anywhere
5. Drive and support
digital inclusion in the
borough
6. Develop and deliver a
People & Wellbeing
Strategy
7. Realign our budget
more closely to the
council’s revised
priorities, whilst
responding to the
pandemic, staying

within budget and
improving the
management of our
finances

What will we measure?
•

Council staff sickness
absence rate

•

Council staff turnover
rate

•

Percentage of top 5%
of earners who are
women

•

Percentage of top 5%
of earners who are
from black and minority
ethnic communities

•

Residents’ perception
of the council doing a
better job than last year

•

Budget variance for the
general fund

•

Media and press view
of the council
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How to Get Involved

Our Community Engagement Strategy sets out our vision for transparency and openness by encouraging active participation of our residents to influence and shape the
borough in which they live and work. We want communities to lead the way in making Tower Hamlets a great place to live and we want communities to have the power to
influence issues that affect them the most.
Find out about the latest council news and events by visiting our website:
www.towerhamlets.gov.uk
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Check out our calendar of meetings to find out about upcoming council and committee meetings:
www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/meetings
We regularly consult our residents and local businesses about proposals that are likely to impact them:
https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/
If you need this document in another format such as braille, large print, translated, call 020 7364 4389 or email
communications@towerhamlets.gov.uk

Facebook towerhamletscouncil
Twitter @towerhamletsnow
Youtube towerhamletscouncil

Instagram @towerhamletsnow
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Report of: Sharon Godman, Divisional Director, Strategy,
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Tower Hamlets Plan Annual Report 2021 & Priorities going forward
Lead Member
Originating Officer(s)
Wards affected
Key Decision?
Reason for Key Decision
Forward Plan Notice
Published
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

Mayor John Biggs
Clare Matthews, Strategy and Policy Manager
(Corporate)
All
No
As a noting report this is not a Key Decision
9 March 2021
All themes of the Tower Hamlets Plan

Executive Summary
Attached at appendix one is the Tower Hamlets Partnership annual report covering
the previous 18 months. The report provides an overview of the key activities and
case studies across the Partnership and a high level summary of activity needed to
deal with the Covid-19 pandemic. In addition, the report documents progress against
the agreed outcomes measures for the Tower Hamlets Plan. Also, the report sets
out the partnership priorities for 2021 - 23 as discussed by the Partnership Executive
Group and considering the need to have a collective approach to recovery from the
impact of the pandemic, particularly on inequalities.

Recommendations:
The Cabinet is recommended to:
1. Note the content of the Tower Hamlets Plan Annual Report 2021 and
progress against outcome measures.
2. Note and comment on the partnership priorities going forward to support
the recovery of the borough.
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1

REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS

1.1

The annual progress report marks the second opportunity for the Partnership
to report on the activities, achievements and challenges over the past 18
months. last year.

1.2

It is also an opportunity to recognise examples of best practice where partners
have worked together to improve outcomes for residents.

1.3

The Tower Hamlets Plan, which was formally adopted by the Cabinet in July
2018, sets the overarching vision for the borough, through which the
Partnership coordinates its activity.

1.4

The report also sets out partnership priorities to support the economic and
social recovery of the borough. The council will have a key role in facilitating
this and will need to be reflected in our business planning.

2

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

2.1

The council could choose not to review progress against the Tower Hamlets
Plan. However, it is considered important that the Partnership reflects on its
achievements and better communicates its work to the public, to avoid
stagnancy and inactivity.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT

3.1

In July 2018, the Partnership adopted a five-year strategy for the borough: the
Tower Hamlets Plan (2018-23). The Plan set the shared vision for the
Partnership: to tackle inequality by building a strong, inclusive and fair
borough.

3.2

Underneath the Plan’s vision, the Partnership agreed four themes on which
efforts and activities would be focussed and relate to a thematic Board of the
Partnership who are primarily responsible for the progress against the
overspending theme:
 A better deal for children and young people – Children and Families
Executive
 Good jobs and employment - Growth and Economic Development Board
 Strong, resilient and safe communities – Community Safety Partnership
 Better health and wellbeing – Health & Wellbeing Board

Annual Report
3.4

The Tower Hamlets Plan Annual Report 2021 provides an overview of the key
partnership priorities and the activities that have taken place since the first
Annual Report was published in September 2019. No review of the last 18
months would be complete without reference to the COVID-19 pandemic and
the Annual Report is no exception. Each section of the report includes details
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of COVID-19 response as our partnerships worked towards addressing the
impacts of pandemic and supporting local residents, businesses and wider
stakeholders.
A better deal for children and young people
3.5

The partnership in October 2019 launched a five-year strategy for children
and families ‘Every Chance for Every Child’. It details how by the end of 2020
the Tower Hamlets Children and Families partnership had delivered against a
number of priorities in the strategy including a new strategy for tackling
Violence, Vulnerability and Exploitation and a Play Charter to open up
opportunities for play in every part of the borough.

3.6

It also outlines the joint work of the Children’s Silver Operational Group and
Bronze Groups which focused on maintenance and adaptation of services as
well as understanding and responding to the impact of the pandemic on
families, children and young people in order to support them throughout the
year.

Good jobs and employment
3.7

The pandemic has exacerbated existing inequalities in the borough. The
Growth and Economic Development Partnership has been working to deliver
its priority outcomes of creating opportunity by supporting aspiration and
tackling poverty, and harnessing economic growth.

3.8

The report details how the Partnership Board was re-shaped as the Local
Economy Silver Group, in order to monitor the impact on the local economy,
communicate support programmes for local businesses and workers, and
coordinate council services to support the re-opening of local high streets.

Strong, resilient and safe communities
3.9

As a statutory board, the Tower Hamlets Community Safety Partnership
Board has continued to function and perform its duties including ensuring
compliance with COVID-19 rules and regulations. The report details how the
Tension Monitoring Group frequently met to assist the appropriate response to
increased community tensions following the impact of the death of George
Floyd and the Black Lives Matter (BLM) movement.

3.10 Additionally, a variety of other work areas are highlighted including the highly
successful Operation Continuum partnership approach which has delivered
some notable results including numerous charges for drug supply and large
scale drug seizures.
Better health and wellbeing
3.11 The report outlines how the Health and Wellbeing Partnership has been
delivering against the vision and priorities set out in the Tower Hamlets Health
and Wellbeing Strategy 2017-20. Additionally, it outlines how the Health &
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Wellbeing Strategy 2020-25 is being refreshed by working closely with partner
agencies and the community it will define a population health system.
3.12 The report goes on to highlight how the Health and Wellbeing partnership has
been fundamental in supporting the borough’s response to COVID-19. The
partnership supported over 9,000 clinically vulnerable residents and contacted
all those ‘shielding’, resulting in over 750 individuals receiving urgent food
parcels, 180 provided with immediate financial advice, and over 500 referrals
for ongoing social and practical support.
Outcome Measures
3.13 As part of the 2018 annual report, several outcome measures were agreed.
There were developed alongside the key officers supporting each of the
borough’s four strategic partnership boards ensuring there is a broad
alignment with the boards’ existing priorities and consistency across the
measures.
3.14 The most recent available data for each of the outcome measures has been
published alongside previous data from 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19. It has
been noted in the Annual Report that performance against the measures is
influenced by external factors, which are out of the control of the Partnership.
However, it is considered important to understand the state of the borough on
an annual basis and show direction of travel.
3.15

As performance against these high-level measures is influenced by external
factors, additionally the performance update includes progress against key
outputs towards achieving our outcomes.

3.16 Overall, the current data show the direction of travel against outcomes has
been mixed, for example employment rates are down, however, residents
supported into sustainable employment through the WorkPath partnership are
up. The direction of travel of outputs that contribute towards the Tower
Hamlets Plan outcomes is positive. This includes long term looked after
children who are in stable placements, people who are more independent
after being supported through reablement services and number of homes
built. This demonstrates how our activities are on track and partners are
delivering benefits for Tower Hamlets.
Priorities going forward
3.17 This section of the report outlines the key priorities for the Partnership going
forward. Having identified the most severe impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic on Tower Hamlets, the Partnership Executive Group chaired by the
Mayor have broadly set out the key areas of focus going forward:
 Health and Wellbeing
 Economy
 Bouncing Back
 Climate Change
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3.18 These issues will be taken forward by the thematic boards as part of their
work programmes and pandemic recovery plans. Addressing inequalities and
in particular any widening gaps resulting from the pandemic, will continue to
be core to the boards’ work. Additionally, these partnership structures will
have a role in implementing many of the recommendations from the Black,
Asian and Minority Ethnic Inequalities Commission. However, alongside this,
there is likely to be a requirement to strategically drive some of the larger
cross cutting actions so a partnership sub group may be established to deliver
the changes required. Our collaborative working will be assisted by the North
East London (NEL) Integrated Care System (ICS) Anchor Charter (March
2021 draft at Appendix B).

Next Steps
3.19 The Report will be publicised on the council’s website and social media
channels, as well as through the Members Bulletin. Partners will be
encouraged to follow the same approach so that its coverage is maximised.
4

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

4.1

The strategic aim of the Tower Hamlets Plan is to reduce inequality in the
borough. The proposals in this report seek to improve accountability and
awareness of the steps the partnership is taking to deliver against this vision,
as well as help partners identify actions to address areas of existing inequality
in the borough.

4.2

Inequalities exist in all four themes of the Tower Hamlets Plan. Moreover,
individuals and groups who share protected characteristics are
overrepresented among those who are affected by the key issues identified in
each of the four themes.

4.3

This report will assist the Tower Hamlets Partnership in delivering the Tower
Hamlets Plan by better understanding progress against key outcomes and
identifying ways to address areas of concern. Throughout all the Plan’s
delivery activity, the partnership will continue to have due regard for the need
to eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation, and advance
equality of opportunity.

5

OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS

5.1

This section of the report is used to highlight further specific statutory
implications that are either not covered in the main body of the report or are
required to be highlighted to ensure decision makers give them proper
consideration. Examples of other implications may be:
 Best Value Implications,
 Consultations,
 Environmental (including air quality),
 Risk Management,
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Crime Reduction,
Safeguarding.
Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment.

6

COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER

6.1

There are no direct financial implications arising from the recommendations
contained within this report.

7

COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES

7.1

There are no specific legal implications arising from this report
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
 Tower Hamlets Plan 2018-23
Appendices
 Appendix A – Tower Hamlets Plan Annual Report 2021
 Appendix B – ELHCP’s draft NEL ICS Anchor Charter
Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012
 NONE
Officer contact details for documents:
clare.matthews@towerhamlets.gov.uk
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Foreword from Mayor John Biggs
The Tower Hamlets Partnership is the borough's Local Strategic Partnership. It
brings together key stakeholders to improve services and outcomes for residents.
As Chair of our Tower Hamlets Partnership, I am committed to working with partners
from the public, private, community and voluntary sector to improve the lives of our
residents. We were already seeing the value of this way of working before the
pandemic and it will play a vital role in our recovery.
Throughout this crisis our aim has been to keep our residents safe and supported.
We recognise the COVID-19 pandemic has had a profound impact on everyone's
everyday lives from work, school, health, to the way we interact with each other.
As a community at an appropriate time, we must recognise the contribution everyone
has made in tackling this virus and mark those we have lost.
Our partnership working has been crucial to delivering an effective response
including new ways of working. Moving forward the borough faces significant
challenges which include dealing with increasing inequality, ensuring there is a
sustained economic recovery and that with our community we continue to control the
virus. This can only be achieved by working together and I am committed to ensuring
our partnership continues to grow
The pandemic has exposed existing inequalities and we know some of our most
vulnerable residents who use our social care services will need more support as a
result. Many people will experience financial hardship, and the impact on
employment, deprivation, mental health, education, and domestic abuse will continue
to be felt by our residents.
We have seen a disproportionate impact of COVID-19 on the Black, Asian and
Minority Ethnic (BAME) population reflecting the consequences of the structural
disadvantage and discrimination faced by BAME communities. This was most
evident in the second wave where disparities in risk of infection and death worsened
for Bangladeshis and Pakistanis but improved for some other ethnic groups as noted
in the second quarter report from the government’s Race Disparity Unit. Given our
large Bangladeshi community this is of particular concern.
During this difficult time there have been opportunities which we would be keen to
hold onto. Our communities have really rallied round each other and worked with
organisations across the borough, getting involved in the pandemic response in a
variety of ways. More than 2,500 residents volunteered to support people especially
those who were isolating as well as local organisations delivering food, fundraising
and befriending. This is something to be immensely proud of, and we want to
continue this work going forward.
The pandemic has required us to work differently to adapt and meet the needs of our
community, and we have rapidly developed new ways of delivering essential
services. As part of our recovery we need to consider how we can learn from some
of the new ways of working about how services are delivered.

28/04/2021
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This report outlines the wide variety of work undertaken across the Partnership to
deliver our Tower Hamlets Plan ambitions and how this evolved to support our
communities through the pandemic so far. It also highlights the work already
underway and key priorities going forward that will assist our recovery from the
impact of COVID-19 on Tower Hamlets.

John Biggs
Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets and Chair of the Tower Hamlets
Partnership Executive Group

28/04/2021
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Introduction
Just over two years on from adopting the Tower Hamlets Plan, our partnership
working has continued to deliver on our priorities for the borough. The Tower
Hamlets Plan Annual Report 2021 recognises the key activities and achievements of
the past year, alongside some of the challenges we face, not least the COVID-19
pandemic.
This report illustrates how we have continued to work in partnership towards
implementing our central objective of tackling inequality by building a strong,
inclusive and fair borough, through our four areas of focus:
 a better deal for children and young people: aspiration, education and skills
 good jobs and employment
 strong, resilient and safe communities
 better health and wellbeing
It also describes how our work has been impacted by the global pandemic, and how
partnership working has been key in supporting our communities during these
challenging times.
Looking forward, the report outlines our key priority areas for recovery, supporting
our communities and tackling the impacts of the pandemic. Underlying this activity is
ensuring we understand and address inequality in all contexts and work towards
delivering our key objective: tackling inequality by building a strong, inclusive and fair
borough.

Governance
The Tower Hamlets Partnership not one organisation but many working collectively
to improve outcomes for residents by prioritising, coordinating and mobilising our
collective efforts and resources. Elected politicians and organisation leaders in the
borough meet regularly as the Partnership Executive Group (PEG), chaired by
Mayor John Biggs. Thematic partnership boards coordinate and collaborate to
determine and deliver priorities and outcomes for local people. Our partnership
arrangements have strengthened considerably since the PEG was reconvened in
January 2017 and now, halfway through the delivery of the five-year Tower Hamlets
Plan, we can be proud of what we have achieved together so far. The diagram below
sets out the main partnership structure in Tower Hamlets. There are several other
partnership boards and group which play a crucial role in supporting the borough
priorities such as the Tower Hamlets Housing Forum, partnership safeguarding
boards and so on.

28/04/2021
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The partnership continues to review its structure amid the changing national,
regional and local priorities and landscape we are working in. Some of the recent
changes to the partnership are set out below:
Cooperate Partnership
The Cooperate partnership is a joint strategic body made up of Voluntary and
Community Sector (VCS) and Public Sector partners within Tower Hamlets.
Together they endeavour to transform and thereby enhance the lives of local people
in the borough through the collective work of the partners. It uses its collective
knowledge, skills and expertise to maximise the effective delivery of the Tower
Hamlets Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) Strategy. Cooperate has recently
been reviewed and a greater link has been established with the partnership
governance structure.
The VCS Strategy focuses on achieving positive outcomes for residents of Tower
Hamlets, across all of the Tower Hamlets Plan outcomes, and supporting the VCS to
play a key role in the recovery process for COVID-19 in the borough and in the postpandemic world.
The VCS made a significant contribution to the response to the pandemic in Tower
Hamlets, providing services to housebound, socially excluded and vulnerable
residents. The VCS Strategy aims to build upon the good practices that the VCS has
already demonstrated, particularly during the pandemic, and to support the VCS to
provide services that are fully responsive to local residents’ needs going forward

28/04/2021
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Children and Families
Currently there are a number of partnership boards that consider the needs of
children and families, including Born Well, Grow Well (BWGW), the Children and
Families Partnership Board and the Tower Hamlets Safeguarding Children
Partnership. Over time, the remit, terms of reference and membership of the various
boards have become less clear and the possibility of duplication has increased.
However, the COVID-19 pandemic has reinforced the strength of the partnerships
and created a renewed sense of collaboration. As a result, the structure has been
reviewed to propose a more effective and well-defined approach building on the
strengths of the existing arrangements.
A new Children and Families Executive will fulfil all the current functions of BWGW
as a key part of the structure of Tower Hamlets Together and work towards an
integrated care system. It will also oversee the strategic priorities as outlined in the
Children and Families Strategy. Beneath this will sit an engagement group providing
a valuable forum to discuss a wide range of issues that impact on children and
families.
New areas
As new priorities arise and the need to tackle them becomes more imperative, there
is a requirement to have appropriate arrangements in place to ensure we can deliver
against these. Wanting to work as effectively and efficiently as possible, the nature of
the partnership arrangements will be dependent upon what is currently in place
alongside existing resource and capacity.
The central objective of the Tower Hamlets Plan is building a strong, inclusive and
fair borough. With the recent Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) Inequalities
Commission reporting their recommendations, we must have the appropriate
structures in place to ensure they are delivered. There is a need for all individual
strategic partners and partnership boards to have a role in implementing the
recommendations. However, alongside this, there is likely to be a requirement to
strategically drive some of the larger cross cutting actions. Following the launch of
the Commission’s report, a partnership sub-group will be established to drive through
the change required to combat the inequalities faced by the BAME communities in
Tower Hamlets.
The ever pressing need to tackle climate change is becoming more critical as the
impacts become more visible. A Net Zero Carbon partnership event held in March
2021 brought together partners and the community to engage and raise awareness
across the borough. It is important that any commitments that result from this event
are put in place. While the partnership boards will ensure a green recovery is
integrated in their delivery plans, it may be appropriate to establish a partnership
subgroup to ensure delivery against our ambitious plans to become a Net Zero
Carbon borough.
Communications Pandemic Group
In direct response to the pandemic, the Communications Pandemic Group was set
up with representatives from the council, health, faith, housing, education, business
and voluntary and community sectors. Meeting weekly over the course of the
pandemic they have:
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helped inform and educate residents about issues such as restrictions, safety,
lockdown, tiers, safety on high streets, shop reopening, aid including grants for
businesses and for self-isolation, testing and vaccines.
cocreated COVID-19 campaigns to deliver together, including Shop Safe Shop
Local, Hands, Face, Space, symptoms and testing, food banks, shielding/CEV
social distancing, testing and vaccines
tackled misinformation about COVID-19, such as on face coverings or vaccines,
to support people to be safe
Created more than a dozen films in different languages on issues including
Ramadan, social distancing, testing and vaccines
Worked together on #towerhamletstogether advertising to thank key workers for
keeping Tower Hamlets, safe and supported

The work of the group has now expanded to look and promote wider issues for the
borough such as Black Lives Matter and the BAME Inequality Commission and
Climate Change. Going forward, they will be working together to launch the Tower
Hamlets celebration of place campaign later this year, an important part of the
borough’s recovery as it brings people together, celebrates our borough and will
drive inward investment.
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Performance – outcomes and measures
Performance measures to monitor progress towards delivering our agreed outcomes
were developed as part of the 2019 Annual Report. The diagram below illustrates
how each measure relates to our desired outcomes for Tower Hamlets.

Building a stronger, more inclusive and fairer borough

People have a good level
of happiness and
wellbeing

Better health People live in a borough
that is clean and green
and
well-being
People are supported to

Residents exposed to NO2
levels that exceed the EU
limit

Children and young people
accessing timely mental
health support
Hospital admissions for
asthma for under 19 year
olds

achieve independent,
healthy, safe and
fulfilling lives
People are provided with
help to find good quality
jobs
People have access to
lifelong learning,
employment and
opportunity
People and businesses
are supported to be
innovative and
enterprising

Average male and female
healthy life expectancy

Year 6 prevalence of
overweight or obese

Jobs growth

Overall employment rate

Residents with a Level 1
qualification

Residents supported into
sustainable employment
through support from the
WorkPath partnership

Good jobs
and
employment

People are encouraged
to participate in positive
activities such as sports,
arts and volunteering

Progress 8 score at the
end of Key Stage 4

Pupil participation in
positive activities
Secondary school pupils
who feel they have enough
information and support to
help plan their future

People feel valued and
everyone has the
opportunity to succeed

Strong,
resilient and
safe
communities

New businesses which
survive for one year
Pupil progress in core
subjects of reading, writing
and maths at the end of
Key Stage 2

People access high
quality education and
training

A better deal
for children
and young
people

Residents’ self-reported
level of happiness

People feel safe and live
in a cohesive community

Residents’ perception of
safety during the day

People are proud of and
want to live, work, study
and stay in the borough
People live in a friendly
and welcoming borough
with strong community
spirit

Residents’ satisfaction with
the local area as a place to
live
Residents’ perception of
people from different
backgrounds getting on
well together

Resident’s perception of
partners dealing effectively
with crime and ASB
Population turnover

Performance against the measures is influenced by external factors, which are out of
the control of the Partnership. However, it is considered important to understand how
each of the outcomes for the borough are progressing on a regular basis and show
direction of travel.
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Tower Hamlets Plan data
The table below provides the latest available data (2017/18 – 2019/20) for each of
our performance measures, illustrating current performance levels against each of
our outcomes.
A better deal for children and young people

Reading 1.3
Writing 1.2
Maths 1.9
Pupil progress score in core subjects of
Reading (R), Writing (W), and Maths (M).
London, (R 0.8, W 0.8, M 1.2).
In 2018, (R 1.1, W 1.2, M 1.9).
Higher values are better

83%
of pupils have taken part in positive
activities in the past four weeks.
In 2015, (94.5%). Higher values are better

37%
of secondary school pupils have enough
information and support to help plan their
future. In 2015, (36%).
Higher values are better

0.24
Progress 8 score at the end of KS4.
London, 0.22. In 2017/18, (0.15).
Higher values are better

Good jobs and employment

Strong, resilient, and safe communities

Better health and well-being

71.8%

52%

60.5

Employment rate.
London (75.2%), England (75.3%).
In 2018, (73%). Higher values are better

of residents feel partners are dealing
effectively with crime and anti-social
behaviour.
In 2017/18, (57%). Higher values are better

Average male healthy life expectancy.
London (64.2), England (63.4).
In 2016/17, (61.9). Higher values are better

86.5%
of new businesses surviving for one year.
London (87.1%), England, (89.3%).
In 2017, (88.1%). Higher values are better

1,180
residents supported into sustainable
employment through the WorkPath
partnership.
In 2018/19, (1,113). Higher values are better

2.2%
of residents have a Level 1 qualification.
London (6.5%).
In 2018, (6.9%). Higher values are better

2.3%
Jobs growth.
London (2%).
In 2016/17, (4.6%). Higher values are better

70%
of residents are satisfied with their area as a
place to live.
In 2017/18, (79%). Higher values are better

78%
of residents feel that people from different
backgrounds get on well together.
In 2018, (86%). Higher values are better

86%
of residents feel safe during the day.

56.6
Average female healthy life expectancy.
London (64.4), England (63.9).
In 2016/17, (57.2). Higher values are better

77%
of residents exposed to N02 levels that
exceed the EU limit.
Lower values are better

7.7
resident happiness rating.
London (7.5), England (7.6)
In 2017/18, (7.3). Higher values are better

Higher values are better

284
per 1,000 population turnover.
In 2017/18, (235 per 1,000).
Lower values are better

41.8%
of Year 6 pupils are obese or overweight.
London (38.2%), England (35.2%).
In 2018/19, (41.5%). Lower values are better

45.5%
of children and young people accessing
timely mental health support.
Higher values are better

263
per 100,000 hospital admissions for asthma
for young people aged 19 and under.
London (197.5), England (178.4).
In 2017/18, (192.9 per 1,000).
Lower values are better

For a more detailed look at our performance trends (progress over time), please see
the performance tables in Appendix A of this report. These tables also show our
progress against London and national benchmarks.
However, as performance against these high-level measures is influenced by
external factors, additionally the tables include progress against key outputs towards
achieving our outcomes.
Overall, the current data show the direction of travel against outcomes has been
mixed, for example employment rates are down, however, residents supported into
sustainable employment through the WorkPath partnership are up. The direction of
travel of outputs that contribute towards the Tower Hamlets Plan outcomes is
positive. This includes long term looked after children who are in stable placements,
people who are more independent after being supported through reablement
services and number of homes built. This demonstrates how our activities are on
track and partners are delivering benefits for Tower Hamlets.

28/04/2021

Page 94

Page 10 of 31

Tower Hamlets Plan

Better health and wellbeing
Pre COVID-19
Introduction
The Tower Hamlets Health and Wellbeing Board, a statutory board, and Tower
Hamlets Together, our local borough-based partnership, bring together senior
leaders from the council (including social care, education, housing, environment,
public health and employment services), the NHS, community groups and other key
partners including housing providers and the police and organisations that represent
the voice of local people such as Healthwatch Tower Hamlets. Their aim is to work
together to improve the health and wellbeing of people in Tower Hamlets and reduce
health inequalities.
Health and social care services are facing significant challenges, both financially and
in meeting the needs of changing populations. Whilst we celebrate the fact people
are living longer, it means more people are living with long-term health conditions
that require more support and care.
Our community faces unique health challenges, with significant levels of poverty and
health inequality, high premature death rates from cancer, circulatory and respiratory
diseases. Our population is also growing faster than any other area in the country,
which will lead to greater challenges if we fail to act now.
That is why the partnership is exploring new and innovative ways to provide care and
why partnership sits at the heart of how we work. Our shared mission is to transform
people’s health and lives, reduce inequalities and reorganise services to match
people’s need. This vision is set out in the Tower Hamlets Health and Wellbeing
Strategy 2017-20, and its priorities are detailed in the current activities section below.
Current activities
1. Communities driving change
Through co-production initiatives, residents can get involved in the design, delivery
and assurance of health and care integration, empowering them to take control over
their immediate environment.
Healthwatch Tower Hamlets is helping to reshape the way we address health
inequalities by developing ‘community insights’ into real life health and wellbeing
problems and engaging with community groups on behalf of the partnership to
support service improvements. Considering the current pandemic, there is a
concerted effort to better understand the impact on services and the community at
large. Healthwatch along with Tower Hamlets Together are supporting the
development of community insights in areas such as impact on BAME communities
and impact of local test and trace systems.
The Health and Wellbeing Board is also dedicating part of its activity to hear stories
directly from residents, service users and front-line providers about their experiences
of health and wellbeing priorities such as homelessness in the borough, with the
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partnership actively learning and shaping its response to issues that matter most to
people in Tower Hamlets.
2. Creating a healthier place
Air quality is associated with several adverse health impacts; it is recognised as a
contributing factor in the onset of heart disease and cancer. We know it affects the
most vulnerable in society; children and older people especially those with heart and
lung conditions. The Health and Wellbeing Board has taken over governance and
ensuring delivery of the Air Quality Action Plan 2017-22 which sets outs its ambitions
to improve air quality in the borough.
There are many projects underway in Tower Hamlets designed to tackle pollutant
issues mainly due to traffic by launching awareness campaigns and working with our
partners to increase electric fleet motor vehicles, reviewing parking across the
borough and improving air quality through local interventions including liveable
streets programme.
3. Employment and Health
There are 1.5 million people with a learning disability living in the UK, but only 6%
are in paid employment. Yet evidence and research show that many people with a
learning disability want to work and build careers.
Tower Hamlets has a target to support 110 individuals with a learning disability into
employment each year. An employment support service and an employment skills
and development service are commissioned in Tower Hamlets to deliver these
targets, both through the Tower Project.
4. Children’s weight and nutrition
Childhood obesity continues to be a pressing issue in the borough, with Tower
Hamlets having the 5th highest rates of overweight by Year 6 in London, as well as
the 9th highest rates (2018/19). More than 1 in 5 children (21.4%) in Reception are
overweight or obese in the borough. By Year 6, this doubles to more than 2 in 5
children (42.1%). There are also stark inequalities in levels of obesity locally, with
children of Black and Asian ethnicity, children with disabilities and additional needs
and children from more deprived backgrounds more likely to be overweight.
We are strengthening our approach to tackling childhood obesity in Tower Hamlets
by refreshing the Childhood Healthy Weight Strategy. The Childhood Healthy Weight
Action Plan, will set out ambitious proposals to improve childhood weight through
transformational change across the whole system in the borough. This approach will
capitalise on the wealth of existing knowledge, assets and resources available locally
and regionally by delivering innovative and sustainable system change. This is even
more important as childhood weight is likely to have worsened due to the impact of
lockdowns.
5. Developing an integrated system
Tower Hamlets Together (THT) has implemented important changes to enable the
delivery of integrated health and social care services, including major changes to our
commissioning and operational delivery approach.
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At the strategic level, THT has overseen key developments, including the ‘Whole
Systems Dataset’, a ground-breaking programme linking a wide range of council
(wider determinant) datasets with health data. This supports our drive towards
population health by reviewing a whole population dataset providing rich data about
our community’s needs.
Operationally, include reorganisation of Adult Social Care teams into four localities to
align with community health services and better enable integrated working at the
neighbourhood level. For example, homecare providers within the south east locality
are working alongside District Nurse Leads and GP Multi-Disciplinary teams to
provide higher quality patient care. Further work is being undertaken to roll this
model out to the other localities.
Looking ahead
The Health and Wellbeing Partnership is refreshing the Health and Wellbeing
Strategy 2020-25. By working closely with partner agencies and the community it will
define a population health system.
Building on the excellent work that already exists, the partnership will encourage
coproduction to be the central part of how health and wellbeing in the borough is
improved. It is proposed that the refreshed strategy will have a local focus,
potentially looking at health and wellbeing issues in four ‘localities’ in the borough.
Neighbourhoods should frame our engagement work and the locale of our
implementation.

Pandemic response
The Health and Wellbeing partnership and Tower Hamlets Together have been
fundamental in supporting the borough’s response to COVID-19. The Health
Protection Board has overseen the system response to the epidemic, including the
development and implementation of the borough’s local outbreak control plan. The
HPB is accountable to the ‘Local Engagement Board’ which provides political
accountability.
Over the past year, partnership work has delivered major interventions to prevent
and limit the spread of COVID-19 and support the health and care system to remain
resilient, including:


A network of symptomatic and asymptomatic testing sites hosted across partner
sites and geographically spread with varied opening hours to meet the needs of
local businesses and public sector agencies, as well as supporting schools to
deliver regular rapid testing to their pupils and staff



Extending access to COVID-19 vaccination through the roll-out of community
vaccination clinics across different settings in the borough, for example the East
London Muslim Centre and Granby Hall, and the deployment of a ‘Vaccination
Roadshow’ to engage with residents in areas of low take-up



Weekly joint tasking between the council and the Metropolitan Police to align the
‘on the ground’ presence to ‘engage, explain, encourage and enforce’ the
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COVID-19 regulations with local businesses and residents. This has included
advice to businesses on safe trading practices, regular ‘Days of Action’ to focus
on challenging areas and the daily deployment of Stay Safe Ambassadors to
areas of high prevalence to distribute information and face masks


Establishing a network of COVID-19 Community Champions, members of the
public who receive regular information on COVID-19 through a weekly newsletter
and weekly webinar and then take responsibility for disseminating the key
messages and information to their friends, families and networks. This gives the
system regular qualitative insight into the impact and effectiveness of our work



Commissioning a Local Contact Tracing service, delivered by the Tower Hamlets
GP Care Group, giving greater responsiveness to efforts to reach those who
have tested positive and who need to self-isolate



Collaboration between the council, social care providers and GP Care Group to
arrange vaccinations for the social care workforce and provide direct information
and advice on the benefits of vaccination to social care staff, increasing take-up
rates



Close working between social care and NHS partners through the Integrated
Discharge Hub to ensure the timely discharge of patients through the pandemic,
supporting hospital capacity to treat patients. The Hub has managed high
volumes of patients and liaised across boroughs and regions to support out of
area discharge

Going forward the partnership vision for responding to the ongoing challenge of
COVID-19 is set out in our Local Outbreak Management Plan, and commits to
making “Tower Hamlets a place where coronavirus infection is kept as low as
possible, uptake of vaccination is maximised and those who are most at risk from
impacts of COVID-19 are protected and people can get on with their lives free from
disruption. We all need to work together to make this happen.”
To achieve this vision, the Local Outbreak Management Plan articulates the
following strategic aims:
1. To have a robust COVID-19 surveillance system that integrates national,
regional, and local data sources providing insight into the local epidemiology of
COVID-19, early warning of outbreaks, and enables future forecasting.
2. To support people in the borough to follow social distancing and hygiene
measures to limit transmission both in public and private spaces
3. To maximise uptake of testing:
a. To communicate and engage with residents on testing, contact tracing and
self-isolation support
b. To ensure sufficient and equitable symptomatic and asymptomatic testing
capacity across the borough
c. To normalise testing in the longer term by increasing access to testing in
familiar sites such as primary care and pharmacy
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d. To better integrate the pathway across testing, contact tracing (national and
local) and self-isolation support
e. To ensure preparedness for surge testing in response to identification of
Variants of Concern
4. To identifying and contain outbreaks as quickly possible through intensive test
and trace and support for self-isolation:
a. Ongoing review of infection control procedures in high risk settings and
support where needed
b. Daily surveillance of data to identify potential outbreaks or community
hotspots
c. Rapid response to outbreaks working across Public Health England, the
council and site of outbreak
d. Review of underlying reasons for outbreaks and learning to prevent further
outbreak
5. To maximise vaccination uptake in eligible residents:
a. To ensuring that there is resource invested in helping those currently eligible
who have not taken up the vaccine to access it.
b. To ensure the right balance between scale/pace and focused, targeted
support deep within communities.
6. To address inequalities in the impact of COVID-19 on individuals and
communities and ensure that our COVID-19 response is led by residents and
communities

28/04/2021

Page 99

Page 15 of 31

Tower Hamlets Plan

Good jobs and employment
Tower Hamlets is a borough of sharp contrasts. While many people working in
Canary Wharf earn over £100k per annum, it is estimated that around four in ten
households in the borough are living below the poverty line.
Residents identify a lack of jobs as one of their top three areas of concern. This is in
the context of low skills, poor qualifications, and inequality. Inequality can act as a
significant barrier in the search for employment and progression with much lower
rates for certain groups, including those from ethnic minority communities, including
newly arrived migrants and refugees; people with disabilities or health issues; and
women.
The on-going challenges of austerity and welfare reforms coupled with the
uncertainty around the possible economic impacts of UK’s withdrawal from the
European Union have required us to find innovative solutions and seize opportunities
to ensure residents get the best deal possible.
The council together with the Growth and Economic Development Partnership Board
and other networks work closely to achieve a more inclusive Tower Hamlets by
creating pathways that will allow residents to succeed in their job aspiration.
Our work is multi-faceted as we seek to bring about a lasting improvement in the
economic, physical, social and environmental condition of the borough. Our
Regeneration Strategy is key to ensuring everyone has access to the opportunities
derived through growth.
However, this year, the pandemic has exacerbated existing inequalities, with
claimants of out-of-work benefits more than doubling since the pandemic began. The
COVID-19 resident impact survey shows more than 50% of residents identified that
there has been a negative impact (extremely negative or fairly negative) on their
employment status and work, and respondents named support for residents who are
unemployed or reduced in income (35%) as their top concern. Many people will
experience financial hardship, and the impact on employment will continue to be felt
by our residents going forward.
Current Priorities
The Growth and Economic Development Partnership has been working to deliver the
following priority outcomes:
Creating opportunity by supporting aspiration and tackling poverty. The aim is
to get:
 more residents into good quality, well-paid jobs
 young people realising their potential
 securing real jobs for local residents from new development
Harnessing economic growth by:
 actively attracting and securing inward investment, particularly in skilled
industries
 maximising social value and coordinating business support
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promoting the historic entrepreneurial energy of our communities

Current Activities
The year has been dominated by response to the pandemic. Below are some
examples of partnership working in response to the crisis.
Crisis Response
In response to the pandemic, the Partnership Board was re-shaped as the Local
Economy Silver Group, in order to monitor the impact on the local economy,
communicate support programmes for local businesses and workers, and coordinate
council services to support the re-opening of local high streets.
Partners regularly monitored local and national data-streams in order to react to
trends in local employment and business health. In addition to this, the Silver Group
serves as a space to share potential opportunities for our local residents – for
example, large-scale recruitment exercises for public bodies such as the NHS and
HMRC and growth sectors such as health and social care, which can provide a
source of employment during the pandemic.
Since March 2020:
 Over £200m in grants and reliefs has been disbursed to businesses.
 The council’s Enterprise Team have responded to over 1,800 calls from
businesses
 Considerable work has been undertaken to reopen our local street markets
safely where possible (such as Columbia Road) and to put in place systems to
enable social distancing
 Almost 600 job opportunities for young people have been created through the
local Kickstart scheme

Shaping Support Programmes
The Group has connected with partners in order to prepare for the implementation of
national programmes such as the Kickstart youth employment scheme, for which
employers can act as direct recruiters or as intermediaries for smaller employers.
Partners have also helped shape the local offer for DWP’s Job Entry Targeted
Support (JETS) scheme that went live in October 2020 and are doing the same for
Restart Programme currently under development. The Group has also served as a
forum to disseminate the full range of local and national support schemes available
to businesses during the pandemic.
Finally, the partners have fed views into the existing support programmes such as
the local PIVOT project, which aims to help businesses adapt their business models
to rapidly changing times, a pilot delivery service scheme, which enables local
business to develop their online trading capacity and to local schemes to support the
creative industries through the crisis and emerge without lasting damage.
Towards Recovery
In parallel with crisis response, focus has also turned to the year ahead and to
economic recovery once the pandemic subsides. This will involve the expansion of
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successful local interventions such as the council’s PIVOT project and free
masterclasses for businesses on aspects such as social media and improving their
online sales presence.
In addition, we are also reviewing potential bids for recovery funds as well as hosting
joint workshops with our regional counterparts on emerging business growth
agendas such as Green Skills, feeding into a conference in March 2021 on the Zero
Carbon agenda.
As we move into 2021 and when the crisis subsides, the partnership will return to a
more strategic position as we are able once again to plan for the longer-term.
Case Study
Tower Hamlets was the first authority in London to establish co-location of local JCP
and council employment support (WorkPath) specifically to deliver 18-14 Youth Hub
services. The co-location went live at the end of September 2020 after intense work
on lease and service level agreements, and stringent risk assessments to make sure
health and safety precautions were well embedded for staff and client safety.
Whilst the Covid-19 Lockdown has obviously presented difficulties in working
together physically, the cooperation between JCP and WorkPath officers has been
ground-breaking and means that recruiting young UC claimants for our 597 Kickstart
placements is well underway.
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A better deal for children and young people
Pre COVID-19
Introduction
The Tower Hamlets Children and Families Executive brings together the local
authority, police, health services, schools, voluntary sector and other agencies who
support children and their families, so that they can work together to meet local
needs and address priority issues.
Effective relationships across the sector has ensured 95% of our schools are judged
Good or Outstanding, while our Children’s Social Care is judged Good. We continue
to deliver a strong family support offer which ensures that we have low numbers of
children that need the protection of coming into care or being subject to Protection
Plans.
The five-year strategy for children and families ‘Every Chance for Every Child’ was
launched in October 2019 at a packed event with over a hundred children and their
families at Meath Gardens Children’s Centre.
Current Priorities
Working together to make sure that children and young people achieve, are healthy
and stay safe has been more important than ever and the partnership’s strategic
priorities remain:
 Aspiration to Action – children and young people have the skills to prepare for
their future
 Healthy Families – families have good health, wellbeing and healthy relationships
 Safe and secure – children and young people feel and are safe where they live,
work, play and study
Current Activities
Over the last year the partnership had worked together to deliver a number of the
priorities in the Children and Families Strategy.







A programme of work to support young people to prepare for their future as part
of a new learning and achievement strategy for 14 to 25 year olds, led by a
steering group
A new strategy for tackling Violence, Vulnerability and Exploitation bringing
together community safety and safeguarding children organisations with a
renewed focus on early intervention as well as multi-agency support to protect
young people at the greatest risk
A Play Charter with ideas and principles to support residents, businesses,
voluntary organisations and charities, providers of childcare and education, the
council, and developers to open up opportunities for play in every part of the
borough
The partnership is working with young people to design a campaign to encourage
parents, other trusted adults and children and young people themselves to
discuss wellbeing, emotional health and resilience and access support when they
need it

28/04/2021

Page 103

Page 19 of 31

Tower Hamlets Plan

Case Study
Accessing the world of work: Project Search
A new initiative as part of Project Search, led by Queen Mary University of London,
aims to tackle the barriers that young people with learning difficulties and/or autism
face in accessing the world of work.
The University has provided Supported Internship placements for five interns, with
support from an onsite Tutor and Job Coach, and what makes this Supported
Internship programme unique is the collaborative partnership between Queen Mary
Student's Union, the council, Phoenix School, Phoenix College and the
Supported Employment Agency Kaleidoscope Sabre.
Samil is one of the programme participants undertaking his placement at the Queen
Mary reception desk and said: “I enjoy the different areas that I have been able to
work in, as well as meeting new colleagues in my rotations, and becoming friends
with the other interns.
“I would tell others to join Project SEARCH because it can help you decide what you
want to do with your career.”
The Queen Mary Project SEARCH team are aiming to double the supported
internship placement opportunities on campus for the next intake.

Pandemic response
The Children’s Silver Operational Group was put in place at the start of the pandemic
with bronze groups established as priorities became clear. The bronze groups
focused on children and young people with complex medical needs, socially
vulnerable cohorts and mental health and wellbeing concerns. The pandemic
response groups bought together representatives from council services and partner
agencies from all sectors to regularly review the situation and plan a joined-up
response. The work of the groups has focused on maintenance and adaptation of
services as well as understanding and responding to the impact of the pandemic on
families, children and young people in order to support them throughout the year.
Support for clinically extremely vulnerable children
Early in the pandemic, the distinct needs of children and young people who had
been advised by the NHS to remain at home were identified as a priority. A multiagency task and finish group was formed to oversee the partnership’s support for
these children and their families. The group agreed data-sharing arrangements to
ensure the list of shielding children was complete, accurate and cross-matched
against existing council data sets (including SEND and school census data) as well
as being appropriately shared with key services such as schools. Weekly calls were
arranged with children and their families, with workers from the youth, early years,
school health and early help services taking the lead depending on the age and
needs of the child. Callers used a holistic script developed via multi-agency
collaboration to signpost to appropriate support and initiate referrals to other
services. Age appropriate play and activity bags for shielded children were designed
and distributed by the Parental Engagement Team working closely with voluntary
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sector organisations Toyhouse, Play Association Tower Hamlets and with the help of
community volunteers.
Support for socially vulnerable children and young people
Schools, council services and health partners worked together to make sure that
vulnerable children were identified, and all were contacted during the period when
schools were closed. This work included tracking school attendance and working
across agencies to ensure regular contact, and referrals where necessary, were
taking place through the council and schools. Tower Hamlets has applied a broad
definition of ‘socially vulnerable’ to include more children and young people in this
approach. A key strand of this work has been to encourage and support school
attendance through communications for children, parents and professionals. The
impact of this was demonstrated during the autumn term 2020 when school
attendance was consistently higher in Tower Hamlets than in England as a whole.
Schools have already been deploying "recovery curriculums" to address any deficits
resulting from the long period of school closure, and have been ensuring a focus on
the non-educational issues that may have emerged during lockdown including
mental health, bereavement and economic difficulties.
Case study:
Health Visiting for new parents
Through an innovative new collaboration between the Health Visiting Team, the GP
Care Group, local hospitals and five of the borough’s Children’s Centres that
remained open, face to face appointments with health visitors and other health
professionals were re-introduced at an early stage during national lockdown for a
small number of new mothers and their babies for whom online consultations were
not suitable. Healthy Start vitamins and vouchers, Bookstart baby packs and home
activity packs have been made available for collection at Children's Centres for all
new parents.
Food for families
Schools across Tower Hamlets have mobilised in support of their pupils and local
communities. Several schools worked with the council’s contract service team to
deliver food bags to families eligible for free school meals. Mulberry Girls School has
set up a food bank with support from the Bow Foodbank and the council’s Tackling
Poverty Team, who arranged a corporate donation from Investec as well as bringing
the school into the Children’s Society Co-ordinated Crisis Support project, from
which they have received £20,000 supporting 320 families a week. Manorfield
School is working with Fareshare and the Tackling Poverty Team, who have
arranged food donations from a variety of sources, to support 300 families each
week. During the Easter Holidays, the council worked with the charity A Plate for
London to provide free meals for children and families. 12,750 hot meals were
distributed in nine locations across the borough with an additional 300 meals per day
in the second week provided through the generous support of Queen Mary College.
The council’s Tackling Poverty Team is leading on the council’s food response and is
working alongside the other council teams and the Voluntary and Community Sector
through a food task and finish group.
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Strong, resilient and safe communities
Introduction
The Tower Hamlets Community Safety Partnership Board (CSP) has the statutory
responsibility to protect local communities from crime and to help people feel safer.
The Board co-ordinates the partnership response to reducing crime, anti-social
behaviour, drug and alcohol misuse, and re-offending.
Impact of COVID-19
The CSP has continued to function and perform its statutory duties and has adapted
to the changing operating environment and focused on achieving its agreed
outcomes during these testing times. The COVID-19 pandemic has had significant
and wide-ranging impacts on crime and disorder. This is reflected nationally and
across London. The CSP has been responsive to the changing demands and
emerging issues that have presented themselves; specifically increases in hate
crime, domestic abuse, and a significant rise in anti-social behaviour. Plans have
had to be adapted in response, but operational delivery has been maintained. The
policing of COVID-19 restrictions required co-ordination between the police and
council services to tackle behaviour ranging from a lack of social distancing to
organised unlicensed music events. This has been a demand on all partner
resources.
BLM
The impact of the death of George Floyd and the Black Lives Matter (BLM)
movement led to a marked increase in community tensions with a renewed focus on
potentially intrusive/aggressive policing. The Tension Monitoring Group met
frequently to ensure community involvement to enable the police and wider
partnership to tailor their response appropriately.
Other activity
The following sub-groups of the CSP have also continued to meet to drive their
specific actions and objectives within the CSP Plan:
 Reducing Reoffending Board
 Contest Board
 VAWG and Domestic Abuse Strategy Board
 Drug and Alcohol Action Team Management Board
 Youth Justice Management Board
 No Place for Hate Forum
A Neighbourhood Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) Board has been set up to
reflect the priority given to tackling ASB and crimes affecting neighbourhoods such
as burglary and street robbery.
A new Violence, Vulnerability and Exploitation Strategy has been developed. The
Partnership Violence Reduction Action Plan has been refreshed and a new CSP
Plan for 2021 to 2024 is under development informed by a strategic assessment
reviewing the past three years of crime and disorder data.

28/04/2021

Page 106

Page 22 of 31

Tower Hamlets Plan

Our partnership approach to tackling drugs and violence, Operation Continuum has
continued to deliver some notable results including numerous charges for drug
supply and large-scale drug seizures. It is proven to be a highly successful initiative
and is vital in supressing the supply of drugs within Tower Hamlets and surrounding
areas. Tower Hamlets is estimated to have one of the highest prevalence of Class A
drug users in London with over 1200 opiate clients alone in treatment. It is believed
that drugs are inextricably linked to a high proportion of violent criminality and we will
therefore continue to target perpetrators; seeking to bring them to justice. Our latest
operation in Whitechapel and Stepney this year resulted in 16 arrests, 16 people
charged with 42 drug charges and £13k in cash seized under the proceeds of crime
act. Our approach represents an enhanced package of measures that compliments
robust policing, allowing teams from across the police, council, Tower Hamlets
Homes and other housing providers to work together to make a bigger impact and
more sustainable difference for our residents.
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 introduced the principal aim of the youth justice
system, which is to prevent offending and re-offending of young people under the
age of 18. The formation of local Youth Justice Partnerships is central to this work,
and Tower Hamlets ensures our Youth Justice Management Board has a strong link
with the Community Safety Partnership Board.
Case study
16 days of Activism against Gender Based Violence Campaign
The VAWG and Domestic Abuse Strategy Group is a multi-agency partnership sub
group of the Community Safety Partnership. The Group has three priorities:
a) Ensuring support and protection for victims of VAWG
b) Holding perpetrators to account
c) Working with communities to challenge misogyny
The 16 days of Activism Campaign ran from 25th November (International Day of
Elimination of Violence against Women) to 10th December 2020 (Human Rights
Day). The campaign aims to emphasise the link between violence against women
and human rights: with women and girls still subjected to many forms of human
rights violations solely based on their gender. As part of this campaign, the VAWG
team ran a range of activities, training sessions and workshops. These included
awareness raising sessions on the various types of abuse women and girls are
subjected to. New for 2020 was the ‘Country a Day’ sessions, encouraging
professionals and/or survivors to talk about their experiences. This included stories
from Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, India and Pakistan, highlighting campaigns in those
countries to tackle domestic abuse.
Alongside this campaign, 25 November marked International White Ribbon Day. The
basic principle of White Ribbon Day is the importance of men and boys speaking out
against all forms of violence against women. The campaign was supported by
individuals and partner organisations who were encouraged to pledge never to
commit any form of violence against women and girls, and to speak out against
those who do. Participants wore a white ribbon as a symbol of their support.
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Looking ahead
The Tower Hamlets Plan sets our commitment to work together on shared priorities and
outcomes and provides a framework for partnership collaboration. What is most important
is the work we do together to facilitate improvements for residents and our ongoing
commitment to working together on shared priorities. The COVID-19 pandemic has
impacted almost all areas of life and the current climate we are now operating in has
meant a shift in the focus of our collaborative working. While our objectives remain the
same, we will all be living and working with COVID-19 for years to come, and our joint
focus must be on controlling the virus and protecting our most vulnerable residents. As a
partnership it is critical that we secure the economic recovery and address the stark
inequalities that exist in the borough. Ahead, together, we must continue to act on the
climate change emergency.

Priorities going forward: collaborative action to support recovery from
COVID-19 impacts
Ongoing COVID-19 infections and fatalities means that Tower Hamlets will still be very
much focused on the pandemic response effort, and post-COVID-19 health impacts.
Nevertheless, the health and social care system will be moving to restore support to
communities for non-COVID-19 issues and looking to build on the public attention on
health matters to promote public health improvement.
Many have felt the impact of a COVID-19 lockdown response through loss of employment
and/or loss in household income. Some people have experienced unemployment for the
first time in their lives. The retail, hospitality, arts and entertainment sectors have borne the
brunt of the impact of COVID-19. There are many businesses now in search of support or
on verge of closure - some businesses will not recover.
This has necessitated an unprecedented level of financial and direct support from both
national and local governments, as well as support from the voluntary and community
sector organisations and private businesses, small and large. While the government’s
furlough scheme has initially helped lessen the impact, as time goes on numbers of
redundancies and unemployment rates are starting to rise.
Voluntary and community sector organisations have played an integral role in the
borough’s response to COVID-19, with many adapting their services to respond to the
needs of the community.
London, like many of the world’s major cities, has been affected more seriously than the
rest of the UK, with the capital having the highest age-standardised mortality rate of all UK
major cities. Recent analysis from the Office for National Statistics has also shown higher
levels of deprivation and ethnicity are likely to be compounding the virus’ death toll, with
deprived and BAME Londoners most exposed and vulnerable. One consequence of the
pandemic has been the exposure and exacerbation of existing inequality.
The significance of such inequality is also seen in the economic fallout from the pandemic.
As with previous economic downturns, residents in ‘lower-skilled’ work are more likely to
be vulnerable to the negative effects of recession than those in high-skilled graduate jobs.
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Education across all sectors has been severely impacted by the pandemic with students of
all ages missing out on learning, especially face to face teaching over the last year. While
online learning has become a fallback for many, this has exposed a digital divide with
those without the equipment, connectivity and/or skills being left further behind. The same
divide has also been widened in other contexts too, where the intensified transfer of
services online has left those without digital opportunities unable to access them.
COVID-19 has also impacted the attainment of qualifications. Exams have been cancelled
and practical studies and hands-on experience have in many areas come to a stop. As the
pandemic continues this only exacerbates the problem and is likely to have an impact of
years to come.
There is consensus among many organisations about the acute impact of the pandemic on
mental health. Tower Hamlets is an outlier for common mental health disorders, such as
anxiety and depression (CMD), where self-reported levels of anxiety and depression were
the highest in London. The rate of diagnosis for all mental health conditions is higher for
residents in the most deprived groups compared to the least deprived, particularly for postnatal depression and serious mental illness (SMI). In terms of ethnicity, the diagnosed
rates of SMI are twice as high for Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) residents,
which is a clear example of the health impact of the intersectionality of poverty and racial
inequality locally. The burden of mental ill health in Tower Hamlets falls disproportionately
upon the poorest, BAME and female residents.
Throughout the pandemic there has been excellent examples of exceptional partnership
working. We would like to see this sustained in the year ahead, for example through the
Communications Pandemic Group. We will strengthen and improve co-ordination of our
collaborative working across the partnership.
We have identified and understand the huge impacts on our communities and how the
need to tackle inequalities has been brought into sharp focus. At the heart of our plan
remains a constant cross-cutting theme to address inequality - and as a partnership the
way this is achieved is a focus on these priority areas:

Health and wellbeing
We are still very much in the middle of the COVID-19 pandemic, so PEG first
acknowledges that ongoing pandemic management of the virus will be a key priority for
the Health and Wellbeing Board and all boards that have a role in assisting and protecting
our communities.
However, the impact of the pandemic on health and wellbeing goes far beyond the virus
itself. Mental Health and healthcare more generally have been severely impacted by the
context around COVID-19, such as social distancing, lockdowns, cancelled medical
appointments and treatments. From discussions with partners, the PEG is keen to see
these areas of focus explored through the partnerships and are recommending the Health
and Wellbeing Board ensure this is part of their work programme. PEG is keen to progress
an investigation of a trauma-informed approach and becoming London’s first traumainformed Borough. This is something that would also be explored by the Children’s and
Families Executive.

Economy
The impact on the economy of COVID-19 has been severe and will be felt for many years,
long after the pandemic is over. The PEG acknowledges the work the Growth and
28/04/2021
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Economic Development Partnership Board, has done to promote recruitment exercises,
shape support programmes and support schemes for businesses. Going forward, the PEG
would endorse a focus on assisting SMEs and helping businesses open back up again.
They would advocate reviewing the use of purchasing power to support the local
economy. Additionally, they would support the consideration of recruitment pathways
and how partners can work together to get people back into jobs, including by improving
their own offers as employers of the local community.
As part of the economic recovery, the PEG would like to ensure a response to both the
impacts and opportunities arising from Brexit, particularly around ensuring our
communities have the right skills to fill any gaps that might appear in the workforce.
Additionally, the recently established Co-operate Partnership will endeavour to transform
and thereby enhance the lives of local people in the borough through the collective work of
the partners. The PEG supports delivery of the VCS (Voluntary and Community
Sector) Strategy, assisting the sector to support our residents.

Bouncing back to learning
COVID-19 has had an enormous impact upon education. Our schools, early years
providers and post-16 settings will be focused upon supporting all our children and young
people with their learning recovery, with a particular focus upon ensuring that gaps do not
develop in the outcomes for disadvantaged children and young people. Partners will be
supporting this work collaboratively, including with a bounce back to play and a wide range
of opportunities for children to explore their interests and develop their passions, and with
a focus on supporting those who have additional needs, not least to address the impact on
the mental wellbeing of our young people. The PEG fully supports the rollout of Every
Child Online and the work to reduce the digital divide for young people.

Climate change
While the environment has largely seen beneficial impacts from COVID-19, such as
lockdown-related traffic reduction resulting in improved air quality, the effects of climate
change are tangible and action is now imperative. The PEG endorses the principle of a
‘green recovery’, with partners using this opportunity for the environment to be a key
consideration in our renewal. This is something for all Boards to implement.
Alongside this, a Net Zero Carbon – Climate Engagement Event, taking place in March
2021, will raise awareness across the borough. It provides the opportunity to work as ‘one
Tower Hamlets’ to generate ideas and discussion, identify priorities for action and any
barriers. The event sees the launch of a carbon free programme, as well as community
and SME grants programmes.

Inequality
Inequality runs across all these themes and has always been core to our partnership
working, with tackling inequality by building a strong, inclusive and fair borough being the
central objective of the Tower Hamlets Plan. Addressing Inequality must be more central
to our ways of working, with partners able to outline what action is being taken to address
key areas especially work to progress digital inclusion.
Additionally, going forward the recommendations from the Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic
Inequalities Commission Report will be a key focus for all Boards of the Tower Hamlets
Partnership over the coming year. The Commission was set up in September 2020 to
examine the inequalities experienced by Tower Hamlets Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic
28/04/2021
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Communities. It scrutinised where we are making progress, where we are stalling and
where we are falling short. It is envisaged that all strategic partners will be committed to
implementing the recommendations arising from the Commission.

Anchor approach
Building on our collaborative work and understanding the impact organisations can have
on inequalities, many partners that are key anchor institutions are working towards some
joint principles for action.
The term ‘anchor institutions’ is used to refer to organisations which:
1. Have an important presence in a place, usually through a combination of: being
largescale employers, the largest purchasers of goods and services in the locality,
controlling large areas of land and/or having relatively ﬁxed assets.
2. Are tied to a particular place by their mission, histories, physical assets and local
relationships. Examples include local authorities, NHS trusts, universities, trade unions,
large local businesses, the combined activities of the community and voluntary sector
and housing associations.1
A local charter is being developed to identify core principles which will collectively deliver
social, economic and environmental benefits for Tower Hamlets. The anchor approach will
involve working with wider local partners as well as working in equal partnership with local
communities to understand and build on their assets and needs, which in turn will support
and strengthen our own organisations.

1

https://cles.org.uk/what-is-community-wealth-building/what-is-an-anchor-institution/
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Appendix A Performance Trends
Better health and wellbeing
Measure

Healthy life expectancy for men (at
birth)
Healthy life expectancy for women (at
birth)
Year 6 prevalence of overweight or
obese

Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

2019/2020

Direction of Travel
(between latest
available year and
previous year)

London Benchmark
(latest)

England Benchmark
(latest)

Higher is better

61.9 (2015-2017)

60.5 (2016-2018)

Data not published



64.2 (2016-18)

63.4 (2016-18)





Higher is better

57.2 (2015-2017)

56.6 (2016-18)

Data not published



64.4 (2016-18)

63.9 (2016-18)





Lower is better

42%

41.5%

41.8%



38.2%

35.2%





N/A

N/A

N/A

Performance
Performance
compared to
compared to
London Benchmark England Benchmark
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Percentage residents exposed to N02
levels that exceed the EU limit

Lower is better

77% (2016)

Data not published

Data not published

N/A

2016 Data
Central 100%
Inner 48%
Outer 3%
Greater London 24%

Residents happiness rating compared
to London and England
(Respondents gave a score of 0 to 10)

Higher is better

7.3

7.7

Data not published



7.5

7





Children and young people accessing
timely mental health support

Higher is better

N/A

N/A

45.5%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Hospital admissions for asthma for
young people aged 19 and under.
London, (188.1), England, (186.4)

Lower is better

192.9

263.0

Data not published



197.5

178.4





London Benchmark
(latest)

England Benchmark
(latest)

Good jobs and employment
Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

2019/2020

Direction of Travel
(between latest
available year and
previous year)

Employment Rate

Higher is better

64.7%

73.0%

71.8%



75.1%

75.9%





Business survival rate (in one year)

Higher is better

88.1%

86.5%

Data not published



87.1%

89.3%





Residents supported into sustainable
employment through support from
the WorkPath partnership

Higher is better

994

1113

1180



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

5.3%

6.9%

2.2%



6.5%

10.1%





2.8%

2.3%

Data not published



1.2%

1.4%





Measure

Residents with a Level 1 qualification
(% with NVQ1 only - aged 16-64)
Job growth

Higher is better

Higher is better

Performance
Performance
compared to
compared to
London Benchmark England Benchmark
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A better deal for children and young people
Measure

Direction of Travel
(between latest
available year and
previous year)

London Benchmark
(latest)

England Benchmark
(latest)

0.8

0

0.8

0

1.9





1.2

N/A

Data not published

N/A

37%

N/A

Data not published

0.25

0.15

Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

2019/2020

Pupil progress in reading for KS2

Higher is better

0.8

1.1

1.3

Pupil progress in writing for KS2

Higher is better

1.4

1.5

1.2

Pupil progress in maths for KS2

Higher is better

1.2

1.9

Pupils have participated in positive
actives in the past four weeks

Higher is better

83%

Percentage of secondary school
pupils who have enough information
and support to help plan their future

Higher is better

Progress 8 score at the end of KS4

Higher is better

Performance
Performance
compared to
compared to
London Benchmark England Benchmark

0









N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

0.24



0.22

-0.03





2019/2020

Direction of Travel
(between latest
available year and
previous year)

London Benchmark
(latest)

England Benchmark
(latest)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A



75%

81%





N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Strong, resilient and safe community
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Measure

Percentage of residents who feel safe
during the day
Percentage of residents who feel that
partners are dealing effectively with
crime and anti-social behaviour
Percentage of residents satisfied with
their area as a place to live
Percentage of residents who feel that
people from different backgrounds
get on well together
Population turnover rate (per 1,000
population)

Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

Higher is better

N/A

86%

Higher is better

57%

52%

Higher is better

79%

70%

Higher is better

86%

78%

N/A

235

284

Annual Resident
Survey results will
be available in May
2021

Data not published

Performance
Performance
compared to
compared to
London Benchmark England Benchmark
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Output measures
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Measure

Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

2019/2020

Direction of
Travel
(between latest
available year
and previous
year)

Number of SMEs and new
enterprises suported through
the council's business
programmes

Higher is
better

N/A

N/A

124

N/A

Percentage of 16-17 year olds
in education, employment
and training

Higher is
better

93.2%

92.9%

94.6%



95.5%

92.6%

Lower

Higher

People who are more
independent after being
supported through
reablement services

Higher is
better

54.6

60.2

78.1




79.3

79.5

Lower

Lower

Long term looked after
children who are in stable
placements

Higher is
better

57.0%

62.0%

74.0%



70.0%

68.0%

Higher

Higher

Young people engaging with
the youth service who receive
a recorded outcome

Higher is
better

54.0%

49.9%

61.0%



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

% of clients using social care
who receive self-directed
support (up to 2014/15 also
included carers) - Snapshot

Higher is
better

73%

83.80%

93%



94.6%

91.90%

Lower

Higher

Percentage of child
protection reviews carried
out within statutory
timescales

Higher is
better

91.1%

98.9%

98.2%



95.8%

91.5%

Higher

Higher

Victims of violence against
women and girls who feel safe
after engaging with victim
support

Higher is
better

N/A

N/A

97%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

London
Benchmark
(latest)

England
Benchmark
(latest)

Performance
compared to
London
Benchmark

Performance
compared to
England
Benchmark

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Direction of
Travel
(between latest
available year
and previous
year)

London
Benchmark
(latest)

England
Benchmark
(latest)

Performance
compared to
London
Benchmark

Performance
compared to
England
Benchmark

Measure

Polarity

2017/18

2018/2019

2019/2020

Number of opiate users
starting treatment (new
presentations)

Higher is
better

432

388

404



5,680

40,512

N/A

N/A

Higher is
better

4.5%

5.5%

6.5%



N/A

5.70%

N/A

Better

Number of homes built

Higher is
better

N/A

1031

4098



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Number of affordable homes
built

Higher is
better

N/A

132

1005



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Average annual income
increase for residents
receiving benefits
maximisation

Higher is
better

N/A

£559.87

£773.34



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Lets to overcrowded
households

Higher is
better

N/A

755

1078



N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Percentage of all drug
(opiate) users completing
treatment and not representing
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NEL ICS Anchor Charter
Collaborative action to reduce health inequalities and
support economic recovery
Summary
Health inequalities have been exposed and exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic and
our north east London (NEL) population is facing stark economic challenges. Building on the
wealth of good practice at the local organisational level, NHS and local authority partners in
NEL will collaborate as an ‘anchor system’ to use our assets for social, economic and
environmental benefit - sharing local learning to accelerate progress more widely and
grasping opportunities to collaborate where helpful.
We will identify joint priorities for action to address inequalities and the wider determinants of
health in NEL, in equal partnership with our local communities and organisations.
Core principles







We will engage widely, empowering staff and residents in implementing this charter,
endeavouring to build a relationship of trust with our communities through our
‘anchor’ approach.
Our work is guided by local data and community insights.
We will work collaboratively with local partners and London/national colleagues.
We will consider the inequalities impacts of everything we do and act to combat
racism and all types of discrimination.
We will use quality improvement methods to enable learning and continual
improvement.

