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20 June 1980

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to thank you for your letter of
18 June, with which you enclosed a paper
about the position of the five Inner London
Pbdytechnics, prepared for the Ministerial

Working Party to be chaired by Baroness Young.
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The Polytechnic of Central London THAMES POLYTECHNIC
ity of London Polytechnic 0] €9 Wellington Street

Thé@®ytechnic of North London /i
The Polytechnic of the South Bank
Thames Polytechnic

Committee of Directors of London Polytechnics

London SE18 G6PF

#

Chairman Dr N Singer 18th June 1980
Secretary Dr C Adamson

Dear Mrs Thatcher,

Future of the Inner London Education Authority

I enclose for your information a paper about the position of the
five Inner London Polytechnics which has been prepared by the Committee of
Directors of London Polytechnics for the Ministerial Working Party to be
Chaired by Baroness Young.

Yours sincerely,

The Rt Hon Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP

Prime Minister and First Lord of the Treasury
10 Downing Street

London SW1




COMMITTEE OF DIRECTORS OF LONDON POLYTECHNICS

A STATEMENT OF THE POSITION OF THE FIVE INNER LONDON POLYTECHNICS PREPARED
FOR THE MINISTERIAL WORKING PARTY CHAIRED BY THE BARONESS YOUNG BY THE
COMMITTEE OF DIRECTORS OF THE LONDON POLYTECHNICS.

C ADAMSON BSc MSc(Eng) CEng FIEE FIEEE Polytechnic of Central London

R J BEISHON BSc DPhil CEng MIM Polytechnic of the South Bank
D W MACDOWALL MA DPhil FSA FRAS Polytechnic of North London
N SINGER BSc PhD CChem FRSC Thames Polytechnic

A SUDDABY CBE MSc PhD CChem MRIC CEng MIChemE City of London Polytechnic




Introduction

The five Inner London Polytechnics unlike the other Polytechnics in England
and Wales are Companies Limited by Guarantee. They are, therefore, uniquely in a
position to accept the responsibilities set out in the paragraphs below.

In diversity, scale and mode of studies they more closely approximate to the
original objectives of Polytechnics than elsewhere. The main concern of the
Inner London Polytechnics is to exploit those features, locally, nationally

and internationally, This requires a secure basis of funding and an appropriate
system of public accountability for the work of the Institutions.

The Position of the Polytechnics in their Local and National Context

The five Inner London Polytechnics‘constitute over one-sixth of the total
Polytechnic contribution in England and Wales. Based on preliminary DES figures
for 1979-80 the following is the student population in England and Wales:

FT & SW PTD/Ev Evening Short Courses (approx)

S5 Inner London Polys 16,451 8,766 11,420 20, 000
England and Wales 118,182 56,809 25,282 60, 000

% contributed by the 5 14% 15.5% 45% 33%
Inner London Polytechnics

The five Polytechnics' contribution to full-time and sandwich education and to
part-time day and evening students is very nearly one-sixth of the national total.
Their contribution of a massive 45% of evening students and about one-third of
all short course activity is particularly noteworthy.

The five Inner London Polytechnics have a local, regional, national and international
role to play. It is interesting to note that of their full-time and sandwich
students, just over one-fifth come from the ILEA area and Just under one-half

from the Boroughs and Counties immediately surrounding the ILEA area., The
distibution of part-time and evening students is that about half come from the

ILEA area and the other half from the surroundings.

The vast majority of the courses run by the five Polytechnics, whether, full-time,
sandwich, part-time or short courses are technical and/or vocational and allow
students the very best opportunities to find employment and to improve their
prospects in commerce, industry and the professions. The massive contribution
which the Polytechnics make in the field of part-time education is perhaps worthy
of special note.

The Cost of the Five Inner London Polytechnics

It is difficult to assess the true cost of the five Polytechnics in relation to
other Polytechnics throughout the country. An estimate can, however, be made.
Expressed at November 1979 price levels, the Polytechnic sector's provisional
actual expenditure for 1978-79, discounted for Debt Charges was about £320m.
During the same period the corresponding net cost of the five London Polytechnics
was about £40m. Thus about 15% of the total of Polytechnic education was
dispensed at around 12.5% of the total cost.

Based on those figures the Inner London Polytechnic are efficient providers of
higher education, whose quality, measured both by the demand for our students,
by employers and student demand for our courses is as good as, if not better
than, that of other institutions.




Requirements for the Efficient Working of the Polytechnics .

It is recognised that since Polytechnics are funded from the public purse it is
appropriate that publicly responsible bodies shall:

(a) state the educational objectives of the institution,
including those appropriate to local and to national needs

(b) set clear limits on the extent to which the costs may be
met from public funds.

It is assumed that the institutions themselves will be fully and directly involved
in the discussions which will lead to a statement of the conclusions emerging
from (a) and (b).

Once these parameters have been determined we believe it is in the interest of
maximum efficiency and good management to give institutions the maximum of freedom
to manage their own affairs. If this is accepted, then the Governing Body will
become truly responsible for running the institution.

It is perhaps worthwhile setting out in more detail what we mean by the phrase
"to give institutions the maximum freedom to manage their own affairs",
Specifically this should mean that:

(a) the institution has a Devel opment Plan, prepared on a
rolling basis, extending 3-5 years into the future and
agreed with the funding body

(b) an annual budget is presented on the basis of the plan
which may be modified from year to year after discussion
between the institution and the funding body
an annual budget is agreed on the basis of agreed norms
for total expenditure of the institution; the budget
will include money under the usual heads,eg:

(i) academic staff

(Gl ) research staff

(iii) non-academic staff

(iv) class materials

(v) maintenance of premises etc

once the total sum available to the institution has been
established it will be for the Governors to allocate

the total sum for the most efficient working of the institution,

In this context it should be possible for the Governors to determine, within the
limits of national and local agreements, the establishment and grading of both
their teaching and non-teaching staff, probably with a ceiling of total numbers
and within an overall total budget,ie we would not expect the funding body to
have detailed control of establishment and grades of either the teaching or
non-teaching staff. sl

It is also important that efficiency be rewarded. Thus if an institution finds
that by using more effective means of teaching and learning it is able either to
taech its students at a lower cost than has been estimated by the funding body
or that it can take more students by diversifying its teaching and learning
modes, or both, then the funds '"saved'" and/or the extra fees attracted, should
be at the disposal of the institution and capable of being carried forward

from year to year to be used to develop and work and ambience of the institution.

Research and consultancy in all their forms are vital elements of the total
provision of the Inner London Polytechnics in support of the degree and post-
graduate teaching which forms a major part of our work. It is appropriate that
a certain amount of the funding of such work should come from the funding body.
We would like to see more public funding of research than.exists at the moment.




In addition to the public funding of research the Polytechnics have always sought
to fund research and consultancy from business, industry, the Research Councils
etc. This process should be made as simple as possible and the Polytechnics
enabled to engage in research, development and consultancy work, if possible,

so thait an income is derived which again can be applied to the development of

the institution.

The Polytechnics as institutions are obviously experienced in providing education
at an advanced level, particularly in the areas of business, management, science
and technology. This expertise is valued both inside and outside the country.

It is a saleable asset. As such it should be possible for the Polytechnics to
generate funds by systematically selling their expertise to people able and
willing to pay for the costs of their services. Once again such funds should be
available to the generating institution for the purpose of developing itself

and its services. In this way a considerable amount of non local funds could

be generated for the benefit of the institution and the country.

It must be emphasised that the activities noted in paragraphs 13-15 would be
carried out in addition to and after the educational objectives of the institution
as specified under 8(a) had been fully and demonstrably carried out.

The surplus funds mentioned in paragraphs 12-15 would again be those that arose
after the educational objectives had been completely fulfilled and any resource
of the institution which had been made use of had first been paid for.

The Inner London Polytechnics and the ILEA

The Inner London Education Authority has provided the Polytechnics with some of
the conditions necessary for efficient working summarised in paragraphs 8-17.
For example:

(a) there has been a context of stability in the funding
of the Polytechnics which has been beneficial

(b) recently, student staff ratios have been agreed on the
basis of which staffing levels have been decided

(c) establishment of administrative staff up to Grade C has
been left to the Polytechnics within a cost envelope

(d) virement between heads of expenditure is possible

(e) discussions have been proceedings to find formulae,
similar to those agreed for teaching staff, to arrive
at a total cost figure for non-teaching staff.

An approach has, therefore, begun to be made, in some instances, to meet the
requirements for the efficient working of the Polytechnics.

On the other hand some of the efficienqy.requirements, as we see them, have not
been met: el
(a) Institutional Development Plans have not been formally
accepted by the Authority
(b) Formal statement of educational objectives have not been
agreed between the Authority and the Polytechnics, although
there has been tacit understanding of what these objectives
were , Unfortunately, often because of external pressures,
this understanding has had to be changed often on the day
of the formal meeting to discuss the budget for the coming
session, and with little or no warning.
Minimal virement ' has been possible for the Governors between
the different expenditure heads for staffing
There is very detailed control on the number and grade of
academic posts : .
There is very detailed control over the number and grades
of administrative staff above Grade C

~
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19 contd.
(f) There has been very little recognition by the Authority
that the Polytechnics need the freedoms and abilities
outlined in paragraphs 12-15, although it must be recognised
that the Authority was prepared to move towards an agreement
for self-funding for short course activity. This concession
resulted from very considerable pressure from the Polytechnics.

The Future Funding of the Inner London Polytechnics

If the ILEA remains in existence, either constituted as at present or in a
different political form, the Inner London Polytechnics would see no problems
so long as the Authority is prepared to allow the Polytechnies, through their
Governing Bodies, the requirements of efficient working outlined in paragraphs
8=17.

If it is decided that the ILEA should not continue, then the exact form and
nature of any local funding body seems to us to be of secondary importance
provided that the body is able to carry out effectively the objectives in
paragraph 8 and, having agreed Development Plans for the institutions, is
prepared to fund them through their Governing Bodies along the lines already
mentioned in paragraphs 9-17.

In any solution we believe it is vital to ensure the representation of all
the proper interests of the local authorities concerned and of industry, commerce
and education. :

Like most of the other Polytechnics we see the logical need for all Polytechnics
to be funded nationally. The arguments for this position has been well rehearsed
in a number of quarters and need not be repeated here. However, the (figures
summarised in paragarphs 3-5 show very clearly the need to move from a very

local base; similar figures can be produced for all the Polytechnics., Ideally
then we would wish the Inner London Polytechnics in common with our sister
institutions to be funded nationally on the basis of standard unit costs -
perhaps controlled locally or regionally with a national framework,

Conclusion

(a) The five Inner London Polytechnics make a major contribution
to Higher Education in the country
(b) This contribution is made in a cost effective manner
((e)) The requirements for continuing efficiency is that
(1) Governing Bodies be allowed the greatest possible
freedom within stated educational objectives and
an overall envelope of expenditure
(ii) institutions are given the greatest possible incentives
to use and develop their expertise
The ILEA has met some of the criteria required by the Polytechnics but
also in many ways the Authority has been restrictive
The five Inner London Polytechnics are uniquely capable of accepting
their responsibilities as they are Companies Limited by Guarantee
The best alternative to funding by the ILEA is to fund the
Polytechnics nationally
Funding through the ILEA is acceptable if the criteria for efficient
working of the Polytechnics can be met.

