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Memorandum by the Secretary of State f o r the Environment 


I n our d i s c u s s i o n of the r e p o r t from MISC 79 on 20 January 

(CC(83) 1st Conclusions, Minute 7) I was i n v i t e d t o arrange f o r o f f i c i a l  s 

t o c a r r y out f u r t h e r studies of a po s s i b l e d e c i s i o n t o a b o l i s h the 

Greater London Council (GLC) and the M e t r o p o l i t a n County Councils (MCCs). 

I a t t a c h the r e p o r t on those f u r t h e r studies by the i n t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l 

group of o f f i c i a l s  . 


A DECISION ON ABOLITION 


2. I remain convinced t h a t i  t i s r i g h t t o a b o l i s h these c o u n c i l s , as 

MISC 79 recommended - there i s an overwhelming p o l i t i c a  l case f o r doing so. 

So f a r we have devised a l t e r n a t i v e arrangements i n v o l v i n g several j o i n  t 

boards ( s i x i  n the m e t r o p o l i t a n areas and f o u r i n London) c o n t r o l l i n g 

much of the e x i s t i n g upper t i e  r expenditure. This i s a less a t t r a c t i v e 

f e a t u r e and I suggest we must t r  y t o see i  f we can e l i m i n a t e some of these 

j o i n  t boards by t r a n s f e r r i n g more f u n c t i o n s t o the boroughs and d i s t r i c t s  . 

I am l o o k i n g again a t planning and waste d i s p o s a l , and I i n v i t  e colleagues 

to consider reviewing the arrangements f o r t h e i r s e r v i c e s . I  t may be 

necessary t o consider the case f o r p l a c i n g any new j o i n  t boards under 

some form of f i n a n c i a l c o n t r o l . 


3. I  f colleagues agree to a b o l i t i o n we must also consider the t i m i n g of 

the necessary l e g i s l a t i o n  , the form and t i m i n g of the announcement of our 

de c i s i o n ( t a k i n g account of the need to announce also our d e c i s i o n on 

p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t i n London), and the r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h i s d e c i s i o n w i t h our 

p o s s i b l e conclusions on l o c a l government f i n a n c e . 


TIMETABLE 


4. The e a r l i e s t date f o r a b o l i t i o n t o be e f f e c t i v e would be 1 A p r i  l 1986. 

There are two p o s s i b l e t i m e t a b l e s . I  f we wanted t o l e g i s l a t e i  n 1983-84 

we would have t o make an e a r l y announcement and the r e would then be a very 

s h o r t p e r i o d i  n which M i n i s t e r i a l d e c i s i o n s , c o n s u l t a t i o n and d r a f t i n g 

would have to proceed i  n p a r a l l e l  . We would need t o take account of 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h any l e g i s l a t i o  n on the c o n t r o l of ra t e s w h i l e d e c i s i o n s 

i n t h a t area were being made. I n t r o d u c t i o n would be i  n January 1984 or 

even l a t e  r and Royal Assent i  n October, too l a t e i n the budgetary c y c l e t o 

get new bodies i  n place and ope r a t i n g f o r a t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o n s on 

1 A p r i  l 1985. 
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5. F i r s t Parliamentary Counsel has advised t h a t a f u l  l year i  s the 

minimum d e s i r a b l e p e r i o d f o r p r e p a r a t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n . The M i n i s t e r 

f o r Local Government has also s t r o n g l y emphasised on the basis of h i s 

d i r e c t experience of the 1972-74 r e o r g a n i s a t i o n , the v i t a  l importance of 

adequate time f o r proper p r e p a r a t i o n of the l e g i s l a t i o n , w i t h p a r t i c u l a r 

reference t o the need t o block any of the kinds of loopholes which l e d t o 

problems i  n the previous r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . I t h e r e f o r e favour the second 

o p t i o n , i  e l e g i s l a t i o n e a r l y i  n the 1984-85 Session. This t i m e t a b l e 

leaves more scope f o r o b s t r u c t i o n - f o r example i  n the form of e n t e r i n g 

i n t o i r r e s p o n s i b l e c o n t r a c t u a l commitments - and we might w e l l need a 

short separate B i l  l i  n 1983-84 on counter measures. I  f colleagues agree 

w i t h t h i s t i m e t a b l e we s t i l  l need to get on q u i c k l y w i t h d e t a i l e d decisions 

on the r e a l l o c a t i o n of f u n c t i o n s , the composition of the new j o i n  t boards, 

the h a n d l i n g of s t a f f t r a n s f e r and the approach to cou n t e r i n g o b s t r u c t i o n ; 

and w i t h p r e p a r i n g a d r a f t White Paper. 


FINANCIAL AND MANPOWER EFFECTS 


6. I  t i  s extremely d i f f i c u l  t t o estimate the t o t a l savings under the new 

arrangements because i  t i n v o l v e s not only savings which should come about 

through the a b o l i t i o n of a superfluous t i e  r of l o c a l government (once 

t r a n s i t i o n a l costs have been d e a l t w i t h ) but also the removal of the 

tendency of these a u t h o r i t i e s t o promote extravagant spending p o l i c i e s . 


CONCLUSIONS 


7. I i n v i t e colleagues t o agree t h a t : 


i. we should a b o l i s h the GLC and the MCCs; 


i i . we should i n t r o d u c e the main l e g i s l a t i o n i  n November 1984 

w i t h	 the aim of completing the t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o n s by 

1 A p r i l 1986 but also make contingent preparations f o r a short 

B i l  l on o b s t r u c t i o n f o r the 1983-84 Session; 


i i i  . we should announce our proposals f u l l  y and begin 

c o n s u l t a t i o n s not l a t e r than October, or e a r l i e r i  f there i  sa 

need t o l i n k t h i s w i t h other announcements on l o c a l government 

f i n a n c e ; 


i v . the d e t a i l e d decisions needed f o r the p r e p a r a t i o n of such 

an annoucement should be considered u r g e n t l y by a group of 

colleagues d i r e c t l y i n v o l v e d , having regard t o the o f f i c i a l s  ' 

r e p o r t . 


T K 


Department of the Environment 


6 May 1983 
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THE GREATER LONDON COUNCIL AND THE METROPOLITAN COUNTY COUNCILS 


Note by the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Group of O f f i c i a l  s 


1. The attached r e p o r t by the interd e p a r t m e n t a l group of o f f i c i a l  s f u l f i l  s the 

remit from Cabinet of 20 January to consider f u r t h e r the d e t a i l e d consequences of 

abolis h i n g the Greater London Council (GLC) and the M e t r o p o l i t a n County Councils 

(MCCs) i  n order to shorten so f a r as possible l a t e r stages of work i  f a de c i s i o n to 

proceed were taken. 


2. The Group have made some f u r t h e r progress i  n i d e n t i f y i n g and proposing 

possible s o l u t i o n s to a number of important issues which a r i s e on a b o l i t i o n . But 

they have concluded t h a t i  n p r a c t i c e l i t t l  e more can be done p r i o r to any pu b l i c 

announcement to shorten the period f o r p r e p a r a t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n , p r i m a r i l y because 

f u r t h e r work w i l  l r e q u i r e c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s concerned on „ I 

de t a i l e d i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r new arrangements f o r the services a f f e c t e d . I  t should 

however be possible to move more q u i c k l y to a f u l  l p u b l i c announcement than 

previously although t h i s would i n v o l v e M i n i s t e r s making urgent decisions on the 

issues i d e n t i f i e d i  n paragraph 6 below. 


L e g i s l a t i v e Timetable 


3
- As regards the tim i n g of l e g i s l a t i o n , the Group note that there are two 

options (paragraphs 5.7-5.10). 


(a) L e g i s l a t i o n i n 1983/84 would r e q u i r e an immediate dec i s i o n i n p r i n c i p l e 

and p u b l i c announcement, followed by d e t a i l e d decisions on the issues l i s t e d 

below, and urgent c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y associations and other 

bodies concerned. There would however be so l i t t l  e time f o r c o n s u l t a t i o n t h a t 

any B i l  l introduced i  n 1983/84 would almost c e r t a i n l y r e q u i r e s u b s t a n t i a l 

amendment during i t  s passage. Furthermore the B i l  l could not be d r a f t e d u n t i  l 

the f i n a l form of any l e g i s l a t i o n o n r a t e s c o n t r o l now being considered by 

E(LF) was c l e a r l y e s t a b l i s h e d . On the other hand l e g i s l a t i o n i n 1983/84 would 

reduce the scope f o r o b s t r u c t i o n i n the form of i r r e s p o n s i b l e behaviour by the 

a u t h o r i t i e s a f f e c t e d . 
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(b) L e g i s l a t i o n i n 1984/5 would give more time f o r c o n s u l t a t i o n and d r a f t i n g 

of the B i l  l and so reduce the r i s k of s u b s t a n t i a l amendment during i t  s 

progress. 


4. I  f l e g i s l a t i o n were attempted i n 1983/4 i  t would be u n l i k e l y to gain Royal 

Assent u n t i  l end October 1984 leaving too l i t t l  e time to set up the new bodies to 

take over on 1 A p r i l 1985. So under both options the e a r l i e s t date f o r the t r a n s f e r 

of f u n c t i o n s would be 1 A p r i  l 1986, and i  n both cases there would be some r i s k t h a t 

o b s t r u c t i o n could cause the t r a n s f e r to s l i  p u n t i  l 1 A p r i l 1987. 


Main Points 


5. The main points to which I would draw M i n i s t e r s ' a t t e n t i o n are as f o l l o w s : 


( i ) The p r e f e r r e d s o l u t i o n s f o r the r e a l l o c a t i o n of f u n c t i o n s i n the event of 

a b o l i t i o n are g e n e r a l l y s e t t l e d , w i t h the major exception of the Inner London 

Education A u t h o r i t y . D e t a i l e d decisions on some services (eg f i r  e i  n London) 

would be made a f t e r c o n s u l t a t i o n , and on others i n the l i g h t of the form of 

j o i n t arrangements being adopted. Decisions would be needed on the r o l e of 

land use planning boards i n r e l a t i o n to highways and t r a f f i c  . The d e c i s i o n 

already made on p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t i  n London has yet to be announced (paragraphs 


( i i  ) Several j o i n t boards ( i  e independent corporate bodies composed of 

members of d i s t r i c t  s or boroughs) would be needed i n each of these areas and 

i n the m e t r o p o l i t a n counties would be responsible f o r over 60% of the present 

county expenditure. An important issue would be the arrangements f o r 

determining the membership of these bodies and the balance to be s t r u c k 

between more r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , large bodies and more e f f e c t i v e smaller bodies. 

London would possibly need d i f f e r e n t arrangements to other areas because of 

the l a r g e r number of c o n s t i t u e n t boroughs (paragraphs 3.8-9). 


( i i i  ) The need to secure the maximum savings i n s t a f f p a r t i c u l a r l y from the 

c e n t r a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of these a u t h o r i t i e s and the m u l t i p l i c i t  y of precepts 

th a t would a r i s e suggests c o n s i d e r a t i o n might be given to the p o s s i b i l i t  y of 

linkage between the various successor bodies (paragraphs 3.10-11). The 

p o s s i b i l i t  y of d i r e c t c o n t r o l over s t a f f numbers l i n k s w i t h general questions , 


t 
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of c o n t r o l ( ( v ) below); but some form of v o l u n t a r y g u i d e l i n e and monitoring of 
s t a f  f might be the minimum required to secure s t a f  f savings. 

( i v  ) The p r a c t i c a l process of t r a n s f e r r i n g s t a f f would be lengthy and 
complex. M i n i s t e r s would need to consider the approach to be adopted on the 
terms of s t a f f t r a n s f e r to minimise so f a r as possible the scope f o r 
antagonising s t a f f  . This would be c r u c i a l to the ease w i t h which the whole 
exercise might be managed and to the l i k e l i h o o d of securing long term s t a f  f 
savings (paragraphs 4.2-6). 

j£

(v) I  f there were to be separate l e g i s l a t i o  n on the general or s e l e c t i v e 
c o n t r o l of rates decisions would be needed on the treatment of any j o i n  t 
boards i n the c o n t r o l scheme. I  f there were no separate l e g i s l a t i o n on c o n t r o l 
M i n i s t e r s might s t i l  l consider i  t necessary to provide f o r s p e c i f i c c o n t r o l 

 over j o i n  t boards. In e i t h e r case f i n a n c i a l c o n t r o l might reduce the need f o r 
any d i r e c t c o n t r o l on s t a f f numbers on j o i n  t boards, which would i n any case 
encounter s i m i l a r l e g a l and other d i f f i c u l t i e  s to a general system of c o n t r o l 
on rates (paragraphs 4.11-12). 

1  S

t

( v i  ) There i s no s i n g l e simple counter to aspects of p o t e n t i a l l y o b s t r u c t i v e 
 or mischievious behaviour. The most vulnerable period would be between 

announcement and the i n t r o d u c t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o  n on a b o l i t i o n and a quick 
s p e c i f i c b i l  l might therefore be needed i n advance of the main l e g i s l a t i o  n eg 
to c o n t r o l commitments to large c o n t r a c t s . Consideration would have to be 
given to the case f o r not holding the May 1985 e l e c t i o n s f o r these councils 

 (paragraphs 4.15-17). 

( v i i  ) The Group estimate the maximum manpower savings from a b o l i t i o n of both 
the GLC and the MCCs would be between 3,000 and 9,000 s t a f f  . The net f i n a n c i a l 
saving i n the f i r s  t year would be small because of the o f f s e t t i n  g costs such 
as redundancy, but i  n l a t e r years there might be net savings of £30-120m per 
annum (1^-6% of current expenditure of these bodies). These estimates are 
based on very imperfect data and i  t would be inadvisable to quote s p e c i f i c 
f i g u r e s . (Paragraphs 4.18-20). 

Issues f o r e a r l y d e c i s i o n 

l  S 6 
I  f M i n i s t e r s now decide to proceed w i t h a b o l i t i o n decisions would be needed on 

the f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s . 
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(a) The form and timing of any announcement. 


(b) The tim i n g of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n . 


( c ) Subject to those p o i n t s , d e t a i l e d decisions would be needed on those 

items that would form an e s s e n t i a l part of any announcement (paragraph 6.1), 

i n p a r t i c u l a r : 


( i ) e i t h e r f i n a l d e c i s i o n s , or a basis f or c o n s u l t a t i o n , on the 

r e a l l o c a t i o n of p r i n c i p a l f u n c t i o n s and the composition of j o i n t boards; 


( i i  ) the i n i t i a  l approach to s t a f f t r a n s f e r ; 


( i i i  ) the approach to handling p o t e n t i a l o b s t r u c t i o n ; 


( i v ) the r e l a t i o n s h i p with any de c i s i o n on c o n t r o l of rates or 

expenditure; 


(v) the procedure f o r c o n s u l t a t i o n and the timetable f o r implementation. 


7. Other d e t a i l e d decisions would be needed very soon a f t e r any announcement to 

enable the l e g i s l a t i o n to be d r a f t e d (paragraph 6.2). 


T M HEISER 


Department of the Environment 


29 A p r i l 1983 
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THE GREATER LONDON COUNCIL AND THE METROPOLITAN COUNTY COUNCILS 


Report by an Interdepartmental Group of O f f i c i a l  s 


1
 • INTRODUCTION 


L  I At i t  s meeting on 20 January Cabinet i n v i t e d the Secretary of State f o r the 

Environment " t o arrange f o r o f f i c i a l  s of the Departments concerned to ca r r y out 

studies of the d e t a i l e d consequences of a possible d e c i s i o n to abolish the Greater 

London Council and the M e t r o p o l i t a n County Councils on the l i n e s i n d i c a t e d by the 

Prime M i n i s t e r and to report the conclusions of the studies i  n due course" (CC(83) 

1st Conclusions minute 7 ) . The Prime M i n i s t e r ' s summing up i n d i c a t e d that Cabinet 

were not yet ready to decide the question of a b o l i t i o n but tha t the studies to be 

ca r r i e d out should help to shorten the period required f o r the preparat i o n of 

l e g i s l a t i o n i  f Cabinet e v e n t u a l l y decided on a b o l i t i o n . 


