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This graph in part mirrors the findings for 11 year olds on free school meals (FSM). For 
any given region and FSM status, girls are more likely to achieve 5 GCSEs at A*–C than 
boys. The gender difference in London overall (and Inner or Outer taken separately) is 
around 5 percentage points for any given FSM status. Outside London, the gender gap 
is bigger, particularly for FSM children. 

A lower proportion of pupils receiving free school meals lack 5 good GCSEs in Inner 
London (31%) than in Outer London (35%) or the rest of England (44%). Conversely, 
though, a higher proportion of children not receiving free school meals lack 5 good 
GCSEs in Inner London (24%) than Outer London (19%) or the rest of England (22%). 

What this means in combination is that the attainment gap between FSM and non-FSM 
pupils is lower in Inner London (7%) than Outer London (16%) or the rest of England (22%).

19 Year-olds

Finally in this chapter we look at 19 year-olds lacking qualifications. In particular, we look 
at those who do not have an NVQ3 and those who do not have an NVQ2 or equivalent. 
NVQ3 is equal to 2 or more A level passes, but it also covers a range of vocational 
qualifications, including City and Guilds advanced craft qualifications. NVQ2 is equal to 
5 good GCSEs, so this is looking at a similar level of qualification to the GCSE graphs. 

Graph 9f: Proportion of 16 
year olds not attaining 5 
GCSEs at A*–C by gender 
and free school meal 
status 
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The proportion of 19 year olds lacking qualifications has come down in Inner and Outer 
London since 2005. For both level 2 (roughly 5 GCSEs at A*–C) and Level 3 (2 A levels 
or equivalent) these decreases have been larger than in the rest of England. It is now 
the norm among 19 year-olds in London to have a Level 3 qualification – this was not 
true in 2005. 

By 2010, fewer 19 year-olds lacked Level 3 qualifications in Inner London (48%) and 
Outer London (43%) than in the rest of the country (50%). In 2005, a higher proportion 
of 19 year olds in Inner London lacked a level 3 qualification (61%) than the rest of the 
country (58%).

The fall in the proportion of 19 year-olds lacking Level 2 in London has been even 
sharper. From 40% in 2005, some 8 percentage points higher than the rest of England 
figure, now only 22% of 19 year-olds in Inner London lack a Level 2 qualification. This 
proportion is now the same as the rest of England. 

In Outer London, 19% of 19 year olds lack a Level 2 qualification, down from 31% in 2005. 

In total, 14,500 19 year-olds in London lack Level 2, and 33,500 lack Level 3 qualifications. 
Yet despite being better qualified than other young people in the rest of England, young 
Londoners are more likely to be unemployed as highlighted in Chapter 6.

Graph 9g: Proportion 
of 19 year-olds lacking 
qualifications
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In Greenwich, Barking & Dagenham and Islington, almost 60% of 19 year-olds do 
not have a Level 3 qualification. This compares to around 35% in Sutton, Harrow and 
Redbridge. 

The eight boroughs with the highest proportions of 19 year-olds lacking a Level 3 
qualification are in the Inner East & South or Outer East & North East. 

In almost half of the boroughs (14 of 32) 50% or more of 19 year-olds do not have a 
Level 3 qualification. Compared to 2007–08, the proportion of 19 year-olds lacking 
Level 3 qualifications has fallen everywhere with no obvious pattern either geographically 
or in terms of the overall level. Barking & Dagenham, Lambeth, Havering and 
Westminster saw the largest falls (of more than five percentage points). 

Map 9h: 19 year-olds lacking 
level 3 qualifications by 
borough

Source: Department for 
Education 2010
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Chapter ten:  

Services

Key points

Low-paid workers tend to depend more on the bus for travel than any other form of •	
public transport. 

The level of childcare provision in London is lower than the England average. In •	
London, there are 4.3 children per childcare place, compared to an England average 
of 3.8.

There are on average more children per childcare place in Inner London than Outer •	
London. Newham has less than half the level of childcare provision that Bromley or 
Richmond has.

The cuts to Local Authority budgets have been much greater in Inner London than •	
Outer London. All Inner London boroughs received cuts above the London average. 
Hackney, Tower Hamlets and Newham received the maximum possible cut of 8.9% 
and the six highest cuts were all in the Inner East & South.

The number of GPs and school places per head of population varies hugely between •	
boroughs. In both cases, though, there appears to be slightly more provision in 
Inner than Outer London. 8 of the 10 Primary Care Trusts with the fewest GPs 
per population are in Outer London. 19% of Inner London secondary schools are 
overcrowded, compared to 35% in Outer London. 

Housing benefit changes mean that many parts of Inner London, particularly the Inner •	
West, may become unaffordable for low-income families renting privately. If such 
families were to move to Outer London, this would exacerbate the pattern of access 
to public services such as GPs and schools. 

Many boroughs in London are falling short of their targeted numbers for affordable •	
housing. Most of the shortfall is in the social rented sector. 17 boroughs met or 
exceeded their targets for affordable intermediate housing, compared to only three 
meeting the target for social housing. 
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Background

This report finishes by looking at public services across London. The measures used are 
generally quite simple counts of provision expressed in terms of population size. There 
are three reasons for doing this.

