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Analysis of out of authority placements 2008
Introduction

The following analysis is of placements made in independent and non-maintained schools by 117 English Local Authorities. This is the sixth year in which such an analysis has been made in which all English authorities have been invited to participate, and as well as providing an overview of the current position the data therefore allows an analysis of trends over time.

The data were collected between January and March 2008 and relate to placements that were current in contributing authorities in January 2008. Although some placements will have been made during the course of the year all financial analyses are based on the full year cost (i.e. a three term placement) as this gives a more representative estimate of the likely cost to an authority over a full 12 month period.

Local Authorities were asked to indicate the primary special need for each pupil using DCSF categories. However, in interpreting the data it should be borne in mind that may pupils have multiple difficulties, and therefore the figures given cannot be taken as representative of the incidence of these special needs.

The data collected

Authorities were asked to provide the following information about all pupils placed in out of authority placements in January 2008 where the authority was making a financial contribution, excluding those placed in other LA schools:

School name

Pupil ID (anonymised)

NC year

Primary special need

Gender

Ethnic background*

Looked after status*

Learning disability status (as defined by social care)*

Placement type (day, residential etc.)

Annual fees (broken down into social care, health, education and pooled budget) 

In each year this exercise has been conducted, information demands have been minimised to encourage greater participation, data marked with an asterisk* being voluntary. Although there was an increase in the number of participating authorities until 2007, there has not been an increase in the proportion including voluntary data. 
	Voluntary field
	Percentage of LAs submitting data

	
	2008
	2007
	2006
	2005
	2004

	Ethnic background
	68
	57
	53
	56
	62

	Looked after status
	67
	62
	68
	72
	61

	Learning disability
	25
	29
	31
	33
	38


Table 1 – Percentage of LAs submitting voluntary data

Social care data 

This was the fourth year in which an additional worksheet was included to allow social care colleagues to add data concerning placements with education made by social care where there was no financial contribution from education. 56 of the 117 participating authorities included a social care return. Of these 18 were nil returns, but 38 (68%) were able to identify such placements. 

A separate analysis of these placements is included for charts 4, 9, 11, 15, 20, 21 and 27, in each case being labelled with the suffix ‘a’ e.g. 4a, 11a etc.  An analysis is also included in the LA profiles for those submitting social care data. 

The analysis

To enable comparisons to be made between authorities, where appropriate the figures quoted relate to numbers and cost as a proportion of the 0-19 population. This figure has been chosen in preference to school population figures (e.g. 2-19 or 5-15 maintained school population) since these figures can be distorted when pupils are educated in other LAs, or where there is a high proportion of pupils educated in private schools. The 0-19 figure therefore gives a better estimate of the overall incidence of SEN for which the LA is financially responsible.

This analysis consists of two parts. The first summarises information for all authorities enabling general conclusions to be drawn, and is included in this publication. The second consists of a series of individual profiles providing valuable benchmarking data for each authority, and is provided as an EXCEL interactive package enabling authorities to select any participating authority against whom they wish to make a comparison. This can be downloaded from www.sersen.uk.net .
Additions to the analysis in 2008
As in previous years the LA profiles include a facility to compare individual performance against the averages for statistical neighbours as well as national averages. A separate profile is also available showing trends over a five year period for those LAs who have contributed in every year.
Regional profiles are also available based on LA profiles.  
The Local Authority key

In line with the Freedom of Information Act the LA key matching authorities to their numbers is published in this document.

Interpreting the data

Whilst many conclusions can be drawn from the charts on the following pages, both concerning individual authorities and the national picture, there are some points which should be borne in mind in interpreting the data. In particular the size of the authorities varies enormously, 0-19 populations ranging from a few hundred to a third of a million, the smallest authority having no out of authority placements against the largest with 409. Clearly there is much greater capacity for variation from the mean in a smaller authority, so less significance should be attached to variations in smaller authorities. 

Context should also be taken into account in interpreting statistical data of this type. Insufficient knowledge of contextual factors which give rise to variation can lead to the drawing of unjustified conclusions. 