1-2 The Prime M i n i s t e r agreed on 1 March th a t the work should be completed by the 

of A p r i l and tha t MISC 79 should remain the forum f o r discussion of any d e t a i l e d 


issues t h a t needed dec i s i o n during the course of the work. A l e t t e  r from the 

Secretary of State f o r the Environment to the Home Secretary and other Cabinet 

colleagues on 15 March i n d i c a t e d the proposed content of the f u r t h e r work to be 

ca r r i e d out by the interdepartmental Group that had undertaken previous studies. 


1-3 This report t h e r e f o r e : 


(a) summarises the decisions of M i n i s t e r s on the r e a l l o c a t i o n of functions i  n 

the event of a b o l i t i o n ; 


(b) considers issues t h a t a r i s e on the proposed new j o i n t boards i n c l u d i n g 

the method of s e l e c t i n g members and the need f o r economical support 

arrangement s; 


(c) considers the methods of implementing the changes i  n terms of the 

t r a n s f e r of s t a f f and property; the rearrangement of f i n a n c i a l systems; and 

the p o s s i b i l i t  y of o b s t r u c t i o n ; 
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(d) sets out possible timetables f o r implementation bearing i n mind the 

extent of e x t e r n a l c o n s u l t a t i o n and n e g o t i a t i o n that would be necessary. 


1.4 The Group note that there are i n t e r a c t i o n s between the c o n t i n u i n g studies on 

l o c a l government finance, i n c l u d i n g the p o s s i b i l i t  y of c o n t r o l s on rate l e v e l s , and 

both the general d e c i s i o n on a b o l i t i o n and p a r t i c u l a r aspects of the f u t u r e 

arrangements. These are noted at the appropriate points i n the r e p o r t . 


2 
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2 REALLOCATION OF FUNCTIONS 


2 1 

•l Local a u t h o r i t i e s have a v a r i e t y of ro l e s i n the p r o v i s i o n of l o c a l services: 


A. Local a u t h o r i t y d i r e c t f u n c t i o n : the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y i s i  n c o n t r o l of the 

p o l i c y , operations and funding and u s u a l l y c a r r i e s out the service through 

d i r e c t l y employed s t a f f or c o n t r a c t o r s (eg waste d i s p o s a l ) . 


B. Local a u t h o r i t y c o n t r o l l i m i t e d to p o l i c y and finance: p o l i c y and finance 

remain the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the a u t h o r i t y but day to day operations are the 

s t a t u t o r y duty of a separate body (eg p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t ) . 


C. Local r e p r e s e n t a t i o n : members of an a u t h o r i t y ex o f f i c o form part or a l  l 

°f a separate body responsible f o r the service (eg a i r p o r t s ) . 


D. Local funding and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e support: a u t h o r i t i e s n e i t h e r c o n t r o l the 

service nor have r e p r e s e n t a t i o n on the c o n t r o l l i n g bodies but are required to 

a c t as a source of funds and to provide a d m i n i s t r a t i v e and other support 

services (eg probation and a f t e r care i  n MCCs). 


E. Local funding only: l o c a l services can be provided by other bodies w i t h a 

l o c a l l y elected a u t h o r i t y only involved i n the c o l l e c t i o n of a precept 

(eg probation and a f t e r care i  n inner London); 


2.2 

In the event of a b o l i t i o n these various r o l e s could be taken over by the 


b l o w i n g types of bodies e i t h e r newly created or e x i s t i n g : 


( i ) e x i s t i n g borough or d i s t r i c  t councils acting e i t h e r independently or i n 

co-operation through v o l u n t a r y j o i n t committees; 


( i i ) new j o i n t boards ( i e independent corporate e n t i t i e s c o n t r o l l e d by 

representatives drawn from the appropriate boroughs or d i s t r i c t s )  ; 


( i i i  ) s t a t u t o r y boards appointed by M i n i s t e r s ; 


^ i v  )
 c e n t r a l government. 
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2.3 Table 2.1 sets out the e x i s t i n g r o l e of the GLC and of other bodies i n the 
p r o v i s i o n of l o c a l services i  n London together w i t h the expenditure and manpower 
used. Table 2.2 i n d i c a t e s the main decisions already made by M i n i s t e r s on 
r e a l l o c a t i n g these f u n c t i o n s i  n the event of a b o l i t i o n . 

2.4 Tables 2.3 and 2.4 set out s i m i l a r d e t a i l s
c o u n c i I s . 

 f o r the m e t r o p o l i t a n county 

2.5 F u l l d e t a i l s of the func t i o n s of the a u t h o r i t i e s and t h e i r
r e a l l o c a t i o n i n the event of a b o l i t i o n are given i  n Annex 2.1. 

 proposed 

2.6 There are some services on which decisions have s t i l  l to be made: 

( i  ) The f u t u r e of ILEA i s to be f u r t h e r discussed by Cabinet. I n the absence 
of Cabinet's d e c i s i o n t h i s r e p o r t r e f l e c t s the m a j o r i t y recommendation of 
MISC79 tha t a s i n g l e body should be r e t a i n e d . 

( i i  ) The Secretary of State f o r Transport has now decided that there would be 
no need to set up j o i n t boards to ca r r y out highway or t r a f f i  c f u n c t i o n s .  I n 

both London and the m e t r o p o l i t a n counties a l  l the highways and t r a f f i  c 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s would be t r a n s f e r r e d to the boroughs or d i s t r i c t s  . I n London 
the Secretary of State f o r Transport would take r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r up to about 
100 miles of the GLC's roads as part of the trunk road network and would make 
more p o s i t i v e use of h i s r e s e r v e / d e f a u l t powers on t r a f f i  c management. I n the 

i 
m e t r o p o l i t a n counties the DTp Regional o f f i c e s would provide any necessary 
c o o r d i n a t i o n . The Department of Transport accepts that any j o i n t boards 
responsible f o r land use planning would have a close i n t e r e s t i n tr a n s p o r t 
matters and would need s i g n i f i c a n t c o n t r i b u t i o n s from both the new highways 
a u t h o r i t i e s and the public t r a n s p o r t a u t h o r i t i e s . The Department of the 
Environment consider t h a t there i s a need f o r j o i n t boards f o r s t r a t e g i c land 
use planning whether or not such bodies deal w i t h highways or t r a f f i  c 
matters. However i  n the DOE view such matters form too important a part of the 
planning f u n c t i o n f o r the boards not to have at l e a s t some r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i° 
t h i s f i e l  d (other than f o r roads taken over by the Secretary of State f o r 
T r a n s p o r t ) . This r e s p o n s i b i l i t y need not include an executive r o l e but some 
reserve powers might be re q u i r e d to ensure that the boards could secure the 
implementation of t h e i r s t r a t e g i e s . Decisions would thus be needed on the role 
of land use planning j o i n t boards i n r e l a t i o n to highways and t r a f f i  c matters. 
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( i i i  ) The appropriate arrangements f o r coroners are the subject of separate 
review by the Home Secretary and the Lord Chancellor; 

( i v ) The M i n i s t e r f o r the Arts i s reviewing the arrangements p r e v i o u s l y 
envisaged for a r t s i  n London and i  n p a r t i c u l a r the South Bank since i  t may not 
now prove f e a s i b l e to t r a n s f e r the l a t t e  r to the Arts Council. F i n a l decisions 
may need to await c o n s u l t a t i o n ; 

(v) F i n a l decisions on the r e o r g a n i s a t i o n of the f i r  e
one or more boards would be taken a f t e r c o n s u l t a t i o n ; 

 service i n London i n t o 

e

( v i ) Some decisions (eg on t r a d i n g standards and i  n p a r t i c u l a r animal h e a l t h ) 
might need to be reviewed i n the l i g h t of M i n i s t e r s ' views on the acceptable 

 number and composition of j o i n  t boards. ' 

e

n
j  C

5

2 7 
The Group pr e v i o u s l y concluded th a t some services should be deal t w i t h by a 

mandatory form of a j o i n  t committee of d i s t r i c t  s or boroughs ie the existence of 
 JOlnt arrangements would be required by s t a t u t e but no separate l e g a l e n t i t y would 

^ e created. The Group now consider that such arrangements would have no s i g n i f i c a n t 
^vantages over a j o i n  t board and would have the major disadvantages that the body 

c o u l d not independently hold property or employ s t a f f and could not be r e a d i l y 
S u  b j e c t to a c t i o n to enforce the c a r r y i n g out of a duty. 
2 o 

 Thus two services would need to be dealt w i t h through j o i n  t boards rat h e r than 
m a n d a t  ° r y j o i n  t committees. 

( i  ) waste disposal (one or more boards i n London); 

I 
( i i  ) land use planning; subject to the issues i  n 2.6 ( i i  ) above. 

Other changes from the decisions recorded i n previous reports are: 

e 

( i  ) A i r p o r t s : the Secretary of State f o r Trade has concluded that the present 
r o l e of the MCCs i  n some re g i o n a l a i r p o r t s would be taken over by d i s t r i c t  s 
Pending any wider ranging changes. The precise arrangements could only be 
decided a f t e r c o n s u l t a t i o n . 
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TABLE 2.1 LONDON LOCAL SERVICES 


Function Notes Expenditure*


£m %
I 


I A. GLC DIRECT FUNCTIONS 

F i r e 100 4

Highways S 60 2

Housing C 380 16

Waste Disposal 50 2

Land Use Planning S )

Other S/C) 110 5


I B. GLC LOCAL POLICY AND FINANCIAL CONTROL 

Public Transport 160 6


I D. GLC LOCAL FUNDING AND SUPPORT TO APPOINTED BODIES 

Magistrates Courts Committees 0 ) 20 1

Probation Service Committees 0 )


I GLC Total 880 36


I A. ILEA DIRECT FUNCTION 

Education I 870 35


I e . LOCAL FUNDING ONLY 

Police > 650 27

Magistrates Courts Committee I )

Probation Service Committee I ) 40 2


•London t o t a l  : "upper t i e r  " 2,440 100%


•London t o t a l  : boroughs 3,970 

• I = i n n e r London 

• 0 = outer London 

I  s = shared w i t h boroughs 

I  c • concurrent w i t  h boroughs 

l  ( ) = not employees of GLC 

•* = included i  n inner London Committees' f i g u r e  s 


|  1 Revenue expenditure 1981/82 i n c l u d i n g housing revenue account 

|2 Approximate FTE manpower at December 1982 
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 ^ 


 Manpower^ 


 FTE % 


 7,800 6 

 1,500 1 

 4,700 4 

 750 0.5 


 400 0.5 

 6,850 6 


 NIL 


 ( * ) 

 ( . * • ) •  " 


 22,000 18 


 55,000 45 


 (41,000) 34 

 ( 1,600) 1»5 


 ( 1,800) 1«5 


 121,400 100% 


 226,000 


 J ^ ^  ̂ 




 B 
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TABLE 2.2 REVISE D ARRANGEMENTS I N LONDON 


1	  1
•	  " " ~~ %0 f present expenditure by 

a l  l upper t i e  r GLC only 


 2 2 6 0 
!• BOROUGHS ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS


16	 ^2 

0
Housing^ 2


Highways2 

Others ( i n c l u d i n g b u i l d i n g c o n t r o l ^
 1  2 


parks e t c ) 


2- JOINT BOARDS	 ^ , 


35 

Education 4 11 

Fire (one or several boards)  5
2


Waste Disposal (one or several boards)	 ^
 2 


Planning 


3
- APPOINTED BODIES	 \ . — 


8
3 6  I
 
Public Transport (new MTA)* 

Magistrates Courts Committees ( e x i s t i n g )
 2 


Probation and A f t e r Care Committees ( e x i s t i n g )	 ^ ? 


Flood P r o t e c t i o n ( E x i s t i n g Water A u t h o r i t i e s ) * 

 2  7 
OTHER


—---_-_-_____-______—-_-—--——---——— 


Police (Home Secretary remains p o l i c e a u t h o r i t y ) 27	 J 
Highways* (Secretary of State f o r T r a n s p o r t ) ' less than 


*	 not to be funded by rates (but f o r p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t an o f f s e t t i n  g adjustment Wk 

would be made to grant) 


F i  8 u r e  do not allow f o r p o t e n t i a l	 savings or f o r any r e d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
s

a d  m i n i s t r a t i v e services to j o i n  t boards. 

1
 Transfer of main housing a c t i v i t  y already under way. 

2
 Most highways to go to boroughs, a	 small part of the s t r a t e g i c network would
 

become the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the Secretary of State. 


3  T o
 take place independent of deci s i o n	 on o v e r a l l a b o l i t i o n . 


x
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TABLE 2.3 LOCAL SERVICES IN METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 


Function Notes Expenditure^ Manpower^ 

£m % FTE % 


A. MCC DIRECT FUNCTIONS 


Highways A 330 22 7,000 9.5 

Fi r e 120 8 11,400 16 

Waste Disposal 60 4 1,900 2.5 

Trading Standards ) 700 1 

Planning S ) 800 1 


 9 0 5
Other S/C )  7,200 10 


B. MCC LOCAL POLICY AND FINANCIAL CONTROL 


P u b l i c Transport 330 22 NIL 

Pol i c e 460 31 (38,000) 53 


C. MCC LOCAL REPRESENTATION 


A i r p o r t s 70 5 2,000 3 


D. MCC LOCAL FUNDING AND SUPPORT TO APPOINTED BODIES 


Probation and A f t e r Care Committee 40 3 (2,800) 4 


Tot a l s MCCs 1,500 100% 71,800 100% 


To t a l MDCs 5,920 - 453,000 


S = shared w i t h d i s t r i c t  s 

C = concurrent w i t h d i s t r i c t  s 

A = some agency work by d i s t r i c t s  ; a l  l expenditure shown against county 

( ) = not MCC employees 


D e f i n i t i o n  s as table 2.1 
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 2.4 REVISED ARRANGEMENTS IN METROEOIITAN OOUNTIES • 


, " 

1 — • % of present MCC expenditure 


. • " ' 30 

1. DISTRICTS ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS 


22 

Highways 2 


 A i r p o r t s 

Others , _,. - • 


2. JOINT BOARDS " 


' 31 
Police (board includes magistrates) ^8 

Fire • i  . A * annointed members) 

Public Transport (board may include appoint

Waste Disposal  k . 

Planning 


Trading Standards ^ ^ 


3 ' APPOINTED BODIES . 


Probation and A f t e r C a r e C o ^  ̂ H 
4
 - OTHER " 


None ^ ^  ^ ^ ^  ̂ 
i


f„, r e d i s t r i b u t i o  n of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
Ht»r.. do not a l i o  - f o r p o t e n t i a l savrng or f o r r e d r s t • 

services to j o i n  t boards. 
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Previous assessment 


2.10 The Group recorded i  n i t  s previous r e p o r t (MISC79(82)11) views on the 

a c c o u n t a b i l i t y , e f f e c t i v e n e s s and e f f i c i e n c y of these replacement arrangements. I  n 

summary, there were only a few services (but some s i g n i f i c a n t ones such as p o l i c e ) 

i n which there would be any necessary loss of ef f e c t i v e n e s s or e f f i c i e n c y but 

o v e r a l l the arrangements would c l e a r l y not have the same d i r e c t a c c o u n t a b i l i t y of 

the present c o u n c i l s . The Group noted t h a t the GLC and MCCs have spent more i  n 

excess of the Government's plans than other classes of a u t h o r i t y and they are not 

gene r a l l y perceived as having performed w e l l i n implementing s t r a t e g i c p o l i c i e s . 

Giving renewed emphasis to a si n g l e primary t i e  r might b e t t e r l i n  k those making and 

those implementing s t r a t e g i c p o l i c i e s but there was no basis f o r deciding whether 

successor bodies would be more or less l i k e l  y to spend i  n accordance w i t h the 

Government's p r i o r i t i e s  . 


2.11 The Group note that s p e c i f i c measures have already been taken to deal w i t h 

spending on pu b l i c t r a n s p o r t services and that other more general measures f o  r 

c o n t r o l l i n g rates and thus expenditure are under c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 


The balance between central and l o c a l government 


2.12 The Group note that the GLC are responsible f o r a narrower range of services 

than the MCCs and t h a t the new arrangements i  n London would represent a f u r t h e r 

s h i f  t i  n the present balance of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s from l o c a l government to the centre 

i n p a r t i c u l a r through the changes to pu b l i c t r a n s p o r t ( i  e the new m e t r o p o l i t a n 

t r a n s p o r t a u t h o r i t y ) . 