Firstly, the provision of public services is set to change substantially over the course 
of this parliament. In the medium term, the Government plans to open up delivery of 
education and health to a range of providers, be they public, private or third sector. 
In the shorter term, cuts to local authority budgets will inevitably affect provision of 
services. 

Secondly, we identified in earlier chapters how the population of London moves 
and churns year on year. This turnover will be exacerbated by changes to Local 
Housing Allowance and, later, changes to Housing Benefit. As Inner London becomes 
increasingly unaffordable, any increased migration to Outer London will impact on 
demand for services. 

Thirdly, we identified in the first report, and emphasised in this one, the increasing 
problem of in-work poverty. While the cause of in-work poverty may be low wages and 
limited working hours, it is exacerbated by poor services. It is the low paid in work who 
are least able to take time off to go to the doctor, or who are most burdened by high 
transport costs. 

Services for working people

This chapter starts with services that working people rely on, namely transport and 
childcare. The graph below shows the main modes of public transport used by low-paid 
workers in London to commute to work. Around half of working people living in London 
use public transport as their principal method of travelling to work. Here we define low 
pay as an hourly wage less than the London Living Wage. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: APS, 2009 and 3 
quarters of LFS, 2008
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60% of low-paid workers in London who use public transport use the bus to commute 
to work and 40% use trains or the Underground. Those using the bus are more likely to 
be women than men. 

Graph 10a: Travel to work 
patterns (public transport) 
among low-paid men and 
women in London
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Though not shown in the graph above, a high proportion of low-paid workers in London 
(around 40% of all low-paid workers) use cars and taxis to commute to work. London 
Travel Watch highlighted a number of issues to do with the grey market when low-paid 
workers rely on cars and taxis, especially unlicensed taxis and poorly maintained and 
uninsured vehicles.

The majority of jobs are in Inner London, both low paid and well paid. But most people 
work in the same part of London as they live. 

Nevertheless, low-paid people do travel into Inner London from Outer London in 
substantial numbers. We estimate from the Annual Population Survey that around 
160,000 manual and low-skilled workers, who tend to be among the lowest paid, travel 
to Inner London from Outer London every day. Around half of low-paid workers spend a 
minimum of one hour commuting daily.
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The level of childcare provision in London is lower than the England average. In London, 
there are 4.3 children per childcare place, compared to an England average of 3.8.

There are on average more children per childcare place in Inner London than Outer 
London. In Newham, there are 7.2 children per place, compared to 2.9 in Bromley. 

Newham has less than half the level of childcare provision that Bromley, Richmond or 
Southwark has. The differences between boroughs are clear, but less clear is what a 

“good” level of childcare might be. Something close to the English average may be a 
good place to start. 

Map 10b: Number of children 
per childcare place by 
borough

Source: OFSTED 2011
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The Daycare Trust estimates that in London, it costs an average of £5,668 a year for 
25 hours per week of childcare (for a child aged under 2 years), the highest average 
childcare costs in the UK[12] . 

Public services

Having looked at services specifically for working people, the next section looks more 
generally at public services. It starts by looking at the reductions to borough budgets, 
measured in “spending power”. This means the total reduction once grants and council 
tax revenue have been taken into account. 
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Tower Hamlets, Newham and Hackney have all seen cuts in their budget spending 
power of 8.9%. As well as being the highest cuts in London, they are the highest in the 
country, along with Manchester and Birmingham. (The cuts were capped at 8.9%). In 
contrast, Richmond, Havering and Harrow have seen cuts of less than 2%. 

To put this in financial terms, Newham has £44 million less to spend in 2011/12 than in 
2010/11 (£335.8 million compared to £368.2 million). Tower Hamlets has £41 million 
less (£342.6 million compared to £376 million). Richmond has £1 million less (£166.7m 
compared to £167.7 million).

Inner London boroughs have seen, on average, much higher cuts than Outer London 
boroughs. Every single Inner London borough, East and West, has a higher than 
average cut compared to London’s boroughs as a whole. So more affluent boroughs 

Graph 10c: Cuts in borough 
budgets in 2011/12

[12] Daycare Trust, London 
Childcare Costs, Facts and 
Figures, www.daycaretrust.org.
uk/.../London.../london_childcare_
facts_and_figures_2010__1.11.10.
pdf accessed on 25/06/2011
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in Inner London have seen bigger cuts than poor boroughs in Outer London, such as 
Barking & Dagenham or Waltham Forest. But poor Inner London boroughs have been 
cut the most. 
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On average, boroughs in Outer London have more people per GP than boroughs 
in Inner London. In Redbridge and Bexley, there are almost 2,000 people per GP. In 
Wandsworth, Hackney and Lambeth, there are around 1,000 people per GP. 

Only three Inner London boroughs (Westminster, Kensington & Chelsea and Southwark) 
have more people per GP than the London average. 