Comparison with previous years

A total of 117 authorities participated in this exercise compared to 133 in 2007, 117 in 2006, 126 in 2005, 113 in 2004, 81 in 2003 and 13 in 2002. Although the sample sizes are very different, it is possible to make some comparisons bearing this in mind. The comparisons which follow do not include data submitted by social care where education makes no financial contribution.
The following graphs suggest that an initial downward trend in the mean number of placements has now stabilised within the range 80 – 85 per 100,000 of the 0-19 population.  At the same time the rate of increase in mean cost per place has slowed. 
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The next two graphs show the annual percentage in mean cost per place on two different bases. Graph 3 shows the increase when the data from all LAs submitting in any year is used, while Graph 4 shows the increase only for the data submitted by the 97 LAs submitting data in each of the last 3 years (2006 – 2008). Some have argued that the latter gives a truer picture of the real increase. Whichever figure is taken it would appear that LAs have succeeded in containing the large increases seen in previous years.
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Financial data has been returned on 8,454 pupils compared to 9,314 in 2007, 8,309 in 2006, 9,148 in 2005, 8,380 in 2004 and 5,382 in 2003. The distribution of costs is as follows:
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Graph 5 -                        

Distribution of costs

The rising trend in the proportion of high cost placements over £100K per annum has slowed, with 287 pupils whose placement costs exceed £200,000 per annum in 2008.
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Graph 6 – 
Trend in 
high cost placements

This may be accounted for by a continuous rise in BESD and ASD placements, which are both the most numerous and expensive (see chart 4 on page 15), although the rise in BESD placements now seems to be plateauing.
[image: image44.emf]Costs by contributing agency

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

Year

%age of costs

Social Care

20.5% 19.5% 20.4% 23.1% 21.7% 20.4%

Health

4.8% 4.7% 5.6% 5.8% 4.8% 4.8%

Education

74.7% 73.5% 72.4% 70.3% 72.3% 73.7%

Pooled budget

0.0% 2.4% 1.6% 0.8% 1.2% 1.1%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

 
Graph 7 –

Trends in BESD and

ASD placements
Total costs by contributing agency are:
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Graph 8 –
Costs by contributing 
agency

Prior to 2007 there was a slight downward trend in the proportion of costs covered by education budgets, but this is reversed. Proportionally there has been a slightly larger fall in health contributions than social care. There continues to be no evidence of any move towards the use of pooled budgets, although in some cases LAs reported that there was no longer any distinction between their relevant education and social care budgets.    
Extrapolation to all authorities

Extrapolation of the results to all English authorities on the basis of 0-19 population only, taking no account of any indices of deprivation, gives the following results:

Total placements
10,232
comprising 5,454 day (average placement cost £31,696) and 4,778 residential (average placement cost £92,169)
Total costs

£613.0m

The distribution of costs is as follows: 

	Cost

£1,000s
	<5
	5<10
	10<20
	20<30
	30<40
	40<50
	50<75
	75<100
	100<200
	200+

	No. of pupils
	62
	256
	1,044
	2,185
	1,771
	1,208
	1,351
	584
	1,423
	348

	No. of day pupils
	55
	231
	915
	1,848
	1,207
	689
	375
	80
	42
	12

	No. of residential pupils
	7
	25
	129
	337
	564
	519
	976
	504
	1,381
	336


Table 2 – Distribution of costs extrapolated to all authorities

Whilst total costs continue to rise the rate of increase has slowed significantly:
	Year
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Total extrapolated costs £M
	407.0
	463.2
	505.5
	572.5
	605.9
	613.0


Table 3 – Total spend extrapolated to all LAs
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Social care only funded placements

Due to the relatively small number of LAs submitting data coupled with a large proportion of nil returns, together with significant variation in which LAs submit these data from one year to the next, the results below are much less reliable than those given for education funded placements.  

The table below shows the distribution of costs for the 452 pupils spread across 56 LAs in placements with education but no education funding.  There is a much higher weighting towards the more expensive placements than for education led placements, although the proportion over £200K has fallen significantly and is on a strong downward trend. 