1. Widening access to employment, training and a better working experience
As large employers we have the potential to contribute substantially to the local economy
and wellbeing by upskilling and employing local people who are unemployed or at risk of
unemployment, and committing to inclusive practices and continued professional
development for existing staff.
2. Procurement for social value
The NHS and local authorities spend large sums of money on goods and services. This
spending could be used more effectively to support local inclusive growth and reduce
inequalities.
3. Maximising the social value of our buildings and land
The NHS and local authorities command a substantial amount of capital and estates. We will
maximise the opportunities to use these to benefit our local communities. We will embed our
anchor principles into our new developments.
4. Supporting a greener and healthier future
Our health and the environment are inextricably linked. Embedding considerations of
environmental impact and opportunities for greener action into our work will ensure it is
sustainable and contributes to reducing health inequalities.
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Introduction
COVID-19 has presented local authorities and NHS organisations across North East London
(NEL) with numerous challenges to protect the health and wellbeing of our population. There
is a renewed focus on the stark inequalities experienced by different groups, exposed and
exacerbated by the pandemic. As we start to recover from the pandemic, or at least learn to
live with the existence of COVID-19 as a ‘new normal’, we need to adapt our practices to
target and address inequalities.
Health inequalities are unfair and preventable differences in health across the population,
and between different groups in society. Health inequalities arise because of the wider
conditions in which we are born, grow, live, work and age. We recognise the role our
organisations can play in mitigating or perpetuating these inequalities.
NEL has a young, ethnically diverse population compared to the London average, with an
estimated 50% of residents from Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) communities,
ranging from 16% in Havering to 68% in Newham.
Barking and Dagenham, Newham, Tower Hamlets and Hackney are among the most
deprived areas in England. Whilst inner east London wards tend to be more deprived,
pockets of deprivation persist in outer boroughs as well.
In all NEL boroughs, the proportion of the working-age population without a formal
qualification is higher than for England or London.
There is a 65% gap in employment between the general population and those experiencing
serious mental ill health.
The pandemic has exacerbated existing economic inequalities in NEL, with more than
300,000 employments furloughed by July 2020 and significant increases in applications for
Universal Credit. Many areas of NEL also face considerable challenges around overcrowded
housing, housing insecurity and homelessness.
NHS and local authority partners recognise the impact our organisations can have on
reducing health inequalities and contributing to sustainable growth in our local populations
through acting as anchor institutions. The term ‘anchor institution’ is used to refer to an
organisation which:
1. Has an important presence in a place, usually through a combination of: being
largescale employers, the largest purchasers of goods and services in a locality,
controlling large areas of land and/or having relatively fixed assets.
2. Is tied to a particular place by their mission, histories, physical assets and local
relationships.1
This charter focuses on what ICS member anchor institutions across NEL NHS and local
authorities can do as part of a culture change across NEL towards common anchor values.
As part of this, organisations are encouraged to collaborate as an anchor system to increase
collective local impact and identify joint priorities for action to address inequalities and the
wider determinants of health in NEL.
This involves working alongside wider local partners in developing our approach, including
the voluntary and community sector, faith organisations, public and patient representatives,
service users, unions, higher education institutions and private businesses. This is

1

https://cles.org.uk/what-is-community-wealth-building/what-is-an-anchor-institution/
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particularly relevant for those organisations who work with communities experiencing
disadvantage, exclusion and vulnerability, as they are worst affected by health inequalities.
Most importantly, taking an anchor approach involves embedding ourselves and working in
equal partnership with local communities to understand and build on their assets and needs,
which in turn will support and strengthen our own organisations.
Finally, reference to the term ‘social value’ in this document should be read as an umbrella
term which encompasses a broad range of social, economic and environmental benefits.

Core principles
For maximum impact, the following core principles will underpin all of the activities we
pursue as anchor institutions:
●

●

●

●

●

Data and insights: Our work is guided by local data and intelligence about
strengths, needs and inequalities in the local community, including insights from
community engagement.
Engagement and empowerment: We will engage widely and empower local
stakeholders including workforce, residents and patients in developing our approach
to implementing these principles for our organisations.
Collaborative working: We will work in partnership with other anchor organisations,
the voluntary sector and community representatives, to share learning and to shape
and progress our work. We will also collaborate with colleagues at London and
national level and in other regions to share learning and raise the local voice
collectively on issues that matter.
Reducing inequalities and combatting racism and discrimination: We will
consider the inequalities impacts of all of our activities, including identifying
unintended consequences or benefits for particular groups. We commit to combatting
racism and all types of discrimination.
Quality improvement (QI): Use of QI methodology to monitor progress and enable
continual learning and improvement.

1. Widening access to employment, training and a better
working experience
As large employers we have the potential to contribute substantially to the local economy
and wellbeing by skilling up and employing local people who are unemployed or at risk of
unemployment, and committing to inclusive practices and continued professional
development for our existing staff.
We commit to making appropriate vacancies available for local people and taking action to
improve local recruitment to these roles.
We will help enable local people out of work or at risk of unemployment to be adequately
skilled and qualified to apply for our vacancies, building on existing programmes.
We will work together to remove barriers to entry to our workforce for local people wherever
possible (e.g. lack of skills or flexible working opportunities), prioritising disadvantaged or
excluded communities, including those experiencing poor mental health.
We will work together to enable our workplaces to better support work placements,
apprenticeships and pre-employment schemes. These should be inclusive for people with
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additional support needs such as people with physical or mental ill health or learning
disabilities, and those with caring responsibilities.
We will lead the NEL collaborative health and social care careers platform through promoting
the website, promoting careers champions and a joint approach with schools and colleges in
promoting careers opportunities.
We will work towards achievement of the Good Work Standard accreditation.
We will encourage our partners to apply for annual Social Mobility assessment through
application to the Social Mobility Index, which includes sections on recruitment progression
and community outreach.
We commit to supporting continued professional development opportunities to enable our
people to succeed and progress, increasing staff retention and promotion.
We will take action to ensure our workplaces are inclusive across all protected
characteristics including BAME staff, and work towards proportional representation in our
leadership.
We will examine and address disproportionalities within disciplinaries, grievances and
performance measures.
We will promote and embed staff wellbeing and mental health in the way we work, ensuring
staff have access to support when needed.
We will introduce a minimum of core hours to reduce the proportion of staff on zero-hours
contracts in a way that maintains flexibility for employees.

2. Procurement for social value
The NHS and local authorities spend large sums of money on goods and services. This
spending could be used to more effectively support local inclusive growth and reduce
inequalities.
We recognise our significance as major drivers in the NEL economy and we will map this
through assessing total investment in research, skills and education and as purchaser of
goods and services.
We will work together to identify where specific contracts can improve social, environmental
and economic value for the local community, and embed a collective approach to support
this into our procurement processes.
We will prioritise investment that narrows inequalities, purchasing locally and from small and
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) wherever possible. We will identify the extent to which we
currently procure from BAME-led organisations and businesses and take action to increase
this as a proportion of spend.
We will be a willing partner in the development of social enterprises, cooperatives and
collaborations among local SMEs where this assists the generation of added social value
and efficient procurement.
We will make our procurement terms and conditions consistent and transparent.
We will exclude businesses that have a history of non-compliance with the national minimum
wage, modern slavery, equal opportunities legislation and health and safety requirements.
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We will work with our supply chains to progress towards, where possible, paying their staff at
least the London Living Wage.
We will seek to maximise local employment in the supply chain, including capital investment
though social value clauses and actively develop partnerships with local training providers
and local authorities to generate candidates for these opportunities.
We will endeavour to make procurement opportunities accessible and attractive to local
organisations using a single portal or streamlining access to platforms.
We will monitor and manage contracts to ensure they deliver the social, environmental and
economic value to which they have committed.
We will work collaboratively with colleagues at a London level to influence relevant national
and regional procurement frameworks and policies.

3. Maximising the social value of our buildings and land
The NHS and local authorities command a substantial amount of capital and physical assets.
There are opportunities to maximise their value for our local communities.
We will engage with local communities over best use of our buildings and land.
We will co-design future assets with our communities.
We will develop underutilised local assets to benefit local communities.
We will align with and influence wider sustainable economic development strategies
including the development of skills and education, innovation and economic development
plans.
We will support the development of affordable housing, community facilities and sustainable
transport where possible.
We commit to measuring the wider impacts of our capital investments on the local economy
and on the environment and local biodiversity.
We commit to using local labour on capital investment and encourage SMEs into the supply
chain for these.

4. Supporting a greener and healthier future
Our health and the environment are inextricably linked. Protecting and improving health are
at the core of these commitments, especially where they disproportionately affect our most
vulnerable patients and residents.
We will declare a climate emergency, recognising the explicit threat that climate change
poses to local and global health and wellbeing.
We will embed our commitment to environmental improvement and climate action into
business as usual across our work, and develop an ‘environment in all policies’ approach.
We commit to achieving NHS Net Zero targets of 80% reduction in carbon emissions by
2040 and net zero by 2050, and taking action to meet them sooner.
We will assess and improve the environmental impacts and opportunities of our programmes
and support staff to make environmentally positive choices, especially choices with health
co-benefits.
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We will work towards local climate standards award programme.
We will act to reduce waste across our operations, with a focus on reduction and reuse –
especially around single-use and non-recyclable materials. We will act to reduce the
transport of waste across and out of the area.
We will commit to the Soil Association food standards and support moves towards more
regional food sourcing by partners, recognising that link between healthy diets, low carbon
diets and diets that don’t poison the earth.
We will respect water sources, whether by reducing reduce water wastage, or reducing
water pollution from our operations.
We commit to helping local people breathe clean air by improving air quality around our
establishments by committing to running low emission vehicle fleets where possible,
measuring air quality and supporting active travel.
We commit to maximising and increasing accessible green and blue space and biodiversity,
large or small, improving wellbeing and helping our population reconnect with nature.

Measuring our progress
We will collect baseline data on spending, workforce, capital investment and environmental
impact and co-produce targets for progress.
We will conduct regular self-assessments of our progress against the anchor charter
principles, and seek continual improvement.
We will contribute to an annual process of review against the anchor charter principles
across NEL.
We will use our experience and expertise to support other NEL organisations to align with
anchor charter principles.
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Agenda Item 6.3
Cabinet

28th April 2021
Report of Ann Sutcliffe, Corporate Director Place

Classification:
Unrestricted

Future of the Private Rented Sector Housing Selective Licensing Designation

Lead Member

Councillor Eve McQuillan, Lead Member for
Planning and Social Inclusion

Originating Officer(s)

David Tolley, Head of Environmental Health
&Trading Standards
Weavers, Whitechapel, Spitalfields and Banglatown
Yes
Significant impact on wards

Wards affected
Key Decision?
Reason for Key Decision

Forward Plan Notice
Published
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

5 February 2021
A borough that our residents are proud of and love to
live in:
 People live in a borough that is clean and green.
 People live in good quality affordable homes and
well-designed neighbourhoods.
 People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and
anti-social behaviour is tackled.
 People feel they are part of a cohesive and
vibrant community.

Executive Summary
This report considers the future of the current Selective Property Licensing Scheme
within the pre 2014 wards of Weavers, Whitechapel, Spitalfields and Banglatown
considering its achievements to date, an independent review of the Scheme and the
subsequent wide-ranging consultation with stakeholders.
Following the Mayoral approval on 7th June 2020 to undertake consultation with the
relevant stakeholders, an extensive consultation was launched on the 28th August
2020 which ran until 13th December 2020. A consultation with the relevant
stakeholders is a legal requirement for introducing or renewing such property
licensing schemes under the Housing Act 2004.
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The report details the views, comments and suggestions expressed throughout the
consultation process. This included a bespoke short survey questionnaire to obtain
the range of views that exist in relation to the scheme. We also ran three virtual
consultation sessions that were delivered by an independent external facilitator.
The report also details the outcome of reviews undertaken by an independent expert
(Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd) The report provides details of overall achievements
and its impact to date (just over 4 years into a 5-year Scheme) to further inform the
decision-making process.
The report in consideration with result of the consultation, the evidence base
presented by the independent review and its achievements to date; present the
Mayor and Cabinet Members with options and recommendations on the future of the
current Scheme which is due to end in September 2021.
The report in line with the requirement of the Housing Act 2004, details the steps
taken and evidence gathered to recommend considering a renewal of the Scheme.
Recommendations:
The Cabinet is recommended to:
1. Agree the option to renew (redesignate) the current Licensing Scheme in
operation within; Weavers, Whitechapel and Spitalfields and Banglatown
area (pre 2014 ward boundaries) that is due to come to an end on 30th
September 2021 for a further five years.
2. Agree to exclude the Students Accommodation Blocks that are regulated
by the Accreditation Network UK (ANUK) which are currently included
within the scope of the current scheme.
3. Agree to delegate to the Head of the Environmental Health and Trading
Standards to make minor administrative and delivery adjustments as
and when required.
4. Agree to approve/endorse the revised Licensing conditions/fees and
amenities / accommodation standards to achieve consistency and
transparency as may be required on a case by case basis.

1

REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS
1.1

Following the Mayoral approval in June 2020 to undertake the required
Statutory Consultation in respect of the future of the current Selective
Licensing; this report details the result of consultation, sets out the
subsequent proposal, options and recommendations for the Mayor and
Cabinet to consider.

1.2

The current Selective Licensing Scheme (under Part 3 of the Housing Act
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2004) has been in operation within Weavers, Whitechapel, Spitalfields and
Banglatown since October 2016 has licensed about 8,000 properties. The
scheme has put a legal duty on landlords, or the person responsible of
privately rented properties to apply for a licence. The scheme has
achieved notable success in improving the overall management of
privately rented properties in these areas. This has been achieved by
requiring good and effective management of rented properties to prevent
and tackle anti-social behaviour (ASB) emanating from the Private Rented
Sector (PRS). This in turn, results in an overall improvement of property
conditions and the neighbourhoods.
1.3

Considering that we are in the last few months of the current designation,
a decision is required as to whether to cease the Scheme at the end of its
five years life cycle or to renew it with or without some minor changes.

Page 125

2

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
2.1

The Council consulted with stakeholders on the bases of the following
principles or options:





Renew the scheme as it is for a further five years
Natural ceasing of the scheme at the end of the five-year period
Renew the scheme with some amendment(s)
Expand the scheme to the rest or to other parts of the borough

2.2

The above options were discussed in detail at all the consultation’s virtual
sessions which is detailed in consultation report.

2.3

Taking into account the consultation feedback, evidence base provided by
the independent review, and achievements of the Scheme to date, it is
recommended to renew the Scheme with minor changes to its scope. This
is to exclude the Student Accommodation Blocks that are currently
regulated or accredited by ANUK.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT
3.1

The current Selective Licensing Scheme (under Part 3 of the Housing Act
2004) has been in operation within Weavers, Whitechapel, Spitalfields and
Banglatown since October 2016 and will come to an end on the 30 th
September 2021 if the scheme is not renewed (re-designated). The scheme
has put a legal duty on landlords, or the person responsible of privately
rented properties, to apply for a licence. The scheme has achieved notable
success in improving the overall management of privately rented properties
in these areas. This has been achieved by requiring good and effective
a(ASB) emanating from the Private Rented Sector (PRS). This in turn,
results in an overall improvement of property conditions and the
neighbourhoods.

Legal context and statutory requirement
3.2
Before making a selective licensing designation or renewing an existing
Scheme, the Council must ensure the conditions detailed below are met. To
renew the Scheme, in addition to these conditions the Council must carry out
a full review of the Scheme and its effectiveness before carrying out a fresh
Statutory Consultation. The conditions are as follows:
 A significant and persistent problem caused by anti-social behaviour or
poor housing conditions.
 Consider whether there are any other courses of action available to them in
achieving the objectives that the designation would be intended to achieve.
 Consider that the making of the designation when combined with other
measures taken by the authority will significantly assist them to resolve the
problem identified
 For the Scheme renewal carry out a review of the existing scheme and its
effectiveness
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 Have taken reasonable steps to consult persons who are likely to be
affected by the designations and consider any representations made.
3.1

As the current and proposed selective area identified makes up less than 20%
of privately rented homes in Tower Hamlets Borough and covers less than
20% of the borough’s geographical area, the scheme can be introduced
without confirmation from the Secretary of State. However, to renew the
scheme the Council must meet the conditions detailed above.

Review of the current Scheme
3.4
To review the impact of the Scheme and the evidence base in general;
Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd were commissioned to carry out a review.
Mayhew Harper Associates looked at the actual data from the implementation
and analysed the data that the Council holds on anti-social behaviour and the
link that it has with the private rented sector. Mayhew Harper Associates have
produced their report in April 2020 which is provided as Appendix 1 to this
report.
3.5

For example, the analysis of the data ranked wards based on Council
reported ASB which have slightly improved between 2015 and 2019 based on
old ward boundaries. Spitalfields and Banglatown improved two places from
7 to 9 (rank 1=highest ASB); Weavers from 1 to 2; Whitechapel unchanged at
5. However, overall levels of ASB were noted to have increased.

3.6

Mayhew Harper Associates provided the summary analysis by ASB category
as defined by the Government Guidance to Local Authorities on selective
licensing. DCLG guidance advises that ASB is deemed to occur when it falls
into one of three categories1:
 Crime: Tenants not respecting the property in which they live, including
vandalism, criminal damage, and robbery/theft or car crime
 Nuisance neighbours: Noise, nuisance behavior, animal-related
problems, vehicle-related nuisance etc.
 Environmental crime: Graffiti, fly-posting, fly-tipping, litter around a
property

3.7

Police reported ASB levels across the borough are, on the other hand, slightly
down (although crime is up) but rankings in the three designated wards have
slightly worsened from 3 to 2, 5 to 4 and 4 to 1 respectively (Spitalfields,
Weavers and Whitechapel). Noise complaints across the borough are
significantly down and two of the Selectively Licensed wards have
substantially improved their rankings. The report concludes that “Taking into
account all the evidence available to us, our main conclusion is that the
scheme should be rolled over at the end of this cycle in 2021”.
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3.8

As part of the review and after careful consideration, we are proposing to
exclude the Student Accommodation regulated by ANUK from the scope of
the Scheme should members decide to approve the renewal. This is based on
the following key factors:
 These accommodations proved to be well managed, are of a very high
standard, well maintained and benefit from an onsite 24hrs concierge
service. In addition, the students are required to sign individual contracts
that holds them accountable to a clear and strict rule around their
responsibilities and behaviours. These also set out the accommodation
providers obligation and responsibilities in respect of maintenance and
standard of accommodation and cleaning of common parts. As
mentioned earlier the accommodations are of a very high standard studio
type rooms with exclusive access to the use of washing and WC facilities
and a good ratio of well-equipped kitchen facilities. Considering the very
high standard of the accommodation, the very good level of onsite
management combined with the uncertainty the pandemic has created ;
we believe there is no benefit to include these types of establishments
within the scope of Scheme which primarily is to reduces ASB and
improve conditions for occupants.
 Secondly, including these within the scope of the Scheme will increase
the proportion of the number of PRS under the Selective Licencing to over
20% threshold for designating it locally (by the Council). As explained in
point 3.2 above, if the proportion of the total number of PRS or areas
covered by the proposed Selective Licensing designation goes over 20%,
the Council would be required to make an application to the Secretary of
the State. This is a lengthy process at the best of times but under the
current circumstances it will almost be an indeterminate length of time
before they would consider any application. Therefore, taking certain type
of students’ accommodation out of the scope of the proposed renewal of
the Scheme, it will allow the Council to make the decision to renew or not.

3.9

It must be clarified that; this will only apply to those accommodation (blocks)
that are:
 Solely occupied by students through those providers that are ANUK
registered.
 Are not in a mixed use setting
 The providers are endorsed by universities
Consultation

3.10

Based on Mayhew Harper Associate’s report and further review of the
Scheme’s achievements and upon the Mayor’s approval in June 2020, the
consultation on the future of the Scheme was launched, Appendix 2 provides
the summary of consultation results. The full details of the online survey and
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detailed feedback from the stakeholders who attended the three virtual
consultation sessions are also provided as Appendix 3 and 4. respectively.
3.11

The consultation began with the launch of a dedicated consultation page on
“Talk Tower Hamlets” on 28th August 2020. This was followed with a press
release and range of Social Media activities.

3.12

These were then followed by extensive and unprecedented levels of direct
communication through emails and letters to the relevant stakeholders. Table
1 below illustrates the extent of the efforts in engaging with as many of the
relevant groups.
Table 1 - Selective Licensing Renewal Consultation engagement record
Stakeholder
License Holders

Tenants
Notice in 6 East &
South London
Newspaper
including Metro
Association of
Residential Letting
Agents &
National Registered
Landlord
Association ,
Safeagent
Members Bulletin

Correspondence (i.e.
letter/e-mail)
First batch, email =
7065
Second batch, email =
2994
Letters
Notice / Advert

Date/s
Sent
29/09/20
06/11/20

E-mails

21/9/2020 10
23/9/2020
25/9/2020
19/11/2020
2/12/2020

Met. Police

Weekly Members
Bulletin
Letter & email

Fire Brigade

Letter & email

Student Acc.
Providers

Emails

Neighbouring
Boroughs
Tower Hamlets
Private Sector
Forum- volunteer
sector, tenants’
groups, CAB,
Agents, Toynbee
Hall ETC

Emails

Number
Sent
10,059

15/10/2020 5700
23/10/2020

9/10/2020
19/11/2020
06/10/2020
19/11/2020
29/9/2020
6/10/2020
9/11/2020
6/10/2020

2
2

To all
known
organisation
24
recipients
16/10/2020 35
27/11/2020 recipients

Emails
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Stakeholder
Solicitors

Correspondence (i.e.
letter/e-mail)
E-mails = 86

Date/s
Number
Sent
Sent
24/09/2020 86
& 27/10/20

Summary of consultation on the future of the Scheme survey results
3.13

The overall level of participation with the online consultation has exceeded all
expectation and indeed it is well above average for similar consultation.
Although a total of 375 individuals fully participated and completed the survey
questionnaire as well 22 attended the virtual consultation session, 2797
appeared to have visited the site at least once and 1595 of them were classed
as being ‘informed’. This means they downloaded information and
documentation.

3.14

The headline and breakdown of 379 stakeholders who competed the survey
are as follows:
 287 Landlords / Agents completed the Survey questionnaire 85% of whom
did not support the renewal but 15% do support the renewal of the
Scheme
 84 residents / tenants took part, more than 71.2% of whom support the
renewal, 10% felt they need more information and 18.8% did not support
the renewal
 7 participants from the local business completed the survey of whom 4
supported the renewal, 1 did not support the renewal and 2 commented
they need more info.

3.15 The feedback from the three virtual consultation sessions which were
attended by the cross section of stakeholders detailed in a report written by an
independent facilitator who ran the sessions. This is provided as Appendix 4
3.16 As expected, participants expressed a range of views but there was an overall
agreement with the principle and objective of the licensing which is to identify
and drive out the rogue landlords. However, the efficacy of the Scheme in
identifying rogue landlords was either unclear to participants or, based on the
figures presented at the event, seemed low compared to the budget
generated by the fees.
3.17 Some participants supported the scheme, but commented that specific
aspects should be reviewed including:
 not licensing new builds that have been designed to meet property and
safety standards
 standard minimum room sizes and occupancy limits seen by some as
unhelpful to people struggling to afford London accommodation prices
 providing different license lengths e.g. 2-3 years or refunds for short term
landlords
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 continuing/increasing communication of the scheme: do not assume that
there is widespread awareness of the scheme, increase efforts to
communicate it to those who believe that only multiple household
properties need a license
 exploring alternative areas to target the scheme, from extending the
Scheme to cover all of Tower Hamlets to targeting based on complaints or
areas with older/lower standard properties
 Others supported the Scheme for its role in introducing a fit and proper
test for landlords and mandating tenancy agreements and property
standards.
3.18 This culminated in the overall support for renewal of the Scheme. This
includes the local police force support which states “we support the
continuation and expansion of the initiative in order to provide more regulation
in this field and specifically to help us tackle ASB which is the number one
priority in Tower Hamlets”
3.19 Although some concerns were raised around why the Council is not extending
the Scheme if it has proved successful and the overall value that Landlords
and Agents receive from the Scheme. As it was as expected a large majority
of the landlords and agents who have completed the survey do not support
the renewal of the Scheme whilst tenants, residents and tenants support
groups are strongly supportive of the renewal of the scheme.
3.20 The Council’s detailed response to concerns, comments and suggestions
raised at the consultation virtual sessions or directly sent to the team is
provided in Appendix 5.
3.21

The key aims of property licensing are to:
 Professionalise the sector so that the person responsible learns or make
efforts to meet their legal responsibility to reduce anti-social behaviour.
 Make those rogue and unprofessional elements within the sector
conspicuous by their absence from the scheme and drive them out of the
sector
 Create a level playing field for good landlords/ agents who comply with
rules but are operating at the same level or market with those who have
no regard for the law and operate in shadows
 Empowers the tenants by requirement of the licence conditions that the
person responsible (license holder) is obliged to display their contact
details including an emergency number with the copy of the licence so
that they could be contacted as required.
 Similarly, in relation to licensed properties this will mean that the Council
holds accurate and up to date contact details for the person responsible
so that it can intervene efficiently and effectively if required. There are
numerous examples of overseas or long-distance landlords being
contacted by the Council officer via emails which resulted in addressing
the issues on the same day or as promptly as it was possible. Without
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licensing this would not be possible, and it would require a lengthy and
complex process to establish contact if at all.
 Deliver on Council’s Strategic Objectives and prioritise
3.22

Although housing is the fundamental determinant of health, wellbeing, and
social mobility, it remains the only business without proper regulation. It is a
lottery as to whether a local Council becomes aware of a rented property, and
often only after contact from a tenant raising related issues. Considering the
rapid growth of Private Rented Sector (PRS) in recent years and the limits on
current legislation, no Council would be able to allocate the level of funding
required to address issues in the sector. It is estimated that around, 41% of
housing stock in Tower Hamlets is in the PRS.

3.23

The licensing regime enables the council to scale up its intervention by putting
the responsibility back onto business owners and drive landlords/agents into
making improvements and complying with required conditions and
amenity/accommodation standards. This in turn empowers tenants to demand
conditions are met – otherwise they can instigate an action to apply for
refunds of rent. At the same time, the Council can issue the offending person
with penalty notices – this can amount to £5,000 per item. Appendix 6 and 7
are copies of the Licence condition and amenities standards.

3.24

The renewal of the scheme will therefore enable the Council to:
 Consolidate the improvement and build on the success achieved by the
scheme. It has helped incidental landlords (those who are landlords
alongside their other work or businesses) to better understand their
responsibilities; better protect their assets and contribute to the private
rented sector and to the society as a whole.
 Build on the physical improvements achieved within some areas by
reducing ASB through better management of rented properties. A
summary of the Scheme’s achievements is detailed in table 2 below.
 Bring on board all the landlords and agents in the area, particularly those
who are still avoiding their responsibilities to licence their properties.
 Achieve large scale improvement given the continuous and incremental
increase of the PRS. This is currently over 41 % of the total housing stock
in Tower Hamlets, whereas the national average is 19%. This is the way
the Council can protect many families who are often vulnerable, by
ensuring the homes they are living in are safe. This is also the most
effective way of tackling the increasing number of agents and landlords
who operate in a “shadow” and are hiding behind a web of secrecy.
 Use the learnings and experience gained from the implementation of the
first scheme.
 Ensure rogue landlords are caught and driven out of the sector
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Table 2 – Summary of the Scheme achievements to date
Breakdown of Selective Licensing delivery: 2016 – 2020
Properties licensed

7404

Enforcement Notices served

311

Property conditions improved

842

No. of tenants assisted or in the process of
being assisted to recover their rent through
Rent Repayment Orders

95 Clients

Civil Penalty Notice fines for failure to license

£74,875

Prosecutions for failure to license

5

Prosecution for Management Regs

3

Visits undertaken: 2016 – 2020

2745

£280K estimated
claim

Strategic context - Tower Hamlets Strategic Plan 2020-23
3.25

Priority 2 of Tower Hamlets Strategic plan is the Council’s commitment to its
residents to improve the Housing and neighbourhood though a clear objective
and action plan
Priority 2- A borough that our residents are proud of and love to live in:
 People live in a borough that is clean and green.
 People live in good quality affordable homes and well-designed
neighbourhoods.
 People feel safer in their neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is
tackled.
 People feel they are part of a cohesive and vibrant community

How does this feed into Tower Hamlets Strategic Context?
3.26

Decent housing is the foundation of people’s lives. This in turn creates a
strong and cohesive local community. A more stable and high quality private
rented sector will lead to stronger communities. Every resident in the Borough
has the right to live in a home that meets a decent standard and is managed
effectively – this is the overarching aim of the Housing Strategy. The standard
of homes and management varies considerably in the borough and the
Council wants to see all social sector housing and private rented housing,
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private housing occupied by vulnerable sector households raised to decent
homes standards and wants all landlords delivering a good management
service. It is expected that selective licencing will continue to contribute to this
aim. The Housing Strategy 2016 – 2021 supports the use of licensing to
achieve its objectives.
3.27

The Public Health Outcome Framework has established a wider determinant
of health under four domains. Three out of the four domains are linked to
housing and the impact of poor housing on the occupiers. Any steps that
improve housing conditions would directly benefit the health and wellbeing of
individuals, thus society as a whole.

3.28

Department of Health and Social Care publication: “Improving outcomes and
supporting transparency “entitled” Part 1A: A public health outcome
framework for England, 2013-2016 has recognised housing as a key
determinant of health. This document and subsequent policy directives
compel Local Housing Authorities to improve health and wellbeing through
better housing. There is a consensus that through better housing, significant
savings will be achieved in health and social care. The tragic and devastating
consequence of health inequality which is directly linked with deprivation
(housing being a fundamental element of it) has yet again been exposed by
the current Covid 19 pandemic in three of the most deprived boroughs in
London.

3.29

With a large PRS there needs to be an effective way of regulating this sector.
Although most landlords provide decent accommodation, as the numbers of
PRS rise, so does the proportion of the PRS that requires regulation.

3.30

In addition, ASB remains the single most negative impact on local
communities and is the key issue that local residents are most concerned
about. The summary data and graphs within Mayhew and Harper Associates
report clearly demonstrate the extent of ASB and its prevalence. There is a
clear link between the PRS including Houses in Multiple Occupations (HMO),
which is mainly due to poor management and the transient nature of this
population within the sector. Selective Licensing is aimed at primarily tackling
anti-social behaviour related to private renting, but it will not operate in
isolation and is part of wider strategies to improve standards and conditions
including local neighbourhood problems. A considerable growth in the private
sector has been identified and associated issues are a high priority, but the
Council also recognises that a quality, well managed rental market is an
essential resource.

3.31

Examples of common ASB issues related to PRS are: accumulation of
rubbish in front gardens/yards or fly-tipping in communal areas, overflowing
domestic bins, abandoned mattresses and noise. Licensing these properties
can help deal with these types of issues by requiring property managers to
take an active role in reducing these nuisances.
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3.32

In line with the Government’s recently published report on review of Selective
Licensing and the local Strategic priorities (Tower Hamlets Strategic Plan
2020-2023) , Selective Licensing can only be successful in its objectives when
it is used as part of a holistic jointed up approach together with other
intervention. The Environmental Health and Trading Standards has been
developing a wide network with internal and voluntary sector to optimise the
benefit of the licensing. If the Scheme is renewed, we intend to build on our
joined up working which has proved successful but needs to be built upon.
Below are some examples of working together with internal partners /
colleagues.:
 The Trading Standards Team - to tackle Sham tenancy (licences) Rent
to Rent issues, protection of the tenant’s deposits
 The Environmental Protection Team - to engage with Landlords /
Agents at the onset of ASB and tackle the issue before it becomes
established. The licence requires the licence holder to put an antisocial behaviour plan in place where renters may cause a problem.
The property owner therefore becomes responsible, along with other
stakeholders in managing any anti-social behaviour issues.
 Housing Options Team - to prevent unlawful eviction, harassment and
prevent homelessness, if landlords are aware that licences can be
withdrawn for breaches of the Housing legislation, it assists with
ensuring appropriate legal frameworks are followed. In addition,
properties that are licensed provide freeholder, leaseholder, property
manager details to relevant enforcement agencies.
 The Environmental Services Team - to tackle fly tipping and street care
identify repeat offender and joint action where required
 Overall improving housing conditions and through information sharing
such as identification of long term empty properties
 As a means of improving the quality of private rented housing across
the borough, the council wants to improve the quality and
professionalism of private landlords. The council is committed to
supporting the London Landlord Accreditation Scheme. The Scheme
awards accreditation to reputable landlords who undergo training and
comply with a code of conduct. It was set up in 2004 as a partnership
of landlord organisations, educational organisations and 33 London
boroughs. The Selective Licensing scheme assists with promoting this
accreditation.
 Regeneration- the above levers, regulation, advice and guidance to
both landlords and renters assists in providing a stable private rented
sector that provides a basis for regeneration of areas – assisting
neighbourhoods to be safe and secure areas to live.

3.33

There is an undoubted housing need in the Borough and there are properties
in the Borough that are vacant, which could provide much needed
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accommodation. The selective licensing scheme would assist in identifying
owners and encouraging them to bring properties back into use.
3.34

The Government’s review of Selective Licensing and our experience has
shown how a designation assists with providing a stable private rented sector
and having an impact on ant-social behaviour, which will be built on in the
next five years if the designation is approved. The scheme will build on
partnerships formed within the voluntary sector and with landlords, agents and
renters to come to a common understanding on how the sector moves
forward. The current programme of engagement will continue with all the
stakeholders in the sector to enhance the scheme’s aims.

3.35

The Private Rented Sector in the Borough has increased, and we have not
seen any reduction on the availability of rented property within the selective
designation. There has not been the displacement of landlords from the area
and property prices continue to increase despite the uncertainty of the
pandemic. As the neighbouring Boroughs have similar schemes there is little
risk of the likelihood of possible displacement of unprofessional landlords to
other Boroughs or within our Borough due to the additional licensing scheme.

3.36

The provision of a continued selective licensing designation in the proposed
wards alongside the other initiatives that the Council is undertaking i.e.
Tenants Charter, Landlord and Tenants Forums along with the actions
detailed in paragraph 3.32 support the objectives of the designation. Housing
Licensing is not a stand-alone tool but works in coordination with other
initiatives. The programmes detailed previously support landlords, agents, and
tenants.

Financial implication
3.37

There are no financial implications of the proposed renewal or indeed ending
of the scheme at the end of its life cycle, as property licensing must be cost
neutral to the Council. The costs of running a Licensing Scheme must be met
by charging an appropriate and reasonable application fee. Equally, it is
against the law to make any profits from the licencing fee or to use fee income
for anything but works and costs relating to the licensing and/or delivery of the
licensing objective(s).

3.38

Based on this, the fee structure in table 3 below set out the current and
proposed licensing fee structure. The fee for existing licences has been
further reduced because of further streamlining the renewal application.
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Table 3 details breakdown of license fee

New application

£245.00

Proposed Fee
Structure
£Charge
£350.00
£595.00

Renewal of Existing
licence property

£200.00

£295.00

Application types

Part A
Charge

Part B
Charge

£495.00

Proposed Implementation Plan
3.39

Should the renewal proposal be approved by Cabinet; the renewed Scheme
will be implemented immediately as the existing Scheme expires. Therefore,
the Scheme will continue without a break from 1st October 2021. This will
mean that all current and in-date licences will remain valid until their original
expiry date. In essence, all licensed properties with a remining period of the
licence will be transferred into the renewed scheme without needing to take
any action. They will however need to make a renewal application before their
licences expire.

3.40

We also intended to create a hybrid implementation process and team
structure for the implementation of the renewed Scheme. For example, in
years one and two we may need more Administrative staff whilst from year
two and beyond more Technical staff may be needed in order to carry out
more inspection and enforcement.

Conclusion
3.41

Taking into account the consultation feedback, what has been achieved so far
and is indeed projected to achieve; and considering the sheer number /
proportion of PRS in Tower Hamlets (currently over 41% of the housing stock
is in PRS), it is recommended to renew the Scheme. This will mean redesignation of the current Selective Licensing area for a further 5 years.

3.42

Although we made good strides towards improving the sector in the area
through a better and more professional management approach, there is still a
considerable proportion of Landlords or Agents who are not providing the
required level of management and some are still operating in the shadows .
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4 EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS
4.1 Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 created the public sector equality duty.
Section 149 states that a public authority must, in the exercise of its functions, have
due regard to the need to: Eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other
conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act;
 Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it;
 Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.
4.1 The relevant protected characteristics are age, race, disability, gender
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, religion or belief, sex and sexual
orientation. The duty also covers marriage and civil partnerships.
4.2 The Equality Duty ensures that public bodies consider the needs of all
individuals in their day to day work, particularly any potential impact on
protected groups – in shaping policy, in delivering services, and in relation to
their own employees.
4.3 An equalities impact assessment was re-evaluated after the consultation which
is provided in Appendix 8.
4.4 The proposals in this report tend to have a positive effect on those with a
protected characteristic if they were a tenant or a resident. However, it is
thought they will have a negative effect on Landlords who also have a protected
characteristic. It is likely that there are more tenants with a protected
characteristic than landlords.
4.5 The renewal of selective and additional licensing will have a positive impact on
living conditions of residents in the private rented sector by ensuring the
landlords, estate agents, developers, etc. meet their legal obligations in
providing safe and decent homes for which they charge rent.
4.6 The proposed schemes are only formalising and consolidating landlord
obligations, which they should be complying with in any case. The purpose of
introducing this licensing is to better and more effectively protect private tenants,
who may be subject to unsatisfactory housing conditions and poor tenancy
management

5 OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS
5.1 This section of the report is used to highlight further specific statutory
implications that are either not covered in the main body of the report or are
required to be highlighted to ensure decision makers give them proper
consideration.
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Best Value Implications, this is cost neutral to the Council as the
licence fees covers the costs.
Consultations, carried out a full 12 weeks statutory consultation
Environmental (including air quality), Improved thermal efficiency of
rented properties contribute to reduction of CO2 emissions,
Risk Management, this is to reduce the risk to private rented tenants
Crime Reduction, the main objective is to reduce ASB and improve
community cohesion
Safeguarding, better management of rented property improves the
safeguarding for a large proportion of residents as it is designed to deal
with substandard rented properties and tackle the hidden (shadow)
PRS
Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment. The Scheme and data
collected is compliant with the GDPR and the statutory list of licensed
properties is only released on individual request to enable an audit trail.

6 COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER
6.1 There are no financial implications emanating from this report which seeks
approval to renew the current selective property licensing scheme within the
Weavers, Whitechapel & Spitalfields and Banglatown area following a
consultation exercise with key stakeholders.
6.2 The financial implications of renewing the selective licensing scheme and
excluding Students Accommodation Blocks that are regulated by the
Accreditation Network UK (ANUK) from the scope of the Scheme, are cost
neutral.
6.3 The total costs of running the scheme must be met by the license fee, and the
total license fee income cannot exceed the related expenditure, over the five
year duration of the scheme. The proposed fee structure is set out in paragraph
3.38. Annual variances will be ringfenced to offset shortfalls in the later years of
the scheme.
6.4 The cost of the scheme being covered by license income is c£3m over the life of
the licenses.
7 COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES
7.1 Under the Licensing Act 2004, local authorities have powers to introduce the
selective licensing of privately rented homes to address problems in their area,
or any part of them, caused by low housing demand and/or significant antisocial behaviour. Local residents, landlords and tenants (and any other person
likely to be affected by the selective licensing designation) must be consulted
prior to the introduction of a licensing scheme. Under section 80 of the Act, a
local housing authority can designate the whole or any parts of its area as
subject to selective licensing. Section 80(9) states that when considering
designating an area, the council must take reasonable steps to consult persons
who are likely to be affected by the designation and consider any
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representations made in accordance with the consultation. Landlords who rent
out properties in an area that is subject to selective licensing are required to
obtain a licence for each of their properties.
7.2 Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) sets out the scheme for licensing
private rented properties in a local housing authority area.. Where a selective
licensing designation is made, it applies to privately rented property in the area.
Subject to certain exemptions specified in the Selective licensing of Houses
(Specified Exemptions) (England) Order 2006, all properties in the private
rented sector which are let or occupied under a licence are required to be
licensed by a local housing authority unless the property is a House in Multiple
Occupation and is required to be licensed under Part 2 of the Act.
7.3 As the scheme which is the subject of this report covers less than 20% of the
council’s geographical coverage and affects less than 20% of privately rented
homes in the council’s area, an application for confirmation of the scheme to the
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government is not required.
There is a proviso however that the council must have consulted on the
proposed designation for at least 10 weeks.
7.4 Selective licensing is not a tool that can be used in isolation. The council must
show how such a designation will be part of the overall strategic borough wide
approach and how it complements existing policies on Homelessness, Empty
Homes, Regeneration and Anti-social behaviour associated with privately
renting tenants.
7.5 Section 84(2) of the Act provides that a designation may be made for up to 5
years.
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
 None
Appendices
Appendix One: Selective Licensing in Tower Hamlets: To consider redesignation of
scheme (Mayhew harper Associates Ltd)
Appendix Two: Executive Summary of the online consultation and written
submissions.
Appendix Three: On-Line Consultation ‘Let’s Talk’
Appendix Four: Selective Licensing consultation report on ‘consultation events’
Appendix Five: Tower Hamlets response to questions, comments, suggestions on
the consultation events
Appendix Six: Draft Selective Licence conditions
Appendix Seven: Tower Hamlets Housing Standards
Appendix Eight: Equalities Impact Assessment
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Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012
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David Tolley – Head of Environmental Health and Trading Standards – 0207 364
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Executive Summary
This report commissioned from Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd. by the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets reviews the impact of the Selective Licensing in the Borough which is due to
end in October 2021. The three designated areas are: Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers,
and Whitechapel, situated on the eastern boundary of the borough.
Selective Licensing covers all privately rented property in areas which suffer or are likely to
suffer from low housing demand and also to those that suffer from significant and persistent
anti-social behaviour (ASB). Selective Licensing requires a high evidential threshold for its
introduction which is why these particular wards were selected.
Examples of ASB include housing hazards and dilapidations, noise and other complaints such
as criminal damage, fly tipping and many more. Other evidential criteria not necessarily
specific to the Private Rented Sector (PRS) include the occurrence of high levels of crime,
migration or deprivation. In combination these can lock an area into a downward spiral from
which it is difficult to recover.
The purpose of the review is to help the council to decide whether the Selective Licensed
Scheme should be continued in its present form with the same ward designations, or some
modification thereof, or if the scheme should be discontinued. The emphasis of our report is
primarily on quantitative measures of impact following the scheme’s introduction. This
includes:
-

The take-up of Selective Licensing including issues of compliance and how close takeup is to the maximum attainable

-

Its wider impact in the areas where it has been introduced to see e.g. if there have
been positive benefits such as reductions in ASB in the wards affected and on the
local environment

-

Whether the scheme should continue in its present form given that Selective
Licensing is one of three licensing schemes in operation in the borough, the other
two being Mandatory HMO Licensing and Additional Licensing, introduced last
October, covering smaller HMOs

As with many other London boroughs the degree of demographic change is striking. The
population currently estimated to total 328k, is expected to grow another 12.6% to 369k by
2030 according the ONS projections. Meanwhile, the number of households is expected to
increase from 134k currently to 153k by 2030 based on the same source, with average
household size falling from 2.45 to 2.43 persons.
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Taking into account all the evidence available to us our main conclusion is that the scheme
should be rolled over at the end of this cycle in 2021. Secondly that consideration is given
to whether the ward designations should be adjusted to reflect the new ward boundaries
introduced after 2014.
The reason for this is that there would be a better alignment with councillor representation
as compared with the current scheme boundaries and there would be a slightly better
alignment with ASB. Persisting with the current boundaries is also possible but after a
further five years in operation this could be seen to be anachronistic.
The chief argument against making any changes is that if it were decided to alter the
designation there would be some overlap with Additional Licensing in the areas affected.
For example, Additional Licence holders might need to be switched to selective licenses but
we have not studied the administrative consequences of this in detail.
On the question of whether the introduction of Selective Licensing has been a success or not
our overall findings suggest that the period of designation is not enough time to make a
definitive judgment but on the positive side there have been some encouraging signs:
-

The take-up of licenses has generally gone well and now stands at over 5,000. This
process also has further to go with the number of PRS in the three wards estimated
to be at least 6,500 but possibly much higher.

-

Home inspections have identified a range of problems which have or are being
corrected and that the prospect of an inspection or losing a license has compelled
landlords to make improvements but this process still has further to go.

-

Ward ranking based on Council reported ASB have slightly improved between 2015
and 2019 based on old ward boundaries. Spitalfields and Banglatown improved two
places from 7 to 9 (rank 1=highest ASB); Weavers from 1 to 2; Whitechapel
unchanged at 5. However, overall levels of ASB are up. The picture is more or less
stable if we use new ward boundaries instead.

-

Police reported ASB levels across the borough are, on the other hand, slightly down
(although crime is up) but rankings in the three designated wards have slightly
worsened from 3 to 2, 5 to 4 and 4 to 1 respectively. Noise complaints across the
borough are significantly down and two of the Selectively Licensed wards have
substantially improved their rankings.
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-

Taking all indicators into account, we find small differences in ward rankings in the
pre-introduction and post implementation phases. 1 Spitalfields and Banglatown was
ranked 3 in 2015 and 2 in 2018 and so one position worse, Weavers was 4 in 2015
and 4 in 2018, and Whitechapel 2 in 2015 and 3 in 2018. But comparing rankings in
both years using new ward boundaries rankings were unchanged.

 It is noteworthy that St Peter’s ward, which is not included in the Selective Licensing
scheme but is contiguous, was ranked overall 1 in 2015 and also ranked 1 in 2018
and so is also unchanged, although many other wards shifted their relative positions.
 Finally, we also confirm that their rankings are not particularly linked to deprivation
since their ranking on the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) has scarcely change
between 2015 and 2018, with Spitalfields and Banglatown and Weavers each
dropping by one place and Whitechapel increasing one place.
A Government commissioned study, supportive of Selective Licensing, noted that there is
broad support for such schemes and that they are increasing in number.2 It states that of the
44 Selective Licensing schemes implemented at January 2019, 91% were either ‘very
effective’ or ‘fairly effective’.
Our own recommendations reflect the totality of the evidence and the experience
elsewhere. We recommend that the scheme should be rolled over for another five years but
that the broad parameters should be unchanged i.e. the present 20% cap on PRS coverage
should be retained. The introduction of Additional Licensing across the rest of the borough
will help to fill this gap; however, the option to adjust the scheme boundaries to reflect
present-day boundaries should be considered.
Dr. L. Mayhew MHA Ltd. (lesmayhew@googlemail.com)
Dr. Gillian Harper MHA Ltd.

1

See ‘The potential for an extension of discretionary licensing in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets, 2017
– Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd,’ https://democracy.towerhamlets.gov.uk/documents/s137182/6.9k%20%20Appendix%20Eleven%20Mayhew%20Haper%20Associates.pdf
2

An Independent Review of the Use and Effectiveness of Selective Licensing. June 2019 Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/812879/
Selective_Licensing_Review_2019.pdf
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1. Introduction
This report commissioned from Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd. by the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets reviews the impact of Selective Licensing in the Borough. The scheme itself
will formally come to an end in 2021, at which point the Council will need to decide whether
the designations have achieved or are on course to achieve their aims.
The emphasis of our report is primarily on quantitative measures of impact following the
scheme’s introduction on measures such as the take-up of licensing including issues of
compliance, and its wider impact on all properties in the wards affected and on the local
environment.
Both the direct and indirect effects of licensing are important. At a property level a licensing
scheme would enable the Council to impose a legal requirement in the designated area
requiring all landlords to register and comply with specific licence conditions. This would
give the Council more power to tackle irresponsible landlords and improve housing
conditions for tenants generally.
At the neighbourhood level it would be expected that by the end of the 5 year term of the
Selective Licensing scheme, conditions at the property level would also have a wider
beneficial effect on immediate neighbours and the local area, in turn stabilising
communities and the turnover of tenants whilst reducing the amount of poor quality
housing.
In principle it should also contribute to a reduction in Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) ranging
from immediate effects such as noise complaints and untidy properties in need of repair to
longer terms goals including a general fall in criminality ranging from criminal damage to
abusive or violent behaviours.
Our conclusions and recommendations reflect the progress of the scheme thus far,
measurable impacts that are either attributable or not to the scheme as may be the case,
and recommendations whether to continue with the current designations or to change
them in some way in the light of new evidence.
1.1 Background
The Housing Act 2004 gives the Council the power to introduce Housing Licensing Schemes
for privately rented properties within the whole Borough or in designated areas, in order to
improve standards of management in the Private Rented Sector (PRS) and reduce anti-social
behaviour.
The decision to introduce a Selective Landlord Licensing scheme in October 2016 was in line
with the council’s Private Sector Housing Strategy 2016-21. The scheme decided upon
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affects all privately rented accommodation in the Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers and
Whitechapel areas of the borough (within pre-2014 ward boundaries).
These areas routinely topped the wards with the most problems. They provide a good fit to
the criteria for introducing Selective Licensing but also contain some of the borough’s most
vulnerable individuals and families who live in private rented properties within the Selective
Licensing areas.
In order to introduce Selective Licensing to an area, councils must demonstrate that areas
meet one or more of the following conditions:


The area is one which is experiencing (or is likely to experience) low housing demand
and the local housing authority is satisfied that ‘designating’ an area will, when
combined with other measures, lead to improved social and economic conditions in
the area.



The area is experiencing a “significant and persistent” problem caused by anti-social
behaviour and that some or all private landlords in that area are not taking
appropriate action to tackle this. Moreover, the designation in combination with
other measures would lead to a reduction in or elimination of the problem.



The Council consulted with local residents, landlords and other stakeholders over the
benefits of a Selective Licensing scheme aimed at reducing anti-social behaviour. A
study was commissioned, also undertaken by Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd., to
investigate links between anti-social behaviour and the private rented sector.

Local authorities have discretion to set the licence conditions. These can include conditions
relating to the use and occupation of the house, and measures to deal with anti-social
behaviour by the tenants and visitors to the property. Licence conditions may also cover
provision of amenities and standards for the physical condition of property.
Among other things, licensees are required to present gas safety certificates annually to the
Council; keep electrical appliances and furniture in a safe condition; keep smoke alarms in
proper working order; give tenants a written statement of the terms of occupation; and
demand references from prospective tenants. If the Council determines that the landlord is
not ‘fit and proper’, it can refuse to grant a licence or revoke an existing licence.
Enforcement focuses on making properties safe for tenants through tackling unlicensed
properties and inspecting licensed properties and but also draws on wider tools and powers
to tackle nuisances and anti-social behaviour. Operating a property without a licence in a
designated area can attract an unlimited fine while specific breaches can attract fines of up
to £5,000.
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As with the HMO licensing regime, landlords must pay a charge for a licence issued under a
Selective Licensing scheme. Authorities can set the level of the fee, the intention is that the
rate should be ‘transparent’ and should cover the actual cost of the scheme’s administration
i.e. fees cannot be used by the local authority as a method of generating additional revenue.
1.2 Selective Licensing in context
Selective Licensing is one of three different types of landlord licensing scheme operating in
Tower Hamlets with the same ultimate purpose but affecting different types of private
rented property and operating over different areas.
Broadly there are two types of scheme: mandatory or discretionary.

1. Mandatory licensing applies borough-wide and was the first licensing scheme to be
introduced from 2006 following the Housing Act of 2004. An HMO is defined as
private rented accommodation with five or more occupiers living in two or more
households who share some amenities such as a kitchen or bathroom.

2. Discretionary licensing means any licensing of residential property under the
Housing Act 2004 (the Act) that goes beyond the national Mandatory HMO licensing
requirements contained in the Act. The two types of discretionary licensing are:
(a) Additional: where a council can impose a licence on other HMOs in its area
which are not subject to mandatory licensing, but where the council considers that
poor management of the properties is causing problems either for the occupants or
the general public.
(b) Selective: covering all privately rented property in areas which suffer or are likely
to suffer from low housing demand and also to those that suffer from significant and
persistent anti-social behaviour (ASB).
The long-standing Mandatory HMO licensing scheme is well established in the borough but
since the removal from the definition of an HMO that they should be of three or more
storeys the number of licenses have increased considerably from around 280 in 2017 to over
460 today. Each license costs £547.50 and is valid for three years.
Additional Licensing was introduced from April 2019 for multi-occupied private rented
properties. It applies to all properties in which there are 3 or more people living as 2 or
more households and sharing facilities such as a kitchen or bathroom. It excludes areas of
the borough covered by Selective Licensing and all Mandatory licensed HMOs. Each licence
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costs £529.50 and is valid for five years. To date about 1,750 additional licences have been
issued.
Selective Licensing came into force in October 2016. It covers three wards designated by
pre-2014 ward boundaries mentioned above. It applies to all private rented properties with
the exception of Mandatory HMOs. Some properties may be exempt from licensing, for
example where the landlord is a university. Currently a licence costs £542 and is valid for
five years.
It has been argued that Selective Licensing should apply to the whole of any borough which
would obviate the need for additional licensing. However, the rules for its introduction
requires for any Selective Licensing scheme covering more than 20% of their geographical
area or will affect more than 20% of privately rented homes requires the assent of the
Secretary of State. In practice this has proved to be a stumbling block, with some local
authorities having their schemes turned down resulting in delays and disappointment.
A review of Selective Licensing published by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government in June 2019 noted that there is broad support for such schemes and that they
are increasing in number.3 It states that of the 44 Selective Licensing schemes implemented
at January 2019, 91% were either ‘very effective’ or ‘fairly effective’.
It further noted that, ‘schemes appear to be more successful as part of a wider, well
planned, coherent initiative with an associated commitment of resources’ – a finding that is
consistent with the aims of the Housing Act and with the strategy being pursued by Tower
Hamlets.
This report builds on previous work by MHA Ltd. from 2017 the data from which provide a
baseline of the take-up of selective licenses to date. However, it also refreshes and extends
that baseline with new data and re-visits the issues of whether ASB ward level rankings have
changed.
Finally, it reviews the present scheme and suggests whether it is on track or should be
adjusted in some way after the initial five-year period is concluded in the light of experience
thus far and if it does need adjusting, to reflect on the administrative consequences of that
decision.

3

An Independent Review of the Use and Effectiveness of Selective Licensing. June 2019 Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/812879/
Selective_Licensing_Review_2019.pdf
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1.3 Structure of the report
The rest of this report is structured as follows:
 Section 2 provides a brief demographic overview of Tower Hamlets and future
trends in tenure-ship based on ONS data and describes the extent to which the
private rented sector is identifiable from administrative sources.
 Section 3 analyses the take-up of selective licenses to data as compared with
expectation, and provides maps of the PRS based on old and current ward
boundaries.
 Section 4 analyses trends in ASB since 2014 using a broad range of indicators based
on Council, private contractor and police sources to establish borough-wide trends
and if these are potentially related to the introduction of Selective Licensing.
 Section 5 continues with the analysis in section 4, by drilling down at ward and
property level to consider any changes that have occurred in ward ranking based on
ASB measures and tentatively explores any relevant behavioural changes at property
level.
 Section 6 considers the way forward in terms of updating or refreshing the present
scheme in the light of the evidence of previous sections and recommends
accordingly.

Page 151

9

Private rented sector Selective Licensing review

2. Demographic trends and the size of the PRS
This section provides a brief demographic overview of Tower Hamlets and future trends in
tenure-ship based and describes the extent to which the private rented sector is
identifiable from administrative sources.
2.1 Population and households
Population change is an important part of the case for an extension of discretionary
licensing in Tower Hamlets. The population of Tower Hamlets continues to expand at a
much faster rate than for England as whole. In 2016 it stood at 301k but expanded by 9% in
2020 to 328k and is expected to grow another 12.5% to 369k by 2030.
This compares with much more modest growth rates of only 2.6% and 5% in England as a
whole. As Table 1 shows, most of the growth in volume terms between 2020 and 2030 is in
the population aged 20 to 64 but there are striking signs of the currently small older
population expanding at an even faster rate over the period.
This also means that the number of households is set to increase at a faster rate than the
population, suggesting that average household size will become slightly smaller between
2020 and 2030. ONS household projections show that they will rise 17.6% over the period
from 121k to 156k as compared with 12.5% increase in population.
Most household categories will increase but the biggest percentage changes are expected
to be in single adult households or adult couple households, which could point to a
continued growth in private renting. Because it is used to rapid demographic change, Tower
Hamlets is probably better equipped to accommodate these changes relative to most other
areas in England.
Valuation Office data shows that nearly 70% of its housing stock has only one or two
bedrooms as compared with 40% nationally, whilst nearly 90% of the stock comprises flats
or maisonettes compared with 32% nationally. Most current building development appears
to reflect these forecasts although there is a question mark over the affordability of private
renting and the availability and quality of social renting.
2016-2020% 2020-2030
Tower Hamlets
2016
2020
2030
change
% change
0-19
74
81
88
9.6
8.9
20-64
209
226
250
8.1
10.6
65+
18
21
31
15.4
46.7
Total
301
328
369
8.9
12.5
Table 1: Population trends in Tower Hamlets by broad age group: 2016 to 2030 (‘000s)
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2.2 Tenure-ship
As with many other London boroughs the degree of change in tenure-ship in Tower Hamlets
over the last decade is striking. The issue is what is the size of the PRS sector today given
that the Census is not due to be refreshed until 2021? Census data from 2001 and 2011,
although now significantly out of date, is the only official data source on tenure. The Census
breaks down households into three tenure categories: owner occupied, social housing or
private rented. These are set out at ward level in Annex A (pre- and post 2014 boundaries).
The most noticeable difference between 2001 and 2011 has been the fall in the relative
share of social housing from 51% to 39% and the relative increase in the PRS from 18% to
33% of all residential properties over the period. Whereas the number of social housing
units fell by 2.7% between 2001 and 2011, owner occupation grew by 18.4% and the PRS by
a massive 135.1%, from 14,552 units to 34,216 units. Since then we believe that the upward
trend in private renting has continued unabated but also the total number of dwellings.
2.3 Identifying the size of the PRS from administrative sources
Unfortunately, there is no single source of data to verify the exact size of the PRS today and
therefore no simple way of determining its extent. Our approach to answering this question
involves a mixture of data sources including based on the number of licensed properties
(mandatory, selective and additional), various processes of elimination (e.g. removing social
housing), and drawing on our previous work for Tower Hamlets on this subject.
Starting with 169,362 residential Unique Property Reference Numbers (UPRNs) on the latest
Tower Hamlets Local Land and Property Gazetteer (LLPG) those known to be known PRS
were flagged as such. These included licensed properties, student exempt properties for
council tax purposes, or on Environmental Health & Trading Standards [EHTS] data flagged
as private rented usage.
Some 20k UPRNs were excluded which had property classifications such as hotel, motel,
guest house, holiday let, hospice, caravan, sheltered accommodation, residential institution,
care or nursing home, residential education, or ‘parent building shell’. Others were excluded
if they were social housing contained on any one of a number of data sets ranging from
housing association data to council data which had been collected for a range of purposes.
Using risk factors established in our previous research as being indicative of private renting,
an additional 10k private sector UPRNs were flagged as ‘known PRS’ if receiving Housing
Benefit, or if there were 3 or more adults living at the UPRN based on Council Tax
November 2019 or if a change in the count of people living at the UPRN of 3 or more
between Council Tax April 2018 and November 2019.
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Finally, 18k private UPRNs not already identified as known PRS that were a high-risk single
family or high-risk HMO or if they were flagged as known PRS from our previous work were
included in our estimates above. In total this produced an estimated 39,612 PRS properties
based on 138,875 validated occupied UPRNs of all tenures.
This compares with an estimated 41,634 units in the social housing sector. The total private
sector came to 97,241 units of which the PRS comprised 41% of the total. Since all of the
properties could be identified by their UPRNs we were able to break these down as required
in later analysis for different purposes and in different geographies. As previously remarked,
we have no way of validating this figure because the PRS is constantly evolving but believe it
to be a reasonable benchmark. Annex B splits our administrative estimates by pre- and
post-2014 ward boundaries.
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3. The introduction and take-up of Selective Licensing
In this section we review the take up of Selective Licenses and map licensed dwellings at
property and ward level based on previous and current ward boundaries.
3.1 Boundary changes
In May 2014, the number of wards in the borough increased from 17 to 20. The changes
were made by the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, in order to ensure
that councillors in Tower Hamlets represented roughly the same number of residents.
Because of the time needed to plan and introduce Selective Licensing, the Selective
Licensing Scheme itself was introduced on the basis of the pre-2014 boundaries even
though it was implemented in October 2016, after the boundary changes had occurred.
Obviously, this causes certain practical difficulties where there is not an exact
correspondence between elected councillors and the areas covered by the scheme. In
practice the differences are geographically not very large, but there are some potentially
serious knock-on effects e.g. in terms of realigning the scheme going forward or in data
reporting and scheme evaluation.
We return to these points in later sections.
3.2 Selective Licensing maps
Figure 1 is a map of Tower Hamlets showing the locations of private rented licensed
properties under the three schemes. The areas bounding the Selective Licensing scheme are
based on pre-2014 boundaries. A similar map based on current ward boundaries is shown in
Figure 2. Maps showing ward names are given at Annex D.
The selectively licensed properties are confined to three areas – Spitalfields & Banglatown,
Weavers and Whitechapel. These are located at the western end of the borough between
rows 4 and 8 and columns A to D. The properties are shown as blue symbols and fit exactly
within the designated boundaries.
Additional licensing, the latest scheme, was introduced in October 2019. Thus far licensed
properties are shown as green symbols and are spread throughout the rest of the borough.
Mandatory licensed properties, shown as orange symbols, are fewest in number but cover
all wards including those selectively licensed and cover cases where mandatory licenses predated the selective scheme.
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Annex C gives a detailed breakdown by ward of the number of license holders by old and
new ward boundaries. These tables can be compared with equivalent ward breakdowns of
the PRS based on the 2011 Census at Annex A and based on more recent PRS estimates at
Annex B.
In practical terms, the differences in the number of selective licenses under the old and new
boundaries are not very great. As Table 2 shows there is in fact only a relatively small
difference in the number of licenses issued under the old and new ward designations and
the sizes of area covered. The main ward affected is Spitalfields and Banglatown as is also
evident by comparing Figures 1 and 2. Maps of new and old ward names are given at Annex
D.

Old ward boundaries
Spitalfields and Banglatown
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

Area sq kms
0.64
0.78
0.92
2.34

Number of selective
licences
1,298
1,301
2,492
5,107(1)

New ward boundaries
Spitalfields and Banglatown
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

Area sq kms
0.91
0.68
0.96
2.54

Number of selective
licences (2)
1,342
1,265
2,229
5,107(2)

Table 2: Table showing the number of Selective Licenses issued by ward under the old and
new ward boundary designations at the time of writing.
Note1: Total includes 16 borderline licensed UPRNs in 4 neighbouring wards;
Note2: Total includes 267 licensed UPRNs in Stepney Green and 4 in St Peters.
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Figure 1: Map of Tower Hamlets showing locations of licensed properties under the three
licensing schemes and pre-2014 ward boundaries

Figure 2: Map of Tower Hamlets showing locations of licensed properties under the three
licensing schemes and post-2014 ward boundaries
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3.3 Take-up of selective licences
How successful has the take-up of selective licenses been? Selective Licensing came into
force in October 2016. At the time of the last census the total size of the PRS in the
designated wards was put at just under 6,000 and just over 6,200 using the new ward
designations. Since this time the PRS has expanded considerably and based on our latest
tenure-ship estimates there could be somewhere between 6,500 and 9,000 today
depending on definitions and estimation methods.
Not unreasonably, at the outset over 6000 applications were expected based on the Census
and our previous work. To date around 5,000 have been issued. Since then more applicants
have come forward and so the process has yet to reach a saturation point. The way in which
the applications have arrived and been processed therefore offers a benchmark and lessons
for future iterations of this and other schemes including the introduction of Additional
Licensing.
Figure 3 shows the monthly applications from October 2016 and the impacts of reminders
sent out to slow-to-respond private renters and landlords. As is seen, an initial surge in the
two months post implementation is followed by a downturn and then further spikes 12
months later and smaller ones subsequently.

Number of licences issued

400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
Oct-19

Jul-19

Apr-19

Jan-19

Oct-18

Jul-18

Apr-18

Jan-18

Oct-17

Jul-17

Apr-17

Jan-17

Oct-16

0

Month-year

Figure 3: The monthly number of selective licenses issued from October 2016 to November
2019
Figure 4 shows the cumulative percentage of applicants which reached just under 80% by
November 2019, assuming a saturation level of 6,500 selective in the three designated
wards. Based on our latest PRS estimates and applications up to November 2019, this
number will rise significantly but only time will tell if these much higher levels are reached in
practice.
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Cumulative estinated take-up of licences %
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Figure 4: The cumulative percentage of licenses issued between October 2016 and November
2019 based on an assumed saturation limit of 6000 licenses
How well targeted is the scheme? We compared the details of applicants against our
previous database from 2017 to look for patterns and possible omissions that could be used
in any follow up action such as sending out reminders. Our estimate of the size of the PRS in
the three licensed wards at that time was 6,232 properties.
We found that 50% of applicants were UPRNs that were already flagged as PRS on the
database, around 50% of UPRNs had experienced significant turnover based on the electoral
register and 40% had seen changes in Council tax registrant. This was roughly in line with
our expectations.
In contrast, we had expected around 16% of PRS licence applicants to be in receipt of
Housing Benefit but found only 4% in practice. This could imply several hundred addresses
receiving Housing Benefit that should have applied for a licence have not yet done so.
We found that 22% of the PRS on our database had some form of complaint or pest call
previously identified against them. Among the properties that have applied for licenses only
10% had received a previous complaint. Again, this suggests that there are PRS properties
where there is previous evidence of ASB that have not yet applied for licences suggesting
there are still some compliance issues.
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4. Trends in anti-social behaviour
One of the criteria for introducing discretionary licensing is that an area is experiencing a
‘significant and persistent’ problem caused by anti-social behaviour. In addition some or all
private landlords in that area are not taking appropriate action to tackle this.
The impact of anti-social behaviour can be observed both at a neighbourhood and property
level in which the incidence of one can influence the incidence of the other so creating a
mutually reinforcing effect.
ASB can take many forms and our aim in the next two sections is to analyse overall trends in
ASB at the borough, ward and property levels. The types of ASB range from dirty streets and
poorly maintained properties to general criminality.
Some of the trends are attributable to external factors and apply across the board and are
not specific to private renting. For example, we find a significant increase in reported crime
borough-wide and not just in the Selectively Licensed wards.
In other cases, changes such as housing as the increased reporting of housing hazards can
be linked directly to licensing suggesting that more complaints are being reported as a
result of the protection that licensing is designed to provide.
In this section, we evaluate trends in each ASB category at borough level. Patterns observed
will form the prequel to a more in-depth analysis in the following section at ward and
property level and to the general conclusions and recommendations in section 6.