: 

< 
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3  NEW JOINT BOARDS 


3.1 I  f a b o l i t i o n were to proceed d e t a i l e d decisions would be needed on the H 

c o n s t i t u t i o n , powers and other arrangements f o r any new bodies. Of p a r t i c u l a r 
importance would be j o i n t boards and the way i  n which the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y members 
were drawn from the borough and d i s t r i c  t c o u n c i l s i n the area. There are few current 
examples of j o i n t boards running major services: ILEA i s a spec i a l h y b r i d body 
consi s t i n g of both borough and GLC members ( t o t a l l i n  g 48); j o i n  t p o l i c e a u t h o r i t i e s 
consist of members from several counties according to r e l a t i v e p o p u l a t i o n ; and there 
are j o i n t planning boards composed of both d i s t r i c  t and county members f o r some M 
national parks. 

3-2 The Group assume th a t M i n i s t e r s ' aim would be to a r r i v e at boards which were, • 

so far as po s s i b l e , r e p r e s e n t a t i v e (both of the e l e c t o r a t e and of the lower t i e  r 

a u t h o r i t i e s ) ; accountable ( a t l e a s t to the d i r e c t l y elected c o n s t i t u e n t author

i t i e s )  ;  i  n operation; and economical and e f f i c i e n  t ( i m p l y i n g that they should 

»e as small as i s compatible w i t h the other c r i t e r i a )  . The f o l l o w i n g aspects would H 

n e  e d to be considered: 


s t a b l  e


( i ) the a l l o c a t i o n of seats between the councils i n any area; 


( i i  ) the a l l o c a t i o n of seats w i t h i n c o u n c i l s ; 


( i i i  ) the size of the boards; and 


( i v ) the tenure of board members and i t  s i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h e l e c t i o n to the H 
c o u n c i l s . 

3'3 Councils forming j o i n t boards would no doubt argue that they should each be j  H 

P r e s e n t e d on such boards. The minimum size f o r j o i n t boards would t h e r e f o r e be one 
each c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t y . I  f the a l l o c a t i o n of seats between councils were t o 


r e  < l e c t the d i f f e r e n t size of the co u n c i l s ' e l e c t o r a t e s l a r g e r boards would r e s u l t . 

F°r some fu n c t i o n s there would be a d d i t i o n a l non-elected members on the boards. 

P ° Uce a u t h o r i t i e s include magistrates (up to one t h i r d of the t o t a l size) and the 

Pr°Posed passenger tr a n s p o r t a u t h o r i t i e s might include some members appointed by the _ 

S e c  r e t a r  y of State f o r Transport. 
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3.4 More complex would be the a l l o c a t i o n o f seats w i t h i n c o u n c i l s . There are two 

main p o s s i b i l i t i e s : 


(a) Freedom of choice: each c o u n c i l , i e e s s e n t i a l l y the m a j o r i t y p a r t y , would 

determine the composition of i t  s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . This would be simple, could 

be operated w i t h the smallest r e p r e s e n t a t i v e board but would exaggerate the 

degree of c o n t r o l by the m a j o r i t y p a r t y to the extent of c r e a t i n g a t o t a l 

monopoly i n some areas. 


G 

(b) Guaranteed m i n o r i t y r e p r e s e n t a t i o n : each major p a r t y would be given at 

l e a s t one seat and the remainder d i s t r i b u t e d e i t h e r by method (a) or i n some G 


M 

way to produce r e p r e s e n t a t i o n p r o p o r t i o n a l to the pa r t y s t r e n g t h on the „ 

c o u n c i l . This would ensure that the m i n o r i t y p a r t i e s on the c o n s t i t u e n t T 


W 

cou n c i l s were represented on the j o i n t boards. I  t would r e q u i r e l e g i s l a t i v e 

d e f i n i t i o n of p o l i t i c a  l p a r t i e s and might i n v o l v e a r o l e f o r the courts i n — 

r e s o l v i n g disputes. There would be enlarged boards w i t h at l e a s t four seats 

f o r the smallest c o u n c i l i  n each area ( i  e one f o r each of three p a r t i e s plus 

one to a l l o c a t e to the c o n t r o l l i n g p a r t y ) . Even t h a t might be i n s u f f i c i e n t to 

provide f o r cases where p a r t i e s are fragmented. B 


« 


3.5 The size of boards would thus be mainly a consequence of the p a r t i c u l a r 

decisions taken about methods of s e l e c t i n g members. Table 3.1 shows the sizes of ^ 

boards that f o l l o w from three methods of a l l o c a t i n g seats: — 


( i ) one per d i s t r i c t / b o r o u g h ; 


3. 

( i i ) one f o r the smallest d i s t r i c t / b o r o u g h plus a d d i t i o n s f o r others i n e
 
p r o p o r t i o n to t h e i r e l e c t o r a t e i  n comparison w i t h the small e s t ; Li 


( i i i  ) four f o r the smallest plus a d d i t i o n s f o r others i  n p r o p o r t i o n to t h e i r 

e l e c t o r a t e i n comparison w i t h the smallest. 


e
But these might need to be rec o n c i l e d w i t h other approaches to the appropriate s i 
of boards f o r p a r t i c u l a r f u n c t i o n s , f o r example the current size of the committees 

w i t h i n c o u n c i l s . I  t might be appropriate f o r example f o r the new p o l i c e j o i n t boards 

to be comparable i n size to the county p o l i c e committees ( t y p i c a l l y around 30, 