	Cost

£1,000s
	<5
	5<10
	10<20
	20<30
	30<40
	40<50
	50<75
	75<100
	100<200
	200+

	No. of pupils
	0
	2
	8
	22
	68
	102
	48
	24
	134
	44

	No. of day pupils
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1

	No. of residential pupils
	0
	2
	8
	22
	68
	101
	47
	24
	132
	43

	2008 %age
	0%
	0.4%
	1.8%
	4.9%
	15.0%
	22.6%
	10.6%
	5.3%
	29.7%
	9.7%

	2007 %age
	0%
	0.6%
	0.9%
	4.4%
	4.4%
	7.5%
	6.6%
	10.4%
	52.3%
	12.9%

	2006 %age
	0%
	0.5%
	0.7%
	2.4%
	4.6%
	9.8%
	7.7%
	10.1%
	46.0%
	18.2%

	2005 %age
	1.9%
	0.6%
	1.3%
	2.9%
	1.6%
	4.8%
	4.5%
	13.8%
	49.3%
	19.3%


Table 4 – Distribution of costs for social care funded placements with no education funding

Total costs by contributing agency for these placements are given below. The proportion contributed by health towards these placements has fallen very significantly since 2006. 

	Costs
	Social Care
	Health
	Education
	Pooled budget
	Total costs

	2008  £m
	42.1
	0.6
	0
	1.3
	43.9

	2008  %
	95.7%
	1.4%
	0%
	2.8%
	100%

	2007  %
	94.5%
	2.5%
	0%
	3.0%
	100%

	2006  %
	94.5%
	4.6%
	0%
	0.9%
	100%

	2005  %
	94.7%
	4.2%
	0%
	1.1%
	100%


Table 5 – Costs by contributing agency for social care funded placements with no education funding

Extrapolation to all authorities for social care only funded placements

Extrapolation of the results to all English authorities on the basis of 0-19 population only, taking no account of any indices of deprivation, gives the following results:

Total placements
1207

comprising 14 day and 1193 residential

Total costs

£117.3m
Codes used in the report

DCSF codes for primary special need:

	ASD
	autistic spectrum disorder

	BESD
	behaviour, emotional and social difficulty

	HI
	hearing impairment

	MLD
	moderate learning difficulty

	MSI
	multi-sensory impairment

	OTH
	other

	PD
	physical difficulty

	PMLD
	profound and multiple learning difficulty

	SLCN
	speech, language and communication needs

	SLD
	severe learning difficulty

	SpLD
	specific learning difficulty

	VI
	visual impairment


Placement type:

	D
	day

	RW
	residential weekly

	RF
	residential fortnightly

	RT
	residential termly

	R52
	residential 52 weeks

	OTH
	any other type of placement


Looked after status:

	NLA
	Not looked after

	SCO
	Subject to care order

	VOL
	Voluntarily accommodated


1. Places per 100,000 0-19 population – showing the relative numbers of children and young people placed by all 117 authorities who took part. Variation between authorities is very great, the highest being 40 times the lowest, although the large majority vary by a factor of 10 or less.
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2. Amount per 0-19 population – showing the relative costs compared to the 0-19 population. This shows a similar spread to the previous chart.
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3. Average cost per place – showing the mean cost of all placements made by each authority.
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4. Numbers and costs by primary special need – showing numbers and costs by primary special need, the percentage of the total for all placements being indicated in each case. Where the brick coloured cost column is lower than the blue numbers column, the average cost is below the overall average for all placements, and vice versa. BESD placements are therefore the most numerous and are relatively expensive, while SLCN placements, while being the third most numerous, are relatively inexpensive.
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4a. Numbers and costs by primary special need for social care led placements with education with no education funding – showing numbers and costs by primary special need, the percentage of the total for all placements being indicated in each case. BESD placements account for a large proportion of these placements although most remain unclassified.
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5. Percentage of funding from Social Care – this chart indicates the percentage of total spending contributed by Social Care in each authority. The range is extremely wide, from 0% to 57%.
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6. Percentage of funding from health – this chart indicates the percentage of total spending contributed by health in each authority. The range is wide, from 0% to 26%.
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7. Percentage of funding from education – this chart indicates the percentage of total spending contributed by education in each authority. The range is extremely wide, from 14% to 100%.
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8. Percentage of funding by contributing agency by primary special need – this chart indicates the percentage contribution by each agency to the total cost of all placements in each category of need. There are contributions from all 3 agencies to all categories, social care and health together contributing most to OTH, PMLD and SLD.
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9. Proportion of funding contributed by each agency – this provides a summary of the percentage contributed by each agency to the total spending amongst the 117 authorities of £506.5m.
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9a. Proportion of funding contributed by each agency for social care led placements with education with no education funding – this provides a summary of the percentage contributed by each agency to the total spending amongst the 56 authorities of £43.9m.
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10. Ethnic distribution – this chart shows the ethnic distribution in the 68% of LAs who provided data, and makes a comparison with the school population as a whole. It shows consistent under representation of ethnic minorities in out of authority placements, this being most marked in the Asian population.
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11. Percentage of numbers and costs by placement type – this shows that day placements, for example, comprise 53.3% of placements, but only 28.2% of costs. As might be expected, costs increase with an increasing residential element, with residential 52 week placements absorbing the largest share of costs. 
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11a. Percentage of numbers and costs by placement type for social care led placements with education with no education funding – this shows that 52 week placements comprise the large majority of social care only funded placements. 
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12. Percentage of total numbers for each primary special need by placement type – this chart shows that day placements are most common for MLD, PD, SLCN and SpLD, and 52 week residential placements are most common for PMLD and SLD. Over 55% of ASD placements are day.
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13. Percentage of total costs for each primary special need by placement type – this shows, for example, that while 55.6% of ASD placements are day and only 13.8% are 52 week (see previous chart – no. 12), more is spent on these residential 52 week placements (34.3%), than on day placements (29.2%).
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14. Percentage of costs contributed by each agency by placement type – this highlights the fact that social care and health contributions increase with the degree of residential provision made.
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15. Percentage of gender by primary special need – this allows comparison of the relative incidence of gender across all special needs. The overall ratio of boys to girls is 3.74 to 1, and they outnumber girls for all special needs.
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15a. Percentage of gender by primary special need for social care led placements with education with no education funding – this allows comparison of the relative incidence of gender across all special needs. The overall ratio of boys to girls is 2.08 to 1 which contrasts with the figure of 3.74 for education funded placements. 
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16. Percentage of gender numbers by primary special need – this shows the distribution of primary special need within each gender. Over 61% of all the boys fall into ASD and BESD together, while girls are more evenly spread across the categories.
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17. Percentage of gender costs by primary special need – comparison between this and the previous chart (16) would show if there is any gender bias in costs. Any significant variation in the gender ratio within a category across the two charts would indicate a gender bias.  
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18. Percentage of gender numbers by placement type – any significant difference between the percentages for each placement type would indicate a gender bias. 
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19. Percentage of gender costs by placement type – comparison between this and the previous chart (18) would show if there is any gender bias in costs. Any significant variation in the gender ratio within a category across the two charts would indicate a gender bias.  
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20. Percentage of pupil numbers and costs by National Curriculum year – this shows that most out of authority placements are in the secondary phase of education and beyond, and these comprise 84.1% of the total numbers and 88.5% of the total costs.
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20a. Percentage of pupil numbers and costs by National Curriculum year for social care led placements with education with no education funding – this follows a similar pattern to the education funded placements with a slightly greater bias to the secondary phase.
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21. Percentage of looked after children – 67% of authorities completed this information which relates to all placements. Of the total group in the chart below, 43% are in residential placements.
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21a. Percentage of looked after children for social care led placements with education with no education funding – 59% of authorities completed this information which relates to all placements. Of the total group in the chart below, 97% are in residential placements.
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22. Percentage of LAS funding by agency – this shows, for example, that while education contribute over 87% of the funding of placements of pupils who are not looked after, they contribute less than half of the funding for those who are. 
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23. Percentage of LAS numbers by primary special need – this shows, for example, that most looked after children have BESD.
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24. Percentage of LAS costs by primary special need – this shows, for example, that most spending on looked after children is for those with BESD.
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25. Percentage of LAS numbers by placement type – this shows that 86.7% of pupils in weekly residential placements, 94% in residential fortnightly placements, 82.6% in residential termly placements, and 22.5% in 52 week residential placements are not looked after.
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26. Percentage of LAS costs by placement type
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27. Percentage of pupils with a learning disability – this shows the proportion of pupils recognised by social care as having a learning disability. 26% of authorities completed this information.
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27a. Percentage of pupils with a learning disability for social care led placements with education with no education funding – this shows the proportion of pupils recognised by social care as having a learning disability. 38% of authorities completed this information.
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28. Percentage of funding of learning disabled pupils by agency – health contributes marginally more to these placements than their overall contribution of 4.8% (see chart 9).
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29. Percentage of LD numbers and costs by primary special need – this shows the distribution by primary special need of those pupils recognised as having a LD. Comparison with chart 4 shows the relatively low proportion of BESD pupils identified as learning disabled. 
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30. Percentage of LD numbers and costs by placement type – comparison with chart 11 suggests that being identified by social care as learning disabled has little impact on placement type.
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31. Local Authority profiles