4.1 Defining ASB
We begin by reviewing the definition of ASB before providing a summary analysis by ASB
category. Longstanding but still useful DCLG guidance advises that ASB is deemed to occur
when it falls into one of three categories4:
•
Crime: Tenants not respecting the property in which they live, including vandalism,
criminal damage, and robbery/theft or car crime
•
Nuisance neighbours: Noise, nuisance behavior, animal-related problems, vehiclerelated nuisance etc.
•

Environmental crime: Graffiti, fly-posting, fly-tipping, litter around a property

4

See
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/418551/15032
7_Guidance_on_selective_licensing_applications_FINAL_updated_isbn.pdf
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There are multiple sources of data that fit these categories ranging from the Council and its
different directorates, sub-contracted services commissioned by the Council or the Police.
Because ASB may be communicated in more than one way to the responsible authorities,
there could be some overlap for example between Police and Council data sources.
It is not possible to establish the extent to which this may have occurred as data are
recorded differently and so are not able to be matched. Council sourced data usually show
the date and location of the occurrence and the nature of the complaint.
Complaints are sourced to residential addresses and therefore UPRNs rather than a locale
and so are almost certainly domestic in origin whilst others originate from external sources
such as a building site or usually identifiable commercial premises which have their own
UPRNs.
Police data by contrast are highly aggregated at output area or beat level and categorized
in different ways. In addition, not all ASB can be sourced to residential addresses since
some of it relates to pubs or clubs, vehicle nuisance and general rowdy behaviour on the
streets or in parks.
We also found some variability in our ability to split the data into the same sub-areas. This
was largely due to boundary changes (post 2014). This was not the case where the data
were also accompanied by a UPRN or provision had been made to retain the old as well as
new ward labels.
This meant that different geographies were deployed on occasion especially at ward level.
A large number of administrative sources were analysed in depth. Data sets provided to us
included the following:
 Street cleansing data from April 2014 to August 2019. A large data set with over
28,000 records it provides information on incidents down to street and ward level on
dirty streets, tipping, graffiti, fly posting and other lesser categories.
 Council reported anti-social behaviour from April 2014 to November 2019 using
merged data from the Community Safety Service and Tower Hamlets Homes. With
over 10k records covering mixed tenures, it includes ASB categories such as drug and
alcohol abuse, threatening behaviour, vehicle-related incidents etc.
 Housing hazards from April 2014 to November 2019 totalling 4,976 reports covering
all types of hazards from electrical, damp and mould, fire safety and general filth to
overcrowding, domestic hygiene and public health issues.
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 Noise complaints April 2014 to November 2019 based on a data set 28,000 records
covering categories such as domestic noise, loud music, vehicle noise and animals.
 Warning letters totalling over 1200 to householders between April 2014 and
November 2019 mostly covering garden waste and overhanging shrubs and trees.
 Environmental data totalling 38,000 incident reports from April 2015 to November
2019 covering mainly commercial, household and garden waste
 Police reported ASB and general crime from April 2014 to October 2019 totalling
248,000 incidents of which 82,000 are designated as ASB.
Table 3 shows the monthly rates of activity against each data set plus information
concerning the pattern and trend over time. In several cases, occurrences are seasonal
albeit occurring at different times of year.
In other cases we found no particular pattern. It shows that trends were increasing in three
cases, slightly decreasing in four cases and level in three cases.
ASB indicator

Average rate
Seasonality
Trend
per month
Dirty Street
100
Random
Increasing
Tipping
242
Seasonal
Slightly increasing
Graffiti
14
Random
Decreasing
Council reported ASB
148
Random
Strongly increasing
Housing hazards
77
Random
Slightly increasing
Noise complaints
333
Seasonal
Strongly decreasing
Warning letters
18
Random
Decreasing
Environment
652
Random
Steady
Police reported ASB
1221
Seasonal
Slightly reducing
Crime
3705
Seasonal
Increasing
Table 3: Monthly rates of ASB based on 10 indicators, including pattern and trend
4.2 Trends by key street indicators
The following tables and charts chart the trends according to each ASB indicator beginning
at street level. Unless indicated, all charts are based on monthly data starting in January
2015, nine months before the commencement of the scheme, and terminating in November
2019. Trends can be compared with the monthly average shown as a horizontal red line.
Dotted trend lines show the direction of travel – whether up, down or broadly level.
Summary tables are calendar years based on a ‘before and after’ basis using 2015 (baseline)
and 2018 (latest complete year)) as benchmarks.
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(a) Street cleansing data
Street cleansing data was the main source of information on street cleanliness, tipping and
graffiti. The following three charts show the pattern of reports on a monthly basis, the
period ranging from January 2015 to November 2019.
Overall there was a 22.5% rise in incidents based on the categories listed in Table 4 although
in individual cases there were some falls. Tipping tends to be more seasonal than either
graffiti or dirty streets which are more random.
Category
2015
2018
Large tip
1,611
1,696
Dirty street
930
1,786
Small tip
1,207
1,074
Non-offensive graffiti
150
122
Offensive graffiti
44
55
Fly-posting
108
52
Other/unknown
622
938
Total
4,672
5,723
Tables 4: Street cleanliness, tipping, graffiti and other categories based on street cleansing
data
The largest categories are tipping with over 240 reports per month on average but the
biggest increase from 2015 according to reports was in street cleanliness. Graffiti and fly
posting are relatively minor by comparison as measured by incidents.
Figure 5, based on dirty streets, shows a rising trend over the period with a particular surge
in 2018. Figure 6 shows a slightly increasing trend in tipping and Figure 7 a declining trend in
graffiti.
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(a) Dirty Street data
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Figure 5: Dirty Street reports from January 2015 to November 2019
(b) Tipping
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Figure 6: Tipping reports from January 2015 to November 2019
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(c) Graffiti
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Figure 7: Graffiti reports from January 2015 to November 2019
4.3 Council reported ASB
Figure 8, using Council reported incidents, charts the monthly reports of ASB from January
2016 to November 2019, a slightly shorter period than before. As is seen the trend
represented by the hatched line shows a marked rise over the period with a particular surge
after 2018.
As shown in Table 5, between calendar years 2015 and 2018, reports increased by 31% to
1,846. Most of this rise is accounted for by drugs and alcohol related incidents, loitering and
rough sleeping which are not PRS related. However, both noise complaints and violent and
threatening behaviour showed a decline. It is unlikely that the introduction of Selective
Licensing has played a part in these changes.
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Figure 8: Council reported ASB incidents from January 2016 to November 2019
Category
Drugs alcohol
Noise
Vehicles
Loitering, rough sleepers, begging
Violence threaten behaviour
Rubbish tipping
Other
Total

2015(1)
267
362
14
105
450
14
201
1,413

2018
862
254
16
226
217
19
252
1,846

(1) Note: 2015 data based on financial year April 2015 to March 2016
Table 5: A comparison of Council reported ASB incidents by category in 2015 and 2018
4.4 Housing hazards
Reported housing hazards or complaints from January 2016, can be sourced to specific
addresses. As Figure 9 shows, the average number of housing complaints was 77 per month.
However, this hides spikes in activity especially in 2018 which may be related to the
introduction of Selective Licensing with more tenants coming forward to report problems.
Overall the trend is slightly upwards.
Comparing calendar years 2018 with 2015, Table 6 shows a rise of 42% across the years.
Interestingly most of the complaints were of a general rather than specific nature such as
asking for advice and information and hence possibly related to the introduction of Selective
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Licensing. Specific complaints such as damp and mould, electrical hazards all showed a
decline.
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Figure 9: Housing hazard reports from January 2016 to November 2019
Category
Hazards - general
HMO complaint
General advice/information
Public health nuisance
Damp & mould
Overcrowding
Filthy and vermin infested
Fire safety
Overcrowding
Water supply
Domestic hygiene
Electrical hazard
Other

2015
183
66
121
0
148
5
9
21
11
30
27
23
66
710

2018
432
224
214
52
37
23
5
4
3
2
2
1
11
1010

Table 6: Comparison of housing hazards reports by hazard type in 2015 and 2018
4.5 Noise complaints
Noise complaints can usually be sourced to specific residential addresses and like housing
hazards provide useful evidence of trends on one specific type of ASB, in this case general
noise disturbance. Figure 10 covering the period January 2015 to November 2019 shows a
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steep decline in complaints over the period with strong seasonal peaks in the summer
months.
It is unlikely to be exclusively a Selective Licensing effect although complaints fell in all three
wards between 2015 and 2018, and a downward trend in complaints was already in
evidence throughout the borough from 2015.
The most probable reasons are a combination of more tolerance of noise or changes to the
reporting environment. As Table 7 shows most of the reduction is attributable to a general
reduction in domestic noise rather than any specific cause.
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Figure 10: Domestic and related noise complaints from January 2015 to November 2019
Noise category
Domestic
Music
Vehicles
Animals
Neighbours
Other
Total

2015
3,400
278
103
9
282
482
4,554

2018
2,595
356
28
0
206
509
3,694

Table 7: Domestic and related noise complaints in 2015 and 2018
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4.6 Warning letters
Warning letters are issued from time to time to residential addresses. An analysis of the
data shows that they mostly pertain to issues such as garden waste, overhanging shrubs,
recycling misdemeanours and the like. Figure 11 shows that an average of 18 letters per
month was issued between January 2015 and November 2019.
It shows a slightly downward trend over the period although it appears to have been
enforced much more in 2015 and 2016 than subsequently. It was particularly noticeable
that the number of letters issued to the Selectively Licensed wards reduced considerably
between calendar years 2015 and 2018 and that this could be a direct effect of the scheme.
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Figure 11: Warning letters issued between January 2015 and November 2019
4.7 Environment
What might be termed environmental data is sourced from Council contractors, Veolia.
Data made available from April 2015 to November 2019 and shown in Figure 12 shows a
steady trend over the period but with random peaks and troughs throughout the period.
Large volumes of data are collected with an average of 652 reports a month. However, the
make up of these reports seems to vary considerably as the comparison in Table 8 of
financial year 2015-2016 with calendar year 2018 shows.
Overall there was a 0.4% drop in reports but among specific categories there are large rises
or falls (see Table 8). It is possible that some of this is due to misclassification – for example
the difference between household and commercial bags. Also, a lot of the activity can be
sourced to commercial and construction sources and not residences.
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Figure 12: Monthly environment reports between April 2015 and November 2019
Category
Green Waste
Vehicle Parts
Tyres
Construction
Bags: Commercial
Bags: Household
Other: Household
Other: Commercial
Other
White Goods
Other Electrical
Animal Carcasses
Total

2015
1,300
52
68
48
2,228
3,608
1,222
378
50
60
32
16
9,062

2018
55
25
6
214
5,168
1,292
1,902
12
101
196
42
11
9,024

Table 8: A comparison of reports by category in financial year 2015-16 and 2018
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4.8 Police reported ASB
The largest data set made available to us was police data – which we split into ASB related
incidents and general crime. The data are available down to ward level by category but not
to address level.
The first of two charts in Figure 13 shows the trend and pattern of ASB between January
2015 and November 2019. It shows an average of 1,221 reported incidents per month. The
overall trend is slightly reducing but also strongly seasonal with peaks in the summer
months.
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Figure 13: Police reported ASB incidents between January 2015 and November 2019
The trend in general crime over the period January 2015 to November 2019 was upward as
shown in Figure 14. Again, the trend is strongly seasonal with most criminality occurring in
the summer period. The average number of incidents each month is 3,705 (including ASB)
and 2,484 if ASB is excluded.
As is seen in Table 9 most crime categories are increasing with the notable exception of ASB.
Theft, robbery and drug offences have increased significantly but the largest percentage rise
was in the possession of offensive weapons.
There was an 11.3% rise overall in crime between 2015 and 2018. Since the rise in crime is
general across the borough none can easily be attributed to the introduction of Selective
Licensing.
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Figure 14: Police reported crime between January 2015 and November 2019 (including ASB)
Crime category
Anti-social behaviour
Bicycle theft
Burglary
Criminal damage and arson
Drugs
Other crime
Other theft
Possession of weapons
Public order
Robbery
Shoplifting
Theft from the person
Vehicle crime
Violence and sexual offences
Total

2015
13,994
1,083
2,466
2,318
1,554
253
3,587
157
1,746
1,110
1,047
1,380
2,977
7,533
41,205

2018
13,274
1,435
3,233
2,081
1,939
336
4,241
307
2,162
1,523
1,066
1,712
3,512
9,039
45,860

Table 9: A comparison of police reported crime in 2015 and 2018 by category
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5. Changes in ASB at ward and property level
The previous section analysed changes at the borough level of some nine different
indicators. In theory at least, positive changes in the neighbourliness of residents, a more
socially responsible behaviour, for example with regard to fly tipping, could be traceable to
the better maintenance and upkeep of residential properties.
Our previous research from 2017 drew a direct link at property level between private
renting, noise complaints, housing hazards, and housing benefit. Wider links to the
environment and ambient deprivation were necessarily more based on association rather
than causation.
In analysing the latest data in the post-licensing phase, it should be possible to firm up some
of these associations but with the important caveat that the Selective Licensing scheme is
only at the half-way point in terms of its duration.
Secondly, although the take-up of selective licences has been a notable success, applications
for licences have been spread out over the implementation period. Hence it would be overoptimistic at this early stage to assume significant overspill effects either at street or
neighbourhood level given the staggered take-up.
Indeed, it would be expected that any immediate effect would be felt at a property level
first. Some of this may simply be interim behavioural effects as tenants and landlords adjust
their behaviours – for example a greater willingness for tenants to come forward with long
overdue complaints.
In this section we review changes both at a ward and property level using a range of
indicators including those analysed in the previous section. For ward level reporting we
generally find that the boundary changes are small with respect to the three licensed wards,
with the old boundaries covering an area of 2.34 sq kms and the new boundaries 2.54 sq
kms.
For practical reasons, we report changes in ASB based on the new boundaries based on 20
designated wards but where data allow we also compare property level indicators on an old
ward basis. The practical effect of this is typically small but possibly the most important
difference is that the number of selectively licensed properties based on the old ward
boundaries is about 200 more than on the new ward boundaries despite the new ward
boundaries covering a slightly larger area.
5.1 Ward ASB rankings in 2015 and 2018
We adopt the same approach as in our previous research but split the analysis into the preand post- implementation phases, focussing on changes between calendar year 2015 and
calendar year 2018. Table 10 based on 2015 data ranks each ward according to the size of
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the PRS from high to low (1=most PRS, 20=least PRS) and the Index of Multiple Deprivation
(1= most deprived, 20=least deprived). This similarly applies to Table 11 covering 2018.
In both tables the three licensed wards, Spitalfields and Banglatown (row 14), Weavers (row
19) and Whitechapel (row 20), are highlighted in grey for ease of interpretation. The bottom
two rows denote the number of recorded incidents on each indicator in the period (or
sample size), and the other the level of correlation between a particular indicator and the
PRS.
The measure of correlation ranges from -1 (strongly negatively correlated) to +1 (strongly
positively correlated) and is indicative of the degree of association between each risk factor
and the size of the PRS. The results show that some indicators are more correlated with the
PRS than others. Whilst most show a positive association, mainly these are weak to very
weak (< 0.3).
For example, the correlation between the composite ranking and the PRS is only 0.2 in 2015
and 0.25 based on 2018 data. Indicators that can be linked to individual properties rather
than neighbourhoods tend to show a higher correlation with private renting, so for example
housing hazards had a correlation value of +0.46 and noise complaints + 0.65 in 2018
whereas fly-tipping was only +0.13. We return to this below.
Each of the nine indicators ranks wards similarly (1=most affected, 20=least affected). For
example, Spitalfields and Banglatown was most affected by fly tipping (column 3) in 2015
and is ranked 1 and Poplar least affected, ranked 20. Comparing 2015 with 2018 in Table 11
Spitalfields and Banglatown is now ranked 3 on fly tipping and Poplar remains at 20. A final
column provides an overall ranking in order to derive a composite assessment of conditions
in each ward.
Comparing both tables, the following additional points can be made:
 The number of incidents in each period seen in the bottom row varies by indicator with
some higher and others lower making it difficult to draw specific conclusions. However,
the changes in housing hazards, noise complaints and warning letters must be
considered more symptomatic of the introduction of licensing and this is considered
further below.
 In overall terms, we find no difference in ward rankings in the pre-introduction and post
implementation phases. Spitalfields and Banglatown was ranked 3 overall in 2015 and 3
in 2018 and so the same, Weavers 4 in 2015 and 4 in 2018, and Whitechapel 2 in 2015
and 2 in 2018.
 We also confirm that their rankings are not particularly linked to deprivation since their
ranking on this measure (IMD) has scarcely change between 2015 and 2018, with
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Spitalfields and Banglatown and Weavers each dropping by one place and Whitechapel
increasing one place.
 It is noteworthy that St Peter’s ward was ranked overall one in 2015 and also ranked one
in 2018 and so is also unchanged. However, many other wards shifted their relative
positions.
Overall therefore we conclude that the introduction of Selective Licensing in the designated
wards has not so far led to improvements in their rankings.
5.2 Rankings based on original ward boundaries
For indicators available at the property level which could be situated using both the old and
new boundaries, we compared the rankings in 2015 with 2018 on a subset of indicators.
The three indicators were Council reported ASB, housing hazards and noise complaints.
Although changes overall were small, of the three wards Spitalfields and Banglatown altered
most increasing in area by about 42% in the process encroaching into what was previously
Bethnal Green South. This means that ASB indicators are likely to have been affected more
than in the other two wards and indeed this is what we find.
Table 12 shows the ranking based on these three indicators in 2015 and 2018. At that time,
Tower Hamlets was divided into 17 wards compared with 20 wards today and so this table
only has 17 rows. Weavers and Whitechapel were ranked 4 and 1 in 2015 and 2018 and so
almost exactly the as based on the new ward boundaries shown in Tables 10 and 11.
The ranking of Spitalfields and Banglatown on the other hand is significantly different.
Overall it was ranked 12 in 2015 and 15 in 2018, so improving its position by 3 places. This
compares with its current position ranked 3 based on the new ward boundaries in Tables 10
and 11.
A key reason for this large difference is that the new boundaries absorb part of what was
formerly Bethnal Green South. This is ranked 2 based on an old boundary basis in Table 10
and 11 in 2015 and 2018 and is therefore one of the worst areas of the borough for ASB
which the re-drawn Spitalfields and Banglatown partly inherited.
The rest of Bethnal Green South is today subsumed in a new ward called St Peters which is
in fact the highest ranked among the wards for ASB based on the new ward boundaries. This
means that the picture is not straightforward. In an ideal world Spitalfields and Banglatown,
Weavers, Whitechapel and St Peters, would all be Selectively Licensed.
Given the practical constraints on altering the present scheme whilst staying within
Government guidelines is a significant issue but one without any easy solution at present
without some re-drawing of the scheme boundaries. Section 6 considers this issue further to
see if there are alternatives.

Page 175

33

Private rented sector Selective Licensing review
Table 10: Ward ASB rankings based on new ward boundaries in 2015
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No.

Ward

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Bethnal Green
Blackwall & Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley North
Bromley South
Canary Wharf
Island Gardens
Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End
Poplar
Shadwell
Spitalfields & Banglatown
St. Dunstan's
St. Katharine's & Wapping
St. Peter's
Stepney Green
Weavers
Whitechapel

IMD
2015

12
18
13
15
6
2
17
19
1
16
4
3
8
10
11
20
7
5
9
14

Rank PRS

9
2
7
12
16
19
1
3
14
13
11
20
15
8
18
6
5
17
10
4
Correl
Sample

Tipping

6
19
7
10
8
17
18
15
13
20
11
12
5
1
9
16
2
14
4
2
0.03
2839

Dirty
street

5
17
10
7
12
19
15
18
8
20
9
11
6
4
14
13
2
15
3
1
0.16
938

Grafitti

3
17
4
8
15
19
11
11
11
17
11
6
7
4
15
9
1
19
2
9
0.32
196

Council
ASB

Housing
hazards

Noise
complai
nts

Warning
letters

3
19
13
11
20
17
15
15
18
14
12
10
6
7
8
9
2
4
1
5
0.02
519

2
10
11
6
19
15
16
4
5
20
1
17
11
8
13
17
6
9
14
2
0.33
657

1
15
5
7
16
18
12
17
13
19
8
20
13
4
9
10
2
11
3
6
0.36
3964

9
7
3
17
9
17
9
8
17
9
9
9
5
6
9
9
1
17
2
4
0.50
319

Envirocrime

17
19
9
16
7
18
11
11
2
20
13
4
6
5
8
15
3
14
10
1
-0.03
9062

Police
reporte
d ASB

2
18
10
11
19
17
16
12
9
14
6
20
8
3
15
12
1
7
5
4
0.29
13995

Overall
rank

5
18
7
9
17
20
16
15
10
19
8
12
6
3
11
13
1
13
4
2
0.20
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Table 11: Ward ASB rankings based on new ward boundaries in 2018
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No.

Ward

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Bethnal Green
Blackwall & Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley North
Bromley South
Canary Wharf
Island Gardens
Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End
Poplar
Shadwell
Spitalfields & Banglatown
St. Dunstan's
St. Katharine's & Wapping
St. Peter's
Stepney Green
Weavers
Whitechapel

IMD
2019

12
17
13
14
3
4
18
19
1
16
11
2
10
9
7
20
6
5
8
15

Rank PRS

9
2
7
12
16
19
1
3
14
13
11
20
15
8
18
6
5
17
10
4
Correl
Sample

Tipping

6
19
7
11
13
18
15
16
10
20
9
12
5
3
8
14
2
16
4
1
0.13
2769

Dirty
street

5
16
6
10
8
18
14
17
15
19
9
12
7
4
11
13
1
20
3
2
0.24
1786

Graffiti

3
18
10
8
12
19
13
17
13
20
10
15
5
4
7
8
2
15
1
6
0.17
177

Council
ASB

3
16
14
13
20
15
18
17
19
12
11
10
7
9
6
1
4
8
2
5
0.02
752

Housing
hazards

Noise
complai
nts

Warning
letters

5
3
2
7
15
16
16
10
6
20
7
18
11
9
14
18
4
12
13
1
0.46
941

1
9
2
12
15
18
3
17
11
19
8
20
13
4
14
10
5
16
7
6
0.65
3379

7
17
4
10
10
17
17
8
10
17
10
9
6
2
10
16
5
10
3
1
0.08
119

Envirocrime

16
15
10
17
6
13
11
9
1
20
8
4
12
3
14
19
2
18
5
7
0.05
11042

Police
reported
ASB

Overall
rank

5
17
10
14
15
16
12
18
8
19
6
20
7
2
11
9
3
13
4
1
0.30
13274

5
18
6
11
13
19
14
17
9
20
8
15
7
3
10
12
1
16
4
2
0.25
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Table 12: Ward rankings based on property level issues using old (pre-2014) ward boundaries
2015
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No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Ward
Bethnal Green North
Bethnal Green South
Blackwall and Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley By Bow
East India and Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End and Globe Town
Mile End East
Millwall
Shadwell
Spitalfields and Banglatown
St Dunstans and Stepney Green
St Katharine's and Wapping
Weavers
Whitechapel

Council
ASB
4
6
14
12
11
15
16
5
2
17
13
7
9
8
10
1
3

Housing
hazards
13
5
1
12
5
13
5
8
10
11
2
9
13
3
17
16
3

2018
Noise
complai
nts
6
3
13
4
8
14
17
12
2
16
10
15
7
9
11
1
5

Council
ASB
9
6
13
12
11
13
17
4
5
16
15
7
10
8
1
2
3

Housing
hazards
15
5
1
3
8
7
6
11
13
10
4
11
15
9
17
14
2

Noise
complai
nts
9
3
8
2
16
14
15
7
6
13
1
12
11
17
10
4
5

Overall
Overall
rank 2015 rank 2018
6
11
2
2
10
6
10
3
7
14
16
12
14
16
8
6
2
8
17
17
8
4
13
10
12
15
5
12
14
9
4
4
1
1
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5.3 Specific changes at a property level in licensed and unlicensed properties
In theory, we would expect to find differences in the take-up of licences alongside
differences in their exposure to ASB at a property level. We analysed the take-up of licenses
and exposure to ASB at 16,986 privately owned UPRNs (i.e. properties that are owner
occupied or privately rented) located in the three Selectively Licensed wards.
The three ASB risk factors are included in our analysis are housing hazards, noise complaints
and Council reported ASB. We also use eligibility for Housing Benefit as a risk factor for
segmenting properties which have or have not been licensed. We included these risk factors
if they had been reported since the introduction of the scheme, but not before.
Because licensing is supposed to prevent or deter ASB, our expectation was that licensed
UPRNs should have similar levels of exposure to housing hazards, noise complaints etc. as
properties in the non-PRS. What we see however is more mixed – for example, selectively
licensed UPRNs have a higher exposure to housing hazards and noise complaints instead.
We find that housing hazards are 2 times more likely if the property is licensed and noise
complaints are 1.6 times more likely. Council reported ASB is neither more nor less likely
while eligibility for Housing Benefit means that a property is less likely to be licensed.
However, it is probable that these results are transitory because the scheme has taken time
to take off (see below).
Detailed results are set out in Table 13. There are four risk factors and so 16 possible unique
combinations of all four depending on which apply in any given UPRN category. The number
of UPRNs per category is shown in column two; whether or not a risk factor is applicable is
shown as ‘Y’ in subsequent columns. The final column shows the percentage of UPRNs in
each category that has been issued a licence.
The rows are organised so that the category with the highest percentage take-up of licences
is in row one and the category with the smallest percentage is in row 16. As can be seen
30% of all private UPRNs whether owner occupied or rented have taken out a licence (see
cell at bottom right of the table).
The table contains several more important detailed messages:
1. By far the largest risk category comprising 14,962 UPRNs Licence take-up is 30% (row
8), which is also the scheme average. None of this category is exposed to any risk
factor listed and so they are complying fully with the scheme as expected and so
there are no issues to report.
2. The top five categories (rows 1 to 5) are all exposed to housing hazards typically
damp and mould, electrical faults, etc. We argue that this partly is a behavioural
effect in that where hazards have been reported to the council, landlords reacting
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with precaution complying with the scheme rather than being prosecuted and
tenants have been bolder in reporting them.
3. A second key reason is the effect of inspections. By the end of 2018 some 300
properties have been inspected under the provisions of the licensing scheme. Of
these around 40% were found to be below basic requirements. As a result, the
council has noted a rapid increase in non-compliance in respect of the increasing
numbers of inspections being undertaken.
4. Noise complaints have generally dampened down across the borough and this may
be partly related to licensing since UPRNS subject to noise complaints are more likely
to be licensed. This is not the case with Council reported ASB, for the present at
least, which shows no association with licensing.
5. UPRNs receiving Housing Benefit (rows 10 to 16) are probably private rented. But
licence take-up in this group is much lower than the borough average (22% or less).
Of the total 1,173 UPRNs receiving housing benefit column, only 191 have applied
for licences and 982 have not. This may be a compliance issue which needs to be
followed up.

Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
Total

Number
of UPRNs
36
8
2
290
9
586
97
14,692
95
48
29
30
1,023
39
1
1
16,986

Housing
hazard
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Noise
complaint
Y

Council
reported
ASB

Housing
Benefit

Y
Y

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
395

Y
Y
799

271

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
1,173

% of UPRNs with a
Selective Licence
58.3
50.0
50.0
48.3
44.4
41.6
41.2
30.0
27.4
22.9
20.7
20.0
15.8
15.4
0.0
0.0
29.9

Table 13: Table showing the impact on the take-up of Selective Licensing based on four risk
factors.
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5.4 Noise complaints
One of the ASB categories which can be linked directly to residential addresses is noise
complaints. As was seen in Section 4.6 complaints average over 300 per month but that the
trend for this particular indicator has been downward over the period since January 2015.
Whilst the downward trend seems to have affected most wards it can be also seen from
Table 12 that Selectively Licensed wards have also fallen down the rankings relative to other
wards. For example Spitalfields and Banglatown was ranked 7th in 2015 out of 17 wards and
11th in 2018, falling 4 places; Weavers which was ranked 1st in 2015 has fallen to 4 th place;
Whitechapel, however, was unchanged.
This can be seen in Figures 15 and 16 which show the density of noise complaints overlaid
with pre-2014 ward boundaries. It is easily noticeable that complaints have subsided
considerably both in Weavers (cells B5 and B6) and Spitalfields and Banglatown (cell B7);
other hotspots such as Bow East have moved up the rankings as have some wards to the
south.

Figure 15: The density of residential noise complaints in 2015 overlaid with pre-2014 ward
boundaries
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Figure 16: The density of residential noise complaints in 2015 overlaid with pre-2014 ward
boundaries
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6. Conclusions and recommendations
Selective Licensing allows LBTH Council to impose a legal requirement in the designated
areas requiring all landlords to register, apply for a licence for each property they rent out
and comply with specific licence conditions. Its purpose is to give the Council more power to
tackle irresponsible landlords and drive up management standards.
The designation of an area for Selective Licensing is that it is experiencing a “significant and
persistent” problem caused by anti-social behaviour and that some or all private landlords in
that area are not taking appropriate action to tackle this. There is high evidential threshold:
for its introduction, as well as ASB, the area is experiencing high levels of crime or
deprivation.
The three wards were designated - Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers, and Whitechapel
based on pre-2014 boundaries. These wards are not necessarily the largest in terms of
private renting – some of the wards in the south of the borough are higher. Much depends
on whether one refers to out-of-date Census data or recent administrative estimates.
The rules for the introduction of Selective Licensing are that any proposed scheme covering
more than 20% of their geographical area or will affect more than 20% of privately rented
homes will require permission from the Secretary of State to proceed. The three designated
LBTH wards above cover 15% of the land area and an estimated 17.3% of the PRS.
These are not the most deprived based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). Other
wards with high levels of social housing are more deprived. However, they are consistently
among the highest ranked wards on other indicators and consistently ranked among the top
four and continue to be so.
The scheme designation which started on 1st of October 2016 will come to an end in 2021.
At this point the Council needs to decide whether the designations have achieved or are on
course to achieve their aims, whether achievements can be sustained without licensing, or
whether designations should be adjusted.
The view of our analysis is that some indicators are pointing in the right direction and that
there has been some, generally small positive effects; however, the overall picture is very
mixed and there is still a long way to go. Examples taken from earlier in the report are:
-

Based on the IMD, in 2015 and 2019 Spitalfields and Banglatown has improved from
8th to 9th place (rank 1 = most deprived); Weavers has gone up from 10 to 8 and so
worsened; and Whitechapel from 14 to 15.
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-

Ward ranking based on Council reported ASB have slightly improved between 2015
and 2019. Spitalfields and Banglatown improved two places from 7 to 9 (rank
1=highest ASB); Weavers from 1 to 2; Whitechapel unchanged at 5.

-

Home inspections have identified a range of problems which have or are being
corrected and that the prospect of an inspection or losing a license has compelled
landlords to make improvements but this process still has further to go.

-

The take-up of licenses has generally gone well and now stands at over 5,000
bringing in revenue of around £2.69m to LBTH. This process also has further to go
with the number of PRS in the three wards estimated to be at least 6,500 but
probably much higher.

-

Police reported ASB levels across the borough are slightly down (although crime is
up) but rankings in the three designated wards have slightly worsened from 3 to 2, 5
to 4 and 4 to 1 respectively. Overall rankings comparing Spitalfields and Banglatown,
Weavers and Whitechapel with other wards are unchanged at 3, 4 and 2 between
2015 and 2018.

6.1 Potential amendments to the Selective Licensing scheme going forward
In a response to an independent review on Selective Licensing5 a spokesperson for the
Ministry of Housing and Local Government said that:
“Selective Licensing ……schemes can make a real difference to the quality of homes
people live in. The report highlights some important matters which require further
consideration, and we will work with the sector to continue to understand their
concerns before responding fully.”
The more relevant of these matters as far as LBTH is concerned are chiefly a matter of
process: for example, exempting certain types of housing such as purpose-built student
accommodation; and maintaining a requirement to consult; and a ‘light touch’ process for
authorities seeking to re-designate an area at the end of a period of licensing. The latter
would apply where there is no substantive change proposed to the existing scheme.
A more substantive point is that the present requirement for all designations above a
certain level should remain in place at a similar level to the current ’20 per cent of the
privately rented sector (based on figures from census data) or 20% of total geographic area’
5

An Independent Review of the Use and Effectiveness of Selective Licensing. June 2019 Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/812879/
Selective_Licensing_Review_2019.pdf
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threshold. LBTH will therefore need to consider carefully whether to maintain the status
quo or go for a larger scheme.
Another recommendation of the review concerns the important issues of enforcement.
Earlier we showed that the take-up of licences among properties receiving Housing Benefit
was much lower than expected. Housing Benefit is administered locally by the Council and is
a good indicator of private renting but its replacement by Universal Credit which is centrally
administered will make enforcement harder.
Whilst the decision to renew, change or terminate the scheme is not until 2021, the
preparations start now. These include the mid-term review of which this report is a part,
and secondly a consultation process lasting at least 10-weeks which should not commence
until the local authority produces a draft proposal identifying what is to be designated and
its consequences. After that, landlords should be allowed reasonable time to prepare.
6.2 Options for scheme renewal post-2021
Selective Licensing allows local authorities to designate any area for licensing as long as it
meets the necessary criteria. Designations can be bespoke to specific streets and
neighbourhood – and not necessarily contiguous. In practice, most schemes in England have
opted for ward level designations which help from an administrative standpoint.
In LBTH’s case the ward level alignment is based on the pre-2014 ward boundaries.
Although the ward names remain the same, the current boundaries differ somewhat from
the original wards, details of which have been set our earlier. One disadvantage of this is
that there is now a lack of alignment with democratically elected ward representatives.
A further issue is that areas neighbouring these wards are themselves strong candidates for
inclusion in the scheme, but they would be potentially excluded by the 20% PRS rule. A key
decision is therefore whether to designate a scheme which adheres to the 20% rule or go
for something more ambitious.
A second question is whether there are adjustments to the present scheme that would
address both issues. Our view is that the present scheme is proportionate and its wider
introduction would not be a good fit with most other wards in Tower Hamlets where the
problems are no less important but of different origin. Neither do we recommend scrapping
the scheme because the signs are that it is beginning to work but that it needs more time.
We also think the timing is wrong to approach the Secretary of State with a substantially
altered scheme because of the uncertainty and delays inherent in this process.
After much consideration we considered the four options set out in Table 14. The options
split in two: A and B retaining the existing pre-2014 boundaries or C and D moving to the
current post-2014 boundaries. In either case the 20% of PRS rule is not breached and so
avoid seeking Secretary of State approval. Using the new boundaries would capture slightly
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more of the PRS than using the old boundaries (18.1% versus 17.4%). Either way there
should not be too much practical disruption from a changeover. However, changing over to
the new boundaries should give a better alignment with property levels particularly in
Spitalfields and Banglatown as can be seen by comparing Table 12 with Tables 10 and 11.
In the cases of Option B and D there would be a further decision because both options
would increase the proportion of PRS coverage to slightly over 20% triggering the need to
get Secretary of State approval with the risks that this would involve. One option would be
to carve out small areas of former Bethnal Green ward or the new St Peters ward in order to
push coverage up to the full 20% from where it is now.
Based on a rough estimation, this could add between 600 and 900 new licenses if fully
implemented depending on whether option C or D applied. Set against this argument is that
following the introduction of Additional Licensing, some 130 licences have already been
taken out in the areas concerned and more take-up can be expected. Rather than reversing
the process already in place this suggests either option A or C would be the more pragmatic
and least complicated of the four options.
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Table 14: Options for renewal of LBTH Selective Licensing scheme

Option
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A. Retain present scheme
in three wards based on
the pre-2014 ward
boundaries (i.e. the
Status quo)
B. Retain present scheme
based on old boundaries
with the addition of
former ward Bethnal
Green South
C. Update boundaries of
existing scheme to
conform with 2017
boundaries of the three
existing wards
D. Update existing scheme
using new boundaries
with the addition of St
Peters ward

Secretary of
state approval
Does not
require
Secretary of
State approval
Requires
Secretary of
State Approval,
although falls
within the
margin for error
Should not
require
Secretary of
State approval

Strength of case
The present scheme is up and running. Over 5000 licences have been issued and at least
another 2,000 applicants are anticipated. Retention of the present designations after
2021 would not interfere with the introduction of Additional Licensing which began last
year which operates in the rest of the borough and is not due to finish before 2025.
(Area covered = 14.8%; PRS=17.3%)
Our analysis based on old ward boundaries showed that Bethnal Green South is ranked
just below Whitechapel and could be designated for Selective Licensing purposes. This
case is strong. It would include an area with significant levels of ASB but its inclusion
would slightly breach the 20% rule. (Area covered =19%: PRS=22.3%)

This would bring in to line the old ward boundaries with the new and be more closely
aligned with councillor representatives. There would be some transitional issues. UPRNs
not caught in the existing designations would need to apply and those removed by the
new designations would be required to re-apply for a licence. More PRS properties would
be covered but contained in a smaller area. (Area covered =11.8%; PRS 18.1%)

Secretary of
This would form an enlarged and integrated geographical grouping. The case is also
State approval is strong but it would breach the 20% rule by a larger amount than option B
still required as (Area covered =16.8%; PRS=25.2%)
enlarged
scheme would
cover more than
20% of the PRS
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Annex A: Tenure-ship by ward based on the 2011 Census: Old and new boundaries
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Ward name (old boundaries)
Bethnal Green North
Bethnal Green South
Blackwall and Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley-by-Bow
East India and Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End and Globe Town
Mile End East
Millwall
St Dunstan's and Stepney Green
St Katharine's and Wapping
Shadwell
Spitalfields and Banglatown
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

Owner
occupied
1,250
1,169
2,479
1,710
1,658
954
1,123
1,771
1,455
882
3,226
1,428
2,486
1,565
1,052
1,414
1,313
26,935

Social
Housing
2,473
2,357
2,478
2,823
1,952
2,876
3,022
2,617
2,461
2,460
2,225
3,099
1,212
2,483
1,244
2,418
1,906
40,106

Private
rented
1,658
1,718
3,697
2,062
1,399
1,319
1,114
1,962
1,436
1,305
5,370
1,212
2,274
1,767
1,604
1,741
2,578
34,216

5,381
5,244
8,654
6,595
5,009
5,149
5,259
6,350
5,352
4,647
10,821
5,739
5,972
5,815
3,900
5,573
5,797
101,257

No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Ward name (current boundaries)
Bethnal Green Ward
Blackwall and Cubitt Town Ward
Bow East Ward
Bow West Ward
Bromley North Ward
Bromley South Ward
Canary Wharf Ward
Island Gardens Ward
Lansbury Ward
Limehouse Ward
Mile End Ward
Poplar Ward
Shadwell Ward
Spitalfields and Banglatown Ward
St. Dunstan's Ward
St. Katharine's and Wapping Ward
St. Peter's Ward
Stepney Green Ward
Weavers Ward
Whitechapel Ward
Total

Owner
occupied
1,785
1,748
1,710
1,658
622
574
1,664
2,111
1,123
1,103
1,295
508
1,015
1,231
994
2,410
1,717
984
1,385
1,298
26,935

Social
Housing
3,274
1,526
2,823
1,952
1,919
1,668
1,383
1,376
3,022
571
3,026
1,244
2,415
1,630
2,156
727
3,167
2,070
2,369
1,788
40,106

Private
rented
1,859
2,953
2,062
1,399
961
800
3,119
2,744
1,114
1,265
1,565
693
1,067
1,886
817
2,206
2,442
956
1,687
2,621
34,216

Total
6,918
6,227
6,595
5,009
3,502
3,042
6,166
6,231
5,259
2,939
5,886
2,445
4,497
4,747
3,967
5,343
7,326
4,010
5,441
5,707
101,257
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Annex B: 2020 Tenure-ship by ward based old and new boundaries (sources: administrative data)
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Ward name (old boundaries)
Bethnal Green North
Bethnal Green South
Blackwall and Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley By Bow
East India and Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End and Globe Town
Mile End East
Millwall
Shadwell
St Dunstans and Stepney Green
St Katharine's and Wapping
Spitalfields and Banglatown
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

Ward name (current boundaries)
Bethnal Green
Blackwall & Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley North
Bromley South
Canary Wharf
Island Gardens
Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End
Poplar
Shadwell
Spitalfields & Banglatown
St. Dunstan's
St. Katharine's & Wapping
St. Peter's
Stepney Green
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

Social
housing (A)
2,510
2,013
2,963
2,612
1,996
3,836
3,893
2,542
2,094
3,368
2,340
2,312
2,961
1,612
1,303
2,018
1,261
41,634

Private (B)
3,892
4,264
11,532
6,629
3,494
4,489
4,018
6,230
4,086
3,712
13,031
4,108
4,315
6,455
4,304
4,588
8,094
97,241

Social
housing (A)
2,792
1,822
2,612
1,996
2,525
2,110
1,436
1,686
3,923
563
3,843
1,128
2,200
1,731
1,900
977
3,170
2,064
1,813
1,343
41,634

Private (B)
5,527
9,697
6,629
3,494
2,272
3,420
9,020
4,814
4,678
2,894
4,817
2,298
2,612
5,139
3,352
5,975
5,493
2,477
4,399
8,234
97,241
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of which
PRS (est.)
1,795
2,083
3,363
2,414
1,664
1,906
1,584
2,490
1,979
1,550
3,814
1,823
2,036
1,988
2,215
2,549
4,359
39,612

Total
(A) +(B)
6,402
6,277
14,495
9,241
5,490
8,325
7,911
8,772
6,180
7,080
15,371
6,420
7,276
8,067
5,607
6,606
9,355
138,875

of which
PRS (est.)

Total
(A) +(B)

2,618
2,660
2,414
1,664
941
1,469
2,222
1,950
1,896
989
1,987
879
1,313
2,579
1,572
1,886
2,661
1,340
2,433

8,319
11,519
9,241
5,490
4,797
5,530
10,456
6,500
8,601
3,457
8,660
3,426
4,812
6,870
5,252
6,952
8,663
4,541
6,212

4,139
39,612

9,577
138,875
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Annex C: Number of licences by licence types and ward based on old and new boundaries
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Ward name (old boundaries)
Bethnal Green North
Bethnal Green South
Blackwall and Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley By Bow
East India and Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End and Globe Town
Mile End East
Millwall
Shadwell
Spitalfields and Banglatown
St Dunstans and Stepney Green
St Katharine's and Wapping
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

HMO licences
8
16
62
14
38
17
23
20
26
28
88
10
31
37
1
11
36
466

Additional licences
80
133
85
70
127
84
99
104
108
101
135
58
3
92
56
1
3
1,339

Selective licences
2
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1,298
1
3
1,301
2,492
5,107

No

Ward name (new boundaries)
Bethnal Green
Blackwall & Cubitt Town
Bow East
Bow West
Bromley North
Bromley South
Canary Wharf
Island Gardens
Lansbury
Limehouse
Mile End
Poplar
Shadwell
Spitalfields & Banglatown
St. Dunstan's
St. Katharine's & Wapping
St. Peter's
Stepney Green
Weavers
Whitechapel
Total

HMO licences
27
43
14
38
12
9
7
95
25
3
32
12
9
35
28
2
12
20
11
32
466

Additional licences
142
64
70
127
42
51
80
68
104
22
136
47
45
18
73
56
130
54
1
9
1,339

Selective licences
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1,342
0
0
4
267
1,265
2,229
5,107

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
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Annex D Maps showing old and current boundaries and ward names

Pre-2014

Post-2014
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APPENDIX 2

Executive Summary of Consultation feedback
Summary of the Consultation Survey Results.
 A total 2797 participants were aware of the consultation
 There were 1595 Informed Participants
 375 took part or participated in the survey,
Summary of Landlords and Agents responses to some of the key survey questions:
 A total of 287 Landlords or managing agents took part in the consultation– 1287
landlords/agents visited the consultation site.
 269 participants were from the Selective Licence area, 75 from outside the
selective licence area and 15 were outside Tower Hamlets
 45% of Landlords & Agent said they had a bad or very bad experience dealing
with the Council
 40% of respondents are saying finding tenants is difficult, although 13% say
there is low demand
 70% of respondents say no ASB issues
 85.2% do not support the renewal of the Scheme
 92.3% are saying the license fee is to high
Summary of resident’s responses to some of the key survey questions:
 A total 84 residents took part whilst 290 people visited site
 65 of those that responded were tenants, 18 owner occupiers and 1 social
tenant
 49% of those that responded lived in Selective Licensed area 45% outside in the
Selective Licence area and 6% outside Tower Hamlets
 35% did not know if their home was licensed, 33% was not licenced but 28 said
it was licensed
 69% feel safe, 21% did not feel safe
 71.4% did not witness ASB, 22.6% have witnessed ASB from private rented
properties
 42.9% felt Landlord maintain property, 36.9% said they did not and 20.2% did
not know
 48.9% felt Landlords mostly act responsibly whilst 36.9% said a few do but 8.3%
said none of them do, 6% did not know.
 29.8% said Landlords do not take action re ASB whilst 23.8% said they do and
46.4% did not know
 71.3% of the participants supporting the renewal and 18.8% not, whilst 10%
gave comments that they needed more information. However, based on their
comments, a few of them were in support of renewal.
 31.3% said License fee too high, 34.9% reasonable. 13% too low and 20.8%
don’t know
Summary of the 7 businesses responses to some of the key survey questions:
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 39 business visit the consultation site and 7 responded to some of the questions
 2 businesses were Whitechapel, 1 from Spitalfields and Banglatown and 1 in
another area
 Although a very small sample 4 out of 6 answered about the main area of
concerns; they felt neglect of the area as the biggest issue.

Out of 4 that answered the question of being victim of or witnessing ASB 2
answered yes and 2 answered no.

2 out of 5 answered said they have experienced ASB from private tenants

6 out of 7 participants said that landlords do not generally keep their properties
in a good standard

5 out of 6 participants said some Landlords are good and responsible

4 out of 7 support the renewal, 1 did not and 2 wrote comments

Top level summary of participants’ comments and questions from the
virtual consultation session:









Many participants expressed agreement with the licensing goals of catching
rogue landlords and driving them out of the sector and encouraging better
property management, but views differed on whether the Selective Licensing
Scheme was an effective way of achieving this.
The efficacy of the Scheme in identifying rogue landlords was either unclear to
participants or, based on the figures presented at the event (see Appendix A),
seemed low compared to the budget generated by the fees.
Several participants urged the Council to take a more targeted approach to
licensing, for example by using complaints and algorithms to target problem
areas rather than the current geographic ward approach.
There was also a suggestion to replace the licensing scheme with a scheme to
educate and support tenants to identify rogue landlords.
Some participants supported the scheme, but commented that specific
aspects should be reviewed including:









licensing of new builds that have been designed to meet property and
safety standards
standard minimum room sizes and occupancy limits seen by some as
unhelpful to people struggling to afford London accommodation prices
providing different license lengths e.g. 2-3 years or refunds for short term
landlords
continuing/increasing communication of the scheme: don’t assume that
there is widespread awareness of the scheme, increase efforts to
communicate it to those who believe that only multiple household
properties need a license
exploring alternative areas to target the scheme, from extending the
Scheme to cover all of Tower Hamlets to targeting based on complaints
or areas with older/lower standard properties
Others supported the Scheme for its role in introducing a fit and proper
test for landlords and mandating tenancy agreements and property
standards
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Other written submissions
Borough’s Police Department
As part of the consultation we have received a written email of support from the local
Police force which is provided as Annex A
Safeagent :- - Safeagent is the UK’s leading accreditation scheme for lettings and
management agents operating in the Private Rented Sector. Established in 1999
Safeagent provided a detailed submission (Annex B) raising some comments and seeking
clarification about a number of issues such as:
 clarification on the size of the sector
 some comments about the data
 made suggestions in respect of the Licence conditions
We have provided Safeagent with a full detailed response
NRLA - National Residential Landlords Association
Like the safeagent, NRLA’s written submission (Annex C) in principle support the licensing
goals and objectives. They also recognise and agree that there must be an appropriate
level of regulatory intervention to ensure that the rogue and criminal elements within the
sector are driven out whilst helping landlords that may not have the skills set required or
the know how to manage their rented properties
We have provided them with a response and assurance.
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Annex B

Proposed Selective Licensing Scheme in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Safeagent Consultation Response
11 December 2020
An Introduction to safeagent
Safeagent is a not for profit accrediting organisation for lettings and management agents in
the private rented sector. Safeagent (formally NALS) was established in 1999, by the
Empty Homes Agency, with backing from the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors
(RICS) the Association of Residential Lettings Agents (ARLA) and the National Association
of Estate Agents (NAEA). Safeagent provides an overarching quality mark, easily
recognised by consumers, with minimum entry requirements for agents.
Safeagent agents are required to:
• deliver defined standards of customer service
• operate within strict client accounting standards
• maintain a separate client bank account
• be included in a Client Money Protection Scheme
Agents must provide evidence that they continue to meet safeagent criteria on an annual
basis to retain their licence. The scheme operates UK wide and has 1,500 firms with over
3,000 offices, including a number of agents within the London Borough of Tower Hamlets.
Safeagent was recognised by the GLA as an approved body for the London Rental
Standard. We were also a co-regulation partner with Liverpool City Council and we are a
recognised training provider under the Rent Smart Wales scheme.
We very much welcome the opportunity to contribute to this consultation exercise.
Overview
We understand the London Borough of Tower Hamlets is seeking to renew the selective
licensing scheme in the west of the borough which is due to end on 30 September 2021.
In considering this proposal, we have studied the evidence base and supporting
documents published on the council’s website.
Whilst the report indicates approximately 6,500 properties have been licensed, it is unclear
how many private rented properties require licensing in the area. The Mayhew Harper
Report notes the number could be up to 9,000. This is important as it will determine
whether the proposal exceeds the 20% threshold above which Secretary of State approval
is required.
We note that page 45 of the Mayhew Harper Report suggests four options, including three
proposals to alter the scheme boundary. It lists:
•
Renewal of the current scheme.
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•
•
•

Renewal of the current scheme plus former ward Bethnal Green South.
Renewal of the current scheme plus St Peters ward.
A new boundary for the entire scheme.

We could not find these options listed anywhere else. They are not listed on the
consultation webpage, in the consultation summary document or any of the other
consultation documents. We could also find no detailed maps and list of streets for each of
the four proposed areas. As such, we are unsure which of these options are being
consulted upon and the evidence base and rationale to justify each. We would ask the
council to clarify this issue.
It is a requirement for the council to consult on the proposed scheme. If the council later
wish to change the scheme boundary, a new public consultation exercise would be
required.
Existing licensing scheme
We are pleased to note the existing licensing scheme has achieved notable success in
improving the management and condition of private rented properties and the
neighbourhood as a whole.
However, we are concerned that out of the 6,504 properties licensed, only 868 have been
inspected, this being four years into the scheme. This suggests over 5,500 properties have
not been inspected since they were licensed. An inspection rate of around 15% is quite
disappointing.
Further, the figures show just 292 enforcement notices have been served and eight
prosecutions. These low figures do not suggest it is a licensing scheme that requires
renewal.
Of the 709 properties listed as improved, we note that just over half were compliant at the
time of inspection and the remainder were improved following some level of intervention by
the council. It is unfortunate this data has not been split between single family properties
and small HMOs.
We did not understand the table indicating 1,779 visits were undertaken. It is unclear how
a licensing compliance visit differs from an inspection or whether they are the same thing.
We do not agree that consolidating the scheme’s perceived success provides sufficient
evidential grounds for scheme renewal. The council must apply the same legal tests as
when the first scheme was implemented. If the area has improved and problems have
diminished then there may not be grounds to renew the scheme.
That some landlords and agents have evaded their legal responsibilities during the first
scheme is also not grounds for renewal. Instead, the council should focus their efforts on
tackling the minority of criminal operators who let unsafe and overcrowded
accommodation. Those criminal operators who failed to apply under the current scheme
are equally unlikely to apply if the scheme is renewed.
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Evidence base
Within the evidence base, we could find no evidence about the split of single family lets
and small HMOs in the selective licensing area. This is important, in order to establish if
there is a business case for licensing all single family lets in this area.
Having licensed 6,500 properties, the council will hold this information and can map out all
interventions by property type. Likewise, concerns about ASB can be mapped in a similar
way. At the moment, there is no evidential basis to show why single family lets need to be
licensed in this area.
We would also like to see more consideration about the nature of the housing stock. We
are aware there are many new high rise residential developments offering exclusive
accommodation, some of which is privately rented. Many of these blocks have concierge
and onsite management to ensure standards are maintained. It seems unlikely this type of
accommodation poses any management concerns to the council that would warrant
inclusion in a selective licensing area.
Based on the evidence published, we do not think the case has been made out for
renewing the existing licensing scheme. We have, however, still commented on other
aspects of the proposed scheme.
Licensing fees
We recognise that the council need to charge a reasonable fee to cover the cost of
administering and enforcing the licensing scheme.
It is important that the council implement an efficient and streamlined licence application
processing system. This will help to minimise costs and keep fees at a reasonable level,
thereby minimising upward pressure on the rent that is charged to tenants.
We understand the council intend to charge £595 for new application (up from £542) and
£495 for licence renewals. We note that the council’s selective licensing fee is already
higher than the additional licensing fee that applies to small HMOs in other parts of the
borough.
We do not agree that landlords letting to a single family in this part of the borough should
pay more than those letting to multiple households and achieving a higher rental yield in
other parts of the borough. We would encourage the council to reconsider this issue.
We would also encourage the council to consider charging a lower licence application fee
to accredited landlords and letting agents in recognition of how this supports better
property management. We operate a successful accreditation scheme for managing
agents and think a discount should apply if either the licence holder or designated
manager is an accredited safeagent member.
Licence Conditions
We have studied the proposed list of standard licence conditions in Appendix 5 of the
consultation report.
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We have made a number of suggestions to help improve and fine tune the wording of the
conditions. This in turn should help landlords and agents to understand and comply with
the requirements.
Condition 1.6
The proposed wording does not correlate with the mandatory condition imposed by
Schedule 4 of the Housing Act 2004 (as amended by the Smoke and Carbon Monoxide
Alarm (England) Regulations 2015). It should be amended to reflect the mandatory
condition.
Condition 1.9
It is unusual to insert a condition requiring the licence holder to be a fit and proper person.
The licence can only be granted if the council is satisfied the proposed licence holder is a
fit and proper person. If that changes during the licensing period, the correct approach
would be to revoke the licence. As such, we cannot see that this condition serves any
purpose.
Condition 1.10
The proposed wording prevents anyone from renting privately if they cannot provide a
reference. We are concerned that this could prejudice care leavers, young people seeking
their first home in the private rented sector, people released from prison trying to
reintegrate into society and those fleeing domestic violence. We would encourage the
council to consider how the condition could be refined to avoid excluding these groups
from the private rented sector.
Condition 2.1
Whilst we agree tenants should be informed how to report repairs and what to expect
when they do, we think it is unrealistic to set down in writing the timescale for completing
repairs. The timescale will depend on a variety of factors including the urgency, tenant
access arrangements and whether the work should be incorporated into the cyclical
maintenance programme for the building.
Condition 4.2
Whilst acknowledging a private landlord and/or their managing agent need to take any
complaints about Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) seriously, we have some reservations about
the wording in 4.2(h). It indicates that if any ASB is ongoing after 14 days, prompt legal
proceedings must be taken. It is important that the approach adopted is proportionate
having regard to the nature of the issue. For example, if a tenant forgot to bring in a
wheelie bin from the street on two consecutive weeks, it would clearly be unreasonable to
start legal proceedings against them. It is also unclear what legal proceedings are being
referred to. The only options are to serve a section 8 or section 21 and whether that can
be done depends on the circumstances. We would welcome a further discussion with the
council about the precise wording of the condition and what is expected in practice.
Condition 5.1 & 5.2
The proposed wording about electrical certificates appears to contravene the Court of
Appeal decision in the case Brown v Hyndburn Borough Council (2018). The council
should use the specific electrical safety mandatory condition imposed by Schedule 4 of the
Housing Act 2004 (as amended by the Electrical Safety in the Private Rented Sector
(England) Regulations 2020).
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Condition 6.2
When letting properties to a single family or a group of sharers on a single tenancy, the
landlord or agent is unlikely to know which tenant sleeps in each bedroom. Agents could
say who the property has been let to and how many people live there, but we have no
control over which tenant sleeps in each bedroom.
Inspection regime
The consultation does not make clear the council’s proposed inspection methodology
when receiving licence applications. We would ask the council to clarify their proposals in
this regard.
If properties are to be inspected as part of the licence application process, it is vital that the
council has sufficient officers available to conduct any inspections in a timely manner so
that licence approvals are not unduly delayed.
We would ask the council to publish clear service standards setting out the timescale for
processing and approving licence applications and to publish regular updates so that
performance in this area can be monitored. In other boroughs, we regularly see licence
approvals taking six months or more due to a backlog of work and inadequate resourcing.
Delivering effective enforcement
It is vital that the council establishes and maintains a well-resourced and effective
enforcement team to take action against those landlords and agents that seek to evade
the licensing scheme.
Without effective enforcement, new regulatory burdens will fall solely on those that apply
for a licence whilst the rogue element of the market continue to evade the scheme and
operate under the radar. This creates unfair competition for safeagent members who seek
to comply with all their legal responsibilities. They are saddled with extra costs associated
with the licence application process and compliance, whilst others evade the scheme
completely.
Recognising the important role of letting agents
Letting agents have a critical role to play in effective management of the private rented
sector. We would encourage the council to explore mechanisms for effective liaison with
letting agents and to acknowledge the benefits of encouraging landlords to use regulated
letting agents such as safeagent licensed firms.
Regulation of letting agents
To achieve better regulation of the private rented sector and improve consumer protection,
it is important the council takes a holistic approach that extends far beyond the proposed
licensing scheme.
Since October 2014, it has been a requirement for all letting agents and property
managers to belong to a government-approved redress scheme. In May 2015, a further
requirement was introduced requiring agents to display all relevant landlord and tenant
fees, the redress scheme they belong to and whether they belong to a client money
protection scheme, both in-store and on the company’s website. On 1 April 2019, the
requirements were updated again, requiring letting agents and property managers to be
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members of a government approved client money protection scheme if they hold client
funds. At safeagent we operate one of the government approved client money protection
schemes.
To assist councils in regulating the private rented sector and effectively utilising these
enforcement powers, we developed the NALS Effective Enforcement Toolkit. Originally
published in June 2016, the toolkit has been updated in conjunction with London Trading
Standards and is currently undergoing a further review. The latest toolkit can be
downloaded free of charge from our website: https://safeagents.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2018/12/07618_NALS_EnforcementToolkit_Web.pdf
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this consultation response, please do not
hesitate to contact me. Can you also please confirm the outcome of the consultation
exercise in due course.
Isobel Thomson Chief Executive

Written Submission
Prompted by the TH newsletter attached, I wanted to feed back my experience on the Selective Licensing
Scheme.
I'm an owner/occupier of a flat in XXX at the XXXX edge of the zone. If it had not been for the introduction
of the zone, I would have considered renting out my flat or at least a room in it.
One of the aims of the scheme was to reduce crime & anti-social behaviour in the area. My experience has
been that both have gone UP since the scheme was introduced, rather than down. In other words, if the
scheme has had any effect at all, it has been to increase both problems, specifically:
(a) there is noticeably more graffiti along Cheshire St,
(b) there have been an increased number of break-ins to XXXXXX to cut away and steal bikes.
We have good security (boundary walls, CCTV cameras & FOB-controlled gates) and report the crimes but
the thefts continue. I'm not a bike owner but my safety is at risk if gangs break in.
Please consider whether the introduction of the SLZ has contributed to this increased problem, perhaps by
moving an existing problem here from elsewhere in the borough.
Many thanks
Written Submission
Thanks for the attached . What is not clear from the report is how effective the licensing scheme has been
to identify rogue landlords/tenants , and what corrective steps have been taken to address any issues. The
ranking system given is unfortunately too vague to gauge the licensing effectiveness. Obviously if everyone
has a gas and electric safety certificate, and any one with criminal records identified are a big step forward.
Also how are private owners addressed who live with tenants. Are they in scope for licensing ?
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Annex C
London Borough of Tower Hamlets

14th January 2021

Dear Sir or Madam,
Selective Licensing Proposal

The National Residential Landlords Association (NRLA) exists to protect and promote landlords'
interests in the private rented sector.
The NRLA would like to thank the council for the opportunity to respond to the now-closed
consultation and submit our comments to the proposals.
The NRLA believes that local authorities need a healthy private rented sector to compliment the
other housing areas. This provides a variety of housing types and can be flexible around
meeting the residents who live and want to live in the area and the landlords in the area. The
sector is regulated, and enforcement is an essential part of maintaining the industry from
criminals who exploit both tenants and landlords.
We believe that any regulation of the private rented sector must be balanced. Additional
regulatory burdens should focus on increasing landlords' professionalism, improving the quality
of the PRS stock by driving out criminal landlords.

Main objections
Criminal Activity
The proposal does not consider rent-to-rent or those who exploit people (both tenants and
landlords). Criminals will always play the system. For instance, there is no provision for landlords
who have legally rented out a property that has later been illegally sublet. The license holder can
end the tenancy (of the superior tenant, the subtenants have no legal redress) and support the
local authority in criminal prosecution. Often, landlords are victims, just as much as tenants. What
support will the council provide for landlords to whom this has happened? Will the council support
an accelerated possession order?
The overcrowding issue is complicated for a landlord to manage if it is the tenant that has
overfilled the property. A landlord will tell a tenant how many people are permitted to live in the
property, and that the tenant is not to sublet it or allow additional people to live there. Beyond
that, how is the landlord to manage this matter without interfering with the tenant's welfare?
Equally, how will the council assist landlords when this problem arises? It is impractical for
landlords to monitor the everyday activities or sleeping arrangements of tenants. Where
overcrowding does occur, the people involved know what they are doing and are criminals, not
landlords. The council already has the powers to deal with this.

Changes to Section 21
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The NRLA also concerns how a future scheme will interact with the current government’s
intentions on eliminating section 21. The change to how tenancies will end and a move to a
more adversarial system, meaning landlords will become more risk-averse to take tenants that
do not have a perfect reference and history,
Tenancy Management
Licensing is introduced to tackle specific issues, with many of these issues related to the
council's tenants. The main challenge for local authorities is to work with all the parties involved
and not squarely blame one group, e.g. landlords. At the commencement of a tenancy, the
landlord outlines the tenant's obligations concerning noise (and other matters such as waste
disposal, compliance with relevant laws, and consideration for their neighbours).
The landlord can manage a tenant only to the extent of their mutually agreed contract for living
in the rented property, not for the tenant's activities in the street outside the property for matters
should as parking spaces, noise complaints or fly-tipping/waste disposal. The ending of a
tenancy will be a method for a landlord to resolve an allegation- this will not resolve the issue of
high tenancy turnover; it will merely exacerbate it.

Waste management in tenancies
Often when tenants are nearing the end of their contract/tenancy and are in the process of
moving out, they will dispose of excess household waste by a variety of methods. These include
but not limited to, putting waste out on the street for the council to collect. This was hoping to
get their deposit back and made worse when the council does not allow landlords access to
municipal waste collection points. Local authorities with many private rented properties need to
consider a strategy for collecting excess waste at the end of a tenancy in place of selective
licensing.