We know that, on average, Outer London boroughs have a higher proportion of older 
people than Inner London boroughs, and older people tend to have greater health 
needs. Further analysis of the data shows that the proportion of patients in Redbridge, 
Bexley, Havering and Hillingdon who are over 75 is around twice that of Lambeth, City & 
Hackney, Wandsworth, Tower Hamlets and Newham. 

The next graph shows the proportion of primary schools that either have no spare 
places or actually have more children than spaces already. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Map 10d: Number of people 
per GP in each borough

Source: NHS Information Centre, 
2010
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The proportion of schools in Outer London that are full or overfull is, at 35%, higher than 
the England average (20%). The proportion in Inner London is lower, at 19%. 

Nine of the ten boroughs with the highest proportion of full or overfull primary schools 
are in Outer London, with a noticeable clustering in the Outer South. In Croydon, 
Redbridge, Kingston, Bromley, Sutton and the Inner London borough of Hammersmith 
& Fulham, over 40% of primary schools have no spare places. 

When we analysed the changes to Housing Benefit, we noted that areas in Inner 
London may become unaffordable for low-income families. If such families were to 
move to Outer London, that would exacerbate the pattern in the graph above. 

The final graph in this chapter returns to the main theme of the report – housing. In the 
London Plan in 2008/09[13], a target for new house-building was set for all of London, 
and divided up across the 32 boroughs. This target was to build at least 30,500 new 
homes a year, half of which should be “affordable”. It was envisioned that of these, 70% 
would be in the social rented sector and the remaining 30% in the private rented sector. 

Targets varied from borough to borough. The annual target for all new build housing 
(half of which was to be affordable) in Newham was 3,500, and 3,100 in Tower Hamlets. 
Richmond’s target was 270. 

The graph below shows the proportion of the target that each borough has delivered in 
the three years since the report. In some cases, the target has been exceeded, and for 
presentation is presented as 100%. 

Map 10e: Primary schools 
with no spare places by 
borough

[13] Available from www.london.gov.
uk/thelondonplan/thelondonplan.
jsp, since superseded by the 
London Plan 2011. 

Source: DFE Statistics for Local 
Authority maintained primary 
schools, 2010
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In the majority of boroughs, greater progress has been made towards the target for 
intermediate housing than towards the target of social housing. 17 boroughs have met 
or exceeded their targets for affordable intermediate housing, compared to only three 
meeting the target for social housing. 

Two boroughs that exceeded their targets for intermediate housing did not even build 
a quarter of their required social housing (Wandsworth and Hackney). This clearly 
represents a policy decision, to concentrate new building of affordable housing in the 
private sector. 

13 boroughs did not reach 50% of their target amount of new build social housing 
between 2008 and 2010. There is no obvious geographical pattern to this. The two 
boroughs that delivered the lowest amount relative to their targets, Greenwich and 
Barking & Dagenham, are in the Outer East & North East.

Unsurprisingly, those boroughs with lower targets got closest to meeting them. 
Hounslow’s total annual target of 445 was less than a quarter of the target Greenwich 
was required to meet. 

All of this is retrospective, and the recent London Plan contains no annual targets for 
local authorities. Rather, it suggests that boroughs work on their own targets that will 
contribute towards an overall total for London of 13,200 new affordable homes each 

Graph 10f: Affordable 
housing delivered by 
borough
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year[14]. The balance between social housing and “intermediate” (shared ownership) in 
this has shifted too, from 70:30 to 60:40.

Within this, and nationwide, the nature of social housing is changing. Previously lifetime 
tenancies were available at social rents, which did not reflect the market value of the 
property. It is intended that lifetime tenancies be abolished and social rent be replaced 
with “affordable rent”, which will charge rates at up to 80% of the local market value of 
the property regardless of the income of the household. Inevitably, these market rents 
will be much higher in London than elsewhere. Moreover, the difference between social 
rents and market rents will be greatest in London. 

There are official statistics on housing waiting lists which can provide an indication of 
overall demand for social housing. The variation between boroughs is so great that 
one must assume that they are not all compiled in the same way. There are, though, 
interesting things to note. 

Waiting lists for social housing in Newham especially but also Tower Hamlets are far 
larger than in any other borough. In Newham, the waiting list is equivalent to 35% of all 
households in the borough. In Tower Hamlets it is 25%. The London average is 11%. 

Waiting lists are longer in the Inner East & South (Newham, Tower Hamlets, Haringey 
and Lambeth are among the eight boroughs with the longest lists) than the Inner West. 
They are longer in the Outer East & North East than Outer West & North West or Outer 
South. 

What this suggests is that in addition to the housing shortages in the “rich” Inner West, 
there is more substantial mismatch between demand and supply in other boroughs as 
well. According to Shelter’s Local Housing Watch data, it would take Newham almost 
40 years to clear its waiting list at current rates of construction. This is not only because 
it has the highest proportion of households on waiting lists, but also because its rate of 
letting to new social tenants is so low. 

[14] London Plan 2011, available 
from www.london.gov.uk/
publication/londonplan, accessed 
26th August 2011
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