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CABINET

EDUCATION IN LONDON

<:£;> Note by the Secretary of the Cabinet

At they

. elr . .
in Onsultee- Ng on 8 March the Cabinet instructed me to prepare a note,
th 4tion with the Departments concerned, on certain aspecte of

€ pro :
(CC(aa)pgsals in C( 10 about the organisation of education in London
th Conclygis , Minute 4).

repared in consultation with officials of the
Science, the Department of the Environment,
» and the Parliamentary Counsel Office. It

1,
LondoThe nature of the<9s;> siceizectiy-elected Langr
0 Education Author

i1, Loy
in Maihe implications of o the first elections to the, body
timetapy . 3, including the W >tions for the legislative

Matte

Ts 5

2 for decigion are summarised
£ PROPOSED N

- EW AuTHORITY
E;?ater Loggal ducation authority for innd) London is at present the
1S g

itton Coyncil (GLC) acting through a special committee. (It is
€ Which is generally referred to as the ILEA.) The GLC
the amount for the educationiprecept/determined by the special

¥ interfere in the way in which the (kom¥ittee carries out
functions,

graph 22 of the note.

Canno
ame
e 3 nd
igmmlt T
3
S Ed“Cation
4 .

e
:ggea?ionpiﬁiﬁie‘-‘ new ILEA would have 2ll the functiorgZfp local
§8 eher oo Tity (namely responsibilities in relatiof’%% gchools, further
inn Ondocatlon’ adu%t education and the youth and ¢axgexs services)
Tate ¢q D after April 1986, when the GLC is abolisheqﬂfft would be
: rpofate body raising its funds by rate or pre -‘i’ rateable
& rat:_lnne¥ London boroughs and the City of London
fopid 08 SubjEthapplng; and in the first three years of.its e
JOint boarg to the special financial and manpower controls
S In the White Paper "Streamlining the Cities™.

1
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ave
Ci@;; the rgziily all other financial powers of a local authority, including

to borrow under a general consent, but with the specific approval
wo“lde;;itary of State in certain cases, poth temporarily and long-term.
1972 ¢0 » however, have power under Section 137 of the Local Government
: Spend up to the product of a 2p rate for purposes not otherwise

itie the intention is to prevent the new-style ILEA from funding
\ S Other than educational activities.

S body would be elected by local government electors for the inner
ughs and the City of London. There would be insufficient time

Sing) al Government Boundary Commission (LGBC) to recommend

Vere he I electoral divisions for the first elections. Whether these
WO memy 985 or 1986, the most straightforward basis would be for
L°nden - € returned for each Parliamentary constituency in inner
wargs are PProach might well serve for the longer term: multi-member
°"’E\7er, if pmmon featt.zre of the local government electoral system.

Tecy end inisters wished, it would be possible to require the LGBC to
Completed Eewz Single-member, electoral divisions as soon as they have
Yere helq heir fo ming review of borough boundaries. If the elections
(}e in 19 wyery f@ars, this would enable the third round of elections
divigy or 199 2

de fought on the basis of single-member electoral

memhershi ential to have enough divisions to return a

: P large enoug carry out the work of the ILEA (about 50 people).
. It w

Tating 8S argued in pr discussion that the new body should be a

at . R .
actountab.he,"r than a preceptimgauthority, in order to enhance its

: ity to the ratep

the r:}tl: PXOposals in the Rate {Xe Paper already go a long way to enable
frog 19 giger to perceive how m ILEA is costing him. In all areas,
de ! 6 each ratepayer will to see, on the face of his rate
SMoyn ¢ lev? amount attributable to edc per-tier authority as well as the
SUPPGrtin ted by the rating authority/Atgelf. Moreover, the information
h°USeholdg the rate demand will for thefirat time have to be sent to every
8 > ncluding those in council M

?1ectedese dTrangements could be developed\{o provide that the directly-

Udge ansho‘dld.issue a separate statem¥nt to each ratepayer explaining
Setting out the rate poundage and, if desired, the actual

| he Tate © bill attributable to the ILEA (dupljeating the information

fe Main d?mé}nd itself). This would require @wers to be taken in

fq €copg 311t10n.Bi11. The procedure would be ows: for reasons

a single € rating authorities would issue each ayer with a demand

t 3,

Sum; this would include the borough ra amount to be
"2jor ror the ILEA apng a sep

arate amount to be levie very other

; Cept ; : : Y
Eosslble zptlng‘al-lthorlty, including the Metropolitan It would be
meparate envprovlde in addition for the ILEA statement t8 b sued in a
°Te anq derIOpe to make it even more perceptible. But t 1d cost

g § Not need to be decided now.