Conclusions and alternatives
The NRLA advocates using council tax records to identify tenures used by the private rented
sector and those landlords in charge of those properties. Unlike discretionary licensing, this does
not require self-identification by landlords, making it harder for criminal landlords to operate under
the radar and continuing to provide a low standard of housing.
It would be a more effective method of targeting these criminals and rooting them out of the sector
using existing enforcement powers granted by the Housing Act and the Housing and Planning Act
2016 and generate funds for the council via this method instead of licencing fees. The NRLA
believes that local authorities need a healthy private rented sector to balance the other housing
areas. This provides a variety of housing types and can be flexible around meeting the needs of
both residents and landlords in the area. The sector is regulated, and enforcement is an essential
part of maintaining the industry from criminals who exploit landlords and tenants. An active
enforcement policy that supports good landlords is crucial as it will remove those who use others
and create a level playing field. It is essential to understand how the sector operates as landlords
can often be criminal activity victims with their properties exploited for illicit purposes.
Furthermore, the council should consider if the scheme is approved providing an annual summary
of outcomes to demonstrate to both tenants and landlords' improvements of behaviour and the
impact of licensing on the designated area over the scheme's lifetime. This would improve
transparency overall.
The NRLA has a shared interest with Tower Hamlets' borough in ensuring a high-quality private
rented sector but disagrees that a selective licensing scheme is the most effective approach to
achieve this aim.
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Yours Sincerely,

Policy Officer
National Residential Landlords Association
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APPENDIX 3

Project Report
26 February 2020 - 15 December 2020

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets
Selective Licensing Scheme consultation

Visitors Summary

Highlights
TOTAL
VISITS

1000

MAX VISITORS PER
DAY

3.4 k

279

NEW
REGISTRATI
ONS

500

417

ENGAGED
VISITORS
1 Sep '20

1 Nov '20

Pageviews

Aware Participants
Aware Actions Performed

2,797

Engaged Participants

Participants

Engaged Actions Performed

Visited a Project or Tool Page

2,797

Informed Participants

1,595

Informed Actions Performed

Participants

Viewed a video

0

Viewed a photo

0

Downloaded a document

151

Visited the Key Dates page

24

Visited an FAQ list Page

0

Visited Instagram Page

0

Visited Multiple Project Pages
Contributed to a tool (engaged)

Visitors

1,230
375

375

INFORMED
VISITORS

1.6 k

AWARE
VISITORS

2.8 k

375
Registered

Unverified

Anonymous

Contributed on Forums

0

0

0

Participated in Surveys

375

0

0

Contributed to Newsfeeds

0

0

0

Participated in Quick Polls

0

0

0

Posted on Guestbooks

0

0

0

Contributed to Stories

0

0

0

Asked Questions

0

0

0

Placed Pins on Places

0

0

0

Contributed to Ideas

0

0

0
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Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

ENGAGEMENT TOOLS SUMMARY

Tool Type

Place

Place

Place

Survey Tool

Survey Tool

0

3

0

0

0

FORUM TOPICS

SURVEYS

NEWS FEEDS

QUICK POLLS

GUEST BOOKS

0

0

3

STORIES

Q&A S

PLACES

Engagement Tool Name

Registered

Unverified

Anonymous

Draft

0

0

0

0

Selective Licensing map

Draft

0

0

0

0

Whitechapel

Draft

0

0

0

0

Landlord, managing agent or agent

Published

1287

287

0

0

Published

290

84

0

0

Published

39

7

0

0

Private tenant, resident living in Tower Hamlets or

Business or service provider
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Page 2 of 75

Contributors

Visitors

Selective Licensing locations

resid...
Survey Tool

Tool Status

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

INFORMATION WIDGET SUMMARY

Widget Type

Document

Document

Document

Document

Document

Document

Document

Document

Document

Key Dates

Page 3 of 75

8

0

0

0

0

DOCUMENTS

PHOTOS

VIDEOS

FAQS

KEY DATES

Engagement Tool Name

Visitors

Views/Downloads

Appendix 1 - Selective Licensing Review in Tower Hamlets by Mayhew

102

119

Appendix 3 - Map of Current Selective Licensing Scheme

46

47

Consultation on future of Tower Hamlets Selective Licensing Scheme....

25

36

Appendix 4 - Map of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets

22

22

Appendix 6 - Benefits of Licensing

19

22

Appendix 5 - Selective Licensing Conditions

17

17

Appendix 2 - Implementation Outcomes and Enforcement Strategy

15

17

deleted document from

14

15

Appendix 7 - Equality Analysis Quality Assurance Checklist

5

5

Key Date

24

31
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Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

ENGAGEMENT TOOL: SURVEY TOOL

Landlord, managing agent or agent
Visitors

1287

Contributors 287

CONTRIBUTIONS

In which of these areas do you own or manage properties?

150
106

99
100

99

106
64

75
75

64
50

18
18

Question options
Spitalfields and Banglatown

Weavers

Whitechapel

Another area outside of Tower Hamlets

Optional question (285 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Another area in Tower Hamlets

287

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

How many properties do you own or manage in Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers
and Whitechapel?
16 (5.9%)
2 (0.7%)

16 (5.9%)

2 (0.7%)
2 (0.7%)
7 (2.6%)
2 (0.7%)
10 (3.7%)
7 (2.6%)
28 (10.4%)
10 (3.7%)
28 (10.4%)

204 (75.8%)
204 (75.8%)

Question options
One

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six

Seven or more

Optional question (269 response(s), 18 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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If you have licensed property in any of these areas, how have you found the process?

130
119
120

119

110

100

90

80

74
74

70

56

60

56
50

35

40

35
30

20

5

10

5

Question options
Very good

Good

Okay

Bad

Very bad

Optional question (281 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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In the last 12 months have you encountered any of the following problems with your
property?

100

87

90

87

80

70

60

50
39
40

33
33

30

23
23

16

20

11

16
8
10

11

8

Question options
Difficulty finding new tenants

Difficulty obtaining references for tenants

Problems taking possession due to Covid-19 or otherwise

Problems with neighbouring properties affecting your properties/tenants

Optional question (149 response(s), 138 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Anti-social behaviour by tenants

Poor property conditions

Page 213

Other (please specify)

39
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Thinking about the area(s) where you have property, how much of a problem are the
following issues
Question options
Not an issue

Loud noise

97

107

42

21

97

107

42

21

Not really an issue
Quite an issue

Neglected, run down
properties

Parking

Flytipping (littering on a
large scale)

Large gatherings on the
street

People not treating
others with
consideration...

90

36

14

122

90

36

14

69

72

68

60

69

72

68

60

Nuisance neighbours

Littering

122

111

96

28

23

111

96

28

23

62

74

72

58

62

74

72

58

87

82

58

32

87

82

58

32

88

107

38

25

88

107

38

25

81

92

44

40

81

92

44

40

50

100

150

200

Optional question (277 response(s), 10 skipped)
Question type: Likert Question
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250

A big issue

300
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Have you experienced any anti-social behaviour in Spitalfields & Banglatown,
Weavers or Whitechapel

8 (3.0%)
8 (3.0%)

72 (27.0%)
72 (27.0%)

187 (70.0%)
187 (70.0%)

Question options
Please specify any ASB you have been a victim of our witnessed.

No

Optional question (267 response(s), 20 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Yes
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Have you had problems with your tenants for any of the following reasons.

50
45
45

45

40
35
35

35
30
30

30

25

20

15

10

7
7

5

Question options
Arrears due to Covid-19

Flytipping

Damage to your property

Optional question (84 response(s), 203 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Rent arrears
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What is the level of demand for your properties?

38 (13.7%)
38 (13.7%)

93 (33.6%)
93 (33.6%)

146 (52.7%)
146 (52.7%)

Question options
Low demand

Medium demand

High demand

Optional question (277 response(s), 10 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Would you support the renewal of the scheme within the same areas?

42 (14.8%)
42 (14.8%)

241 (85.2%)
241 (85.2%)

Question options
No

Yes

Optional question (283 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Please tell us your view about the proposed fees: £595 for new licence application
and £495 for renewal

1 (0.4%)

6 (2.1%)

15 (5.3%)

6 (2.1%)

15 (5.3%)

1 (0.4%)

262 (92.3%)
262 (92.3%)

Question options
Don't know

This is too low

This is too high

This is reasonable

Optional question (284 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How old are you?

6 (2.1%)

16 (5.7%)

15 (5.3%)

16 (5.7%)

15 (5.3%)

16 (5.7%) 6 (2.1%)

23 (8.2%)
23 (8.2%)

16 (5.7%)

20 (7.1%)
20 (7.1%)

50 (17.8%)
50 (17.8%)

62 (22.1%)
62 (22.1%)

73 (26.0%)
73 (26.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

75-84

65-74

55-64

45-54

Optional question (281 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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35-44

25-34

16-24

0-15
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Please state if you have a health problem or disability that applies to you. (People may
experience more than one type of disability or health problem, in which case you may
indicate more than one. If none of the categories applies, please mark ‘Pr...

55

51
51

50

45

40

35

30

25

20
14
15

14

10

5

10
10

3
3

2
2

3
3

Question options
Prefer to self-describe (please specify):

Prefer not to say

Long-standing illness or health condition (such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart disease, or epilepsy)
Mental health condition, (such as depression or schizophrenia)
Learning disability, (such as Downs syndrome or dyslexia) or cognitive impairment (such as autism or head-injury)
Sensory impairment, (such as being blind/having a visual impairment or being deaf/having a hearing impairment)

Optional question (81 response(s), 206 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Which best describes your gender?

1 (0.4%)
38 (13.4%)

1 (0.4%)

38 (13.4%)

33 (11.7%)
33 (11.7%)

86 (30.4%)
86 (30.4%)

125 (44.2%)
125 (44.2%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Female

Male

No

Yes

Optional question (283 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Is your gender identity the same as the sex you were assigned at birth?

1 (0.4%)
16 (5.7%)

1 (0.4%)

16 (5.7%)

70 (25.1%)
70 (25.1%)

192 (68.8%)
192 (68.8%)

Question options
Other (please specify)

Prefer not to say

Prefer not to say

Optional question (279 response(s), 8 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Yes
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Which of the following describes your sex?

56 (20.4%)
56 (20.4%)

109 (39.6%)

1 (0.4%)

109 (39.6%)

5 (1.8%)
1 (0.4%)
5 (1.8%)
11 (4.0%)
11 (4.0%)
12 (4.4%)
12 (4.4%)
3 (1.1%)
2 (0.7%)
3 (1.1%)
2 (0.7%)

76 (27.6%)
76 (27.6%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Intersex

60-74

50-59

40-49

Optional question (275 response(s), 12 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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30-39

20-29

Woman

Man
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Are you legally married or in a civil partnership?

65 (27.9%)
65 (27.9%)

130 (55.8%)
130 (55.8%)

38 (16.3%)
38 (16.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (233 response(s), 54 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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What is your religion or belief?

5 (1.8%)
6 (2.2%)

5 (1.8%)

6 (2.2%)
76 (27.9%)
76 (27.9%)
76 (27.9%)
76 (27.9%)

10 (3.7%)
4 (1.5%)
10 (3.7%)

4 (1.5%)

7 (2.6%)
4 (1.5%)

4 (1.5%)

7 (2.6%)
4 (1.5%)
25 (9.2%)
4 (1.5%)
25 (9.2%)
55 (20.2%)
55 (20.2%)

Question options
Prefer to self-describe (please specify)
Jewish

Humanist

Buddhist

Hindu
Agnostic

Prefer not to say

No religion or belief

Optional question (272 response(s), 15 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 226
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Sikh

Muslim

Christian
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Which best describes your current marital, civil partnership or cohabitation status?

22 (9.8%)
22 (9.8%)
57 (25.3%)
57 (25.3%)

10 (4.4%)
10 (4.4%)
3 (1.3%)
2 (0.9%)
3 (1.3%)
3 (1.3%)
2 (0.9%)
4 (1.8%)
3 (1.3%)

124 (55.1%)

4 (1.8%)
124 (55.1%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Cohabitating with a partner

In a registered civil partnership

Married

Widowed

Divorced

Single (never married or never registered a civil partnership)

Optional question (225 response(s), 62 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Separated, but still legally married
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Are you currently pregnant or did you give birth in the last twelve months? The
Equality Act (2010) protects individuals who are currently pregnant and up to 26
weeks of their maternity. The Act provides further protection for individuals beyond
th...

5 (2.2%)
5 (2.2%)
48 (21.2%)
48 (21.2%)

173 (76.5%)
173 (76.5%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (226 response(s), 61 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How would you describe your ethnic group?

1 (0.4%)
1 (0.4%)

55 (24.2%)
55 (24.2%)

94 (41.4%)
94 (41.4%)

8 (3.5%)
(0.4%)
81(3.5%)
5 (2.2%)
1 (0.4%)
17 (7.5%)
5 (2.2%)
5 (2.2%)
17 (7.5%)
10 (4.4%)
5 (2.2%)
3 (1.3%)
10 (4.4%)

3 (1.3%)

2 (0.9%)
3 (1.3%)

1 (0.4%)
3 (1.3%)

2 (0.9%)

1 (0.4%)

21 (9.3%)

1 (0.4%)

21 (9.3%)

1 (0.4%)

Question options
Any other background (please specify)
Any other Asian background
Asian/Asian British: Indian
Any other white background

Prefer not to say

Chinese

Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi
Any other mixed background
White: Gypsy/Roma

Mixed: White and Asian
White: Irish

Optional question (227 response(s), 60 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Black/Black British: Somali

Asian/Asian British: Pakistani

Page 229

White: British

Mixed: White and black African
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Which of the following describes your sexual orientation?

1 (0.5%)

11 (5.1%)

1 (0.5%)

11 (5.1%)

3 (1.4%)
3 (1.4%)

81 (37.3%)
81 (37.3%)

121 (55.8%)
121 (55.8%)

Question options
Prefer to self-describe (please specify)
Bi (attracted to more that one gender)

Prefer not to say

Heterosexual/straight

Gay/lesbian

Optional question (217 response(s), 70 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you have caring or parenting responsibilities? (for example, childcare or
dependent adults)

51 (22.5%)
51 (22.5%)

82 (36.1%)
82 (36.1%)

94 (41.4%)
94 (41.4%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (227 response(s), 60 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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ENGAGEMENT TOOL: SURVEY TOOL

Private tenant, resident living in Tower Hamlets or resident living outside
of Tower Hamlets
Visitors

290

Contributors 84

CONTRIBUTIONS

Are you an owner or a tenant?
65

75

65

50

18

25

18
1
1

Question options
Social housing tenant

Tenant in private rented accommodation

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Owner

84
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Which area do you live in?
5 (6.0%)

12 (14.3%)

5 (6.0%)

12 (14.3%)

11 (13.1%)
11 (13.1%)
38 (45.2%)
38 (45.2%)
18 (21.4%)
18 (21.4%)

Question options
Outside of Tower Hamlets

Another area in Tower Hamlets

Whitechapel

Spitalfields & Banglatown

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Weavers

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

How long have you lived at your current property?

8 (9.5%)
8 (9.5%)

17 (20.2%)
17 (20.2%)

10 (11.9%)
10 (11.9%)

14 (16.7%)
14 (16.7%)

16 (19.0%)
16 (19.0%)

19 (22.6%)
19 (22.6%)

Question options
Longer than 10 years

5-10 years

2-5 years

1-2 years

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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6-12 months

Less that 6 months
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Is the property you currently live in licensed?

21 (25.0%)
21 (25.0%)

35 (41.7%)
35 (41.7%)

28 (33.3%)
28 (33.3%)

Question options
Don't know

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How many other properties have you lived in over the last five years?

3 (3.8%)
6 (7.6%)

1 (1.3%)

3 (3.8%)

6 (7.6%)

1 (1.3%)

32 (40.5%)
32 (40.5%)

16 (20.3%)
16 (20.3%)

21 (26.6%)
21 (26.6%)

Question options
More than five

Five

Four

Three

Two

Optional question (79 response(s), 5 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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One
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How much of a problem are the following?
Question options
Not an issue

Loud noise

10

17

39

18

10

17

39

18

Not really an issue
A bit of an issue

Neglected, run down
properties

15

25

19

24

15

25

19

24

Parking

Nuisance from
neighbours

Littering

People not treating
others with
consideration...

32

14

18

20

32

14

18

20

30

30

13

11

30

30

13

11

7

13

34

30

7

13

34

30

13

23

30

16

13

23

30

16

Flytipping

Large street gatherings

Big issue

21

13

29

19

21

13

29

19

31

24

15

13

31

24

15

13

20

40

60

80

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Likert Question
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100
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Do you feel safe in the area where you live?

8 (9.5%)
8 (9.5%)

18 (21.4%)
18 (21.4%)

58 (69.0%)
58 (69.0%)

Question options
Other (please specify)

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Have you been a victim or witnessed any anti-social behaviour in your area?

6 (7.1%)
6 (7.1%)

41 (48.8%)
41 (48.8%)

37 (44.0%)
37 (44.0%)

Question options
Please specify any ASB you have been a victim of our witnessed.

No

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Yes

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

Thinking about properties in your area owned by private landlords, have you
experienced or witnessed anti-social behaviour from tenants from these properties?

5 (6.0%)
5 (6.0%)
19 (22.6%)
19 (22.6%)

60 (71.4%)
60 (71.4%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 240
Page 34 of 75

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

Thinking about properties in your area owned by private landlords, do you think the
owners’ maintain the properties to a good standard?

17 (20.2%)
17 (20.2%)

36 (42.9%)
36 (42.9%)

31 (36.9%)
31 (36.9%)

Question options
Don't know

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 241
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Overall, would you say that private landlords in your area act responsibly in letting,
managing and maintaining their properties?

7 (8.3%)

5 (6.0%)

6 (7.1%)

5 (6.0%)

6 (7.1%)

7 (8.3%)

35 (41.7%)
35 (41.7%)
31 (36.9%)
31 (36.9%)

Question options
Don't know

None

Few

Most

All

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you think private landlords take any action against tenants who cause a nuisance
or anti-social behaviour?

20 (23.8%)
20 (23.8%)

39 (46.4%)
39 (46.4%)

25 (29.8%)
25 (29.8%)

Question options
Don't know

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Would you support the renewal of the of selective licensing in Spitalfields &
Banglatown, Weavers, and Whitechapel

8 (10.0%)
8 (10.0%)

15 (18.8%)
15 (18.8%)

57 (71.3%)
57 (71.3%)

Question options
Please tell us why

No

Yes

Optional question (80 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Please tell us your view about the proposed fees: £595 for new licence applications
and £495 for renewals

17 (20.5%)
17 (20.5%)

29 (34.9%)
29 (34.9%)

11 (13.3%)
11 (13.3%)

26 (31.3%)
26 (31.3%)

Question options
I don't know

Too low

Too high

This is reasonable

Optional question (83 response(s), 1 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How old are you?

6 (7.1%)

2 (2.4%)

3 (3.6%)

2 (2.4%)

3 (3.6%)

6 (7.1%)

4 (4.8%)
4 (4.8%)

13 (15.5%)
13 (15.5%)

56 (66.7%)
56 (66.7%)

Question options
55-64

45-54

35-44

25-34

16-24

0-15

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which
has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months (include any problems related to
old age)?

6 (7.1%)

8 (9.5%)

6 (7.1%)

8 (9.5%)

70 (83.3%)
70 (83.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Please state if a health problem or disability applies to you. (People may experience
more than one type of disability or health problem, in which case you may indicate
more than one. If none of the categories applies, please mark ‘Prefer to self-d...

14

13
13

12

10

8

6

4

2

5

5

5

5

3

3

3

3

1
1

Question options
Prefer to self-describe (please specify)

Prefer not to say

Long-standing illness or health condition (such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart disease, or epilepsy)
Mental health condition, (such as depression or schizophrenia)
Learning disability, (such as Downs syndrome or dyslexia) or cognitive impairment (such as autism or head-injury)
Physical impairment, (such as using a wheelchair to get around and/or difficulty using your arms)

Optional question (29 response(s), 55 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Which best describes your gender?

3 (3.6%)
3 (3.6%)

36 (42.9%)
36 (42.9%)

45 (53.6%)
45 (53.6%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Female

Male

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 43 of 75

Page 249

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

Is your gender identity the same as the sex you were assigned at birth?

3 (3.6%)
3 (3.6%)
1 (1.2%)

3 (3.6%)

3 (3.6%)

1 (1.2%)

77 (91.7%)
77 (91.7%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Heterosexual

No

Yes

Optional question (84 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Are you legally married or in a civil partnership?

3 (3.8%)
3 (3.8%)

15 (19.2%)
15 (19.2%)

60 (76.9%)
60 (76.9%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (78 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Which best describes your current marital, civil partnership or cohabitation status?

6 (8.0%)
6 (8.0%)

17 (22.7%)
17 (22.7%)

40 (53.3%)
40 (53.3%)

2 (2.7%)
2 (2.7%)

10 (13.3%)
10 (13.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Cohabitating with a partner

Divorced

Single (never married or never registered a civil partnership)

Optional question (75 response(s), 9 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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In a registered civil partnership
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Are you currently pregnant or did you give birth in the last twelve months? The
Equality Act (2010) protects individuals who are currently pregnant and up to 26
weeks of their maternity. The Act provides further protection for individuals beyond
th...

5 (6.4%)

1 (1.3%)

5 (6.4%)

1 (1.3%)

72 (92.3%)
72 (92.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (78 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How would you describe your ethnic group?

1 (1.3%)
6 (7.7%)
1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

6 (7.7%)

1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)
4 (5.1%)
1 (1.3%)

28 (35.9%)

2 (2.6%)
4 (5.1%)

28 (35.9%)

2 (2.6%)
1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)
3 (3.8%)
3 (3.8%)
3 (3.8%)
3 (3.8%)
2 (2.6%)
2 (2.6%)
1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)
1 (1.3%)

23 (29.5%)
23 (29.5%)

Question options
Any other background (please specify)
Black/black British: Other African
Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Mixed: White and black African

Prefer not to say

Chinese

Any other Asian background
Asian/Asian British: Indian

Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi
Any other mixed background

Any other white background

Optional question (78 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Any other black background
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White: Irish

White: British

Mixed: White and Asian
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What is your religion or belief?

6 (7.8%)
2 (2.6%)

6 (7.8%)

2 (2.6%) 2 (2.6%)
1 (1.3%)
2 (2.6%)
1 (1.3%)

12 (15.6%)
12 (15.6%)

38 (49.4%)
38 (49.4%)

6 (7.8%)
6 (7.8%)

10 (13.0%)
10 (13.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Hindu

Buddhist

Jewish

Christian

No religion or belief

Optional question (77 response(s), 7 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Muslim

Agnostic
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Which of the following describes your sexual orientation?

1 (1.3%)
10 (12.8%)

6 (7.7%)

1 (1.3%)

6 (7.7%)

10 (12.8%)
10 (12.8%)
10 (12.8%)

51 (65.4%)
51 (65.4%)

Question options
Prefer to self-describe (please specify)

Prefer not to say

Bi (attracted to more than one gender)

Gay/lesbian

Heterosexual/straight

Optional question (78 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you have caring or parenting responsibilities? (for example, childcare or
dependent adults)

2 (2.6%)
2 (2.6%)

68 (87.2%)
68 (87.2%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Yes

Optional question (78 response(s), 6 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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8 (10.3%)
8 (10.3%)
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Which of the following describes your sex?

7 (8.4%)
1 (1.2%)
1 (1.2%)

7 (8.4%)

1 (1.2%)

1 (1.2%)
1 (1.2%)
2 (2.4%)
1 (1.2%)
2 (2.4%)
32 (38.6%)
32 (38.6%)

39 (47.0%)
39 (47.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

60-74

50-59

40-49

30-39

Optional question (83 response(s), 1 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Woman

Man
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ENGAGEMENT TOOL: SURVEY TOOL

Business or service provider
Visitors

39

Contributors

7

CONTRIBUTIONS

Do you have a business or provide a service in one of the following areas?

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

2 (50.0%)
2 (50.0%)

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

Question options
Other (please specify)

Whitechapel

Spitalfields & Banglatown

Optional question (4 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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7
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Do you rent or own your business?

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Rent

Optional question (4 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you have more that one business in Tower Hamlets?

1 (20.0%)
1 (20.0%)

4 (80.0%)
4 (80.0%)

Question options
No

Yes

Optional question (5 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 55 of 75

Page 261

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

How much of an issue are these problems in your area?
Question options
Don't know

Loud noise

2

1

3

1

2

1

3

1

Not an issue
Not really an issue
A bit of an issue
Big issue

Neglected, run down
properties

1

1

4

1

1

4

Parking

Nuisance from
neighbours

Littering

People not treating
others with
consideration...

Flytipping

Large gatherings on the
streets

3

1

1

3

1

1

1

2

2

2

1

2

2

2

1

1

3

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

3

1

2

4

Optional question (7 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Likert Question
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6

8
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Have you ever been a victim or witnessed any anti-social behaviour in any of the
defined areas (Spitalfields & Banglatown, Weavers, and Whitechapel)?

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

2 (50.0%)

Question options
No

Yes

Optional question (4 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Have you experienced any anti-social behaviour from tenants in privately rented
properties in any of the defined areas?

2 (40.0%)
2 (40.0%)

3 (60.0%)
3 (60.0%)

Question options
No

Yes

Optional question (5 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you think that all landlords in the area generally keep their properties in a good
standard?

1 (14.3%)
1 (14.3%)

6 (85.7%)
6 (85.7%)

Question options
No

Yes

Optional question (7 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Would you say that landlords in the defined area where you have your business
(Spitalfields & Banglatown, Weavers, and Whitechapel), are good responsible
landlords?

1 (16.7%)
1 (16.7%)

5 (83.3%)
5 (83.3%)

Question options
Don't know

Some

Optional question (6 response(s), 1 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Would you support the renewal of selective licensing in Spitalfields & Banglatown,
Weavers, and Whitechapel?

2 (28.6%)
2 (28.6%)

4 (57.1%)
4 (57.1%)

1 (14.3%)
1 (14.3%)

Question options
If yes or no, please tell us why?

No

Yes

Optional question (7 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Please tell us your view about the proposed fees: £595 for new licence application
and £495 for renewal

2 (28.6%)
2 (28.6%)

4 (57.1%)
4 (57.1%)

1 (14.3%)
1 (14.3%)

Question options
Too low

Too high

Reasonable

Optional question (7 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How old are you?

1 (16.7%)

1 (16.7%)

1 (16.7%)

1 (16.7%)

4 (66.7%)
4 (66.7%)

Question options
45-54

25-34

0-15

Optional question (6 response(s), 1 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which
has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months (include any problems related to
old age)?

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

2 (50.0%)
2 (50.0%)

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Asian: Bangladeshi

Optional question (4 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Please state if a health problem or disability applies to you. (People may experience
more than one type of disability or health problem, in which case you may indicate
more than one. If none of the categories applies, please mark ‘Prefer to self-d...

3

2
2

2

1

Question options
Prefer not to say

Optional question (2 response(s), 5 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Which best describes your gender?

1 (20.0%)
1 (20.0%)

1 (20.0%)

3 (60.0%)

1 (20.0%)

3 (60.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Female

Male

Optional question (5 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Is your gender identity the same as the sex you were assigned at birth?

1 (20.0%)
1 (20.0%)

1 (20.0%)

3 (60.0%)

1 (20.0%)

3 (60.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Heterosexual

Yes

Optional question (5 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question

Page 67 of 75

Page 273

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 15 December 2020

Which of the following describes your sex?

1 (20.0%)
1 (20.0%)

2 (40.0%)
2 (40.0%)

2 (40.0%)
2 (40.0%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Woman

Man

Optional question (5 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Are you legally married or in civil partnership?

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

2 (50.0%)
2 (50.0%)

1 (25.0%)
1 (25.0%)

Question options
Muslim

Prefer not to say

No

Optional question (4 response(s), 3 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Which best describes your current marital, civil partnership or cohabitation status?

2 (100.0%)
2 (100.0%)

Question options
Single (never married or never registered a civil partnership)

Optional question (2 response(s), 5 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Are you currently pregnant or did you give birth in the last twelve months? The
Equality Act (2010) protects individuals who are currently pregnant and up to 26
weeks of their maternity. The Act provides further protection for individuals beyond
th...

1 (33.3%)
1 (33.3%)

2 (66.7%)
2 (66.7%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Optional question (3 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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How would you describe your ethnic group?

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)
1 (33.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Any other black background

Any other white background

Optional question (3 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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What is your religion or belief?

1 (33.3%)
1 (33.3%)

2 (66.7%)
2 (66.7%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No religion or belief

Optional question (3 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Which of the following describes your sexual orientation?

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)

1 (33.3%)
1 (33.3%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

Heterosexual/straight

Gay/lesbian

Optional question (3 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Do you have caring or parenting responsibilities? (for example, childcare or
dependent adults)

1 (33.3%)
1 (33.3%)

2 (66.7%)
2 (66.7%)

Question options
Prefer not to say

No

Optional question (3 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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Events
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Independent Facilitator, Volition Ltd
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Executive Summary
Tower Hamlets has been consulting on whether to renew, alter or end the current Selective Licensing
Scheme which is in operation in three wards of the borough: Weavers, Whitechapel, Spitalfields &
Banglatown. The current Scheme covers all private rented properties in those wards and is due to
come to an end in October 2021.
The consultation took place between August and December 2020. As part of its wider consultation,
Tower Hamlets held three online consultation events in November and December 2020. The events
(held on Zoom due to the COVID-19 pandemic) were targeted at local residents, tenants, landlords,
agents and business owners. Most participants were landlords and agents, with others representing
tenants. This report summarises the comments and questions raised at these events. A separate
report on the written consultation responses is being prepared by Tower Hamlets.
Top level summary of participants’ comments and questions:











Many participants expressed agreement with the scheme and support for the licensing goals
of addressing rogue landlords: driving them out of the sector and encouraging better property
management, but views differed on whether the current form of the Selective Licensing
Scheme was an effective way of achieving this.
The efficacy of the Scheme in identifying rogue landlords was either unclear to participants or,
based on the figures presented at the event (see Appendix A), seemed low compared to the
budget generated by the fees.
Several participants urged the Council to take a more targeted approach to licensing, for
example by using complaints and algorithms to target problem areas rather than the current
geographic ward approach.
There was also a suggestion to replace the Licensing Scheme with a scheme to educate and
support tenants to identify rogue landlords.
Some strongly supported the Scheme for what they saw as its role in protecting tenants by
introducing a fit and proper test for landlords and mandating tenancy agreements and
property standards
Other participants supported the Scheme, but commented that specific aspects should be
reviewed including:
o the need to license of new builds that have been designed to meet property and safety
standards
o standard minimum room sizes and occupancy limits seen by some as unhelpful to
people struggling to afford London accommodation prices
o providing different license lengths e.g. 2-3 years or refunds for short term landlords
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o continuing/increasing communication of the scheme: not assuming that there is
widespread awareness of the Scheme, increasing efforts to communicate it to those
who believe that only multiple household properties need a license
o exploring alternative areas to target the scheme, from extending the Scheme to cover
all of Tower Hamlets to targeting based on complaints or areas with older/lower
standard properties.
Conclusions based on the workshop findings:
1. There is widespread agreement with and support for the Council’s objectives of driving out
rogue landlords and improving property conditions.
2. As part of its review of the Selective Licensing Scheme, the Council should be open to
considering and reporting back on the feasibility and likely effectiveness of other means of
identifying rogue landlords and substandard properties, for example by assessing other parts
of the Borough or by exploring targeting by property type or areas of high levels of complaint.
3. There is a need for greater clarity on what landlords and agents should expect once a license
has been issued as there is frustration among some that they hear nothing once the license is
issued.
4. More transparency is called for in how the funds raised by the Scheme are spent.
5. More communication is needed on the performance and impact of the Scheme: particularly
on impact measures such as the number of rogue landlords identified, fined and prosecuted,
the number of properties inspected and the number improved.
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1. Background to the consultation
Between 28 August and 13 December 2020, Tower Hamlets consulted on whether to renew, alter, or
end the current Selective Licensing Scheme for privately rented properties which is in operation in
three areas of the borough and is due to come to an end in October 2021 (see map below).
The current Selective Licensing Scheme (under
Part 3 of the Housing Action 2004) has been in
operation in Weavers, Whitechapel,
Spitalfields & Banglatown since October 2016.
The Scheme has put a legal duty on landlords
or persons responsible for the privately rented
properties to apply for a licence.
Tower Hamlets commissioned an independent
review of the Selective Licensing Scheme. The
report, by Mayhew Associates, sets out the
data and the evidence base on the
performance of the Scheme. The report was
shared as part of the consultation on the
Scheme. Council officers and elected members
will be using the findings of the Mayhew report 1. Map of Tower Hamlets' Current Selective Licensing Scheme
and the feedback from the consultation to
inform their decision on the future of the Selective Licensing Scheme in Tower Hamlets.
The consultation gathered feedback through a number of channels:
 Online surveys on https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/ for i. residents & tenants, ii. landlords &
managing agents/agents and iii. businesses or service providers
 Via email to the Housing Licensing Team
 Virtual consultation events: November 3, 10 & December 10, 2020
The consultation was publicised through the following channels:
 Two direct emails to existing License Holders
 Direct email to 4000+ Property Agents and Managing Agents
 Letters to occupants of licensed properties under the Selective Licensing Scheme
 Email to voluntary and third sector organisations
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A notice / quarter page advertisement in East region newspaper publications, including seven
separate local papers covering the whole of East London
Direct emails to neighboring Councils, Local Police, Fire Brigades
Tower Hamlets’ website and social media alerts including regular twitter feed.

Separate to the Selective Licensing Scheme, there are two other property licensing schemes
operating in Tower Hamlets. These schemes are not part of this consultation:
 Additional Licensing:
All rented properties anywhere in the Borough which are occupied by 3 or 4 people living as 2
or more separate households who share facilities, and the property is not within the Selective
area.
Also includes flats with 5 or more tenants living as two or more households in purpose-built
blocks with three or more flats.
 Mandatory Licensing:
All rented properties anywhere in the Borough which are occupied by five or more people
living as two or more separate households who share facilities. It has been a legal requirement
to licence these properties since 2006.
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2. About this report
This report summarises the questions and comments expressed at three online consultation events
held as part of the overall consultation on Selective Licensing in Tower Hamlets. During the events,
the three Tower Hamlets officials present responded where they could to the questions raised, but
the purpose of this report is to focus on the issues raised by participants.
Formal responses to the consultation submitted online through the consultation portal or written
responses received by post or email, are being reported on separately. Both reports will be shared
with Councillors to inform their decision on whether to renew, alter or end the Selective Licensing
Scheme.

2.1 Format of and attendance at the online consultation events
Because of social distancing restrictions in place due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the consultation
events were held online via the video conferencing tool Zoom. The three 2-hour events were
publicised via the talk.towerhamlets website and direct communication through emails , letters to
stakeholders and through local newspaper notices / advertisements to the residents and the general
public as detailed above. The purpose of the events was to:
 Provide information on the objectives of the Selective
Licensing scheme and its performance to date
 Answer questions on the Selective Licensing Scheme
 Provide a space for participants to share views on the Scheme
 Encourage participants to submit formal responses to the consultation.
The events were facilitated by an independent facilitator and started with introductions and an online
poll on the type of participants (landlord, agent, tenant etc.). Three members of the Tower Hamlets
Housing Licensing Team were present at each event to give a presentation on and answer questions
about the Selective Licensing Scheme and its performance to date. The events were audio recorded
for reporting purposes and agreement to this was sought from participants at the start of each
session. The events were aimed at residents, tenants, landlords, agents and managing agents and
were available for anyone to attend. As can be seen in the table below, most of the 22 participants
were landlords and property/managing agents.
Table 1: Consultation events and attendance levels

Date
3 November 2020
6pm-8pm

Attendance
1 Tenant/Tenant Representative
4 Landlords
1 Agent
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6 Total
10 November 2020
2pm-4pm

3 Landlord Agents
1 Landlord
1 Unknown
5 Total

3 December 2020
6pm-8pm

6 Landlords
2 Tenant Representatives
3 Unknown
11 Total
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3. Feedback to the consultation
This section of the report focuses on the comments and questions raised by participants at the online
events on the Selective Licensing Scheme (the Scheme). Views on the merits of the Scheme in the
three Tower Hamlets’ wards of Weavers, Spitalfields & Banglatown and Whitechapel, ranged from
those who were supportive and thought it should be expanded to the entire borough, to those who
thought the scheme was an easy money earner for the council which was not succeeding in its aim of
driving out rogue landlord practices. Participants also expressed views on how the scheme could be
altered or asked for more clarity on its impact. Some comments were common to most of the events,
whilst others only came up at one. Appendix B of the report gives a summary of the themes and
questions raised at each event.

3.1 Overall responses to the Selective Licensing Scheme
3.1.1 Why include new build properties in the Selective Licensing Scheme?
At two of the events some landlords and agents raised the question of why new build properties are
included in the Licensing Scheme. They asked why buildings that have been designed and built to
meet standards such as fire safety, gas and electricity are being included when the Council should
focus its efforts on identifying dangerous, substandard properties:
“My building is 5 years old. It meets all standards, fire, gas, everything. I feel that
we are being punished. I agree with the Scheme, because we need to get the
rogue landlords out of the system 100%. But I feel like I am being punished. Why
are we part of the Scheme when we are fully licensed with everything, with gas,
electricity, why doesn’t’ the scheme say right, we take over buildings that are
more than 10 years old. They are buildings that probably need to be looked at
after 10 years, after 10 years the building starts to become decrepit then you need
to look it. But when you have buildings that are brand new and in very good
condition are being licensed and shouldn’t need to be licensed.”
There was a sense among some landlords and agents with modern properties that they were being
made to pay a license fee for which they saw no benefits. Some participants complained about not
receiving an inspection during the license period, whilst at the same time saying that not enough was
being done to target rogue landlords. Some suggested a blanket exemption from the Selective
License fee for all properties less than five or ten years old.
3.1.2 How effective is the Scheme at dealing with rogue landlords?
The issue of how effective the current scheme is at dealing with rogue landlords was raised at two of
the three events. Some participants recognised that tracking down people who are deliberately
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evading the license fee and operating under the radar was not easy, but it needed more effort by the
Council:
“My concern is how you can cope with those people who have avoided registering,
bad landlords, because they make it bad for all of us and its bad for tenants and so
there are some you are missing and I think it’s very difficult but that’s where I am
coming from and going to, I want to see it work better and more effectively.”
One view was that the scheme as it is currently set up cannot hope to identify unlicensed landlords
because they are operating in the shadows and will never voluntarily license their properties:
“You will never find them through a selective license scheme because they will
never sign up for it, they will never pay a license fee. You will never find them,
because their tenants will never come to you. The license won’t work because it
won’t address to problem you were trying to achieve.”
When discussing how rogue landlords could be more effectively identified, some participants
suggested targeting where complaints are coming from:
“The best thing is to give priority to tracking down people who should be licensed
through complaints and that kind of category. On that category thing, because
those are the people, the landlords who are antisocial and so they are the priority
for you to chase up for making sure that they are licensed and so that really, I
think should be your priority. You have to prioritise.”
Another suggestion was for a more targeted inspection approach to identify substandard properties
and their landlords:
“You’ve got to police them. You’ve got to go into each property in the list, gain
entry, examine it and see if it’s up to standard or not. It will take manpower to do
that.”
Linked to the issue in section 3.1.1 about new builds, one view was that the Council should not
include new builds in its licensing regime, but instead put its focus on higher risk, older properties and
target those as being more likely to be owned by unlicensed landlords.
“We should be on a fair playing field, but we aren’t on a fair playing field. It will
take the pressure off from the Council, knowing the building is new and doesn’t
need to be monitored. We need to get rid of the rogue landlords. This is going to
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take years to do, so we are being punished because of the rogue landlords. We
aren’t going to get them out of the system unless you actually target them, rather
than putting everyone into the equation.”

3.1.3 What has the Selective Licensing Scheme achieved?
There was a strong sense among some participants at the events that the Scheme was not effective
at improving property standards and targeting rogue landlords. For some, this was drawn from the
experiences of paying the fee but having no further communication or contact from the council. They
had expected to have their property inspected to ensure it had met standards. Others had expected
to receive clear reports on the numbers of properties improved or rogue landlords identified.
“A scheme to eradicate dangerous properties and rogue landlords is needed but
this is not it and never will be if run and managed in the way it is now.”
At two of the three events, questions were raised on what the money raised by the license fees since
2016 (approximately £3.5million) has achieved. Given that the identification of rogue landlords was
an important objective of the Scheme, some participants asked for more clarity from the Council on
the numbers identified and prosecuted. They felt that the numbers of landlord interventions
presented during the event (see Appendix A) were either unclear or too low to justify the level of fees
charged:
“I think us landlords have not seen that transparency, we signed up for it. You are
telling me this is what it’s spent on. I would like to see a breakdown of where my
money is going. £3.5million is a lot of money. How many of these rogue landlords
have you identified? This was the main objective of your initiation of selective
licensing scheme, is to identify who these rogue landlords are.”
“£3M, 5 years... caught 14 people?”
“You should be held to task about why there aren’t more landlords who have been
asked to register and chasing them up.”
During these discussions, the Council put forward the point that the fees need to cover the costs of
the scheme over a 10-year period, as licenses granted near to the end of the Scheme’s five year
period continue for five years.
Nonetheless, there was a call for the Council to be more transparent in reporting the impacts of the
Scheme, particularly in its pursuit of the landlords of unlicensed properties. The Council’s claimed
benefit of the Scheme creating ‘a level playing field’ for landlords by ridding the borough of rogue
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landlords needed more evidence of how it has performed in that task or how it plans to do so early in
the life of any renewed scheme.
3.1.4 What does the license fee pay for?
As well as greater transparency on the evidence of the Scheme’s impact, questions were also raised
on what the license fee pays for. Participants wanted to know how many council staff are focused on
the task of identifying rogue landlords. There was an understanding that staff would be needed at the
start of the Scheme to perform registration and administrative tasks, but that as the Scheme
matured, more resource should be focused on pursuing rogue landlords:
“How many people have you got on chasing down those people who are causing
problems? You should have 5 or 10 staff. You should be able to have that in your
budget. If you have got £3-4million or something. I’d really like to see how you
budget and I really do hope that you will give that area the recognition it needs.”
Some participants understood that the purpose of the Scheme was linked to reducing antisocial
behaviour and encouraging better residential areas through managed green spaces. This led to
questions and a request for more clarity on if and how the funds raised through the Selective
Licensing Scheme fees contributes to these areas:
“The point I want to raise is one of transparency and landlords were told that their
fee would be spent on safety and reducing ASB, but I know how councils operate
and fund activities and that sort of thing usually comes from a general fund, if part
of our license is paying for that, then we should be receiving a breakdown. I get
that it pays for checking on building regs and fire safety, but there’s a huge
amount of this £3million that are to my mind unaccounted for and landlords
should receive in return a breakdown of exactly how this money is being spent,
otherwise how do I know that under the extra community safety work done in the
area round the block in the area where my flat is, over and above what the other
residents are paying?”
Some landlords said they had paid the fee but felt they had seen nothing in return. They had
expected to be contacted about inspections to ensure they were complying with standards:
“I haven’t received a single communication from Tower Hamlets about checking
fire safety, electrical safety or anything at all. Neither have my tenants. I was
obligated to pay £500 and haven’t received any justification for this huge charge
since. And no evidence whatsoever of what the licence charge is spent on.”
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3.1.5 Communication of the Scheme: how to make it clear, consistent and targeted?
Issues raised around the communication of the Scheme included awareness of the Scheme itself, how
consistent the advice on standards is and the issue of confusion between different schemes run by
different London boroughs.
An issue was raised that some landlords were unaware of the Selective Licensing Scheme and were
not deliberately evading the Scheme. This created a number of unlicensed properties that were then
targeted by some tenants (for example through Facebook groups) with the explicit aim of claiming
rent repayment orders. It was said that these otherwise good landlords were being exploited:
“These people are renting this property in the best conditions, they do everything
right and they didn’t even know they had to license. That is my biggest concern
because then if these people have a problem with their actual tenant and if the
tenant turns to them, they can do the rent repayment orders to someone who has
done everything by the book. I am fine with the license and the cost, but the
biggest issue is the communication…People think the licenses are only for houses
with shared 3-4 bedrooms. The communication has been atrocious.”
This led to a call for the Council to not assume that the Scheme has full awareness and that it should
do more to communicate the Scheme to landlords in Tower Hamlets:
“There isn’t enough publicity making it clear to all landlords that they must license
and with the greatest respect, I respect what you are doing and its great and it’s
not enough to say they should know. They won’t know and even if they do, they
won’t bother if they think they won’t be chased up.”
Another issue raised was the point that some landlords and agents are receiving conflicting advice on
applying the property standards that are part of the Licensing Scheme:
“On one day, someone gives you one bit of information and on another other
information. We need clear and precise advice because if we do
something wrong, we get fined for it. There is that opportunity for you to fine
us. Responsibility is on our shoulders.”
Some landlords own properties in different London boroughs and found the different standards
applied by different boroughs unhelpful in ensuring their properties met the required standards:
“It depends where you are, some rules in Hackney and Hampstead it’s very
confusing, if someone is going to have a £5000 penalty it should be better
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communicated. Communication should be better between landlords and council.
That’s why I am here, to make sure going forward we can work together to get
better housing for everyone.”

3.1.6 Comments on the property standards mandated by the Selective Licensing
Scheme
Points about the standards mandated by the Selective Licensing Scheme were raised at all three
events. Some participants raised the question about whether the standards in the social housing
sector were the same as those applied to the private rented sector. There was a belief held by some
participants that double standards might be in operation and that the private rented sector was more
tightly regulated and monitored than social housing, which if that was the case was felt to be unfair:
“The council is taking a heavy stick out on private landlords who do have licenses
and do provide fire safety etc. but you find council properties who are
overcrowded and in awful conditions. So, is it just a stick for one and not the other
in terms of types of standards?”
The standard for minimum room size was raised when the example was given of an ex-council
property, sold as a three-bedroom home, was subsequently not permitted to market itself as having
three bedrooms for rent as one of the room sizes was less than the 6.51sqm minimum:
“Through the licensing period the actual size of each room has been redefined and
it left me as a landlord perplexed about how to accommodate the new standards
of the sizes.”
Participants were told at the events that the standard on room sizes was central government
legislation and therefore not something that Tower Hamlets could divert from.
The standards on the number of people who could live in a property was also raised. Some
participants said that the cost of rent in London meant people were having to live with several people
in one property to make it affordable. They felt this was a choice the tenants should be allowed to
make and that enforcing lower occupancy rates was harming both landlords and tenants:
“You have bought in the licenses and done the assessment and said you can only
have 4 people in a property when they were 5-6 and they were quite happy there
and I have told them they have to leave.
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If they are happy to stay in – but 2 people have to leave but the 4 can’t afford the
rent. Where are they going to go? Some people have children in schools. Is this
part of gentrification? Are we saying only x amount of people can stay even if it is
safe, with fire doors and everything? If they are happy to say in 6s, why should
they not be allowed to stay, because they know that they can’t get a property,
because they can’t afford the rent in London.”
Some agents pointed to the impact that complying with the property standards was having on their
workload. They talked about the difficulty of finding building contractors who would take on
relatively small projects such as installing mains powered smoke detectors. They felt this issue should
be better appreciated by both the Council and landlords:
“The work to get all these properties in line with licensing is huge. I don’t think
landlords know the work the agents go through right now. We have to do
thousands of properties with smoke alarms, fire alarms. You try to get a builder to
do a job in a property. Not easy. Landlords think it’s a money-making scheme from
the Council. It’s not just money involved it’s the time too which is huge.”
3.1.7 Views on licence fee level and length
As we have seen in sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4, most discussion about the license fee focused on what it
is being spent on, what it is achieving and whether it is providing value for money for the landlords
who pay it. At one of the events, the point was raised that landlords’ revenue has been reduced by
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., payment holidays/rent reductions for tenants) and that
this should be acknowledged in a slightly reduced fee for the next period of the scheme:
“At the same time the figure for the renewal should be a little less to encourage
people to renew I think it could be reduced a bit more, more welcoming to
landlords especially in COVID which has not only affected tenants but also
landlords’ income with reduced rent, and everything else.”
Responding to a comment by Tower Hamlets that its fees were lower than most other London
boroughs, one participant felt that the fees were in fact high compared to those councils who don’t
charge for selective licensing at all:
“The cost does not compare favourably to the cost of a licence in Greenwich or
Southwark, because they don’t sting private landlords with a charge at all.”
The 5-year length of the license fee was thought to be too rigid by some participants, who said it
offered poor value for money for landlords planning to rent their properties for less than 5 years.

15 297
Page

Some asked for refunds to be made available for landlords who stop renting their properties within
the five years. Others asked the Council to consider the option of offering shorter licenses:
“Could there be an option for a shorter period of licensing rather than a 5-year
license. E.g., offer a 2- or 3-year license. The per year cost could be slightly higher,
I wouldn’t mind that personally. If someone plans to rent out for a short period of
time and then sell it, give the landlord the option.”
3.1.8 Views on extent and location of the licence scheme
A range of views were expressed during the three events on the geographic extent and location of
the Selective Licensing Scheme in Tower Hamlets. Some participants asked the Council to consider
expanding the Scheme to cover the entire borough and help raise standards in all rented properties:
“As an agent I welcome and support a renewal of the Scheme. But why stop at
the three areas? I think it should be across the borough. With the Scheme it will
enable landlords and agents to maintain safety compliance required with the
private rented sector. Also, we know from studies that it reduces anti-social
behaviour which you also pointed out and it enables making sure that landlords
and agents correct any deficiencies that may exist within their properties.”
Others felt that the Scheme should move to other areas of the borough to tackle sub-standard
housing there:
“Further to the east its more likely that you’ve got more problems – huge
challenge there.”
Some participants questioned why the council wasn’t being more ambitious in expanding the Scheme
if, as it was saying in the report on its impact, it was such as success:
“If the Scheme is as you describe it so important, why wouldn’t you cover the
whole borough with it?”
A question was raised about why other areas are not targeted by the Scheme and that it focused on
‘profitable areas’ as part of a money-making exercise:
“Why do private landlords not in the selective area not have to pay for a licence?
Doesn’t Tower Hamlets care about those landlords’ safety obligations? The
impression is that Tower Hamlets have just picked the ‘profitable’ areas so that
they can make more money.”
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When hearing that the Council had the power to target up to 20% of properties in the borough with
selective licensing, the suggestion was made to target by type of property or by known problem
areas, rather than by ward areas. The ward area was seen as a blanket approach that targeted too
many high standard compliant properties and too few lower standard properties:
“This scheme will only have the proffered effect if it is targeted rather than
blanket geographically. If you can only survey 16%, then make it the 16% where
you are most likely to unearth problems.”
“Most of the flats in the areas you have selected are new build, have managing
agents and are more likely to meet all the regs. Why haven’t you targeted areas
that are more likely to have the ‘bad’ landlords you want to improve? There is
bound to be an algorithm that tells you this.”

3.1.9 Reasons to support selective licensing
Whilst many of the discussions during the consultation events focused on questions about the impact
of the scheme, how it has been communicated and managed, comments were also made about its
positive contribution to a better private rented housing sector in Tower Hamlets. Points made in
support of the Scheme included:
 Ensuring the tenant gets a tenancy agreement
 Testing landlords are fit and proper people
 Ensuring properties are maintained to standard
 Empowering the Council to fine bad landlords
 Creating the ability to contact landlords
 Overall rise in property standards.
“Young private renters too often don’t receive contracts, they don’t receive the
how to rent guide, the gas safety certificates, so in our opinion licensing ensures
that each occupier at least has a tenancy agreement. I know there is a debate
about how new the property is but having a tenancy agreement really is a
minimum standard, so I welcome this licensing thing in raising standards.”
Given the protocols for rating owners of holiday lets on platforms such as Airbnb, the point was made
that it felt wrong for holiday let owners to be more scrutinised than full time landlords and they felt
that the Scheme went some way to ensuring that landlords were being asked to meet basic
standards:
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“I find it insane that on Airbnb that vendors are rated on every aspect of the
service they provide so it feels reasonable that to have a license for 5 or 10 years
it’s checked the property provided is safe.”

3.2 Suggestions for Tower Hamlets as it considers the future of
the Scheme
At all three events, participants put forward suggestions to Tower Hamlets to make the current
Scheme more effective or to replace the Scheme with an alternative set of measures to tackle bad
landlords.
Suggestions to make the current Scheme more effective:
 Provide more resources to educate landlords about property standards to help them comply
with them
 Set up an endorsement scheme for agents to help landlords work with experienced and
qualified agents
 Introduce a rating scheme for landlords (this suggestion was discussed at the event and felt to be
unworkable as it was open to abuse with fake ratings)









Include a letter with the Council Tax bill chasing unregistered landlords
Target the 20% limit on selective licensing on older/substandard properties
Track bad landlords by complaints received e.g., noise and poor property maintenance
Make agents responsible for standards rather than landlords
Introduce flexible length licenses
Produce clear, unambiguous reports on progress made by the Scheme in targeting bad
landlords: e.g., number of civil penalty notices, prosecutions, rent repayment orders etc.
Publish plans on how the Council plans to target bad landlords in the future.

Suggestion to replace the Scheme:
 Put Council resources into educating, encouraging and supporting tenants to make complaints
about housing conditions and so increase the likelihood of identifying unregistered landlords.

3.3 Questions raised during the consultation events
This section captures the questions raised during the consultation events. Participants asked
questions about many different aspects of the Scheme and they were discussed with Council officials
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as part of the meetings. The Council should aim to provide answers to these questions and share
them with the wider public as part of their response to the consultation.
Management of the Scheme
 What will Tower Hamlets do to address the peak demand for licenses at the start of the
Scheme that led to delays in licenses being issued in the first edition of the Scheme?
 Are you holding private sector landlords to different standards than those for the social
housing sector?
 Why do license holders have to be UK residents?
 Why do you ask questions about Managing Agents when the property owner might not have
control over who they are e.g., no idea about criminal records?
 If 6 people want to stay in a 2-bedroom flat and they are totally happy with it, why is Tower
Hamlets coming in and saying no we have to kick three people out?
 Is overcrowding an issue in the social sector too?
 Are those properties that you target (for inspections) inside or outside the selective area?
 When you do the surveys when you go round the blocks. Are you also knocking on the door of
license holders because surely that’s a waste of time?
 Funding tackling antisocial behaviour and green spaces, should that not come from the
general funds and licensing funds should be ring fenced?
 If the Scheme is so important why have only around 16% of the licensed properties been
surveyed?
Fees
 Why can’t fees be refundable if you are renting a property for less than 5 year?
 Is this not another tax on landlords?
Impact of the Scheme
 Do you have any evidence that it is our (private rented sector) tenants causing any of this
ASB?
 How have properties been improved? The difference between the number of licences and
surveys?
 How much revenue have you raised?
 On the licensing could Tower Hamlets tell me, how many rogue landlords do you have today.
Scheme has been running for 4 and a bit years. How many rogue landlords have you
identified?
 What is the number of rogue landlord who have paid a fine?
 How many private rented sector properties are estimated to be in the Selective License area,
how many left to licence?
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Will the council provide a detailed and comprehensive breakdown of how much money has
been raised and how the money raised has been spent?

Scheme extent
 Would the plan be to use current ward boundaries instead of historic ward boundaries if the
Scheme is renewed or extended?
 What’s the criteria for if you were to expand the Scheme? Do you have any plans to expand
the Scheme? If the Scheme is as you describe it so important, why wouldn’t you cover the
whole borough with it?
 There seems to be an implication that you will continue with the same area. If it’s so good,
why not do it for a different 20% next time?
 So why have certain areas that are selective areas, why not make it a targeted borough wide
operation and reach your 20% that way?
 Most of the flats in the areas you have selected are new build, have managing agents and are
more likely to meet all the regs. Why haven’t you targeted areas that are more likely to have
the ‘bad’ landlords you want to improve?
Consultation questions
 Do we get more weight in how we perceive things as landlords, as tenants within the
borough?
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4. Conclusions
1. There is widespread agreement with and support for the Council’s objectives of driving out
rogue landlords and improving property conditions.
2. As part of its review of the Selective Licensing Scheme, the Council should be open to
considering and reporting back on the feasibility and likely effectiveness of other means of
identifying rogue landlords and substandard properties, for example by assessing other parts
of the borough for Selective Licensing or by exploring targeting by property type or areas of
high levels of complaint.
3. There is a need for greater clarity on what landlords and agents should expect once a license
has been issued, as there is frustration among some that they hear nothing from the Council
once the license is issued.
4. More transparency is called for in how the funds raised by the Scheme are spent.
5. More communication is needed on the performance and impact of the Scheme: particularly
on impact measures such as the number of rogue landlords identified, fined and prosecuted,
the number of properties inspected, and the number improved.
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Appendix A
Tower Hamlets presentation at the online events
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Appendix B
Tower Hamlets Selective Licensing Scheme Consultation 2020:
1: Key points raised at consultation events
November 3rd
November 7th

December 3rd

Attendance: 6
Summary of sentiment: Mostly
supportive of licensing, with
suggestions for improved delivery

Attendance: 5
Summary of sentiment: No strong
expressions of support or opposition,
mostly comments about delivery

Attendance: 11
Summary of sentiment: Some
supportive of licensing as a form of
regulating the sector, most frustrated
by lack of clarity on impact and sense
that new builds should not need to be
licensed

REDUCE FEE
 To encourage renewal
 Landlords’ financial loss due
to COVID

LENGTH OF LICENSE
 Option of less than 5-year
terms for landlords who are
renting for shorter periods
e.g. 1-2 years?

FEE VALUE FOR MONEY?
 Belief that landlords are not
getting any value from their
fee (linked to Transparency
point below)

DEALING WITH BAD LANDLORDS
 Needs to be a priority for
budget spending
 Scheme needs to be better
at identifying bad landlords
 Track via complaints

INCONSISTENT ADVICE ON
STANDARDS / BEHIND BACK
INSPECTIONS
 Advice can differ depending
on who you speak to
 Example of a property
inspection without
Agent/landlord

DEALING WITH BAD LANDLORDS:
 Not targeting bad landlords
efficiently or effectively (see
Suggestions below)

BUDGET SPENDING?
 How many staff chasing bad
landlords?

TRANSPARENCY OF BUDGET
SPENDING:
 Confusion on what the fees
pay for e.g. green spaces,
policing ASB?

SCHEME EXTENT: EXPAND
 Enable landlords and agents
to adhere to safety
standards
 Helps with ASB
 Leads to better property
standards
 Exposes rogue landlords

IMPACT ON ASB
 Questioning the role of
landlords in reducing ASB
e.g., street noise

TRANSPARENCY OF IMPACT:
 Call for clarity on number of
inspections, number of
rogue landlords identified,
fined, prosecuted, rent
rebates.

COMMUNICATING NEED FOR
LICENSE
 Good landlords unaware of
the scheme caught out by
tenants who target
unlicensed properties for

BURDEN OF MEETING STANDARDS
 Difficulty of procuring small
building work e.g., fitting
smoke alarms

COMMUNICATING FIRST LICENSE:
 Landed with no consultation
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November 3rd

November 7th

December 3rd

rent rebates

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BOROUGHS
LICENSING SCHEMES = CONFUSION

VIEWS ON HOUSING SITUATION IN
TOWER HAMLETS:
 Overcrowding because of
high rent costs
 Lack of affordable housing

REASONS TO SUPPORT LICENSE
 Raises property standards
 Ability to contact Landlords
 Ability to fine bad landlords
(so they pay more than good
landlords)

REASONS TO SUPPORT LICENCE
 Ensures tenant gets a
tenancy agreement
 Ensures properties are
maintained to standard
 Test of landlord as a fit &
proper person
STANDARDS: NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN
PROPERTY:
 Remove max # people from
selective licensing
 Let tenants decide their
household size: makes rent
more affordable

STANDARDS: ROOM SIZE
 Former council properties
sold as e.g.; three bed
properties can no longer be
rented as three bed due to
room size requirements

NEW BUILD: NEED FOR LICENSE?

SUGGESTIONS TO TOWER HAMLETS:
 Educating landlords about
standards
 Endorsement scheme for
Agents
 Letter with Council Tax to
chase unregistered landlords
 Track bad landlords via
complaints

NEW BUILD: NEED FOR LICENSE?
 Feels like an easy moneymaking exercise
 TH should focus on bad
landlords
SUGGESTIONS TO TOWER HAMLETS:
 Make agents responsible for
standards rather than
landlords
 Flexible length licenses

2: Summary of questions raised
November 3rd
November 7th
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SUGGESTIONS TO TOWER HAMLETS:
 Educate, encourage &
support tenants to make
complaints and
identify/tackle bad landlords
that way
 Register of landlords, rated
A, B, C etc (idea rejected by
most other participants –
ratings can be rigged)
 Need for clearer
statement/evidence on
impact and estimate of
unidentified PRS properties

December 3rd

November 3rd

November 7th

December 3rd

Would it be right to say that selective
licensing makes it easier to take
enforcement action against landlords
breaching the rules which means that
it’s easier to get landlords to comply
with the minimum standards because
there is a more credible threat of
action happening? Has that been
borne out in your experience?
How can you proactively track down
those people who are not known to
be landlords because they are
concealing? Pretending it’s a business
premise or something like that.

Why do license holders have to be UK
residents?

How have properties been
improved? The difference
between the number of licences
and surveys?

Why can’t fees be refundable if
you are renting a property for less
than 5 year?

How does the Council deal with those
good landlords who have done
everything, and they don’t have a
license because I would like to say
that the communications that the
council had with the landlords it has
not been effective whatsoever?
The question is who decides on the
standards of the actual rooms etc.
Through the licensing period the
actual size of each room has been
redefined and it left me as a landlord
perplexed about how to
accommodate the new standards of
the sizes.
Are you holding private sector
landlords to different standards than
those for the social housing sector
(e.g. overcrowding)?

Why do you ask questions about
Managing Agents when the
property owner might not have
control over who they are e.g. no
idea about criminal records?

If 6 people want to stay in a 2bedroom flat and they are totally
happy with it, why is TH coming in
and saying no we have to kick
three people out?
Is overcrowding an issue in the
social sector too?

Do you have any evidence that
it’s our tenants causing any of this
ASB?

How much revenue have you
raised?

The views of what should and
shouldn’t be done per property can
get different outcomes depending on
who you speak to and what you take
away from the website. What do you
see as the solution going forward for
professionals like ourselves who
want to do the right thing?

What’s the criteria for if you were
to expand the scheme? Do you
have any plans to expand the
scheme? If the scheme is as you
describe it so important, why
wouldn’t you cover the whole
borough with it?

How will TH address the issue of
managing the peak demand for
renewing licensing?

If it’s such an important scheme,
why haven’t you made that
application (to extend)?

Ward boundaries: current or
previous?