i n c l u d i n g the magistrates but West Midlands has 21). 
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1
 TABLE 3.1 POSSIBLE SIZES OF JOINT BOARDS 


~~~ " seats on ^ Seats on j o i n t boards |  H 

l  d
 County' 1 seat per 1 seat f o r 4 seats f o r 

Councils borough/ smallest sma est 


d i s t r i c t d i s t r i c t d i s t r i c t 


a b mm 

G L  C
 whole area 92 33* 50* ^9* H 

3  i a 
ILEA area 48  I *

 6  0 
n i n 14

h e a t e r Manchester 106 • ;: q 36 
Merseyside 99 5 23 
South Yorkshire 100 J  2 8 
T
yne and Wear 104 5 __
West Midlands 104 J J  4 2 

5
West Yorkshire ^88  I 


A - a l l o c a t i n g one seat to the smallest a u t h o r i t y i n each area ^ P r o p o r t i o n a t  e M 
a d d i t i o n a l seats to the other a u t h o r i t i e s according to t h e i r e l e c t o r a t e 

1 comparisons w i t h the smallest. 

B
 - a l l o c a t i n g four seats to the smallest a u t h o r i t y , to provide ^ 8 u a  ^ J ^ 8 H 
m i n o r i t y r e p r e s e n t a t i o n , a l  l then p r o p o r t i o n a t e a d d i t i o n a l seats f o r others 
according to the e l e c t o r a t e i  n comparisons w i t h the smallest. 

* i n c l u d i n g one seat f o r the C i t y i n each case. ^ 


3'6 Councillors could be appointed to boards f o r f i x e d terms r e l a t e d to the H 

e l e c t o r a l p a t t e r n of the basic a u t h o r i t i e s (annual t h i r d s i  n MDCs, whole c o u n c i l m 

LBs): 


(a) boards based on whole c o u n c i l e l e c t i o n s every four years would be s t a b l e , H 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e but w i t h less a c c o u n t a b i l i t y than ( b ) ; 


(b) boards based on councils w i t h annual e l e c t i o n s by t h i r d s would have to be H 

renominated as a whole each year r a t h e r than by t h i r d s i  f the board were to 

match the r e s u l t s of each e l e c t i o n i  n terms of both i n d i v i d u a l s and p o l i t i c a  l 

c o n t r o l . The boards would be repres e n t a t i v e and accountable but might lack « 

s t a b i l i t y  . 
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I n each case p r o v i s i o n would be needed f o r b y - e l e c t i o n s , and i  n the case of (b) 
co n s i d e r a t i o n might need to be given to e l i m i n a t i n g the ' f a l l o w ' years created by 
the removal of the county t i e  r e l e c t i o n s . 

3.7 The Group conclude t h a t e i t h e r method would be reasonably s a t i s f a c t o r y and 
t h a t , unless M i n i s t e r s wish to a l t e r the e l e c t o r a l p a t t e r n f o r the basic 
a u t h o r i t i e s fundamentally, the appropriate methods would be (a) f o r London and (b) 
fo r the m e t r o p o l i t a n counties. 

Conclusion 

3.8 O v e r a l l the Group conclude that M i n i s t e r s would need to decide on the 
a l l o c a t i o n of seats between and w i t h i n c o u n c i l s , the size of the board and the 
tenure of members. These.decisions would have a major e f f e c t on the s t y l e of 
o p e r a t i o n and p o l i t i c a  l composition of the boards. The choice i n the m e t r o p o l i t a n 

tcounties would probably l i  e between boards on a range between 25 and 60 or boards 
less than 15 depending, service by service on whether the board i t s e l  f manages the 
service d i r e c t l y  , or has a d i f f e r e n t r o l e , the degree of m i n o r i t y r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 
which would help i t  s e f f e c t i v e n e s s and the need f o r co-opted members. I  t would be 
d e s i r a b l e f o r the same method to be adopted i  n each m e t r o p o l i t a n county f o r a 
p a r t i c u l a r service but the d i f f e r e n t services would probably j u s t i f  y d i f f e r i n  g 
treatment. 

3 

3.9 London might need s p e c i a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n because even a s i n g l e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
from each borough would produce a medium sized board. Radical a l t e r n a t i v e s might be 
considered such as r e q u i r i n g a l  l borough c o u n c i l l o r s to e l e c t small boards (say 1° 
to 15) from among themselves but t h i s would be novel and complicated. F i n a l 
decisions would depend on the p a t t e r n of services e v e n t u a l l y chosen. J o i n t boards 

(eg f i r e  , waste di s p o s a l ) might operate over separate parts of Greater London rathe 

than the whole area thus avoiding the main d i f f i c u l t y  . 

b( 

d: 

m

Further consideration of j o i n t boards 
3.10 The Group believe t h a t i  f j o i n t boards were to be a major feature of any "  e  W 

arrangements some f u r t h e r p o i n t s would need c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 

pi 

( i  ) I  f the chosen methods of determining the members of j o i n t boards were to 
lead to r e l a t i v e l  y large boards i  t would be d e s i r a b l e to have as few of them 
as possible to minimise the load on the members of i n d i v i d u a l c o u n c i l s . 
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( i i ) Each j o i n t board would need some support services of the kind c u r r e n t l y 

provided by common departments w i t h i n the county c o u n c i l . These services would 

be the area of greatest p o t e n t i a l savings and to maximise the eventual savings 

the new arrangements should be designed to allow f o r and encourage economical 

support services. 


( i i i  ) The executive organisations f o r some of the services f o r which a j o i n t 

board o r g a n i s a t i o n would be des i r a b l e are comparatively small (eg waste 

disposal and t r a d i n g standards). They might not each j u s t i f  y a separate 

superstructure of p o l i t i c a  l and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c o n t r o l . 


• 


Civ) The p r e s e n t a t i o n a l e f f e c t of a m u l t i p l i c i t  y of precepting bodies (up to 7 

1
 n the m e t r o p o l i t a n counties) might be undesirable, and there might be 

confusion over r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s t h a t could reduce a c c o u n t a b i l i t y . 


' i  i S i m p l i f i c a t i o n could be achieved i n two ways: 


Ci) by complete amalgamation of the p o l i t i c a  l and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t r u c t u r e s 

f o r two or more services; 


( i i ) by the p o l i t i c a  l and executive parts of a service o b t a i n i n g a l  l the 

necessary a d m i n i s t r a t i v e support e i t h e r from another j o i n t board, from one of 

the d i s t r i c t  s or boroughs i n i t  s areas or by buying i n c e r t a i n services; i  t i s 

d i f f i c u l  t i n p r a c t i c e to enforce such arrangements. 


^e ciQ * 

ions on the most appropriate and economical arrangements could only be made i  n 
ight of d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n from and c o n s u l t a t i o n s w i t h the various bodies 

v°lved. Such bodies as the new m e t r o p o l i t a n t r a n s p o r t a u t h o r i t y and any new s i n g l e 
r body  f n 


^ ' J-or education i n inner London would be s u f f i c i e n t l  y large and have s u f f i c i e n t l  y 

s t i n c t i v e f u n c t i o n s to be e n t i r e l y s e l f s u f f i c i e n t i  n a l  l respects, but others 


"i&h t 

need to share some f a c i l i t i e  s to be economical. Extensive amalgamation could 


ProduCp K J • • • . • 

•oaies i n s u f f i c i e n t l  y d i s t i n c t from the present arrangements. 


• 


• 
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4  >
 IMPLEMENTATION: MECHANISMS 


•1 Whatever the precise p a t t e r n of replacement bodies decided upon broadly 

s i mi1ar issues would a r i s e i n implementing the t r a n s i t i o n . 


(a) The e x i s t i n g s t a f f and property would l a r g e l y need to be t r a n s f e r r e d to 

the new bodies c a r r y i n g out c o n t i n u i n g f u n c t i o n s . 


(b) 

The arrangements f o r c a p i t a l and current finance would have to be 


adjusted. 


(c) There might be o b s t r u c t i o n to any change. 


The 

e
 Group have considered the l e g i s l a t i v e and p r a c t i c a l mechanisms that might be 


e e ded and the major consequences that a r i s e . 

— 


T r 
  a  | H n s f e r Q f


4.2 

The p o l i c y on t r a n s f e r r i n g s t a f f would need to s t r i k e a balance between the 


n f l i c t i n  g o b j e c t i v e s of gaining s t a f f co-operation to minimise d i s r u p t i o n , and 

x ^ m i s i n  g s t a f f savings from a b o l i t i o n . The issues are set out i n d e t a i l i  n Annex 


4 1 

The GLC/MCCs employ approximately 53,000 s t a f f ( excluding ILEA, p o l i c e and 


°ther i 

-aw and order s t a f f )  . Maximum net s t a f f savings from a b o l i t i o n might be i  n the 


anSe of 3000-9000, about h a l f of which would be i n c e n t r a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . But 

l v 
  e a c t i o n would almost c e r t a i n l y be necessary to ensure that s t a f f savings 


occur. 


4-3 - •
M
 

M i n i s t e r i a l c o n t r o l over s t a f f numbers would be possible but very d i f f i c u l t  . 

b e e f f e c t i v e , i  t would have to apply over a long period and to a l  l services of 


r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t y . Such extensive d i r e c t c o n t r o l might be less necessary i  f 

n t r  o l  s  i p 0  g  _  0 n r a t e s , but the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e and l e g a l drawbacks to d i r e c t 

C Otl t" T n 1 
 w e r e m e
 

0J
--on rates apply, mutatis mutandis, to c o n t r o l of s t a f f numbers (see 4.11 

b e l \  . . . .
0 w
 

i  t s t a f f c o n t r o l i s considered i m p r a c t i c a l , v o l u n t a r y s t a f f t a r g e t s and a 

^inanei _i • • • 


-a i system which encouraged compliance w i t h the targets would seem to be the 

only f„ 


easible way of promoting s t a f f savings. 
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4.4 The s t a f  f a t t i t u d e towards r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n would be a f f e c t e d by the l e v e l of 

redundancy compensation and the terms o f f e r e d to t r a n s f e r r i n g s t a f f  . Compensation 

could be l i m i t e d to present l o c a l government day to day terms, but f o r those under 

50, and p a r t i c u l a r l y those i  n the 41-49 age group these terms are w e l l below those 

f o r most other p u b l i c services. I n the 1974 r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n the f a r more generous 

Crombie Code applied but i  n 1980 the Government decided not to apply the Code to 

f u t u r e s t a t u t o r y r e o r g a n i s a t i o n s . However, c u r r e n t l y l o c a l act powers, enable London 

a u t h o r i t i e s to pay compensation to a l  l s t a f  f at a higher l e v e l than the day to day 1 

terms. Moreover, some a u t h o r i t i e s elsewhere purport to use general powers to pay 

grea t e r b e n e f i t s to t h e i r s t a f  f than general l o c a l a u t h o r i t y terms. This loophole ^ 


. . . . G
could give r i s e to considerable costs i  n the context of r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . The Group 
conclude that there would be a strong case f o r i n c l u d i n g i  n any l e g i s l a t i o  n measures 

f 
d i s a p p l y m g both London l o c a l act powers and any general powers f o r t h i s exercise 
and p r e s c r i b i n g the terms which would apply. This would be resented by s t a f f  , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i  f the much lower l o c a l government terms were to be applied instead. t  ° 

reduce the scope f o r antagonising s t a f f  , M i n i s t e r s might wish to consider paying the 
s t a f  f i n the 41-49 age group NHS/NT terms which were above general l o c a l government 
terms, but w e l l below Crombie and London l o c a l act terms. 

c e
4.5 To minimise d i s r u p t i o n , large numbers of s t a f  f ( e s p e c i a l l y i  n f i r  e and p o l i 
  
s e r v i c e s ) would have to be t r a n s f e r r e d on current terms and conditions of service. 

Unions would no doubt press f o r a l  l s t a f  f to' be so t r a n s f e r r e d thereby c a r r y i n g the 

higher GLC/MCC pay scales i n t o the lower t i e  r a u t h o r i t i e s and j o i n  t boards. To the 

extent that s t a f  f o f f e r e d lower terms opt instead f o r redundancy t h i s might increase 


r
d i s r u p t i o n and could be c o s t l y . An a l t e r n a t i v e would be to make some p r o v i s i o n f o 
  
4 


compensation f o r detriment, f o r s t a f  f t r a n s f e r r e d on lower terms. 

o 

P 


4.6 M i n i s t e r s w i l  l wish to note th a t i  t would be necessary to consider a package 

t 


of s t a f f i n  g measures comprising: 

C 


( i ) e i t h e r c o n t r o l of s t a f f numbers _or_ v o l u n t a r y t a r g e t s ; 

4
5  0


( i i  ) redundancy compensation on l o c a l government day to day terms for those 

P 


and over and those 40 and below; 

t 


( i i i  ) redundancy compensation on e i t h e r l o c a l government day to day or NHS/NT 

S 


terms f o r s t a f  f between 41 and 49; 
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^ ( i v ) d i s a p p l i c a t i o n of London l o c a l act powers and d i s a p p l i c a t i o n of the use 

of any other power or agreement to pay more than the s p e c i f i e d compensation; 


r 


(v) t r a n s f e r of c e r t a i n s t a f f en bloc on current terms; 


( v i ) compensation f o r detriment f o r s t a f f t r a n s f e r r e d on lower terms. 

Ion 


' Transfer of property 


A l l p roperty, i n c l u d i n g land, b u i l d i n g s , equipment and f i l e s  , owned by 

I'C/MCCs would have to be t r a n s f e r r e d to new owners on r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day. In 

Several, property would be t r a n s f e r r e d to the new a u t h o r i t i e s t a k i n g over the 


u r i c  t i o n ( s ) w i t h which i  t i s associated. Transfers would require a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 
^der - m a i , * 

making power and s u b s t a n t i a l secondary l e g i s l a t i o n prepared i n close 

n s u
T l t a t i o   w i t h e x i s t i n g and successor a u t h o r i t i e s ( i n c l u d i n g shadow j o i n  t 
n


s>- The issues are summarised i  n Annex 4.2. M i n i s t e r s w i l  l wish to note t h a t i  t 

lt: W O u l  d
 be necessary: 


to complete, by r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day, t r a n s f e r of the vast m a j o r i t y of 

g 


operational property to ensure that services w i l  l not be d i s r u p t e d ; and 


I ( M  . .b


to provide f o r residuary legatees to hold items unallocated on 

r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day and to arrange subsequently f o r t h e i r a l l o c a t i o n or 


s  S
 d isposal. 


Transfer would be time consuming, o c c a s i o n a l l y contentious and vulnerable to 

c t i o n  . More work i s needed i d e n t i f y i n g and planning f o r p a r t i c u l a r types of 

Pr°pertv K 
y> out only a l i m i t e d amount could be done i n advance of an announcement and 

the d e t a i l A 
i i e a work could not begin u n t i  l the l e g i s l a t i o n were published. 

C u  r r e r  ̂ <=• 
rinance and grant 


50 ^ • 9 

New bodies t a k i n g over functions from the GLC or MCCs would have to be 


Provided 

w i t h the means to carry them out. The Group have encountered no insuperable 


e c
 h n i C a _„ .
l


or l e g a l problems. Annex 4.3 discusses these issues i n d e t a i l . 

r 


4 , 1  0
 Th 

e
 Group's main conclusions are t h a t : 
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( i ) appointed bodies should not be given powers to raise t h e i r own taxes 

nor be e l i g i b l  e f o r Government grant but should r e l y on c e n t r a l government 

funding; j o i n  t committees would have to r e l y on sharing costs between t h e i r 

c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s ; 


( i i  ) j o i n  t boards should be allowed to r a i s e t h e i r own taxes through uniform 

precepts on d i s t r i c t s / b o r o u g h s i  n t h e i r area. Any l e g i s l a t i o  n should make them 

e l i g i b l  e to receive government grants d i r e c t l y  . 


e
( i i i  ) a f i n a  l d e c i s i o n would have to be taken on whether the p o l i c e and f i  r
 

boards received block g r a n t . On the one hand, i  t can be argued that block 

grant on account of p o l i c e and f i r  e services should be paid d i r e c t to the 

d i s t r i c t s / b o r o u g h s w i t h i n the areas. Because the d i s t r i c t  s and boroughs 

provide a range of services they would be able to o f f s e t more e a s i l y any 

mismatch between GRE's on f i r  e and p o l i c e services which might a r i s e because 

of t e c h n i c a l shortcomings i  n the way f i r  e and p o l i c e s e rvice GRE's are 

measured. On the other hand, i  t can be argued th a t i  t would be i n e q u i t a b l e to 

pass on the consequences of any mismatch between expenditure and grant 


related 

expenditure to r a t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s who would have no c o n t r o l over the f i r  e and 4 

po l i c e boards. There i s no need to take an immediate de c i s i o n on t h i s p o i n t . 

Further development work would have to be commissioned on po l i c e and f i r  e 

GRE1s. 


4 

( i v ) s p e c i a l arrangements would be needed i  n London to replace the resource 

t r a n s f e r s from the C i t y and Westminster to other London Boroughs which are 

e f f e c t e d through the GLC (and ILEA) precepts. The Group's p r e f e r r e d s o l u t i o n 

i s an extension of the present London Rates E q u a l i z a t i o n scheme. Another 

p o s s i b i l i t  y i s negative block grant. The problem of de a l i n g w i t h the covert 