NS/JW/18.6.1980
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Inner London Education Authority

Mr. Kenneth Baker asked ,thé;S cretar
of .Std'té_’f{ftf‘EduEation and Scien ~wha};
action he proposes. to ‘take on'the future
of the Tntier London'Edcation Authority,

345 Written Answers 28 APR]

Mr. Mark Carlisle : The Goévernment
have embarked on a comprehensive exam-
ination of the local Government arrange-
ments ‘foruthe provision, administration
and financing of education im Jnner
London. I shallymal : a further state-
ment when this examination has gbeen
completed. Igaiste
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David Smith,
. MeBoLs *‘0467/ CounTY

10 DOWNING STREET

28 April 19806

Thank you for sending me a copy of your Ietter of 27 March
to Mark Carlisle about the future of the ILEA. Mark and I share
your concern about the importance of this issue.

The cfucial point on timing is that any major change would
-need legislation{ There is no prospect of squeezing another
controversial Bill into the current Session and I very much doubt
whether our heavy legislative programme will accommodate such a Bill
in the 1980/81 Session. But this does give us time to try to get the
best solution of the ILEA problem and to avoid the paolkitical
consequences, which you véry fairly acknowledge, of appearing to act
so hastily as to prejudge issues which affect local government and
education throughout the London area and thus need more thought and
discussion. el

I bélieve that the time has come for a direct involVemént by
the Government.

Following Kenneth Baker's report, I have therefore decided that
the next step is for the Government to carry out its own study of
all the issues (which of course go beyond the purely educational
aspect and include local government) and all the posq1ble optlons
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so that we can then be in a position to bring forward proposals

based on a more detailed and comprehensive examination. I hope this
will not take too long. I will keep an eye on progress.

I regard this decision as a positive step which will show our
<, X

supporters that we are determined to find the right solution. The
decision will be announced this afternocon in reply to a Parliamentary

Question. :
I am sending a copy of this letter to David Smith.
Yours sincerely

Mt

Sir Horace Cutler, OBE




With the compliments of

SIR HORACE CUTLER OBE

Leader of the Greater London Council

The County Hall, London, SE1 7PB
01-633 3304/2184
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. From SIR HORACE CUTLER, O.B.E.
LEADER OF THE GREATER LONDON COUNCIL
THE COUNTY HALL, SE17PB
Telephone 01-633 3304 /2184

23 April 1980.

Rt. Hon. Mark Carlisle, M.P.,
Secretary of State,

Department of Education and Science,
Elizabeth House,

York Road,

London, SE1 7PH.

e
FUTURE OF ILEA

I cannot trace a reply or even an acknowledgement of my letter of

27 March; and I was very surprised indeed to read in the press over
the weekend that you are now to hold a departmental inquiry into this
matter.

It really would help a lot if we knew what the Government was up to.

If we do need a rigmarole by all means let us have it - but let us know
why we are having it. As it happens I cannot see the need for further
deliberation as long as primary legislation alone is intended.

That brings me on to the timing. As I understand it unless access to
Parliamentary time is arranged before June the matter will not be
processed within this GLC administration's lifetime; and I have it in
mind that, in effect, means never.

Can you please let me know what is going on. Meanwhile I am copying
this letter to the Prime Minister and David Smith.

AL A

Bheccr
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ELIZABETH HOUSE,
YORK ROAD,
LONDON SEi 7PH
01-028 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

David Edmunds Esq
Private Secretary to the
Secretary of State for the Environment
2 Marsham Street
LONDON SW1 7?2 April 1980

B VR, e

EDUCATION IN INNER LONDON

1 attach a note setting out the recent history of debate about the
future of the Inner London Education Authority, and recording the
Prime Minister's decision that a Ministerial Committee should now
be established to look at the issues and consider possible courses
of action.

The Prime Minister has agreed that Mr Carlisle should announce this
Government decision to study the issue by means of an arranged written
PQ on the lines of the attached. He would like to answer this
Question on Monday 28 April. I should be grateful if you and the

other recipients of this letter could confirm that the draft answer
is acceptable.

The Prime Minister intends to inform Sir Horace Cutler of the decision
on the day that Mr Carlisle answers the arranged question.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Chilcot (Home Office),

Don Brereton (DHSS), Ian Fair (Employment), and Alastair Pirie (Chief
Secretary's Office). I am also sending copies for information to
Mike Pattison (No 10) and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

yM e~

e

(\ .P A SHAW
Private Secretary

CONFIDENTIAL
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THE FUTURE OF ILEA

&

The Inner London Education Authority (ILEA) was established

by the London Government Act of 1963 to be responsible for all
the functions of a local education authority in the area covered
by the 12 inner London boroughs and the City of London. As a
result ILEA provides this area with nursery education, primary
and secondary schools, special schools, and further education at
non-advanced and advanced level - the last function includes

the support of a number of polytechnics and other institutions
of higher education. It also administers the careers service
for the area. It consists of the 35 GLC members elected for
inner London, plus one representative each from the 12 inner
London boroughs and the City of London. It derives its income

(other than from charges) by precepting on the inner London
boroughs and the City.

2. For several years there has been criticism in Conservative
quarters of ILEA's constitution and method of operation. The
Boroughs of Wandsworth and Westminster  have formally requested

to become education authorities in their own right. Mr Carlisle
recently set up a Conservative Party Committee under Mr Kenneth
Baker MP to examine the issues. The Baker Report recommended that
ILEA should be abolished, that most of its functions should be
devolved on the individual inner London boroughs, and that
mairftained higher education should become the responsibility of

a Joint Committee of all 12 boroughs.

3. Since the report was published, it has been widely criticised.

To implement it would require legislation. At a meeting on

7 April with the Secretary of State for Education and Science

and Lady Young, the Prime Minister decided that the next step

was an’ examination of the issues by a Ministerial Committee supported

WUNWINE 16t it W 8 80 00
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CONFIDENTIAL

N
byaCommittee of officials which would look at the possibility of
implementing the Baker Report and alternative options.

4. Among the issues which will need to be covered by such an
examination are the following:

(1)

The accountability of ILEA members to the local
government electors of inner london. The proposed 3
new block grant will be payable to ILEA as to all other
local authorities but much of ILEA's income would
continue to come from rate precepts on the inner London
boroughs.

The educational effectiveness of ILEA. Unit costs

per pupil in inner London are high by national standards.
On the other hand ILEA has unique problems to contend
with. The academic standards achieved in ILEA schools
bear comparison with the national average, and ILEA

is generally regarded as 'doing a good job in higher and
further education.

“ Administrative efficiency. ILEA is the largest education

authority in England. The managerial prodblems of size
have to be balanced against the economies of scale.

LUdFiL Ly HIAL

2.




DRAFT QUESTION

To ask the Secretary of State for Education and Science what

action he proposes to take on the future of the Inner London
Education Authority?

DRAFT ANSWER

The Government has embarked on a comprehensive examination of the

local government arrangements for the provision, administration
and financing of education in Inner London. I will make a further
statement when this examination has been completed.




10 DOWNING STREET
PRIME MINISTER

Following your discussion with
Mr Carlisle about the Baker Report
on the future of the ILEA, he has
R e
suggested the attached draft letter
for you to send to Sir Horace Cutler

Mr Carlisle would like to
announce the proposed course of
action through an arranged PQ on the
day that Sir Horace Cutler receives
the letter.

If you are content with this
arrangement could you please sign
the draft (Flag A): we will then
heltidFStcRf ol de Spiaitic htiuihic SNz
Carlisle has cleared his answer
(Flag B) and made arrangements to

have it put down.

Cabinet Office will shortly be
submitting advice on the composition

and terms of reference for the

Ministerial group which is to pursue

S #

17 Aprils 1080




18 April 1980

The Prime Minister has signed the draft
letter to Sir Morace Cutler about the future
of the ILEA which you sent over. I attach
a copy of the letter in its signed form.
You will see that the Prime Minister has
added in manuscript: "I hope this will not
take too long. I will keep a eye on progress."

No doubt you will come back to
Mike Pattison to tell him when the letter
should be sent to Sir Horace Cutler,.

N. J. SANDERS

Peter Shew, Esq.,
Department of Education and Science.




QUESTION

To ask the Secretary of State for Education and Science what
action he proposes to take on the future of the Inner London
Education Authority?

ANSWER

The Government have embarked on a comprehensive examination
of the local government arrangements for the provision,
administration and financing of education in Inner London.
I will make a further statement when this examination has

been completed.
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ELIZABETH HOUSE,
YORK ROAD,
LONDON SEi1 7PH
oi-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

N J Sanders Esg

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street

LONDON SWA /€ April 1980

- N
{ écv /l/h./{
THE FUTURE OF ILEA

Thank you for your letter of 1 April. I enclose a draft letter
to Sir Horace Cutler.

Public interest in this matter will continue, as will Parliamentary
Questions. As this is the first major step on this issue which

the present Government is taking as a Government, Mr Carlisle
suggests that it would be helpful to announce it, and that he might
do so by means of an arranged PQ on the day that Sir Horace

Cutler receives the letter.

I enclose a copy of a draft Answer which would also have to
be cleared with other interested Departments.

Sir Robert Armstrong will be advising the Prime Minister shortly
on the details of the composition and terms of reference of the
Ministerial Group which is to take the matter further.

I am copying this letter to David Wright (Cabinet Office).
\
/Nv.l f\l‘/\(_lreb
e
/{’L"":_’___,.
P A SHAW
Private Secretary




DRAFT LETTER FOR THE PRIME MINISTER TO SEND TO SIR HORACE
CUTLER - LEADER OF THE GLC

Thank you for sending me a copy of youp letter of 27/ March to
Mark Carlisle about the future of the ILEA. Mark and I share

your concern about the importance of this issue.

The crucial point on timing is that any major change would

need legislation. There ig no prospect of squeezing another
comtrowversial Billir nsosthe “elirrent Session and L ermy mueh

doubt whether omr heavy legislative programme will accommodate
such a Bill in the 1980/81 Session. But this does give us time

to try to get the best solution of the ILEA problem and to

avoid the political consequences, which you very fairly acknowledge,
of appearing to act so hastily as to prejudge issues which affect
local government and education throughout the London area and thus
need more thought and discussion.

I believe that the time has come for a direct involvement by the
Government.

Following Kenneth Baker's report, I have therefore decided that
the next step is for the Government to carry out its own study

of all the issues (which of course go beyond the purely
educational aspect and include local government) and all the
possible options, so that we can then be in a position to

bring forward proposals baséd on a more detalled and comprehensive
examination.

/

/

/

/

I regard this decision as/a positive step which will show our
supporters that we are d%termined o indiGlcslichbiide it en’

The decision will be annﬁunced thiss efternoon dnsreply fo a

Parliamentary Question./

I am sending a copy of this letter to David Smith.
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary : 1 April 1980

250

' 15 % (@

The Future of the ILEA

Your Secretary of State and Lady Young discussed the Baker
Report and the future of the ILEA with the Prime Minister at
1700 today. Your Secretary of State suggested that the most
sensible way forward might be to set up a Ministerial Committee,
with a group of officials working to it, to look at not only the
Baker Report itself, but also alternative possibilities for the
organisation of inner London education. The Prime Minister
accepted this suggestion. ;

Your Secretary of State hoped that it might be possible for
this group's work to be completed by the summer recess but he
doubted whether it would be feasible to introduce legislation in
the 1980/81 session. The Prime Minister endorsed both of these
‘expressions. of view.

Your Secretary of State suggested that the Prime Minister might
write to Sir Horace Cutler, saying that the Government now proposed
to give detailed scrutiny to the Baker Report before reaching
final decisions. I should be grateful if you could let me have ga
suitable draft letter.