the 1,2 80 £ . : e *

m};e ILEgT rurthEr and require rating authorities to demand ani\c ct

ral‘e Cost1y e completely separately from their own rates wou uch
tepaye 8y £5 million) and a possible cause of confusion to %

z %
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z 80 further stil) and make the ILEA a rating authority would mean
n

Come 4ddition to issuing rate demands direct to ratepayers it would
sh%r:5P°n51b1e for administering rate enforcement; administering
h €nef

caty it gwhich now incorporates rate rebates); and decid?ng the
Qulke . » Of discretionary relief (eg for empty property). This would
a ?“bStantial change of practice and principle in the rating system,
DSive technical redrafting of the General Rate Act, since existing
' °% 1s based on the assumption that there is only one rating authority
Functions in inner London would be duplicated. The ILEA would

\P from scratch a large rate collection department. Apart from
. €ments for administering housing benefit, domestic rate relief

7 >\P2id to rating authorities in order to reduce domestic-rate
a?Portionbd for every pound of rateable value, would have to be
The runn'e FAonsistent way between the ILEA and each of the'bor?ugﬁs.
meon ;Eg ¢8&LEs might match the existing costs of rate collection in inner
and ruani ich 1983-84 are about £164 million. (The costs of establishing
0 Wapen .5 the ILEA a¢ 4 rating authority cannot be compzred with the costs

““hinister t ting system and rate reliefs, notably housing benefits.

haveto ZUthoritiesﬁéf%§011QCting water charges. Water authorities do not
Min s
“iinj ; : { :
Sters wilg wligzzg)note the following points:

:OIrae ii RE Wf:!re ar -’4 uthority t}?e ILEA wou}d be able to exercise
pr°Dertscretlo? in gr a\rate r?llef to ggr:l?u}ar classe§ of
Etueen {.Egt it 1s unM that it c9u1q ulscr}mlnaFe unfairly
¢ ntainsulirerent London hs. Existing legislation already

Equ ?here 8re no substantial fiéigg‘ ions for the London Rates
allSati°n Se

Traneen heme. But, if the yere a rating authority, the
lerg woents for splitting domesti ﬂ;gé% relief grant between the
Centray Eld Need to be adapted to t Q:§g§b1al circumstances of the

°Toughs, which contribute to heme.
e

the 71 STeVer the other arrangements forM1985-86, the finance for
Pracey bin that year must be raised by precept. It would not be
able

Apriy 19 L0 create an authority able to levy a_rate before ;
3111 . 86; ang it would not be appropriate tzéi?i}ude in the Paving

describe P9wer5 required to provide for the s s Statement
Taten SR Paragraph 8 zbove., The precept wou é::} subject to
capping,

PRoy '
IS10y @
FOP RE T+
1. EV TR @

It
W ‘\'as : " ;
fould e i{n - UBgested during the Cabinet's discussion on 8 }ig’g’
Or ed E“Port

vy, UCatigy, ANt to make provision for a review of any new &¢ ments
5 ! 1 . . . . .
hwa emeny o Cln inner London. The possibility of reviewing the
t -~

€ met, Ould arise also in relation to joint board serviceXSa® Epndon
‘°v1310n5 fopolltan counties, and it may be desirable that the
°T each service should be consistent. Further work i

3 7
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wil] bee More appropriate to the main abolition Bill: the Paving Bill
c;;ﬁffectivconflned to the minimum required to make the aboliton timetable

oL T:er? 1s the f
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Matters. In any event, it is suggested that provision for review

B Y . WS . .
ger te; this clearly does not include provision for a review in the
m,

ATIONS oF ELECTIONS IN MAY 1985

1
auﬁiéégyas Proposed in C(84) 10 that the first elections to the new

not & Should be held in May 1985: since the main abolition Bill is
to

Tequiy d receive Royal Assent until July or August 1985, this would
Bill,t Necessary statutory provisions to be included in the Paving
’ troduced later this Session.
E
F ECTIONS IN MAY 1985

Ll
educat?gglinay 1985, the GLC will continue to exist in its present form;
om0 E inner London will continue to be run through the special
oL the Gt omposed of 35 GLC members and 13 appointees from

ehs and the City of London. In May 1985, under the
posals, although the GLC will continue in being,
he replaced by representative members of the
the new, directly-elected authority did not

membership of the ILEA between May 1985
3, composed entirely of appointed borough
the present ILEA and likely candidates
d not be able to serve during this period

Stin
on bQ
OVEr

g memberg \}
rOugb council
Apri jotil April 19

Tepreg 1986 would have
€ntatiy
or itives,

ate ;n inner London, takin)
ody between one which
elected_

urther argument tha(fjﬁ} y be less confusing if the
due in May 1985 (but to b lled under the abolition
& tee razﬁ Teplaced at the same time ections to the special
1fferent dateer than cancelled and replacky: by different elections at a