resources t r a n s f e r s w i t h i n London would be g r e a t l y increased i  f ILEA were to 

be broken up. 


Control 


4.11 The Group have assumed i  n t h e i r work on curre n t finance and grant that the 

e x i s t i n g r a t i n g and grant systems would continue. The same p r i n c i p l e s would apply 

new taxes were to be introduced, though t h e i r d e t a i l e d a p p l i c a t i o n would need to 

f u r t h e r considered. There are also several i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h any c o n t r o l scheme f° r 


r a t e s : 
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( i ) i  f there were to be general l e g i s l a t i o n on c o n t r o l of r a t e s , decisions 

would be needed on how t h i s might apply to j o i n t boards; 


( i i ) i  f there were not to be general l e g i s l a t i o n on c o n t r o l of r a t e s , i  t 

would be possible f o r s p e c i f i c c o n t r o l s to be introduced f o r the j o i n t boards; 


•m 

i e f f l ( • • • \ 

^ i - i  ) any f i n a n c i a l c o n t r o l on j o i n t boards would h i g h l i g h t the degree of 

c e n t r a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r t h e i r expenditure decisions; 


e / . . 

\ i v ; however, f i n a n c i a l c o n t r o l s would reduce the need f o r d i r e c t c o n t r o l s 

°n s t a f f (see paragraph 4.5). A s e l e c t i v e c o n t r o l scheme would by d e f i n i t i o n 

only apply to high spending/high r a t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s . A general c o n t r o l scheme 

would apply to a wider range of a u t h o r i t i e s but how f a r i  t could b i t e on a l  l 

a u t h o r i t i e s subject to change on r e o r g a n i s a t i o n would depend on the t i g h t n e s s 

°f the r a t e l i m i t s and other c o n t r o l f a c t o r s . 


C a  P i t a  l Finance and Debt 

e
d 4.12 TV, ______ 


-ne Group have considered both the arrangements f o r f u t u r e c a p i t a l expenditure 

^ new bodies and the handling of the debt of the e x i s t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s . These are 


d i 


l S c  u s sed i n d e t a i l i n Annex 4.4. 


The Group conclude: 


(a) the i n t r o d u c t i o n of a c a p i t a l expenditure regime f o r successor bodies 

would raise no p a r t i c u l a r d i f f i c u l t i e s  ; 


(b) i n d i s t r i b u t i n g the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the s e r v i c i n g of the e x i s t i n g 

•~J__1__> problems of equitable handling might a r i s e i n a number of cases, notably 
1 1  1
 r e l a t i o n to highways. Such problems, which should not be insuperable, could 

only be resolved i n c o n s u l t a t i o n ; 


^ i  t would be necessary to r e t a i n some form of separate a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of 

^H__tanding debt. In the m e t r o p o l i t a n counties i  t should be possible f o r t h i s 

t o D e
 done by one of the l a r g e r d i s t r i c t s  , but i  n London i  t might be necessary 

^ 0  r reasons of market confidence and p r a c t i c a l i t y to set up an independent 

body  f  t-^g  p p 0 s e  .
o r a r 
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(d) Che d i s t r i b u t i o  n of reserves would l i k e w i s e be reasonably 

s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d . But i n t h i s as i n other aspects of the d i s t r i b u t i o n of 

l i a b i l i t i e  s and assets i  t would be v i t a  l to avoid a c t i o n which would upset the 

balance of the money and c a p i t a l markets or undermine t h e i r confidence i n 

l o c a l government g e n e r a l l y as a borrower. I n p r a c t i c e , the problems do not 

look insurmountable. 


4.14 The independent body needed i  n London might need to have precepting powers and 

would t h e r e f o r e p r e f e r a b l y be a body set up by the boroughs. 


Obstruction 


4.15 The Group have noted p r e v i o u s l y the p o s s i b i l i t  y t h a t a b o l i t i o n would be 

contentious and t h a t the members and s t a f f of a u t h o r i t i e s to be abolished might act 

to o b s t r u c t the change. There would be two main areas of concern: 


(a) Passive o b s t r u c t i o n : a u t h o r i t i e s might refuse to provide i n f o r m a t i o n or 

nego t i a t e and t h i s would r a i s e p a r t i c u l a r d i f f i c u l t i e  s i n handling the 

t r a n s f e r of s t a f f and property f o r which the a u t h o r i t i e s possess the relevant 


' .	 4
d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n and t h e i r a c t i v e co-operation would be req u i r e d ; 

a 

C 


(b) Mischievious behaviour: a u t h o r i t i e s might take a c t i o n which would be 

intended	 to bind successor a u t h o r i t i e s to p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c i e s or commitments. 


s 

4.16 A r e l a t e d issue i s the handling of the next e l e c t i o n s of the whole county 

councils i n a l  l of these areas, which are due to take place i n May 1985. This mighc 


a 
. . . .

be before the completion of the main primary l e g i s l a t i o n on a b o l i t i o n . 


a 

4.17 The Group have reviewed these issues and the considerations are set out i  n 

d e t a i l i n Annex 4.5. I  t has not been possible to make any o v e r a l l assessment of the 

l i k e l i h o o d of p a r t i c u l a r mischievious actions or the determination w i t h which 


Ci 

passive o b s t r u c t i o n might be undertaken. The Group conclude: 


H 	 di 

( i ) t h a t the most vulnerable period would be that between any announcement 

and the i n t r o d u c t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n both because a u t h o r i t i e s might believe 

that o b s t r u c t i o n would change the Government's i n t e n t i o n s and because specu 

counter measures could not e a s i l y be used or even threatened; 
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( i i ) t h a t i  t would be d i f f i c u l  t to devise s p e c i f i c forms of counter 

o b s t r u c t i v e a c t i o n which would be c e r t a i n l y successful but which stopped 


^ e
 short of complete take over of an a u t h o r i t y i  f i  t refused a l  l co-operation; 


( i i i  ) t h a t the 1985 l o c a l e l e c t i o n s would provide a focus f o r the p o l i t i c a  l 

debate over the f u t u r e of these bodies and f o r o b s t r u c t i v e a c t i o n ; the choice 

appears to l i  e between not hol d i n g the e l e c t i o n s (and keeping the e x i s t i n g 


n
 c o u n c i l l o r s i n o f f i c e ) as has been the p r a c t i c e i  n previous reorganisations or 

allowing the e l e c t i o n s , to continue w i t h the p o s s i b i l i t  y that the winning p a r t y 

m i  g h  t claim a mandate f o r o b s t r u c t i o n ; 


( i v ) securing the co-operation of s t a f  f even more than of elected members 

would be a major f a c t o r i  n ensuring t h a t f u n c t i o n s t r a n s f e r r e d smoothly; 


( v ) a contingency plan f o r a c t i o n i  n the event of o b s t r u c t i o n should be 

decided upon before any announcement. 


8 t  s
 a t u* Savings of Reorganisation 


4
 • 18 M• 

M i n i s t e r s would no doubt be pressed soon a f t e r any announcement to-give an 


ssment of the savings expected to r e s u l t from a b o l i t i o n . West Yorkshire County 

Council K 


nas already published a paper c l a i m i n g t h a t a b o l i s h i n g WYCC would give r i s e 

to
 a 


et cost of £8m pa, l a r g e l y because they p r e d i c t a s u b s t a n t i a l net increase i n 


s t a f f  > 


4-19
 T  h 


n  e
 c r i t i c a  l f a c t o r would be the l e v e l of s t a f  f savings achieved since s t a f  f 

are th 


major cost element and i n d i r e c t l  y determine other costs such as 

0[nmodation. I  f the maximum s t a f  f savings of 3,000-9,000 posts were to be 


a c h i e  v  . .  .  . 

c a  >
 H  the gross annual f i n a n c i a l savings on s t a f f from year 1 would be i  n the 


rang  of 
e


t £40-£120m, and there would be savings on accommodation of the order of 

Pa although these might not m a t e r i a l i s e u n t i  l year 2 or 3. The main s t a f  f 


s
 (redundancy compensation, disturbance payments, possible compensation f o r 

e
 t r j


m e  n t  ) might be of the order of £20-£70m i n year 1 and would then taper o f  f 
sharps 

v* In a d d i t i o n , i  n year 1 only there would be costs incurred i  n organising the 


c b a n g  e 


Perhaps of the order of about £20m. O v e r a l l , there might be a marginal 

aj- saving i  n year 1, increasing to savings perhaps i n the range of £30-£120m 


*°-6% o f GLC/MCC rel e v a n t expenditure) a f t e r two or three years. 


-
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4.20 I  t must be stressed t h a t these estimates are very rough, based on very 

imperfect data, r e l a t e i n the main to costs and savings a r i s i n g on s t a f f and 

accommodation and are based on the assumption that the s u b s t a n t i a l s t a f f savings of 

3,000-9,000 w i l  l be achieved. M i n i s t e r s would have to avoid quoting these f i g u r e s 

u n t i  l the exercise were w e l l advanced and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , u n t i  l the p o s i t i o n on 

l i k e l  y s t a f f savings were c l e a r e r . But i  t would be possible to assert t h a t f i n a n c i a l 

savings would a r i s e from reductions i n s t a f f l e v e l s . ] 
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IMPLEMENTATION: TIMETABLE 


i  f 

_1 Between four and s i x weeks would be needed to prepare an announcement a f t e r a 

f i _ 


a
 decision i  f most minor issues were l e f  t to subsequent d e t a i l e d c o n s u l t a t i o n . 

Rather l 


longer might be needed i  f more of the d e t a i l s were to be decided before an 

nnouncement. i  n any case the Group note t h a t some aspects must be decided on the 


basis nf • • 

°r c o n s u l t a t i o n eg the r e - a l l o c a t i o n of some f u n c t i o n s ( f i r  e i  n London, a r t s , 


r°ners), the composition of j o i n t boards and the o r g a n i s a t i o n of t h e i r support, 

3 n d S O m e
 d e t a i l e d f i n a n c i a l matters. 


me primary l e g i s l a t i o n would be a major complex b i l  l f o r which the 1974 

0 r  g a n i s a t i o n i s only a p a r t i a l precedent) because i  t was concerned mainly w i t h 


a lgamation of a u t h o r i t i e s rather than t h e i r s u b - d i v i s i o n . Although much d e t a i l 

u^d be l e f  t to secondary l e g i s l a t i o n the B i l  l could not be l i m i t e d to enabling 


Provision 

i o n s  : Parliament would expect f u l  l d e t a i l s of new bodies and i n any case 


t ^ e time would be saved because d e t a i l e d proposals would need to have been worked 

out  f 0 p 


any enabling b i l  l to be d r a f t e d . I d e a l l y at least a year i s needed between 

nnouncement and the i n t r o d u c t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n . This would involve c o n s u l t a t i o n 


(whi k
c
 

would i n i t s e l  f be complex to handle) proceeding i n p a r a l l e l w i t h the 

draff. • 


l n  8 of i n s t r u c t i o n s . 

5.3 > 


i n 
  e o r g a n i s a t i o n of physical t r a n s i t i o n would be a complex task r e q u i r i n g much 
de t a i i - H  . . . 

c  a
 n e g o t i a t i o n ; i  t could be s t a r t e d before Royal Assent but only on a 


l n  g e n t basis. Any new bodies would need to be set up i n shadow form q u i c k l y . 


•4 Obstruction could a f f e c t : 


the nature but probably not the timing of the primary l e g i s l a t i o n . I  f 

l i t t l  e i n i t i a  l i n f o r m t i o n i s a v a i l a b l e the l e g i s l a t i o n would have to leave 

m°re d e t a i l s to be s e t t l e d i n secondary l e g i s l a t i o n . At t h i s stage much of the 

discussion would be w i t h the lower t i e  r who could be expected to be 

co-operative; 


^ i i  ) the length of the t r a n s i t i o n p e riod: the secondary l e g i s l a t i o n during 

t h i s period requires much d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n . I  f that were not r e a d i l y 
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a v a i l a b l e t r a n s f e r might need to be delayed at l e a s t one year because there 

would be major complications i  n making t r a n s f e r s other than at the beginning 

of a f i n a n c i a l year. 


5.5 The a d d i t i o n a l work undertaken by the Group since January has not s i g n i f i 

c a n t l y changed the probable t i m i n g of the various stages a f t e r any announcement as 

these are determined p r i m a r i l y by e x t e r n a l f a c t o r s ( i  e c o n s u l t a t i o n periods and 

Parliamentary sessions) r a t h e r than the volume of work. I  t should however be 

poss i b l e to move more q u i c k l y to a f u l  l announcement than p r e v i o u s l y . 


5.6 The Group note that i  f ILEA were to be broken up the volume of work, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the l a t t e  r stages would be s i g n i f i c a n t l  y increased. 


Overall timetable 


5.7 The Group assess t h a t the e a r l i e s t f e a s i b l e date f o r the t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o f l  S 


i s 1 A p r i  l 1986. This applies whether l e g i s l a t i o n were to be introduced i n the 

1983/84 session or 1984/85 session. I  f l e g i s l a t i o n were attempted i  n 1983/84 i  t 

would be u n l i k e l y to gain Royal Assent'before November 1984, leaving too l i t t l  e t i m e 


f o r new bodies to be set up and t r a n s i t i o n to be accomplished by 1 A p r i l 1985. 

L e g i s l a t i o n introduced e a r l y i n the 1984/85 session would have to be completed by 

June 1985 to leave time f o r t r a n s i t i o n by 1 A p r i  l 1986. 


5.8 To l e g i s l a t e i  n 1983/84 would impose an extremely t i g h t t i m e t a b l e . The 

d e c i s i o n to a b o l i s h would have to be taken now and announced very q u i c k l y and 

M i n i s t e r s would have to take many supplementary decisions soon. The close l i n k s with 

any l e g i s l a t i o n on rates c o n t r o l mean that M i n i s t e r s would have to take cl e a r 

decisions on the f i n a  l form of that l e g i s l a t i o n before i n s t r u c t i o n s on the a b o l i t i 0  0 


l e g i s l a t i o n could be f i n a l i s e d . There would be l i t t l  e time f o r c o n s u l t a t i o n on 

e i t h e r l e g i s l a t i o n  , l i t t l  e o p p o r t u n i t y to win the co-operation of r e l u c t a n t 

r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t i e s by i n v o l v i n g them i  n the de c i s i o n process and there would be 

high r i s k of e r r o r s . There would however be more time f o r d e t a i l e d secondary 

l e g i s l a t i o n . Counter o b s t r u c t i o n measures would be i n place e a r l i e r which might 

reduce the scope f o r o b s t r u c t i o n , but i  t could s t i l  l be. a major problem. 


5.9 L e g i s l a t i o n i  n 1984/85 would give much more time f o r c o n s u l t a t i o n and the 

passage of the l e g i s l a t i o n , and the r i s k of e r r o r s would be s u b s t a n t i a l l y reduced. 

O b s t r u c t i o n might be greater but there would be more o p p o r t u n i t y to gain the 
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- o p e r a t i o n of r e c e i v i n g a n t b o r i . i e s . There woold bo so„e p o s s i b i l i t  y tha.: «•» 

- n e e d t i  „ e  £ o rt h  e d e t a i l e d secondary l e g i s l a t i o n »igbt delay .be ..a s n 1 _ 

1 A p r i l 1 9 8 7  ,  t h i s „oold also be a p o s s i b i l i t  y »itb 1983/8, legasiataon a £ H b u  t


receiving a u t h o r i t i e s refused to cooperate. 

5.10 The Group the r e f o r e assess the timetable options as: H 

3 3 ^  £ 3 L ^ I J S A ^ i e g i s U t i o n Hi i i i i
 

(a) , • • May 1983 May/October 1983 

* F i n a l decision 7 . Summer/Autumn 1983 


S
^ Announcement  , .
m 1 Q R i 


<0 i n t r o d u c t i o n of l e g i s l a t i o n February/March 1984 ovemb 1984 H 
U )  — 1 Assent October 1984 ^ 1 9 8 5  ̂ H 
( e  > l
 Transfer of functions A p r i l 1986 P r
 

ns 


me 


a « 
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6* SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR EARLY DECISION 


6,1 m, . 

i n 
  e major issues on which decisions would be needed before an announcement 


C O u l  d
 be made are: 


whether the r e a l l o c a t i o n of fun c t i o n s should be on the basis of the 

recommendations of MISC79 (subject to the changes noted above) and i  n 

P a r t i c u l a r what the arrangements should be f o r ILEA and on the r o l e of land 

u s  e
 planning boards i  n r e l a t i o n to highways (paragraph 2.6-2.9); 


( i i )	 what methods should be used f o r determining the composition of j o i n  t 

cards for various services, (paragraphs 3.8-3.9); 


( ^ i i  ) whether there should be d i r e c t c o n t r o l over the s t a f f i n g of successor 

bodies or a system of vo l u n t a r y t a r g e t s (paragraph 4.3); 


how the balance of the r e s t of the s t a f f i n  g package should be s t r u c k 

taking account both of f i n a n c i a l i m p l i c a t i o n s and of the need for s t a f f 

c°operation (paragraphs 4.4-4.5); 


the approach to countering o b s t r u c t i o n i n c l u d i n g the p o s s i b i l i t  y of 

l e  g i s l a t i n  g i n 1983-84 to defer or cancel the May 1985 e l e c t i o n s f or the GLC 

a n 
  c MCCS and to introduce other s p e c i f i c c o n t r o l s (paragraph 4.17); 


^ v ^ ) the r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h or a p p l i c a t i o n of any general l e g i s l a t i o  n on 

f l  n a n c i a l c o n t r o l (paragraph 4.11); 


^ v
 i i  ) the timetable f o r l e g i s l a t i o n (paragraph 5.7-10). 


e
 are a number of other items on which f i r m decisions would not 

e c  e s s a r i i 