These are provided as interactive Excel spreadsheets, enabling authorities to select any participating authority with whom they wish to make a comparison. Comparisons can be made for each LA against national averages, or the average for all their Ofsted statistical neighbours who also submitted data. A separate spreadsheet gives 5 year trends for data sets 1 and 2 below by LA, although some LAs which have been included have not submitted data for all 5 years.

The profiles can also be downloaded from www.sersen.uk.net 
Education data

There are six charts in this year’s report comparing each LA to the average of all 117 authorities and to their statistical neighbours. In each case the cream coloured block shows the deviation from the mean as a percentage. 
1. Place numbers and cost

This chart compares the number of places per 100,000 population, costs per 0-19 population and the average cost per place to the selected averages. These data are also included in the trends profile available separately. 

2. Costs met by provider

This chart compares the percentage cost met by each agency for each authority compared to the selected average. These data are also included in the trends profile available separately. 

3. Primary special need

This chart compares the percentage numbers by primary special need for each LA compared to the selected average.

4. Gender

This chart compares the percentage numbers by gender for each LA compared to the selected average.

5. National Curriculum year

This chart compares the percentage numbers by National Curriculum year for each LA compared to the selected average.

6. Placement type

This chart compares the percentage numbers by placement type for each LA compared to the selected average.

Education and social care data

There are three charts in this year’s report comparing each LA’s education and social care data for the 56 authorities who returned social care data. 18 of these are nil returns.

1.   Overall Place numbers

This chart compares the number of places funded by education and those social care funded places with education but no education funding.
2.   Place numbers and cost

This chart compares the number of places per 100,000 population, costs per 0-19 population and the average cost per place with the mean for all social care funded places with no education funding.

3.   Cost met by provider

This chart compares the percentage cost of education funded places only with total costs including social care funded places with education but no education funding.
Regional profiles
These are also available this year and show the same data as the education profiles, compared against national averages. Regions can be defined as Government Office regions or former Regional Partnership regions to enable comparison with 2006 and 2007 data.
Instructions for Excel Interactive packages
To run these packages you will need to enable macros when you first open them. Normally a dialogue box will appear when opening the file and you will be given a warning that macros can contain viruses. You can safely ignore this and click on Enable macros.This will allow you to select and print as many LA profiles as you wish and to choose whether to make a comparison with national averages or statistical neighbours. Otherwise you will only be able to view one at a time. 

If you do not see this dialogue box when first opening the file, you need to check your security setting. Go to Tools | Macro | Security and set your security to Medium. Then reopen the file and the dialogue box will appear. If you are not allowed to change the security settings or still cannot open the package properly contact your IT department for help.

You may also see a dialogue box saying that ‘The workbook you opened contains automatic links to information in another workbook. Do you want to update this workbook with changes made to the other workbook?’ Click ‘No’ in response to this. 

Local Education Authority Numbers

These follow on the next two pages presented first in alphabetical, then in numerical order. Not all listed LAs submitted data. 
Alphabetical
	301
	Barking and Dagenham
	805
	Hartlepool 
	318
	Richmond upon Thames

