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ESC AND LEATGS PROGRAMME 1991-92

Thank you for your letter of 13 April setting out your proposals
for Education Support Group (ESG) and the LEA Training Grant

Scheme (LEATGS) for 1951-32.

2. I understand your wish to settle these grants now, B8O that
you can consult the local authority associations, but I am not
willing to agree to the additions you propose. At Cabinet on 19
April colleagues agreed that strict control of public expenditure
must be maintained; that bids to increase plannad levels of public
expenditure could mnot be afforded; and that the approach must be
to offset any necessary increases in particular areas by savings
elsevhere. I was therefore surprised that you then - on the same
Jday - wrote to me proposing to increase by nearly 29 per cent  *he
level of ESG/LEATGS in 1991-92 over that for 1990-91.

3. Although you point out that the increases you propose would
lift the total expenditure supported by ESG/LEATGS in 1991-32 to
no more than 3 per cent of this year's education standard spending
(compared to the current 2.4 per cent); I cannot agree TtOo ANy
increase in the proportion, as to do so would inevitably reduce
the amount available to local authorities®’ to gspend on their own
priorities. Any proposal - such as yours = which could push up
local authority spending and, with it, community charge levels, is
doubly undesirable. Specific grants should be used only for a
==all rumber of clearly defined, speclial initiatives. While,
trterefore, the reduction in t*e number of activities to be
supported is welcoms, the proposeZ lncrease Iin expanditure is not.
Affordabilizy is a key factor haze and, as Cabinet has agreed, irc
t=is year - of a:. Yyears- there is a reed to demonstrate

restraint.
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4, I gsae that you cite the Efficiency Scrutiny report to support
your case for a significant increase in the level of grant, but,
in fact, the report's authors found no reasons why the level of
grants should be dramatically reduced or increased. On that
basis, I was very surprised that you should be proposing a 22 per
cent addition to the baseline.

s You argue that an increase is needed to ensure that LEAs
direct provision to areas of national priority. But aAs you know,
local authorities have increased their spending by some 14% per
cent in 1990-91. Among the main reasons which they give for this
very high growth is their spending on local Management of Schools
and the MNational Curriculum: two of the areas you are targeting
with your grants. From this 1 infer that much of the spending you
are aiming to encourage may wWell already be going on, at the
chargepayer's expense. Channelling even mOre resources into
higher funding for specific grants will merely encourage yet more
marginal expenditure. Individuals would be paying again as
taxpayers for services which they have already paid for as

chargepayers.

6. It is particularly disappointing that you have offered no
offsetring savings to finance your bid. TYou mention the phasing
out of LPAs and a number of s=maller ESG/LEANTGS activities, and
acceapt the case for a reducticn in the grant rate for most LEATGS
activities from €5 per cent tc €0 per cent, but none of this
appears to have much impact on the size of grant you propose. 1
must ask you to look at this again: to determine exactly what your
priorities are and how they can be accommodated within the
baseline provision. 1 am not prepared to accept any additions to
the present level of grant or to consider further proposals which
would increase total spending on these schemes by nearly 30 per
cent. Indeed, I had hoped that you would be able to come forward
with some reductions, especially as you plan to reduce the grant
rate for most LEATGS activities. 1f you do, nonetheless, wish to
support nev activities, then the only scope for doing so lies in
reallocating resources and adjusting the grant rates downwards.
If you think it helpful, my officials would be happy to discuss
this possibility with yours. But I must make it clear once again
= as“T-dili ac Cabinet - that there is no scope for providing
additional resources without offsetting savings elsewhere in your

PIOQ L amme .
7. I am copying this letter to Chris Patten, Michael Howard and

David Hunt. .
Yours sincurely
HORMLEY
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