s ^ y be required i  n order to make an announcement but which would need to be 
e t 
  

q u i c kly i  f e a r l y l e g i s l a t i o  n were required: 

(a) 


the p o s s i b i l i t  y of reducing the number of j o i n  t boards or at least 

n c  o u r a g i n g the sharing of support services (paragraphs 3.10-3.11); 
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(b) the need f o r c e n t r a l government to take on the r o l e of residuary legatee 

f o r some property t r a n s f e r s (paragraph 4.7); 


(c) the arrangements f o r current finance f o r any new bodies and the changes 

to e q u a l i s a t i o n arrangements i  n London (paragraph 4.10); 


(d) the need f o r a separate a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of outstanding debt, e i t h e r 

through a lead d i s t r i c  t i  n the MCCs or a s p e c i a l body i  n London (paragraph 


, 4.13). 


» 
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W ANNEX 2.J 


TABLE 1 


Summary of functions of theGLC, the 
ILE A and the London Borough Councils 
Services in which GLC, ILEA and Borouglis each have responsibilities at present 
GI.  C Boroughs 
Planning authority for London as a whole Planning authority for the Borough 
Metropolitan roads (about 880 miles) Loca l roads (about 6,800 miles) 
Traffic management authority Loca l traffic and parking schemes 
Housing powers for Metropolitan needs Primary housing authority for the Borough 
Regional parks and open spaces and country Loca l parks and open spaces 
piirks 
Main Metropolitan watercourses Loca l drains and watercourses 
P.efuso disposal Refuse collection 
Home defence - London-wide emergency Home defence in the Borough 
planning 
Control of building construction (inner Control of building construction (outer 

London only) London Boroughs only) 

Support of the arts; cultural, recreational Support of the arts; cultural, recreational 

and entertainment facilities of Metropolitan and entertainment facilities in the Borough 

significance 

Historic buildings, monuments and statues Historic buildings, monuments and statues 


(concurrent powers with GLC ) 


I L E A . 

Education and careers service (inner London Education and careers service (outer London 

only) Boroughs only) 


Scpaiate responsibilities of GLC and Boroughs at present 
G L  C Boroughs 

London Transport (policy and financial Personal social services, such as tho care and 

control) protection of deprived children and services 

~- , „ for nlderly, handicapped and mentally 

Tnume. Rood prevention disordered people, including residential Care, 

Land drainage  domestic help, meals at home 
d a  y c e n t r e S i

Fire authority and laundry facilities 
Licensing of petroleum storage Environmental health services 
Licensing of places of entertainment. Most licensing functions, eg of street traders, 
exhibition halls, and betting tracks employment agencies, nursing agencies, etc 
Judicial services Libraries and swimming baths 
Smallholdings Borough information services 
Information service for Greater London ĴJ  0 ^ i l government services, including e r o c a  

Supplies for itself, I L E  A and on request for control of weights and measures, food and 
Boroughs drugs, noise and smoke control, consumer 
Research and intelligence service both for protection, registration of births, deaths and 
itself and the Boroughs marriages, registration of electors, registration 

o f l o c a i l a n d c h u r S e 3S-ientific services ' allotments, cemeteries 
c services  cleansing, working a n d c r e m a t o r i a i 3 t r e e t

conditions in shops and offices and many other 
services 

___-• ___________ 
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co: 

l  . 

BROAD ALLOCATION OF THE M A I N LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT FUNCTIONS IN ENGLAND 


2. 

FUNCTION METROPOLITAN HON- 3 . 

AREAS METROPOLITAN , 

AREAS *  • 
County District County District 5. 
Council Council Council Council 

Planning 6, 
structure plans 9 i |< j | ^ 
local plans • I© i 
development control • [  • ! g 
country parks • • • • 
national parks • [  • i 9, 
derelict land • • j» • ' 

Transport 
; io. 


transport planning • • ^ ^ 
highways © \9 
tralfic regulation • tt j ^2 
road safety • [© j 
parking • ;« ; 13 
public transport C* o [ 

Education • O 

Social Services 9 9 

Housing • 8 

Fire Service • • , 16 

Police Seivico • 9 ^ 

Consumer Protection 0 • 

Environmental Health ! | 


building regulations 9 1 • 

clean air 9 9 

control ol disease • I r» 

food hygiene • « 

1 1 

refuse collection  9 , 9 19 
refuse disposal O O 
street cleansing 

i 1 1 i 20 , 
Libraries • • 1 2 ^ 
Museum* and the Arts • » O • 

Recreational Facilities 4 • ~|> • 22, 
Encouragement ol Tourism O s) C O . 1 1 J 0-1 


i JCemeteries and Crematoria • I O 1
Footpaths • \9 \9 9 
Smallholdings • \9 

Allotments • j 9 •—^ 

B 

D 

*
s
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TABLE 3 • 

\
 

^

CONTINGENT PROPOSALS

1. Transport - P u b l i c


2. Planning

3. Education


4. Po l i c e


5. F i r e

6. Waste Disposal


7. C i v i l Defence


8. Magistrates Courts

9. Probation and A f t e r c a r e

10. Coroners 

11'. Food and Drugs 

12. Animal H e a l t h

13. Flood P r o t e c t i o n

14. Small Holdings 

15. A i r p o r t s

16. Trading Standards

17. Tourism 

18. Assistance t o I n d u s t r y


_	 p r o p e r t y 

_ : e e


- E n t e r p r i s e

19. Housing

20. B u i l d i n g C o n t r o l

21. H i s t o r i c B u i l d i n g s

22. Arts and Recreation


\ 2 3 ^ P a r k s and Green^Bel^^


 Boards 

o

 1.0NDON ____ 

^ • 

_ w i t  n s m a l l r o • 

_1 ibs orB I 
 one or s e v e r a l j


— 

s e v e r a l ) 
 j  b (one or se n 

 3b Cone or s e v e r a l )
 B  p _ u s v j c s b o r  o u g n groups 

„!-<•> v i  a o u t e r 
 f u n d i n g e tc b o r  o u g h groups

\T_3. O  — ^ 

m 

H 

 f u n d i n g
 _

 etc H 
• 

W a t e r a u t h o r i t i e s 
B 


B 

 dispose v i a ElEC 

M 
5 

B 9 
, • 

 (  ?  m a j 0 r s i t e s ) • 
 ^ ^ ^ ^  ̂ 

B • Borough • 
u = D i s t r i c t • 
v i  c]  b  = = J o i n t board  committee CONFIDENTIAL 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ _ ^ J  v o l u n t a r y j o i n  t
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TABLE 4 


CONTINGENT PROPOSALS FOR REALLOCATION OF PRINCIPAL SERVICES: MCCs 


\ 


TfiAiiSl 

1. Transport - P u b l i c j b - a new passenger t r a n s p o r t author!^	 ^ 

- Highways	 D 


c ° n s i
2. P l a n n i n g j b 	

c 

3.	 Education - L 
Have j 

5. F i r e j b	 2, 

6. Waste Disposal j b	 ^ 

7. C i v i  l Defence D plus v j  c	 OK 

8. M a g i s t r a t e s Courts -	 CoiiLa 

9. P r o b a t i o n and A f t e r c a r e funding v i a d i s t r i c  t groups	 ^conri 


11. Food and Drugs - j b *	 3% 


12. Animal Health	 D v i a adjacent c o u n t i e s *  r
e  H 

u u c e 

13. Flood P r o t e c t i o n -	 be,>, 

c a u
s 


f l 
14. Small Holdings D	 nan
c 


15. A i r p o r t s D	 tiee (j 

16. Trading Standards j b *	 c°°Pet 


18. Assistance to I n d u s t r y	 4, 


- E n t e r p r i s e Boards ? 

19. Housing	 D 


21. H i s t o r i c B u i l d i n g s 


2 3  ' P a r k  s a n  d
 Green B e l t D	 ^ ^ ^ y 

* to be t r e a t e d as a u n i f i e d service?	 c ^ s  , 


t 6 l a  t i 
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^SFER OF STAFF H 

PRODUCTION
city 

e Group considered the issues on s t a f f i n  g which M i n i s t e r s would need t o 
c°nsider >_f 

oerore an announcement on a b o l i t i o n  . Appendix A sets out background i n f o r m 
a t i°n on n, 
^ tne s t a f f i n g l e v e l s of the GLC and MCCs. The f u t u r e arrangements f o r ILEA 

yet t~ k 
c ° be decided; t h i s paper does not, t h e r e f o r e , cover i t  s s t a f f i n  g aspects. 

2.  S t 

a f f i n g issues would be t r a n s i t i o n a  l but they would be complex and c r i t i c a l l  y 
"•Porta 
„, t  o the success of the changeover. I  t would be e s s e n t i a l that the s t a f f 
c §e n erally cooperate w i t h the e x e r c i s e . Non-cooperation or a c t i v e o b s t r u c t i o n 

d niean K 
bee breakdowns i  n the p r o v i s i o n of s e r v i c e s , delays i  n the new system 

n § o p e r a t i o n a l l y e f f e c t i v e , and higher than necessary t r a n s i t i o n a  l c o s t s . 

r ,
•

C a  u S  e

f j
ne

to

 cnat one of the reasons f o r the proposed r e o r g a n i s a t i o n would be to 
 Penditure, M i n i s t e r s would no doubt be l o o k i n g f o r s t a f f savings although 

 o  f 
r e dundancy c o s t s , s t a f f savings do not I n v a r i a b l y r e s u l t i  n la r g e 

s a v ings i  n the short term. The p o l i c y on s t a f f i n g issues would, t h e r e f o r e , 
 str-iv 

H 

c°°Pe 1K-ea balance between the c o n f l i c t i n  g o b j e c t i v e s of g a i n i n g
'-ion and maximising the f i n a n c i a l savings from r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . 

the
e issues which M i n i s t e r s would need to consider are: 

 s t a f f 

l 

^
y ^ O  D

(a) 
(b)  m e t t l ° d a n  d e x t e n  t o  f s t a f f savings; 

redundancy compensation; 
^ terms of t r a n s f e r ; 

o v e r a l l balance of package. 

^ 
 EXTENT OF STAFF SAVINGS 

t 

t h
c i . s

 e l o c a l government r e o r g a n i s a t i o n the p o l i c y was minimal redundan
' a n d s t a f f 

avQ„ t r a n s f e r r e d to the new a u t h o r i t i e s on terms and c o n d i t i o n s not less 
a°le th 

t e  i a  n n they enjoyed p r e v i o u s l y . The consequence was tha t i  n terms of s t a f f 
°ns th 

e ^ o r g a n i s a t i o n went f a i r l  y smoothly. 

l 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^
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6. More r e c e n t l y i  n the 1982 NHS r e o r g a n i s a t i o n , o p e r a t i o n a l s t a f f were 

u n a f f e c t e d , and almost a l  l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e and managerial s t a f f t r a n s f e r r e d <
new D i s t r i c  t A u t h o r i t i e s to await p o s t i n g . As the D i s t r i c t  s develop t h e i r m3"0 


s t r u c t u r e s w i t h i n c l o s e , c o n t i n u i n g and i n c r e a s i n g l y d e t a i l e d DHSS con t r o l s 

manpower, s t a f f savings are being sought. S t a f f are competing f o  r the posts 


$t- very 

new s t r u c t u r e . S t a f f losses are to be l a r g e l y accommodated by n a t u r a l wastag > ^ 

the pay of down-graded s t a f f i  s to be p r o t e c t e d f o r 5-10 years a f t e r which the 


d e t e 
r 

p r o t e c t i o n tapers o f f  . 


a^tho 

7. I  n the present e x e r c i s e M i n i s t e r s would need t o decide whether they wis*16 ^° 

take p o s i t i v e steps to secure savings or whether they were prepared to leave 

savings t o emerge as a r e s u l t of the s t a f f i n g p o l i c i e s of the new bodies ana 


mind' t h e C  ( 


a u t h o r i t i e s i n h e r i t i n g the GLC/MCC s e r v i c e s . Two f a c t o r s need t o be borne  i " 

a t e a  s 

staff 

8. F i r s t  , the scope f o  r s t a f f savings I s r e l a t i v e l  y l i m i t e d . To mi n i m i s e 


d i s r u p t i o n , s t a f  f i  n the major s e r v i c e s ( f i r e  , p o l i c e ) would have to be trans 

e
 Pr 


en bloc by order t o the proposed j o i n t boards and there would be no scope f°r 


savings i  n these services'. For other s e r v i c e s , r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t i e s could 

the s t a f f they need ( s u b j e c t to any c o n t r o l s over numbers) and savings seem 

to come from:  Q , 


1 tat 

V  Q  u i d 


( a) s e n i o r a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t a f f  :	 „„ 

(b) s t a f  f i  n general support services (eg l e g a l , p e r s o n n e l ) ;	  j \ $o 

u
( c )	 o p e r a t i o n a l s t a f f i  n concurrent f u n c t i o n s (eg parks, a r t s ) and f  ^ 

sal | 


where there are extensive agency arrangements (eg highways and t r a f f i  c coti S :j_ 

management). hi 


A p r e l i m i n a r y and extremely rough assessment based on the very incomplete Pu \, 

data about the s t a f f i n g of the GLC/MCCs suggests t h a t the maximum net s t a i r
 s 


 c  i  f
~ i i c * )  i 

might be i  n the range of 3,000-9,000 out of a t o t a  l o f 53,000 ( e x c l u d i n g V ° l l  i 

see Appendix A f o r d e t a i l s . Ijc 


^terj 

9. Second, r e o r g a n i s a t i o n would be c a r r i e d out against a background of e<w 

c o n t i n u i n g , and p o s s i b l y i n c r e a s i n g , c o n s t r a i n t s on l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s ' s p e n  a c i 
r 


P r o f l i g a t e a u t h o r i t i e s could i n c u r grant p e n a l t i e s . I  f M i n i s t e r s decided to ^ 

implement one of the options c u r r e n t l y being considered i  n E(LF), a u t h o r i t i e  S ^ 

be sub j e c t t o d i r e c t c o n t r o l s on r a t e s . Paragraphs 10-13 set out f o u r opti°n S' 


1 g 

or_ l i m i t e d c o n t r o l of s t a f f numbers, d e c l a r a t i o n s of s t a f f t a r g e t s and simp-1 
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^ ing of s t a f f i n g l e v e l s . The choice between these would depend on the extent 

t 0  W i c n a n 
' J y l i m i t s set on rates provided a s u f f i c i e n t d e t e r r e n t t o w a s t e f u l 


^ i n c ; r
e a S e s i n s t a f f . 

s ovef 


L 0 
, in ^ - MI 
s
 - j j t i s t e r i a  l c o n t r o l over s t a f f numbers would be p o s s i b l e , but i  t would be on a 


0 u § n a i i d
a 2 e '  ready basis and, even so, would be a formidable u n d e r t a k i n g . I  t would 

he 6 str 


t °ngly opposed by the a u t h o r i t i e s concerned. I  t would i n v o l v e M i n i s t e r s i  n 

n l 
  n g the number of s t a f f to be t r a n s f e r r e d f o r each f u n c t i o n t o each body or 


a
{i  could lead u l t i m a t e l y to M i n i s t e r i a l c o n t r o l over the o p e r a t i o n of the a

0 r
 i t y  . Jo achieve maximum e f f e c t , c o n t r o l s would have to extend over a perio d of 

n  t* 1  6  d * s t r  * c t  s a n  d
' e
 th '  boroughs, c o n t r o l s would have t o apply t o a l  l s t a f f i  n 


3<* ^ ^ a u t n  °rity, whether or not they were working on a t r a n s f e r r e d f u n c t i o n . Otherwise 
t
 

L  n
 ^ c°ntrols could be circumvented by t a k i n g on a d d i t i o n a l s t a f f i  n n o n - c o n t r o l l e d 

e a  s
 (th-i 


v nis problem would n o t , however, a r i s e i  n the proposed new j o i n t boards). The 
s t a f f •] 

evels determined by M i n i s t e r s would have to be c o n s i s t e n t w i t h any c o n t r o l s 


l w  x
 ,.,  government f i n a n c e . A u t h o r i t i e s who ignored the s t a f f c o n t r o l s would face 
Pro 

: ° r „.  8 P ect of surcharge a c t i o n by the a u d i t o r . For some services fragmentation 

1  Q C o

 r.  the aggregate number of s t a f f being higher than at present, g i v i n g 
like*' l s  e to 


1
 in. P o t e n t i a l l y embarrassing c r i t i c i s m s . Such extensive d i r e c t c o n t r o l might be 

ary i  f c o n t r o l s were imposed on r a t e s . But the drawbacks to d i r e c t c o n t r o l 


rates 

a P Ply, m u t a t i s mutandis, to the c o n t r o l of s t a f f numbers: c o n t r o l l i m i t s 


Probably need to be set by form u l a , but i  f so the l e g i s l a t i o n would need t o 

jj So e x c e p t i o n a l cases by a l l o w i n g a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r increases to the 


u t l°

§

 l r 7 °f State. The Secretary of State's d e c i s i o n s would be open to p o s s i b l e 

ael chall 


c
 pr> J-J-enge on the grounds t h a t he had f a i l e d to take i n t o account r e l e v a n t 
L "-J-ons, taken i r r e l e v a n t matters i n t o account, had a closed mind or f e t t e r e d l  s


J
 dlo 


C |  - i o n , or exercised h i s powers i n c o r r e c t l y or exceeded them. 


Sp&c ̂  - ^ S j t e d c o n t r o l system a p p l y i n g only f o r , say, one year, and to the services 

Hun
 7 


a f f e c t e d by r e o r g a n i s a t i o n would be f e a s i b l e , but the e f f e c t would be 
l ^ f '  ̂ D s t  r u c t i v  e a u t h o r i t i e s could b u i l d up s t a f f as soon as c o n t r o l s were 
d  j
a


 ' n d
f i   circumvent c o n t r o l s by t a k i n g on s t a f f i  n n o n - c o n t r o l l e d s e r v i c e s . The 
n
 at*Ce 

CQJĴ  ystem could r e f l e c t the c o n t r o l numbers and encourage compliance. I  f 

8 W e r 
  e ignored the a u d i t o r could take surcharge a c t i o n but where an a u t h o r i t y 

loo = 1

 e " c o n t r o l s the a u d i t o r could only comment i  n a r e p o r t . The same r i s k of 

s  l e 
d n g e a r i s e s as under f u l  l M i n i s t e r i a l c o n t r o l , but t o a l e s s e r degree. 

Le 
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id f a V o  u 

12. A t h i r  d p o s s i b i l i t  y i s a v o l u n t a r y t a r g e t system whereby M i n i s t e r s woul
announce s t a f f t a r g e t s and monitor progress, e i t h e r f o r a long p e r i o d and ac£°s ^
s e r v i c e s , or f o r a l i m i t e d p e r i o d and only f o r s e r v i c e s a f f e c t e d by r e o r g a n i s  a 

sfsi" 
Local a u t h o r i t i e s are l i k e l  y to be less h o s t i l e to such a system. The financ 

ets fr°' 

 under 
8erv_ 

could encourage compliance, and there would be p u b l i c pressure to meet t a r g e

f o r example, the A u d i t Commission i  n i t  s value f o r money work. But developi n 8
r e a l i s t i  c t a r g e t s would be a f o r m i d a b l e u n d e r t a k i n g , and o b s t r u c t i v e authori
would s t i l  l i g n o r e them. 

 j£ 
 0  r 

 Blight 

_  _
13. A f o u r t h o p t i o n would be f o r M i n i s t e r s simply t o monitor and p u b l i s h a
s t a f f changes. There would be no t a r g e t s to b u i l d i n t o the finance system,  b u  t 

K 1 ic 

J 
^ cons, 

general f i n a n c i a l pressures would s t i l  l apply, and there would s t i l  l be VnD 

