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^ e Inner London Education A u t h o r i t y (ILEA) ­ d e t a i l s at Annex A ­ i s 
l e  g a l l  y a s p e c i a l committee of the Greater London Council (GLC) . The 
V o l i t i o  n of the GLC would open the way f o r improving the arrangements f o r 
e d u c a t i o n i  n inner London. I recommend a scheme which r e t a i n s the advantages 
°f what e x i s t s and removes i t  s worst d e f e c t s . 

A s i n g l e education a u t h o r i t y f o r the whole of inner London has proved 
advantageous i n two important respects: 

1• I  t has secured f u r t h e r and higher education, much of i  t serving 
students from f a r beyond inner London, which i s ­ des p i t e some noto r i o u s 
blemishes ­ i n general good and economically run. 

2. I  t serves, much more than the GLC, as an instrument f o r r e d i s ­
t r i b u t i n  g f o r l o c a l government purposes the e x c e p t i o n a l l y h i g h r a t e a b l e 
resources of Westminster and the C i t y of London: some £400 m i l l i o  n a 
year, which could otherwise be obta i n a b l e only from a Government­
imposed l e v y on these two a u t h o r i t i e s , or from the Exchequer or oth e r , 
poorer, l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s o u tside London, i s made a u t o m a t i c a l l y 
a v a i l a b l e through the education precept f o r inner London. 
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* But as now c o n s t i t u t e d the s i n g l e a u t h o r i t y has shown g l a r i n g weaknesses. 

n P a r t i c u l a r i t  s schools, n o t a b l y the secondary schools, are not performing 
Wei  i j . . 

despite very high expenditure and much waste. To t a c k l e t h i s problem I 
P r o p 0 s e  . 

1. That the ILEA should be replaced by a J o i n t Board, c o n s i s t i n g 
e n t i r e l y of nominees of the 12 inner London boroughs and the C i t y of 
London. The a u t h o r i t i e s whose ratepayers pay the education precept 
would then i  n e f f e c t be responsible also f o r the education element i  n 
t h e i r r a t e l e v y . This b r i n g i n g together of managerial and f i n a n c i a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s bound t o encourage a gr e a t e r degree of f i n a n c i a l 
Prudence. 
2- That, i  f we do not decide t o intr o d u c e c o n t r o l s on l o c a l a u t h o r i t y 
r ates or expenditure, we should consider making the J o i n t Board s 
Precept subject to c o n t r o l by the holder of my o f f i c e  . This 
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e x c e p t i o n a l measure i s j u s t i f i e  d on the ground t h a t , as a un i q u e l y large 

single-purpose p r e c e p t i n g a u t h o r i t y which was not d i r e c t l  y e l e c t e d , the 

J o i n t Board ought t o be subject to an a p p r o p r i a t e and w h o l l y 

e x c e p t i o n a l e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l . The burden of thus becoming involved i n 

the a u t h o r i t y ' s p o l i c i e s would, I b e l i e v e , be worth the gain of 

g r a d u a l l y b r i n g i n g education expenditure i  n in n e r London under c o n t r o l . 

More d e t a i l e d work would be needed before t h i s proposal could be 

implemented. 


I do not recommend the a l t e r n a t i v e course of a b o l i s h i n g a s i n g l e 

education a u t h o r i t y f o r inner London. The n a t u r a l way of doing t h i s would be 

t  o
 t r a n s f e r education r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o the e x i s t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s - the inner 

London boroughs - so t h a t they would have the same f u n c t i o n s as the outer 

London boroughs; the C i t y of London has t o l d us t h a t i  t would not wish to be 

an education a u t h o r i t y . A few inner London boroughs, l i k  e Westminster, and 

Kensington and Chelsea, could be expected t o become e f f i c i e n  t education 

a u t h o r i t i e s a f t e r the upheaval of t r a n s f e r . But most of them - Lambeth, 

Southwark, Lewisham, Greenwich, Camden, Tower Hamlets, Hackney and I s l i n g t o n ­
a ^ e l i k e l  y t o make as poor a j o b of education as those outer London boroughs, 

ike Newham and Barking, whom they most resemble, e s p e c i a l l y since they w i l  l 


nave to cope w i t h such s p e c i a l problems of f a l l i n  g school r o l l  s and the 

ucation °f e t h n i c m i n o r i t i e s and v a r i o u s l y handicapped c h i l d r e n . 


• Having no s i n g l e education a u t h o r i t y f o r inner London would also deprive 

U  s
 of the advantages mentioned i  n paragraph 2. 