16,
Bl B ]
§Z°Vls‘ n igliﬁatlons for the legislative timetab f including
171°w. inise e ab?lition Paving Bill are discug¢fed{in paragraphs 19-21
and g, €Ts will also wish to consider the Do in paragraphs
STAMUS
L OF -
i 'LEA BETUREN Ay 1085 Avp APPIL 1955 %
haVe ;t i .

e

R itei ;zzgtapable that the ILEA will continue untiloAp

Wou) Ltee. the- Status of.belng the GLC acting through it
pr°v§ ¢ neegeq E 18 not time to prepare and pass the legis

the ;Slon or st 3 trangf?r PTOperty to a new body and make apg
egislation aff and finance from an earlier date. This is

1S part of the abolition legislation or a separa
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It fol
initiaiTESbthat Successful candidates in elections in May 1985 would

Need ot ¢ ECOme members of a special gommittee of a'body of which they
_irECtly elemselves bg memb§rs, and which would not itself haYe Peen
i cr?t?d: While this presents no 1nsuPe?aPle legal difficulty,
) Pedant o 1t}Clsed as anomalous. But the criticism could be regarded
; » Since both electors and members now regard the ILEA as
ndent of the GLC, as in substance it is.

APATION o P

7

ind epe

RINCIPLE OF ABOLITION

18,
PavinégggépverFEEHt has been concerned not to include provisions in the
6i£j>”h1Ch could be regarded as prejudging the principle of

S Provisions for direct elections in May 1985 were included

= 111 they would therefore, like other provisions in the Bill,
ead

1

P
Secong R into effect until after the Main Bill had received its
11

=
o
Pt
o’
m
o

ProviSLOns t in the 1984-85 Session. The Paving Bill will also contain
Maip p; © cancel the effects of any action taken under it if the
itshould €ventually fail to pass into law. Nevertheless, the
only ¢, b ¥ would ¢ that direct elections might be held in May 1985,
o followdd by the failure of the Main Bill at a later date. The
te: there is no obvious reason why the Bill should

econd Reading in the House of Commons. Even so,
sed of anticipating the principle of abolition,
ions which might leave the successful

19 :
¢ Mlnis ;
of July, ;ers alm at securing RQy

SONsidey .. YRderstand that the bWs

1 o : managers in the House of Lords
tﬁter thap ﬁ this requires the Bi e introduced in that House no
€ Houge ¢ week beginning 4 June<”IfAthe Bill is not introduced in

de impoSsibl ommons before the House for the Easter Recess, it will
€bate | € to achieve this without t@

in st severe curtailment of
teH

2 » With Ty Counsel has advised that“it should be feasible to have
p:ady for int Provision for the ILEA elections but no other changes,
0vis»

io Toduction before the Easter Recess, cially if detailed

20 Ouse of Commons.

SRRY e
the p;)) iaments

. ?navoidab ‘ dealt with in secondary legislati levertheless, there is

intlnstruction Tisk that a compressed timetable preparation

£ roduction. ® and drafting would lead to a need £ dments after
fetable, ’ 2Nd the Bill would still have to follo ry tight

o D
nigt :
€rs wil also wish to consider the following:
a

g g : ; ; y
ameﬂdeHEhe Paving Bill covers elections, it will be o
represents PToviding for different electoral boundaries, rtional
extend atl?n’

ep and the like. Discussion of such amendmehke 1d
€ timetable in both the House of Commons and the §
L)
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the cons

285 titution of the transitional body and amendments proposing
lffer

€nt constitution can be in order.

C%é;D Lords, py¢ the Bill is already so open because it provides for

o

PTOViding for direct elections in the Paving Bill should

€ase the passage of the legislation. If Ministers decided
this course, it would probably be necessary to make an early
lled statement of the Government's intentions.

QUES

I%POR CONSIDERATION

22 :

dUthoyy Sters favour the principle of establishing a new directly-elected

L0l Y st un education in inner London, they will wish to decide the
Owlng S L

3.

J.nvol\,ed i
dre M

gaingt
d deta

s

View of the formidable difficulties that would be

.o 10 making the new, directly-elected body a rating authority,
inisters prepared to accept that it should raise its funds

preceptin

it issue a separate statement to each ratepayer
g poundage?

ZZtLat Is it agreed provisions requiring a review of
i lonal arrangeméifky inner London would be appropriate to the
0. Tather thap Tt Peing Bill?
i
JL.Mi In the }ight of tk ’<f‘}derati9ns in'paragraphs.1&—21 above
he) I;lSterS wish to prov' the first direct elections to be
Provi v M‘a}’_1985 and there w‘/’ include the necessary statutory
S10ns in the abolition Palkfe

Signed’ Rog ARMSTRONG

3inet Office

9 Marey, 1984
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