It would also be helpful if you could let me have for the Prime
Minister's information the details of the composition and terms of
reference of the Ministerial Group which is to take the work further.

Your Secretary of State briefly mentioned the Clegg Report on
Teachers' Pay, and reported to the Prime Minister that the overall
cost would be 18.2% of the salary bill at April 1979 levels. The
Prime Minister noted this.

I am copying this letter to David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Peter Shaw, Esq. ,
Department of Education and Science.




31 March 1980

Thaank you for youé letter of 12 March informing me of your
views about the report%on the Inner London Education Services

recently prepared by the Committee under Mr Kenneth Baker's
Chairmanship.

I have taken note of the concern you express and I have
passed your letter on to the'Secretary of State for Education who
is now considering these matters. I am sure he will take Lull
account of the position of denominational schools in considering

the case for changing the present organisation o? education in
Inner London.

fSGD) MARGARET THATCHER

The Most Reverend Michael Bowen,
Archbishop and Metropolitan of Southwark
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SEl1 7PH
TELEPHONE 01-928 9222
FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

N J Sanders Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

LONDON SWA 78 March 1980

Do Nk, M)

Mr Carlisle is due to meet the Prime Minister
next Tuesday for a discussion about the ILEA.

The Secretary of State hopes that the Prime
... Minister will find the enclosed background paper
on ILEA helpful.

yMW
(
R J GREEN
Private Secretary







CONFIDENTIAL

. THE BAKER REPORT ON THE ILEA - BACKGROUND NOTE

168 The Baker Report recommends:-

1L Each inner London Borough should be responsible for
\\ :
nursery, primary and secondary schools, special
education, youth and leisure services, Adult Education

Institutions and FE colleges within its boundaries.

A Joint Committee of all 12 Boroughs to administer the

5 inner London Polytechnics and specialist colleges

of national status.

A joint review, in which all 12 Boroughs would take

, LI R
a continuing part, of all non-advanced further education
courses in Inner London, to eliminate unnecessary
duplication.

240 These recommendations stem from the following criticisms
of ILEA in the Report:-

2.1. Because the ILEA consists of the GLC councillors for the
inner London Boroughs and a nominee from each Borough Council

(and the City), the Authority is not directly democratically

accountable, and education issuéé tend to feature only minimally
—__.—’-——'\

in either GLC or Borough elections.

2.2. ILEA's income derives from a precept on the inner London

Boroughs which they cannot readily challenge.

2.3. Unit costs in ILEA are substantially higher than the
national average and it is doubtful whether they can be justified
by inner London's special characteristics.

2.4, GCE 'O' and 'A' level results per 1000 secondary school
children are below national average: ILEA has the highest
proportion of children leaving ®chool without any qualifications.

\
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2.5. A centralised educatioenal service is less likely to be

responsive to local needs.

g Although these criticisms are valid, they do not tell the
whole story:- for example, the statement that unit costs of
school pupils are higher does not take account either of the
inner London salary weighting for teachers, or of ILEA's
attempts to meet the special needs of the metropolis, including

the high proportion of immigrants and deprivation generally.

4. It is inherent in the Baker Report's recommendations that
each borough is of itself of sufficient size to be an LEA.
Unfortunately, the figures on which this premise is based are
three years out of date and take no account of more recent and
much lower population projections. Seven-of the twelve boroughs
would be smaller than the present smallest English authority,
and would find it very difficult t5_5§3333e the present range of

. ’_‘__d_—_‘-‘
services.

The Baker Report accepts the need for the continuation of
rate equalisation scheme but makes no analysis of how such

scheme would operate and how it would affect borough autonomy.

6. No real thought appears to have been given to the likely
savings or increases in expenditure and bureaucracy which
would result from the setting up of twelve new education

authorities and two Joint Committees.

7 q The proposals for higher education are not based on any

clear analysis of how the joint arrangements would operate in
practice. A Joint Committee would not be likely to provide

a very effective means of administration and would be liable

to the same criticisms of democratic accountability as is the
present ILEA.

81 ILEA has a large and influential Inspectorate and advisory
service; the preservation of which, if desirable for the benefit
of twelve individual boroughs, could lead to complex administrative

arrangements which would restrict borough autonomy.

CONFIDENTIAL
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o, In addition the Report gives no detailed consideration

to alternative solutions to the criticisms of ILEA. It does

not examine whether adoption of the Marshall Report's recommendations
might provide an effective way forward, and it does not assess

the likely public reaction to the proposal to disband ILEA.

10. In view of the very firm views held by Sir Horace Cutler
and other of our leading supporters in London about the future
of ILEA, it is necessary that the Government should respond

in some way. However, the educational, financial and political
consequences will need careful consideration before any decision

is reached.

MARK CARLISLE
28 March 1980

CONFID?NTEAL




Fron SIR HORACE CUTLER, O.B.E.
LEADER OF THE GREATER LONDON COUNCIL
THE COUNTY HALL, SE17PB

Telephone 01-633 3304 /2184

27 March 1980.

Rt. Hon. Mark Carlisle, M.P.,

Secretary of State for Education and Science,
Department of Education and Science,
Elizabeth House,

York Road,

London, SE1 7PH.

FUTURE OF ILEA

Two things about the enclosed cutting of a leader in "The Evening Standard"
are disturbing me.

The first is the opening statement that the D.E.S. is preparing itself for
an official inquiry into ILEA. You will recall that when you wrote to me
on 9 July last year (after we met) you then said that you had asked your
officials "to make an urgent study of ILEA". How urgent is urgent?

The second is the public face being put on the entire issue by the Government.

As you yourself confirmed in the same letter last July we are committed (and
it dates from 1975) to "the replacement of ILEA with something better". Since
almost anything would be an improvement I do not see that there can be much
holding the Government back.

I do realise, of course, that there are some circumstances in which the
Government and its ministers would not wish to appear to have prejudged issues,
and it may be that there is some reason in this case for circumspection. If

there is it might well be helpful for GLC and Borough Members to be apprised
@it Sl

Apart from that I am now concerned about the timing of possible changes. There
are now only thirteen months to go to the 1981 GLC election. If there are still

loose ends untied then the whole thing will unravel.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister and to David Smith.

HORACE CUTLER
Leader of the Council
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With the compliments of w
SIR HORACE CUTLER OBE ,gs

Leader of the Greater London Council

The County Hall, London, SE1 7PB
01-6333304/2184




EVENING STANDARD - 24 MARCH 1980

ILEA -
] inquiry

HE Department of BEduca-
tion is preparing itself to
conduct an official inquiry
into the Inner London Edu-
cation Authority. There have
been pressures from several
sources—the Greater London
Council. two or three Conscr-
vative-controlled inner Lon-
don boroughs and a Tory
policy group of London MPs
and education experts—to
disband the ILEA completely.
But the Education Secrelary
Mr Mark Carlisle has very
sensibly ruled out any preci-
pitate action until a full
inquiry is held. '

The report Issued by the
Tory policy group. headed by
the Marylebone MP Kenneth
Baker. has aroused a great
deal of controversy. It recom-
mends that local boroughs
should be given direct respon-
sibility for running their own
education services, leaving
inner Londen pelytechnies
and other key colleges to be
run by a special commitiee.

Too remote

The ILEA, it argues. has
become too remote and cum-
barsome to administer inner
London's education efliciently.
It is not properly financially
accountable to ratepayers, in
that it determines the size
of its own budget and then
arbitrarily levies it as a
precept. from lccal boroughs
(a precept which increased
by 25 per cent lhis year). It
is composed of members who
have been elected to the GLC
and local councils on other_
issues besldes cducation. Tts
rasults, at A and O level, are
the poorest in the country,
despite Uhe fact that is spends
more per pupil than any-
where else in Britain.

The leader of the ILEA,
Sir Ashley Bramall. claims
that these facts and figures:
are disingencus. He points
out, that the pupil numbers or!
which these cxam passest
have been calculated are thel
largest in the country and
cover a broader range than
{n many other authorittes. f

Social problems

Inner London also suflers
fram ingrained social prob-
lems (reflected in the cost of

I other soclal services) which
| have ralsed cosls and de-
' pressed the average level of

educational achievement. The
proposed Government in-
quiry will have to set this
against the undoubted truth
of Mr Baker's claim that the
JLEA has sponsored 100
rhany educational —experi-
ments which have proved
dismal failures. and that the

| record of 25 per cent of pupils

leaving schools without any
kind of qualification is un-
acceptably bad.

' The Inquiry may conclude
| that falling school rolls in
| jhner. London make the ad-
mintstrative cost of splitting
# up Into 12 education
authorittes not worthwhile.
What parents and ratepayers
most need s an education
service that they can ensure
actueily educates their child-
reni 11 the ILEA is not to be
split up, at the very least
thiere should be direct elec-
tionis’ to it, to provide more
tablijty. and: greatet
l' tic control.




25 March 1980

Inner London Education Authority

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary
of State's minute of 24 March. She would he
glad to have an informal discussion with hin
about the Baker Report and the future of ti

LEA. Caroline Stephens will be in touc
you to arrange a time,.

The Prime Minister thinks it woulcd
helpful to have before that meeting a short
factual note summarising the recommendations
made by Kenneth Baker, together with comments
on the areas which were not covered in detail
by the Report and the issues which were raised
by it. I have had a word on the telephone
with you about this, and you said you hoped to
let us have something for the Prime Minister's
Weekend Box. It should therefore reach us by
close of play on Friday, 28 March.

N. J. SANDERS

=

Peter Shaw, Esq.,
Department of Education and Science.




PRIME MINISTER

This minute from Mark Carlisle asks for a private and

informal word about the future of ILEA.

Wie, Crwlicile il weneelEe! plgcnin wie jeelliliviles) @it bl ot ks,
o

not surprisingly, and wants to find out how strongly you feel

. . “ -
about the future of ILEA. His own inclination at present 1is

not to go nearly as far as Horace Cutler would like. In part-

‘Tgular, he does not want to make an immediate statement of
principle saying that ILEA should be broken up and he does not
accept Horace Cutler's view that it would be a good thing in
electoral terms to put a Bill through the House next year, just

= o %-
before the GLC elections.

PE—

Mr. Carlisle's preferred course would be the orthodox one
of setting up a Ministerial committee - perhaps even a MISC
group - which would commission an interdepartmental official
study, whose object would be to fill in all the gaps in the Baker
RiEP Ot e IS TS Gl ik 2] ol e Mwoe itc dith el v ol m i chitire o i

this as too cautious an approach.

The Baker Report is undoubtedly superficial and incomplete.
It has been attacked from several different quarters, notably
by the polytechnics and the churches. It does not provide a
sound foundation for immediate action, and further work is vital
if decisions are to be takKem—tmbetter knowledge of their possible
effects. But the technical problems are if anything less than
the political ones, given the strength of feeling ‘that exists in
the GLCSand it is this that Mr. Carlisle really wants to talk

about.

The DES have done a certain amount of work in analysing
the deficiencies in the Baker Report and I think it might be help-
ful to have some idea of their views on paper before you meet
Mr. Carlisle. He would, of course, rather report his views on the

political issues to you orally.




Are you content to meet Mr. Carlisle, on the basis of a

short note analysing the main findings of Baker and the main
s 4

areas which it did not cover adequately?

[\35

24 March 1980




PRIME MINISTER
INNER LONDON EDUCATION AUTHORITY

The future of the Inner London Education Authority has been a matter
of concern to us both. The Committee which I set up under the
Chairmanship of Kenneth Baker recommended that ILEA should be broken
up and the responsibility for education vested in the individual
boroughs.