There seems to be an implication
that you will continue with the
same area. If it’s so good, why
not do for a different 20% next
time?
Do we get more weight in how we
perceive things as landlords, as
tenants within the borough?
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November 3rd

November 7th

December 3rd
Are those properties that you
target inside or outside the
selective area?
So why have certain areas that
are selective areas, why not make
it a targeted borough wide
operation and reach your 20%
that way?
When you do the surveys when
you go round the blocks. Are you
also knocking on the door of
License holders because surely
that’s a waste of time?
On the licensing could TH tell me,
how many Rogue landlords do
you have today. Scheme has
been running for 4 and a bit
years. How many rogue landlords
have you identified?
Number of rogue landlords who
have paid a fine?
Should funding tackling antisocial
behaviour and green spaces,
should that not come from the
general funds and licensing funds
should be ring fenced?
How many PRS properties are
estimated to be in SLA, how many
left to licence?
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APPENDIX 5
Tower Hamlets response to questions, comments and suggestions
received as part consultation on the future of the current Selective
Licensing
In general, there were similar comments, feedback, concerns and suggestions
across all three virtual consultation sessions. Therefore, we have grouped the views
expressed, suggestions made, and concerns raised in several themes to provide a
clear, concise, and full response to what we have heard.
In addition, we have received written submissions of support from the Local Police
Force as well as detailed comments and helpful suggestions from Safeagent
(formally NALS) and the National Residential Landlords Association (NRLA). Both
submissions raised some pertinent points and concerns, whilst overall they agree
and understand the need for the Council’s intervention in ensuring rule of law applies
and the sector is cleared of rogue elements. They have also made some helpful
suggestions which we have and will take onboard if the Scheme is renewed. The
concerns and comments they have raised are reflected in our thematic response
below.
Theme 1 – General overview
There is an overall agreement with the licensing goals of catching rogue landlords,
and driving them out of the sector, tackling Anti-Social Behaviour and encouraging
better property management, but views differs on whether the Selective Licensing
Scheme was an effective way of achieving this. As expected, this to a great extend is
a polarised view from Landlords / Agents and their representatives who feel this
should be done differently whilst agreeing with its objectives and goals. On the other
hand, the tenants and tenant support groups, other Statutory organizations ( the
police, Fire Authority) and the voluntary sector organizations firmly believe that the
only way to regulate the sector to the scale required is though locally designed
licensing Schemes. Another or a key point of contention is the fee charged or cost of
running a licensing scheme which again there is strong belief in one side that ; this is
only right that the sector bears the costs of regulating it whilst the other side sees it
as another form of tax or cost which is totally unnecessary .
Theme 2 – Why you include the new builds “My building is 5 years old. It
meets all standards, fire, gas, everything. I feel that we are being punished. I
agree with the Scheme, because we need to get the rogue landlords out of the
system 100%. But I feel like I am being punished”. “you need to police them,
but you can’t not cope but punishing us”
A key and very important part of creating a vibrant, professional and good standard
of Private Rented Sector (PRS) is having a high standard of property management –
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regardless of the age of the property. Having a robust property management that is
compliant with statutory rules and best practices is equally important to old and new
buildings.
Good property management means:
 Landlords (L/L) or Managing Agents (MA) would carry out the required
background checks by seeking appropriate references and financial check to
prevent the tenant becoming problematic for both the L/L and the local area.
 Tenants are issued with appropriate contracts that set out the rights and
responsibilities of both parties.
 The tenants are fully informed as to who the responsible person for the
property is, how to contact them and all communication and transactions are
done openly, and action is carried out promptly if they require anything done.
 The L/L or the responsible person schedules a timely inspection of properties
to ensure the property is not used for illegal activity.
 Maintenance and Safety requirements are carried out effectively and
appropriately.
 In conjunction with authorities take appropriate action to deal with any ASB.
The above are some examples of a required level of property management to ensure
this hugely important sector is of benefit to all – the investors, occupiers and the
society as whole.
In essence, property licensing aims professionalises the sector as whole. We accept
that a reasonable proportion of L/L or MAs operate at an acceptable level, but a
good proportion do not and would want to operate totally under the radar. The
sector, which is home to over 41% of the population has a huge importance in term
of health, wellbeing, educational attainment and Social Mobility. It is therefore very
important to be able to regulate in a way that ensures of supply of a good reliable
homes with all the required safeguards which licensing requires.
Additionally, the main objective of licencing is to legitimise and professionalise the
sector, reduce anti-social behaviour, and in order to drive out those who exploit the
vulnerable, young starters, and those who are not in a position to question bad
practices, including but beyond the condition of the housing. While it could be said
that maybe most of the L/Ls or Agents are law abiding and legal businesses
operating to the best of their abilities, unfortunately, there are some who do
everything possible to remain under the radar. This is often known as the shadow
operating model – with those responsible only caring about making money or
channelling moneys through this sector for the purpose of tax evasion. In these
cases, it is difficult to identify or hold to account those responsible who often hide
their identity. Licensing exposes these types of operations by their absence from the
Scheme.
New build properties are not immune from this therefore are included in the Scheme.
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Theme 3 – The Council should take more targeted approach. “You cannot /
have not effectively found the rogue / bad landlords and dangerous properties
as your figure clearly shows.” The Scheme should be targeted rather than
blanket geographically
The Government review into Selective Licensing which was published in 2019 states
that in 91% of cases this led to improvement. Considering the size of the sector and
the lack of a cohesive and fit for purpose regulation, Licensing is the most effective
way to:







achieve mass/widespread improvement
reduce anti-social behaviour
scale up the Council intervention in improving the sector
drive out the rogue element operating in shadows
empower tenants to act
support good and responsible L/Ls and Agents

As mentioned above, given the size of the sector which in some cases increased 10fold in recent years (over 41% - 43%housing in Tower Hamlets) licensing is shown to
be the most effective approach. Licensing enables the council to improve housing
and renter behaviour at a far greater scale than inspection. Even with a greatly
expanded number of trained Environmental Health Officers, it would not be able to
cover a sufficient proportion of the sector. To start with, there, is no list of rented
properties anywhere.
Although housing is the fundamental determinant of health, wellbeing, and social
mobility, it remains the only business without proper regulation (not even a list of
such properties). It is a lottery as to whether a local Council becomes aware of a
rented property, and often only after contact from a tenant raising related issues.
Considering the rapid growth of PRS in recent years and the limits on current
legislation, no Council would be able to allocate the level of funding required to
address issues in the sector. It is estimated that around, 41% of housing stock in
Tower Hamlets is in PRS.
Local authorities across the land have a statutory duty to investigate and act when
they find Category 1 Hazards in a privately rented property. This is done under Part
1 of the Housing Act 2004 which was conceived in late 1980s/90 and eventually
replaced much of the old Housing Act 1985. However, the relevant part of this
legislation is out of date given the size of the sector as well as technical
determinations of what constitutes Category 1 Hazards. This is recognised by all
relevant housing experts. Although in 2018 some addition legal power was
introduced that in combination with Licensing Scheme enables the Council to take a
more effective enforcement action.
Through licensing the Council can consolidate the requirements of a range of
regulations which are otherwise disparate across government and local authorities’
jurisdictions and almost impossible to effectively address individually. For example,
Gas safety requirements are regulated by the Health and safety Executive, Energy
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Performance Certificate (EPC) by Trading Standards, and Tenancy Contracts by
Civil Law, anti-social behaviour laws. All of these are brought under the licence
conditions which, in our view, helps the good landlord, tenants and – crucially –
catches those who are inclined to break the law.
Theme 4- How Council uses the Licence Fees collecting. “I think us landlords
have not seen that transparency, we signed up for it. You are telling me this is
what it’s spent on. I would like to see a breakdown of where my money is
going. £3.5million is a lot of money. How many of these rogue landlords have
you identified?.... but there’s a huge amount of this £3million that are to my
mind unaccounted for and landlords should receive in return a breakdown of
exactly how this money is being spent?
As required by the law, licensing schemes should neither cost the local authority nor
the local authority make any money from it. In Tower Hamlets, accordingly, the
Licensing fee is calculated based on the cost of running the Scheme.
We have worked hard to streamline the process to achieve one of the lowest levels
of licence fees in London. We understand that the sector plays a key role in housing
Tower Hamlets’ residents which is growing year on year, and we want a thriving,
professional and healthy sector with a good reputation. We believe licensing rented
properties where needed certainly helps with this aim. By contributing the modest
amount of £100 per year (for 5 Years) or £2.00 per week to help the Council in turn
safeguards investment and provides a return of good and law-abiding L/Ls
(Landlords).
Theme 5 – Lack of clear and consistent information and expectation. What
landlord should expect for licensing their properties?
We accept that we can, and we must, improve our communication. There is always
room for improvement, and we are striving to get better at it and welcome working
with stakeholders; particularly those who participated in our virtual consultation
sessions. We intend to programme in a quarterly stakeholders’ forum meeting either
virtually or when allowed physically. We really appreciate this is hugely important in
delivering on shared objectives. It is vitally important for L/Ls, MAs, tenants and
everyone who as interest in this and/or affected by it understand the Council’s
position, ability and constrains within which it operates.
In short, we need to listen to one another and engage in a much grander and greater
way. Our promise is that we have listened, we are going to review our processes,
communication channels and methods, materials and aim to arrange our first
meeting in June/July 2021 to hopefully agree a terms of reference for engagement
going forward to address any concerns and issues together.
Theme 6 – The Cost of licence for renewing is high – “At the same time the
figure for the renewal should be a little less to encourage people to renew I
think it could be reduced a bit more, more welcoming to landlords especially in
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COVID which has not only affected tenants but also landlords’ income with
reduced rent, and everything else.”
We have listened and reviewed our cost and managed to reduce the renewal fee
which considering the rate of inflation, it is a significant reduction. Tower Hamlets
has one of the lowest licence fees in London and the Country. The fee in real term
cover the 10-year cycle of the licensing scheme. Although the maximum length of
licence are normally 5 years, given the staggered nature of the scheme, even if the
Scheme ceases to exist after the 5 years, the cases that have licenced in the fifth
year will have valid licence and therefor cost associated to it.
We believe the level of fee we charge is at the level which would not cause undue
hardship to the Landlords whilst enabling the Council to have required level
regulatory intervention to deter and remove the rogue elements.
Theme 7 – This is not helping to create a level playing field “ As an agent I
welcome and support a renewal of the Scheme. But why stop at the three
areas? I think it should be across the borough.” “If the Scheme is as you
describe it so important, why wouldn’t you cover the whole borough with it?”
We are actively looking at the possibility and evidence base for expanding this and
will be starting the conversation to look at the data. However, given that the
Government is currently so preoccupied by this pandemic and its after effect, there is
a very little opportunity for them to consider any application for expanding the
Selective Licensing at present.
Furthermore, in 2019 we introduced a borough wide Additional Licensing which
covers smalls HMOs that are not covered by the national Mandatory HMO Licensing.
We believe this covers most of the higher risk rented properties across the borough.
We will be reviewing the Additional HMO Licensing Scheme in a couple of years
towards the end of it 5 years period. This will also help us to evaluate and determine
the most appropriate way forward to ensure we continue with our work of improving
the sector which could mean introduction of Selective licensing to other part of the
Borough.
Theme 8 - How many of these rogue landlords have you identified? This was
the main objective of your initiation of selective licensing scheme, is to
identify who these rogue landlords are.” “£3M, 5 years... caught 14 people?
”You should be held to task about why there aren’t more landlords who have
been asked to register and chasing them up.”
The low number of formal Enforcement Action, in a way indicates the success of the
scheme and the Council’s overriding principle of working with its local business and
residents and linking in with other Services such as the Noise Team. To further
explain this, there are three key factors that should be considered. These are:
 We have received considerably more applications than our estimated number
of potential licensable properties. This could be construed that the greatest
majority of those who should have licensed have come forward and applied,
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were issued with licence. This has therefore meant there are potentially very
few unlicensed properties remaining to be found. For example, our initial data
analysis estimated that there would be around 6,000 licensable properties
within the three areas. However, to-date we have licensed around 7,500
properties.
 The initial surge of applications had meant that in the first 2 years we
concentrated on licence applications and prioritised those requiring urgent
visits. Considering that all licenses were accompanied with the licence
conditions, we found a good proportion of L/Ls or MAs who used the licence
conditions to address all the regulatory requirements and therefore removed
the need for any enforcement.
 Thirdly and more importantly, the ethos of Council’s interventions; be it
through the licensing or otherwise, is to work with its local businesses, first
and foremost. Enforcement has an important role but is and has always been
the measure of last resort. These factors demonstrate the Councils overriding
objective, which is to improve its resident’s homes, and that the council has
tried to achieve this by working with local L/L and MAs. As illustrated with the
data provided at the session, from March 2020 we began ramping up the new
power of issuing large fines under the Civil Penalties Power (CPN) given to
the to the Council recently. We believe this is very effective alternative to
prosecution which are often protracted, complex and more importantly whilst
in progress often fails to improve the substandard condition tenants are living
in.
Unfortunately, our drive to issue CPNs coincided with the current pandemic which
has slowed and largely stopped our progress in this area. Nevertheless, we will
take robust action when required. If the Mayor agrees to approve a renewal of the
Scheme, we will prioritise finding those who have not come forward yet to licence
their properties as there could be no excuses after nearly 5 years. Given the data
and information we have gathered so far combined with the experience / learning
from the first 5 years we intend to concentrate in ramping up our enforcement
action against non-compliance. Those found in breach will feel the full force of the
law.
Theme 9 – Some implementation, administrative and technical suggestion
We have received some helpful suggestions about a range of implementation
and administrative points which we are undertaking to incorporate in the
implementation stage should the proposal be agreed. As part of the process we
have received detailed feedback in relation to the Licence Condition which we
took onboard and revised the document.
In addition, as detailed in Theme 5, if the scheme is renewed we intend to
create a quarterly stakeholders’ forum meeting made up from a cross section of
stakeholders to ensure we deliver on effective partnership working to achieve our
shared objectives.
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Responses to Suggestions for Tower Hamlets as it considers
the future of the Scheme
Suggestions to make the current Scheme more effective:
 Provide more resources to educate landlords about property standards to help them
comply with them
Response - As always, we will review our approach in finding the most effective way
to improve the PRS and education all is key to this. We hope to include this in our
future discussions with stakeholders to find the most effective approach.
 Set up an endorsement scheme for agents to help landlords work with experienced
and qualified agents
Response – There are various voluntary accreditation Schemes which may work in
some settings, but experience shows this may not worth the efforts considering the
size of the sector
 Introduce a rating scheme for landlords (this suggestion was discussed at the event and felt to
be unworkable as it was open to abuse with fake ratings)













Response as above
Include a letter with the Council Tax bill chasing unregistered landlords
Response - Good idea and has been tried
Target the 20% limit on selective licensing on older/substandard properties
Response - There appears to be misunderstanding regarding 20%. This is threshold
for designating Selective Licensing by the local authorities, this means if the area
designated and number of PRS in that area id more that 20% the Council can not
authorise the designation. And it must go to the Housing Secretary of State for
approval.
Track bad landlords by complaints received e.g., noise and poor property
maintenance
Response - We work closely with colleagues across the board in this respect.
Make agents responsible for standards rather than landlords
Response - Legally whoever receive the rent has the primary responsibility.
Introduce flexible length licenses
Response - There are legal issues with this. We will consult our legal colleagues.
However shorter licences may be issued to those landlords that are found in breach
of conditions
Produce clear, unambiguous reports on progress made by the Scheme in targeting
bad landlords: e.g., number of civil penalty notices, prosecutions, rent repayment
orders etc.
Agree, we will endeavor to publish our progress and performance on a regular basis
Publish plans on how the Council plans to target bad landlords in the future.
Response – The Council publishes strategic objectives m priorities and plans such as
Strategic Plan 2020 – 2023. In relation to this issue, we must be aware of operational
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issues as well as compliance with all data protection and confidentiality regulations
as well as compromising the operational integrity.
Suggestion to replace the Scheme:
 Put Council resources into educating, encouraging and supporting tenants to make
complaints about housing conditions and so increase the likelihood of identifying
unregistered landlords.
Response – Absolutely, very important to empower tenants and we must do more in
this respect
Management of the Scheme
 What will Tower Hamlets do to address the peak demand for licenses at the start of
the Scheme that led to delays in licenses being issued in the first edition of the
Scheme?
Response – If the renewal of the Scheme is approved, we will create a flexible and
agile structure to meet the peaks and throughs of the initial renewal period and
them increase the number of staff with required skills to carry our more inspection.
Clearly the experience / learning from of the implementation will be very valuable
for a more efficient and effective delivery.
 Are you holding private sector landlords to different standards than those for the
social housing sector?
Response - The short answer is No. The Social Housing Sector normally expect to
achieve a higher standard.
 Why do license holders have to be UK residents?
Response - If they provide details of a UK resident who will accept to be responsible
by signing a declaration, we will accept issuing license to non-UK residents
 Why do you ask questions about Managing Agents when the property owner might
not have control over who they are e.g., no idea about criminal records?
Response - We are reviewing the application and we will take out any unnecessary
questions
 If 6 people want to stay in a 2-bedroom flat and they are totally happy with it, why is
Tower Hamlets coming in and saying no we must kick three people out?
Response – As explained at the session that we work with L/L in such scenario. The
room sizes requirement has recently been introduced through a primary legislation.
This not Tower Hamlets introduced rule. There was 18 months implementation
period for exiting tenants
 Is overcrowding an issue in the social sector too?
Response – we believe there are issues of overcrowding in all tenure, including in
owner occupation settings.
 Are those properties that you target (for inspections) inside or outside the selective
area?
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Fees



Response – We priorities inspection based on potential risks; the figures stated
relates to Selective licensing area.
When you do the surveys when you go around the blocks. Are you also knocking on
the door of license holders because surely that’s a waste of time?
Response – Not knowingly. We only go to licensed properties as part of our planned
survey
Funding tackling antisocial behaviour and green spaces, should that not come from
the general funds and licensing funds should be ring fenced?
Response - the fee is ring fenced to cover the cost of licensing Scheme,
If the Scheme is so important why have only around 16% of the licensed properties
been surveyed?
Response – As detailed under Theme Two response
Why can’t fees be refundable if you are renting a property for less than 5 year?
Is this not another tax on landlords?
Response- this is to cover the cost of the Scheme which we believe is to the benefit
of the sectors as explained in detail above

Impact of the Scheme
 Do you have any evidence that it is our (private rented sector) tenants causing any of
this ASB?
Response - Our Evidence is set out in the Mayhew report. Generally, they are based
on the correlation between PRS and ASB
 How have properties been improved? The difference between the number of
licences and surveys?
As explained above, the license condition when applied the property becomes
compliant with the regulations and therefore it is improved
How much revenue have you raised?
Response - The term revenue is misleading. The fee we charge is covering the cost of
operating the Scheme which we will publish at the end of financial year
 On the licensing could Tower Hamlets tell me, how many rogue landlords do you
have today. Scheme has been running for 4 and a bit years. How many rogue
landlords have you identified?
Response – There is neither a definitive figure on this nor the “rogue landlord “is
legal term. This term in recent years has been used for those L/L or agents who
regularly and continuously breaking the law in respect of PRS.
 What is the number of rogue landlords who have paid a fine?
The fine we stated in our presentation related to L/Ls and Agents
 How many private rented sector properties are estimated to be in the Selective
License area, how many left to licence?
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Response - We are not sure, these are estimates, we believe there are around 9000
Private rented properties in the Selective Area, we have licensed 7500 with some
application yet to be determined
Will the council provide a detailed and comprehensive breakdown of how much
money has been raised and how the money raised has been spent?
Response - This is available as part of the open and transparent public Account
requirement
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APPENDIX 6
Standard Conditions for the Selective Licensing Scheme in
London Borough of Tower Hamlets

Contents
1.

Permitted Occupation

2.

Tenancy Management

3.

Notification of change

4.

Fit and Proper Person

5.

Anti-Social Behaviour

6.

Property Management

7.

Waste management

8.

Fire Safety

9.

Financial Management

10. General Conditions

11. Limitation of Licence

Property Address:
«address1» «address2» «address3» «address4» «address5»

Licence No: «refno»
In these Conditions, “house” is meant to refer to the building or part of a building, which is licensed under Part 3 of the
Housing Act 2004.
“Authority” refers to the local authority, namely the London Borough of Tower Hamlets.

1.0 Permitted occupation
1.1. A new resident must not be permitted to occupy the house or any part of the house if that occupation:
 Exceeds the maximum permitted number of persons for the house as detailed in the table of occupation
below.
 Exceeds the maximum number of households for the house as detailed in the table of occupation below.
 Exceeds the maximum permitted number of persons for any room as detailed in the table of occupation or
below.
(A new resident means a person who was not an occupier of the house and/or the specific room at the date of issue of
the licence).
Table of occupation
Room
Bedroom «Punit1»
Bedroom «Punit2»
Bedroom «Punit3»
Bedroom «Punit4»
Maximum Households
Notes:
Our Reference: «refno»

Location
«Plocation1»
«Plocation2»
«Plocation3»
«Plocation4»
«Ppermitted_hhld»

Area
2

«Pfloor_area1»m
2
«Pfloor_area2»m
2
«Pfloor_area3»m
2
«Pfloor_area4»m
Maximum Occupiers
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Maximum Number
permitted for sleeping
«Ppermitted1»
«Ppermitted2»
«Ppermitted3»
«Ppermitted4»
«Ppermitted_occ»

Rooms cannot be used for sleeping purposes
Room
Location
Room????
Notes:

2.

ZERO

???? Delete if not required

ZERO

Tenancy management
2.1. The Licence Holder shall supply the occupiers of the property with a written statement of the terms on which
they occupy the property, details of the arrangements in place to deal with repair issues and emergency issues
and a copy of this licence and its conditions. Copies of the written statement of terms must be provided to the
Council within 7 days upon demand.
2.2. The Licence Holder shall not cause or permit any person who has previously applied for a property licence in
respect of the property and has either:
a. been found not to be a Fit and Proper person, or
b. been made subject to a Banning Order under the Housing and Planning Act 2016
to have control or management of the property, or to carry out or arrange any repair, improvement or other
building works at the property.
2.3. The licence holder is to obtain a reference for any new tenancy. References need to provide sufficient

detail as to the tenant’s past record to show the tenant has not been responsible for anti-social
behaviour and include the name and address of the person providing it. A copy of this should be kept
for the duration of the tenancy and be available on the request of Tower Hamlets Council
2.4. If tenants are unable to provide a reference for good reason for example because they were previously

homeless, it is their first tenancy or the landlord is unwilling to provide one in this case the tenant
should be asked to sign a declaration confirming they have been informed of and understand the need
to comply with the tenancy agreement and not cause anti-social behaviour. A copy of this should be
kept for the duration of the tenancy and be available on the request by Council
2.5. The Licence Holder shall carry out adequate checks and obtain satisfactory proof that occupiers belong to a single
household. Evidence of this must be retained for the duration of the licence. This evidence must be provided to
the Council within 28 days on demand.
2.6. The Licence Holder shall protect any deposit taken under an assured shorthold tenancy by placing it in an
authorised tenancy deposit scheme. The tenant must be given the prescribed information about the scheme. The
Licence Holder must comply with the requirements of the scheme and the operation of Part 6 in Chapter 4,
Housing Act 2004 within the statutory time limit (currently 30 days). A copy of the prescribed information given
must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand.
2.7. The Licence Holder must provide to the Council, in writing, details of the tenancy management arrangements that
have been, or are to be, made to prevent or reduce anti-social behaviour by persons occupying or visiting the
property. Evidence of these must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand and amongst other things
shall include the following:
a) Notification of an emergency 24hr contact number (including out of hours response arrangements
b) Notification of arrangements for the disposal of rubbish and bulky waste
c) Written records of property inspections for management and repair issues
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2.8. The Licence Holder shall ensure that inspections of the property are carried out at least every six (6) months to
identify any problems relating to the condition and management of the property. The Council may increase the
frequency of such inspections if it has good reason to be concerned about the condition or management of the
property. The records of such inspections shall be kept for the duration of this licence. As a minimum requirement
the records must contain a log of who carried out the inspection, date and time of inspection and issues found
and action(s) taken. Copies of these must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand.
3.

Nortification of Change

3.1

3.2

3.3
4.
4.

The Licence Holder shall inform the Council's Health and Housing Team directly, in writing or by e-mail, of
the following within 28 days of the change occurring:
a) Any change in the ownership or management of the property.
b) Any change in address, email or telephone number for the licence holder and/or agent.
sent to that address. The address of the Licence Holder given on their application form shall be used as the address
for the proper service of any letter, Notice or other document by the Council's Environmental Health and Trading
Standard Department on the Licence Holder. It is the Licence Holder's responsibility to ensure that they take all
reasonable steps to receive and act upon any letter, notice or other document
The Licence Holder must advise the Council's Health and Housing Team directly, in writing or by email, if they
create or remove any rooms, bathrooms, W.Cs or kitchens in the property, at least 28 days before starting works.
Fit and proper person
4.1 The licence holder must ensure that any persons involved with the management of the house must be a fit and
proper person as per the definition under section 88 (3)(a) or (c) of the Housing Act 2004.
4.2 The Licence Holder or their Managing Agent must inform the Council within 14 days of any changes in their
circumstances as follows:
a)

Details of any unspent convictions not previously disclosed to the local Council that may be relevant to
the licence holder and/or the property manager and their fit and proper person status and in particular
any such conviction in respect of any offence involving fraud or dishonesty, or violence or drugs or any
offence listed in schedule 3 to the Sexual Offences Act 2003;
b) Details of any finding by a court or tribunal against the licence holder and/or the manager that he has
practiced unlawful discrimination on grounds of sex, colour, race, ethnic or national origin, or disability
in, or in connection with, the carrying on of any business;
c) Details of any contravention on the part of the licence holder or manager of any provision of any
enactment relating to housing, public health, environmental health or landlord and tenant law which
have led to civil or criminal proceedings resulting in a judgement or finding being made against him;
d) Information about any property the Licence Holder or manager owns or manages or has owned or
managed which has been made subject to:
 A control order under section 379 of the Housing Act 1985 in the five years preceding the date of the
application; or
 Any enforcement action described under Part 1, Sections 5(2) or 7(2) of the Housing Act 2004
concerning Category 1 and Category 2 housing conditions hazards;
e)

f)

5.

Information about any property the Licence Holder or Manager owns or manages or has owned or
managed in relation to which a Local Housing Authority has either refused to grant a licence under Parts
2 or 3 of the Act, or has revoked a licence;
Information about any property the Licence Holder or Manager owns or manages or has owned or
managed that has been the subject of an interim or final management order under the Housing Act 2004;

Responsibility for Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB)

5.1 The Licence Holder shall take prompt action to address problems of antisocial behaviour (ASB) resulting from the
conduct of occupiers of, or visitors to, the property and must comply with the requirements of paragraphs (a) to (h)
below (If the Licence Holder has an agent it is still the Licence Holder’s responsibility to ensures their agent acts on
their behalf in compliance of the conditions):
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a)

If the Licence Holder receives a complaint from any person or organisation (including the Council)
regarding antisocial behaviour involving the occupiers of or visitors to the property, the Licence Holder
must contact the occupiers within 14 days of receiving the complaint. The Licence Holder must inform
the occupiers in writing of the allegations of the ASB and of the consequences of its continuation.

b) If the Licence Holder is informed by the Council, Police or other organisation that any occupiers have
entered into a Community Resolution; or have been issued with an Acceptable Behaviour Contract; or a
civil injunction has been obtained against the occupiers; or if the occupiers have been prosecuted in
relation to ASB, the Licence Holder must visit the property within 7 days of being notified.
c) During the visit the Licence Holder must provide the occupiers with a warning letter advising them
(amongst other things) that their behaviour is not acceptable, that they are responsible for the conduct
of their visitors, the impact on the victims and local community, and of the consequences of its
continuation.
d) Any letters, emails, legal notices or other documents relating to ASB, which are sent or received by the
Licence Holder, or the agent on behalf of the Licence Holder, must be copied and kept for 5 years by the
Licence Holder.
e) Where the Licence Holder has reasonable grounds to suspect that the ASB involves criminal activity the
Licence Holder shall ensure that the appropriate authorities are informed.
f) The Licence Holder shall co-operate with the Police and Council in resolving ASB in any licensed property
under their control. Such co-operation includes attending or being represented at any case conferences
or multiagency meetings and providing information to the Police or the Council when requested.
g) Any correspondence, letters and records referred to in conditions 15(a) to (e) must be provided by the
Licence Holder to the Council within 28 days on demand.

6.

Property Management and Safety

6.1 The License holder / Landlords must comply with Electrical Safety in the Private Rented Sector (England)
Regulations 2020). This requires the License holder to have the electrical installations in their properties inspected
and tested by a person who is qualified and competent, at least every 5 years. Electrical contractors that are on a
relevant competent person scheme can be found at www.competentperson.co.uk
6.2 The licence holder must ensure that: (for new tenancies from 1st July 2020 and all existing specified tenancies from
April 2021)
a. Every electrical installation in the house is in proper working order and safe for continued use; and
b. Supply the authority, on demand, with a declaration as to the safety of such installations;
Note: For the purpose of condition 10, “electrical installation” has the meaning given in regulation 2(1) of the
Building Regulations 2010.
“electrical installation” means fixed electrical cables or fixed electrical equipment located on the consumer’s side
of the electricity supply meter;
6.3

Where the Licence Holder becomes aware of a pest problem or infestation at the property they shall, within 7
days, take steps to ensure that a treatment program is carried out to eradicate the pest infestation. Records shall
be kept of such treatment programs and copies of these must be provided to the Council within 28 days on
demand.

6.4 The licence holder shall ensure that inspections of the property are carried out a minimum of every 6 months to
identify any problems relating to the condition and management of the property. The records of such inspections
shall be kept for the duration of this licence. The records must contain a log of who carried out the inspection, date
and time of inspection and issues found and action(s) taken. Copies of these must be provided to the Council within
14 days on demand.
6.5 The Licence holder must be resident in the United Kingdom. Or sign a declaration that an appoint person or agent
would completely fulfil the licence holder’s role and responsibility and will be held to account for any failure or
noncompliance.
6.6 The Licence holder shall ensure that, as far as is reasonably practicable, the exterior of the property and boundary
walls, fences and gates are kept free from graffiti.
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6.7 The Licence Holder shall ensure that, if they are informed, in writing, by email or other form or communication, a
complaint of disrepair or pest infestation in the property from the occupiers or the Council, they take action to
remedy the disrepair and/or infestation. The Licence Holder shall respond in writing to any such complaint, within
14 days, stating what action they have or are taking.
6.8 Copies of any such written complaint (including by email) and the Licence Holder’s response referred to in
condition 5.7 must be provided by the Licence Holder to the Council within 28 days on demand.
6.9 The Licence Holder shall ensure that any repairs, improvement works or treatments at the property are carried out
by competent person(s) who is employed directly by the Licence Holder or an agent/employee of the Licence
Holder. Copies of receipts and/or invoices for any such works must be provided to the Council within 28 days upon
demand.
6.10 If gas is supplied at the property, the Licence Holder shall take all reasonably practicable steps to ensure that all gas
installations and appliances are in a safe condition. The Licence Holder must keep a current valid gas safety
certificate obtained within the last 12 months by a Gas Safe registered Engineer or, if the boiler was installed less
than 12 months ago, a Gas Safe Installation Certificate. A copy must be provided to the Council within 28 days on
demand. Copies of this certificate must also be provided to all occupiers at the start of their occupation.
6.11 The Licence Holder shall take all reasonably practicable steps to ensure that all electrical appliances provided at the
property are in a safe condition. The Licence Holder must obtain an electrical appliance test (PAT) report in respect
of all electrical appliances that are provided by the landlord and provide a copy to the Council within 28 days of
demand.

7.

Waste Management

7.1 The Licence Holder must give new occupiers of the property within 7 days of the start of their occupation, the
following information on Waste and Recycling, in writing:
A. The collection days for the refuse and recycling bins for the property
Details on what they can and can’t recycle:
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/environment_and_waste/recycling_and_waste/waste_collections.as
px
B. How they can dispose of bulky waste:
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/environment_and_waste/recycling_and_waste/Bulky_waste/bulky_
waste.aspx
C. General waste guidance from the Council’s website:
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/environment_and_waste/recycling_and_waste/waste_collections.as
px
7.2 A copy of the information provided to the occupiers must be kept for 5 years and provided to the Council within
28 days on demand.
7.3 The Licence Holder must provide the tenants with adequate facilities for the disposal of refuse and recycling. The
Licence Holder must ensure that there are suitable and appropriate receptacles for the storage of household
refuse and recycling between collections, so that bags or loose refuse and recycling are not stored outside the
property.
7.4 The Licence Holder shall carry out regular checks and ensure that the common parts, gardens and yards are free
from waste, which could provide harbourage for pests and/or is a nuisance and/or is detrimental to the local
amenities, other than waste stored in appropriate receptacles for the storage of household refuse and recycling;
and that waste such as old furniture, bedding, rubbish or refuse from the property is not left outside the
property or in its vicinity.
7.5 The Licence Holder must not leave old furniture, bedding, rubbish or refuse from the property on the land
immediately outside the property or private land.
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7.6 The Licence Holder must ensure that any type of waste which the Council does not routinely collect such as
hazardous waste is disposed of in a safe and lawful manner.
7.7 If the Licence Holder becomes aware that the occupiers of the property or their visitors are not using the waste
disposal facilities provided and/or leaving waste outside the property or in its vicinity (for example old furniture,
mattresses), they must write a warning letter to the occupiers within 7 days advising them to remove the items
immediately. A copy must be kept and must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand.

8.

Fire Safety

8.1 The Licence Holder shall ensure that a smoke alarm is installed on each storey of the property on which there is a
room used wholly or partly as living accommodation.
8.2 The Licence Holder shall ensure each smoke alarm installed in the property shall be kept in proper working order
and shall submit to the Council, on demand, a declaration by him as to the condition and positioning of any such
smoke alarm.
8.3 The Licence Holder shall ensure that a carbon monoxide alarm is installed in any room in the property which is used
wholly or partly as living accommodation and contains a solid fuel burning combustion appliance. (“Room”
includes a hall or landing. A bathroom or lavatory is to be treated as a room used as living accommodation.)
8.4 The Licence Holder shall ensure each carbon monoxide alarm installed in any room in the house shall be kept in
proper working order.
The Licence Holder must submit to the Council, on demand, a declaration by him as to the condition and positioning of
any such carbon monoxide alarm.
8.5 The Licence Holder shall ensure that furniture made available in the property is in a safe condition. All upholstered
furniture and covers and fillings of cushions and pillows should comply with current fire safety legislation. A
declaration as to the safety of such furniture must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand.
8.6 Please Note: Compliance with these conditions does not automatically mean your property is free from the hazard of
fire. Subsequent enforcement action may have to be taken to reduce the hazard. More information can be found
here (under Useful Links):

https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/housing/Health_and_housing/Landlord_licensing_schem
e/Selective_Licensing.aspx
9. Financial Management
9.1 When rent is collected or received from the occupiers, a written rent receipt must be given to the occupiers, within 7
days of receiving the rent. (This can be an email or written invoice confirming to the tenant, the date and amount paid.)
Copies of the rent receipts and records must be provided to the Council within 28 days on demand
10. General Conditions
10.1

The Licence Holder must arrange for access, to be granted to Council officers when requested, at any reasonable
time. They must not impede Council officers in carrying out their statutory duties including inspecting, surveying
and investigating the property to ensure compliance with licence conditions and any other relevant legislation.

10.2

The Licence Holder shall provide the Council, within 28 days of receiving a written notice, with such of the
following as may be specified in the notice with respect to the occupancy of the property:
a)

The names and numbers of individuals and households in occupation specifying the rooms they occupy
within the property.
b) The names and number of individuals in each household.

10.3

The Licence Holder shall ensure that if any alteration or construction works are in progress, works are carried out at
the property are carried out in such a manner as to ensure the safety of all persons occupying or visiting the property
in compliance with Health and Safety legislation.
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10.4

The Licence Holder shall ensure that on completion of any works, the property is left in a clean and tidy condition
and free from builders’ debris.

10.5

The Licence holder and/or manager may be required to attend an accredited property management training course.
One such course is run by the London Landlord Accreditation Scheme and for information on this scheme refer to:
www.londonlandlords.org.uk

WARNING
PENALTY FOR BREACH OF LICENCE CONDITIONS-Failure to comply with any of the above licence conditions may result in
enforcement action and/or prosecution
.
The fine for a breach of these licence conditions is now UNLIMITED for each offence.
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LIMITATIONS OF LICENCE
LICENCE TRANSFER
This licence can NOT be transferred to another person or organisation or property.
COMPANIES AND PARTNERSHIPS
If the Licence Holder is a company or partnership and it is dissolved while the licence is in force, the licence ceases to be in
force on the date of dissolution.
PLANNING PERMISSION
This licence does NOT grant any planning approvals, consents or permissions under the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 or any related planning legislation, retrospectively or otherwise. If the property is being used as a House in Multiple
Occupation (HMO) this may constitute a breach of planning control and you should check the Councils website or th
Planning Department to ensure the correct planning permissions are in place:
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/planning_and_building_control/planning_policy_guidance/Local_plan/local_plan.a
spx.
This licence does not offer any protection against enforcement action taken by the Planning Department. If you are unclear
on the matters outlined above you should seek professional planning advice.
BUILDING CONTROL
This licence does NOT grant any Building Control approvals, consents or permissions, retrospectively or otherwise. This
licence does not offer any protection or excuse against enforcement action taken by the Building Control Department.
LEASE AGREEMENTS
For landlords with leasehold properties, if you are granted an HMO licence this does not mean that you also have
permission for such use. It is your responsibility to check your lease agreement and obtain all relevant permissions from the
freeholder to use your property as an HMO.
PROPERTY CONDITION
This licence is NOT evidence that the property is safe or free from hazards and defects. The licence does not offer any
protection against criminal or civil legal action being taken against the Licence Holder, or anyone else with an interest in the
property, in respect of any hazards, nuisances or any other problems discovered in relation to the condition of the
property.
CONSUMER RIGHTS & UNFAIR PRACTICES
The Licence Holder’s attention is drawn to Office of Fair Trading’s (OFT) guidance on unfair contracts in relation to their
tenancies or licences. The Licence Holder must negotiate its agreements in good faith and must not carry out misleading or
aggressive commercial practices. Full information should be supplied to any prospective occupier including details of this
licence. Further advice can be found in the link below:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/unfair-contract-terms-cma37
and
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/unfair-terms-in-tenancy-agreements--2
It is not the responsibility of the Council’s Property Licensing Team to ensure the Licence Holder has complied with the
above statutory requirements. If you are unclear on any of the matter outlined above, you should seek professional advice.
CONTRAVENTIONS CONSEQUENCES (PROSECUTION)
Please note that any prosecutions or enforcement action or legal action taken against the licence holder or anyone
associated with licence holder, or the management of the property, may affect the licence holder’s ‘fit and proper status.
The Council can revoke or vary the licence at any time, giving proper statutory notice.
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Tower Hamlets has agreed a set of minimum standards in relation to rented properties in the borough.
These were approved by Cabinet and are legally binding.

1. Space Standards for Sleeping Accommodation
In this guidance, a bedsit or studio is defined as a room, or rooms, used for sleeping within a
building, where some of the basic facilities or amenities for food preparation and hygiene are
provided within the accommodation, or in a separate room and for the exclusive use of the
occupiers of the bedsit or studio.
A bedroom is a room within a building used for sleeping, and which does not contain any of the
basic facilities. The facilities are either provided in separate rooms and are shared with other
people living in the HMO, or are provided in separate rooms but for the exclusive use by the
occupiers of the bedroom.
A self-contained bedsit/studio or flat is one that contains all of the facilities and amenities for
Updated February 2019
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food preparation and hygiene within the accommodation.
A maximum of two people are permitted to share a room for sleeping irrespective of age. If
there are two occupiers, they must be living together as partners, family members or
consenting friends. A room shared by more than two people is overcrowded, and may be subject
to enforcement action by the local authority.
A room used for sleeping must not be shared by people of the opposite sex who are 10 years old
and over, unless they are married or cohabiting / living together in a relationship as husband and
wife or in an equivalent relationship in the case of persons of the same sex.
When measuring the size of the room and assessing usable space, the shape of the room should
be taken into account as well as the total floor area.
Space taken up by fitted units are counted in the floor area calculation, but chimney breasts,
lobbies and en-suite bathroom or shower rooms or other significant obstructions that can reduce
the floor area are not. Rooms must have a minimum floor to ceiling height of at least 2.14 m over
75% of the floor area. Any floor area where the ceiling height is less than 1.53 m is disregarded
but may be considered as possible storage space
Table 1 Room Sizes

Number of occupiers
One

Minimum bedroom size
for sleeping Kitchen
facilities in a separate
room
m2
8.5

Minimum bedroom size
for sleeping Kitchen
facilities within the
room
m2
13

Two

13

18

Any rooms below the minimum space standard above will not normally be considered suitable
for sleeping accommodation although discretion may be granted if there is sufficient other
communal space available to the occupier (see below) and/or the room is well set-up and
provides a decent unit of accommodation. No rooms below 6.5m2 will be considered as
suitable for sleeping rooms. No room can be considered suitable for occupation by more than
one person or two persons co-habiting.

2. Living and dining rooms
A landlord may provide a communal living room in addition to any space that is required for
shared kitchen and dining facilities. As a guide, a communal living room should be at least 13
Updated February 2019
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square meters for 3 people, plus 1 square meters for every additional person. For example, a
living room for 5 people should be 15 square meters.
If dining facilities are combined with the living room, the room should be at least 14 square
meters for 3 people, plus 1 square meters for every additional person. For example, a combined
living/dining room for 5 people should be 16 square meters.

3. Kitchen Facilities
Kitchen facilities should be no more than one floor away from the letting. Where this is not
practicable, a dining area of a size suitable for the number of occupiers should be provided on
the same floor as, and close to, the kitchen. Kitchens must be of an adequate size and shape to
enable safe use of food preparation by the number of occupiers and the following guidelines for
shared kitchens apply:
Table 2 Number of Sharers

Room size
m2
5.5
7.5
9.5
11.5

Number of sharers
Up to 3
4-5
6-7
8-10

Where all or some of the lettings within the HMO do not contain cooking facilities, such facilities
must be provided for sharing with other households. There should be one full set of facilities
per 5 persons, irrespective of age. Some flexibility may be considered in well-managed
properties where there are 6 or 7 persons, subject to a risk assessment carried out by the local
authority.
Where there are up to 10 persons, either an additional full set of cooking facilities must be
provided, or additional facilities must be provided in an appropriate number of individual
lettings where the room is large enough. If two sets of facilities are in the same room, each set
must be separated and in distinct areas of the room.
The kitchen size and layout must enable the practical, safe and hygienic use of the kitchen for
storage, preparation and cooking of food.
The wall, floor and ceiling surfaces shall be smooth, impervious and capable of being cleaned.
A set of cooking facilities is comprised as follows:

Updated February 2019
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Table 3 Kitchen Facilities

Electrical
Sockets

Splashback

Worktops

Sink/Drainer

Cookers

Facility

Number of
Occupants
One
Up to 5
6 to 7
Up to 5
6 to 7
One
household
Up to 5
6–7

All

Up to 5

Refrigeration

Storage
Cupboards

Floor
Covering

6-7
All

Per
household

Up to 5
6 to 7

Updated February 2019

Requirement
In one-person bedsits only, a cooker with a 2- ring hob, oven and grill.
Must be permanently and safely installed on a fixed worktop.
Four-ring hob, oven and grill.
Four-ring hob, oven and grill and an additional combined microwave
oven and grill.
1000 mm sink/drainer set on base unit, provided with a constant supply
of hot and cold water and properly connected to the drainage system.
A double sink/drainer installed as above or
A single sink/drainer plus a dishwasher.
1000 mm x 600 mm. Worktop must be fixed, and made of suitable
impervious material.
2000 mm x 600 mm provided and fitted as above
2000 mm x 600 mm provided and fitted as above, plus additional space
for extra appliances.
Splashback 300 mm tiled splashback or its equivalent to be provided to
the sink/drainer, worktop and any cooker without an integral splashback.

One suitably located electrical socket for each dedicated appliance such
as a cooker, refrigerator and washing machine. In addition, 4 sockets (in
either double or single combinations) to be provided above the worktop.
An additional 2 sockets as above.
Impervious and washable floor covering to cover the floor area of the
kitchen.

One double wall cupboard or One single base cupboard. May be
provided within individual lets. The base unit below the sink/drainer is
not acceptable for food storage.
Where provided in individual lettings, a small fridge freezer.
Where provided in a shared kitchen, equivalent of 2 worktop height
refrigerators both with freezer compartments, or 1 worktop height fridge
and 1 worktop height freezer.
Where provided in a shared kitchen, the equivalent of an additional

Page 340

worktop height refrigerator with freezer compartment.









Kitchen facilities where provided in a bedsit should be sited remote from the entrance
door.
The cooker should not be situated below a window.
A kitchen must not be the sole access to a room used for sleeping.
Kitchen facilities must not be installed in a hallway.
A humidistat-controlled mechanical extractor must be provided where there is
inadequate ventilation by means of a window. Newly converted kitchens must have a
mechanical extractor regardless of whether there is an openable window.
Apart from an extractor hood, fixtures and fittings are not to be directly above cooking
appliances.
Sufficient refuse storage to be provided adequate for the number of occupiers.

4. Personal washing and wc facilities










Bathrooms and WCs should be within one floor of lettings, and where shared, must be
accessible from a common area. WCs and bath/shower rooms must be fitted with a
suitable and functioning lock and the surfaces must be impervious and readily
cleansable.
Bath/shower rooms and WCs must be adequately ventilated, and bath and shower
rooms must be adequately heated, such as by radiator, wall-mounted convection or fan
heater, or underfloor heating. Electric bar heaters are not permitted. In new
conversions, a mechanical extractor must be installed in addition to any openable
window.
Where only one bathing facility is provided in the premises, it must be a bath with a
suitable seal and a fixed overhead shower. A fixed shower rail and curtain must be
installed.
Ideally wash hand basins in each bedsit sleeping room are required where practicable
in houses with 5 or more occupiers, unless the room contains a sink/drainer.
Properties that are not bedsit accommodation may not require wash hand basin’s in
sleeping rooms at the discretion of the local authority.
The facilities must be adequate for the number of occupiers, and the following is a
guide. External wc’s are not counted.
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Table 4 Washing and Bathing Facilities

Number
of
Occupiers

Facilities
1 bath with wash hand basin
WC can be in bathroom

Specifications
Standard size bath with 450 mm splashback
Full-size wash hand basin with tiled
splashback. Both to have constant supply of
hot and cold water.

1-4
If the WC is separate, it must have an
additional wash hand basin & tiled splashback
within the compartment.
1 bath with wash hand basin in
room

WC should be separate from the bath/ wash
hand basin (If combined numbers may be
restricted)

1 WC with wash hand basin
5
1 wash hand basin in each
sleeping room
2 bathrooms with wash hand
basins in each

6-10

wash hand basin’s in bedsit rooms where
practicable.
As above

One of bathrooms must contain
bath, and the other a shower
which may be fixed over-bath
type
2 wc’s, one in own compartment
with wash hand basin
1 wash hand basin in each
sleeping room





wash hand basin’s in bedsit rooms where
practicable.

Where a shower cubicle is provided, it must be of a sufficient size that the user can
bathe and dress without injury.
All rooms containing baths/showers, WCs and wash hand basins must be adequately
lit, ventilated and heated.
All shower cubicles to be fully tiled (or similar impervious material) or be complete selfstanding cubicle.
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The minimum acceptable bath size is 1700mm x 70mm and shower cubicle
800x800mm.
Every bath, shower and wash hand basin must be provided with an adequate and
continuous supply of hot and cold water and be connected to the drainage system in
compliance with current Building Regulations.

5. Fire Safety




Fire safety standards to be based on the final edition of the Lacors LACORS Housing
Fire Safety Guidance:
http://www.cieh.org/library/Knowledge/Housing/National_fire_safety_guidance_08.p
df
As a minimum all properties must have a suitable mains-wired fire detection system
and a means of escape that is adequately protected against the smoke and flames
should a fire arise in a kitchen, bedroom or other communal room. have a Grade D
LD2 fire detection systems (BS5839 part 6-2013). This includes a mains wired heat
detector(s) in the kitchen and any room containing cooking facilities interlinked to a
smoke detector(s) in the hallways and every landing. This can be achieved by finding
the case study in Part D of the LACORS guide that closest matches the property and
adopting those standards.

6. Heating


Dwellings must have both effective insulation and efficient heating with reference to
current energy efficiency requirements.



A fixed heating system must be provided to all lets. Radiators must be fitted with
thermostatic valves. Fixed storage heaters are preferred where there is no gas
supply.

7. Services


Each room being used as a sleeping room much have at least 3 double electric
sockets for the use of the occupiers. Where there is a self contained flat it must
have its own exclusive supply of electricity, gas and water.

8. Additional Considerations


Compliance with these standards does not negate the need for compliance with
other statutory provisions, including the Housing Act 2004 and supporting
Regulations and guidance.

9. Buildings converted into flats (Section 257 HMOs)
Updated February 2019
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Section 257 of the Housing Act 2004 defines the circumstance where a building
converted into flats is a HMO. This is a building that was not converted in
accordance with the 1991 Building Regulations (or later) and which still does not
meet those standards and where a third or more of the flats are rented out on
short term tenancies.



The standards detailed below are for units occupied by a single household. Where
a flat in a section 257 is occupied by two, or more unrelated persons the standards
detailed above for HMOs will apply.



The table below details the minimum required standards for a section 257 HMO:

Table 5 Required Standards for 257 HMOs

Minimum floor space
Studio – one person

11m²

Studio two persons cohabiting as a couple

15m²

Separate kitchen – single occupancy

5.5m²

Separate kitchen – two or more occupiers

6.5m²

Bathroom

Must meet the general requirements
above

Separate bedroom – single occupancy

6.5m²

Separate bedroom - couple

10m²

Additional bedrooms single person

6.5m²

Additional bedrooms couple

10m²

All kitchens must meet the standards detailed above.
All bathrooms must meet the standards detailed above.
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APPENDIX 8

EQUALITY ANALYSIS QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECKLIST
Name of ‘proposal’ and how has it been implemented Proposal on the future of the current Selective Licensing
(proposal can be a policy, service, function, strategy, project,
of the Private Rented Sector due to come to an end in
procedure, restructure/savings proposal)
October 2021.
Directorate / Service

Place, Environmental Health and Trading Standards

Lead Officer

David Tolley, Head of Environmental Health and Trading
Standards
Dan Jones, Divisional Director Public Realm – 22/2/2021

Signed Off By (inc date)
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Summary – to be completed at the end of completing
the QA (using Appendix A)
(Please provide a summary of the findings of the Quality
Assurance checklist. What has happened as a result of
the QA? For example, based on the QA a Full EA will be
undertaken or, based on the QA a Full EA will not be
undertaken as due regard to the nine protected groups is
embedded in the proposal and the proposal has low
relevance to equalities)

Proceed with implementation
As a result of performing the QA checklist, this proposal does not
appear to have any adverse effects on people who share Protected
Characteristics and no further actions are recommended at this stage.
The proposal set out in the report has been developed after an
extensive consultation with the cross section of relevant stakeholders.
The outputs of the consultation and the Council’s response have been
detailed in Appendix 3, 4, 5 of the report respectively.
The Mayor and Lead Members are asked to consider the report and its
recommendations.
The renewal of the selective licensing scheme will have a positive
impact on living conditions of residents in the private rented sector by
ensuring the landlords, estate agents, developers, etc. meets their legal
obligations in providing safe and decent homes for which they charge

rent.
The Housing Act 2004 gives the Council the power to introduce Housing
Licensing Schemes for private rented properties in the whole Borough
or in designated areas in order to improve standards of management in
the Private Rented Sector (PRS) and reduce Anti-Social Behaviour
(ASB). Under ‘Selective Licensing’ stipulated by the Act, the Council
can designate an area or the whole Borough for a selective licensing
scheme, providing it can demonstrate that the area is experiencing a
significant and persistent ASB that is attributable to privately rented
properties occupiers and that the private sector landlords are failing to
take action.
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The purpose of renewing this licensing scheme is to reduce anti-social
behaviour more effectively protect private tenants, who may subject to
unsatisfactory housing conditions and poor tenancy management.
The bases of Licensing Scheme are to tackle ASB, improve Housing
condition and the overall neighbourhood.
Minor changes are proposed with regards to student blocks that are
accredited wo ANUK.
The Council carried out an extensive consultation with stakeholder and
there is a general support for the renewal proposal. The report contains
the summary of the consultation result and include the full details of the
consultation as appendices described above.

Stage

Checklist Area / Question

Yes / Comment (If the answer is no/unsure, please ask
No /
the question to the SPP Service Manager or
Unsure nominated equality lead to clarify)

1

Overview of Proposal

a

Are the outcomes of the proposals clear?
Is it clear who will be or is likely to be affected by what
is being proposed (inc service users and staff)? Is
there information about the equality profile of those
affected?

b

2
a

b
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c

3

Is there reliable qualitative and quantitative data to
support claims made about impacts?
Is there sufficient evidence of local/regional/national
research that can inform the analysis?
Has a reasonable attempt been made to ensure
relevant knowledge and expertise (people, teams and
partners) have been involved in the analysis?
Is there clear evidence of consultation with
stakeholders and users from groups affected by the
proposal?

Yes

The report from Mayhew Harper Associates Ltd details this
information
As above

Yes

As above

Yes

Yes, we have carried out a very successful and wide ranging
consultation as detailed within the report.2797 people visited
the Council’s dedicate consultation web page, 1595
downloaded information from the site, 379 individual
completed the online Survey Questionnaires , 22 individual
attended Council’s virtual consultation sessions.

Yes

This is detailed in Mayhew’s report which included as
Appendix1 to the Cabinet report.

Yes

The learning and experience of delivering the current
Scheme will help with delivery of the next Scheme to ensure
better efficiency and consistency of the approach in dealing
with any non-compliance.

Is there an agreed action plan?

Yes

Have alternative options been explored

Yes

If this proposal is agreed, as set out in the report it will be
delivered in through a phased approached,
This is detailed in the report.

4

Mitigation and Improvement Action Plan

b

Yes

Assessing Impact and Analysis

b

a

As described above

Monitoring / Collecting Evidence / Data and Consultation

Are there clear links between the sources of evidence
(information, data etc) and the interpretation of impact
amongst the nine protected characteristics?
Is there a clear understanding of the way in which
proposals applied in the same way can have unequal
impact on different groups?

a

Yes
Yes

5

Quality Assurance and Monitoring
Are there arrangements in place to review or audit the
implementation of the proposal?

Yes

b

Is it clear how the progress will be monitored to track
impact across the protected characteristics??

Yes

6

Reporting Outcomes and Action Plan

a

Does the executive summary contain sufficient
information on the key findings arising from the
assessment?

a

Yes
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Equality Assessment Criteria
Decision
As a result of performing the QA
checklist, it is evident that due
regard is not evidenced in the
proposal and / or
a risk of discrimination exists
(direct, indirect, unintentional or
otherwise) to one or more of the
nine groups of people who share
Protected Characteristics. It is
recommended that the proposal
be suspended until further work
or analysis is performed – via a
the Full Equality Analysis
template

Action
Suspend –
Further Work
Required

Risk
Red

If agreed, we will complete the phased delivery matrix plan
which will incorporate the review of the delivery mechanism,
efficiency of the process and create an outcome based
performance standards management. This will be presented
to the stakeholders’ forum we intend to set up to steer the
delivery phase.
As above and quarterly performance reporting mechanism

As a result of performing the QA Proceed with
Green:
checklist, the policy, project or
implementation
function does not appear to have
any adverse effects on people
who share Protected
Characteristics and no further
actions are recommended at this
stage.
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Agenda Item 6.4
Cabinet

28th April 2021
Classification:
Report of: Denise Radley - Corporate Director, Health
Unrestricted
Adults and Communities
Proposal for the introduction of the borough wide Public Spaces Protection
Order (PSPO) to deal with the possession and use of psychoactive substances
(e.g. nitrous oxide) and associated Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB).
Lead Member
Originating Officer(s)
Wards affected
Key Decision?
Reason for Key Decision

Forward Plan Notice
Published
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

Councillor Sirajul Islam, Statutory Deputy Mayor and
Cabinet Member for Community Safety
Ann Corbett, Director Community Safety
All wards
Yes
Significant impact on wards

5 February 2021
Priority 2 - A borough that our residents are proud of
and love to live in where people feel safer in their
neighbourhoods and anti-social behaviour is tackled.

Executive Summary
The Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 introduced a range of tools
and powers to tackle anti-social behaviour. One of those powers is the ability to
make a Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO), restricting behaviour that is having,
or likely to have, a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality, be
persistent or continuing in nature and unreasonable. The Council’s ambitious ASB
Blueprint agreed by the Mayor in Cabinet in 2017, set out a series of commitments
to action. One of these commitments related to the proactive use of those powers to
tackle ASB in the Borough.
There has been increasing resident concern about the use of nitrous oxide and the
associated antisocial behaviour in the borough over the last few years. Following an
extensive public consultation and data review, the proposal is for the introduction of
a boroughwide PSPO in response to the increase of reported misuse of nitrous
oxide.
The misuse of nitrous oxide is detrimental to the quality of life in the local area, is
directly associated with anti-social behaviour and nuisance, which takes place in
several forms, from littering to noise nuisance. The intention is to use the power
provided by the PSPO to respond to resident complaints and where the intelligence
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picture identifies problematic hotspots.
It is intended that operational deployment of resources to tackle this issue will be
managed through the bi-weekly operational Neighbourhood Tasking Meeting and
used in conjunction with the deployment of support/diversionary agencies. This will
ensure that the power provided is used both proportionately and where necessary.

Recommendations:
The Cabinet is recommended to:
1. Note that the findings of the public consultation within Appendix C, which
ended on 15th February 2021, indicate overwhelming support for the
introduction of a boroughwide Public Spaces Protection Order.
2. Exercise its power under section 59 of the Antisocial Behaviour Crime &
Policing Act 2014, to make a boroughwide Public Spaces Protection Order
to deal with antisocial behaviour and nuisance linked to the recreational
use of psychoactive substances, e.g. nitrous oxide, with the prohibitions
set out in Appendix A for a period of 3 years, expiring on 27 th April 2024.
1. REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS
1.1.

This proposal to introduce the Order stems directly from feedback on the
consultation for the extension of the existing ‘responsible drinking’ public
spaces protection order. Of the 172 responses received from residents, 41
responses requested that PSPO be varied to include Nitrous Oxide. In
addition, representations were also made by local ward councillors
requesting a PSPO be introduced for Nitrous Oxide given the problems in
their local wards.

1.2.

In response to this request, a specific data capture exercise took place
throughout September 2020 to assess the extent of the problem, which
indicated without any doubt that the problem with nitrous oxide misuse was
widespread across the borough, was detrimental to quality of life and
correlated with all known ASB hotspots. (see section 3).

1.3.

Along with external consultation, a wide range of internal Council services
concerned have been involved in collating the data and are supportive of
the proposal to introduce a borough wide Public Spaces Protection Order
including; Tower Hamlets Enforcement Officers, Substance Misuse
Services, Parks and Open Spaces Service, Clean and Green Service,
Public Health Division and Trading Standards Service.

1.4.

Externally, the local police BCU Commander and officers from some of our
major housing providers Tower Hamlets Homes and Poplar HARCA have
been consulted and are supportive of the proposals.

1.5.

Apart from supporting the introduction of a PSPO, Public Health
professionals have also commented that research developed in recent
years, more accurately demonstrates the negative impacts of Novel
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Psychoactive Substances (NPS) on physical health as follows:


Nitrous oxide is more water soluble than oxygen which decreases
oxygen delivery to the brain and can lead to asphyxia (Ehirim,
Naughton, Petróczi; 2017).



Abuse of nitrous oxide can lead to a vitamin B12 deficiency. Low or
low- normal levels of B12 are associated with psychiatric effects
such as psychosis, peripheral neuropathy and other medical effects
relating to blood flow (Ehirim, Naughton, Petróczi; 2017).



Severe negative impact on mental health from NPS misuse includes
agitation, insomnia, catatonia, anxiety, aggression, psychosis,
hallucinations, and suicidal ideation (Public Heath England; 2017).



NPS affect many physical systems in the body, such as; the
cardiovascular system, leading to conditions like tachycardia,
hypertension, and cardiac arrest; the central nervous system,
resulting in seizures, collapse, dystonia; the pulmonary and the renal
system; the musculoskeletal system and many more (Karila L, et al.;
2015).]

2. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
2.1.
2.2.

2.3.

The alternative option would be not to introduce a PSPO, however this is
not recommended.
The community have been actively engaged working with officers and
gathering evidence in support of this proposal, as well as third sector
providers who work with young people and those who specialise in dealing
with addiction and substance misuse issues.
Additionally, formal public consultation resulted in 948 responses. Of those
948 responses, 97.5% (924) were residents and overall, 93.7% (886) were
in favour of introducing a PSPO. 89.4% (889) thought the PSPO should be
boroughwide and 88.5% (838) said they had witnesses nitrous oxide misuse
and that it made them feel unsafe. Not to introduce a PSPO where there is
overwhelming support for one may impact public confidence.

3. DETAILS OF THE REPORT
3.1.

3.2.

The Psychoactive Substances Act 2016 introduced legislation to deal with
substances often referred to as ‘legal highs. This legislation though only
made it a criminal offence to supply or be in possession with intent to supply
and made no provision to deal with possession and use.
Since 2018, the Council has received four petitions from residents concerned
at the level of ASB and drug related activity taking place in their area. During
the period 2019/20, 22 Mayoral and Members Enquiries have been received
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concerning ASB related issues of those 4 specifically mention the use of
nitrous oxide and associated ASB.
3.3.

Analysis of call date highlights that reports made to the Police regarding ASB
incidents within Tower Hamlets have increased year on year for the past 2
years.

3.4.

The Table below shows that there was an increase of 4.4% in FY 2018-2019
and another increase of 14.5% in FY 2019-2020.

April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
Total
VS previous FY

17-18
1379
1227
1159
1493
1492
1153
1286
1179
903
1195
967
1029
14462
Down 21%
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18-19
1369
1310
1345
1477
1354
1168
1245
1280
1029
1160
1105
1254
15096
Up 4.4%

19-20
1327
1487
1688
2005
1891
1483
1407
1253
1052
1106
1095
1492
17286
Up 14.5%

Feedback from the Annual Residents Survey
The graph below highlights the categories of ASB and is produced from the most
recent Annual Residents Survey conducted by the Council.

3.5.

Throughout September 2020, a bespoke data collection exercise was
undertaken to review the evidence base and to understand the extent and
scale of the problem.

3.6.

Data on the links between nitrous oxide misuse, ASB and littering offences
held by the Police and Council was not sufficiently robust to understand the
scale and extent of the issue, so the aim of the exercise was to capture
information in the Autumn of 2020, specifically the sighting of 5 or more
nitrous oxide canisters, seen by the council’s street cleansing, parks, Tower
Hamlets Enforcement Officers, Tower Hamlets Homes, and Registered
Provider’s front line operatives. Residents in wards that were particularly
impacted by ASB and NOX were keen to be involved. Safer Neighbourhood
Ward panel members from St Katherine’s and Wapping and Weavers’ wards
were actively involved in this co-production exercise.

3.7.

A nitrous oxide data capture template was developed in both word and excel
and designed for easy data capture and use by residents and front-line
officers. To ensure accuracy the Template included date, time, property no,
street, postcode, no of nitrous oxide canisters found and notes (e.g. were
boxes or balloons present). It was simplified as much as possible to enable
the service collecting information to collate the information and enter the data
electronically so that this could be lifted and inserted into a master
spreadsheet. The ASB webform and Love Your Neighbourhood (LYN) APP
were also used to capture data on nitrous oxide canister sightings throughout
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September by residents and front- line staff across the Council and partner
organisations.

Fig 1

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.8.

The above map (Fig 1) shows 526 nitrous oxide canister sightings borough
wide throughout September. There are 4 main hotspots displayed on the
map which are in the St Katherine’s and Wapping (SKW), Weavers, Stepney
Green and Poplar wards. SKW shows the highest number of nitrous oxide
canister sightings, with 87 and Canary Wharf shows the lowest with just 1
sighting.
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Fig 2

3.9.

Fig 2 shows primary and secondary schools overlaid on the nitrous oxide
canister find hotspot map. There are some primary schools that fall inside
the “Nox hotspots” and are identified. There is no evidence or intelligence to
suggest young people attending schools are using or disposing of nitrous
oxide canisters at or near their schools. We are concerned that they are more
than likely to witness the littering and possible misuse of nitrous oxide. This is
a contextual safeguarding concern given the risks to health identified in this
report.

Page 357

Fig 3

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.10. Fig 3 zooms in on St Katherines & Wapping Ward and shows the main
hotspot to the left.

Fig 4

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288
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3.11.

Fig 4 above shows the St Katherine’s & Wapping ward (hotspot) and 1
primary school (Hermitage Primary School). The numbers in black are the
actual NOX canisters found per sighting which averages around 30.

Fig 5

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.12. Fig 5 zooms in further to show the positioning of the nitrous oxide canisters. It
shows a large concentration of canisters found around the Tower Hill
Apartments on St Katherine’s Way. This could be because it is very quiet at
night, maybe not very well lit and is not far from the tow path that runs along
the River Thames.
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Fig 6
© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.13.

Fig 6 zooms in on the Stepney Green hotspot. At the heart of this is Avis
Square, which shows a busy distribution of numerous canisters found and
averaging between 20 – 30 per sighting. In one or two sightings there are up
to 100 canisters. There is a primary school (Old Church Nursery School) and
Stepney All Saints Secondary School which are within the immediate vicinity.
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Fig 7

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.14. Fig 7 shows Weavers Ward hotspot zoomed in around Arnold Circus.
Canisters appear to average around 30 - 40 canisters per sighting. Virginia
Primary School falls within the hotspot vicinity.
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Fig 8
© Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey, London Borough of Tower Hamlets
100019288

3.15.

Fig 8 zooms in on the Poplar Ward hotspot. Ashton Street and Woolmore
Street and Woolmore Primary School fall within the immediate vicinity. Some
of the canister finds per sighting measure are as high as 216 and 360
canisters.
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Fig
10
3.16. Fig 9 shows ASB data taken from Police data from Sep 2018 – Aug 2019 &
Sep 2019 – Aug 2020
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3.17.

Fig 10 shows nitrous oxide canister boroughwide hotspot map alongside ASB
data taken from anonymised Metropolitan Police call data for Sep 2020 ASB
incidents relating to matters such as noise nuisance, fireworks and neighbour
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disputes etc, have been removed in an attempt to exclude any residential
issues which may not relate to the use of nitrous oxide in a public space.
When looked at more carefully hotspots have a similar pattern.

3.18. The above pivot chart shows Wards in order of nitrous oxide canister
sightings starting with the highest (SKW) and ending with the lowest (Canary
Wharf).
3.19. When examining borough wide based data on September figures only, some
wards record much lower canister finds than others - Canary Wharf (1),
Bromley North (3) and Bromley South (4). This tends to be lower in the
Eastern boroughs and higher in the west. The exception being Poplar Ward.
The largest sighting of canisters and litter (500) was found by the waste
cleansing team in Brodlove Lane in Shadwell ward. Based on the September
data capture, the figures clearly show main NOX finds to be on the Western
side of the borough. The below anecdotal statements were provided during
the course of scoping the extent of this issue in particular views were sought
from front line council operational staff, youth workers and third sector
providers working locally in the Borough.




“NOX littering would appear to be more of an issue during the summer and
spring period where there is more park activities, lighter evenings and
there is an increase in ASB and also NOX use”.
“Feedback from youth hubs suggested a lack of awareness by parents. To
raise awareness, it is suggested that the Comms team to put an article
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about NOX and the effects on Our East End paper. This goes to
thousands of households and a practical way to reach out to residents /
young people
“There is also a growing concern that more and more young people from
different backgrounds are trying out this activity which is becoming more
casual. There is a misconception that NOX use is specifically linked to
groups of young people that are more prone to doing ASB, or within the
NEET category (not in education, employment or training) is certainly used
by college students, older school children. To many young people it’s
becoming the ‘new thing to try out’ and becoming more common with
young people whom just want to lightly chill with a box of NOX”.
COVID-19 has had an impact domestically and may have compounded
the NOX issue further during these last 6 months".
“Mosques are an integral community hub to reach out to the mass youth
Bengali / Muslim population, where local imams (leader of a mosque) can
help raise awareness to not just to the youth, but also towards the parents
through Friday sermons. Most parents are not aware of this new, yet
dangerous activity and certainly being educated / informed can help if they
observe any activities / behaviours with their children linked to NOX;”
“Education and raising awareness – there is a national concern about this,
and the lack of government attention towards addressing this growing
issue. On a local level what are the school and colleges doing about this (if
they are not then perhaps that discussion needs to be had with them
where it can be built into one of their curriculum activities). Even if it is
giving out pamphlets and raising awareness of the dangers of this etc.
This is also the case with youth centres, re what they are doing or what
they can do;”

3.20.

Nine Youth hub questionnaires examined from the hubs asking a selection of
young people between ages of 11 – 25 their views on NOX usage. The
question asked was, ‘Should the Police/Council try and stop the use of
NOX?’

3.21.