1. We would g r a t u i t o u s l y break up arrangements f o r f u r t h e r and higher 

education which, apart from the well-known blemishes, no-one has 

c r i t i c i s e d  . I  t would make no sense to separate f u r t h e r and higher 

education from schools eg by l e a v i n g i  t w i t h a s i n g l e j o i n  t board and 

t r a n s f e r r i n g only schools to the boroughs. A l  l these aspects of 

education are i n t e r r e l a t e d and ought t o be run by the same a u t h o r i t y , 

as they always have been i  n England. 


2. We would saddle ourselves w i t h the resource e q u a l i s a t i o n problem 

which having a s i n g l e a u t h o r i t y solves a u t o m a t i c a l l y . As Annex B 

e x p l a i n s , we might, f o r example, have to o b l i g e Westminster and the 

C i t y t o pay over something l i k  e £400 m i l l i o  n t o other a u t h o r i t i e s on the 

basis of c r i t e r i  a which we would have t o i n v e n t and defend. 


Nor can I recommend two v a r i a n t s of a b o l i s h i n g a s i n g l e a u t h o r i t y which 

a V  e
 been suggested: 


I  t To c r e a t e , say, three j o i n  t boards, each composed of nominees of 
several inner London boroughs. An a r t i f i c i a  l arrangement which no 
Previous experience commends would be hard t o defend. I  t would s t i l  l 
n eedlessly d i s r u p t the f u r t h e r and higher education arrangements. I  t 
would not solve the resource e q u a l i s a t i o n problem, because Westminster 
would a u t o m a t i c a l l y finance only the group of which i  t was a member, 
and we could h a r d l y f o r c e the C i t y which does not want t o become an 
education a u t h o r i t y t o j o i  n and finance a second group. 

2. To allow i n d i v i d u a l boroughs to opt out of the s i n g l e a u t h o r i t y 

could create a c a p r i c i o u s and d i s o r d e r l y r e s u l t . I  t would leave us w i t h 

the resource e q u a l i s a t i o n problem since Westminster and the C i t y would 
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c e r t a i n l y opt out. There are grave dangers f o r London and elsewhere i  n 

a precedent which allows the c u r r e n t l y r u l i n g p a r t y i  n a l o c a l 

a u t h o r i t y , and not Parliament, to determine the p a t t e r n and f u n c t i o n s of 

l o c a l government. 


A b o l i t i o n of a s i n g l e a u t h o r i t y , however e f f e c t e d , has one c r u c i a l 

P o l i t i c a  l disadvantage. As i  n 1981, i t  s p u b l i c l y proclaimed p o s s i b i l i t  y 

Would unleash an o r c h e s t r a t e d p r o t e s t campaign which many parents would 

support; t h i s would rob us and our Parliamentary supporters i  n London of the 

kudos of a b o l i s h i n g the GLC. My proposals i  n paragraph 3 above, though b o l d , 

Would not hand our opponents a ready-made issue on a p l a t e . 


My proposals would e n t a i l l e g i s l a t i o n and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e e f f o r t  . But 

b°th would be much less complicated and extensive than i  f we abolished a 

S l  n g l e a u t h o r i t y , and would improve our chances of achieving the t i m e t a b l e 

W  e
 have set ourselves. 


CONCLUSION 


^' I i n v i t e my colleagues t o agree t h a t : 


1. I  f the GLC i  s abolished, a s i n g l e l o c a l education a u t h o r i t y 

c o n s t i t u t e d as a j o i n  t board should run education i  n inner London 

(paragraph 3 ( 1 ) ) . 


2. We should consider making the J o i n t Board's precept subject t o 

c o n t r o l (paragraph 3 ( 2 ) ) . 


K J 


U e  P artment of Educat i o n and Science 

1  8
 March 1983 
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ANNEX A ' 


I  N S T I T U T I O N AND F U N C T I O N S OF I L E A 

^ ILEA i  s the l o c a l education a u t h o r i t y f o r the area covered by 

6 <r^ty of London and the 12 inne r London Boroughs. I  t i  s a 


C  l  a  l committee of the GLC, i t  s membership c o n s i s t i n g of: 

s

a l  l of the (35) c o u n c i l l o r s e l e c t e d to the GLC from the 

inner London area; 


i - 1  ,
 one member appointed by each of the 12 Boroughs and the 

C i t y from amongst t h e i r own members. 