I do not myself think that the Baker report takes us very much further
towards deciding what action if any we should take. There are complicated
political, financial and educational aspects which need careful scrutiny.
I understand you have had a brief opportunity to read the report: I
would be grateful to have an informal word with you about ILEA before

the matter is taken any further.

e

s 2

MARK CARLISLE
24 March 1980







11 March 1980

Dear Dr. Singer,

Thank you for your letter of 8 March, setting
3 2

out the views of the Committee of Directors of London
Polytechnics on the report about the inner London
education services recently prepared by the Committee

under HMr. Kenneth Baker's chairmanshin.

I hage taken note of the views you express, and
I have passed your letter on to the Secretary of State

for Iducation, who is now considering these matters.

|
Yours sincerely,

Margaret Thatcher.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 10 March 1980

affield has written to us

nt Secretaries at DES and
Environ—=nt, with the ILEA documents respond-
ing to =&<= port by the Committee of London
Conservacives on education in Inaner London.

E think- it ds for your Seecretaryeof
State toc respond to this. I would be
grateful if you could ensure that the Prime
Minister sees a draft reply before it is
sent.

i i i

Peter Shaw, Esq.
Department of Education and Science.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 7 March 1980

Sir James Swaffield,




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

ILEA have sent you this
PESUOINEE 15O ElaE [9guEie @il LS
future prepared by Kenneth Baker.

I have asked that Mr. Carlisle
should reply, if this seems
appropriate, but that he should let
Vioulse clhiiisidira Rt 1t e Site

s P P T

7 March 1980




Inner London Education Authority

ollea

Clerk to the Authority
Sir James Swaffield CBE RD

The County Hall London SE1 7PB

Telephone 01-633 6066
live Whitmore, Esq., Please reply to ;h?ﬂClerk to the Authority
Principal Private Secretary to My reference DG/%
the Prime Minister, Your reference
10 Downing Street, Date 5 March 1980
London S.W.1,

]}2: T?v. LJL;*X~«W*.

The Inner London Education Authority at its meeting on 4 March 1980
considered the report of the Committee of London Conservatives, chaired
by Mr Kenneth Baker MP, on Education in Inner London,

The Authority, on a recommendation from its Education Committee, resolved
to endorse the comments set out in the report of the Schools Sub-Committee
and in the report submitted to that Sub-Committee by the Education Officer
(document No. ILEAOOQO) for submission to the Prime Mi nluter, the Secretary
of State for the Environment and the Secretary of State for Education and
Science,

In accordance with the Authority's resolution, I enclose the documents
referred to and should be glad if you would place these before the Prime
T\’(

lHinister.

I have written similarly to the Permanent Secretaries at the Departments of
Education and Science and of the Environment.







INNER LONDON EDUCATION AUTHORITY

EDUCATION COMMITTEE
TUESDAY 4 MARCH 1980
Supplementary agenda paper No. 1

The main report of the Schools Sub-Committee set out below is that referred to in paragraph 1 of
item 13 of the main agenda paper.

THE CouNTY HALL, 29 February 1980 J. C. SWAFFIELD, Clerk to the Authority

Report No. 4 of the Schools Sub-Committee
28 February 1980

EDUCATION IN INNER LONDON—REPORT BY A COMMITTEE OF LONDON CONSERVATIVES CHAIRED BY KENNETH
BAKER MP

1* As has been widely reported in the press, a committee of London conservatives was established last

autumn by the Secretary of State for Education and Science to examine and make specific recom-
mendations as to the future of the education service in inner London. Copies of this report, the Baker
report, were received indirectly in County Hall. Because of its potential significance to the Authority
and because many of its statements, assertions and statistics are, or are based on information that is,
manifestly inaccurate, we consider it essential that the Authority should take steps to ensure that so far as
possible all those considering the report should have before them a commentary on the points made and an
authoritative statement of the true facts.

In the main, the factual points are made in the Education Officer’s report ILEA 0090 (a copy of which
has been sent to each member of the Committee). Those points which we particularly wish to amplify or
emphasize are—

Democratic accountability—We feel it important to emphasize that the 35 GLC members for inner
London are the only directly elected members of an education committee in England and Wales.
Elsewhere, elected councillors themselves select from amongst their members a committee to adminis-
ter the education service. Moreover, the people of inner London have been accustomed to electing
their representatives to a single education authority for that area since 1904: education is still
traditionally, and rightly, a lively issue at times of GLC and inner London borough elections, and
the input to the Authority from the borough council representatives, who reflect their council’s
attitudes to the development of the financial and other plans of the Authority, is an additional
strength.

Projections of population—We consider that the presentation of the Education Officer’s statistics on
pupil numbers discredits any conclusions based on the erroneous figures given in the Baker report.

Educational achievement—It is alarming that the figures used to indicate educational achievement are
derived from an incorrect numerical base and are used to make wholly inappropriate comparisons.
In our view it is dishonest to have selected figures from tables published nationally, omitting all those
results which are favourable to the Authority. A more sophisticated analysis of ILEA examination
results (1977) was made available in January this year and is reported to this meeting of the Com-
mittee. The analysis of the 1976 results has been readily available for some time.

The cost of the ILEA—Almost inevitably the cost of providing services in inner London will be
higher than the national average. One example of this, not necessarily the most revealing, is given
in the comparison of costs of personal social services shown in the Education Officer’s report. These
are in many ways comparable with the education service and are administered by the London bor-
oughs. The Baker committee’s comments on unit costs for ILEA pupils are misleading and
potentially damaging to the Authority. We particularly note that the report shows no real cognizance
of factors such as the high rate of social deprivation in much of inner London.

Administration—It is a feature of inner London’s administrative system that every school, college and
adult education institute has its own governing body on which parents, staff and members of the local
community are represented. The schools sector is administered through a divisional system which
draws much strength from its local contacts and locally based staff. Throughout the whole service,
members and officers are quite as accessible and responsive to local needs and feelings as those in

2705-50-10-5 (29918/114) Waterlow London 2/80
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smaller authorities. Although far from complacent, we support the view that a multiplicity of
education authorities is likely to be less effective and will certainly be more expensive than the present
integrated service.

The implications of the recommendations—We find it extraordinary that the Baker committee should
have produced their report with so little regard to the administrative consequences of their recommen-
dations. Joint committees are proposed to administer the inner London polytechnics and some of the
ILEA’s specialist colleges, but the particular problems of special education do not appear to have
received serious consideration, as the Education Officer’s report makes clear. Nor does it seem
that attention has been paid to the organization of a common system of 11- transfer amongst
12 different authorities. No comment is made on the operation of many of the ILEA’s services such
as the careers service and the inspectorate. In summary, we fail to see how the re-ordering of
responsibilities as proposed would produce a system that is in any significant way better or more
accountable and we remain convinced that there should continue to be a single education authority
for inner London.

We recommend—

1 (a) That the Authority be recommended to endorse the comments in the above report, together
with the commentary alongside the text of the Baker committee’s report circulated with the
document ILEA 0090, for submission to the Prime Minister, the Secretary of State for Education
and Science and the Secretary of State for the Environment; and

(b) That the Baker committee’s report and the Authority’s comments thereon be made widely
available to the governing bodies of the Authority’s schools, colleges and other establishments.

ANNE SOFER, Chairman




Inner London Education Authority

ILEA 0090
Education Committee

SCHOOLS SUB-COMMITTEE

Report (26.2.80) by the

‘ THE ORGANISATION OF THE
Education Officer EDUCATION SERVICE IN
'INNER LONDON

1 This report takes the form of a commentary on a document produced by the
'Committee on Education in Inner London!. The document itself was released

to the press during the week beginning 19 February and was thereafter widely
commented upon. The document was received in County Hall through the courtesy
of a journalist but not everyone who might feel entitled to see it may have
done so. To avoid further uncertainty, it seems appropriate that the

document should be given wide circulation.

2 The document, referred to in the press as the 'Sherlock® report, is
reproduced in full. It raises matters of accountability and other issues

of a political nature on which it is not for me to express an opinion.

But the document also puts forward arguments which are intended to have some
basis in fact. As Education Officer to the Authority I take it to be my
responsibility to see that information on the education service in Inner London
is correct and that the interpretation of that information conforms to the
ordinary processes of orderly thinking.

3 My comments appear opposite the text but there are six specific points
I wish to make at the outset:

(1) The document proposes that the ILEA's education functions should
be transferred to the individual London Boroughs. It is evident

that the pupil numbers on which the future size of the proposed new
education authorities are intended to rest have been totally miscalculated.
Unwittingly, therefore, twelve education authorities are proposed of
which half would have, within six years, fewer pupils than any present
local education authority in England, not excluding the Isle of Wight.
Inevitably, this would mean a severe reduction in what could be offered
to the pupils and students of Inner London or to a whole interlocking
series of joint arrangements at different levels of administration and
for different parts of the service.

(ii) In the time available it has not been possible to cost such
arrangements but they would certainly be complex, confusing to the
public and expensive to run. At present, for example, thousands of
pupils and students move freely across borough boundaries to a wide
variety of schools and colleges within Inner London. Twelve new
education authorities would need to set up twelve new sets of adminis-
trative arrangements so that each authority could claim from or make

payments to any other authority to whom it sent or from whom it received
pupils or students.




(iii) The fact that the extent of the fall in school population has
gone undetected means that the planning implications of the arrangement
proposed have also been ignored. In particular, there is no reference
to the relationship between the ILEA and the Diocesan Authorities, whose
planning arrangements cover wide areas of Inner London. New joint
arrangements would be required to deal with this.

(iv) There is no reference in the document to the future of the
services provided centrally by the ILEA. For example, the future

of the ILEA Inspectorate is nowhere mentioned. It is not clear

whether it is supposed that each of the local authorities suggested
either could or should maintain an adequate and separate inspectorate,
both for schools and further education or whether some joint arrangements
between authorities would be required. The same problem would arise
with many of the other services now provided by the ILEA.

(v) In relation to the performance of ILEA, the document relies

on a selection of examination results. This is hardly an adequate
measure but, even if it were, the figures provided in the body of the
document are demonstrably unsound. Those in Appendix 3 are selected
in an idiosyncratic manner. It is, of course, for those reading the
document to decide whether they provide a .fair picture of what is
happening in Inner London's schools.

(vi) It has not been possible to study this document without
contrasting its approach with that of other surveys which have dealt

with Inner London's education service. Irrespective of the conclusions
reached, the decline in the quality of the information on which judgments
have been formed is only too evident.

3  Will the Sub-Committee please indicate whether the comments should
be submitted to the Secretary of State?




Report of the Committee on Education in Inner London.

Terms of Reference.

In November 1979 the Secretary of State, Mr Mark Carlisle
Q.C., M.P, set up a committee of London Conservatives under the
chairmanship of Kenneth Baker M.P. to examine and make specific
recommendations as to the future of the education service in
inner London.

Conclusione.

This Committee recommends that responsibility for nursery,
primary, secondary and most parts of tertiary education should be
vested in the individual boroughs.