In terms of responses, seven said ‘Yes’ they should, and two not giving an
answer. One was not sure and did not see it as a major problem and one no
response stating it was a “taboo subject”. On that basis, it was established
that there is some support from young people for police/council intervention.

3.22.

Drilling further into the responses provided by young people attending the
hubs, there is a perception that the age range of those involved in the misuse
of nitrous oxide ranges from 11-25 years. Clearly, these are the views of local
young people. There is also evidence from residents that some of those
involved in the night-time economy are also misusing nitrous oxide and other
substances.

3.23.

Some of the comments made by young people relating to specific health
implications include
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“The downside is passing out and other people can take advantage of
them when they are out of it”.



“People end up using more than intended and end up passing out”.



“Short-term effects, drowsiness, nausea, lingering migraine like headache;
long-term effects, numbness, lack of motor control leading to brain
damage”.



“Freezer burns if used in an unsafe manner. Double balloon lit leading to a
lack of oxygen, blue lips and death?”


resulting in seizures, collapse, dystonia; the pulmonary and the renal
system; the musculoskeletal system and many more (Karila L, et al.;
2015).

3.24.

The community have been actively engaged working with officers and
gathering evidence in support of this proposal.

3.25.

Third sector providers working with young people and young adults and also
those who specialise in dealing with addiction and substance misuse issues
are also supportive, including:


Safe East – access to substance misuse services (up to 19 + and leaving
care)



Spotlight Youth – engagement and support in East of Borough (up to 19 +
leaving care)



Osmani Trust – engagement and support in West of Borough (up to 19 +
leaving care)



RESET – outreach, treatment, and recovery support for those over 19yrs.

3.26. Front line operational Managers support the introduction of PSPO, based on
local knowledge and experience that there is often a correlation and link
between the use of nitrous oxide and ASB, particularly in the proximity of the
night-time economy and all along the river frontage. The PSPO will allow
council enforcement staff and the police to confiscate nitrous oxide canisters
to prevent ASB escalating or from occurring altogether.
3.27. Parks and Open Spaces officers are supportive of the introduction of a PSPO
as they see the ongoing issues with ASB, particularly linked nitrous oxide
canisters being littered in our open spaces.
3.28. Feedback to date from those involved in this exercise residents, third sector
providers, young people, registered housing providers and front-line officers
suggests there is a lack of awareness of the dangers associated with the use
of substances such as Nitrous Oxide. As such, should a PSPO be made,
before it was introduced there would need to be a comprehensive
communications strategy to raise awareness.
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3.29. Formal public consultation began on 4th January 2021 using the corporate
“Let’s Talk” online consultation platform. A consultation document (Appendix
B) was also produced and sent out to various stakeholders to ensure those
who may not have access to the online portal had the opportunity to respond.
3.30. As a statutory requirement, consultation was also conducted with the Police
and Crime Commissioner (MOPAC for the London region), local police and
neighbouring boroughs of Newham, Hackney, and the City of London.
3.31. The consultation was widely publicised on the council’s website, social media
feeds, community platforms such as Online Watch Link (OWL), Tower
Hamlets Housing Forum (THHF), Safer Neighbourhood Board (SNB) and
Safer Neighbourhood Ward Panels.
3.32. Consultation ended on 15th February 2021 and resulted in 2584 visitors and
948 formal responses to the consultation, one of the highest responses for
any consultation the council has undertaken.
3.33. Of those 948 responses, 97.5% (924) were residents and overall, 93.7%
(886) were in favour of introducing a PSPO. 89.4% (889) thought the PSPO
should be boroughwide and 88.5% (838) said they had witnesses nitrous
oxide misuse and that it made them feel unsafe. The project report for the
online consultation exercise is at Appendix C.
3.34. As a result of the consultation, and the evidence it is recommended that a
boroughwide PSPO be introduced, with the prohibitions set out in the order at
Appendix A. For ease those are as follows:


Person(s) within the Restricted Area will not: Ingest, inhale, inject, smoke,
possess or otherwise use psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide)
and which is causing or likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress,
nuisance or annoyance to members of the public.



Meaning of “psychoactive substance” etc: “Psychoactive substance”
means any substance which is capable of producing a psychoactive effect
in a person who consumes it and is not an exempted substance. For the
purposes of this prohibition a substance produces a psychoactive effect in
a person if, by stimulating or depressing the person’s central nervous
system, it affects the person’s mental functioning or emotional state.



For the purposes of this prohibition a person consumes a substance if the
person causes or allows the substance, or fumes given off by the
substance, to enter the person’s body in any way. Exemptions shall apply
in cases where the substances are used for a valid and demonstrable
medicinal use, given to an animal as a medicinal remedy, are cigarettes
(tobacco) or vaporisers or are food stuffs regulated by food health and
safety legislation



Persons within this area who breach this prohibition shall surrender any
psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) in his/her possession to an
authorised person. An authorised person could be a police constable,
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Police Community Support Officer or authorised person designated by the
London Borough of Tower Hamlets and must be able to present their
authority upon request.

4. EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS
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4.1.

Obtaining definitive data both locally and nationally about users of nitrous
oxide and other similar novel psychoactive substances is challenging. Given
these challenges it is not possible to provide explicitly relevant targeted data
relating to categories of the protected characteristics as regards use of these
substances. The Psychoactive Substances Act 2016 introduced legislation to
deal with substances often referred to as ‘legal highs. This legislation made it
a criminal offence to supply or be in possession with intent to supply and
made no provision to deal with possession and use. Because use and
possession is not an offence there is also very little relevant data from police
sources. There is anecdotal evidence through ASB reports and consultation
with groups such as support agencies, third sector providers and other
practitioners that it is a range of individuals and not, as is often thought to be
the case, an exclusively young (sub 18 years old) cohort or in the main from
one BAME group for example. In particular one of the areas affected by this
form of substance misuse along with other substances and connected with
ASB is the north of the borough and the Night-time Economy area adjacent to
that of the London Borough of Hackney. Here the groups involved in the
associated ASB are from a broad demographic and age range.

4.2.

A number of consultations were conducted while preparing the PSPO
proposal, with several active Third Sector, In-House and other commissioned
services providing a range of support for young people and young adults in
the borough. This did reveal growing concern that more and more young
people and young adults from different backgrounds and communities overall,
are engaging in this activity without fully understanding the consequences or
the impacts on those living in the locality.

4.3.

Work with the LBTH Youth Hubs and taking into account the view of young
people indicated that it is also a broadly held misconception that nitrous oxide
misuse is exclusively linked to groups of young people that are more prone to
be causing ASB. Anecdotal accounts also highlight that NOX is certainly used
by local college students and older young people. The views expressed
inferred that although it is accepted that misuse does link with ASB to a
significant degree, general recreational use, not necessarily leading to ASB,
also is now another significant feature.

4.4.

A number of views from third sector partners and various support
organisations did indicate that there is usage amongst Bangladeshi young
men - mainly male members of the population of ages into late 20s, often
using in and from vehicles with other substances. Our findings indicate it is
widespread and is not exclusively this group of users, with those from other
communities in the Borough also more actively represented. The
implementation of the PSPO will be proportionate and controlled by
intelligence-led and tasked enforcement to incidences of ASB only and not
simply targeting general possession and general use where there is no ASB.
This will therefore be a key control measure to ensure that there will be no
disproportionate impact upon any particular group or protected characteristic.

4.5.

The approach intended for any implementation of a PSPO for these
substances has been informed by and is comparable to the borough’s
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approach to the misuse of alcohol, the possession and use of which like
nitrous oxide is not an offence. There is alcohol related antisocial behaviour in
the borough and with the current responsible drinking PSPO, it is only
enforced where the misuse “is causing or likely to cause” ASB and so is
designed to reduce the detrimental impact on the community in a targeted and
proportionate manner.
4.6.

There is an important deterrent effect of implementing a PSPO and ensuring it
is well publicised. The media strategy and communications will be planned
and conducted effectively, taking into account the various groups that are
involved in this behaviour and the best means of communication with them
generally but also specifically for those with protected characteristics,
mitigating the likelihood that any will be disproportionately affected.

4.7.

Specific questions posed of a range of young people attending the Youth
Hubs also revealed that there was worryingly both a lack of knowledge by
some young people of the effects and dangers of nitrous oxide but also by
others, some quite detailed knowledge. Taking this into account and also
comments from some of the third party providers and others, that often
parents are also not aware of the effects and dangers of such intoxicants, it
does indicate that a wider awareness and education strand to the
implementation of this PSPO should be considered. A Media Strategy and a
communications plan is being developed in advance of implementation and
during its first months if implemented.

5. OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS
5.1.

The statutory guidance contained within the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime &
Policing Act 2014 states that PSPOs should only be used as a tool of last
resort where other methods of dealing with the problem have been exhausted.
Taking into account the level of complaints the council has received and the
strong evidence base, it is clear that the introduction of a boroughwide PSPO
is a proportionate response to the antisocial behaviour and nuisance linked to
the recreational use of nitrous oxide in public places.

5.2.

Before introducing a PSPO, there is a statutory requirement to consult. As
mentioned above, this was done and there is overwhelming support for the
introduction of a PSPO.

5.3.

The council, whilst exercising its various functions, has a statutory obligation
under section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 to have due regard to
prevent crime and disorder. The decision to introduce a boroughwide PSPO
would have no adverse impact on crime and disorder and is very likely to
bring about improvements.

6. COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER
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6.1.

Any costs associated with implementing the proposals set out in the report will
be contained within existing budget provision and create no new pressures on
the revenue budget.

7. COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES
7.1.

The Council has powers to make, extend, vary or discharge a Public spaces
protection orders (PSPO) under chapter 2 of Part 4 of ASBCPA 2014 if it is
satisfied on reasonable grounds that the activities carried on in the public
place have or are likely to have a detrimental effect on the quality of life of
those in the locality or it is likely that activities will be carried on in a public
place in that area and that they will have such an effect.

7.2.

That the effects of the activities are, or are likely, to be of a persistent or
continuing nature, such as to make them unreasonable and justifying any
restrictions or requirements imposed in the PSPO. A PSPO can be made for
a maximum duration of up to three years and extended if necessary.

7.3.

Before making a PSPO, a local authority must observe certain "necessary"
statutory consultation, publicity, and notification requirements. The
Council is obliged to consult with the local chief officer of police; the police
and crime commissioner; owners or occupiers of land within the affected area
where reasonably practicable, and appropriate community representatives.

7.4.

There must be evidence of consultation with the documentary results of
analysis of same. The scope and parameters of consultation must be in
accordance with the statutory requirements. The draft prohibitions and
requirements for a PSPO must be published as part of the consultation
process. Although there are no statutory requirements about the length of the
consultation process, the Council must ensure that it allows sufficient time to
meaningfully engage with all those who may be impacted by the Order.

7.5.

For those who wish to challenge a local authority’s decision to introduce a
PSPO, ASBCPA s66 created a specific statutory appeal route, which must be
followed by ‘interested persons’ (those who live in, work in or regularly visit
the relevant area). The deadline for issuing a challenge is six weeks from the
date the PSPO is made, and the relevant venue is the High Court. There is no
permission stage. The grounds for such a challenge can be: (a) that the local
authority did not have power to make the order or variation, or to include
particular prohibitions or requirements imposed by the order; or (b) that a
requirement under the statute was not complied with in relation to the order.

7.6.

The Act explicitly prohibits interested persons from challenging a PSPO by
any route other than the s66 procedure. A PSPO can also be challenged by
judicial review on public law grounds within three months of the decision or
action subject to challenge.

7.7.

The Council is also obliged by virtue of section 72 of the ASBCPA 2014, to
have particular regard to articles 10 and 11 of the Human Rights Act 1998
when deciding whether to make a PSPO. The Council must ensure that it
complies with all the statutory requirements on consultation, notification and
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publicity and ensures that it considers whether any restrictions or
requirements are necessary, reasonable, and proportionate.
7.8.

When carrying out its functions, the Council must have due regard to the need
to eliminate unlawful conduct under the Equality Act 2010, the need to
advance equality of opportunity and the need to foster good relations between
persons who share a protected characteristic and those who don’t (the public
sector duty).
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
None
Appendices





Draft Order (Appendix A)
Consultation Document (Appendix B)
Online consultation Project Report (Appendix C)
Equalities Impact Assessment (Appendix D)

Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)
(Access to Information) (England) Regulations 2012
None
Officer contact details for documents:
n/a
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Appendix A

THE LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS
PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER NO 1 OF 2021 –
PSYCHOACTIVE SUBSTANCES, E.G. NITROUS OXIDE
The Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014
1. WHEREAS the London Borough of Tower Hamlets ("the Council") is satisfied
that the requirements of sections 59 and 72 of the Anti-Social Behaviour
Crime and Policing Act 2014 ("the Act") have been satisfied and that it is, in all
the circumstances, appropriate to make this Order.
2. WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that activities have been and will continue
to be carried out in the RESTRICTED AREA, referred to below which have
had and will continue to have a detrimental effect on the quality of life of
those in the locality, such activities being the consumption of psychoactive
substances, e.g. nitrous oxide, leading to anti-social behaviour, likely to
cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance.
3. WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that the effect of the activities is, or is
likely to be, of a persistent or continuing nature, and is, or is likely to be such
as to make the activities unreasonable and the effect justifies the restrictions
imposed by this Order.
4. WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that the prohibitions imposed by this
Order are ones that it is reasonable to impose in order to prevent the
detrimental effect from continuing, occurring, or recurring or to reduce that
detrimental effect or to reduce the risk of its continuance, occurrence or
recurrence.
5. WHEREAS the Council has had particular regard to the rights of freedom of
expression and freedom of assembly set out in articles 10 and 11 of the
European Convention on Human Rights and Equality Act 2010.
6. THE COUNCIL MAKES the following Order in exercise of its powers under
section 59, 60 & 61 of the Act.
7. This Order may be cited as the London Borough of Tower Hamlets
(Psychoactive Substances, e.g. Nitrous Oxide) Public Spaces Protection
Order No.1 of 2021 ("the Order"). This Order takes effect on the 30th April
2021 and continues to have effect for a period of three years thereafter until
29th April 2024.
8. This Order applies to the land described in the Schedule below
("RESTRICTED AREA") and which is shown edged red on the attached plan
("the Order plan").
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Appendix A
9. This Order applies to all persons in public places within the RESTRICTED
AREA at all times of the day and night, save on where otherwise stated within
the prohibitions.
10. This Order applies to the land described in the Schedule 1 below ("The
Restricted Area), i.e. all public spaces within the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets, as set out on the Order Plan and which is shown edged purple on
the attached plan ("the Order plan").
11. PROHIBITIONS
a) Person(s) within the Restricted Area will not:
Ingest, inhale, inject, smoke, possess or otherwise use psychoactive
substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) and which is causing or likely to
cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance to
members of the public.
b) Meaning of “psychoactive substance” etc
“Psychoactive substance” means any substance which is capable of
producing a psychoactive effect in a person who consumes it and is
not an exempted substance. For the purposes of this prohibition a
substance produces a psychoactive effect in a person if, by
stimulating or depressing the person’s central nervous system, it
affects the person’s mental functioning or emotional state.
c) For the purposes of this prohibition a person consumes a substance
if the person causes or allows the substance, or fumes given off by
the substance, to enter the person’s body in any way. Exemptions
shall apply in cases where the substances are used for a valid and
demonstrable medicinal use, given to an animal as a medicinal
remedy, are cigarettes (tobacco) or vaporisers or are food stuffs
regulated by food health and safety legislation.
d) Persons within this area who breach this prohibition shall surrender
any psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) in his/her
possession to an authorised person. An authorised person could be
a police constable, Police Community Support Officer or authorised
person designated by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets and
must be able to present their authority upon request.
12. OFFENCE AND PENALTY
a) Any person who, without reasonable excuse, fails to comply with the
prohibitions in a-d above commits an offence.
b) Any person who is guilty of an offence under prohibitions a-d of the Order
shall be liable to summary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on
the standard scale.
13. ENFORCEMENT
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a) The Order shall be enforced by Police Constables, Police Community
Support Officers and authorised persons designated by the London
Borough of Tower Hamlets.
b) A Police Constable, Police Community Support Officer or authorised
person designated by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets may issue
a fixed penalty notice (FPN) to anyone they believe has committed an
offence.
c) A person committing an offence will have 14 days to pay the fixed
penalty of £100.00, failing which you may be prosecuted. No further
proceedings will be taken against you before the expiration of 14 days
following the date of the FPN.
d) A Police Constable, Police Community Support Officer or authorised
person designated by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets may
dispose of anything surrendered to him or her as a result of a
requirement imposed by them in whatever way they think is appropriate.
e) A Police Constable. Police Community Support Officer or authorised
person designated by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets may take
other necessary and proportionate enforcement action in reference to
the Borough’s Enforcement Policy & Procedure. This may include
referral to support services, low level enforcement or referral to court
action.
14. APPEALS
In accordance with Section 66 of the Act, any challenge to this order must be
made
in the High Court by any interested person within 6 weeks of it being made. An
interested person is someone who lives in, regularly works in, or visits the
restricted area. This means that only those who are directly affected by the
restrictions have the power to challenge. The right to challenge also exists where
an order is varied by the council. Interested persons can challenge the validity of
this order on two grounds: That the council did not have the power to make the
order, or to include particular prohibitions or requirements; or that one of the
requirements of the legislation, for instance, consultation has not been complied
with when an application is made, the High Court can decide to suspend the
operation of the order pending the court’s decision, in part or in totality. The High
Court has the ability to uphold the order, quash it, or vary it.
15. For the purposes of this Order, 'public place' means any place to which the
public or any section of the public has access, on payment or otherwise, as
of right or by virtue of express or implied permission.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE COMMON SEAL OF
THE MAYOR AND BURGESSES OF TOWER HAMLETS
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Schedule 1

Restricted Zone Marked in Purple
Ordinance Survey (2014)
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LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS
Public Spaces Protection Orders. Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act
2014.
OFFICER AUTHORITY

To: Divisional Director (Legal Services)
Date: [INSERT DATE] 2021
Subject matter: LBTH – Boroughwide PSPO for Psychoactive Substances, e.g.
Nitrous Oxide
Authority: The Executive Mayor of Tower Hamlets in Cabinet

Signed:
Name:
Designation:
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Health, Adult and Community Services Directorate
Community Safety Division

Dear Sir or Madam
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We would like to ask you some questions about our proposals to introduce a Public
Spaces Protection Order to tackle the issue of antisocial behaviour, linked to the
recreational use of psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous oxide.
Please find enclosed information on what we are proposing and a questionnaire to
get your views on these. Please send a completed questionnaire back to us in the
enclosed prepaid envelope by 15th February 2021.
If you would like support to complete the enclosed questionnaire or more information
to understand the proposals, you can phone 020 7364 2930, 9am-5pm, Monday to
Friday. You can also email any feedback or questions on spp@towerhamlets.gov.uk
or saferneighbourhoods@towerhamlets.gov.uk
Yours faithfully

Ann Corbett
Divisional Director, Community Safety
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Introduction
We are consulting on proposals to introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) to deal with the antisocial behaviour and
nuisance linked to the possession and recreational use of psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) in a public space.
The Psychoactive Substances Act 2016 introduced legislation to deal with substances often referred to as ‘legal highs.’ This
legislation though only made it a criminal offence to supply or be in possession with intent to supply psychoactive substances such
as nitrous oxide and made no provision to deal with possession and recreational use.
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The Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 introduced a range of tools and powers. One of those powers relates to
Public Spaces Protection Orders. A Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) is an order that identifies a public place and prohibits
specified things being done in the restricted area and/or requires specified things to be done by persons carrying on specified
activities in that area.
Orders are intended to deal with problems that are detrimental to the local community’s quality of life. According to the statutory
guidance, behaviour being restricted must ‘be having, or likely to have, a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the
locality’; ‘be persistent or continuing in nature’; and ‘be unreasonable’. Introducing a PSPO requires extensive consultation. Any
prohibitions need to be carefully thought through to ensure no one group is disproportionately impacted e.g. the vulnerable and
homeless. Once introduced the orders are normally valid for up to 3 years subject to an annual review after which a further
consultation exercise is required to either extend, vary or discharge the order.
We want your views on whether or not the Council should introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order to tackle the antisocial
behaviour and nuisance linked to the possession and recreational use of psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide).
The consultation will run from 4th January to 15th February 2021, after which your views will be presented to the Mayor in Cabinet.
The final changes will then be agreed. All residents will then be updated with the outcome and any proposals.
Further Details of the guidance to Councils from the Local Government Association on Public Spaces Protection Orders can be
found on the attached link: https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/10.21%20PSPO%20guidance_06_1.pdf
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If you need this information in a different format, please email spp@towerhamlets.gov.uk or
saferneighbourhoods@towerhamlets.gov.uk

Background information
Why is the council considering a Public Spaces Protection Order?
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During the recent consultation exercise to extend a Public Spaces Protection Order for ‘Responsible Drinking’, of the 172
responses received, 44 asked for a variation of the order to include a prohibition on the recreational use nitrous oxide (NOX).
Whilst it was not possible to include nitrous oxide in that order due to pressures of time and limited information that was available,
the council undertook to explore the evidence available regarding NOX and particularly any link to incidents of antisocial behaviour.
The Council’s systems have limited information regarding the prevalence of NOX. The data retrieved however indicates NOX
complaints and prevalence appear to have been on the increase over a 2-year period. Systems show that in 2018/19 NOX
complaints to the Council alone totalled 105. In 2019/20 this had increased to 108.
In September 2020, a month-long fact-finding exercise was undertaken to identify locations where 5 or more NOX canisters were
found and to improve our understanding of the extent of the problem. This exercise involved a range of front-line services
supported by local residents from ward panels. Over 500+ incidents were subsequently mapped, and a number identified as being
deposited at or near schools. Whilst there is no evidence to suggest those attending school are using NOX, they are being exposed
to the growing usage of NOX with canisters either being used or littered. This presents a risk to the health and wellbeing of our
young people. The map below is also consistent with locations identified as hotspots for anti-social behaviour reports.
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What does research tell us about nitrous oxide use?
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Research suggests using NOX could present the following health risks;
 NOX is more water soluble than oxygen which decreases oxygen delivery to the brain and can lead to asphyxia (Ehirim,
Naughton, Petróczi; 2017);
 Abuse of NOX can lead to a vitamin B12 deficiency. Low or low-normal levels of B12 are associated with psychiatric effects
such as psychosis, peripheral neuropathy and other medical effects relating to blood flow (Ehirim, Naughton, Petróczi;
2017);
 Severe negative impact on mental health from Novel Psychoactive Substance (NPS) misuse includes; agitation, insomnia,
catatonia, anxiety, aggression, psychosis, hallucinations and suicidal ideation (Public Heath England; 2017);
 NPS affect many physical systems in the body, such as; the cardiovascular system, leading to conditions like tachycardia,
hypertension, and cardiac arrest; the central nervous system, resulting in seizures, collapse, dystonia; the pulmonary and
the renal system; the musculoskeletal system and many more (Karila L, et al.; 2015).

What are our young people telling us?
A questionnaire was sent to our nine Youth Hubs. Seven of the nine indicated the police and council should do more to stop the
recreational use of NOX, the remaining two, one was not sure and didn’t see it as a major problem and one no response stating it
was a “taboo subject”. In addition, the following local information was also provided. “A box of 24 canisters is £10-12, single
canisters 50p upwards and that canisters can be obtained either online or from local shops and off licences”. A simple search
online identifies sites where canisters can be obtained for catering purposes.
Young people attending the youth hubs have an age range of 11-25 years. They also provided the following comments relating to
the use of NOX;



The downside is passing out and other people can take advantage of them when they are out of it.
People end up using more than intended and end up passing out.
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Short-term effects, drowsiness, nausea, lingering migraine like headache; long-term effects, numbness, lack of motor
control leading to brain damage.
Freezer burns if used in an unsafe manner. Double balloon lit leading to a lack of oxygen, blue lips and death?

Feedback far as a result of scoping the issue
The following have participated in collating information regarding NOX canister litter across the borough and are supportive of the
introduction of a borough wide Public Spaces Protection Order:
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Residents through ward panels



London Borough of Tower Hamlets, Parks and Open Spaces



Third Sector Providers who deal with Substance Misuse issues



London Borough of Tower Hamlets, Clean and Green (street cleaning)



Tower Hamlets Homes, Poplar Harca and Clarion Housing Providers.

Our proposal
We propose to introduce a borough wide Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) prohibiting individuals who ingest, inhale, inject,
smoke, possess or otherwise use psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) and which is causing or likely to cause harassment,
alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance to members of the public. The reason we have suggested the order is borough wide is to
enable the police and council to respond in the event of displacement which has in the past been an issue in relation to responsible
drinking.
Following feedback already received from third sector organisations who provide support to those with substance misuse problems
and others, this has been refined further to incidents where possession and use and which causes or likely to cause harassment,
alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance. This will ensure the power is used proportionately and where necessary and will be
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conducted through the Council’s bi-weekly resource tasking process in response to complaints or where intelligence indicates there
are hot spots. At the same time our third sector providers will also be deployed to engage and provide support to those identified as
using psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous oxide.

Who do we want to hear from?
We want to hear from everyone who lives or works or who has an interest in the borough (e.g. owns property or operates a
business).

How to respond
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Our consultation and support information will be available on the council’s consultation and engagement platform – Let’s talk Tower
Hamlets.
In addition to the online consultation, we will be publicising the consultation on the Council’s Community Safety website and
consulting via the following;







Safer Neighbourhood Board
Ward Councillors
Ward Panels
Press release to local media including e newsletter to Bangla Community.
Community Safety Newsletter
Neighbourhood Watch ‘OWL’

This is to ensure that anyone potentially impacted can let us know how the proposals might affect them.
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Frequently asked questions

Who will be impacted by these proposals?
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Individuals who ingest, inhale, inject, smoke, possess or otherwise use psychoactive substances (e.g. nitrous oxide) and which is
causing or likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance to members of the public.
Simple possession and use are not in itself a criminal offence. The intention is not to criminalise individuals unless their behaviour
causes or likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance.
What would be the penalties for breaching the order?
A breach of the PSPO is a criminal offence which can be dealt with by either a fixed penalty notice (FPN) fine of £100
or by way of a prosecution. If prosecuted an individual could be liable to a fine of up to £1000.
What other options are available?
Not to introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order. In which case the only powers available to Police and Council Enforcement
Officers would be to issue a fixed penalty notice for littering, where evidence is available.
To introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order for just possession and/or use. This would criminalise those who are in possession
but not committing and anti-social behaviour.
To limit the geographical location in which the Public Spaces Protection Order applies. This could create a problem with
displacement.
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What does Psychoactive substances mean?
“Psychoactive substance” means any substance which is capable of producing a psychoactive effect in a person who consumes it
and is not an exempted substance.
For the purposes of this prohibition a substance produces a psychoactive effect in a person if, by stimulating or depressing the
person’s central nervous system, it affects the person’s mental functioning or emotional state.
For the purposes of this prohibition a person consumes a substance if the person causes or allows the substance, or fumes given
off by the substance, to enter the person’s body in any way.
Are there any exemptions?
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Exemptions shall apply in cases where the substances are used for a valid and demonstrable medicinal use, given to an animal as
a medicinal remedy, are cigarettes (tobacco) or vaporisers or are food stuffs regulated by food health and safety legislation.

When will any changes come into effect?
Once a decision has been made by the Mayor in cabinet. There is a legal requirement to publicise the notice and signage will need
to be displayed on and within the boundary to which the Public Spaces Protection Order applies setting out the details of the order
and penalties.

How long does the consultation last and who will make the final decision?
This consultation will run from 4 January 2021 to 15 February 2021.
The council will review all responses and the final decision will be made by the Mayor in Cabinet.
The final decision will be shared on Let’s talk Tower Hamlets – the council’s online consultation and engagement platform.
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Appendix 2
Our Equalities Impact Assessment
We have undertaken an Equalities Impact Assessment (EIA), which has been
published alongside this consultation information document on our website. Please
phone or email to request a copy of this. We will consider the EIA before making any
decision on a Public Spaces Protection Order and any prohibitions that are attached.

Questions
We would like to ask you some questions about our proposal to introduce a Public
Spaces Protection Order in relation to the possession and recreational use of
psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous oxide.
If you would like support or more information to understand these options, you can
phone 020 7364 2930, 9am-5pm, Monday to Friday. You can also email any
feedback or questions on spp@towerhamlets.gov.uk

You may want to do this before you respond to the questions in this survey.
1.

Please select the option that applies to you





I am a resident
I work in Tower Hamlets
I am an interested party with a business or property in Tower Hamlets
I am someone else who will be impacted directly by any prohibition.

2.

Do you think there is a problem with psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous
oxide in Tower Hamlets if so please explain?

3.

Please answer these questions:
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a)

If there is a problem, do you think there is a need for a Public Spaces Protection
Order?
Yes / No / Don’t know

b)

Do you think the proposal to have a Public Spaces Protection Order to deal with
possession and use of psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous oxide in a public space
and which causes or likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or
annoyance is necessary?
Yes / No / Don’t know

c)

Do you think the Public Spaces Protection Order should be borough wide?
Yes / No / Don’t know

d) Do you think there is enough information available to explain the dangers associated
with the use of psychoactive substances e.g. nitrous oxide?
Yes / No / Don’t know

e) If you have witnessed individuals or groups using psychoactive substances e.g.
nitrous oxide. Does it make you feel unsafe?
Yes / No / Don’t know
4.

Do you wish to propose any alternatives?

5.

Do you have any other feedback?
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6.

Do you have any further comments in relation to this consultation process?
(open text box)

Page 14 of 14

Page 394

Project Report
26 February 2020 - 14 February 2021

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets
CLOSED: Introducing a PSPO for use of nitrous oxide linked to
antisocial behaviour

Visitors Summary

Highlights
TOTAL
VISITS

7.5k

MAX VISITORS PER
DAY

5.6 k

975

NEW
REGISTRATI
ONS

5k

640

2.5k

ENGAGED
VISITORS
1 Jan '21

1 Feb '21

Pageviews

Aware Participants
Aware Actions Performed

4,698

Engaged Participants

Participants

Engaged Actions Performed

Visited a Project or Tool Page

4,698

Informed Participants

2,935

Informed Actions Performed

Participants

Viewed a video

0

Viewed a photo

0

Downloaded a document
Visited the Key Dates page

242
5

Visited an FAQ list Page

221

Visited Instagram Page

0

Visited Multiple Project Pages
Contributed to a tool (engaged)

Visitors

1,821
948

948

INFORMED
VISITORS

2.9 k

AWARE
VISITORS

4.7 k

948
Registered

Unverified

Anonymous

Contributed on Forums

0

0

0

Participated in Surveys

948

0

0

Contributed to Newsfeeds

0

0

0

Participated in Quick Polls

0

0

0

Posted on Guestbooks

0

0

0

Contributed to Stories

0

0

0

Asked Questions

0

0

0

Placed Pins on Places

0

0

0

Contributed to Ideas

0

0

0
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ENGAGEMENT TOOLS SUMMARY

Tool Type

Survey Tool

0

1

0

0

0

FORUM TOPICS

SURVEYS

NEWS FEEDS

QUICK POLLS

GUEST BOOKS

0

0

0

STORIES

Q&A S

PLACES

Engagement Tool Name

Tool Status

Introducing a PSPO for use of nitrous oxide linked
to ant...

Draft
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Contributors

Visitors

2584

Registered

Unverified

Anonymous

948

0

0
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INFORMATION WIDGET SUMMARY

Widget Type

Faqs

Document

Document

Document

Key Dates

Page 3 of 23

3

0

0

1

0

DOCUMENTS

PHOTOS

VIDEOS

FAQS

KEY DATES

Engagement Tool Name

Visitors

Views/Downloads

faqs

221

230

Consultation information pack_PSPO nitrous oxide.docx

197

240

Draft order for nitrous oxide PSPO

68

79

Equalities impact assessment - PSPO nitrous oxide.docx

41

45

Key Date

5

5
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ENGAGEMENT TOOL: SURVEY TOOL

Introducing a PSPO for use of nitrous oxide linked to antisocial
behaviour
Visitors

2584

Contributors 948

CONTRIBUTIONS

948

Please select the option that applies to you
1 (0.1%)
6 (0.6%)

1 (0.1%)

17 (1.8%)
6 (0.6%)
17 (1.8%)

924 (97.5%)
924 (97.5%)

Question options
I am a resident

I work in Tower Hamlets

I am an interested party with a business or property in Tower Hamlets

• I am someone else who will be impacted directly by any prohibition

Mandatory Question (948 response(s))
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Do you think there is a problem with psychoactive substances, specifically nitrous
oxide in Tower Hamlets?

27 (2.8%)
27 (2.8%)

921 (97.2%)
921 (97.2%)

Question options
No

Yes, if so please explain

Optional question (948 response(s), 0 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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If you think there is a problem, do you think there is a need for a Public Spaces
Protection Order?

33 (3.5%)
27 (2.9%)

33 (3.5%)

27 (2.9%)

886 (93.7%)
886 (93.7%)

Question options
Yes

No

Don't know

Optional question (946 response(s), 2 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Do you think the proposal to introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order to deal with
possession and use of the psychoactive substance nitrous oxide in a public space,
where it causes or is likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or an...

21 (2.2%)
57 (6.1%)

21 (2.2%)

57 (6.1%)

861 (91.7%)
861 (91.7%)

Question options
Yes

No

Don't know

Optional question (939 response(s), 9 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Do you think the Public Spaces Protection Order should be borough wide?

68 (7.2%)
32 (3.4%)

68 (7.2%)

32 (3.4%)

844 (89.4%)
844 (89.4%)

Question options
Yes

No

Don't know

Optional question (944 response(s), 4 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Do you think there is enough information available in the public domain to explain the
dangers associated with the use of psychoactive substances, specifically nitrous
oxide?

172 (18.3%)
235 (25.1%)

172 (18.3%)

235 (25.1%)

531 (56.6%)
531 (56.6%)

Question options
Yes

No

Don't know

Optional question (938 response(s), 10 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Have you witnessed individuals or groups using psychoactive substances, including
nitrous oxide?

109 (11.5%)
109 (11.5%)

838 (88.5%)
838 (88.5%)

Question options
No

Yes, if so does this make you feel unsafe?

Optional question (947 response(s), 1 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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How old are you?

1 (0.1%)
6 (0.7%)

18 (2.0%)

1 (0.1%)

18 (2.0%)

1 (0.1%)

10 (1.1%)

1 (0.1%)

10 (1.1%)

78 (8.5%)
6 (0.7%)

193 (21.0%)
193 (21.0%)

78 (8.5%)
129 (14.0%)
129 (14.0%)

187 (20.3%)
187 (20.3%)

296 (32.2%)
296 (32.2%)

Question options
0-15

16-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

Prefer not to say

Optional question (919 response(s), 29 skipped)
Question type: Dropdown Question
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65-74

75-84

85+
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Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which
has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months (include any problems related to
old age)?

46 (5.0%)

63 (6.9%)

46 (5.0%)

63 (6.9%)

809 (88.1%)
809 (88.1%)

Question options
Yes

No

Prefer not to say

Optional question (918 response(s), 30 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Which best describes your gender?

52 (6.1%)
52 (6.1%)

414 (48.7%)
414 (48.7%)
384 (45.2%)
384 (45.2%)

Question options
Male

Female

Prefer not to say

Optional question (850 response(s), 98 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Is your gender identity the same as the sex you were assigned at birth?

63 (7.4%)
2 (0.2%)

63 (7.4%)

2 (0.2%)

783 (92.3%)
783 (92.3%)

Question options
Yes

No

Prefer not to say

Optional question (848 response(s), 100 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Which of the following describes your sex?

2 (0.2%)
60 (7.1%)

2 (0.2%)

60 (7.1%)

407 (47.9%)
407 (47.9%)

381 (44.8%)
381 (44.8%)

Question options
Man

Woman

Prefer not to say

Prefer to self-describe (please specify):

Optional question (850 response(s), 98 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Which of the following describes your sexual orientation?

4 (0.5%)
125 (14.8%)

98 (11.6%)
4 (0.5%)
98 (11.6%)

125 (14.8%)

10 (1.2%)
10 (1.2%)

606 (71.9%)
606 (71.9%)

Question options
Gay/lesbian

Bi (attracted to more than one gender)

Heterosexual/straight

Prefer to self-describe (please specify):

Optional question (843 response(s), 105 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Prefer not to say
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Are you legally married or in a civil partnership?

94 (11.2%)
94 (11.2%)

375 (44.5%)
375 (44.5%)

373 (44.3%)
373 (44.3%)

Question options
Yes

No

Prefer not to say

Optional question (842 response(s), 106 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Which best describes your current marital, civil partnership or cohabitation status?

118 (14.0%)
173 (20.5%)

118 (14.0%)

173 (20.5%)

153 (18.1%)
153 (18.1%)

2 (0.2%)
11 (1.3%)
2 (0.2%)
4 (0.5%)
11 (1.3%)
32 (3.8%)
4 (0.5%)

326 (38.7%)

7 (0.8%)
32 (3.8%)
7 (0.8%)

17 (2.0%)

326 (38.7%)

17 (2.0%)

Question options
Single (never married or never registered a civil partnership)
Separated, but still legally married
Widowed

Divorced

Married

Formerly in a registered civil partnership which is now dissolved

Surviving partner from a registered civil partnership

Optional question (843 response(s), 105 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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In a registered civil partnership
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Cohabitating with a partner

Prefer not to say

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 14 February 2021

Are you currently pregnant or did you give birth in the last twelve months?

26 (3.1%)

69 (8.2%)

26 (3.1%)

69 (8.2%)

134 (15.9%)
134 (15.9%)

613 (72.8%)
613 (72.8%)

Question options
Yes

No

Not applicable

Prefer not to say

Optional question (842 response(s), 106 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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How would you describe your ethnic group?

2 (0.2%)
3 (0.4%)
3 (0.4%)

2 (0.2%)

3 (0.4%)

10 (1.2%)
3 (0.4%)
77 (9.1%)
10 (1.2%)
16 (1.9%)
77 (9.1%)
4 (0.5%)
16 (1.9%)
18 (2.1%)
4 (0.5%)
23 (2.7%)
18 (2.1%)
5 (0.6%)
23 (2.7%)
27 (3.2%)
5 (0.6%)

425 (50.1%)

7 (0.8%)
27 (3.2%)

425 (50.1%)

12 (1.4%)
7 (0.8%)
2 (0.2%)
12 (1.4%)
5 (0.6%)
2 (0.2%)
5 (0.6%)
185 (21.8%)
185 (21.8%)
1 (0.1%)
1 (0.1%)

23 (2.7%)
23 (2.7%)

Question options
White: British

White: Irish

Mixed: White and Black Caribbean
Mixed: Any other Mixed background
Asian / Asian British: Bangladeshi
Any other Asian background

White: Traveller of Irish heritage
Mixed: White and Black African
Asian / Asian British: Indian
Chinese

Vietnamese

Black / Black British: Other Africa

Any other Black background

Optional question (848 response(s), 100 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Any other White background
Mixed: White and Asian
Asian / Asian British: Pakistani
Any other background

Prefer not to say

Black / Black British: Caribbean

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 14 February 2021

What is your religion or belief?

10 (1.2%)
110 (13.0%)

10 (1.2%)

110 (13.0%)
7 (0.8%)
13 (1.5%)
7 (0.8%)
6 (0.7%)
13 (1.5%)

275 (32.6%)

6 (0.7%)

275 (32.6%)

250 (29.7%)
250 (29.7%)
34 (4.0%)
34 (4.0%)
9 (1.1%)
128 (15.2%)

1 (0.1%)

128 (15.2%)

9 (1.1%)

1 (0.1%)

Question options
Agnostic
Muslim

Buddhist

Hindu

No religion or belief

Humanist

Christian

Prefer to self-describe (please specify):

Optional question (843 response(s), 105 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question

Page 415
Page 21 of 23

Jewish

Sikh

Prefer not to say

Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets : Summary Report for 26 February 2020 to 14 February 2021

Do you have caring or parenting responsibilities? (for example, childcare or
dependent adults)

67 (7.9%)
67 (7.9%)
218 (25.7%)
218 (25.7%)

562 (66.4%)
562 (66.4%)

Question options
Yes

No

Prefer not to say

Optional question (847 response(s), 101 skipped)
Question type: Radio Button Question
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Please state the type of health problem or disability that applies to you?(People may
experience more than one type of disability or health problem, in which case you may
indicate more than one. If none of the categories applies, please mark ‘Prefe...

225

209
209

200

175

150

125

95
100

95

75
48
42

50

48
42
23

25

16

23

16

14
14

Question options
Sensory impairment (such as being blind / having a visual impairment or being deaf / having a hearing impairment)
Physical impairment (such as using a wheelchair to get around and / or difficulty using your arms)
Learning disability (such as Downs syndrome or dyslexia) or cognitive impairment (such as autism or head-injury)
Mental health condition (such as depression or schizophrenia)
Long-standing illness or health condition (such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart disease, or epilepsy)
Prefer to self-describe (please specify):

Optional question (419 response(s), 529 skipped)
Question type: Checkbox Question
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Prefer not to say
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Equality Impact Analysis: (EIA)
Section 1: Introduction
Name of Proposal: Borough wide Public Spaces Protection Order to deal
with possession and use of novel psychoactive substances used as
intoxicants which causes or is likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress,
nuisance or annoyance.
For the purpose of this document, ‘proposal’ refers to a policy, function, strategy or project)

Service area & Directorate responsible
Name of completing officer

Barry Scales

Approved by Director/Head of Service
Date of approval

Community Safety - HAC

Calvin McLean

17 November 2020

Conclusion - To be completed at the end of the Equality Impact Assessment process
This summary will provide an update on the findings of the EIA and what the outcome is. For example,
based on the findings of the EIA, the proposal was rejected as the impact on a particular group was
disproportionate and the appropriate mitigations in place. Or, based on the EIA, the proposal was
amended and alternative steps taken)

The proposal will be able to continue with some minor
mitigations in place and included in this Equality Impact
Assessment.

See
Appendix A

The Equality Act 2010 places a ‘General Duty’ on all public bodies to have ‘due regard’
to:
- Eliminating discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other conduct
prohibited under the Act
- Advancing equality of opportunity between those with ‘protected characteristics’ and
those without them
- Fostering good relations between those with ‘protected characteristics’ and those without
them
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Where a proposal is being taken to a Committee, please append the completed equality
analysis to the cover report.
This Equality Impact Assessment provides evidence for meeting the Council’s commitment to
equality and the responsibilities outlined above, for more information about the Councils
commitment to equality; please visit the Council’s website.

Section 2 – General information about the proposal
Provide a description of the proposal including the relevance of proposal to the
general equality duties and protected characteristic pursuant to Equality Act 2010.
2.1. The Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 introduced a range of tools and powers.
One of those powers relates to Public Spaces Protection Orders. A Public Spaces Protection Order
(PSPO) is an order that identifies a public place and prohibits specified things being done in the
restricted area and/or requires specified things to be done by persons carrying on specified activities in
that area. Orders are intended to deal with problems that are detrimental to the local community’s quality
of life. According to the statutory guidance, behaviour being restricted must ‘be having, or likely to have,
a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality’; ‘be persistent or continuing in nature’;
and ‘be unreasonable’
2.2. Introducing a PSPO requires extensive consultation including with local politicians and this process
is itself resource intensive. Any prohibitions need to be carefully thought through to ensure no one group
is disproportionately impacted e.g. the vulnerable and homeless. Introducing a PSPO can raise
expectations within the local community that the area will be properly resourced and issues addressed, if
not, this presents a reputational risk to the council and police.
2.3. The Psychoactive Substances Act 2016 introduced legislation to deal with supply, possession with
intent to supply psychoactive substances intended for human consumption that is capable of producing a
psychoactive effect. The legislation does not however deal with straight forward personal possession or
use.
2.4. The proposal is for the introduction of a borough wide PSPO in response to the increase of reported
use of nitrous oxide. The use of nitrous oxide is more often associated with anti-social behaviour which
takes place in a number of forms from littering to noise nuisance and rowdy and inconsiderate behaviour.
The intention is to use the power provided by the PSPO only when needed in response to complaints
and where the intelligence picture identifies hotspots. This will be managed through the bi-weekly tasking
process that is well established at LBTH and used in conjunction with the deployment of
support/diversionary agencies. This will ensure that the power provided is used both proportionately and
where necessary. There will be joint training of police and council staff in order to ensure that this
approach to use of powers is understood and complied with. It will be subject to monitoring and review
as necessary.
2.5. The proposal is to introduce a prohibition on the use and possession of Novel Psychoactive
Substances in a public space (chemical substances which produce similar effects to illegal drugs).
Prohibition: No person within the restricted areas shall ingest, inhale, inject, smoke, possess or
otherwise use intoxicating substances and which is causing or likely to cause harassment,
alarm, distress, nuisance or annoyance.
2.6. This proposed single prohibition would make what is not currently an offence, possession of an
intoxicating substance such as nitrous oxide, something that would be prohibited across Tower Hamlets
by the introduction of the PSPO. It is completely acknowledged that this step must be duly considered
against both the Public Sector Equality Duty but also overall Human Rights implications. This is why it is
not intended to be a blanket ban on possessing such substances in all circumstances but only where
possession or use of it by a person is causing or likely to cause harassment, alarm, distress, nuisance or
annoyance; in effect ASB. This balances the rights of individuals who might be subject to this with the
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overall rights of other individuals and the wider community who have an expectation to live free of the
impact of behaviour that is detrimental to their quality of life through experiencing ASB.
2.7. General ASB – Police
Overall, LBTH has the second highest level of reported ASB in London. Reports made to the Police
regarding ASB incidents within Tower Hamlets have also increased year on year for the past 2 years.
The table below shows that there was an increase of 4.4% in FY 2018-2019 and another increase of
14.5% in FY 2019-2020.
17-18

18-19

19-20

April

1379

1369

1327

May

1227

1310

1487

June

1159

1345

1688

July

1493

1477

2005

August

1492

1354

1891

September

1153

1168

1483

October

1286

1245

1407

November

1179

1280

1253

December

903

1029

1052

January

1195

1160

1106

February

967

1105

1095

March

1029

1254

1492

Total

14462

15096

17286

VS
previous
FY

Down
21%

Up
4.4%

Up 14.5%

2.8. Specifically in relation to drugs and alcohol misuse - In 2016, the Community Safety Partnership
met to review the findings of a public consultation exercise and a review of the strategic assessment. As
a result, anti-social behavior including drugs and alcohol misuse was identified as the issue of most
concern with over 24% of those who replied identifying it as the most significant issue of concern.
2.9. Since 2018, four petitions have been received from residents concerned at the level of ASB and
drug related activity taking place in their area. During the period 2019/20, 22 mayoral and members
enquiries have been received concerning ASB related issues of those 4 specifically mention the use of
nitrous oxide.
2.10. As part of the recent consultation for the renewal of the current borough wide responsible drinking
PSPO, of 172 responses, all of which were in favour of renewal, 41 said they wanted to see misuse of
NOX added as a prohibition. This was not practicable but consideration of a separate order began.
Further extensive consultation will be undertaken in relation to this journey of this specific proposal.
11. Discussions with support services have indicated that although misuse of NOX is often undertaken
by usually groups perhaps along with alcohol, it is also used on occasions in conjunction with class B
and Class A drugs. There is concern that the Finds of the NOX cannisters indicate that even without
any more evidence of harder drugs misuse, it is a driver for ASB both environmentally with the large
numbers of cannisters discarded, but also the links to its use and antisocial behaviour.
12. In September this year, an extensive exercise of accurately monitoring finds of 5 or more cannisters
by the public, park rangers, waste operatives, THEOs, Tower Hamlets Homes staff and staff from
housing associations was undertaken to comprehensively map the incidences. There were 536
individual finds of 5 or more in that month with many thousands of cannisters found overall. This allowed
for the production of a hot spot map and when overlain with maps of reported ASB, revealed similar
areas of incidents of both NOX cannisters and ASB. Of course, this does not prove a direct sole
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attribution of misuse of NOX to all ASB but indicates that it is still a key element of a serious and growing
problem of antisocial behaviour.

Section 3 – Evidence (Consideration of Data and Information)
What evidence do we have which may help us think about the impacts or likely impacts on service users
or staff?
3.1. Obtaining definitive data both locally and nationally about users of NOX and other similar intoxicants
is challenging. It is not possible to provide explicitly relevant targeted data relating to categories of the
protected characteristics as regards use of these substances. Because use and possession is not an
offence there is also very little useful data from police sources. There is anecdotal evidence through ASB
reports and consultation with groups such as support agencies and other practitioners that it is a range
of individuals and not, as is often thought to be the case, an exclusively young (sub 18 years old) cohort
or in the main from one BAME group for example. In particular one of the areas affected by this form of
substance misuse along with other substances and connected with ASB is the north of the borough and
the Night Time Economy area adjacent to that of the London Borough of Hackney. Here the groups
involved are from a broad demographic.
3.2. A number of consultations were conducted while preparing the PSPO proposal, with several active
Third Sector, In-House and other commissioned services providing a range of support for young people
and young adults in the borough. This did reveal growing concern that more and more young people and
young adults from different backgrounds and communities overall, are trying out this activity which is
becoming more casual.
3.3. Work with the LBTH Youth Hubs indicated that it is also a misconception that NOX use is exclusively
linked to groups of young people that are more prone to be causing ASB as a result, or within the NEET
category (not in education, employment or training). It is certainly used by college students and older
school children. The views expressed inferred that although it is accepted that misuse does link with
ASB to a significant degree, general recreational use, not necessarily leading to ASB, also is now
another significant feature.
3.4. A number of views from the support organisations did indicate that there is usage amongst
Bangladeshi, mainly male members of the population of ages into late 20s, often using in and from
vehicles. But as mentioned above, it is not exclusively this group of users, with those from other
communities in the Borough also more actively represented. The implementation of the PSPO will be
controlled by intelligence led and tasked enforcement to incidences of ASB only and not simply targeting
general possession and use. This will therefore be a key control measure to ensure that there will be no
disproportionate impact upon any particular group.
3.5. The approach intended for any implementation of a PSPO for these substances has been informed
by and is comparable to the borough’s approach to the misuse of alcohol, the possession and use of
which like NOX is not an offence. There is alcohol related antisocial behaviour in this borough and with
the current responsible drinking PSPO, it is only enforced where the misuse is causing or likely to cause
ASB and so is designed to reduce the detrimental impact on the community in a targeted manner.
3.6. There is an important deterrent effect of implementing a PSPO and ensuring it is well publicised.
The communications will be planned and conducted effectively, taking into account the various groups
that are involved in this behaviour and the best means of communication with them generally but also
specifically for those with protected characteristics, reducing the likelihood that any will be
disproportionately affected.
3.7. Specific questions posed of a range of young people attending the Youth Hubs also revealed that
there was paradoxically both ignorance by some of the effects of NOX but also by others, some quite
detailed knowledge. Taking this into account and also comments from some of the third party providers
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and others, that often parents are also ignorant of the effects of such intoxicants, it does indicate that a
wider awareness and education strand to the implementation of this PSPO will be key. A full
communications strand is being established in advance of implementation and during its first months if
implemented.
3.8. Public Health colleagues at LBTH were consulted and asked for their views on the use of a PSPO
to manage the negative issues of the misuse of these substances. They expressed the view that they
were in favour of such a measure with some suggestions about warnings initially and with clear
signposting to support services for those subject to any actions. This is picked up below.
3.9. Feedback from the respondents at the Youth Hubs when they spoke of their experiences of using or
witnessing use of NOX, along with evidence from other sources and research shown below does
indicate, both physiological and practical negative health impacts resulting from use of NOX and other
psychoactive substances. Research has developed in recent years demonstrating negative impacts on
physical health. Some of these include:
ore water soluble than oxygen which decreases oxygen
delivery to the brain and can lead to asphyxia (Ehirim, Naughton, Petróczi;
2017);
normal levels of B12 are associated with psychiatric effects such as psychosis,
peripheral neuropathy and other medical effects relating to blood flow (Ehirim,
Naughton, Petróczi; 2017);

agitation, insomnia, catatonia, anxiety, aggression, psychosis, hallucinations and
suicidal ideation (Public Heath England; 2017);

system, leading to conditions like tachycardia, hypertension, and cardiac arrest;
the central nervous system, resulting in seizures, collapse, dystonia; the
pulmonary and the renal system; the musculoskeletal system and many more
(Karila L, et al.; 2015).
From a purely safety perspective and in relation to how we know such substances are currently misused
concerning motor vehicles, use whilst driving is clearly a significant risk to the user and other members
of the community. However, this already falls to be dealt with by current Road Traffic legislation enforced
by the police separately outside of any powers conferred by a PSPO.

3.10. To ensure that there is meaningful support/engagement for those dealt with as a result of the
PSPO, whether subject to enforcement or not, implementing the PSPO in the way set out, will provide an
opportunity for enforcement officers to engage with those found in possession of nitrous oxide and
significantly, offer a referral pathway into our substance misuse services where there has been
considerable investment by the council.
3.11. Dealing with misuse of NOX and other substances when it is connected with ASB plus an
awareness and education campaign and routes to treatment or diversion, will impact all groups but not
have any disproportionate impact on any particular groups. Overall, the impact on the wider community
will be very positive as it addresses key issues that have been highlighted in resident’s surveys as being
of significant concern to them for many years.
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Name of officer completing the EIA: Barry Scales
Service area: Community Safety – Health, Adults and Community
EIA signed off by:
Date signed off:
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Section 4 – Assessing the impacts on residents and service delivery

Age (All age groups)
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Disability (Physical, learning

Positive

Negative

Results of
targeting
NOX misuse
and ASB will
positively
impact the
wider
community
and all age
groups.

Younger
persons (up
to late 30s)
are mainly
engaged in
this
behaviour
and will be
likely to be
subject of
any actions

Those of
younger
groups
engaged in
misuse and
ASB will also
be able to
benefit from
any diversion
away from
substance
misuse if
encountered.

Neutral

Considering the above information and evidence,
describe the impact this proposal will have on the
following groups?
The purpose of a PSPO and the test to be met before
implementation is that the behaviour being addressed
must be having or likely to have a detrimental effect on
the life of those in the locality. It must be persistent or
continual and be unreasonable. Misuse of NOX and as
a result causing ASB fits this test and overall, benefits
the whole community regardless of age if addressed by
the PSPO.
However, although younger age groups are likely to be
subject to any enforcement, it will only be if they are
engaging in ASB, not just possessing the substances in
other circumstances and so would be subject to
enforcement in any case if encountered committing
ASB. They will also be able to take advantage of any
referrals to support services.

It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
7

difficulties, mental health and medical
conditions)

Sex

relates to this characteristic.

It is mainly
males
involved in
this activity

Gender reassignment
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It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic.

Marriage and civil partnership

Religion or philosophical belief

Race

Any engagement using the powers of the PSPO will
likely be involving males. However, they will be subject
to the same approach as all other persons and only
subject to any enforcement if engaged in ASB. They will
be given opportunities to engage in activity that will
divert them from it and thus have a positive long term
impact.
It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic.

A number of
persons of
Muslim
beliefs
engage in
misuse of
NOX and
other
substances
and do so
away from
their homes
for cultural
reasons.
A number of
persons

All persons encountered will be subject to enforcement
if their possession or use of these substances is related
to their committing antisocial behaviour. It will not affect
people, including those with a Muslim faith, if they are in
a cohort that does possess NOX but does not engage in
any ASB that causes detriment to the wider community.
The PSPO will not affect them.

All persons encountered will be subject to enforcement
if their possession or use of these substances is related
8

from the
Bangladeshi
community
engage in
misuse of
NOX and
other
substances
and do so
away from
their homes
for cultural
reasons.

to their committing antisocial behaviour. It will not affect
those persons, including those from the Bangladeshi
community, if they are in a cohort that does possess
NOX but does not engage in any ASB that causes
detriment to the wider community. The PSPO will not
affect them.

It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic.

Sexual orientation
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It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic.

Pregnancy and maternity

Other
It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic. The misuse of NOX and
similar substances is not an activity particularly
associated with any socio economic group.

Socio-economic

Parents/Carers

There is likely to
be benefit to
parents and

It appears from the research and from practitioners
close to this area of work, that parents and carers are
not as well versed in the prevalence or consequences
9

cares by
increasing their
awareness
because of the
educational
communications
that are planned
as part of
implementation

of this activity. In order to support those they care for
who may be involved of likely to be involved, the
awareness and education elements of the
implementation stance will be of benefit.

It is not anticipated that the proposal will have a
disproportionately negative or positive impact as it
relates to this characteristic.

AOB

None
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People with different Gender
Identities e.g. Gender fluid, NonBinary etc

10

Section 5 – Impact Analysis and Action Plan
Recommendation

Key activity
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Professionally researched
and delivered
Development of a targeted
communications
communications strategy and
programme that will raise delivery plan
awareness of the
prevalence,
consequences and
reasons for action against
misuse of NOX and other
similar substances.

Progress milestones including
target dates for either
completion or progress
Completed strategy and action
plan by February 2021

Officer
responsible

Progress

Lucy
Fordham

11

Section 6 – Monitoring
Have monitoring processes been put in place to check the delivery of the above action plan and
impact on equality groups?
Yes?

x

No?
Describe how this will be undertaken:
The PSPO will be subject to annual reviews and this element will be subject to that monitoring.
Feedback from practitioner groups who highlighted the issue of lack of awareness generally and
in particularly by parents and cares in the proposal consultation to be sought. They are in touch
with the individuals and families of those who may be misusing NOX and engaging in ASB.
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Appendix A
Equality Impact Assessment Decision Rating
Decision
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that a disproportionately
negative impact (direct, indirect,
unintentional or otherwise) exists to one
or more of the nine groups of people
who share a Protected Characteristic
under the Equality Act. It is
recommended that this proposal be
suspended until further work is
undertaken.
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that there is a risk that a
disproportionately negative impact
(direct, indirect, unintentional or
otherwise) exists to one or more of the
nine groups of people who share a
protected characteristic under the
Equality Act 2010. However, there is a
genuine determining reason that could
legitimise or justify the use of this policy.
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that there is a risk that a
disproportionately negatively impact (as
described above) exists to one or more
of the nine groups of people who share
a protected characteristic under the
Equality Act 2010. However, this risk
may be removed or reduced by
implementing the actions detailed within
the Action Planning section of this
document.
As a result of performing the EIA, the
proposal does not appear to have any
disproportionate impact on people who
share a protected characteristic and no
further actions are recommended at this
stage.

Action
Suspend –
Further Work
Required

Risk
Red

Further
(specialist)
advice should
be taken

Red Amber

Proceed
pending
agreement of
mitigating
action

Amber

Proceed with Green:
implementation
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Agenda Item 6.5
Cabinet
28 April 2021
Report of James Thomas, Corporate Director
Children’s and Culture

Classification:
Unrestricted

The proposal for the amalgamation of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts
Nursery Schools from 1st January 2022

Lead Member

Councillor Asma Begum, Cabinet Member for
Children’s, Youth Service and Education

Originating Officer(s)

Terry Bryan, Service Head for Pupil Access and
School Sufficiency and Ikwi Mkparu, School
Organisation Manager
St Dunstan’s, Stepney Green, Mile End
Yes
30 March 2021

Wards affected
Key Decision?
Forward Plan Notice
Published
Reason for Key Decision
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

Impact on Wards
A better deal for children and young people:
aspiration, education and skills

Executive Summary
A first stage public consultation has been carried out on the proposal to amalgamate
Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools into an all-through 3 to 11
years’ primary school, with effect from 1st January 2022. The consultation took place
during the period 8th February to 19th March 2021. A report on the consultation
responses together with its recommendation is attached as Appendix 1. The report
has been published on the council and schools’ websites. This Cabinet report
references the report’s findings with the recommendation that the council should now
publish statutory notices for the amalgamation proposal. During the statutory notice
period, legal objections can be set by any consultee, which would need to be
considered before any final determination is made by the Mayor in cabinet.
Recommendations:
The Cabinet is recommended to:
1.

To agree for the publication of a statutory notice for 28 days, in respect of the
proposal to amalgamate Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery
schools into an all-through 3 to 11 years’ primary school. This would take
effect from 1st January 2022.

2.

To note the findings from the Equalities Assessment, attached as Appendix 2.
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REASONS FOR THE DECISION

1.1

The recommendation is made in order to determine the council’s response
to the proposal for the amalgamation of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry
Roberts Nursery Schools

1.2

The proposal is being put forward as part of the strategy for these two
schools to move towards integrated 3 to 11 primary school provision, rather
than maintain separate nursery and primary schools. This will benefit
children’s education by maximising the resources available and optimising
the expertise of staff across the nursery and primary age range, providing
outstanding nursery practice alongside top quality primary education in a
single setting.

1.3

The amalgamation would be achieved through the closure of Harry Roberts
Nursery and extending the age range of Ben Jonson Primary, to
accommodate the displaced Harry Roberts pupils. Ben Jonson Primary
School would therefore become a primary school for pupils aged 3 to 11,
whilst retaining its original school Department for Education (DfE) number.

1.4

In line with the DfE guidance (November 2019), ‘Making significant changes
(prescribed alterations) to maintained schools’ and ‘Opening and Closing
Maintained Schools’, a first stage public consultation has been undertaken,
and a report on the outcome of the consultation has been published on both
the council and schools’ websites.

1.5

The consultation report includes feedback on the representations received
following the first publication of the proposals on the 8th February 2021.

2

OPTIONS AVAILABLE

2.1

Option 1: to move to the publication of a statutory notice for 28 days, which
is the next stage in the statutory consultation process. This will provide
further opportunity for consultees to have their say and or set legal
objections against the proposal.

2.2

Option 2: not to move to the publication of a statutory notice, but to cease
the proposal after the formal consultation period. This would mean not
concluding the full statutory consultation process in order to take the
decision to establish the newly amalgamated school.

2.3

Option 1 is preferred as it takes the proposal to the next stage in the full
statutory consultation process. It allows consultees further opportunity to
fully consider the proposal during an additional 28 day period and before
the Mayor (in cabinet) is required to make a final determination.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT

3.1

Following a formal consultation period from the 8th February and 19th March
2021, it was appropriate to publish a Consultation Report on the findings,
which enables a decision to be reached on whether to move to the next stage
of the school organisation process by publishing statutory notices. (Appendix
5). A copy of the Consultation Report is attached at Appendix 1.
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3.2

Due to the coronavirus pandemic it was not possible to hold the preferred
method of public and parents’ meetings concerning the consultation.
However, several alternative methods were offered (in line with the Tower
Hamlets consultation processes during coronavirus guidance for public
consultations) and these methods along with the type of responses are
explained in the Consultation Report.

3.3

Notwithstanding the reasonable adjustments required, due to coronavirus,
stakeholder engagement on these proposals has been carefully undertaken,
adopting a proportionate and targeted approach, according to central
government consultation principles and in line with the ‘socially distanced’
requirements of the pandemic. Although the public response has been
relatively low, it is evident that the variety of consultation methods used has
enabled a high level of engagement with key stakeholders, particularly with
the families and staff at both schools. It is also evident that the schools and
their wider communities understand the full nature of the proposals and the
possible outcomes from an amalgamation of the two schools.

3.4

Overall, from the written responses and feedback in meetings with families
and staff, there is understanding about reasons for the amalgamation and
positivity about the opportunities it brings. Although, it should be noted that
Harry Roberts school staff and parents are saddened by part of the need for
change, having to be considered in view of the impact of the reduction in early
years funding and the level of staffing in the nursery school.

3.5

Given that the first stage public consultation did not raise any issues that
could be viewed as reasons not to proceed, this report recommends for the
council to issue statutory notices, with the support of both School Governing
Bodies.

4

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

4.1

When making decisions the council must act reasonably and rationally. It
must only consider relevant information and consult those affected, taking into
account their views, before final decisions are made. It must also comply with
its legal duties, including relating to equalities.

4.2

The Equality Act 2010 requires the LA, when exercising its functions, to have
due regard to eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation; advance
equality of opportunity; and to foster good relations between persons who
share a relevant protected characteristic and those who do not (“the Public
Sector Equality Duty”).

4.3

An Equalities Assessment has been conducted by the LA and is attached at
Appendix 2. To date, it has not found any obvious equalities issues arising
from this proposal, either for staff, parents or children, that could not be
mitigated through the process.

4.4

It will be updated in view of the responses to the statutory notice and its
representations. This assessment must be considered in detail when the
cabinet considers the matters above, as part of its decision on whether the
two schools should amalgamate.
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4.5

Governors and LA officers have considered carefully whether changes may
affect groups disproportionately. They will continue to work with Trade Unions
to ensure that planning for any staff changes are fair and equitable and in line
with agreed policies, including the council’s School Organisational Change
Procedure attached as Appendix 4.

5

OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS
(i) Managing the Impact of the Amalgamation on School Staff

5.1

The LA and School Governing Bodies are working together to support the
schools’ staff through this change. A formal staff consultation will only take
place once the final decision has been made on the schools’ amalgamation.
However, given that the financial position of both schools is strong, any
necessary staff changes for September 2021 will be managed through natural
wastage.
(ii) Best Value Implications

5.2

The Local Authority has a duty to ensure that governors are fulfilling their
duties and that value for public money is achieved, whilst standards are
maintained. They must ensure that they do not fall into financial deficit so that
they are unable to sustain an offer of quality education for children. This
proposal supports the sustainability of high quality education for the children
as it will maximise the available resource and space as well as ensure the
pooling of the significant experience and expertise that exists in both schools.