e<3u January 1981 ILEA was p r o v i d i n g primary and secondary 

2 5 7 C n t i o  n  f o r 3 1 4  ' 0 0  0
 p u p i l s (Essex, the next l a r g e s t LEA, had 

arid P u p i l s ) and f u r t h e r and higher education for 140,000 f u l  l 

spe * ? a r t  - t i m e students. L i k e other LEAs i  t makes p r o v i s i o n for 


l
S e  ^  a  education, a d u l t education (300,000 s t u d e n t s ) , the youth 
r v
 
l c  e
 and the c a r e e r s s e r v i c e . 


hig£

3. 
S 6 c  q •'•LEA maintains 45 nursery schools, 812 primary schools, 179 

n d a r  Y schools, 112 s p e c i a l schools, 27 c o l l e g e s of f u r t h e r and 
cinrj e ^ education, 30 a d u l t education i n s t i t u t e s , 116 youth c e n t r e s 
t e ^ o v . ks,' r e s i d e n t i a l s p o r ts and outdoor c e n t r e s , 2 museums, 54 

er s'  c e n t r e s  a n d
Lond.0  24 c a r e e r s o f f i c e s . I  t a l s o g r a n t - a i d s the 5 

, ^ .Polytechnics and g i v e s f i n a n c i a l a s s i s t a n c e to 8 s p e c i a l i s t 


-•-ishments of f u r t h e r education. 

e s t  

4 - T 

( i n c i . 1 9  8 0 /81 f u l l - t i m e e q u i v a l e n t s t a f f i n g l e v e l s i n ILEA 

u d i ng s t a f f i n the p o l y t e c h n i c s ) were: 


teaching s t a f f 33,500 

others 32,200 


5. 
e t e r m : L n e s t s o w n
t h e ST ^  ^ i  budget and f i x e s i t  s own precept (which 

a s  t o l e v Y  o n i t s
^  b e h a l f ) . I t  s net budgeted expenditure i n 

Of 7i 3 i  s around £775m, financed l a r g e l y on the b a s i s of a precept 


h i
^ i t e c ? *  T s compared with a GRE of £514m. Block grant i  s not paid 

 I L E A <  I n
^oid-h t  Q  1 9 8 2  / 8  3 the inner London Boroughs r e c e i v e d , a f t e r 


a c  k , no block grant i n r e s p e c t of education. 


( C O N F I D E N T I A L ) . :

I 

 I 



( C O N F I D E N T I A L " )  „ , I 

T l i  E
 FINANCING OF EDUCATION IN INNER LONDON 

T l i  E
 PRESENT POSITION 


c! ILEA'S planned net expenditure of some £775m i n 1982/83 w i l  l be 

ariced wholly from the r a t e s . I  t w i l  l r e c e i v e no grant because i t  s 


Penditure w i l  l be over 50% above i t  s GRE and, under the block 

fit arrangements, i  t t h e r e f o r e i n c u r s negative marginal r a t e s of 

nt. ( i  f i  t were to spend at i t  s GRE of over £500m i  t would 


w e l 1  o v e r
r e d ^ V  S  £100m i n grant which, as things stand, i  s 

l s  t r i b u t e d to other a u t h o r i t i e s . ) 


2. 
" The r a t e income r e q u i r e d to finance ILEA i n 1982/83 w i l  l not be 
e
 

s h a r e d
West  D e t  w e e n the Boroughs. Because the C i t y and 

t m  i n s t e  r i n p a r t i c u l a r have such high (mainly non-domestic) 
r a t 
  

e e
t e  ^ ^   r e s o u r c e s , they w i l  l c o n t r i b u t e f a r i n excess of what i  s 

t o a n c e
U n < j r e  d


a 

f i  n  education w i t h i n t h e i r a r e a s . Representing 

e r
r 1 0  % of ILEA'S population they c o n t r i b u t e about 50% of i t  s 
a t
 

Gor6""k°r n  e income. Poorer Boroughs, l i k e Wandsworth, c o n t r i b u t e 

r r e  s p o n d i n g l y l e s s . 


3, 
th e

 T h e r e i  s a l s o a separate scheme f o r the r e a l l o c a t i o n of some of 

n e f
Gov i t  s of London's high r a t e a b l e values under the London 


t 0 ^ - ^ e n t Act 1963. The C i t y and Westminster c o n t r i b u t e some £60m 

" l  s
t  scheme; a l  l other i n n e r Boroughs b e n e f i t . The form of 
e  v


t h e vJ U  e  s h a r i n g operated under t h i s scheme i  s however u n r e l a t e d to 

ty6s, "lock grant p r i n c i p l e s , and the t o t a l c o n t r i b u t i o n s by 

t e i n S t e r
^  and the C i t y f a l  l f a r short of the amounts t h a t would be 


l*"ed by f u l  l e q u a l i s a t i o n p r i n c i p l e s . 