The principal factor in our decision is the

ABSENCE OF DEMOCRATIC ACCOUNTABILITY OF I.L.E.A.

a) ILEA is composed of 35 GLC members and 13 representatives from
the 12 inner London boroughs and the City. The present political
division is 26 Labour, 21 Conservative and 1 Independent. It is
not directly elected, nor is it directly responsible to any
authority. Therefore local people - parents, teachers and rate -
payers,have no direct say in the running of their local education
service, unlike the outer London boroughs or the rest of the
country.

b) Those favouring the retention of ILEA have to demonstrate that
the educational needs of inner London are so exceptional that this
quite unique arrangement should continue. We do not accept that
these problems are so markedly different from those of, for
example, Birmingham, Liverpool, Monchester or those of the outer
London boroughs of Ealing, Brent and Newham to justify the
continued existence of I.L.E.A.

¢) The essence of local authority democracy is that people should
have a direct say in all public services provided in that borough.
However, in inner London local electiomns, education issues are

not put directly to the electorate, and they are only indirectly
involved in the Greater London Council elections. It is under -
standable and right that people living in Tower Hamlets should be
primarily interested in the schools and the quality of education
available in their own borough; they camnot be expected to be as
interested in the educational services in Putney, North
Hammersmith or Woolwich. At present the whole drift of our
gociety is towards smeller and more directly accountable units.

We strongly believe in the principle that the electors of each
inner London borough should have as great a voice in the provision
of their educational services, as do those of every other
metropolitan district in the country and that the best way of
achieving this is through the ballot box.

ABSENCE OF FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY.

ILEA prepares its own budget, determines its owm expenditure and
levies the 12 Inner London Boroughs and the City through the GLC
with a precept which cannot effectively be challenged. In the
educational services of the country this is quite unique and is
resented by most inner London boroughs. The Government proposes
to introduce a unitary grant for ILEA but the authority will

still retain the right to precept for the sums which it decides it
needs in excess of the grant allocation. It will continue to be
its own financial master and will not be responsible to any
directly elected representatives.

There are three other factors that we also consider to be
important s




DEMOCRATIC ACCOUNTABILITY

a) The 35 GLC councillors are the only directly elected members of

an education committee in FEngland. FElsewhere, elected councillors
themselves select from amongst their members a committee to administer
the education service.

b) The distinguishing characteristics of the educational services of

the three large cities referred to: Birmingham, Liverpool and Manchester,
are that they are run, like the ILEA, as a single service. In this
respect, they conform to the pattern of every large city in the western
world. Tt is the suggestion that the education service of a major city
should be fragmented that is unique.

¢) If it is assumed in advance that local authority democracy, which

all would wish to promote, depends on all public services being provided
by individual boroughs, it follows without further argument that such
services as the health service, the water authorities and many others
are misplaced.

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

The ILEA, as a precepting authority, is similar to the GLC and the
Counties. The inner London boroughs, of course, reflect
their attitude to the financial plans of ILEA through their representa-
tives on it.




1) COST OF ILEA

The facts are that:

(i) Unit costs per ILEA pupil are higher than the national average, but so

is, for example, the expenditure per head of populatién on personal’
social services, which deals with the same population as the educaticn
service. (See following:table of CIPFA Statistics, 1979/80 Estimates)

Total Total Gross On Admin As % Gross
Population Expenditure 2 of Total Expenditure
per head

Toner London s 2:062y 756 169,216,106 27,454,958 1642 82,03
Outer London 4,486,810 173,749,313 23,533,818 17555 38,72
Met. Districte 11,529,224 395,779,183 44,635,856 1hLr G155}

* kxcludes Seuthwark and Tower Hamlets - figures not available.

(ii) Expenditure on education accounts for a substantially lower proportien
of the total expenditure by local authorities in London (42%) than it
does for the country as a whole (50%), and is about the same proportion
in both Inner London and Outer London boroughse.

Expenditure on education, in real terms, within the ILEA over the past

six years, including the 1980/81 budget, has been reduced by 3%. The

fall in general overheads has not been reduced strictly in accordance
with the fall in pupil numbers. That fall in numbers, as an act of policy
by the Authority, has been used to reduce class sizes, improve the
in-service training arrangements for teachers and to extend nursery
education. These decfisions of policy were in accordance with those
proposed and financed by the government of the day.

On this evidence, there is no reason to suppose that the cost per pupil would
be reduced by transferring educational functions to the boroughse.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT IN INNER LONDON

The figures used derive from an incorrect numerical base and are used to make
inappropriate comparisons:

(i) Figures on examination results are nowhere published as a proportion of
results "per 1,000 children at secondary schools". That would be a methodo-
logical absurdity. Some secondary schools. such as those in ILEA, begin at
the age of 11, others at the age of 12 or 13 or in Vlith form colleges at 16.
Plainly this affects the proportion of passes per thousand. For this reason
results in national or ILEA statistics are related either to a sample of
school leavers or to single age groups.

The figures shown for England and Wales but not those for ILEA include pupils
from independent schools, the former direct grant schools and some private
and overseas candidates, Although the results from these sources are
included, the school population base from which they derive, of some

350,000 secondary age pupils, is not. The figures are therefore doubly
invalid. Even on the basis used,all the '0' level figures are
arithmetically incorrect.




.1) THENHIGHICCE THOBRFLEAR

Although an advantage claimed for the Inner London Education
Authority when it was established was 1its ability to achieve
economy of scale, its overhead costs are substantially higher than
that of the national average for local education authorities. Its
overall costs per pupil are by far the highest in the country.
Whilst the higher cost of the educatioun service in Inner London
may be in part attributed to greater salary and administrative
costs, the high unift cost per pupil when compared to either other
metropolitan authorities or to Outer London Boroughs cannot be

Hlus Fikaniecl

A Short Comparison Shows The High Cost of I.L.E.A.

: : VekofEotal
Authority Pupils Teachers salaries spent P/T Ratio UnitiCost
on non-%teaching Per Punil®*

staft

=
IS B E AT B 7RIS 7O RNE2 8 TN 19.4 &EIL (8]

Ealing 4751255 2 5ike] 16.4 497.9

Brent(highest 42,910 2,642 23 57 o8l
Outer London)

Enfield(lowest 46,779 20256 ! & A5 L 7/
Outer London)

Birmingham 2AONT/ 5 AL 7k L, 541 152 421005
Barnslev 4RO 2 2Rl NG Gl TS T
St. Helens 40,428 2 Ol 5 895182

* Primary and Secondary Schools

(Educaticn Actualls! Statistics 1977/78, ¥€hanitered nstitutesofaBublic
Finance and Accountancy August 1979)

Appendix 2 zives further comparative figures.

2) DISQUIET ABOUT EDUCATIOYWAL ACHIEVEMENT IN INNER LONDON

As a measure of value the higher level of expenditure on education in
inner London is not matched by higher academic achievement. The evi-
dence shows that success in public examinations is consistently lower
in inner London when compared to the average for England and Wales.
Tis difference is in our opinion two great to be accounted for by the
inner-city characteristics of inner London.

Numbers Entering and Passing Public Examinations
10l 538 ¢ Ao England and Walcs

Subjects taken at O'level per
1,000 children at secondary
SCheOIISE 387

Subjects passed at O'level per
1,000 children at secondary schools. 197

Subijec it st akentac AN e el Npe 1
1820 0Rchiislidren 95 116

Subjects nassed at A'level per
1,000 children 57 78

(Inner London Education Authority Report on Examination Results)
19768 and C.I.F.P.A. Education Actuals 1976/77
Sece appendices 3, 3a and 3b
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3) REMOTENESS OF ADMINISTRATION.

The centralisation of the education service in Inner London has
resulted in a loss of responsiveness to local needs accentuating the
problens of financial and democratic accountability. We are convinced
that if local councillors were directly responsible for the education
gervice in their boroughs then the problem of badly-run schools such
as William Tyndale would never have arisen.

THE MARSHALL REPORT.

The Report to the Greater London Council by Sir Frank Marshall in
July 1978 recognised the above criticisms and proposed that:

"he creation of an Inner London Borough Statutory Joint Committee
would offer the best balance of advantage in overcoming the problems
of inner London education.®

This would mean that each inner London borough would nominate five of
its elccted representatives to serve on this committee.

Whilst this is an improvement on the existing system there would still
be no elected representatives directly responsible for their local
education services. Education would still not compete directly with
other services for available resources. In addition there would be a
practical problem of finding councillors who could meet the heavy
demands which {k ¢ Committee would place on their time.

Therefcie, in our view preserving the essential structure of I.L.E.A.
in this way will only perpetuate the present administrative
inefficiencies whilst doing little to improve democratic or financial
accountability.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION o

concern has been that any recommondation should:

promote democratic accountability in the education service
promote financial accountability in the education service

contribute towards the raising of educational standards and
greater involvement for parents.

guard agoinst the re-emergence of excessive bureaucracy

We conclude that on all these grounds the current responsibilities of
the Inner London Education Authority should be vested in each inner
London borough.

THE PROVISION OF EDUCATION IN THE NEW LOCAL AUTHORITIES.

1. Each inner London borough should have specific responsibility for
nursery, primary and secondary schools, youth and leisure services,
Adult Education Institutes and the Colleges of Further Education with
in its boundaries. The sharing of recreational facilities across
borough boundaries must continue.

2., Special education should become a borough responsibility and the
transferability which currently exists across the borough boundaries
for highly specialised services should continue.
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3) ADMINISTRATION

The problem with which any large city has to deal is the need to establish general
policies over a wide area and also deal with the needs of particular institutions.
Over the past 110 years, inner London has established a well-tried system of
distributed administration. Local needs are dealt with by individual governing
bodies. The schools sector is administered through a divisional system and the
major policy decisions are taken centrally, Problems within individual
institutions are not, of course, confined to large education authorites.

THE MARSHALL REPORT

The Marshall Report had as its author an experienced leader of a major local
authorjty, aided by 13 expert assessors. It is difficult to do justice to its
findings in a few lines and surprising that its conclusions do not find a place
among the options to be considered (Appendix 6). However, if a Joint Committee
of the sort proposed by Marshall is held, by its very nature, to "perpetuate
the present administrative inefficiencies whilst doing little to improve
democratic or financial accountability" it is not clear why Joint Committees
are either proposed or made necessary by the recommendations of this document.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION

There is no obvious connection between the conclusion and the four principles
enunciated. For example, the third principle mentions parents for the first

and last time. No evidence is produced on how their greater involvement would

be achieved. This is an important omission, Nor is any evidence provided on the

way "excessive bureaucracy" might be avoided rather than created by the establishment
of 12 new education authorities and a system of Joint Committees.

THE PROVISION OF EDUCATION IN THE NEW LOCAL AUTHORITIES
M

1. Presumably the City of London would need to receive special consideration.

2. The particular problems of Specialxedﬁcation do not appear to have received serious
consideration. These are discussed in the annexe to this paper.
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e The working of these two Joint Committees and the administrative
consequences are not clear. At the outset, there is the question of
ensuring financial and democratic accountability, which has already been
referred to. If the Joint Committees had their own officers and administration,
this would require a new and administratively expensive mechanism.
Alternatively, if administrators were to be seconded from individual boroughs,
it would not be clear where their responsibilities lay. Nor is it clear
whether decisions of Joint Committees would be binding on individual member
authorities.

Under these proposals the Inner London education service would become unique
in two ways. Inner London would be the only area with a division between
part of its further education system and the school system. Tt would also
be the only area where the further education system was divided
within itself.

e Financial

(i) Tt is noted that some system of 'distributing the wealth of

the richer boroughs to the poorer should continue, through some

form of rate equalisation scheme.' Irrespective of the level of a
penny rate product, the following extract from the Marshall Report
(Table 8, prepared by Mr. Wilfred Bowdell, former City Treasurer

of Westminster City Council) illustrates how important this ags e fit
to themselves, individual boroughs would face very large rate increases.