	302
	Barnet
	311
	Havering
	354
	Rochdale 

	370
	Barnsley 
	884
	Herefordshire
	372
	Rotherham 

	800
	Bath and NE Somerset
	919
	Hertfordshire
	857
	Rutland 

	820
	Bedfordshire
	312
	Hillingdon
	355
	Salford 

	303
	Bexley
	313
	Hounslow
	333
	Sandwell

	330
	Birmingham 
	921
	Isle of Wight 
	343
	Sefton

	889
	Blackburn with Darwen
	420
	Isles of Scilly
	373
	Sheffield 

	890
	Blackpool 
	206
	Islington
	893
	Shropshire 

	350
	Bolton 
	207
	Kensington and Chelsea
	871
	Slough 

	837
	Bournemouth 
	886
	Kent 
	334
	Solihull 

	867
	Bracknell Forest 
	810
	Kingston Upon Hull, City  of
	933
	Somerset 

	380
	Bradford 
	314
	Kingston upon Thames
	803
	South Gloucestershire 

	304
	Brent
	382
	Kirklees
	393
	South Tyneside 

	846
	Brighton and Hove
	340
	Knowsley
	852
	Southampton 

	801
	Bristol, City of
	208
	Lambeth
	882
	Southend-on-Sea 

	305
	Bromley
	888
	Lancashire 
	210
	Southwark

	825
	Buckinghamshire
	383
	Leeds 
	342
	St. Helens 

	351
	Bury
	856
	Leicester 
	860
	Staffordshire

	381
	Calderdale
	855
	Leicestershire
	356
	Stockport 

	873
	Cambridgeshire
	209
	Lewisham
	808
	Stockton-on-Tees 

	202
	Camden 
	925
	Lincolnshire 
	861
	Stoke-on-Trent 

	875
	Cheshire 
	341
	Liverpool 
	935
	Suffolk 

	201
	City of London
	821
	Luton 
	394
	Sunderland 

	908
	Cornwall 
	352
	Manchester 
	936
	Surrey 

	331
	Coventry 
	887
	Medway
	319
	Sutton

	306
	Croydon
	315
	Merton
	866
	Swindon 

	909
	Cumbria 
	806
	Middlesbrough 
	357
	Tameside

	841
	Darlington 
	826
	Milton Keynes 
	894
	Telford and Wrekin

	831
	Derby 
	391
	Newcastle upon Tyne 
	883
	Thurrock 

	830
	Derbyshire
	316
	Newham
	880
	Torbay 

	878
	Devon 
	926
	Norfolk 
	211
	Tower Hamlets

	371
	Doncaster 
	812
	North East Lincolnshire
	358
	Trafford

	835
	Dorset 
	813
	North Lincolnshire 
	384
	Wakefield 

	332
	Dudley 
	802
	North Somerset 
	335
	Walsall 

	840
	Durham 
	392
	North Tyneside 
	320
	Waltham Forest 

	307
	Ealing
	815
	North Yorkshire 
	212
	Wandsworth

	811
	East Riding of Yorkshire
	928
	Northamptonshire
	877
	Warrington 

	845
	East Sussex 
	929
	Northumberland
	937
	Warwickshire

	308
	Enfield 
	892
	Nottingham 
	869
	West Berkshire 

	881
	Essex 
	891
	Nottinghamshire
	938
	West Sussex 

	390
	Gateshead 
	353
	Oldham 
	213
	Westminster 

	916
	Gloucestershire
	931
	Oxfordshire
	359
	Wigan 

	203
	Greenwich 
	874
	Peterborough 
	865
	Wiltshire

	204
	Hackney
	879
	Plymouth 
	868
	Windsor & Maidenhead

	876
	Halton
	836
	Poole 
	344
	Wirral

	205
	Hammersmith and Fulham
	851
	Portsmouth 
	872
	Wokingham

	850
	Hampshire
	870
	Reading 
	336
	Wolverhampton 

	309
	Haringey
	317
	Redbridge
	885
	Worcestershire

	310
	Harrow 
	807
	Redcar and Cleveland
	816
	York 


Numerical

	201
	City of London 
	
	355
	Salford 
	
	855
	Leicestershire 

	202
	Camden 
	
	356
	Stockport 
	
	856
	Leicester 

	203
	Greenwich 
	
	357
	Tameside 
	
	857
	Rutland 

	204
	Hackney 
	
	358
	Trafford 
	
	860
	Staffordshire 

	205