5.3

The proposal does not have any significant mainstream revenue or capital
implications for the council. When a school closes its finances (and any
surplus or deficit) is returned to the LA. In the case of this amalgamation the
Statutory Notice will make clear that any remaining balances from the closing
school (Harry Roberts Nursery) would be transferred to Ben Jonson Primary
School on the last business day of its operation.

5.4

Closure of Harry Roberts Nursery School will release the annual lump sum
element for the school from the Delegated School’s Budget, (at a sliding rate
over 2 years). This money reduces the pressure on the DSG that is caused by
having a large number of smaller schools and provides better value for money
across the school estate.
(iii) Environmental (including air quality)

5.5

There are no environmental issues arising from this proposal.
(iv) Risk Management

5.6

School Organisational Change Proposal
Risk

Failure

Impact of Risk
if it occurs*
(H/M/L)

Probability of
risk occurring
(H/M/L)

L
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What is the
Council doing or
what has it done
to avoid the risk
or reduce its
effect
This risk has been

Who is
responsible
for dealing
with the risk?

Director of

to move
to
statutory
notice

5.7

mitigated by
carrying out a full
and public
statutory
consultation
process, which
includes a 40 day
first stage
consultation before
moving to
publication of a
statutory notice for
28 days

Children and
Culture
(Service
Head for
Pupil Access
and School
Sufficiency)

Revenue Implications:
In the event of amalgamation of the primary and nursery schools, savings
should be generated with regard to employee-related costs as a result of
leadership and administration and, as a result of the amalgamation of the two
schools, the previous two lump sum payments would be reduced to one, given
there will only be one school as result of this proposal.
Based on the current formula an amalgamated school will generate the same
amount of Age Weighted Pupil Unit funding. There will however be a reduction
relating to the formula lump sum paid.
Under the authority's formula distribution, a lump sum payment is made
available to all new and amalgamating schools in the first financial year of
opening. Any costs of redundancies as a result of the process would be met
by the Local Authority.
This amalgamation process is being taken forward by extending the age range
of the Primary School to become the new all-through Primary and closing the
Nursery School, therefore the following actions will take place. On
amalgamation, the balance of the school to be extended will be retained by
the new all-through primary and all other balances (surplus or deficit) will be
allocated against the amalgamated primary school budget. The budget of the
new school will have financial adjustments to fall in line with typical budgets for
that size school.

5.8

If this recommendation is agreed, continuation of the statutory consultation
process will be carefully managed and evaluated in line with statutory
guidance, taking account the views of stakeholders and the further findings
from the council’s Equalities Assessment.

5.9

It is proposed to amalgamate the two schools from January 2022. This gives
further opportunity to ensure that children, parents, and staff are engaged in
the process and full prepared for the change.
(v) Safeguarding

5.10

The report deals with the council’s approach to managing the supply of school
places for the local population. The efficient supply of school places
contributes to the safeguarding of children by ensuring their early access to
‘good quality’ and sustainable education
provision.
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(vi) Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment
5.11

The proposals presented in this report have followed a full public consultation.
All responses received through these mechanisms or made directly to council
officers or members have been included in the analysis of the feedback
received. These responses have only been used to assess the community’s
view of the proposals and not for any other purpose.

5.12

The council handles information in accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 2018 and is the data
controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018. For more
information the privacy notice for Pupil Services can be accessed here.

6

COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER
Both Schools are funded through the Dedicated Schools grant, Harry Roberts
through the early years block and Ben Johnson through the Schools block.
The amalgamation would allow the Schools to benefit from economies of
scale and rationalised management costs. There would be no impact to the
General Fund

7

COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES

7.1

Section 14 of the Education Act 1996 requires local authorities to provide
sufficient schools for primary and secondary education in their area. Local
authorities also have best value duties in the performance of their functions
under the Local Government Act 1999. In addition, local authorities have
public sector equalities duties under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010.

7.2

The procedure for amalgamating schools is set out in the Education and
Inspections Act 2006, the School Organisation (Establishment and
Discontinuance of Schools) Regulations 2013, and the statutory guidance
‘Opening and Closing Maintained Schools’ (November 2019). The proposals
set out in this report comply with the above legislation and guidance.
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
None
Appendices
 Appendix 1
 Appendix 2
 Appendix 3
 Appendix 4
 Appendix 5

Report on the responses to the first stage consultation on the proposed
amalgamation of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery
Schools
Equalities Assessment
Public Consultation Document on the Proposal for the amalgamation of
Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools
Council’s HR Organisational Change Procedure (To follow)
Draft Statutory Notice
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Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012
None
Officer contact details for documents:
N/A
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Consultation Feedback Report Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools
(March 12th, 2021)

Report compiled by Dr Helen Jenner, Independent Consultant, Tower Hamlets Primary
Review.
Introduction
This report summarises the planning undertaken to lead to a public consultation, and the
responses to that consultation, on whether or not Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson School
Governing `bodies should agree at their next meetings to ask the Local Authority to move to
statutory consultation on a possible amalgamation between their schools from January 2022
Background
The Tower Hamlets Primary Review commissioned an Independent Consultant, Dr Helen
Jenner, to work with schools they had identified as being at risk due to demographic change
in the Borough. As well as working with the schools, Dr Jenner was asked to produce a
public report “Future Ambitions”1 setting out principles for developing school relationships
and partnerships for resilience and excellence. This document was shared with all
Headteachers, Unions and Governors in March 2019. Regular updates on the Primary
Review have been included in the termly Director’s Report for Governors.
Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools Governing Bodies are both committed to maintaining
quality early years and primary education for their community. They work in close
partnership to support their children and families.
Harry Roberts School Governing Body was prompted by the partnership between the
schools to approach Ben Jonson to see if they would consider amalgamation, in order to
maintain the top-quality Nursery provision at Harry Roberts, in the face of falling roles and
significantly reduced funding.
Both Governing Bodies reached the conclusion that to amalgamate their two schools is the
best solution to optimising early years and 3-11 educational provision in the area.
Governors Planning
A Steering Group, consisting of the Headteachers, and a governor rep from each school,
supported by the Independent Consultant, has led the work on considering the implications
of the proposal for both Harry Roberts Nursery school and Ben Jonson Primary School.
Other school staff have joined the meetings when appropriate and there has been regular
feedback to both governing bodies.
A consultation document2 was prepared and agreed with the Local Authority. This was given
in paper copy to all parents, circulated to Tower Hamlets Headteachers, through the
Headteacher’s Bulletin; emailed to staff unions and governors, and the Secretary of State
has been notified of potential changes.
Information about the consultation was also placed on the school website. Parents and staff
have been sent regular updates about the proposal and zoom meetings they can attend to
express their views.
1
2
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The Future Ambitions Report is available on the Tower Hamlets Primary Review Website.
Included in Appendix “Supporting Documents”
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Because of coronavirus open meetings were not held, however a range of ways to feed into
the consultation were organised:
We organised the following opportunities for staff, parents and carers to share views.
1. A response form (or any other written format) at the end of the consultation
document to record views to be emailed, posted, or handed to the school.
2. A special email address was set up at each school for comments
3. 10 Virtual meetings were set up, including one with Sylheti/ Bengali translation.
4. Staff were provided with a briefing note to respond to any queries from parents.
Governors agreed responses from the different forms of consultation should be summarized
in a report for Governors, to be sent to the Steering Group, by the end of March 2021, The
Steering Group will consider responses so far on 16th March
Alongside the amalgamation consultation there has also been an organizational change
consultation at Harry Roberts School, where staffing reductions have had to be made to
address reduced funding and falling roles. The proposed staff changes are not as a result of
the amalgamation process.
Consultation Response
Zoom meetings
Zoom meetings were available for staff and parents to attend. Three meetings were
available for Harry Roberts, 3 for Ben Jonson and 3 for participants from either school.
A summary of the 9 meetings held to date (2,3 and 4th March) is available in Appendix
“Responses”. This outlines the range of issues raised, the number of responses received, the
queries raised and includes initial responses to those queries.
Attendance at zoom sessions:
Numbers at each zoom meeting
2nd March

3rd

4th

9.15
2.30
3.30
9.15
2.30
3.30
8.15
12.30
18.00

Staff
1
15
1
1
10
2

Parents
3
1
8
4

Governors
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1

HT
1
2
1
2
1
1
3
2
2

Independent
1
1
1
1

1
1
1

HR
HR
HR
BJ
BJ
BJ
Open
Open
Open

Those meetings shaded light green were positive about the proposal. Those that spoke at
the meeting shaded yellow expressed significant reservations.
Several people attended more than one meeting.
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The overall numbers of participants were:
Total attendees
Numbers
Staff
Govs
Parents
HT
Overlappers

BJ
HR
10
15
2
1
11
5
1
1
1 Gov/parent
2 parents children in both
5 parents experience both

Those groups shaded green were positive about the proposal, of those that spoke in the
meetings those shaded yellow expressed significant reservations.
The responses have been analysed, using thematic coding, key themes are  The majority of participants in the meetings felt that the amalgamation would be in
children’s interests, although a small number worried that the outstanding Nursery
provision might be challenging to maintain in a Primary School.
 Many participants recognised the potential for the two schools to be “more than the
sum of their parts” if they came together.
 School staff particularly recognised the opportunity to share expertise across their
schools.
 Parents particularly recognised the benefits their children had from attending Harry
Roberts Nursery School and feel that amalgamation would support transition to
Primary School and could give a really strong start to school.
 Many participants recognised that the amalgamation could be a strong way to
ensure quality early education is protected, against a backdrop of reduced funding.
 Some staff raised anxiety that in a large primary school the importance of early years
education might be overlooked.
 Several participants sought re-assurance over premises and organisational issues
moving forward.
 A few people considered that the loss of Nursery Schools will significantly reduce the
quality of early years education.
Written Responses
Eleven written response have been received.

BJ
HR

Governors Staff
5
2
Just GB 4

Parents
1
4
5

1 I parent also a governor
1 2 staff members are governors
2
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8 responses were strongly positive and viewed the amalgamation as a real benefit for
children, two felt the amalgamation was the best option in difficult circumstances, and one
felt it was not a positive option.
One response raised concerns about the staffing reductions being made at Harry Roberts
and the impact this would have, and whether parents were aware of the staffing reductions
this response flagged the concern around loss of Nursery Schools as centres of excellence.
Several responses flagged the importance of maintaining quality early years education
through a positive child centred amalgamation.
The funding reductions that have led to the need to reduce posts at Harry Roberts were also
raised by two respondents.
Both Headteacher’s have contributed to the consultation process and have put forward the
following summary statements:
Alex

Monica

Amalgamation is a positive and constructive solution to enabling Harry Roberts
Nursery to continue to give the children the best education and care that we can.
It will build on the existing good working relationship that we have with Ben
Jonson School. It is important that we hold on to our excellent early years practice
and consolidate this further together.
Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson have always worked closely together to serve the
local community. Though the notion of amalgamation has been arrived at as a
pragmatic solution in this financial climate we are very excited about the prospect
of ensuring the ethos, quality and expertise of the nursery thrives in the context
of a 3 – 11 school.

Feedback to stakeholders
It is recommended that this Consultation Summary and the “Amalgamation Feedback
Summary” be posted on the school website and be emailed to parents, staff and other
stakeholders.
Governing Body next steps
Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Steering Group, informed by the views of their respective
governors, met on March 16th to consider this feedback report and whether they are
recommending that the Local Authority move to publish statutory notices.
Harry Roberts Governing Body discussed the feedback from consultation meetings at their
4th March 2021 meeting and confirmed that despite the reservations of some members of
staff at Harry Roberts, amalgamation remains the right direction of travel. Some members
of staff appeared to be continuing to confuse the necessary staffing reductions at Harry
Roberts as being a consequence of amalgamation, rather than caused by falling rolls and
funding. This needs to be reclarified in future staff sessions regarding the staffing reorganisation. They supported Steering Group members and agreed that, provided there
were no significant new responses received the Steering Group should recommend moving
to statutory notice.
The Steering Group have considered the responses and feel that it would be appropriate for
the Local Authority to move to statutory notices on the proposal. They recognise that some
staff at Harry Roberts, in particular, remain concerned about the amalgamation. This is
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compounded by the need to reduce staff at Harry Roberts, regardless of the amalgamation.
Page 4 of 5

Whilst the presumption of protection of Nursery Schools is recognised the potential
amalgamation with Ben Jonson is the only financially viable alternative to preserve quality
Nursery education for the community.
Ben Jonson Governing Body met on March 25th and confirmed their commitment to the
Local Authority moving to Statutory Notice.
Overview of the independent consultant
Both schools’ governing bodies have taken their role in ensuring fair and thorough
consultation very seriously and have worked hard to ensure all views are heard, and queries
answered.
Overall, there is a strong positive response to the proposals, although Nursery school staff,
and Nursery parents, are saddened by the impact of reduced funding and numbers on levels
of staffing at the Nursery School.
The support for the quality of Nursery provision, and staff dedication, has been very
positive. This should be a strong guide to what parents expect if the two schools do
amalgamate. they wish to see excellent Nursery provision in the centre of their children’s
journey through 3-11 provision at Ben Jonson and believe the amalgamation could support
this journey to excellence.
I can see no reason not to progress to Statutory Notices.

Page 445
Page 5 of 5

This page is intentionally left blank

Appendix 2 - Equality Impact Analysis Initial Screening Tool
Section 1.0: Background Information
Name of Completing Officer:
Date of Initial Screening:
Service Area & Directorate:
Head of Service:

Ikwi Mkparu
22.03.21
Pupil Services and School Sufficiency
Terry Bryan

Section 2.0: Summary of policy, proposal or activity being screened
Name of policy, proposal or activity:

The London Borough of Tower Hamlets, in partnership with the governors of Harry Roberts Nursery and
Ben Jonson Primary Schools, are proposing to merge the two schools to form a three form entry 3-11
primary school, with 60 FTE Nursery equivalent, and a Primary Age Social, Emotional and Mental Health
(SEMH) provision. This will create a single primary school, with a nursery and a special educational
needs resource base, from the start of the Spring Term in 2022.
Harry Roberts School Governing Body was prompted by the partnership between the schools to
approach Ben Jonson to consider amalgamation, in order to maintain the top-quality nursery provision
at Harry Roberts, in the face of falling roles and significantly reduced funding. Both Governing Bodies
reached the conclusion that to amalgamate their two schools is the best solution to optimising early
years and 3-11 educational provision in the area.
This Equalities Impact Assessment concerns the proposal to amalgamate Harry Roberts Nursery and
Ben Jonson Primary Schools. It is proposed that the amalgamated school will open on 1 January 2022,
catering for pupils from ages 3 to 11. The process to achieve this involves the ‘technical closure’ of
Harry Roberts School on 31st December 2021 and the expansion of Ben Jonson School, to include
nursery provision. It should be noted there will be no actual closure of school buildings.
What are the aims / objectives of the policy, proposal or activity?
The proposal is being put forward as part of the strategy for these two schools to move towards integrated 3 to
11 primary school provision, rather than maintain separate Nursery and Primary Schools. This is beneficial to
children’s education because it will optimise the expertise of the staff across the nursery and primary age range.
Bringing the two schools together will provide the benefit of outstanding nursery practice underpinning top
quality primary education, in a single education experience.
Tower Hamlets has a great tradition of excellent education and values the important role that schools have in
increasing the life chances of our children. The proposed amalgamation forms part of a wider review of primary
school places across the borough, initiated to enhance the sustainability of schools and their ability to maintain
high standards in the face of significant demographic changes in the west and east of the borough.
From 8th February to 19th March, Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools, consulted their pupils,
parents, staff and local communities, on the proposal to amalgamate the schools. Feedback from the
consultation suggests that majority of the consultee were in support of the amalgamation, though the Nursery
school staff, and Nursery parents, are saddened by the impact of reduced funding and numbers on levels of
staffing at the Nursery School.
If, following this and further consultation, an amalgamation is decided, the running of the school would be
overseen by a single headteacher and governing body. The primary school would bring both schools together to
Ver 4.1
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become one community.
The proposed amalgamation would build on and strengthen the joint working already taking place across the
two schools, to:







Provide continued access for pupils and their families to extended services and facilities.
Develop more opportunities for the staff, such as shared training and the chance to work more closely
across the curriculum and gain experience and understanding of all key stages
Strengthen and continue developing community links which already exist.
Ensure opportunities to enhance the educational offer, and access to resources for all our pupils
embedding top quality early years provision at the heart of children’s educational experience
Develop greater financial stability to make certain we continue to improve and offer world class
education.
Increase capacity to offer a quality integrated SEMH provision for those pupils across Tower Hamlets
who have additional SEND needs.

Ver 4.1
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Section 3.0: Equality Impact Analysis Test:
Is there a risk that the
policy, proposal or activity
being screened
disproportionately
adversely impacts (directly
or indirectly) on any of the
groups of people listed
below?
This should include people
of different:

Age

Yes No Comments:





 Pupils:
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Under the proposed amalgamation, all children will remain at their current school site as both schools share one site. There will
be minimal / no disruption to all children aged 3 – 11 years. No one year group will be adversely affected than others. There will
not be any impact on the current year 6 children as they would have transitioned to secondary school by the proposed date of
amalgamation.
As the table below shows, pupil numbers are distributed evenly across all year groups and across the schools, with a dip noted
in year 3. As the feeder school to Ben Jonson Primary School, t can be assumed that majority of the current Harry Roberts
Nursery pupils would have transitioned to Ben Jonson Primary School, by the proposed amalgamation date.
Year Group
Harry Roberts Nursery
School
Ben Jonson Primary
School

N1

N2

R

1

2

3

4

5

6

87

70

86

84

81

79

89

81

The proposed amalgamation would further ensure a smooth transition From Nursery to Reception whilst maintaining a very
high educational standard.
The schools are not directly comparable with regards to educational outcomes due to one being a Nursery and the other a
Primary School, however, an Ofsted inspection in November 2018 determined that Harry Roberts Nursery School was rated as
Ver 4.1
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“Outstanding” whilst Ben Jonson School continued to be rated as “Good”, maintaining this status since 2012.
Harry Roberts Nursery School: https://reports.ofsted.gov.uk/provider/20/100888
Ben Jonson Primary School: https://reports.ofsted.gov.uk/provider/21/100890
The differing needs of each age group will continue to be met. The care and importance given to each individual child, which is
a strength of both schools, will always remain paramount.
Maintaining great quality early years education will be a core value for the newly established school.
Staff:
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The table below shows a similar split in age ranges for each school:
Harry Roberts Nursery School
Staff age
range
Total
25 - 34
1
35 - 44
4
45 - 54
6
55 - 64
6
65 - 74
1
Ben Jonson Primary School
46
25 - 34
35 - 44
55
45 - 54
17
55 - 64
8
The impact on staff, who will join together to form one staffing structure, is expected to be minimal given all staff employed at
Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary Schools (at the time of the proposed amalgamation) would automatically
continue their employment in the new primary school and their rights would be preserved under TUPE. No redundancies are
expected to occur under the proposal and where there are duplicates of posts, creative solutions will be sought to retain staff.
Because of this, no particular age group will be disadvantaged over another.
Should the merger be approved in the Council’s Cabinet, there will be a full formal HR consultation, following processes agreed
with the trade unions, to maximise staff strengths and build on their expertise and good will. In addition, staff across the
Ver 4.1
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schools would benefit from continuity of staff policies and procedures, and the same dates for staff training days and school
holidays.
Through their review of the leadership structure in both schools, the Governing Bodies from Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson
Schools agreed that the headteacher post for the new Primary School would not, in effect, be vacant and therefore not subject
to advertising or selection requirements. They however recognized that embedding a role for the Head of Early Years, as part of
the Ben Jonson leadership team would ring fence the pay and comparative seniority of the Head of the Nursery School
Sex

 Pupils:
The breakdown of boys versus girls is very evenly spread within both schools although the Primary school roll is slightly
weighted more towards boys than girls. Irrespective of gender, all pupils will benefit from the increased long-term educational
and financial sustainability that the proposed amalgamation would bring; therefore, no adverse impact is identified regarding
this protected characteristic.
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Harry Roberts Nursery School
Ben Jonson Primary School

Girls

Boys

Total

33
271

48
305

81
576

Staff:
The staff gender breakdown is weighted heavily towards women at both schools (see table below), as is the case across most
primary school provision in the borough and elsewhere. However, as no redundancies are proposed no disproportionate impact
on either gender is anticipated.

Race



Harry Roberts Nursery School
Ben Jonson Primary School
Pupils:

Female
18
109

Male
0
17

Total
18
126

Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary Schools have a similar pupil demographic in terms of ethnicity, as evidenced
Ver 4.1
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below:
Ethnicity
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Any Other Asian Background
Any Other Black Background
Any Other Ethnic Group
Any Other Mixed Background
Any Other White Background
Bangladeshi
Black - Any Other Black African
Background
Black - Somali
Black Caribbean
Indian
Pakistani
White - British
White and Asian
White and Black African
White and Black Caribbean
Vietnamese
Information Not Yet Obtained
Total

Harry Roberts
Nursery School
1
1
4
65

1

Ben Jonson
Primary School
4
1
14
13
10
491
6
14
3
1
4
10
2
1
1
1

2
2

5
81

576

Pupils:

Harry Roberts Nursery School
Ben Jonson Primary School

EAL
70
408

Not EAL
11
168

Total
81
576

Merging the schools will not cause any significant changes to the pupil demographic of the new school, with Bangladeshi
children still the main ethnicity. Both schools have pupils with English as an additional language (EAL) so will be able to share
best practice with how to support children who are bi/multi-lingual. All pupils, irrespective of ethnicity, will also benefit from
Ver 4.1
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the long-term stability that should be achieved through the merger.
Staff:
Both schools have a similar staff demographic in terms of ethnicity (as evidenced below), with Bangladeshi staff in the majority.
This also reflects the pupils’ ethnic demography in both schools. Under the proposed amalgamation very little change is
anticipated for staff on a day-to-day basis and staff conditions of service will not be affected. Because of this, no particular
ethnic group will be disadvantaged over another and children of all ethnicities will therefore benefit from the continuity of
having the same known staff at the school.
Ethnicity
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Any Other Asian Background
Any Other Black Background
Any Other Ethnic Group
Any Other Mixed Background
Any Other White Background
Bangladeshi
Black – Any Other Black African
Background
Black – Somali
Black Caribbean
Chinese
Indian
Pakistani
White – British
White – Irish
White and Asian
White and Black African
White and Black Caribbean
Refused
Vietnamese

Harry Roberts Nursery
School

Ben Jonson Primary
School

1

1
9

7
78
1

1
1

3
2

5

1
1
33
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Total
No impact identified – no data collected and neither school is a faith school.

Religion or Philosophical
belief



Sexual Orientation

 No impact identified – no data collected

Gender re-assignment

 No impact identified – no data collected

People who have a
Disability
(Physical, learning
difficulties, mental health
and medical conditions)

 The table below shows that there are no pupils in the Nursery School with Education, Health & Care (EHC) Plans, whilst 5% of
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pupils in the Primary School have EHC Plans, though the percentage of pupils on SEN support is slightly higher in the Nursery
School. Merging the two schools will ensure that a child’s transition from infant to juniors will be seamless, and embed a robust,
inclusive approach to supporting children with SEND from age 3 to age 11. This will be fulfilled by the approved development of
a primary SEMH resource provision that would be based at Ben Jonson Primary School from September 2021.

Marriage and Civil
Partnerships status
People who are Pregnant
and Maternity
Parents and Carers



SEN
Support
Harry Roberts Nursery School
10
Ben Jonson Primary School
45
No impact identified – no data collected

EHC Plan
0
30

None
71
502

Grand Total
81
576

 No impact identified – no data collected
 Parents:
Formal and informal responses to the first stage consultation were largely positive, with carers and parents seeing the
amalgamation as a natural next step for two successful schools. In addition, merging the two schools would give parents the
reassurance that their child will not have to change school after Nursery, which adds another transition. This is especially
important after COVID-19, which caused an unnatural and unexpected break in most children’s schooling.
Ofsted report for both schools outlines that parental engagement and support is overwhelmingly positive. Merging the two
schools together will allow for this support to be further developed, with the continued strengthening of existing community
links.
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Socio and Economic

 Pupils:
Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary share a very similar socio-economic background, with the proportion of pupils
receiving Free School Meals (FSM) in the Primary School much higher than in the Nursery School.

Harry Roberts Nursery School
Ben Jonson Primary School

FSM Eligible
9
210

No FSM
72
366

%
11
36

Grand Total
81
576

Merging both schools should benefit children of all backgrounds via the sharing of existing good practice.
“Pupil premium funding is used effectively to support disadvantaged pupils. Any barriers to learning are quickly identified, and
intervention activities are targeted to close gaps that help them learn. Consequently, disadvantaged pupils and other vulnerable
pupils make good progress in most year groups.” Ofsted 2012 - Ben Jonson Primary School.
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People with different
Gender Identities

 No impact identified – no data collected

If you have answered Yes to one or more of the groups of people listed above, a full Equality Impact Assessment is required.
The only exceptions to this are listed in sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this document.
Section 4.0: Justifying Discrimination:
Are all risks of inequalities identified capable of being justified because there is a:



(i) Genuine Reason for implementation



(ii) The activity represents a Proportionate Means of achieving a Legitimate Council Aim



(iii) There is a Genuine Occupational Requirement for the council to implement this activity
Section 5.0: Conclusion
Before answering the next question, please note that there are generally only two reasons a full Equality Impact Analysis is not required. These are:
Ver 4.1
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5.1 The policy, activity or proposal is likely to have no or minimal impact on the groups listed in section three of this document.
5.2 Any discrimination or disadvantage identified is capable of being justified for one or more of the reasons detailed in the previous section of this
document.
5.3 Conclusion Details:
5.4 Do you recommend a fully Equality Impact Analysis is performed ?


Yes

5.5 Reasons a full Equality Impact Analysis is not required:

No

If you have answered YES to this question, please
proceed to section 6.0 Sign Off.
If you have answered NO to this question, please
detail your reasons in section 5.5 (across) before
proceeding to section 6.0 Sign Off.
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On a day-to-day basis, very little will change for children as there will be no need for any pupils to move to another school under this proposal. The care and
importance given to each individual child, which is a strength of both schools, will always remain paramount. As a result, the impact on pupils with protected
characteristics will not be significant, with no one group more adversely affected than others.
Owing to falling rolls and reduced funding, Harry Roberts Nursery are currently undergoing a staff restructure unrelated to the proposed amalgamation, however
some members of staff at the nursery school appeared to attribute the restructure as being a consequence of the amalgamation.. This therefore needs to be
reclarified in future staff sessions regarding the staffing re-organisation.
Very little change is anticipated for staff on a day-to-day basis under the proposal, All staff employed at the Nursery and Primary Schools (at the time of the
proposed amalgamation) would automatically continue their employment in the new primary school, and their rights would be preserved under TUPE.
If the amalgamation progresses, there will be a full HR consultation following processes agreed with the unions, to maximise staff strengths and build on their
expertise and good will. Where there are duplicates of posts, creative solutions will be sought to retain staff. As a result, the impact on staff with protected
characteristics will not be significant, with no one group more adversely affected than others.
Based on the findings of the EA, the proposal is robust. The proposal ensures increased equality of opportunity in regard to improved educational outcomes for
all Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary pupils. This would ensure that pupils will leave primary education with a robust education and having had the
opportunity to participate in enriching extra-curricular activities. It is anticipated that an amalgamation will further enhance community links, with shared
resources and outreach strategies helping to build upon existing successful programme of activities. Nursery provision will continue to provide the universal 15
funded hours for all 3- and 4-year olds as well as 30 funded hours for 3 and 4 year olds with working parents.
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Section 6.0: Sign Off:
Signed ………………………………………………….

Date: ……………………………………..

Name: ………………………………………………..…

Position: ………………………………….
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Stage One Public Consultation on the proposal to amalgamate Harry Roberts
Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary Schools from 1st January 2022
8th February 2021
The Proposal
The London Borough of Tower Hamlets, in partnership with the governors of Harry Roberts
Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary Schools, are proposing to merge the two schools to form a
three form entry 3-11 primary school, with 60 FTE Nursery equivalent, and a Primary Age
Social, Emotional and Mental Health (SEMH) provision. This will create a single primary
school, with a nursery and a special educational needs resource base, from the start of the
Spring Term in 2022.
Why are we proposing the change?
Tower Hamlets Education Policy is to move towards integrated 3-11 primary school provision, rather than maintain separate Nursery and Primary Schools. We believe this is beneficial to children’s education because it will optimise the expertise of the staff across the
nursery and primary age range. Bringing the two schools together will provide the benefit of
outstanding nursery practice underpinning top quality primary education, in a single education experience.
Both schools already work closely together and engage in joint planning, they share resources and expertise and are continually developing their links. A review of resourcing requirements, and the potential to redesign the sites to accommodate an SEMH provision,
creates an opportunity to establish new governance arrangements that will unite both
schools’ common goals and values.
How does this affect our Headteachers?
The Headteachers at both schools are skilled, experienced leaders. For the two schools to
merge to become a single primary schools one of them has to expand its age range. It would
be difficult for Harry Roberts Nursery School to expand in this way because staff and governors have been focused on the youngest children, and the size of expansion beyond the early years stage would be more difficult to manage. The Senior Leadership of Ben Jonson is
already very experienced in leading Early Years provision and therefore better placed to
manage the addition of a nursery provision.
The Governing Bodies from Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools have discussed this and
agree that the headteacher post for the new Primary School would not, in effect, be vacant
and therefore not subject to advertising or selection requirements.
A range of leadership structures has been considered by governors in both schools. They
believe that embedding a role for the Head of Early Years, as part of the Ben Jonson leadership team would protect the pay and comparative seniority of the Head of the Nursery
School, and establish a clear view that quality early years provision is a core value for the
new school . This post would be ring fenced to the current Nursery Headteacher. Both
schools have been working towards this model through establishing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to help them move towards integrated school leadership.
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If, following this and further consultation, an amalgamation is decided the running of the
school would be overseen by a single headteacher and governing body. The primary school
would bring both schools together to become one community, that we consider will be the
best for the children. In working towards the amalgamation, the governors have set up a
joint steering group and established a revised staffing structures to ensure that the school
can operate efficiently and effectively.
What are the benefits of becoming a single primary school?
Further opportunities to enhance the educational offer, and access to resources for all our
children; embedding top quality early years provision at the heart of children’s educational
experience.
Continued access for pupils and their families to extended services and facilities.
The opportunity for Foundation Stage, Infant and Junior phases to keep improving and moving forward.
Greater financial stability to make certain we continue to improve and offer world class education.
More development opportunities for the staff, such as shared training and the chance to
work more closely across the curriculum and gain experience and understanding of all key
stages. The strengthening and continued developing of community links which already exist.
Increased capacity to offer a quality integrated SEMH provision for those children across
Tower Hamlets who have additional SEND needs.
What will it mean for the children?
The whole purpose of the merger is to create an environment that will have a positive impact on the quality of education that children receive.
In the future there would be the same policies and procedures, and the same dates for staff
training days and school holidays.
Increased access to school facilities (including outdoor areas) regardless of school phase.

What will it mean for my child being part of a larger school?
On a day-to-day basis, very little will change. The differing needs of each age group will continue to be met. The care and importance given to each individual child, which is a strength
of both schools, will always remain paramount.

Maintaining great quality early years education will be a core value for the newly established school.
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What will it mean for the staff?
Again, very little will change on a day-to-day basis. Staff conditions of service will not be
affected. Both Harry Roberts Nursery and Ben Jonson Primary School have needed to review
staffing structures because of financial constraints.
All staff employed at the Nursery and Primary Schools (at the time of the proposed amalgamation) would automatically continue their employment in the new primary school, and
their rights would be preserved under TUPE.
Each year, all schools review their staffing and budgets; both Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson
schools have reviewed their structures as part of their budget planning activities. The amalgamation will probably require some further changes and create new opportunities for staff.
If the amalgamation progresses, there will be a full HR consultation following processes
agreed with the unions, to maximise staff strengths and build on their expertise and good
will.
The amalgamation is not expected to require compulsory redundancies, but there will be a
need to avoid a duplication or job roles. Creative solutions will be found to retain the excellent staff at both schools.
Would there be any changes to the school building?
In the event of amalgamation, the school would remain largely the same with all the existing
premises being used in the most appropriate and effective way. However, it does provide an
exciting opportunity to bring together early years play space and integrated nursery and reception provision. Plans are also being developed to ensure a single entrance to the school,
and other possible minor adaptations.
As we settle in as one school there may be other changes which need to be made to ensure
we use all the school space effectively.
Because the school will also have an SEMH specialist provision, and Bowden House Primary
School will also operate on the school site there will need to be some changes to the current
building arrangements. These would have to take place whether or not the schools amalgamate.
As both schools are involved in PFI contracts, these would remain in place for the new
school. Some minor alterations may be necessary.
Procedure to achieve the amalgamation (merger)
It is proposed that the amalgamated school will open on 1 January 2022 catering for pupils
from ages 3 to 11. The process to achieve this involves the ‘technical closure’ of Harry Roberts School on 31st December 2021 and the expansion of Ben Jonson School, to include
nursery provision. It should be noted there will be no actual closure of school buildings.
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Admissions
If the proposal is agreed the Primary School would be created on 1 January 2022 and the
following would apply:


September 2021 - Children who apply for nursery places at Harry Roberts and those
applying for reception at Ben Jonson, will be offered places through the standard
admissions process - using the agreed New School entrance for measuring distance.



All children currently attending Harry Roberts Nursery School or Ben Jonson Primary
will automatically join the amalgamated School in January 2022.
Why are we consulting you?

We want to consult you to gather your views because you are part of the school community.
The governing body of the schools and the London Borough of Tower Hamlets cannot simply
decide to make changes to schools without first seeking the views of parents and others.
There is a legal process which must be followed before changes can be made, and it is important that the governing body and the council hear your views before deciding whether to
proceed.
We have organised the following opportunities for parents and carers to share views. Because of coronavirus these must be social distancing compliant. However, we have tried to
ensure that everyone has a full opportunity to respond to this consultation.
1. You can use the response form (or any other written format) at the end of this document
to record your views. It can be posted to the schools, or emailed to
Consultationemailaddress:admin@harryroberts.towerhamlets.sch.uk
Consultationemailaddress:consult2@benjonson.towerhamlets.sch.uk

2. There is a box in the reception of each school where you can leave your comments, response forms and any questions.
3. The Local Authority consultant, who is supporting the schools with the consultation process will be available for 1 to1 socially distanced questions/feedback
4. If it is possible socially distanced playground meetings will be set up as per schedule
below:
Tuesday 2nd March, Harry Roberts - Parents 9.15am and 2.30pm, Staff 3.30pm
Wednesday 3rd March, Ben Jonson - Parents 9.15am and 2.30pm, Staff
3.30pm
Thursday 4th March - Open meetings 8.15 am, 12.30, 6pm
If this is not possible due to Coronavirus, virtual “zoom” meetings will be set up. Meeting
links will be sent closer to the time.
5. If you would like someone to phone you to answer question and discuss your views,
please let your school office know and provide a contact number and a time that would suit
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you.
6. School staff will create age appropriate ways of consulting with our children on their
views as part of their on-line teaching.
What happens next?
The informal consultation period starts from 8th February to 19th March 2021. The last page
of this document can be used to feedback your view to governors, so please return it to the
schools’ office. Following the consultation process, the governors will consider your views
and decide whether or not to recommend to the council to proceed with the next stage of
consultation for the schools’ amalgamation.
The decision to amalgamate the schools has to be taken by the council, but it must take
consultation responses, and school governors’ recommendations into account.
In the first half of the Summer Term the council will feedback to you on the consultation. In
April, the council’s cabinet (or the Mayor’s Decision Panel) will decide whether to publish
statutory notices proposing the amalgamation. Once the statutory notices are published,
everyone has four weeks where they can respond to the council regarding the proposal. The
notices will be posted early in May 2021 and will explain how to make responses.
The final decision to amalgamate the schools will be taken by the Local Authority at its
Council Cabinet meeting in September 2021.
How can I get more information on the proposal?
The council will publish the feedback from the consultation on its website during the Summer Term.
If permission is granted to publish a statutory notice, further details of this proposal will also
be available in the Consultation hub of the Tower Hamlets Council website. This document
will also be available on both schools’ websites, along with the papers that the governors
have considered before consulting with you:
https://www.harryroberts.towerhamlets.sch.uk
https://www.benjonson.towerhamlets.sch.uk
Thank you for taking the time to consider our proposal, we look forward to hearing your
views.

Harry Roberts Chair of Governors. Ben Jonson Primary Chair of Governors
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Harry Roberts Nursery School

Ben Jonson Primary School

I have child/ren attending
I am a staff member at

Proposal to Amalgamate Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools – Response Form
Our proposal is to bring together Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools.
This would create an all-through 3-11 Ben Jonson Primary School from 1 January 2022. We
welcome your views on this proposal. Please fill in this response form and return it to the
address below no later than 5pm, 19th March 2021
1) Do you agree with the proposal to amalgamate our two schools to become one school?
Please tick as applicable
Yes

No

2) If you like the proposal, please say why you think it is a good idea?

3) If you dislike the proposal, please tell us why you are concerned?

4) Any other comments?
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I am a governor at
Other (please describe)

Your Name (Optional) ___________________________
Please return this form to the relevant school by ????? 2021. Feedback from question one will be summarised numerically.
Comments will be typed-up and anonymised. This information will be made available to the public (via the school website),
but all respondents’ comments and information will be anonymised.
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Consultation Information:
Statutory notice on the proposal to
amalgamate (combine) Ben Jonson
Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery
Schools.

XX May 2021
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Introduction
On Wednesday 28th April 2021 Tower Hamlets Council approved the publication of a
statutory notice on the proposed amalgamation of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry
Roberts Nursery Schools.
Notice is thereby given, in accordance with The School Organisation (Establishment
and Discontinuance of Schools) Regulations 2013, that Tower Hamlets Local
Authority intends to discontinue Harry Roberts Nursery by 31 December 2021. This
notice includes the Local Authority’s proposal to make a prescribed alteration to Ben
Jonson Primary, to change the lower age limit to create an all-through (3 to 11 years)
primary school from the 1 January 2022, in accordance with The School Organisation
(Prescribed Alternations to Maintained Schools) (England) Regulations 2013.

Contact details
Name and address of local authority publishing the proposal:
Tower Hamlets Council, Town Hall, Mulberry Place, 5 Clove Crescent, London E14
2BG.
Name, address and category of schools proposed to be amalgamated:
Ben Jonson Primary School, Harford Street, Stepney, London, E1 4PZ
Harry Roberts Nursery School, Commodore Street, Stepney, London E1 4PF

Implementation
Date on which it is proposed to amalgamate the schools:
1 January 2022
It is proposed to implement the amalgamation as follows:
Harry Roberts Nursery School will close from Friday 31 December 2021.
Ben Jonson Primary School will alter its age range and convert to an all through (3 to
11) Primary School from 1 January 2022.
All children attending Harry Robert Nursery will transfer to Ben Jonson Primary
School from 1 January 2022. Children currently attending Ben Jonson Primary
School will continue in the newly amalgamated school.

Reason for amalgamation
The council, in partnership with the governing bodies of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry
Roberts Nursery Schools, is intending for the two schools to amalgamate and become
one primary school from the 1 January 2022, admitting pupils from 3 to 11 years of age.
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The proposal is being put forward as part of the strategy for these two schools to
provide integrated nursery and primary provision, rather than maintain separate Nursery
and Primary Schools. This is beneficial to children’s education because it reduces the
stress caused by transition and optimises the expertise of the staff across both the
nursery and primary age range.
Both Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools already work closely
together and engage in joint planning, they share resources and expertise and are
continually developing their links. A review of resourcing requirements, and the redesign
of the sites to include a specialist resource centre for children with Social Emotional and
Mental Health Needs, creates an opportunity to establish new governance
arrangements that will unite both schools’ common goals and values.
The governing bodies of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools
reviewed the future for both schools and consider that now is the right time for both
schools to combine to become a single all-through provision (see Appendix 1 for the
stage one consultation).

Pupil numbers and admissions
The numbers for whom provision is currently made at the school:
Ben Jonson Primary School is a co-educational mainstream school for pupils aged four
to eleven. The School has a published admission number (PAN) of 90 for each year
group. As at 1 January 2021 the School had 576 pupils on roll.
Harry Roberts Nursery Schools School is a co-educational mainstream nursery school
for pupils aged 3 to 4 years of age. The School currently has a PAN of 90. As at 1
January 2021 the School had 81 pupils on roll.
The Published Admission Number for each year group of the new 3 to 11 year old
primary school will be 90, providing up to 720 places in total.

Displaced pupils
This proposal forms part of an amalgamation, and therefore no pupils will be displaced.
From 1 January 2022, pupils currently at Harry Roberts Nursery School will have places
at Ben Jonson Primary School.

Impact on the community
Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery Schools serve the same geographic
area and are adjacent to each other. The proposal will provide certainty of progression
from nursery to primary phase and offer an all-through primary education. Therefore, it
is not anticipated that there will be any adverse impact on the community.

Balance of denominational provision
Not applicable.
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Nursery provision
It is intended that the current nursery at Harry Roberts Nursery Schools will continue
to operate under Ben Jonson Primary School through the proposal to alter its lower
age limit.
There will be no change for children in the current setting – the location and staff will
remain the same. Therefore, the provision will continue to be accessible and
convenient for local families.

Sixth Form provision
Not applicable.

Special educational needs provision
Earlier this year Tower Hamlets Council approved the establishment of a Special
Educational Needs Resource Centre for up to 12 children with Social Emotional and
Mental Health Needs at Ben Jonson School from September 2021.
There are 10 pupils on roll at Harry Roberts Nursery who have been identified as
having special educational needs, however, none have an education health and care
plan (EHCP).
There are 45 pupils on roll at Ben Jonson Primary who have been identified as
having special educational needs, of which there are 29 pupils with an EHCP. Both
schools have fully accessible buildings and currently share the same site. Special
educational needs children will continue to receive the same high levels of support in
the primary school.

Travel
There will be no change to the travel distance for the children currently attending
Harry Roberts Nursery School as they will transit to Ben Jonson Primary which is on
the same site.

Finances
Ben Jonson Primary and Harry Roberts Nursery schools’ financial balances will be
transferred by 31 December 2021 to the new Ben Jonson Primary School, as part of
the school’s budget from 1 January 2022.

Procedure for making representations (objections
and comments)
Within four weeks from the date of publication of this statutory notice, any person
may object to or make comments on the proposal by email or by post.
Closing date for responses is 5pm, Add date
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By email:

school.organisation@towerhamlets.gov.uk

By post:

School Organisation and Place Planning Manager
Pupil Services and School Sufficiency
Tower Hamlets Children and Culture
Town Hall
Mulberry Place
5 Clove Crescent
E14 5BG

We will not be able to consider any responses received after Add date
All responses received during the representation period will be published on the
Council's website later this year, and prior to a final decision on the amalgamation of
the schools.
The website address is: talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk Add link
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Appendix 1
Consultation information:
First Stage consultation feedback report on the proposal for the
amalgamation (combine) of Ben Jonson Primary and Harry
Roberts Nursery Schools.
19 March 2021
Report compiled by Dr Helen Jenner, Independent Consultant, Tower Hamlets
Primary Review.

Introduction
This report summarises the planning undertaken to lead to a public consultation, and
the responses to that consultation, on whether or not Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson
School Governing `bodies should agree at their next meetings to ask the Local
Authority to move to statutory consultation on a possible amalgamation between
their schools from January 2022

Background
The Tower Hamlets Primary Review commissioned an Independent Consultant, Dr
Helen Jenner, to work with schools they had identified as being at risk due to
demographic change in the Borough. As well as working with the schools, Dr Jenner
was asked to produce a public report “Future Ambitions” setting out principles for
developing school relationships and partnerships for resilience and excellence. This
document was shared with all Headteachers, Unions and Governors in March 2019.
Regular updates on the Primary Review have been included in the termly Director’s
Report for Governors.
Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Schools Governing Bodies are both committed to
maintaining quality early years and primary education for their community. They work
in close partnership to support their children and families.
Harry Roberts School Governing Body was prompted by the partnership between the
schools to approach Ben Jonson to see if they would consider amalgamation, in
order to maintain the top-quality Nursery provision at Harry Roberts, in the face of
falling roles and significantly reduced funding.
Both Governing Bodies reached the conclusion that to amalgamate their two schools
is the best solution to optimising early years and 3-11 educational provision in the
area.

Governors planning
A Steering Group, consisting of the Headteachers, and a governor rep from each
school, supported by the Independent Consultant, has led the work on considering
the implications of the proposal for both Harry Roberts Nursery school and Ben
Jonson Primary School. Other school staff have joined the meetings when
appropriate and there has been regular feedback to both governing bodies.
Page
Page
7 of 473
11

A consultation document was prepared and agreed with the Local Authority. This
was given in paper copy to all parents, circulated to Tower Hamlets Headteachers,
through the Headteacher’s Bulletin; emailed to staff unions and governors, and the
Secretary of State has been notified of potential changes.
Information about the consultation was also placed on the school website. Parents
and staff have been sent regular updates about the proposal and zoom meetings
they can attend to express their views.
Because of coronavirus open meetings were not held, however a range of ways to
feed into the consultation were organised:
We organised the following opportunities for staff, parents and carers to share views.
1. A response form (or any other written format) at the end of the consultation
document to record views to be emailed, posted, or handed to the school.
2. A special email address was set up at each school for comments
3. 10 Virtual meetings were set up, including one with Sylheti/ Bengali
translation.
4. Staff were provided with a briefing note to respond to any queries from
parents.
Governors agreed responses from the different forms of consultation should be
summarized in a report for Governors, to be sent to the Steering Group, by the end
of March 2021, The Steering Group will consider responses so far on 16th March
Alongside the amalgamation consultation there has also been an organizational
change consultation at Harry Roberts School, where staffing reductions have had to
be made to address reduced funding and falling roles. The proposed staff changes
are not as a result of the amalgamation process.

Consultation response
Zoom meetings
Zoom meetings were available for staff and parents to attend. Three meetings were
available for Harry Roberts, 3 for Ben Jonson and 3 for participants from either
school.
A summary of the 9 meetings held to date (2,3 and 4th March) is available in
Appendix “Responses”. This outlines the range of issues raised, the number of
responses received, the queries raised and includes initial responses to those
queries.
Attendance at zoom sessions:
Numbers at each zoom meeting

2nd March

3rd

9.15
2.30
3.30
9.15

Staff
1
15
1

Parents
3
1

Governors HT
1
1
1
2
1
1
8
2
2
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Independent
1
1
1
1

HR
HR
HR
BJ

4th

2.30
3.30
8.15
12.30
18.00

1
10
2

4

2
2
2
1
1

1
1
3
2
2

1
1
1

BJ
BJ
Open
Open
Open

Those meetings shaded light green were positive about the proposal. Those that
spoke at the meeting shaded yellow expressed significant reservations.
Several people attended more than one meeting. The overall numbers of participants
were:
Total attendees
Numbers
Staff
Governors
Parents
HT
Over lappers

BJ
HR
10
15
2
1
11
5
1
1
1 Gov/parent
2 parents children in both
5 parents experience both

Those groups shaded green were positive about the proposal, of those that spoke in
the meetings those shaded yellow expressed significant reservations.
The responses have been analysed, using thematic coding, key themes are  The majority of participants in the meetings felt that the amalgamation would
be in children’s interests, although a small number worried that the
outstanding Nursery provision might be challenging to maintain in a Primary
School.
 Many participants recognised the potential for the two schools to be “more
than the sum of their parts” if they came together.
 School staff particularly recognised the opportunity to share expertise across
their schools.
 Parents particularly recognised the benefits their children had from attending
Harry Roberts Nursery School and feel that amalgamation would support
transition to Primary School and could give a really strong start to school.
 Many participants recognised that the amalgamation could be a strong way to
ensure quality early education is protected, against a backdrop of reduced
funding.
 Some staff raised anxiety that in a large primary school the importance of
early years education might be overlooked.
 Several participants sought re-assurance over premises and organisational
issues moving forward.
 A few people considered that the loss of Nursery Schools will significantly
reduce the quality of early years education.
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Written Responses
Eleven written response have been received.

BJ
HR

Governors Staff
5
2
Just GB 4

Parents
1
4
5

1 I parent also a governor
1 2 staff members are governors
2

8 responses were strongly positive and viewed the amalgamation as a real benefit
for children, two felt the amalgamation was the best option in difficult circumstances,
and one felt it was not a positive option.
One response raised concerns about the staffing reductions being made at Harry
Roberts and the impact this would have, and whether parents were aware of the
staffing reductions this response flagged the concern around loss of Nursery Schools
as centres of excellence.
Several responses flagged the importance of maintaining quality early years
education through a positive child centred amalgamation.
The funding reductions that have led to the need to reduce posts at Harry Roberts
were also raised by two respondents.
Both Headteacher’s have contributed to the consultation process and have put
forward the following summary statements:
Amalgamation is a positive and constructive solution to enabling Harry Roberts
Nursery to continue to give the children the best education and care that we can.
Roberts It will build on the existing good working relationship that we have with Ben
Nursery)
Jonson School. It is important that we hold on to our excellent early years
practice and consolidate this further together.
Monica Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson have always worked closely together to serve the
(Ben
local community. Though the notion of amalgamation has been arrived at as a
Jonson
pragmatic solution in this financial climate we are very excited about the prospect
Primary)
of ensuring the ethos, quality and expertise of the nursery thrives in the context
of a 3 – 11 school.
Alex
(Harry

Feedback to stakeholders
It is recommended that this Consultation Summary and the “Amalgamation
Feedback Summary” be posted on the school website and be emailed to parents,
staff and other stakeholders.

Page
476
Page 10
of 11

Governing Body next steps
Harry Roberts and Ben Jonson Steering Group, informed by the views of their
respective governors, met on March 16th to consider this feedback report and
whether they are recommending that the Local Authority move to publish statutory
notices.
Harry Roberts Governing Body discussed the feedback from consultation meetings
at their 4th March 2021 meeting and confirmed that despite the reservations of some
members of staff at Harry Roberts, amalgamation remains the right direction of
travel. Some members of staff appeared to be continuing to confuse the necessary
staffing reductions at Harry Roberts as being a consequence of amalgamation,
rather than caused by falling rolls and funding. This needs to be reclarified in future
staff sessions regarding the staffing re-organisation. They supported Steering Group
members and agreed that, provided there were no significant new responses
received the Steering Group should recommend moving to statutory notice.
The Steering Group have considered the responses and feel that it would be
appropriate for the Local Authority to move to statutory notices on the proposal. They
recognise that some staff at Harry Roberts, in particular, remain concerned about the
amalgamation. This is compounded by the need to reduce staff at Harry Roberts,
regardless of the amalgamation. Whilst the presumption of protection of Nursery
Schools is recognised the potential amalgamation with Ben Jonson is the only
financially viable alternative to preserve quality Nursery education for the community.
Ben Jonson Governing Body met on March 25th and confirmed their commitment to
the Local Authority moving to Statutory Notice.
Overview of the independent consultant
Both schools’ governing bodies have taken their role in ensuring fair and thorough
consultation very seriously and have worked hard to ensure all views are heard, and
queries answered.
Overall, there is a strong positive response to the proposals, although Nursery
school staff, and Nursery parents, are saddened by the impact of reduced funding
and numbers on levels of staffing at the Nursery School.
The support for the quality of Nursery provision, and staff dedication, has been very
positive. This should be a strong guide to what parents expect if the two schools do
amalgamate – they wish to see excellent Nursery provision in the centre of their
children’s journey through 3-11 provision at Ben Jonson, and believe the
amalgamation could support this journey to excellence.
I can see no reason not to progress to Statutory Notices.

[ENDS]
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1

Tower Hamlets aims to provide best value services to our community and regards
its staff as its most important asset to do this. Changes to service delivery within
the organisation are inevitable, and the council wants to accommodate these
changes in a positive way, wherever possible.

1.2

Restructuring and reorganisation is constant within local government, often
arising from changing service needs and budgetary pressures. Recognising that
change often causes instability for the individual, team and organisation, this
procedure sets out a clear and rapid method of dealing with organisational change
whilst continuing to deliver services and avoid compulsory redundancy wherever
possible.

1.3

This policy applies to all staff directly employed by the Council. It does not apply
to employees in schools under local management, to Chief Officers, or to workers
employed through an agency.

1.4

Supplementary guidance for managers should be referred to in applying the
procedure.

2. LEVELS OF CHANGE
2.1

There are various levels of change that require different approaches and involve
different processes both for consultation on the change and for moving forward
with the change itself.

2.2

All levels of change require differing levels of engagement with Trade Unions
(TU) and affected staff depending on the nature of the change. This policy sets
out three levels of change and it is essential that managers, with advice from their
HR Business Partner, consider which of the three levels applies. The levels are
set out below:
•
•
•

Minor or Business as Usual change
Contractual changes (no redundancies)
Contractual changes (with risk of redundancies)

2.3

MINOR CHANGES (Business as Usual or temporary)

2.3.1

This can include changes to the allocation of duties, changes to line
management, or location within the borough, or to provide cover (e.g. for
sickness absence cover or surges in workloads, changes to IT, and piloting new
ways of working.)

2.3.2

By their nature, such changes often occur at short notice and can be reasonably
expected to improve systems and processes. They do not impact an employee’s
role substantively or result in potential redundancies and these minor changes
are not covered by this policy.

2.3.3

Deletion of vacant posts which have not been filled for more than 12 months or
have been covered by an agency worker during that timeframe, may also be
4
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deleted without the requirement for a formal consultation of the change in the
establishment. Managers should communicate with the TU’s and with affected
teams where the vacancy is located to advise of them of the removal of the
vacancy.

2.3.4

The principle of being reasonable and considering business requirements,
applies. Guidance on this is covered in the Managers Guidance document.

2.4

CONTRACTUAL CHANGES WHERE THERE ARE NO POTENTIAL OR
ACTUAL REDUNDANCIES

2.4.1

This can include permanent changes to working practices or times e.g. introducing
‘shift’ working or a change in working hours and substantial changes or additions
to duties and JD’s

2.4.2

There is a requirement to consult with the TU and affected employees. The
consultation does not need to follow the format and timeframes described in
Section 2.5 below as there is no minimum period of consultation; however, we will
ensure, that there is a consultation period of 2-4 weeks depending on the nature
and scale of the changes.

2.4.3

Management will inform staff of the proposed change and the reasons why the
change is required and will seek to reach agreement with each employee on new
contract terms.

2.4.4

Where individual agreement is not forthcoming, the required statutory notice to
amend the contractual element will be given.

2.4.5

Employees may be accompanied by a trade union representative or work
colleague at meetings with management.

2.5

CONTRACTUAL
REDUNDANCIES

2.5.1

This can include reductions in numbers not covered by natural wastage, the
closure or reduction of work in services or locations, significant permanent
changes to location or changes to jobs that require substantially different skills.

2.5.2

These changes require formal consultation using the stages set out below. In
addition to moving employees into new roles, structures and locations, managers
will need to consider a range redundancy avoidance measures. This includes the
placement/redeployment of employees who have no role in the newly restructured
business area.

2.5.3

Where it is intended to make changes that may result in a potential or actual
redundancy, this will be shared with the relevant recognised trade unions.

2.5.4

Managers should ensure that they work to at least required statutory timeframes
for consultation. These are:

CHANGES

WHERE

THERE

ARE

Formal consultation on changes which might result in redundancies:
• 30 days for 20 – 99 redundancies
• 45 days for 100 or more redundancies.
5
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POTENTIAL

2.5.5

Where there is a risk of redundancy or actual redundancy there is a statutory
requirement, where more than 20 redundancies are proposed, that consultation
must start at least 30 days before any dismissals take effect, and 45 days before
any dismissals take effect where more than 100 redundancies are made.

2.5.6

A consultation period commences only when full documentation on the proposed
changes is issued to the employees affected and to the relevant union(s).
Documentation will include details of the changes, such as proposed job
descriptions, staffing structures, new rotas, etc. Where the change is major, such
as a reorganisation of a large section or department, it may take longer to
complete, and the consultation period may be extended.

2.5.7

The method of selecting staff into the new structures will be part of the formal
consultation process. The method will be influenced by whether the total number
of jobs is the same or reduced and whether the purpose and function of the jobs
remain substantially the same (albeit sufficiently different from existing jobs to
constitute potential redundancy). Consultation should consider direct matching
into the new posts, 'pooling' for assessment interviews where employees may be
suited to more than one of the new posts, ringfencing, placement to alternative
roles outside the new structure but within the existing directorate and
redeployment to other posts outside the new structure across the wider
organisation.

2.5.8

A redundancy occurs when the employer dismisses an employee because there
is a reduced need for employees to perform a particular kind of work. As soon as
management is seriously considering a change which involves the dismissal on
the grounds of redundancy of any employee, they will undertake formal
consultation.

3. FORMAL CONSULTATION
3.1

The purpose of formal consultation is to get feedback from the trade unions
and employees on means of avoiding the dismissals, discussing alternative
ideas for change, reducing the numbers of employees to be dismissed, and
mitigating the consequences of the dismissals. Management will:

3.2
3.2.1

Complete Formal Statutory Processes
In situations where proposals may result in 20 or more redundancies in a 90
day period, formal statutory notification must be sent to the Redundancy
Payments Service (HR1 form) as well as formal notification to the trade unions
setting out its duty to consult under Section 188 of the Trade Union and
Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.

3.3
3.3.1

Consult the relevant TU for the groups of employees affected
Consultation will start when management provide the TU with a written
statement containing the following information:
i.

reason for the proposals
6
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ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

number and description of employees at risk
total numbers at the establishment
proposed selection method
proposed method of carrying out any dismissals
proposed method of calculating any redundancy payments
proposed date in which notice letters will be issued to impacted staff
(this will also include issuing notice of early termination to any staff on
fixed term contracts).

3.3.1

Wherever possible, management should inform the TU ahead of formal
consultation to avoid surprise and should consider involving the TU informally at
an earlier stage (pre consultation).

3.3.2

Invite the TU and employees to a meeting, which commences the formal
consultation, shortly after the written statement has been given to explain the
proposals and answer any immediate questions.

3.3.3

Subsequently meet the TU and individual employees to hear and respond to
their views If the TU make any counter proposals, respond in writing saying
what action is to be taken as a result, and explaining the reasons for that
decision. Ideally all this should be done before the end of the formal
consultation period

3.4
3.4.1

Consult employees impacted by the proposed changes
Particularly where there is risk of redundancy. You can do this via briefings,
letters, email etc. Keep staff informed of progress and offer individual
meetings.

3.4.2

Staff may be accompanied by a TU representative or work colleague at
consultation meetings with management.

3.4.3

At the end of consultation employees who are directly matched to a new role will
receive written confirmation of their new role and all remaining staff will be issued
with formal notice of redundancy. Implementation to the remaining new posts in
the restructured service will take place concurrently with the notice periods.

4. HOW POSTS WILL BE FILLED
4.1

A suggested method for filling posts during restructuring is detailed below. This
applies to selective change and redundancy situations. In some situations, the
ordering may be varied where it serves to mitigate the risk of redundancy or to
retain required skills and experience. The method for filling posts should be
discussed with the unions at the outset of the process and explained in the
consultation documentation.

4.2
4.3.1

Stage 1: Direct Matching
Where a post in the new structure is the same or substantially the same as the
existing post. A direct match can be considered for roles within 2 grades up or
down of the new post and where there is just one employee for the job, then the
employee should be slotted into the job automatically, i.e., matched to the new
7
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post without the need for an interview. As a guide, there must be at least a 70%
match between the current and proposed job description and matching should
be based on the main functions and activities of the roles.
4.3
4.3.1

Stage 2: Pooling and competitive appointments
Where there is a post in the new structure which is the same or substantially the
same as the existing post (as above), and is within 2 grades up or down of the
new post and meet the 70% threshold for a direct match, but there are more
employees who are eligible for the job than there are posts, employees will be
subject to a competitive appointment process, i.e., they will each compete for the
posts available. Selection will be based on specific criteria set out in the person
specification and may comprise scoring of skills, knowledge, and abilities via
interviews, tests or assessment centres appropriate to the grade and type of post
being filled.

4.4
4.4.1

Stage 3: Ring Fencing
Ring-fencing will apply to “at risk” employees whose posts are being deleted or
where the role has substantially changed and where new roles have some
similarity to their current post and are of the same grade or no more than two
grades higher or lower.

4.4.2

Ring fences will be constructed on the basis of unmatched staff having a
potential claim on a new post because of their “at risk” status and the similarity
with their current post and grade. Staff who are ring fenced will need to take
part in any internal appointment process to assess their suitability for the
proposed role. Again, ringfences will normally be within 2 grades up or down of
the new post.

4.4.3

In some cases, the ringfence stage may be opened out to all staff in scope of the
restructure regardless of grade, where the intention is that this will mitigate the
risks of compulsory redundancy and avoid staff having to go through multiple
selection processes. This will be discussed with the TUs in advance of the
restructure where the ringfence is applied in this way.

4.5
4.5.1

Stage 4: Remaining unfilled posts
Any posts in the proposed new structure which are unfilled through direct
matching, pooling and competitive appointment or through ring-fencing will only
be advertised to the current service areas affected in the first instance.

5. REDEPLOYMENT
5.1

5.2

5.3

Employees who have not been appointed to posts via Stages 2 – 4 above have
the right to be considered for redeployment opportunities across the wider
organisation.
Staff vulnerable to redundancy should normally have priority over others for
vacant positions, with equal priority with those being considered for redeployment
for ill health and disability reasons.
A suitable alternative post is one that the employee has the qualifications (where
essential/relevant) and aptitude to do immediately or will have in the near future
with reasonable training.

8
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5.4

Redeployees will be able to be considered for jobs within two grades for their
current grade but will only be directly matched to roles which are of the same
grade and which are a 70% match.
Where staff are redeployed to a lower
graded post the employee’s pay will be protected for two years, in accordance
with the Pay Protection policy. Salary protection will not exceed two grades
below current grade of employee. Redeployees may be considered for higher
graded posts, but must satisfy the essential criteria for the roles in order to be
selected.

5.5

The Recruitment and Resourcing team will
•
•
•

match employees to any suitable vacancies based on the information contained in
the employee profile forms and JDs, with a trial period;
resolve issues in respect of redeployment,
Oversee the administration of the redeployment process.

5.6

The Senior HR Business Partner (with responsibility for Resourcing and
Recruitment) will ensure consistency of application of the Council’s procedures
for redeployment.

5.7

HR Business Partners, in conjunction with Finance, will ensure that information
on suitable funded vacancies across the Council is made available to those
eligible for redeployment.

5.8

HRBP in conjunction with the Lead Manager will identify all potential suitable
alternative roles within the Directorate which could be considered redeployment
opportunities for staff at risk from the restructure at the outset of the restructure
and seek DLT agreement to hold the vacancies for staff potentially displaced from
the restructure. The search will include roles currently filled on an interim basis
by agency staff.

6.
6.1

TRIAL PERIODS
A trial period of 4 weeks (or such longer period up to a maximum of 8 weeks as
is agreed beforehand for the purposes of retraining) should be given for all
redundancy redeployments.

7. SELECTION FOR REDUNDANCY
7.1

7.2

Selection must be on the basis of factors which select the most capable
employees to perform the jobs that remain. It must be done free of any bias that
contravenes the Council’s equalities policies. It will normally be done on the
basis of selection assessment and/or interviewing those in the vulnerable group
as though a recruitment process were operating, with judgements made by the
interview panel on the basis of the essential requirements of the job, as illustrated
by the written person specification.
We may need to choose individuals from within the selection pool if there are not
enough volunteers for redundancy. These choices will be based on objective
criteria such as:
9

Page 487

•
•
•
•
•
•

length of service (only as one of a number of criteria)
attendance records
disciplinary records
skills, competencies and qualifications
work experience
performance records

7.3

Volunteers for redundancy will normally be invited from amongst the group at risk
of redundancy and from others whose jobs would provide suitable alternative
work for those at risk of redundancy.

7.4

Volunteers must be told that the final selection is at the discretion of the Council,
and they will not be selected if this means that the Council does not keep the best
people for the jobs remaining.

7.5

This is a private and confidential matter between the manager and the employee.
Where voluntary redundancy is refused, a written justification by the manager will
be provided explaining why the role is critical to service delivery.

7.6

The Council’s decision is final and there is no further right of appeal against a
decision not to grant voluntary redundancy.

8. FIXED TERM/TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES
8.2

In accordance with the The Fixed-Term Employees (Prevention of Less
Favourable Treatment) Regulations 2002, employees on a fixed term contract
should be treated no less favourably than a permanent member of staff.

8.3

In genuine redundancy situations, fixed term/temporary employees with more
than 2 years’ service receive the same entitlement to redundancy pay as
comparable permanent employees.

8.4

The specific nature of the contract should be considered when making decisions
about whether fixed term/temporary employees are included in any selection
processes related to organisational change. In cases where individuals have
been engaged for specific purposes, i.e. covering absence/maternity cover,
pending a restructure, specific projects or where they have less than one year’s
service at the point the structure is planned to go live, they will not be included.

8.5

Managers should seek advice from HR when planning organisational change.

9. APPEALS
9.1

The appeals procedure is attached at Appendix 1. An employee can appeal
against a manager’s decision not to grant a direct match by outlining why they
believe they are a 70% direct match to the role(s).