Financial consequences of transfer of responsibility for education from
ILEA to the inner boroughs *

Borough Education Cost of Reduction (—) or
rate education increase (+) in

in £ per head education rate on

of population transfer of education

to inner Boroughs

(2) @) (4) (5)
(=) (+)
£ p p

Chmdea . g 2220 105
Greenwich 635 605

Hackney ' ] 765

Hammersmith 85-9

Islington ¥ 120-2

Kensington and Chelsea ¥ 169-0

Lambeth 814

Lewisham ' 567

SOTUhWHERE e e 99-3

Tower Hamlets : : 105-2

Wandsworth R B 600

Westminster NSy 5661

R Tl e O R 12,6353

Inner l.ondon average i 173:5

(ii) TIf considered important, the extent to which, under present
arrangements, one borough contributes to another's educational expenses

or obtains resources from other boroughs can be displayed as in the
Marshall Report (Table 9).

* Table 8 Marshall Report 1978




3., We recommend that the five inner London Polytechnics and the
gspecialist colleges of national status (appendix 5) should be
administered by a joint committee of the 12 inner London boroughs.

There should also be a joint committee (possibly a sub-committee of
the Regional Advisory Council) which would review all non-advanced
Further Education courses in inner London to ensure there is no
unnecessary duplication in the provision of courses.

The first criterion of a new education authority is that it should
be individually capable of providing an effective and full-scale
gservice.

This entails two considerations:
1. Tinancial

We consider that a system of distributing the wealth of the richer
boroughs to the poorer should continue, through some form of roate
equalisation scheme. It is no part of our purpoSe to save money
money for the richer boroughs while starving the poorer ones.

It is important to realise, however, that even the poorest East London
Boroughs have relatively high rateable resources. The product of a

1p rate in 1978/79 in Tower Hamlets is £400,000. The following
education authorities all have lower rate resources than Tower Hamlets:

Authority School Population 1p Rate Product

Haringey 37,466 £ 388,000
Bexley 39,50 £ 286,200
Barking 28,576 £ 266,000
Kingston | S 271,000
Sunderland 62,915 23 4B

Rochdale 43, 294 £ 19©, 700

(Education Authorities Directory 1978 and C.I.F.P.A. Education
Actuals 1977/78)

These are merely a selection. There are many education authorities
which have a lower rate product than the poorer inmmer London boroughs.

The transfer of responsibility for the cducation service to the boroughs
would have a major effect on the finances of all inner London boroughs
and would inevitably entail drastic changes in the present rate
equalisation scheme. Whilst replacement of the current practice of

the education precept in Inner London by an amended rate equalisotion
scheme or some other mechanism would have the merit of demonstrating
more clearly how rmuch some boroughs contribute to others, such a

scheme would need careful negotiation through representatives of all
London Boroughs.
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2., Size of Population and Number of Children.

Appendix 4 shows the size of each inner and outer London borough and
the projected school age population for 1986.

On the lowest estimate the smallest borough in OQuter London will be
Kingston with about 25,000 pupils. There will be three inner London
authorities smaller than this - Kensington and Chelsea 18,0003
Camden 21,000; Westminster 23,000, Greenwich at 42,000 and
Wandsworth at 49,000 will be significantly larger than many outer
London boroughs.

We consider that even the smallest borough could provide an excellent
education service. In addition there is nothing to prevent two or
nore adjacent boroughs from forming joint education committees to
provide any services on a combined basis. The Government's new
legislation on the recoupment of expenscs between local authorities
will facilitate easier transfer of children across borough boundaries.,

1st February 1980
KB/CC/SL




Size of Population and Number of Children

The fall in the school population over the next few years has been
the subject of a succession of reports to ILEA's Education Committee
and it is disappointing to see how completely the scope and signifi-
cance of this has been missed. The figures in Appendix 4 are not of
school pupils, as appears to have been assumed. 1In commenting on
Appendix 4, I have provided the appropriate figures, but the extent
of the error can be briefly illustrated. Over a period when numbers
will continue to fall, the lowest estimate for Kingston is described
as '"about 25,000 pupils'. In September 1979 there were 19,910 pupils
on roll in the borough. The figures for the Inner London boroughs
quoted are set out below:

Actuals "Sherlock ILEA
September Report" Estimate
1979 (1986) (1986)

Kensington & Chelsea 11,412 18,000 3,920
Camden . 18,548 21,000 15950
Westminster 15,403 23,000 12,520
Greenwich 36,117 42,000 33,180
Wandsworth 38,617 49,000 27,530

(Pupils aged 5-19)

I know of no professional opinion that would support the view Epat
education authorities theée size of some now proposed could meet the

first criterion of a new education authority, namely ''that it should

be individually capable of providing an effective and full-scale service!'.
It follows that it is not a question of there being 'mothing to prevent
two or more adjacent boroughs from forming joint Education Committees

to provide any services on a combined basis''. It would be an absolute
necessity for some such joint committees to be formed. At a more general
level, above these joint committees there would be the joint committees
referred to earlier for further education.

Finally, the view that the legislation now before Parliament would
affect 'recoupment of expenses between local authorities' and would
"facilitate easier transfer of children across borough boundaries"

is mistaken. The legislation leaves matters within London exactly

as they now stand. The difficult problem that would arise, under
present legislation, is that, so far as students in Further Education
are concerned, there would be no automatic right to recoupment from

one borough education authority to the next. Far from facilitating the
easier transfer of students, the creation of a series of new education
authorities,where now there is one, could only inhibit it.
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Appendix $: IMembership of the Co mittee on Fducation in Inner ILondon

Chairanan: Kenneth Baker I1.P.

Nirel Forian M.Ps
Bid - She lvon NP

TIan Clarke

Hurh Cubitt

Leslie Freenan

Georce Pole

Stuart Sexton
Professor David Saith

Secretary: Christine Chapaian

The Committee

was assisted by:Harry Greenway 17.P.
John Baaford
YMargaret Bickford-Saith

Harry Jordan




APPENDIX 2: EXFENDITURE PROFILE CF FDUCATION AUTHORITIES

Authority Neittiof Pupils Total No. of Pupil
Schools on Educ Teachers Teacher
Register Exp. Ratio

£m

Barking 2886576 28
Barnet 46,845 Ai7it
Bexley SIOF7IE 6 S B
Brent . 42,910 407
Bromley 48,050 376
Croydon 56,476 an,
Ealing - ATeR65 40.
Enfield : 46,779 Gl
Haringey 37,466
Harrow L 747
Havering 46,849
Hillingdon 41,460
Hounslow 3615087
Kinagston 2l a7/l
Merton 275805
Newham 43,047
Redbridge 35,948
Richmond 19,490
Sutton 26,963
Waltham 38,746
ILEA 3731870
Bury 32,798
St. Helens ] 40,428
Barnsley 47,019
N.Tyneslide 87459238
Solihull 44,546
Calderdale BB NE889
Birmingham 2017/ L7/

.
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(C.I.F.P.A. Education Actual Statistics 1977/78)




Agpendix;;

1. Pupils leavinz Secondary School without Graced Exanination Passes

Authority 7. of all School Leavers

1L 540 /8 25
Liverpool 20
Newcastle 19

Leeds 17

Croydon : e

Outer London Borou~hs ili5
Coventry 17
Doncaster 12
Sheffield 9

England and Wales 16

(Depart ient of Education and Science 1977 Survey of Exanination

Results)
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Appendix 3

Pupils leaving Secondary School without Graded Examination Passes

Reproduced below is the first page of the DES statistics from which
Appendix 3 derives. It will be noticed that cities performing at or
below the level of the ILEA, the columns relating to "A" level
results and the proportion of pupils leaving at the school leaving
age, all of which are favourable to the ILSA, have been omitted.

SCHOOL LEAVERS DURING THE ACADEMIC YEAR 1976-77

TABLE 16 [—] Thousands

Percentage of all leavers

With no With | Leaving

or more at school

E:grg G.C.E. leaving
A age

l

Bedfordshire
Berkshire
Birmingham
Bradford
Buckinghamshire....
Cambridgeshire .
Cheshire ..
Cleveland ..
Cornwall

Coventry

Croyden
Cumbria

dol—cwvmNe A WN -

I
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
0
|

=

o

East Sussex

Gloucestershi

Hampshire

Havering

Hereford and Worcester ...
Hertfordshire

Humberside

Northamptonshire
Northumberland
North Yorkshire
Nottinghamshire........

Source: Sample survey

DES Statistics of Education Vol 2 1977
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APPENDIX 3a and 3b: 'O' LEVEL EXAMINATIONS

A full account of ILEA examination results was published earlier

this month and is available to anyone who wishes to receive it. The
report deals with all subjects taken.,  unlike Appendix 3a (opposite)
BndESh et R - Rl :

My comments on pass rates as a measure of performance (ILEA 0051) included
the following:
"There is no absolute significance in pass rates: the proportion
of those entering for examinations who achieve an adequate result.
So much here depends on the examination policy of an individual school.
Obviously, any school can improve its proportion of successes by
ceasing to enter its weaker candidates., This may or may not be
educationally the right thing to do. A more valuable measure is the
proportion of an entire age group that is achieving success in
examinations."




Appendix 3a
'0' Level

Entry nuaibers and pass rate (Grade A-C) of Ordinary Level Candidates

in I.L.E.A. and En~land and Wales

ILEA Encland and Wales

Entry Pass Entry Pass
Subject Nunibers Rate ¢ Nuwibers Rate ¢

e 4,598  54.1 209,559 £6.4
Chenistry 35316 54,9 ikli2, 221 e0. 9
English Language 13,961 49.0 452,179 59.°F

English Literature 8,201 43.6 248, 487" 53.9
French 4,073 580 12,459

Geography 4 9328 0L 188, 765

Geraan 1,192 Sl 44,206
History 4,540 B2t 149,242
Latin 399 €8.9 32,095
Mathenatics B9 e 270, 297
Additional Maths 431 52.9 3@
Physics 384485140 137,929
Reli~ious Knowledre 2,301 514 59 T




AEEendix 3b

A Level Sumer 1976. Nunbers Enterin~ and Pass Rate in ILEA and
England and Vales.

ILEA ' Ensland and Wales

Pass Entry Pass ' Entry
Rate ¢ Nuwabers Rate 7 Numbers

Biology  57.8 1053 63.0 32066

Cheaistry  59.7 1274 70.9 34558
Econoanics  62.9 990 BE2 35454
Ennlish 56.3 2598 Qs 4 65955
French 62.3 245 TV 6 24111
Geosraphy 60.03 897 £9.0 37004
Gerian 59.8 443 76.2 7745
History 61.1 1231 70.9 37391
Latin 79.2 ae 36.3 2883
Mathenatics

Pure 636 1,304 B2t 183853
Applied 72.5 549 46.0 12206
Pure & App 68.0 996 68.1 38886
Physics 59,2 1546 69.9 41203
Rel. Know. 56.9 174 €5.6 5734

(Inner London Education Authority Report
on Exaninations Results Septe "ber 1977)
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APPENDIX 4: School-age population of the London boroughs .

The actual pupil numbers for the Outer London boroughs, at a time when the school
population continues to fall, are in all cases below, sometimes far below, the
"Jow" estimates (Appendix 4 opposite) for 1986, In practice, of course, that
forecast related to a wider group than those attending maintained schools in London.