	Hammersmith and Fulham 
	
	359
	Wigan 
	
	861
	Stoke-on-Trent 

	206
	Islington 
	
	370
	Barnsley 
	
	865
	Wiltshire 

	207
	Kensington and Chelsea 
	
	371
	Doncaster 
	
	866
	Swindon 

	208
	Lambeth 
	
	372
	Rotherham 
	
	867
	Bracknell Forest 

	209
	Lewisham 
	
	373
	Sheffield 
	
	868
	Windsor and Maidenhead 

	210
	Southwark 
	
	380
	Bradford 
	
	869
	West Berkshire 

	211
	Tower Hamlets 
	
	381
	Calderdale 
	
	870
	Reading 

	212
	Wandsworth 
	
	382
	Kirklees 
	
	871
	Slough 

	213
	Westminster 
	
	383
	Leeds 
	
	872
	Wokingham 

	301
	Barking and Dagenham 
	
	384
	Wakefield 
	
	873
	Cambridgeshire 

	302
	Barnet 
	
	390
	Gateshead 
	
	874
	Peterborough 

	303
	Bexley 
	
	391
	Newcastle upon Tyne 
	
	875
	Cheshire 

	304
	Brent 
	
	392
	North Tyneside 
	
	876
	Halton 

	305
	Bromley 
	
	393
	South Tyneside 
	
	877
	Warrington 

	306
	Croydon 
	
	394
	Sunderland 
	
	878
	Devon 

	307
	Ealing 
	
	420
	Isles of Scilly
	
	879
	Plymouth 

	308
	Enfield 
	
	800
	Bath & North East Somerset 
	
	880
	Torbay 

	309
	Haringey 
	
	801
	Bristol City of 
	
	881
	Essex 

	310
	Harrow 
	
	802
	North Somerset 
	
	882
	Southend-on-Sea 

	311
	Havering 
	
	803
	South Gloucestershire 
	
	883
	Thurrock 

	312
	Hillingdon 
	
	805
	Hartlepool 
	
	884
	Herefordshire 

	313
	Hounslow 
	
	806
	Middlesbrough 
	
	885
	Worcestershire 

	314
	Kingston upon Thames 
	
	807
	Redcar and Cleveland 
	
	886
	Kent 

	315
	Merton 
	
	808
	Stockton-on-Tees 
	
	887
	Medway 

	316
	Newham 
	
	810
	Kingston upon Hull City of 
	
	888
	Lancashire 

	317
	Redbridge 
	
	811
	East Riding of Yorkshire 
	
	889
	Blackburn with Darwen 

	318
	Richmond upon Thames 
	
	812
	North East Lincolnshire 
	
	890
	Blackpool 

	319
	Sutton 
	
	813
	North Lincolnshire 
	
	891
	Nottinghamshire 

	320
	Waltham Forest 
	
	815
	North Yorkshire 
	
	892
	Nottingham 

	330
	Birmingham 
	
	816
	York 
	
	893
	Shropshire 

	331
	Coventry 
	
	820
	Bedfordshire 
	
	894
	Telford and Wrekin 

	332
	Dudley 
	
	821
	Luton 
	
	908
	Cornwall 

	333
	Sandwell 
	
	825
	Buckinghamshire 
	
	909
	Cumbria 

	334
	Solihull 
	
	826
	Milton Keynes 
	
	916
	Gloucestershire 

	335
	Walsall 
	
	830
	Derbyshire 
	
	919
	Hertfordshire 

	336
	Wolverhampton 
	
	831
	Derby 
	
	921
	Isle of Wight 

	340
	Knowsley 
	
	835
	Dorset 
	
	925
	Lincolnshire 

	341
	Liverpool 
	
	836
	Poole 
	
	926
	Norfolk 

	342
	St. Helens 
	
	837
	Bournemouth 
	
	928
	Northamptonshire 

	343
	Sefton 
	
	840
	Durham 
	
	929
	Northumberland 

	344
	Wirral 
	
	841
	Darlington 
	
	931
	Oxfordshire 

	350
	Bolton 
	
	845
	East Sussex 
	
	933
	Somerset 

	351
	Bury 
	
	846
	Brighton and Hove 
	
	935
	Suffolk 

	352
	Manchester 
	
	850
	Hampshire 
	
	936
	Surrey 

	353
	Oldham 
	
	851
	Portsmouth 
	
	937
	Warwickshire 

	354
	Rochdale 
	
	852
	Southampton 
	
	938
	West Sussex 


Mean = 83





Mean = £49.64





Mean = £59,915





Mean = 20.4%





Mean = 4.8%





Mean = 73.7%
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