T'HE 


PROBLEM OF BREAK UP 

4. 
t 0 . V o l i t i o  n of the GLC and ILEA and t r a n s f e r of t h e i r f u n c t i o n s 

t r a  n ® Boroughs (or other s u c c e s s o r bodies) would a l s o lead to the 


t h  e
S cned  ° f  a ppropriate shares of GRE and of the poundage 

e  B u t  a
 

s

^ot u  i l * , s a l r e a d y noted, f o r Westminster and the C i t y the 

bei 0 r a t e poundage t h a t they need to l e v y f o r t h e i r s e r v i c e s i  s 


c ^ the n o t i o n a l r a t e poundage implied by the block grant poundage 

u ; i- e  ;
9ove  negative grant e n t i t l e m e n t , a new p r i n c i p l e i n l o c a l 


r»6e,3rn m e nt f i nance p r o h i b i t e d by present l e g i s l a t i o n , would be 

c o m 
J?outl(c, P e  l Westminster and the C i t y to levy the n o t i o n a l r a t e 
implied by the schedule. T h i s divergence would be widened 

• ^ EA t r  a n s f e  r of f u n c t i o n s to the Boroughs. For 1982/83 GLC and 
^ a r e
We  l e v y i n g precepts of 34.8p and 71p for t h e i r f u n c t i o n s . But 

s h
s 

a  r
 l n  s t e  r and the C i t y could probably pay f o r t h e i r own devolved 

r<aSn °f those f u n c t i o n s with l o c a l r a t e s of about 29p and l p 
P e c t i v e l y . 

5 , 
n  e s s
from  ? ^  other measures were taken, the t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o n s 

e
s u b s  t  GLC and ILEA to the Boroughs would thus r e s u l t i  n very 


a
ĉ»t ^ t i a  l b e n e f i t to Westminster and the C i t y (and to any other 
0


^na e? 9°ing out of block grant i n c l u d i n g Camden and Kensington 

' l " S e a  ) •  T
 n
e j c t  e tif i  s e x t r a b e n e f i t would of course be reduced to the 

that some f u n c t i o n s of GLC and ILEA were l e f  t to j o i n t bodies 


ĥd - ^ r e c  e p t i n g powers t h a t would spread the r a t e burden ac r o s s high 

° w resource areas of London. 




 ( C O N F I D E N T I A L ) 
I

I 6. I  f i  t were d e s i r e d to prevent these uncovenanted b e n e f i t s f° 
the high resource a u t h o r i t i e s from a r i s i n g , and assuming t h a t a 
system of negative block grants f o r high r e s o u r c e or high spendi11? 
a u t h o r i t i e s i  s s t i l  l r u l e d out, i  t would be nece s s a r y to make mo 
extended use of arrangements to e q u a l i s e r a t e burdens w i t h i n 
London. S e c t i o n 66(1) of the London Government Act 1963 already t  J 


g i v e s the S e c r e t a r y of S t a t e f o r the Environment very wide power3 


make "a scheme or schemes f o r the purpose of reducing d i s p a r i t i e s ^ 

a
the r a t e s l e v i e d i n d i f f e r e n t r a t i n g areas of g r e a t e r London";


i n p r i n c i p l e t h i s might be used to obtain c o n t r i b u t i o n s from ^ 

Westminster and the C i t y (and other London a u t h o r i t i e s out of 

grant) f o r lower resource London Boroughs. 


7. The s c a l e of such c o n t r i b u t i o n s would however be much great ^ 

than the p r e s e n t l i m i t e d London e q u a l i s a t i o n scheme. The present 

and ILEA p r e c e p t s can be regarded as t r a n s f e r r i n g about £490m 

1982/83 from Westminster and the C i t y to the r e s t of London. Una 

the new arrangements these t r a n s f e r s would have to be made 

e x p l i c i t l y by the e q u a l i s a t i o n scheme, i  n a d d i t i o n to the presen 

t r a n s f e r of some £60m. I  t seems l i k e l y t h a t t r a n s f e r s on t h i s s


would r e q u i r e a much more p r e c i s e p o l i c y r a t i o n a l e than the p r e s 
t 


scheme, the p r i n c i p l e s of which might need to be incorporated i  n 


 l o n  y 
s t a t u t e . There i  s no obvious formula on which a s a t i s f a c t o r y

term p o l i c y could be based. 
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