London Boroughs (CIPFA Actuals 1977/78, School Roll for
January 1978, including Under 5's)
Barking 28,576

Barnet 46,845
Bexley 39,750
Brent 42,910

Bromley 48,050
Croydon 56,476
Ealing 47,255
Enfield 46,719

Haringey 37,466
Harrow 31,773
Havering 46,849
Hillingdon - 41,460

Hounslow 36,037
Kingston-upon-Thames 20Tl
Merton 27,305
Newham 43,047

Redbridge 35,948
Richmond-upon-Thames 19,490
Sutton 26,963
Waltham Forest 38,746
ILEA 373,870
The latest figures for the ILEA itself are given below:
Sept * Sept ** Sept
1979 1983 986
(Actual) (Est) %Est)
Hammersmith 19,5858 15,510 14,310
Kensington & Chelsea 12,084 9,670 8,920
Westminster 16,155 13,350 12,520
Camden 19,310 15,925 14,930
Islington 23,898 18,365 16,250
Hackney 27,606 21,085 18,700
Tower Hamlets 24,047 20,060 19,300
City of London 163 150 130
Greenwich 36,934 33,650 33,180
Lewisham 36,770 28,250 24,810
Southwark 36,885 27,550 24,660
Lambeth 31,706 22,960 20,640
Wandsworth 39,859 30,900 27,4530

ILEA 324,807 257,420 235,880

The "low" (Appendix 4) estimate for ILEA in 1986 adds up to 3949900 pupils. The
September 1979 figures are already well below this and numbers are estimated to fall
to 235,880 by September 1985. The gap between 3043900 and 235,880 is a measure of

the extent to which the problem of falling numbers within ILEA has been ignored by
the report, - i g . ' i

* Source: ILEA September Roll 1979 (5-19)
** Source: ILEA Projectioms (5-19)

LR




Appendix 4:

School-Are Population of the London Borouchs

£-19 years projected pupil nuibers in thousands

Borough

City of London
Canden
Greenwich
Hackney
Hamersnith
Islington

Ken & Chelsea
Laabeth

Lewishaa

Southwark

Tower Haanlets
Wandsworth

Westninster

1986
Hish

1.3
21.9
44.5
350
2053
30.5
nis) s
510007
41.6
37.8

1986
Low

123
21550
421
32.6
26.1
Al )
130
47.7
36.9
34.5
25,2
43.9
2323

(Marshall Report July 1978)

Table 5 Page 129: Extract

Borough
e =

Barking
Barnes
Bexley
Brent
Bronley
Croydon
Ealin~
Enfield
Harrincey
Harrow
Havering
Hillinedon
Haunslow
Kin~sston
Terton
Newhan
Redbridre
Richmond
Sutton

Walthan Forest

1936
Hich

30.9
62.4

44.6

D29
60.1
69.0
2.5
52.9
41.0
A2
47.6
46.5
N2 a5
26.0
33.9
AnT
4579
33+ 3
36.3

4%.3

1986
Low

29.3
60.3
42.8
50..9
56.7
63.3
62.4
51RO
33.9
39.8
a4.7
43.5
40.8
25.4
3on
43.3




Appendix 5: Joint Committee on Hi~her Education

.. joirt coumittee of the inmter London bLoroughs would be recpongsidle

for the following institutions:

1% Polxﬁechnics

South Bank
Central London
City of London
North London

Thames

Specialist Colleges

Ccamberwell School of Art and Crafts
Central School of Speech and Drana
Chelsea School of Art

Colleze for the Distributive Trades
Cordwainers College

London College of Fashion

London College of Furniture

London Collere of Printing
Merchant Navy College

Royal School of Needlework

St. Martin's School of Art
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APPENDIX 5: Joint Committee on Higher Education

It is not clear whether the following colleges maintained by the ILEA
have received consideration:

Avery Hill College
Garnett College
Central School of Art & Design

Of the Authority's 15 general colleges, 5 have more than one quarter of a
million student hours per annum of advanced further education work eache
In aggregate, this is approximately equivalent to the volume of such work
carried out by 88 Inner London polytechnic,
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APPENDIX 6 Summary of options for the reform
of the Inner London Education Authority

There appear to be no Options 4 or 5. In Option 3, the sentence “However, if
applied to all services it would be administratively unwieldy (if achieved
through political groupings) or politically unacceptable (if achieved through
the present administrative decisions)" is difficult to interpret as it stands.
The purpose of the sentence appears to be to rule out the possibility of any
fully joint education committees between boroughs. This is understandable,
in relation to the view taken of the recommendation in Sir Frank Marshall's report
but could leave several of the smaller boroughs administering one or two

parts of the education service on their own and dealing with a number of other
issues, from special education and denominational school plamning all the way
to some elements of further education, by means of several single purpose

Joint Committees, which might in turn be appointing members to a Joint Committee
for advanced further educatione




APPENDIX 6 Summary of Options for the Reform of the Inner
London Education Authority

OPTION 1

ILEA should becone solely a comittee of the Greater London
Council.

Comment: Although this option has found support it is a
solution which is likely to increase existin~ anonalies

since it does not reform ILEA's unwieldy and reaote
adninistration. It would also create a difficult political
situation whereby outer London councillors would decide inner
London matters without bein~ answerable to the appropriate
electorate. If ILEA were only couposed of inner London nembers
they would be in constant conflict rather than conpetition,
for resources.

OPTION 2

ILEA should retain its present structure but comittee nembers
should be directly elected in a separate ballot liaiited to
educational issues alone.

Coment: This proposal has several attractions. However,
ILEA would reqiain a large precepting authority which would
si1ill not compete with other services for resources since
education would be isolated as a separate pclitical issue.
In addition ILEA would becone the only directly elected
precedent which others, if tenpted, would find difficult to
follow.

OFPTION 3

Transfer all the existing responsibilities of ILEA to rsroup
of boroughs.

Coment: This solution has so1e specific advantares. In
particular we do not discount the possibility of neirhbourine
borourhs settines up joint education comittees to provide
certain services. However, if applied to all services it
would be adninistratively unwieldy (if achieved throurh
political grouping) or politically unacceptable (if achieved
throush the present adainistrative decisions). In addition
there would be the dan~er of increased bureaucracy at borou~h
level and incoaplete political and financial accountability
because of a split electorate.

OPTION €

Periissive le~islation to allow individual kcroughs to assune
educational powers.

conGINUEE oree .
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Comment: This option has certain attractions since it does
reflect the views of the elected councils in certain London
borourhs. However, it is only a half-solution to the problewus
we have identified. Some borouchs ray be unwilling to assume

responsibility and ILEA would then become a ruip of the

poorer deprived boroushs. Althourh this problea could be wet
by a transfer of resources the net result would only be a
partial improvement in democratic and financial accountability.
In addition since it is unlikely that econony of scale could
be achieved in a partial-ILEA there may be an increase

in adainistrative costs.




EO - ANNEXE
(See Page EO4%, last line)

THE PROVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

The particular problems of special education do not appear to have received

serious consideration. The movement of children across borough boundaries

is not at issue. There are two problemss The first is that of planning for
special forms of treatment, taking into account the changing incidence af

different forms of handicapping conditions. The second is that of placing children
with special needs in a wide variety of specialised educational settings.

At present that planning and placement is done in one place and duplication is
avoideds In the absence of ILEA, the work of planning and placement would have to
be undertaken by some sort of joint arrangements between the 12 authorities.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS

vpe/an Day Schools
61v1510J 1 A A (Rl S SRR M. Boarding Schools

ESN(M)
ESN(S)
Del

PH

(Deaf & Partially
Hearing)*

*

There are also 10 units for the partially hearing in primary schools and 6 in
secondary schoolse

Some impression of the range of provision in the authority at present is given
in the table above, which shows the number of day and boarding special schools
for each handicap and the distribution of day schools across London Boroughs.
In the context of a declining echool population, and reassessment of the most
appropriate forms of special educational provision following the Warnock Report,
there is a clear need for planning over the._whole area supported by a strong
Inspedorate team with expertise across the whole range of handicaps. \
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Committee on Educati 'n._‘ﬁfr'Loyﬁcn,

-/

Terms - Reference

In November 1979 the Secretary of State, Mr Mark Carlisle
set up a committee of London Congervatives under the chairmanship

of Kenneth Baker M.P. to examine and meke specific recommendations

R T TP R e S T T
+o the future of the education service in inner London.

Conclusion.

This Committee recommends that responsibility for nursery,

Q.Cy

M.P

primary, secondary and most parts of tertiary education should be wvested

mrE

in the individual borougns.

P
ot P —

©




factor in our decision is the

.Ld

ENCE OF DEMOCRATIC ACCOUNTABILITY OF

e
ADO HLING

a) ILEA is composed of 35 GLC members and 13 representatives from

the 12 inner London boroughs and the City. The present political

division is 26 Labour, 21 Conservative and 1 Independent. It is
not directly elected, nor 10 it directly respon sible to any

authority. Therefore local neonle - parents, teachers and ra be-payers -

]

Sm————— . . .
have no direct say in the running of their local education service,

]

unlike the outer London boroughs or the rest of the country.

b) Those favouring the retention of ILEA have to justify that the
educational needs of inner London are so e: xceptional that this
guite unique arrangement should continue. We do not accept that
these problems are so markedly different from those of for example
Birmingham, ILiverpool, Manchester or those of the outer London

boroughs of Ealing, Brent and Newham to justify the continued existence

S

of ILEA.

¢) The essence of local authority democracy is that its people should
have a direet say in all public services provided in that borough
H.owever, in inner London WOCQJ—EWectwo Sy edu855365“15;552"5?5‘not

put directly to the electorate, and are only indirectly involved
in the Greater London Council elections It is understandable

that people living in Tower Hamlets should be:primarily i

schools and quality of education available in their own

cannot be expected to be as interested in the educational services
Putney, North Hammersmith or Woolwich. At the present time the whole
drift of our society is towards smaller and more dlrectly responsibie
units.. We strongly believe in the principle that the electorate of
each inner London borough should have as great a voice in the provision

of their educational services, as do those of every other mebtropolitan

district in the country and that the best way of achieving this is

through the ballot box.




\WCE OF FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

ILEA prepares its own budget, determines its own expenditure and levies
the 12 Inner London Boroughs and the City through the GLC with a precept
which cannot effectively be challenged. Again in the educational
services of the country this is quite unique and is resented by most
inner London boroughs. The Government proposes to introduce a unitary
grant for ILEA but the authority will still retain the right to precept
for the sums which it decides it needs in excess of the grant allocation.
It will continue to be its own financial master and will not be

responsible to any directly elected representatives.

There are three other facbtors that we also consider to be imporbamnt:

1) 'THE HTGH COST OF ILEA

Although a benefit claimed for the Inner London Education Authority

when it was established was to achieve economy of scale, its overhead
costs are substantially higher than that of the national average for

local exucation authorities. Its overall costs per pupil are by far

the highest in the country. Whilst the higher cost of the education
service in Immer London may be in part attributed to greater salary and
administrative costs, the high unit cost per pupil when compared to either
other metropolitan authorities or to Cuter London Boroughs cannot be

justified.

ArShort Cemp wcon Show° The High Cost Of ILEA

e e S LBl il 0. i el A

Authority Pupils Teachers

et st ot et s m it e it et et el e b 4

TS A 373,870 23,116 15.9
Esling 47,255 2,513 . 18.5

Brent (highest
Outer London) 42,910 2,642 e

Enfield(lowest
outer London) 46s779 2,256 2055

Birmingham 2B AT 10,541 ' 1S5
Barnsley 47,019 292 20.0
St. Helens 40,428 210k 5) 19.8

*Primery and Secondary Schools

(Education Actuals Statistics 1977/78, Chartered Institute of Public
Finance and Accountancy August 1979)




ST
‘.@pendix 2 gives further comparative figures.