pressure on the new bodies and r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t i e s to d e l i v e r value f o r mone^ 
STAFF COSTS OF ABOLITION 

14. At t h i s stage only very rough estimates of the s t a f f i n g costs of abol^ 

be made. To make f i r m estimates d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n on the age and s a l a r y s t  * 
of the s t a f f of the abolished a u t h o r i t i e s would be r e q u i r e d . Two important 
I n d etermining s t a f f i n g costs would be: 

(a) the l e v e l of redundancy compensation f o r surplus s t a f f ; and 

H 

( b ) the p o l i c y adopted on redeployment of s t a f f
lower pay than t h e i r present p o s t s .

 i  n posts which normal^ 'feat 
e t l a bi 

H 

15. S t a f f savings i  n the range of 3,000-9,000 out of 53,000 would represent
gross annual f i n a n c i a l saving of very approximately £40-£120m. Between l , n ^ a

2,000 of the s t a f f might be saved through n a t u r a l wastage. The cost of the
saving would depend on the p o l i c y adopted f o r redundancy compensation.

Redundancy compensation 
~ ^

 ^
 u

 C 0 ( J  t 

 the c 

c e  c u r 

 ^ e i  j 

 20. 

16. I n the 1974 r e o r g a n i s a t i o n very generous compensation was p a i d , under c

J elded
Crombie Code, to those who were made redundant. I n 1980 the Government dec*
the Code should be withdrawn i  n r e l a t i o n t o f u t u r e r e o r g a n i s a t i o n s . I n ado*
1974, s p e c i a l e a r l y r e t i r e m e n t p r o v i s i o n s a p p l i e d t o Chief O f f i c e r s to enco
v o l u n t a r y d e p a r t u r e . I n the present exercise the general l o c a l government 

^

 ^ 

v ^ l c h 
rep. 

 org 
e t 
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'^Py terms would be reasonable f o  r s t a f  f age 50 or over because they compare 


ould v°utably w i t h those f o r other p u b l i c s e r v i c e s . But the day to day terms f o  r s t a f  f 

s
acr°  ( p a r t i c u l a r l  y s t a f  f from 41-49) are w e l l below those f o r most other p u b l i c 


H 
r°  ' A
_ets * '  higher than average p r o p o r t i o n of redundant s t a f  f might be age 50 or over. 


_ng fchere were 8,000 redundancies ( t h e estimated maximum) and 50% were people age 50 

c i t i e  S °ver, the costs of t h e i r redundancy on the l o c a l government day to day terms 


night h 


e
 °f the order of £42m i  n year 1, d e c l i n i n g to about £6m pa a f t e r 5 years, 


o" ^* Th c 

data «e f o l l o w i n g two options f o  r redundancy compensation f o  r s t a f  f under 50 are 

but t h  e
 °nsid-ered  i  Appendix B (paragraphs 6-7): 
n


aooey*  ^ a ) t o keep to the present general l o c a l government day to day terms, which 

° n
 the basis of 4,000 redundancies of s t a f  f under 50 might cost roughly £6m 

(there would be no r e c u r r i n g payments); or 


n
.iti° ' to apply to s t a f  f between 41-49 the more generous (but not ex c e s s i v e l y 

terms which apply to t h a t age group i  n the case of NHS and New Towns. 


U C  n
eXV®^1,  terms are f a  r less generous than the Crombie Code. But even so the 

a P P l i c a t i o n of NHS/NT terms to s t a f f between 41 and 49, combined w i t h l o c a l 

a u  t h o r i t  y terms f o  r s t a f  f 40 and below might cost roughly £16m f o  r 4,000 

r e  dundancies of s t a f  f under 50. 


t 19.t 

 e r  e
l i  y c  3  would be a case f o  r a l  l s t a f  f a f f e c t e d by a b o l i t i o  n to be s i m i l a r l  y 
 t  >


6 a t e < l
 but 
e r i  abi t W  ° m a  ^ o  v
 c o mplications would a r i s e . F i r s t  , London l o c a l act powers 

J^J-^ ^  i  i London a u t h o r i t i e s to pay terms which are s u b s t a n t i a l l y b e t t e r than 


3  t e £ 
nt ms. D i s a p p l i c a t i o n of these terms would be s t r o n g l y r e s i s t e d by s t a f f  . The 
 C Q s  t


0 aIlC*
 th* Saving London l o c a l act terms t o s t a f  f under 50 could be more than 3 times 

 n  e


ai
*i«  cost of , 

r e t e 
  c u  •Local a u t h o r i t y day to day terms i  n the f i r s  t year, and there would be 
r


t h p  1 ^ Payments. Second, a number of l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s pay gr e a t e r b e n e f i t s t o 

Sta^-e 


on than l o c a l a u t h o r i t y day to day terms r e l y i n g , i mproperly i  n DOE's view, 

§eUerai 


Powers. (See Appendix B paragraphs 8-11). 


t*ie  ^ 6  ̂ r ° u P conclude t h a t the London l o c a l act powers and any general powers 

d-d t .  a u  t h o r i t i e  s p u r p o r t to use should be d i s a p p l i e d f o  r the purposes of 


8 a
 .  i " Q n i  S
 a t i 


B t i 
ti°n' t h o n  . One po s s i b l e way of doing t h i s would be t o s p e c i f y i  n l e g i s l a t i o  n 
e


 0
araS  apply to a l  l s t a f  f made redundant as a r e s u l t of r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . 

t a t 1 
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Terms of t r a n s f e r 

indu 


21.	 For some serv i c e s and par t s of s e r v i c e s , n o t a b l y f i r  e and p o l i c e , the ~——. 

nts °Pt 


o v e r r i d i n g	 p r i o r i t  y would be to ensure a smooth t r a n s f e r to the new a r r a n g e n i  e 


. tat ;  w i t  h 
e  s
 

w i t h o u t any d i s r u p t i o n t o the s e r v i c e . To achieve t h i s i  t i  s assumed th a t tn 

c u r r e n t l y employed on the serv i c e s would be t r a n s f e r r e d en bloc on t h e i r pres e t  l 


, r 0ups °Al_ 

terms and c o n d i t i o n s . More work i  s needed t o e s t a b l i s h more p r e c i s e l y which s 

of s t a f f should be t r e a t e d i  n t h i s way.	 , 


t ^ ;  in m
s ;


22. For other s e r v i c e s the o b j e c t i v e would have to be to achieve the maxim0 


savings compatible w i t h the p r o v i s i o n of an e f f i c i e n  t s e r v i c e , but bearing 

° vfor P r  : 

the need to seek to avoid c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h the s t a f f  . The quest i o n arises 

these s e r v i c e s whether r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t i e s should be f r e e to determine ______—•— 

of the o f f e r s made to new s t a f f  . This i  s p a r t i c u l a r l y r e l e v a n t i  n London beca 

GLC s t a f f are g e n e r a l l y on higher pay scales than the borough s t a f f  . I n the NHs/j 

only the most s e n i o r s t a f f are on hi g h e r scales than d i s t r i c  t s t a f f  .
 a 


a
°ti( 

he:
 S t a f  l 


23.	 The options f o  r d e a l i n g w i t h s t a f f i  n these other s e r v i c e s appear to o • 
Pack; 

(a) t o l e g i s l a t e f o r o f f e r s to be on "no worse" terms; 

(b) t o make no p r o v i s i o n a t a l  l on terms;	 27 

(c) t o provide f o r compensation where o f f e r s were on worse terms.	 Part
 

 P a c k  £ 
f  f to

24. The issue t u r n s on whether i  t seemed necessary to induce GLC/MCC s t a r 1 ,, . 

accept job o f f e r s from the r e c e i v i n g a u t h o r i t i e s i  n order to f a c i l i t a t  e the 


k
i s  l i
 

and keep the ser v i c e s i  n o p e r a t i o n . I  t i  s impossible to judge which o p t i o n i Coum 

to cost l e a s t since much would depend on the a t t i t u d e of the unions and i n a 1 


s t a f f  . 28
t 


25. "No worse" terms would c a r r y the high e r GLC/MCC pay scales i n t o the 1° 
a u t h o r i t i e s thereby c r e a t i n g anomalies where s t a f f are paid more than t h e n ^ 
and l e a d i n g to pressure f o r u p l i f  t i  n s a l a r y scales. ( M i n i s t e r s would, however* 
to bear i  n mind t h a t "no worse" terms apply t o s t a f f i n v o l v e d i  n the t r a n s i c 

GLC's housing r o l e to the boroughs, the next and f i n a  l block of which i s H ^ e ^ 
a l l 0 


take place between now and 1985, and t h a t t h ere would be str o n g pressure to 
j  oo e

s i m i l a r terms f o  r the remaining GLC housing s t a f f )  . I  f no p r o v i s i o n were m3" 

s
a t h i  

terms, s t a f f o f f e r e d lower terms might w e l l opt i n s t e a d f o r redundancy ana 
would increase the r i s k of d i s r u p t i o n to services and of having t o compensate 
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t • • 

^ ant s t a f f w h i l e paying f o  r t h e i  r successors i  n the new a u t h o r i t i e s . I  f 

 e m e n  t
^  to accept jobs were thought necessary, p r o v i s i o n f o r compensation f o  r 


" -^iSSnt on terms to be determined would be the best course. Some s t a f  f might s t i l  l 

fltS ^Pt f  Q 

i  e
 ,1 redundancy, but o v e r a l l d i s r u p t i o n t o serv i c e s would be less l i k e l  y than 

tai ; with no 
s
 

1
 P r o v i s i o n , and i  t would avoid the disadvantages of "no worsening", 

•sent 


g r  o u f ^ALANog OF PACKAGE H 
26. , 
In r e a  c h i n  g p r e l i m i n a r y decisions on these issues M i n i s t e r s w i l  l wish to bear 


l U l  D  n t*l  e
 . ^  o v e r a l l balance of the package. For example, a combination of d i r e c t 

nit*1 M a t e r i a  l 
n


1
 c o n t r o l over s t a f  f numbers, minimum redundancy compensation and no 

for  v i s i  o 


n o r
*  detriment would antagonise the s t a f  f i n v o l v e d and make the whole 

X e
 

t e
et$*< r c i  S 
i — - 5 5  "  ̂  ^ even more complex. At the other extreme, no m o n i t o r i n g of s t a f  f numbers, 
a u S U S
 r e d  u n d ancy compensation and "no worsening" terms seem to p o i n t to high 

HCCs c°8ts. ^ h . 


a l a n  c e  d
^S/N  package might comprise m o n i t o r i n g of s t a f  f changes, p o s s i b l y 

redundancy compensation f o  r those aged between 41 and 49 and some compen

8. a e  t r i m e n t  . An independent S t a f f Commission t o look a f t e r the i n t e r e s t s of 

s aff af£ 


i  e c t e d by r e o r g a n i s a t i o n would make the package more acceptable to s t a f f  , 
a •••though t h 

e


n_ ,  Commission's pr e c i s e r o l e would depend on the content of the s t a f  f 

P a c k  a .
g e 
  

What I 
p  ever package were to be chosen, the whole s t a f f i n  g issue would be 
a


p  , 7 s e n s i t i v e . M i n i s t e r s would t h e r e f o r e need to consider how much of the 
a
to C k  a g 
e  W e 

e t 0
t Q  be revealed w i t h the i n i t i a  l announcement and how much would be l e f  t 


e m e
t-rans1 r g  e a f (  . 

K i t e  r discussions w i t h the l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s concerned. 


k e
s l i 
  

HIno
e  r


t
ie ( °̂ui(j ^  ° r ^  to make an announcement or to begin n e g o t i a t i o n s M i n i s t e r s ' views 

*e n e  e ded on a package comprising: 

sen*0' 


' ' e i t h e r d i r e c t or l i m i t e d c o n t r o l of s t a f  f numbers or v o l u n t a r y t a r g e t s , 

r - ^ m o n i t o r i n g of changes (paragraphs 9-13); 

i l l  t C 

j l l  0 * ' ( i i ) 

50 r e d u n  d a n c  y compensation on l o c a l government day to day terms f o  r those 


a  n
 over and those 40 and below (paragraphs 16 and 17); 

l i s 
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( i l l  ) redundancy compensation on e i t h e r l o c a l government day to day or " A 

terms for s t a f f between 41 and 49 (paragraph 18); 


use
I 
 t n  e
( i v  ) d i s a p p l i c a t i o n of London l o c a l act powers and dis a p p l i c a t i o n of  j 


of any other power or agreement to pay more than the sp e c i f i e d compensati°n _ 

(parag raphs 19-20); 1 


(v) transfer of c e r t a i n s t a f f en bloc on current terms (paragraph 21) > 2 


3 

( v i  ) compensation for detriment for s t a f f transferred on lower terms 4 

(paragraphs 22-25). 5 


H 
8, 

9, 

1( 


• 1] 

I 

I 
17 

18 

19 


i 

20 
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APPROXIMATE STAFFING POSITION IN 1982

Annex 4.1 
Appendix A 

, 

.on

-

Service

i vl« a) F i r e Service
i v  ,cb) Support s t a f f

7 ,
*• Waste Disposal,J« C i v i l Defence

 "

 .

 y ^ n - t i m e e q u i v a l e n t s
—

 „ ŵ -
G L  C M C C  S

 f\ QOO 10.1006 » 9 0  U 

900 1,300' 
750 1,900

 ' D V »40 50w 

P ossible scope f o r 
savings (ranges)

— 
~ 7 Number 
1 ~ ~~ 
None 
None 
None 
None 

L
<5
5-

7

8.
q3 <

in
J-u-
I iU «
lo1 2«

13
u «
14.
1 5«

^

Food & Drugs
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1 9  ' 0 t  h e r Services
(mainly Crossing •
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I n round terms: 3000-9000 

S t e T T T ) N/A - not a p p l i c a b l e  t o t h a t a u t h o r i t y _ _ 

i i  )
;

 Figures exclude: ILEA ( b e i n g d e a l t w i t h s e p a r a t e l y )
g P o l i c e and t h e i r support s t a f f s 

Other law and order s t a f f s 

very approximate allowances f o r p a r t - t i m e s t a f f . 
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Appendix B 

COMPENSATION ON REDUNDANCY 

l- In the l a s t major l o c a l government r e o r g a n i s a t i o n i n 1974 very generous
S e n s a t i o  n was paid under the Crombie Code and under s p e c i a l r e g u l a t i o n s , which 
E l a t e d s o l e l y to t h a t r e o r g a n i s a t i o n , t o encourage the e a r l y r e t i r e m e n t of Chief 
U l c e r e  .  I n 1980 the Government decided not t o apply the Crombie Code f o r f u t u r e 
s t  a t u t o r y r e o r g a n i s a t i o n s . 

• 

^Syej. of compensation 

l' The Crombie Code provided compensation i  n three p a r t s : an immediate lump sum
n o  t exceeding 30 weeks pay, from the date of loss u n t i  l age 65 r e c u r r i n g 
S e n s a t i o  n payments not exceeding 2/3 of o l d s a l a r y ; from age 65 compensation 
b i v a l e n  t t o loss of pension r i g h t s . 

• 

3  > Day t o day terms f o r l o c a l government s t a f f 50 or over, provide t h a t those
W i t  * over 5 years s e r v i c e receive immediate payment of superannuation b e n e f i t s , 
t0PP*d up by up to 10 a d d i t i o n a l reckonable years (added years not t o exceed a c t u a l 
S e r v  i c e )  .  i n a d d i t i o n , s t a t u t o r y redundancy payments are made reducing 
Pr°Portionately where more than b^/3 added years are given. These terms are
C 0 Q  P a r able w i t h those f o r other p u b l i c s e r v i c e s . 

• 

H 

J

4' Day t o day terms f o r l o c a l government s t a f f under 50 are the s t a t u t o r y
r e d  ^ d a n c y payment scheme w i t h the wa i v i n g of the weekly earnings l i m i  t and 
S i n u o u  s s e r v i c e in l o c a l government counts. This can produce a maximum payment of 

 2  4 W e  * k  s pay.

 • 

H 

5  < NHS/NT terms f o r s t a f f between 41 and 49 provide f o r 2 weeks pay f o r each year
°f ^ r v i c  e a f t e r age 18 subject to a maximum of 25 years, plus two weeks pay f o  r 
e a c  h year of s e r v i c e a f t e r age 41 subje c t to a maximum of 8 years. This can produce 

| 3 m a  * i m u  m of 66 weeks pay. NHS/NT terms f o  r s t a f f up to 40 are s i m i l a r to l o c a l 
^ 0 vernment day to day terms. 

H 

6  >

°f

 D i f f i c u l t i e  s a r i s e in r e l a t i o n to the under 50s. Examples showing a comparison
 t e ^  s f o r under 50s in v a r i o u s p u b l i c services are attached. Two options f o  r the 

S e n t r e o r g a n i s a t i o n e x e r c i s e a r e :-
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( a ) t o keep to the present general l o c a l government day t o day terms which 

_11 0  p 


 are weX  A 


Bi 

below those f o r most other p u b l i c s e r v i c e s ; or 


are a m o d i f i c a t i o n of the s t a t u t o r y redundancy payments and which


(b) t o apply to the 41-49s the more generous ( b u t not e x c e s s i v e l y high; 

which apply i  n the case of NHS and New Towns; and which M i n i s t e r s recently ^ ^ 

agreed to apply f o r a l i m i t e d p e r i o d to teachers i  n t h a t age group i n Advanc 


do 

F u r t h e r Education i  n order t o secure v o l u n t a r y redundancies. 


r e  ; 


Co: 

7. The c o n s i d e r a t i o n s i n v o l v e d a r e : 

au 

 ini] 


( a ) M i n i s t e r s have been more r e s i s t a n t t o improvements i  n terras i  n the - a 
g  e


em 

of compulsory redundancies than where the aim has been v o l u n t a r y departure-

Improvements were r e s i s t e d i  n the case of the d i s s o l u t i o n of the NBA and 

NWC (though t h e i  r r e s p e c t i v e basic terms were much higher than those f o r 1 ^ 

government). The present NHS terms were i n t r o d u c e d i  n 1981 to f a c i l i t a t  e ^ 

r e o r g a n i s a t i o n .
 t 


( b ) Some a u t h o r i t i e s are known t o be paying t o s t a f f under age 50 ^ 

compensation higher than the " a u t h o r i s e d " terms (see paragraphs 9-11 bel°w^' 

The l e v e l s being paid by such a u t h o r i t i e s , eg I  n the context of changes  l n , 


hie
 t0 


1
r e f use c o l l e c t i o n s e r v i c e s , vary but are thought to be g e n e r a l l y compara0- - ^ 

the NHS/New Towns terms. ^ 


( c ) I  f the NHS/New Towns terms f o r 41-49s were a p p l i e d f o r the proposed 

r e o r g a n i s a t i o n , there could be pressure t o apply those terms g e n e r a l l y 1°

l o c a l government i  n the f u t u r e .
 r e  Q 


( d ) There would be very s t r o n g union r e s i s t a n c e to anything less than the ^ 

NHS/New Towns terms, bearing i  n mind t h a t t h e re w i l  l be clamour f o r the 

Crombie terms used on the l a s t l o c a l government r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . 


Pow 

London l o c a  l act powers 


8. London l o c a l act powers enable a l  l London a u t h o r i t i e s to pay terms which 

b e t t e r than the NHS/NT or_ l o c a l government terms. (We are not aware of any other 

a u t h o r i t i e s having l o c a l a c t powers.) There I s a case f o r comparable treatment  ° r 


a l  l s t a f f a f f e c t e d by the proposed r e o r g a n i s a t i o n and f o r the London l o c a l act 
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c  h

l

 P°wers not to apply but there w i l  l be strong r e s i s t a n c e . I f  , however, the 
 opportunity were taken to r e p e a l London l o c a l act powers generally the scope of the 

