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CABINET 


FUTURE OF THE INNER LONDON EDUCATION AUTHORITY 


Memorandum by the Secretary of State f o r Education and Science 


The 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 

a b o l i t i o n of the GLC would open the way f o r improving the arrangements f o r 

education i n inner London. I recommend a scheme which r e t a i n s the advan­

tages of what e x i s t s and removes i t  s worst d e f e c t s . 


2. 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 - despite some 

no t o r i o u s blemishes - i  n general good and economically r u n . 


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 obt a 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 o t h 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 i n n e r London. 


A BETTER SINGLE AUTHORITY 


3. 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. I 
I 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 
w e l l despite very h i g h expenditure and much waste. To t a c k l e t h i s problem I 
propose t h a t 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 I 
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 I 
respon s i b l e 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 
grea t e r degree of f i n a n c i a l prudence. 

4. Although the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of each borough would c o l l e c t i v e l y determine I 

an education precept which would be the same f o r a l  l r a t e p a y e r s , the r a t e ­

payers of Westminster and the C i t y would provide about h a l f of the J o i n t 

Board's rate-borne income. I  t i s a w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d e l e c t o r a l p r i n c i p l e t h a t 

each e l e c t o r ' s vote should be given as n e a r l y as p o s s i b l e equal weight; but 

the w h o l l y e x c e p t i o n a l incidence of the J o i n t Board's power t o tax might 
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j u s t i f  y an arrangement which allowed the C i t y and Westminster a more 

generous r e p r e s e n t a t i o n on the Board than would f o l l o w from the s t r i c  t 

a p p l i c a t i o n of t h i s p r i n c i p l e . 


5. I  f the p r i n c i p l e u n d e r l y i n g t h i s approach were acceptable, f u r t h e r work 

would be necessary t o devise a s a t i s f a c t o r y scheme. 


6. I  f i  t turned out t h a t the J o i n t Board d i d not budget more p r u d e n t l y than 

the ILEA now does, i  t would be open t o us to consider making i t  s precept 

subject to c o n t r o l by the holder of my o f f i c e  , whether or not we decide to 

intro 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 a t e s or expenditure. This e x c e p t i o n a l 

measure could be j u s t i f i e  d on the ground t h a t the J o i n t Board would be a 

uniquely l a r g e 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 and ought t h e r e f o r e t o be subject t o an appr o p r i a t e wholly e x c e p t i o n a l j

e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l . 


CONCLUSION 


7. I i n v i t e my colleagues t o agree t h a t , i  f the GLC i  s abolished, the 

l e g i s l a t i o n should e s t a b l i s h 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 on the l i n e s set out i n paragraphs 3 and 4, t o run education 

i n inner London. 


K J 


Department of Education and Science 


6 May 1983 
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ANNEX	 A 


CONSTITUTION AND FUNCTIONS OF ILEA 


1• ILEA i  s the l o c a l education a u t h o r i t y for the area covered by 

the C i t y of London and the 12 i n n e r London Boroughs. I  t i  s a 

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


i  .	 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 i  .	 one member appointed by each of the 12 Boroughs and the 

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


2. i n January 1981 ILEA was providing primary and secondary 

education for 314,000 p u p i l s (Essex, the next l a r g e s t LEA, had 

257,000 p u p i l s ) and f u r t h e r and higher education f o r 140,000 f u l  l 

and part-time students. L i k e other LEAs i  t makes p r o v i s i o n f o r 

s p e c i a l education, a d u l t education (300,000 s t u d e n t s ) , the youth 

s e r v i c e and the c a r e e r s s e r v i c e . 


ILEA maintains 45 nursery schools, 812 primary schools, 179 

secondary 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 

higher 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 

and c l u b s , 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 

t e a c h e r s ' c e n t r e s and 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 

London p o l y t e c h n i c s 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 

establishments of f u r t h e r education. 


4. i n 1980/81 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 

( i n c l u d i n g 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« ILEA determines i t  s own budget and f i x e s i t  s own precept (which 
the GLC has to l e v y on i t  s b e h a l f ) . I t  s net budgeted expenditure i n 
1982/83 i  s around £775m, financed l a r g e l y on the b a s i s of a precept 
°f 7lp. T h i s compared with a GRE of £514m. Block grant i  s not paid 
d i r e c t to ILEA. I n 1982/83 the i n n e r London Boroughs r e c e i v e d , a f t e r 
hold-back, no block grant i n r e s p e c t of education. 
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