2) DISQUIET ABOUT EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT TN TNNER LONDON

‘As 8 measure of velue the higher level of expenditure on education
in immer London is not matched by academic achievement. The

evidence shows that attainment in public examinations is consistently
lower in inner London when compared to the average for England and
Wales. This difference is in our opinion too great to be accounted

for by the inner-city characteristics of inner London.

BEngland and Wales

el i,
St e

Subjects taken at Ot'level
per 1,000 children at secondary T
schools e

Subjects Passed at O'level per
1,000 children at secondary schools 197

Subjects taken at Atlevel per
1,000 children 95

Subjects passed at Atlevel per
1,000 children o 78

(Inner London Education Authority Report on Examination Results)

1976 and C.I.F.P.A. BEducation Actuals 1976/77
See appendices 3, 3a and 3b

3) RENOTENESS O ADMINTSTRATTON

The centralisation of the education service in Inner London has
resulted in a loss of responsiveness to local needs accentuating
the provlems of financial and democratic accountability. We are
convinced that if local councillors were directly responsible for
the education service in their boroughs then the problem of
schools run as badly as William Tyndale would never have arisen.

THE MARSHATL REPORT

The Report to the Greater London Council by Sir Frank Marshall in
July 1978 recognised the above criticisms and proposed that:

"The creation of an Inmer London Borough Statutory Joint Committee
would offer the best balance of advantage in overcoming the problems
of inner London education'f.




L

Th. would mean that each inner Lonaon borough would nominate fiikye oH

its elected representatives to serve on this committee.

Whilst this is an improvement on the existing sysiem there would still
be no elected representatives directly responsible for their local
education services. Educgtion would still not compete directly with
other services for available resources. In addition there would be a

= Co

practical disadvantage of finding councillors who could meet the hea

demands which this Committee would place on Their time.

Therefore, in our view preserving the essential structure O Tadial
only perpetuate the present administrative

e

alal o
\ O S P % L

= = £
demoeraicic: or iiran

D UL

Our concern has been that any recommendation should:

promote democratic accouantability in the education service
promote financial accountability ¥ thet edueaslion Serviee

contribute tTowards tTh i ional standards and

involvement for parer
cuard against the re-—-emergence of excessive bureaucracy

We conclude that on all these grounds the current responsibilities of

e i ey s et 7 P T e e

the TITnner London Education XuLﬂOTWUV LhouLd be veg 1 each inner

L e M o e B A o T e T

TL.ondon borough

L e ]

PROVISION OF

ot

1. Bach inner London borough should have specific responsibility for
nursery, primary and secondary schools, youth and leisure services,
Adult Education Institutes and the Colleges of Further Education within
its boundaries. The sharing of recreational facilities across borough

boundaries must continue.

2. 9Special education should become a borough

transferability which currently exists across the

. for highly specialised services should continue.

3. We recommend that the five inner London Polytechnics and the
specialist colleges of national status (2ppendix 5) should be

by a joint committee of t inner London borouzhss




.1ere should also be a joint committee (possibly a sub -
committee of the Regional Advisory Council) which would review all
non-advenced Further Bducation courses in inner London to ensure

there is no unnecessary duplication in the provision of courses.

The first criterion of a new education authority is that it should
be individually capable of providing an effective and full-scale
service.

This entails two considerations:

1. FHFinancial

L e = ]

We consider that a system of distributing the wealth of the wricher
boroughs to the poorer should continue, through some form of

rate equalisation scheme. It is no purpose of our reconmendation
to save money for the richer boroughs while starving the poorer

onese.

m

It is important to realise, however, that even the poorest Ea ©

Boroughs have relatively high rateable resources. The product of a

N s e oo

i e
1p rate in 1978/79 in Tower Hamlets is £400,000. The following education

e et e ey = = (i
authorities 2ll have lower rate resources than Tower Hamlets:

M shiondts School Population

oot e e At g
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e
(O)
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1) Shemis 2 s
DariElInNg
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271,000
23,450
190,700

~

J1 KO- = ATl
=]

{ingston

Sunderlanad
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IS5 Gy ) iper (GY) {E)
w N = OO

U

Rochdale

o

(Education Authorities Directory 1978 and C.I.F.P.A. Education Actuals)

1977/16

, there are many education authorities

duct than the poorer inmer London boroughs.

The trensfer of responsibility for the education service to the boroughs
would have a major effect on the finances of all inmer London boroughs
and would inevitably entail drastic changes in the present rate

egualisation scheme. Whilst replacement of the current practice of




the education precept in Inner London by an amended rate equalisation
scheme or some other mechanism would have the merit of demonstrating
more clearly how much somo'boroughs contribute to others, such a
scheme would need careful negotiation through representatives of all

London Boroughs.

2. Size of Population and Number of Childrqg.

Appendix 4 shows the size of each inner and outer London borough and the

projected school age population for 1986.

On the lowest estimate the smallest borough in Outer London will be
Kingston with about 25,000 pupils. There will be three inner London
avthorities smaller than this - Kensington and Chelsea 18,000;
Camden 21,000; Westminster 23,000, Greenwich at 42,000 and
Wandsworth at 49,000 will be significantly larger than many outer

London boroughs.

We congider that even the smallest borough could provide an excellent
education service. In addition there is nothing to prevent two or
more adjacent boroughs from forming joint education committees to

provide any services on a combined basis. The Government's new

i
legislation on the recoupment of expenses between local authorities will

facilitate easier transfer of children across borough boundaries.

1st February 1980.
KB/CE/S5TL
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Appendix 1: llembership of the Committee on Education

in Inner London.

Kenneth Baker M.P.

17, P
~-0.. 0

Tan Clarke

Hugh Cubit®

Leslie IFreeman

George Pole

Stuart Sexton
Professor David Smith

Secretary: Christine Chapman

.

Harry Greenway M.P.

John Bamford




Authority No. «of Pupiis Total No.of Biipill
Schools on Educ Teachers Teacher
.Register 1ol Ratio

no

Barking 28,576
Barnet 46,845
Bexley 39, 750
Brent 42,910
Bromley 48,050
Croydon 56,476
Ealing 4255
Enfield 45,779
Haringey 37,466
Harrow 33
Havering 46,849
Hillingdon 41,460
Hounslow B6naFT
Kingston 2l
lMerton 6¢ 2205
Newham ) 43,047
Redbridge ¥ 35,948
Richmond 19,490
SutiGion 26,963
Waltham 38,746
ILEA 3734870
Bury 32,798
St.Helens 40,428
Barnsley 47,019
N.Tyneside 3923
Solihull 44,546
Calderdale 5 38,339
Birmingham 207,10
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e, Pupllls

Leaving Secondary

Appendix 3

School Without Graded Examinetion PassesS.

Authoritl.

‘L.“' .AQ

L
Liverpool

T AatsrmnactTT A
eweaso.ile

Leeds

Croydon

Outer Liondon Boroughs

Coventry
Doncaster

Sheffield

England and Vales

% of all School Leavers.

( Department of Education and Science 1977 survey of Examination Re




Appendix 3a

Yol Tevel

Entry numbers and pass rate (Grade A-C) of Ordinary Level Candidates in I.L.E.A. and England and Wales

ILEA England and Wales

_ Entry Entry Pass
Subiject Numbers Numbers Rate

Biology 4,598 209,559 56.4
Chemistry 8,316 1125221 60.9
English Language 135961 452,179 5935
English Literature. 8,201 248,485 58.9
French 4 1573 152,459 59.6
Geography 4,932 188,765 54.5
German e 44,246 58.4
History 4,540 149,242 570
Latin 899 325095 75.4
Mathematics 8,079 g 270,297 58.3
Additional Maths 431 36,477 64,7
Physics 3,448 e 929 5940
Religous Knowledge 2,301 D9 gil = S 6 1RO
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Appendix 3b

A Tevel Summer 1976. Numbers Entering and Pass Rate

I.L.E.A. Encgland and Wales
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Appendix 4: School-Age Population of the London Boroughs

Borough

City of London
Camden
Greenwich
Hackney
Hammersmi th
Islington

Ken & Chelsea
Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth
Westminister

5-19 years projected pupil numbers in thousands

1986
High

1503
210
44.5
B0
26 .3
3055
19.5
S
41.6
37.8
27.8
49.5
24.8

1986
Low

\

1.3

(Marshall Report July 1978)
Table 5 Page 129: Extract

Borouzh

Barking
Barnet
Bexley
Brent
Bromley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Harringey
Harrow
Havering
Hillingzdon
Hounslow
Kingston
Merton
Newham
Redbridge
Richmond
Sutton
Waltham Forest

1986
High

1986
Low

293
60.3

42.8

50.9
D6l
683
62.4
Sakele
38.9
39.8
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Appendix 5: Joint Committee on Higher FEducation

A joint committee of the inmer London boroughs would be

responsible for the following institutions:

il Polytechnics

South Bank
Central London
City of London
North London

Thames

Specialist Colleges

Camberwell Schcol of Art and Crafts
Central School of Speech and Drama
Chelsea School of Art

College for the Distributive Trades
Cordwainers College

London College of Fashion

London College of Furniture

London College of Printing
Merchant Navy College

Royal School of Needlework

St Martin's School of Art




.API’LNDIX 6 Summary of Options for the Reform of the Inner

London Education Authority

OPTION 1 :
ILEA should become solely a committee of the Greater London
Council.,
Comment: Although this option has found support it is a
sélution which is likely to increase existing anomalies

since it does not reform ILEA's unwieldly and remote
administration. It would also create a difficult political
situation whereby outer London councillors would decide inner
London matters without being answerable to the approvriate
electorate. If ILEA were only composed of inner London members
they would be in constant conflict rather than competition,

for resources.

QPITTON 12
ILEA shouldretain its present structure but committee members
should be directly elected in a seperate ballot limited to
educational issues alone.
Comment: +this proposal has several attractions. However,
ILEA would remain a large ovrecepting authority which would
still not compete with other services for resources since

education would be isolated as a severate political issue.
In addition ILEA would become the only directly elected

£

precedent which others, if templted, would find difficult to
follow. .

QPTION 3

Transfer allthe existing responsibilities of ILEA to group

of boroughs.

Comment: this solution has some specific advantages. In
particular we do not discount the possiblity of neighbouring
boroughs setting uv joint education committees to provide
certaln services. ' Hewever, . if applied to 2ll services it
would be administratively unwieldly (if achieved through
political grouping) or politically unacceptable ( if achieved
through the present adminstrative decisiong). In addition
there would be the danger of increased bureaucracy at borough

level and incomplete political and financial accountablity




because of a split electorate.

OPTION 6 ;
Permissive legislation to allow individual boroughs to assume

educational powers.

Comment: This option has certain attractions since it does
reflect the views of the elected councils in certain London
boroughs. However, . it is only a half-solution to the problems
we have identified. Some boroughs may be unwilling to assume
responsiblity and TLEA would then become a rump of the

poorer deprived boroughs. Although this problem could be met
by a transfer of resources the net result would only be a
partial imorovement in democratic and financial accountability.
In addition since it is unlikely that economy of scale could
be achieved in a partial-ILEA there may be an increase in

administrative costs.
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