9.2

An employee cannot appeal where they disagree with a match, since it mitigates
a risk of redundancy.
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9.3

The grounds for appeal will be only be considered where the employee considers
the threshold for a direct match has been incorrectly assessed.

9.4

Appeals must be submitted in writing to the relevant Head of Service/Divisional
Director, whichever is applicable, within 5 working days of receiving confirmation
of the finalised direct match list and state why the decision was unfair or
unreasonable.

9.5

If appealing against selection for redundancy, the employee must state why their
selection for redundancy on the grounds that the procedure was not correctly
followed or that the selection decision was unfair or unreasonable in all the
circumstances. The employee must submit written notification of their appeal to
the relevant Head of Service/Divisional Director within 5 working days of being
notified of the selection decision.

9.6

Appeals not to grant direct match rights will be heard by an independent manager
within the wider business area of change, that is not impacted by and/or involved
with the change process, together with a representative from HR &
Organisational Development. It is the responsibility of the relevant Head of
Service/Divisional Director of the business area for change to nominate an
independent manager to hear the appeal. Appeals will be heard within 10 working
days of receiving the notice of appeal. The relevant Head of Service/Divisional
Director will confirm the outcome of the appeal in writing 5 working days after the
hearing.

9.7

Appeals against selection for redundancy will be heard by the relevant Head of
Service/Divisional Director of the business area for change, whichever is
applicable, together with a representative from HR & Organisational
Development. Appeals should be heard within 10 working days of receiving the
notice of appeal. The relevant Head of Service/Divisional Director will confirm the
outcome of the appeal in writing 5 working days after the hearing.

9.8

The employee is entitled to be accompanied to an appeal hearing by a workplace
colleague or an accredited trade union representative.

9.9

Where an employee’s appeal is successful, the panel will liaise with the
relevant Corporate Director to determine whether it is necessary (dependant on
the circumstances of the case) to rerun the selection process or re-examine the
specific selection criteria.

10. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
10.1

Managers

10.1.1

Managers play a key role in the organisational change process. Once a need for
change has been identified and agreed, managers will be responsible to
implement the required change effectively.

10.1.2

Key responsibilities are to:
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• Ensure a business case is completed, signed off and approved by the
senior leadership team of your business area (i.e. Directorate) before any
commencement of changes begin.
• Ensure relevant budgets to fund the new changes and any potential
redundancy costs are approved by finance. (see template for business
case) – Annex 1)
• Access change toolkit materials and guidance on preparing for and
managing change well.
• Consider measures to mitigate any adverse impacts of the change,
including undertaking skills gaps analyses and commissioning training to
build capability and capacity for working in the new services.
• Ensure early engagement with staff and trade unions in advance of formal
consultation setting out the drivers for change, process to be followed and
timescales for change.
• Follow the guidance and provisions in this procedure and supporting
documents.
• Engage in a full and meaningful consultation process with staff and the
TU’s.
• Use the following criteria for consultation:
• business rationale including costings
• people impact
• agreed schedule for engagement and implementation including timeline
• Equality Impact Assessments (EIAs)
• prepare the options for taking forward the change, outlining the benefits
and implications of each. The level of detail will be dependent on the scale
of the change to be made
• seek approval for the change processes to be taken forward through your
relevant senior leadership team meeting
• determine and obtain project management support and expertise if
required
• establish a project team to include PMO, HROD, Finance, communication
and other subject matter experts as necessary
• ensure that, where appropriate, the following methods are used to engage
with all employees involved and in scope of the change:
• information sharing
• consulting
• negotiating
• work in collaboration with the Corporate Equality Team to complete an EIA
for the planned change.
9.10

Project Manager

9.10.1

Due to the size and complexities some organisational changes will require and
benefit from project management expertise. The role of the project manager is to
oversee the whole change exercise provide tools to ensure resources are
appropriately allocated; risks managed and that the project is delivered within
agreed timescales.

9.11

HR Business Partner (HRBP)

9.11.1

The HRBP is the liaison point between the business and HR. The HRBP role is
a strategic one and they will be able to help senior managers make decisions on
the range of staffing issues that might be raised as part of the organisational
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change process. It is therefore important that managers and HRBPs begin
working together before decisions that might affect employees are considered.
9.11.2

The HRBP will be responsible for:
• working with managers, enabling them to identify the appropriate change
processes that match the circumstances and helping develop the business
case for change, providing data on establishment, and redundancy costs
etc.
• ensuring that workforce plans and timelines for the review are in place to
cover the period of the change.
• bringing an awareness of ‘best practice’ from other parts of the organisation
to enable managers to take a consistent and fair approach to change.
• bringing in other experts to assist with the change processes e.g. Employee
Relations, Learning and Development, Payroll.

10.4

Employees in scope of the change process

10.4.1

Employees have an important role to play, to make sure they have the
information necessary to make informed choices and to promote the positive
impact of change. They can do this by:
• making themselves aware of and taking ownership of options open to them
• engaging actively in the change processes, including selection for roles
redeployment. This may involve completing forms, participating in
assessments, meetings and responding to consultation.
• making themselves aware of the options open to them and giving them
careful consideration
• being open to re-training and developing into new roles where required.

9.12

Trade Union (TU)

10.4.1

The TU’s have an important role as follows:
• representing the unions’ memberships through consultation with managers
throughout the process of change.
• working constructively with managers to minimise the impact of change on
employees.
• providing their members with representation in cases of complaint or
grievance that might arise as a result of organisational change.

For further information or advice on any aspect of this procedure, please contact
your HR Business Partner or email Hr.corporate@towerhamlets.gov.uk
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Appendix 1

Job Matching Appeals Procedure
1. Employee submits an appeal within 5 days of receiving the formal notification of
the job matching proposals (after the indicative grades have been confirmed).
2. The DD/Service Manager will be responsible for organising the appeal meeting
and sending invites to the parties involved. Where the post is a generic post, the
employees will be invited to nominate a maximum of two staff to represent their
case to the panel.
3. The appellants have the right to representation at the hearing and it is their
responsibility to arrange this.
4. The panel will comprise of a Senior Management Representative supported by a
HR BP, neither will have been involved in the review.

5. The management representative must produce a pack of information for the panel
including the current and proposed JDs, the job matching proforma, the appellants
grounds of appeal and a written response to the grounds of appeal. The pack
should be available at least 3 days in advance of the hearing.
6. Order of the Hearing
6.1 The employees will present their case first (maximum of 30 minutes) to set
out why they feel they should have been matched to the new job.
6.2 The panel and management representatives can ask questions

6.3 The management representative then presents their case (maximum of 30
minutes) and again take questions from the employee(s), their
representatives and the panel.
6.4 The panel will ask each party to make their final submissions (5 minutes
max each) and ask the parties to withdraw
6.5 If a decision cannot be made on the day, the panel should agree to provide
the response in writing within 2 days.

6.6 There is no further right of appeal.
14
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Agenda Item 6.6
Cabinet

28 April 2021
Classification:
Report of James Thomas, Corporate Director Children’s
Unrestricted
and Culture
Outcome of the first stage consultation on the prescribed alteration proposal to
change Hermitage School to include a specialist resourced provision for
primary age children with Autism Spectrum Conditions (SRP-ASC) and
proposal to move to Statutory Notice.
Lead Member
Originating Officer(s)
Wards affected
Key Decision?
Forward Plan Notice
Published
Reason for Key Decision
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

Councillor Asma Begum, Cabinet Member for
Children, Youth Service and Education
John O’Shea, Head of Special Educational Needs
All wards, Hermitage School is in Wapping
Yes
30 March 2021
Impact on Wards
A better deal for children and young people:
aspiration, education and skills.

Executive Summary
Formal stage one consultation has been carried out on the proposal to expand
Hermitage Primary School to include a specialist resourced provision for 12 children
with autistic spectrum conditions, with effect from September 1st 2021.
The stage one consultation process was carried out during the period 22nd February
to 19th March 2021 and a Consultation Report, which describes the findings, is
attached as Appendix 1. The Consultation Report makes recommendation to move
to the publication of a statutory notice in respect of the proposal to alter the provision
at Hermitage School, to include 12 pupils with Education, Health and Care Plans
and to increase the size of the school from 45 pupils per year group to 47. During
the statutory notice period, legal objections can be set by any consultee, which
would need to be considered before any final determination is taken.

Recommendations:
The cabinet is recommended to:
1. Move to the publication of a Statutory Notice for 28 days, in respect of the
proposal to alter Hermitage Primary School with effect from 1st September
2021
2. Note the Equalities Impact Assessment set out in Section 4 and attached
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as Appendix 2.
1

REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS

1.1

The recommendation is made in order to determine the Council’s response to
the proposal for prescribed alterations to Hermitage Primary School.

1.2

The alterations will allow Tower Hamlets, as part of its SEND Strategy, to
develop a world class provision, for children whose needs may not otherwise
be fully met within the Borough.

1.3

The proposal is for the changes to take effect from the 1st September 2021
and the process is therefore being undertaken in accordance with Department
for Education (DfE) guidance and The School Organisation (Prescribed
Alterations to Maintained Schools) (England) Regulations 2013

1.4

So far, an initial public consultation has been undertaken, and a report on the
outcome of the consultation will be published on the Council and School
website, following Cabinet’s decision on whether to progress to Statutory
Notice.

1.5

The Consultation Report, at Appendix 1, includes feedback on the
representations received following the stage one publication of the proposals
on 22nd February 2021.

2

OPTIONS AVALIABLE

2.1

Option 1: to move to the publication of a statutory notice for 28 days, which is
the next stage in the statutory consultation process. This will provide further
opportunity for consultees to have their say and set legal objections against
the proposal.

2.2

Option 2: not to move to the publication of a statutory notice, but to cease the
proposal after stage one of the consultation period, this would mean not
concluding the full statutory consultation process in order to take the decision
to provide Autistic Spectrum Condition specialist support at Hermitage School.

2.3

Option 1 is preferred as it takes the proposal to the next stage in the full
statutory consultation process. It allows consultees further opportunity to fully
consider the proposal during an additional 28 day period and before the
Mayor (in cabinet) is required to make a final determination.

2.4

Decisions on whether the school should increase further in size should be
taken as part of the Statutory Annual Admissions Review in November 2022.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT
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3.1

Following the Stage One consultation period from the 22nd Feb – 19th March
2021, it was appropriate to publish a Consultation Report on the findings and,
after full consideration of feedback, to take a decision whether to move to
Stage Two of the school organisation process, which is to publish a Statutory
Notice (Appendix 3). A copy of the Consultation Report is attached at
Appendix 1.

3.2

Due to coronavirus it was not possible to hold the preferred method of public
and parents’ meetings regarding the consultation. However, several
alternative methods were offered (in line with the Tower Hamlets consultation
processes during coronavirus guidance for schools’ consultations) and these
methods along with the type of responses are explained in the Consultation
Report.

3.3

The Consultation Report provides an analysis of the responses and opinions
expressed. It is evident that the respondents understood the proposal and its
impact and the reason why the proposal is being considered. Parents have
been responsive and understand the position. Stakeholders were extremely
positive about the inclusive nature of Hermitage School, and its capacity to
support the Tower Hamlets Community.

3.4

The views expressed by respondents to the consultation concerned questions
on how the new provision might impact the quality of teaching, class size,
playground space and the School’s focus on existing pupils. The response to
this feedback confirmed that the changes will be managed through the
recruitment of additional high quality staff; improvements to the School’s
accommodation; and that the additional resources to be provided would
increase opportunities for the existing children as well as those joining. The
School’s maximum class size will remain at 30 and improvements to the
buildings will ensure that encroachment on the playground will kept to a
minimum.

3.5

Although there is no requirement, at this stage, to consult on the expansion of
the school’s mainstream provision, the Stage One consultation did include
information on the potential future expansion of Hermitage to two forms of
entry. Two stakeholders felt that the process to inform neighbouring schools
of this was insufficiently transparent. Whilst parents and staff expressed some
reservations they were, overall, quite positive. Everyone agreed that any
building works should be of a high quality whilst retaining as much playground
space as possible. The expansion of the School for an increased intake of up
to 2FE will be considered in the annual review of Planned Admission
Numbers (PANs), when setting the Local Authority’s Community School
Admission Arrangements for 2023/24.

3.6

Based on the positive feedback and whilst acknowledging a few concerns
expressed during the stage one consultation, it is recommended for the
Council to move to stage two of the process by issuing a statutory notice, with
the support of the School’s Governing Body. This will enable a further
opportunity to obtain the views of the public and other interested parties
before a decision can be reached.
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4

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

4.1

When making decisions the Council must act reasonably and rationally. It
must consider only the relevant information and consult those affected, taking
into account their views, before final decisions are made. It must also comply
with its legal duties, including relating to equalities.

4.2

The Equality Act 2010 requires the LA, when exercising its functions, to have
due regard to eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation; advance
equality of opportunity; and to foster good relations between persons who
share a relevant protected characteristic and those who do not (“the Public
Sector Equality Duty”).

4.3

An Equalities Assessment has been conducted by the LA and is attached at
Appendix 2. It will continue to be updated in view of the responses to the
statutory notice and its representations. This assessment must be considered
in detail when the Cabinet considers the matters above, as part of its decision
on whether Hermitage School should be altered to include an SRP-ASC.

4.4

Governors and LA officers have considered carefully whether changes may
affect groups disproportionately. They will continue to work with Trade Unions
to ensure that planning for any staff recruitment is fair and equitable and in
line with agreed policies, including the Council’s School Organisational
Change Procedure and Redeployment Policy.

4.5

Based on the findings of the Equalities Assessment there are no significant
reasons to prevent moving to the stage two of the formal consultation, which
is the issuing of the Statutory Notice. This will provide further opportunity for
parents, pupils, staff and the wider community to give their views and raise
any objections.

4.6

The SRP – ASC provision would reduce disadvantage for children with
Autistic Spectrum Condition who are functioning at age-appropriate levels as
there is currently no resourced provision to meet their needs within Tower
Hamlets.

4.7

No staff are at risk of redundancy. If the proposal to add provision moves
forward, there will be new job opportunities within the Borough.

5

OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS

5.1

This section of the report is used to highlight further specific statutory
implications that are either not covered in the main body of the report or are
required to be highlighted to ensure decision makers give them proper
consideration. Examples of other implications may be:



Best Value Implications,
Consultations,
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Environmental (including air quality),
Risk Management,
Crime Reduction,
Safeguarding.
Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment.

(i) Managing the Impact of Proposed Change on School Staff
5.2

The LA, School Governing Body and London Diocesan Board are working
together to support the School staff through this change. If the final decision is
for the School to change staff will be supported through further training,
coaching and workshops to develop any new skills required.

(ii) Best Value Implications
5.3

The Local Authority has a duty to ensure that schools are fulfilling their duties
and that value for public money is achieved, whilst standards are maintained.
They must ensure that they do not fall into financial deficit so that they are
unable to sustain an offer of quality education for children. This proposal, and
the associated Service Level Agreement, will ensure that the SRP-ASC and
Mainstream School are appropriately resourced. Hermitage School has
shown proactive management of pupil numbers, demonstrating their capacity
to respond flexibly and inclusively to Local Area Need. Building developments
to allow the school to accommodate SEND provision and additional children
will enable the area to have a school with the capacity to “flex” provision
based on local demand.

5.4

By bringing SRP-ASC specialist provision into the Borough Best Value use of
the High Needs Block will be supported, since Out of Borough provision is
expensive, and transport costs should also be reduced.

5.5

The proposal presents significant mainstream revenue and capital
implications for the Council. Capital alterations are required for this proposal,
and the SRP-ASC places will require funding. The revenue funding (from the
High Needs Block) will be offset by reductions in out of borough placements.

5.6

The capital funding for building improvements will come from some of the £6m
SEND Grant, received from the Department for Education to support the
creation of new school places and improve existing facilities for children and
young people with special educational needs.

5.7

The comparison table below shows the per pupil costs for: the planned
provision at Hermitage; the current Tower Hamlets ASD specialist provision;
an Out of Borough (OOB) specialist school with at least five Tower Hamlets
pupils attending; and an OOB Social Emotional and Mental Health provision,
which takes pupils with ASD needs, and currently has at least five Tower
Hamlets pupils in attendance. The table below also includes the transport
costs per pupil when placed in out of borough provision. Transport costs are
significantly less when the pupil attends local provision.
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Costs for
Specialist
Specialist ASD Special School
children
ASD OOB
OOB
attending
LBTH
SEMH/ASD
Provision at
Hermitage
£14,335
£30,235
£63,808
£42,000

Per pupil place (including
place funding)
Transport costs for OOB
schools – per pupil per year

£10,937

£15,607

£74,745

£57,607

(iii) Environmental (including air quality)
5.8

There are no significant environmental issues arising from this proposal. As
Hermitage has one of the lower air pollution levels children are likely to be
better protected than in other schools. Although children needing to travel to
school does affect air pollution journeys are likely to be shorter, as there will
now be in-Borough provision.

(iv) Risk Management
5.9

School Change Proposal

Risk

Impact of
Risk if it
occurs*
(H/M/L)

Failure to move
H
to statutory
notice

Parents with
children with
ASC do not
accept
Hermitage
placement

5.10

M

Probability
of risk
occurring
(H/M/L)

What is the Council doing or
what has it done to avoid the
risk or reduce its effect

L

This risk is low as it will be
mitigated by ensuring that a full
and public statutory
consultation is being
undertaken, including the
earlier 14 week consultation
before moving to publication of
a statutory notice for 28 days

L

Hermitage is likely to be a very
attractive offer to parents, given
its experience and expertise.
By developing a world class
Head of SEN
provision, the LA would be in a
far stronger position to defend
any SEND Tribunal Appeals.

Who is responsible
for dealing with the
risk?

Director of
Children and
Culture (Service
Head for Pupil
Access and
School
Sufficiency)

If this recommendation is agreed, continuation of the statutory consultation
process will be carefully managed and evaluated in line with statutory
guidance, taking account of the further views of stakeholders and thoroughly
addressing the findings from the Equalities Impact Assessment.
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5.11

It is proposed to make the alterations to the School for September 2021. This
timescale will allow further opportunity to ensure that children, parents and
staff are aware of the proposal and its implications and are supported through
the change process over the course of the remainder of the current school
year.

(v) Safeguarding
5.12

The report deals with the Council’s approach to managing the supply of
school places, and appropriate Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
provision for the local population. The efficient supply of school places
contributes to the safeguarding of children by ensuring their early access to
‘good quality’, ‘appropriate’ and sustainable education provision.

(vi) Data Protection / Privacy Impact Assessment
5.13

The proposals presented in this report have followed an initial (stage one)
public consultation using a variety of mechanisms. All responses received
through these mechanisms or made directly to the School have been included
in the analysis of the feedback received. These responses have only been
used to assess the community’s view of the proposals and not for any other
purpose.

5.14

The Council handles information in accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 2018 and is the data
controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018. For more
information, the privacy notice for Pupil Services can be accessed here.

6

COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER

6.1

The revenue cost of this provision will be met from the Dedicated Schools
Grant (DSG) high needs block. The demand for provision for pupils with ASD
continues to grow both nationally and locally and therefore there is a high
demand for the places available out of Borough. By building local provision we
will be ensuring best value as this provision would be at a lower cost than
alternatives as well as ensuring children remain local to Tower Hamlets.

7

COMMENTS OF LEGAL SERVICES

7.1

Section 14 of the Education Act 1996 requires local authorities to provide
sufficient schools for primary and secondary education in their area. Local
authorities also have best value duties in the performance of their functions
under the Local Government Act 1999. In addition, local authorities have
public sector equalities duties under Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010.

7.2

The procedure for expanding schools is set out in the Education and
Inspections Act 2006, the School Organisation (Prescribed Alterations to
Maintained Schools) Regulations 2013, and the statutory guidance ‘Making
Significant Changed (‘Prescribed Alterations’) to Maintained Schools’
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(October 2018). The proposals set out in this report comply with the above
legislation and guidance.
___________________________________
Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
 Future Ambitions – Primary Review Report 2019
 Progressing Ambitions – Primary Review Report 2021
 Tower Hamlets SEND Strategy
Appendices
 Appendix 1
 Appendix 2
 Appendix 3
 Appendix 4

Stage One Consultation Report on the Proposal to make prescribed
alterations to Hermitage school
Equalities Assessment
Draft Statutory Notices – Hermitage School
Governors' Consultation Document Hermitage School

Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012
 NONE
Officer contact details for documents:
John O’Shea (SRP-ASC)
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Points Raised in Consultation - Hermitage School
Please note : Google Forms responses were all anonymous, it is
therefore not possible to respond to individuals. Responses have
been grouped through themed coding.
Theme: School expansion

Strong suppport for Hermitage School and the work it does.
Can more children be allowed to access

Will there be sufficient space if the school expands

Will expansion impact of quality of teaching
Will class sizes increase
Will we lose playground space

Wont getting bigger disadvantage our children?

New and expanding provision should not be at the expense
of existing Hermitage children

Will more children increase coronavirus risk
Theme:SRP-ASC
All children should have the chance to be included and have
their needs met within inclusive mainstream school, they
shouldn’t be isolated.
Great to build on Hermitage Autism Spectrum Condition
expertise
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Will saving places for children with ASC needs reduce the number
of mainstream places available.
Will the provision maintain and develop the outstanding
inclusive educational approaches of the school.

Theme - Funding Issues
Will the provision and expansion be sufficiently funded

Will funding be available from September 1st 2021 to ensure
a strong start for the provision
That funding and advice and development for the new SRPASC provision should not be at the detriment of existing
outstanding provision at the school;
Theme - Managing Change

Staff raised concerns that the enrolment of any new pupils
would be staggered so that their transition could be well
supported, and they could be properly helped to understand
the expectations, values and vision at Hermitage School.

That building work should be completed to ensure
appropriate spaces are available to meet the needs of the
SRP-ASC children, whilst maintaining learning and health
and safety throughout the school.
Will too much change affect quality of education
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Is it good to be proactive ?
Theme - 2 FE or 1.5

Is 2FE better than 1.5?

Will we get rid of mixed age classes

Is the decision to move to 2 FE transparent and correct

Is there evidence of 2FE need
What might we miss about 1.5 FE if we change
Theme - Consultation
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Ensure whole school community involved in plans

Where is the ASC consultation

Has the Local Authority been transparent in its plans.

Will parents’ views be taken into account?

Who makes the final decision?

Where is the background information to go with the
questionnaire?
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If you would like a personal response please let the school know
which are the points you raised and provide your contact
inforamtion for feedback.
Response
The proposals will allow new children arriving in Wapping to
access Hermitage. We are full in nearly all year groups now, and
might otherwise have to turn new families away. By developeing
the SRP-ASC provision more Tower Hamlets children with those
needs can attend school in Tower Hamlets. By going above our
PAN numbers we have been able to suppport Shapla School
(Shapla is .4 of a mile from us, so is our closest neighbour).
Great care being taken to protect space in building development
proposals. Aiming to use land spaces not currently accessed by
children as far as possible.
We will be recruiting staff to join the great Hermitage Team. We
will manage the changes, if they happen, as well as possible so
that quality of teaching stays really strong, and new expertise will
be introduced to the team.
Class sizes will not go above 30.
Protecting our playground is a priority for governors. We will
ensure encroachment on the playground is minimised.
Larger schools have more financial flexibility because their core
costs are shared between more children. It should increase
opportunity rather than disadvantage, but we will monitor this
carefully.
We are excited by the new proposals and hope they will improve
opportunities for our current children, as well as new children
joining us.
The same safety protections will be in place, risk assessments are
reviewed regularly, and will be developed to make sure everyone
is as safe as possible from coronavirus
Response
The model developed for the provision completely suppports that
view. There will be spaces for children to receive individual or
small group suppport, but we want them to be in class with their
peers as much as possible.
The Local Authority recognises the skills that have been developed
at Hermitage and wants to help more children to access that
support.
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By expanding the school to 2 forms of entry, at the same time as
creating the ASC, there would be space for up to 2 children with
ASC needs in each year group as well as up to 13 more places for
children without additional needs. This would give enough space
for new families moving into our area.
The new speciallist rooms will be able to be accessed by all
children in the school when appropriate. Hermitage School aims
to suppport all children to access mainstream classrooms and
curriculum as much as possible.
Response
The governors and the Local Authority are working closely
together to make sure there is sufficient funding for a really
excellent provision.
One way the Local Authority are showing there suppport is by
giving us funding before new children with ASC needs start at
Hermitage so that we can make sure the provision is excellent
from the start.
The Local Authority have asked us to keep a separate budget for
the SRP-ASC to make sure funds are used in the right places. We
will be sharing resources though so the school and the SRP-ASC
will both benefit.
Response
Children from Shapla School are likely to join us in September, but
during the Summer Term there will be lots of opportunities for us
to get to know them and for them to visit, as long as coronavirus
restrictions are lifted. The values at Shapla are very similar to
those at Hermitage so we are sure they will enjoy their move and
will fit in well. Children joining the SRP-ASC provision will each
have a transition plan to help them to move from whichever
school they are in now, to the our new provision. This will give
time and suppport for them to settle gradually. We are not
expected to take all 12 children in straightaway. The numbers will
increase gradually over 3 years.
The governors and the Local Authority Building Team are working
hard to make sure all the adaptations needed are in place to help
us with the changes.
We have managed lots of change over the last year, and are
constantly striving to reduce any impact on the quality of
education for the children. We will continue to do so.
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Yes. Hermitage is always at the forefront of quality inclusive
education. We developed our ASC skills over several years and the
Local Authorities SEND Strategy and specification gave us a
perfect opportunity to bid to lead a new provision. Our bid was
stronger because we have been working this way effectively for
many years.
Response
Hermitage has always been very good at suppporting 1 and a half
forms of entry. Some schools find it harder it they have to have
mixed ages in a class, that has never been an issue at Hermitage.
One benefit would be that there will be sufficient space to include
the children with ASC needs, and any children from new families
moving into Wapping. Another benefit is that there will be more
money and resources in the school which everyone can use. Two
form entry schools generally enjoy joint planning across the two
classes and regard this as strong suppport for professional
development.
Just as happens now the best way to organise the classes will be
decided each year, depending on the numbers of children in each
year group.
The Primary Review Advisory Group agreed that the Borough
should work to try to reduce the number of schools with 1/2
forms of entry. The Future Ambitions Report records this (P14
Para 3). The consultation itself is , and its publication, which has
been shared with all recommended stakeholders is part of
creating that transparency. The proposals will be further
considered as part of the Annual Admissions Review November February 2021/2
The expected September 21 numbers for Hermitage School are 11
over PAN in Year 1, and 2 over PAN in Year 4. All other year groups
are full except Reception and Year 3. To accommodate the SRPASC children and the families that will move into new social
housing at Pennington Street, Shell Petrol Station, Clegg Street
and Lowder House.St Pauls Wellclose Quare are full in all year
groups, and St Peters only have vacancies in next year's Year 3.
more places will be needed. Hermitage and St Peter's Schools
have been involved in discussions around how best to
accommodate the potential additional families South of the
Highway, since 2019. Permanent arrangements will be considered
under statutory processes during next school year.
Some teachers may miss teaching mixed age classes, and the
flexibility of organising class groups.
Response
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There has been a good response on Google platform . Staff and
parents will continue to be involved in planning.
Tower Hamlets consulted widely on its SEND Strategy which
agreed the need to develop srtonger in-Borough provision to
meet Autistice Spectrum Condition needs. In Summer 2020
schools were invited to put in expressions of interest to meet a
widely circulated expression of interest to provide mainstream
specialist provision for ASC. Hermitage School applied and were
successful, based on the considerable expertise and experience at
the school.
This Stage One consultation and the Statutory Notices that might
follow are part of that transparency. The Future Ambitions Report
sets out the reduction in half forms of entry (by reducing or
increasing PAN) , this is also reflected in the Progress Ambitions
Report which has been approved by PRAG and is shortly to be
published.and the need to develop mainstream specialist SEND
provision (pages 14,15 and 21). Statutory processes are being
followed. The consideration of the PAN for Hermitage School,
which would normally be part of the Annual Admissions Review,
will ensure continued transparency.
Yes this report has summarised responses from staff, parents,
governors and other stakeholders. Parents also attended the
zoom meetings. Everyone also has the opportunity to make
representation if the decision is made to move to Statutory
Notices.
The decision to make prescribed alterations to schools is taken by
the Council Cabinet, but they will take into consideration the
views from the consultation.
Hermitage governors sent out a consultation document about the
proposals to go with the questionnaire. It was also available on
their website. If the proposals move to statutory notice the
consultation report and this feedback summary will also be on the
school website alongside the Statutory Notices.
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Equality Impact Analysis: (EIA)
Section 1: Introduction
Name of Proposal: Prescribed alterations to Hermitage School in order for them to develop an
integrated, 12 place , co-educational Autistic Spectrum Condition (ASC) primary provision, as a
Specialist Resourced Provision (SRP).
For the purpose of this document, ‘proposal’ refers to a policy, function, strategy or project)
Service area & Directorate responsible Pupil Services, Children & Culture
Name of completing officer John O’Shea
Approved by Director/Head of Service

Pauline Maddison

Date of approval
Conclusion - To be completed at the end of the Equality Impact Assessment process
This summary will provide an update on the findings of the EIA and what the outcome is. For
example, based on the findings of the EIA, the proposal was rejected as the impact on a
particular group was disproportionate and the appropriate mitigations in place. Or, based on the
EIA, the proposal was amended and alternative steps taken)
Based on the findings of this EIA, moving to agree the prescribed alterations would reduce
inequalities in Tower Hamlets by ensuring primary age children, have access to specialist ASC
provision. The proposal is therefore given a GREEN rating.
The new provision is expected to improve opportunities for all children ensuring improved
access to a full inclusive curriculum, in a culturally mixed school.
The proposal will be recruiting staff, which should reduce the risk of redundancy for staff from
other schools in Tower Hamlets where staffing is being reduced, through re-organisation and
closure.
The Equality Act 2010 places a ‘General Duty’ on all public bodies to have ‘due regard’ to:
 Eliminating discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other conduct
prohibited under the Act
 Advancing equality of opportunity between those with ‘protected characteristics’ and
those without them
 Fostering good relations between those with ‘protected characteristics’ and those without
them
Where a proposal is being taken to a Committee, please append the completed equality
analysis to the cover report.
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This Equality Impact Assessment provides evidence for meeting the Council’s commitment to
equality and the responsibilities outlined above, for more information about the Councils
commitment to equality; please visit the Council’s website.
Section 2 – General information about the proposal
Provide a description of the proposal including the relevance of proposal to the
general equality duties and protected characteristic pursuant to Equality Act
2010.

This Equality Impact Assessment concerns the proposal to make prescribed alterations to
Hermitage School in order for them to develop an integrated 12 place, co-educational Specialist
Resourced Provision for Autistic Spectrum Condition (SRP – ASC) primary provision.
The proposed prescribed alteration for Hermitage School is that it should :


Establish an (up to 12 place) ASC specialist provision, the Specialist Resourced
Provision for Autistic Spectrum Condition (SRP – ASC).

Tower Hamlets has a great tradition of excellent education; it values the important role that
schools have in increasing the life chances of its children. Hermitage School is a fully inclusive
successful school with demonstrable expertise and experience in both Special Educational
Needs and flexible response to changing demographics.
Tower Hamlets has reviewed its SEND Strategy to improve the quality and range of provision,
in order to optimise life chances for children with special educational needs and/or disabilities.
As part of this work a specification for a new ASC provision has been established. This set out
the need for a new model for Primary ASC provision which addressed the lack of a specialist
resourced provision for children working at age-appropriate levels with an ASC diagnosis. The
model is based on Autism Friendly inclusive approaches, rather than driven by isolation and
difference.
The work is being planned and supported through the LA’s SEN Teams who play a key role in
enabling schools to meet the challenge of ensuring that all children and young people in Tower
Hamlets achieve the best possible outcomes and can flourish if schools are working in effective
partnerships. Ultimately, the guiding principle for this work is that whatever is done should be in
children’s interests, looking at a range of achievable options that will enable proper opportunity
to decide how best to deliver a high quality and sustainable provision. Access to good quality
school places is essential to raising achievement and addressing poverty and inequality in the
long term. Hermitage School has an excellent record of maintaining these principles.
Section 3 – Evidence (Consideration of Data and Information)
What evidence do we have which may help us think about the impacts or likely impacts on
service users or staff?

Level of Need (Data from SEND Strategy 2020)
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Children in Tower Hamlets
Tower Hamlets has a young population. There are 112,900 0-25 year olds in Tower Hamlets.
There are also high levels of deprivation in the borough, with 32% of children growing up in
poverty. Around 8% of the population was born outside the UK and 75% of primary school
children speak a first language which is not English (compared to 54% in Inner London and
21% nationally).
Children with special educational need and disabilities
There are approximately 9,000 children and young people between 0 and 25 years with SEND
resident in Tower Hamlets. The majority of these are supported by schools using their own
budgets.
Approximately 3,300 children are given additional support (and resource) via an Education,
Health and Care Plan (EHC plan).
There are more children with a special need in Tower Hamlets than in other areas, 17% of
pupils in our schools have a special need or disability, compared to a national average of 15%.
Within schools the percentage of children and young people receiving SEN Support is 11.8%.
This is lower than the average for England (12.1%) but in line with London averages. For
children and young people with EHC plans the figure is 5.1%. This is significantly higher than
both London (3.6%) and England (3.3%). This figure is increasing more quickly in Tower
Hamlets than elsewhere.

Children with ASC as their primary need
The proportion of children with ASC as their primary need continues to rise in Tower Hamlets,
from 9% in 2017 to 12.8% in 2020. This was the first year that the Tower Hamlet’s figure was
higher than the national average (11.9%). The proportion with Speech, language and
communication needs (SLCN) is significantly higher than elsewhere at 37%. Many children with
SLCN needs have undiagnosed ASC or are yet to receive a diagnosis of ASC.
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% EHCPs with
ASC as primary
need
Tower Hamlets

2017

2018

2019

2020

9%

10%

11%

12.8%

England

9.5%

10.3%

11%

11.9%

Ensuring Access to the full Curriculum for all children
Most children with ASC Needs should access a full curriculum in a mainstream school, with
support.
Phoenix Special School Outreach Team offers support and advice to Mainstream Schools to
help them meet the needs of children with Autistic Spectrum Conditions.
There is currently no identified Primary School which specializes in integrated mainstream
support for children with ASC needs (unlike SLCN, HI, ASD and the SEMH provision being
developed at Ben Jonson with Bowden House School).
Tower Hamlets currently has a specialist ASD School (Phoenix), which will have 450 places for
children aged 2 – 19, in the 2021-22 academic year. Children placed at Phoenix are not able to
access the Mainstream Curriculum.

A range of consultations fed into the pre-publication consultations for the proposed new ISP
provision.
Revised SEN Strategy Consultation (2017)
SRP – ASC Specification (Summer 2020)
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Hermitage School Stage One Consultation (Feb – March 2021) and Proposed Statutory Notice
(May- Jun 2021)

The Hermitage School Governing Body were prompted by the Tower Hamlets SEN Strategy
and SRP – ASC specification to express an interest in delivering the new proposed provision. In
December they were selected for this opportunity and began work on developing their proposals
further, supported by an independent consultant, Dr Helen Jenner, as well as the Local
Authority SEN Team.
A Steering Group consisting of representatives from the Governing Body, supported by the
Independent Consultant and senior school staff has led the work on developing the new SRPASC.
Due to the limitations imposed on public gatherings by COVID-19, it was not possible to hold
face to face meetings for larger groups at the school or elsewhere. In order to ensure that
pupils, parents, staff and the wider community were able to engage with and respond to
consultation a range of opportunities will be organised as follows:
The Notices include information on how to make representations, including schools and Local
Authority email and postal addresses
Email address are provided for representations to the school and Local Authority.
Virtual meetings were held during the Stage One Consultation
Governors agreed responses from the different forms of consultation should be summarised in
a report for Governors, to be sent to the Steering Group, following the end of the Statutory
Notice Period. The Steering Group and Governing Body will review feedback and use it to make
a response to the council, on whether or not to recommend proceeding with the prescribed
alterations. A report summarizing the feedback on the consultation will be available for staff and
parents after Cabinet reach their decision in July 2021.
Other available evidence
Equality Act 2010
SEND Strategy
SRP-ASC specification
Minutes of meetings where the future provision has been discussed
Consultation Document
Consultation Feedback Report
School Policies (Equalities, SEND and Inclusion)
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Name of officer completing the EIA: John O’Shea and Terry Bryan
Service area: C&C SPP
EIA signed off by:
Date signed off:
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Section 4 – Assessing the impacts on residents and service delivery
Positive

Age (All age groups)

Negative

Neutral

X

Considering the above information and evidence, describe the impact this
proposal will have on the following groups?
The prescribed alteration will improve specialist ASC provision and specialist
support for primary children in Tower Hamlets
There will also be opportunities to employ new staff for the provision,
including the potential to redeploy some staff in schools where there is a risk
of redundancy, subject to Hermitage Governing Body decision. This is likely
to be through automatic inclusion in competitive interview for staff interested
in employment who meet the selection criteria for new posts.
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Further work needs to be done in order to assess what job roles will be
available, and the age range of applicants and successful candidates.
Pupils

X

Disability (Physical, learning
difficulties, mental health and
medical conditions)

Currently the specialist support for Primary pupils with ASC needs is
considered inadequate, with weaknesses in access to the whole primary
curriculum, for children with age-appropriate skills. The new provision would
enable access to a world class specialist resource within Tower Hamlets.

Staff

X
Sex

Recruitment processes will be mindful of the needs of applicants with SEND
and take into account the Equality Act 2010 in order to ensure they are not
discriminating against those with disabilities.
Pupils
The provision will be co-educational
Staff
No impact – the prescribed alterations will not impact on existing staff
7

positions.
Recruitment processes will ensure gender equality.
X
X

No impact - We do not have any data available on this protected
characteristic for pupils or staff.

X

No impact - We do not have any data available on this protected
characteristic for pupils or staff.

X

No impact - we do not have any data available on this protected
characteristic for pupils or staff. However, as neither of the schools is a faith
school, we do not expect there to be a disproportionate impact.
Pupils
Hermitage Data

Gender reassignment

Marriage and civil partnership

Religion or philosophical belief
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X

Race

The Local Authority does advise that multi-cultural schools are likely to be
beneficial to fostering good relations between individuals in different ethnic
and/or racial groups, as children will have the opportunity to make friends
with children from different races to themselves at a formative stage of their
personal development. Hermitage School is a diverse, inclusive school.

Staff
No impact – staff recruitment processes should ensure attention is paid to
recruiting to reflect the local community.

X
X
8

Sexual orientation

No impact - we do not have any data available on this protected
characteristic for pupils or staff.
X

No impact - we do not have any data available on this protected
characteristic for pupils or staff.

Pregnancy and maternity

Other
X
Socio-economic
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The percentage of children receiving FSM does vary across the
neighbouring schools and tends to be higher for children with disabilities. In
Tower Hamlets disadvantage is not seen as a barrier to achievement, and
gaps in attainment are low. The ISP provision is expected to further
enhance outcomes for disadvantaged children.
Indeed, the speed and agility at which schools in LBTH moved to support
parents with food vouchers and food parcels during the closure of schools
owing to COVID 19 suggests that any children with FSM eligibility will be
well supported at school in LBTH.
IF we have FSM for EHCP needs insert here

X
Parents/Carers

People with different Gender
Identities e.g. Gender fluid,
Non-Binary etc

X

Parents and carers responded positively to the Stage One Consultation.
Any issues raised were responded to in meetings and through the
Consultation Report.
Parents and carers should continue to be heavily involved in the
consultation process and beyond, as the new provision develops.
No impact - we do not have any data available on gender identity for pupils
or staff.

9

Section 5 – Impact Analysis and Action Plan

Key activity

Further analysis of workforce
recruitment data needs to
occur

Request recruitment data from ISP

Provide support for
parents/carers

Ensure work with parents and carers
embedded in new provision
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Recommendation

Ensure children supported to
access friendship groups

Progress milestones including
target dates for either completion
or progress
By end of recruitment process,
as part of SLA

Officer
responsible

By end of statutory consultation
period,

JO’S

Progress

JO’S

JO’S
Ensure this element included in
Annual Review

Include in SLA and Ongoing
throughout academic year
JO’S
Ongoing throughout academic
year

Ensure continued diversity
and inclusion at Hermitage
School

Governors review and benchmarking % of EHC Plans above Borough
Governors
of Annual Census data
Levels
Ethnic Diversity in governors staff
and pupils reflects the Local
Community

Ensure sufficient places for
Wapping Area

Annual Census and Pupil Projection
Planning

No group disadvantaged

TB
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Section 6 – Monitoring
Have monitoring processes been put in place to check the delivery of the above action plan and
impact on equality groups?
Yes?

XX

No?
Describe how this will be undertaken:
The SEN Team will monitor and review the action plan as part of SLA Reviews
The Pupil Planning Team will review the action plan as part of the Annual Admissions Review.
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Appendix A
Equality Impact Assessment Decision Rating
Decision
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that a disproportionately
negative impact (direct, indirect,
unintentional or otherwise) exists to one
or more of the nine groups of people
who share a Protected Characteristic
under the Equality Act. It is
recommended that this proposal be
suspended until further work is
undertaken.
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that there is a risk that a
disproportionately negative impact
(direct, indirect, unintentional or
otherwise) exists to one or more of the
nine groups of people who share a
protected characteristic under the
Equality Act 2010. However, there is a
genuine determining reason that could
legitimise or justify the use of this policy.
As a result of performing the EIA, it is
evident that there is a risk that a
disproportionately negatively impact (as
described above) exists to one or more
of the nine groups of people who share
a protected characteristic under the
Equality Act 2010. However, this risk
may be removed or reduced by
implementing the actions detailed within
the Action Planning section of this
document.
As a result of performing the EIA, the
proposal does not appear to have any
disproportionate impact on people who
share a protected characteristic and no
further actions are recommended at this
stage.

Action
Suspend –
Further Work
Required

Risk
Red

Further
(specialist)
advice should
be taken

Red Amber

Proceed
pending
agreement of
mitigating action

Amber

Proceed with
implementation

Green:
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Hermitage School Statutory Notice

Introduction
On Tuesday 23rd March 2021 Hermitage Governing Body, with Tower Hamlets Local
Authority support, approved the recommendation to publish a Statutory Notice on
the proposal to make a prescribed alteration to Hermitage School. This
recommendation was agreed by Tower Hamlets Council at a Cabinet Meeting on
April 28th 2021.
Proposal for a prescribed alteration to Hermitage School to establish an up to
12 place Specialist Resourced Provision - Autism Spectrum Condition (SRPASC) from September 2021.
Notice is given in accordance with Section 15 of the Education and Inspections Act
2006 (as amended by the Education Act 2011) and The School Organisation
(Prescribed Alterations to Maintained Schools) (England) Regulations 2013
that Tower Hamlets local authority will decide whether to establish a 12 place Autism
Spectrum Condition (ASC) provision at Hermitage Primary School.
This will be established following the implementation of the Tower Hamlets SEND
Strategy and Tower Hamlets Primary School Specialist Resourced Provision Autism
Spectrum Condition (SRP-ASC) Specification.

Contact details
Name and address of school publishing the proposal, with Local Authority
support:
Hermitage School, Vaughan Way, London, E1W 2PT
Name, address and category of school making prescribed alteration:
Hermitage is a 4-11 Primary School. Address above

Implementation
Date on which it is proposed to establish the SRP - ASC provision and
increase the School’s PAN:
September 1st 2021

Reason for Establishing SRP - ASC
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1

The governing body of Hermitage School, in partnership with Tower Hamlets Local
Authority, has expressed an interest and been accepted, to develop proposals to
address the Tower Hamlets Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND)
Strategy and Primary SRP-ASC specification. To achieve this a prescribed alteration
is necessary for Hermitage Primary School to establish an up to 12 place Primary
ASC provision.
The council’s education policy is to move towards integrated specialist provision,
where appropriate and matched to pupils needs. The Local Authority SEND review
made clear that the following aspects of current primary provision needed alteration
-

-

There is currently no specialist ASC “high functioning” primary provision in
Tower Hamlets
Research suggests that some children may have been mis-diagnosed and
mis-placed in Social, Emotional and Mental Health (SEMH) provision
because there was no suitable ASC provision.
It is essential that children with ASC needs are able to access mainstream
provision alongside specialist support to ensure their academic
achievement is in line with their potential.

Hermitage School have worked with the Local Authority to develop a proposal that
would address these issues providing improved, inclusive support for children with
autistic spectrum conditions in Tower Hamlets.

Pupil Numbers and Admissions
The numbers for whom provision is currently made at the school:
Hermitage is a co-educational mainstream Primary School for pupils aged four to
eleven Hermitage School provides for children from four years old. The school has a
Published Admission Number (PAN) of 45 for each year group. As at January 21,
the school had 290 pupils on roll. From September 2021 it is predicted to have 277
pupils, plus Reception children and up to 12 children joining the SRP-ASC,
potentially 334 pupils in total. The current PAN would only accommodate 315
children, if the school had even year groups of 45.

Displaced Pupils
This proposal forms part of a newly commissioned provision, and therefore no pupils
will be displaced. Hermitage School is expected to provide education for some
children displaced from Shapla School.

Page 522

2

Impact on the Community
The proposal would improve provision for the Tower Hamlets community in line with
the Tower Hamlets SEND Strategy. Therefore, it is not anticipated that there will be
any adverse impact on the community, rather that the Tower Hamlets community will
benefit from enhanced provision.

Rural Primary Schools
Not applicable

Balance of Denominational Provision
The neighbouring Church of England Schools (St Peter’s London Docks and St
Paul’s Wellclose Square) are both full. The creation of an SRP-ASC provision will not
impact on the balance of denominational provision in Tower Hamlets.

Nursery Provision
Not applicable

Sixth Form Provision
Not applicable

Special Educational Needs Provision
As at the January 2021 census there were XX pupils on roll at Hermitage who have
an Educational Health and Care Plan. Hermitage Schools has fully accessible
buildings. The provision would address the SEND Strategy and increase the level of
suitable provision for children in Tower Hamlets with SEND needs. Up to 12 pupils
with EHCPlans identifying ASC needs could be placed at the school.

Travel
Any child living more than 3 miles from the school would have access to Local
Authority Travel support and EHCPs naming the provision would give due
consideration to travel needs.
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Finances
If the changes are made, the Local Authority would commission provision through a
Service Level Agreement. Funding would be to Hermitage School.

Procedure for Making Representations
(objections and comments)
Within four weeks from the date of publication of this statutory notice, any person
may object to or make comments on the proposal by:
Email: school email cc school.organisation@towerhamlets.gov.uk
Post: Hermitage Primary School, Vaughan Way, London, E1W 2PT
Or

School Organisation and Place Planning Manager
Pupil Services and School Sufficiency
Tower Hamlets Children’s Services
Town Hall, Mulberry Place, 5 Clove Crescent, E14 5BG

Hermitage parents and school staff will also be given the opportunity to attend virtual
meetings during the Statutory Notice period.
Closing date for responses is 5pm, Wednesday 9th June
We will not be able to consider any responses received after this date. A report
considering all responses received during the representation period will be published
on the Council's website in late February 2021, as part of papers to Cabinet. The
report will also be available on the School’s website.
The website addresses are
https://www.hermitage.towerhamlets.sch.uk
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/
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Informal Consultation on the proposal
to expand Hermitage School to
develop a 12 place specialist Autistic
Spectrum Condition ( ASC ) provision
22nd February to 19th March 2021

What are we consulting you about?
Tower Hamlets council has been reviewing the provision in the borough for children with special
educational needs and has identified that for many children who are on the Autistic spectrum,
particularly those who are high functioning, there is a lack of suitable educational provision.
Because Hermitage School already has significant expertise in this area, we have been offered the
opportunity to further develop a proposal agreed by the Local Authority in the Autumn Term.
The proposal is to expand Hermitage School by half a form of entry to make it a two-form entry
school and to include the development of a specialist provision to meet the needs of up to 12
children with Education and Health Care plans. This would ensure that there is a mainstream school
in Tower Hamlets with specific expertise in meeting the needs of high functioning Autistic spectrum
children.
In addition, there are proposals to close a local school because of a fall in the school roll, and we
need to ensure we have space to welcome children in our community who are looking for a place in
a good school.
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How will this affect my child and the staff at Hermitage?
For our existing Hermitage children there will be no immediate day to day changes. All our children
understand that everyone has different needs some of the time, and learning alongside children
with additional needs is already part of their everyday school experience. There may be some new
children in their classes. They will have access to an even stronger range of specialist SEND staff and
new provision will be developed for everyone to use.
For new children, joining us with ASC needs, it will mean they can be part of an inclusive
mainstream school community with additional specialist provision. They will be able to access the
support needed for high functioning ASC children that has not previously been available within
Tower Hamlets. If children with Educational and Health Care plans join the school, it would be the
Local Authority, in consultation with their parents and the school, who would make the decision as
to whether Hermitage was the most appropriate provision. for a child with specific additional needs.
There would still be a single head teacher and a single governing body would collectively oversee the
running of the Primary School, because the specialist resource base will be fully integrated into the
school. It is likely that some new staff will be appointed, but Hermitage staff team will have the
opportunity to develop new expertise and take on new responsibilities and experiences.
Would there be any changes to the school building?
If we expand to two forms of entry and develop specialist provision, there would be some
development. Plans are being drawn up in consultation with the school which will be shared with
parents and staff when they are completed.

Why are we consulting you?
As part of the Hermitage school community, your views are important to us. The governing body of
the school and the London Borough of Tower Hamlets must consult parents, carers and members of
the school community before they decide to make changes to schools. This is part of a legal process
and it is important that the governing body and the council hear your views before deciding whether
to proceed. School staff will consult with our children on their views in an age appropriate way as
part of their on-line teaching.

You can share your views the following ways;
•

The school will send a Microsoft forms link to the response form

•

There will be zoom consultation meetings attended by the LA consultant and Headteacher
on the 18th March 2021 at 11 am, 4pm and 6pm

What happens next?

Page 526

The informal consultation period runs from 22nd February 2021 to 22nd March 2021. The governors
will look at your feedback and decide on whether to recommend to the council to proceed to the
next consultation stage for the school expansion proposal.
Taking the school communities view into consideration, the Local Authority will make the decision to
proceed with the proposal or not, and let you know their decision in the summer term.
The Council Cabinet will decide whether to post statutory notices and everyone will have four weeks
to respond to the proposal. We will notify you when this happens.
The final decision to expand the school will be taken by the Local Authority at its Council Cabinet
meeting in Autumn Term 2021.
Thank you for taking the time to consider our proposal. We look forward to hearing your views.

Hermitage Governors
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Agenda Item 6.7
Cabinet

28th April 2021
Report of: Denise Radley, Corporate Director Health,
Adults and Community

Classification:
Unrestricted

Public Health GP Enhanced Services

Lead Member
Originating Officer(s)

Wards affected
Key Decision?
Reason for Key Decision
Forward Plan Notice
Published
Strategic Plan Priority /
Outcome

Councillor Rachel Blake, Deputy Mayor & Cabinet
Member for Adults, Health and Wellbeing
Dezlee Dennis – Drugs and Alcohol Action Team
(DAAT) Commissioning Manager
Robert Verrecchia – Associate Director of Public
Health
All wards
Yes
Financial threshold
12 April 2021 – General Exception Notice
All

Executive Summary
Tower Hamlets General Practitioners (GPs) provide a range of Public Health
enhanced services to address substance misuse, provide for sexual health and
undertake NHS Health Checks. Locally these are called Network Improvement
Services (NIS). These services are in addition to the GP core contract
commissioned by NHS England.
Commissioning responsibility for substance misuse, sexual health and NHS Health
Checks were transferred to the council as part of the 2012 Health and Social Care
Act reforms and are funded from the Public Health grant.
The local commissioning arrangements were reviewed prior to 2017 and concluded
that a direct award to GPs was the optimal way to contract the services; this
arrangement remains the most appropriate way to commission these services.
The current contract will end at on 30th June 2021 and a direct award for a further
three years, (plus 3 years option to extend) commencing in July 2021 is
recommended.
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Direct contract award is only considered in exceptional circumstances and this is felt
to be justified as it has not been possible to undertake a competitive procedure as
the services to be provided are to residents registered with GPs. As such only GPs
and other staff employed by GP networks are the sole providers of the services to be
provided as they need to be undertaken with residents who are registered with
General Practice.
Recommendations:
The Cabinet is recommended to:
1. Approve the recommendation for direct award of a contractual
agreement to the Tower Hamlets GP Care Group Community Interest
Company (CIC) for the delivery of the Public Health NIS services for 3
years from 1st July 2021 with the option to extend for another three years
on a yearly basis with a maximum annual value of £932,874 and total
value £5,597,244 for the life of the contract.
2. Authorise the Director of Public Health to enter into all necessary
agreements.
3. Note that funding for the Public Health NIS Services will be met within
the Public Health Grants budgets for the life of the contract.
4. Note the specific equalities considerations as set out in 4.1 and 4.2
1

REASONS FOR THE DECISIONS
Primary care has an essential role in improving the health and wellbeing of
Tower Hamlets residents. This decision will enable public health services
funded from the public health grant and provided by GPs to continue for the
next three - six years and in doing so improve the health and wellbeing of
local residents.

2

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

2.1

Section 75 Agreement – these agreements are used between Local
Authorities and Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCG) to pool resources in
driving the integration between health and social care. However, as the CCG
is undertaking a direct contract award for the NIS services to the GP Care
Group this does not meet the criteria where a section 75 agreement would be
appropriate.

2.2

Competitive procurement- following previous recommendations made by the
Council’s Competition Board this option was extensively explored. However, it
was found not to be possible as the NIS services are provided as an addition
to the GMS contract to patients registered with local GPs. Competition is not
possible as only the local GP networks are able to provide these services to
their registered patients.
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2.3

Direct contract award to each of the 7 primary care networks would
significantly increase the amount of council administration, requiring an
individual contract with each network and reduce the opportunity to centralise
NIS administration functions in a single organisation, the GP Care Group. The
network structures are also under review and are likely change in the next few
years necessitating novation of contracts.

3

DETAILS OF THE REPORT

3.1

General Practitioners are commissioned to provide primary care services to
local communities on a list based system by NHS England. This contract is
called the General Medical Services (GMS) and since its inception in 2003
there has been provision for additional or enhanced services to be
commissioned from individual practices either on a national or local level.

3.2

Core GP contracts are based on a capitated payment where each patient
registered attracts an annual fee known as the ‘pounds per patient’. This
amount varies depending on the individual contract held by the practice and
the characteristics of the patients at the practice. In Tower Hamlets practices
receive between £97 per patient up to £140 per patient. GMS contract
holders receive the national global sum (which will be approximately £97 in
20/21) per weighted patient, the weighting reflects factor such as age,
prevalence and deprivation. Some of the practices in Tower Hamlets are
funded by an alternative contract: Alternative Provider Medical Service
(APMS), some of these contracts receive payment based on raw list size–
e.g. actual numbers of registered patients

3.2

GPs and community pharmacists are essentially the front door into the NHS
providing a very wide range of urgent, routine and preventive services to local
residents and where necessary onward referral to more specialist services.
Local residents are required to register with a local GP practice and this
provides the “list” of patients.

3.3

Over the past 13 years Tower Hamlets GPs have provided a wide range of
enhanced services to reflect local needs of their patient’s on their list and
these were commissioned by the Health Authority and the successor
organisation the Primary Care Trust (PCT).

3.4

However, since the 2012 Health and Social Care Act the commissioning
responsibilities for certain enhanced services including substance misuse,
sexual health, smoking and NHS Health Checks were transferred to the Local
Authority. Existing contracts for the provision of these services were also
transferred from the PCT to the council.

3.5

Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) replaced PCTs in 2013 and were set
up to enable significantly more clinical involvement in contracting of NHS
services with GPs being members of the CCG. CCGs are not able to
commission enhanced services directly from GPs and so this was undertaken
by NHS Commissioning Support Units (CSUs).

Page 531

3.6

Following the transfer of responsibilities to the local authority in 2013
substance misuse enhanced services have been delivered under the terms of
a Business Transfer Agreement (BTA) with Tower Hamlets Clinical
Commissioning Group for the provision of GP delivered drug and alcohol
services (Shared Care Scheme). These include opiate substitute prescribing
and alcohol identification and brief advice.

3.7

The GP based sexual health enhanced service and NHS Health Checks are
public health mandated services and have continued since transfer of
responsibilities to the council. These have been contracted, along with other
non-Public Health funded enhanced services, from the eight local networks of
GP practices by the CSU and then recharged via the CCG to the council.
Locally the enhanced services are referred to as network improvement
services (NIS).

3.8

All the council funded NISs are regularly performance managed by council
officers in partnership with the CCGs. The NIS service specifications are
reviewed annually by the CCG, council officers and the Local Medical
Committee (LMC) to ensure they meet best practice and provide value for
money. The funding for the enhanced services has been reduced following
the cuts to the Public Health Grant. Each NIS services as upfront and
performance based payment components.

3.9

The council funded NISs makes a significant contribution to improvements in
local residents health and wellbeing by identifying underlying health/ lifestyle
conditions (NHS Health Check NIS); providing for the testing, treatment of
STIs and provision of contraception (Sexual Health NIS) as well undertaking
substitute prescribing of methadone for substance misusers and improving
the physical and mental health of alcohol/ drug misusers by regular health
checks (drugs and alcohol NIS).

3.10

Further national changes to the commissioning arrangements of the NHS
have led to the setting up of a provider arm of GPs. Locally this is called the
Tower Hamlets GP Care Group Community Interest Company.

3.11

The Tower Hamlets GP Care Group is one the UK's largest GP federations,
whose members comprise all 36 GP practices in Tower Hamlets, caring
for a registered population of 344,389 people. They are a partner in
Tower Hamlets Together, an umbrella organisation for all the public and
voluntary sector health and social care organisations in the Borough.
Tower Hamlets Together oversees the design and delivery of new
models of integrated care for our community.

3.12

Since 2017 the CCG and LBTH commissioned their NISs via a direct contract
award to the GP Care Group who will then sub contract to the eight primary
care networks (now reduced to seven with primary care network 3 and 4
merging) as this is more and efficient and effective than commissioning via
the CSU.
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3.13

Enquires were made to neighbouring boroughs and both Hackney and
Newham have commissioned enhanced services, within Tower Hamlets these
are called NIS services, from their GPs using a direct contract award. These
boroughs recognise that as the enhanced services are to be provided to "list"
patients of the GP as an enhancement to current service then this removes
the potential for other providers to compete for these services.

3.14

To enable the continuation of the Public Health funded NIS services it is
proposed that a similar arrangement is adopted by the council for 2021- 24
and that a single contract to cover the provision of the NHS Health Checks
sexual health, and substance misuse enhanced services is directly awarded
to the GP Care Group for a period of three years. Key to the success of the
Public Health services is early identification, assessment and where
appropriate referral to specialist services. Many GPs and their other clinical
and non-clinical staff have undergone bespoke national and local training to
enable them to undertake the enhanced services.

3.15

There are a number of issues which support the delivery of primary carebased substance misuse, sexual health, and NHS Health Checks:










3.16

Identification – as General Practice is the first point of contact for
patients experiencing any health-related problems, they are in a unique
position to identify substance misuse, or sexual health issues early and
intervene appropriately
Appropriateness of intervention – some patients do not require the
specialist and intensive interventions of either the specialist substance
misuse provider, Reset, or the acute sexual health services and are
more suited to less intensive support that can be effectively offered in
General Practice
Mainstreaming – patients being managed in General Practice reduces
the dependence on specialist treatment and support services. The
patient’s substance misuse and sexual health needs can be considered
more in the context of their overall health and wellbeing
The recording of opiate substitution therapy via general practice offers
an important safeguarding mechanism against individuals accessing
multiple prescriptions for controlled drugs
Capacity - there is insufficient capacity in the specialist Reset treatment
service or within the specialist sexual health services to offer all
interventions to all individuals requiring treatment
Cost effectiveness- the core costs of running GP services are funded
via the GMS contract commissioned by NHS England. The NIS
services are funded as additional services.

The annual budget for the Public Health and GP based Substance Misuse
Shared Care NISs is £932,847 (breakdown below)
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Contract
NHS Health Checks
Public Health NIS
Services
Substance Misuse
Total

3.17

Contract
Value £
£206,887
£280,000
£445,960
£932,847

The newly specified drugs and alcohol NIS has been redesigned to:




maximise identification of substance misuse and referral to specialist
treatment
improvement overall health outcomes for the patient cohort through the
introduction of a Specialist Annual Health Check
provide opiate substitution therapy alongside psychosocial intervention
delivered by Reset Drug and Alcohol Treatment Service

3.20

A direct award is justified on the basis that there is a lack of competition as
there is no other organisation with access to the necessary patients records to
deliver these services. It is only possible for GPs to access records. This
approach aligns with the CCG’s commissioning approach to the other GP NIS
services.

4

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

4.1

Primary Care services are a core part of mainstream services. By providing
Public Health services as part of primary care, local residents are better
integrated into local provision which reduces barrier to access. Every effort is
made to work with GPs to ensure that the most vulnerable are supported to
access important public health services and ultimately to reduce health
inequalities which is a health and wellbeing board key priority.

4.2

The monitoring of the uptake of the NIS services in primary care against the
nine protected characteristics will be enhanced with a single contract enabling
better performance management and equity of access.

5

OTHER STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS

Best value implications
5.1

The Public Health NIS services are reviewed annually in partnership with the
CCG and LMC. This review includes seeking increased efficiency,
effectiveness and ensuring medical best practice is implemented.
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5.2

5.3

5.4

Since the transfer of the Public Health responsibilities to the council in 2013
there has been a significant reduction in the cost of the NIS services and
ongoing robust performance management. The changes proposed will further
enhance the performance management of the services by having a single
contract in place enabling centralisation of administration.
Since the contract was first awarded in 2017, savings of £46,000 were
achieved from the smoking cessation in the year 2019/20. In this financial
year (2020/21) a saving of £23,471 was made against the substance misuse
element of this contract in line with the council’s efficiency programme.
Health checks is a statutory service and the amount of funding Public Health
contributes to the health checks programme has not changed since 2012.
Sexual health is a performance related payment.

Risk management implications
5.5

To have no appropriate legal agreement or contract in place for these
services would leave the Council exposed to risk. Placing a single contract
with the GP Care Group will enable appropriate contractual arrangements to
be put in place which will reduce risk and improve performance.

5.6

Many of these patients accessing the substance misuse service present with
complex needs and a single contract will enable improved service safety
through increased centralisation of administration.

Crime and disorder reduction implications

5.7

Effective early identification and treatment of patients by Primary Care for
substance misuse issues will reduce crime and disorder by enabling opiate
substitution therapy and recovery from addiction.

Safeguarding implications
5.8

Within the sexual health and substance misuse enhanced services there are
already clear requirements for GP practices to receive and maintain child and
adult safeguarding training.

6

COMMENTS OF THE CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER

6.1

The contract costs for the Public Health GP Enhanced Services will be met via
Public Health Grant funding. The draft budget for 2021/22 allows an amount
of £0.933 for the direct award to Tower Hamlets GP Care Group for the
provision of the NIS contracts (Network Improvement Services) as follows:
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Contract
NHS Health Checks
Public Health NIS
Services
Substance Misuse
Total

Contract
Value £
£206,887
£280,000
£445,960
£932,847

6.2

If the public health grant funding were to cease from 22/23, the cost of this
contract would have to be contained within any Public Health grant reserve,
existing budgets or considered as part of the 2022/23 Medium Term Finance
Strategy.

6.3

As part of procurement efficiency savings in 2020/21, a 5% saving (£23k) was
achieved from the Substance Misuse Primary Care contract valued at £446k.
This saving was part of a £1m total efficiency delivery target on Public Health
contracts as part of its Medium-Term Finance Strategy for 2020/21, and
therefore further efficiency savings will not be required in 2021/22 against this
contract.

6.4

For 2021-22 the Public Health Grant allocation for Tower Hamlets has been
announced at a total of £36.350m, and therefore the continued funding of
£933k for these contracts can be met.
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7.1

The Council has the legal power to undertake the activities referred to in this
report.

7.2

Ordinarily, the Council would undertake a competitive exercise prior to the
award of a contract in compliance with the law and the Council’s constitution
and also to demonstrate compliance with he Council’s statutory Best Value
duty. However, a competitive exercise need not be undertaken in this
instance.

7.3

Regulation 32 of the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 allows the Council to
make a direct award (described as negotiated procedure without an advert)
where competition would be absent for technical reasons. In this case the
Contract relies on the GMS services that are already being provided by the
GPs and this contract also relies on the patient information to which only GPs
are privy. Therefore, it is likely that a competitive exercise would receive little
or no interest as for practical reasons there can only really be one provider of
these services

7.4

The Council will demonstrate Best Value by ensuring that there are
contractual terms in place to support and give powers to the Council to
monitor delivery. The Council will also benchmark with other authorities and
similar contracts to ensure that the contractual costs are in step with current
market prices.

7.5

The specification for this service is changing marginally from the previous
contract. The Council will assess such changes prior to award to ensure that
it understands the impact of any of the minor changes on people who have a
protected characteristic for the purposes of the Equality Act 2010 and take
such action as is indicated by the assessment in order to mitigate any such
impact.
____________________________________

Linked Reports, Appendices and Background Documents
Linked Report
 NONE
Appendices
 NONE
Background Documents – Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements)(Access
to Information)(England) Regulations 2012
 NONE
Officer contact details for documents:
N/A
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