B i l  l would be widened. 

tet& J^oogl a u t h o r i t y g e n e r a l powers 

a S e
e.
c h  e
loc*1 

9" There are d i f f i c u l t i e  s i  n securing t h a t the l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s to be dissolved
d  o not give s t a f f g r e a t e r benefits than those which the Government provide f o r by 
r e  8 u l a t i o n s . A regulation making power f o r compensation f o r loss of o f f i c e i  s 
c°ntained i  n s e c t i o n 24 of the Superannuation Act 1972. But numbers of l o c a l 
authorities provide compensation i  n excess of those covered by regulations and r e l y , 

 p r o p e r l y i  n DOE's view, on the general powers i  n the Local Government Act 1972 
 t a b l i n g them to do anything i n c i d e n t a l etc to the discharge of t h e i r functions 
 Section 111). 

Wk 

l 0« DOE i  s c u r r e n t l y preparing a case to seek a Law O f f i c e r s ' opinion on the scope 
°f the general powers w i t h the hope t h a t t h i s w i l  l lead A u d i t o r s to take a t e s t case..
t  o the Courts to challenge the l e g a l i t  y of such "excess" payments. What a c t i o n , i  f 
a n  y . should be taken i  n the l e g i s l a t i o n on l o c a l government reorganisation would 
d ePend on progress i  n resolving the general issue. 

 •  • 

L  e t°  U ' I  f action under the l e g i s l a t i o n on l o c a l government reorganisation were 
P e s s a r y , a p o s s i b i l i t y might be an "avoidance of doubt" provision making c l e a r 
t h a  t P a r t i c u l a r i d e n t i f i e d types of "excess payments or b e n e f i t s " could not be made 
U t l d e  r the general powers. This could present d i f f i c u l t i e  s i  n that a u t h o r i t i e s who 
V e r  * so minded might get round the l e g i s l a t i o n by producing other types of payments 
0  t W e f i t s  . Moreover, i  t might be taken by other l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s (outside the 
O r g a n i s a t i o n proposals) as implying t h a t , i  n the absence of an avoidance of doubt 
V i s i o  n applying generally, the general powers are wider i  n scope than DOE 
C O t>sider they are. A b e t t e r p o s s i b i l i t y might be f o r the l e g i s l a t i o n on l o c a l 
8 o v ernment reorganisation i t s e l  f to contain powers f o r the payment of compensation 
a t l  d to provide t h a t i d e n t i f i e d types of payment should not be paid under any other 
p°wer8. 
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ANNEX 4.2 

TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 

Produc t ion 
l« The Group considered the issues t h a t would a r i s e on the t r a s f e r of p r o p e r t y . 
A l  1 Property ( o r i n t e r e s t s i  n p r o p e r t y ) owned by MCCs and the GLC would need to be 
transferred to successor bodies. Property here i n c l u d e s : l a n d ; b u i l d i n g s ; v e h i c l e s 
a n  d other equipment; records, books, stores and computer and other f i l e s  ; r i g h t s 
R i s i n g from c o n t r a c t s and agreements; n o t i c e s and causes of a c t i o n s e t c ; and 
°utstanding balances and loan debts. 
2" The basic p r i n c i p l e must be tha t property wholly or mainly used f o r a 
P a r  t i c u l a  r s e rvices would go to the a u t h o r i t y to which the f u n c t i o n was being 
transferred, but s p e c i a l arrangements would be needed f o r t r a n s f e r s which i n v o l v e 
d e  P a rtures from the basic p r i n c i p l e . 

3* Property t r a n s f e r would be l a b o r i o u s and complex, but i  t should not, of 
l t s e l f  , g ive r i s e t o much controversy except i  n the case of very l a r g e assets w i t h 
n°  c l e a r d e s t i n a t i o n . The o b j e c t i v e must be t o i r o n out before r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day 
a  s ^ n y d i f f i c u l t i e  s as p o s s i b l e i  n n e g o t i a t i o n s between the e x p i r i n g and successor 

a t t  e  m of Transfe r 

4* The f o l l o w i n g seem l i k e l  y t o be the most common forms of t r a n s f e r : 

(a) s i n g l e use pr o p e r t y t o s i n g l e successor bodies ( u s u a l l y j o i n t boards) eg 
Police and f i r  e s e r v i c e ; London f l o o d p r o t e c t i o n ; waste d i s p o s a l i  n MCCs; 

(b) s i n g l e use property to s i n g l e successor a u t h o r i t i e s o p e r a t i n g on behalf 
of s e v e r a l a u t h o r i t i e s (a "lead" d i s t r i c  t f o r a j o i n t committee or under an 
agency agreement): eg c i v i  l defence HQs; perhaps l a b o r a t o r i e s and computer 
hardware; and 

(c) s i n g l e use p r o p e r t i e s t o the successor a u t h o r i t i e s i  n which they are 
loc a t e d : eg highways; s m a l l h o l d i n g s ; r e c r e a t i o n and parks; perhaps London 
(Thamesmead) housing. 
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5. M u l t i use p r o p e r t i e s would present p a r t i c u l a r problems. I  n a number of cases 

the p r o p e r t y would have a c l e a r d e s t i n a t i o n , w i t h a predominant s e r v i c e or group ^ 

ser v i c e s going t o one successor body, subj e c t to n e g o t i a t e d safeguards f o r the 

m i n o r i t y users. But some would have no c l e a r d e s t i n a t i o n or would have no c o n t i n u e 

f u n c t i o n a f t e r a b o l i t i o n day, and complex n e g o t i a t i o n s or temporary arrangements 

would be needed. Some a d m i n i s t r a t i o n headquarters would f a l  l i n t o t h i s group ana 

issue of t h e i r d i s p o s a l , p a r t i c u l a r l y the GLC's County H a l l , would be l i k e l y to 

generate a good deal of p u b l i c i t y . S i n g l e establishments using s i t e s i  n more than 

one borough (eg many of ILEA's f u r t h e r and higher education c o l l e g e s ) a l s o present 

problems. 


6. Further c o n s i d e r a t i o n would be needed of p a r t i c u l a r problems a r i s i n g i  n > 

r e l a t i o n t o : 


computer software and f i l e s  ; 9_ 

mun i c i p a l a i r p o r t s ;
 t C a ] 


waste d i s p o s a l c o n t r a c t s i n London;
 0_( 


law and order s e r v i c e s other, than p o l i c e ; and  i
 t 


e d u c a t i o n a l establishments i  n inner London. 


10, 

Transfer Machinery , 's p
a
 

Wen 

7. Re-organisation would i n v o l v e too many and too v a r i e d p r o p e r t i e s t o r e l y  ° n to 

normal conveyancing. I n s t e a d , as i  n 1974, the a p p r o p r i a t e mechanism would be p
 
l e g i s l a t e d t r a n s f e r , r e q u i r i n g three components: ' am
c 


(a) a power to make orders t r a n s f e r r i n g p r o p e r t y ; U t 


( b ) t r a n s f e r o r d e r ( s ) i d e n t i f y i n g the o r i g i n a t i n g and d e s t i n a t i o n a u t h o r ^ 

and the f u n c t i o n s and consequential classes of p r o p e r t y passing between then1' 

and 


I 
( c ) a schedule d e a l i n g w i t h p r o p e r t y which does not f i  t i n t o the classes 

s p e c i f i e d i  n the order, i d e n t i f y i n g the pr o p e r t y and i t  s d e s t i n a t i o n . 12, 


The p r e p a r a t i o n of (b) and ( c ) could only take place a f t e r d e t a i l e d discussions r w 
between the e x p i r i n g and successor a u t h o r i t i e s . Quick and e f f i c i e n t t r a n s f e r would
 
depend on g a i n i n g f u l  l c o-operation from the s t a f f of these a u t h o r i t i e s ; t h i s i s 

t h e r e f o r e one of the areas v u l n e r a b l e to o b s t r u c t i v e a c t i o n . 
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e  s I n e v i t a b l y , some pro p e r t y might remain u n a l l o c a t e d on r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day, and 
o  f ^ r g n s l t i o n a l arrangements would be needed to e s t a b l i s h r e s i d u a r y legatees to take 

0 v  e r such property from t h a t day u n t i  l i  t was e i t h e r t r a n s f e r r e d to i t  s f i n a  l 
uing r e c  e i v i n  g a u t h o r i t y or disposed o f . The options are: 

t h  e ( i  ) to make the d i s t r i c t  s or boroughs r e s i d u a r y legatees f o r u n a l l o c a t e d 
property l o c a t e d i  n t h e i r area; or 

J  t ( i i  ) t o make s t a t u t o r y p r o v i s i o n f o r a temporary "r e s i d u a r y legatee" f o r each 
MCC and the GLC; or 

( i i i  ) a combination of ( i  ) and ( i i  ) whereby a temporary legatee took over 
important and c o n t r o v e r s i a l p r o p e r t y l e a v i n g the d i s t r i c t  s and boroughs as 
residuary legatees f o r remaining u n a l l o c a t e d p r o p e r t y . 

9' Option ( i  ) would i n v o l v e s p l i t t i n  g the task among 68 a u t h o r i t i e s ; I  t would 
' C a r  r  y the r i s k of p u t t i n g some important p r o p e r t i e s i n t o i n a p p r o p r i a t e hands, and 

0 n c  e some a u t h o r i t i e s had -acquired
i t  . 

a p r o p e r t y they might be r e l u c t a n t to dispose of 

l 0  . The legatee under o p t i o n ( i i  ) could be e i t h e r a s p e c i a l Board or Commission 
a p  P o i n ted by the Secretary of State or the Secretary of State h i m s e l f . The legatee 
W o u l  d have t o have powers to handle the p r o p e r t y and the money and to employ s t a f f 
t  o undertake the considerable amounts of d e t a i l e d work i n v o l v e d i  n d e a l i n g w i t h the 
Pr°Perty. But t h i s would i n v o l v e the legatee i  n d i s p e r s i n g or disposing of a vast 
aia°unt of r e l a t i v e l y minor p r o p e r t y . 

U " Option ( i i i  ) would overcome t h i s problem since u n a l l o c a t e d minor p r o p e r t y 
i e S j W°uid become the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the d i s t r i c t  s and boroughs which i  n any case 

W o u l  d be l i k e l  y to be the eventual r e c i p i e n t s . On balance, o p t i o n ( i i i  ) seems t o 
e  r the best s o l u t i o n . 

S t a b l  e 
I 

l 2  . Property t r a n s f e r would be time-consuming, even i  f there was f u l  l c o - o p e r a t i o n 
f t  ° m the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y s t a f f concerned. S u b s t a n t i a l progress w i t h l e g i s l a t i o n 

! [  W ° u  l  d be needed before a u t h o r i t i e s could reasonably be asked to begin d e t a i l e d 
P t e  P a r a t i o n s ; and those t r a n s f e r s i n v o l v i n g new Boards would have to wa i t u n t i  l 
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the r e was a "shadow" o r g a n i s a t i o n w i t h which to open n e g o t i a t i o n s . I  n 1974 the 

e
task took 14 months, beginning 2 months a f t e r Royal Assent and f i n i s h i n g j u s t t> °̂ 


r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n day; but f u r t h e r d e t a i l s were s t i l  l being t i d i e d up i  n secondary 

l e g i s l a t i o n two years l a t e r . 


11 I  q 


13. At t h i s stage i  t i s impossible to estimate how long p r o p e r t y t r a n s f e r w i l 

take. Although the s i x MCCs would at l e a s t s t a r t w i t h the 1974 Orders and Schedule' 

the present exercise would i n v o l v e d i v i d i n g t h e i r p r o p e r t y among n e a r l y 50 succ 

bodies. The GLC p r o p e r t y would have to be d i v i d e d among at l e a s t 40 bodies. A110 


d i d not in c l u d e any p a r a l l e l w i t h t h i s proposal to put an end to a u t h o r i t i e s WJ

e q u i v a l e n t successors at the same or higher l e v e l . I  t seems u n l i k e l y t h e r e f o r e ^ 
i  t would be pos s i b l e to b e t t e r the 1974 t i m e t a b l e . 

PO: 


alt 

3. 
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^ ANNEX 4.3 l 

CURRENT FINANCE AND GRANT 

j_
ule. 

 Productio n 

essof
197-4

t h o  u t

 l' The Group assessed the f i n a n c i a l arrangements which would be necessary t o fund 
 services p r e s e n t l y provided by the GLC, ILEA and m e t r o p o l i t a n c o u n t i e s , f o l l o w i n g 

a t ly r e o r g a n i s a t i o n of some or a l  l of those a u t h o r i t i e s . 

2* These f i n a n c i n g arrangements would u l t i m a t e l y depend on the form of the new 
°r8anisational s t r u c t u r e s i  n the areas p r e s e n t l y covered by the GLC and the metro-
P o l  i t a  n c o u n t i e s . The Group considered these arrangements i  n the context of the 
a l t  e r n a t i v e o r g a n i s a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e s set out i  n s e c t i o n 2 of the r e p o r t . 

3* The Group assumed t h a t the present r a t i n g system and block grant arrangements 
C o n  t i n u e  . I f  , however, l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s were given the power t o r a i s e an a d d i t i o n a l 
t a x  > some modified form of the e x i s t i n g grant system would be l i k e l y  . The issues 
^scussed here would remain r e l e v a n t . 

4' I n d e c i d i n g on the new f i n a n c i n g arrangements, M i n i s t e r s need to take 
V i s i o n  s on the f o l l o w i n g issues: 

A. Access t o l o c a l taxes:
through l o c a l taxes? 

 Should the new bodies be allowed to r a i s e money 

B. Basis of Taxation: Should any new bodies allowed to r a i s e taxes do so 
d i r e c t l  y or through a precept? Should the precept be un i f o r m or 
d i f f e r e n t i a  l as between the a u t h o r i t i e s i  n the areas they cover? 

C Payment of s p e c i f i c and supplementary g r a n t s :
r e c e i v e these grants d i r e c t l y ? 

 Should the new bodies 

D. E n t i t l e m e n t s t o block g r a n t : Should the new bodies r e c e i v e block grant? 
What would be the i m p l i c a t i o n s f o  r the assessment of grant r e l a t e d 
expenditure? 
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E.	 Special I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r London Grant Arrangements: What modificati°nS 


to the present arrangements would be required? 


the 

F.	 S e t t i n g up a M e t r o p o l i t a n Transport A u t h o r i t y f o r London: What ate 


i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the grant system i  n London? 


G. Expenditure t a r g e t s and holdback: Would these be a p p l i e d to the  n e  W 


bodies, assuming they continue i  n f u t u r e ? 


Access to Local Taxes 


5. The Group have i d e n t i f i e d two c r i t e r i  a which should be f u l f i l l e  d by a 
successor a u t h o r i t y i  f i  t were to be allowed to levy a l o c a l tax. F i r s t  , the botf 

should exercise independent r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the p r o v i s i o n of a l o c a l service* 
Second, i  t should be d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l  y e l e c t o r a l l y accountable f o r the 
p r o v i s i o n of the s e r v i c e . These c r i t e r i  a have been a p p l i e d to each of the l i k  e ^ 
forms of successor bodies. 

* 


i .	 Appointed bodies (eg new m e t r o p o l i t a n t r a n s p o r t a u t h o r i t y ) . These bod* 

would not be e l e c t o r a l l y accountable to the p o p u l a t i o n they serve. 0  n 


t h a t b a s i s , they should not be given t a x a t i o n powers. There are 

precedents f o r appointed bodies to issue p r e c e p t s , mainly Water 

A u t h o r i t i e s , and the Receiver f o r the M e t r o p o l i t a n P o l i c e . The l a t t e r > 

however, i  s i  n a unique s i t u a t i o n , i  n terms of i t  s r e l a t i o n s w i t h t h  e 


Home Secretary, and through him to Parli a m e n t . Where services i n l>°^° Ba; 


were funded d i r e c t l  y by the exchequer, there would be an i n c o n s i s t e " 

w i t h ratepayers i  n other p a r t s of the country, who would s t i l  l bet a  * e 6, 


s
f o r the p r o v i s i o n o f , f o r example, p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t . To overcome t h i 
   0  r 


t here would have to be e q u i v a l e n t o f f s e t t i n g r eductions i  n ra t e supP ^ 

grant f o r London. M i n i s t e r s have decided t h a t the MTA should not hav 

power to r a i s e i t  s own taxes, but t h a t there should be some o f f s e t t i 0 ^ 

r e d u c t i o n i  n the t o t a  l of b l o c k grant to r e f l e c t the f a c t t h a t traflSp 7. 

i n London w i l  l be exchequer funded. 


au
id b  e 


i i . J o i n t Boards (eg P o l i c e , Passenger Transport A u t h o r i t i e s ) . They WOUJ- n
e ( 


f i n a n c i a l l y and l e g a l l y d i s t i n c  t from the l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s i n the a
 t  o 


they cover. There would be a s u f f i c i e n t degree of e l e c t o r a l	 <Ui 
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 t h a t basis i  t i s recommended t h a t they should be able 

 taxes. The basis on which they should do so i s 

 i n paragraphs 6-11. 


There are at present a number of J o i n t P o l i c e A u t h o r i t i e s . Formally these 

are j o i n t boards and have a separate l e g a l e x i s t e n c e . I n terms of t h e i r 


VJ r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s they are comparable to the j o i n t boards proposed f o r 
p o l i c e services i n m e t r o p o l i t a n areas. They do not however r a i s e taxes 
d i r e c t l y since they are formed from e x i s t i n g p r e c e p t i n g bodies. Instead 
t h e i r expenditure i s shared between the c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s who 
precept separately f o r t h e i r own share. These j o i n t p o l i c e a u t h o r i t i e s 
provide an a l t e r n a t i v e model f o r f i n a n c i n g the expenditure of j o i n t 

dy boards. This model might be the a p p r o p r i a t e one i  f j o i n t boards were not 
0


e. t o receive block grant payments d i r e c t l y (see paragraphs 15-17 below). 


j_y i i i  . J o i n t Committees: (eg c i v i  l defence). These committees would not be 

responsible f o r the executive p r o v i s i o n of s e r v i c e s . R e s p o n s i b i l i t y would 

remain vested i n the c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s . The j o i n t committees would 


d i e  S
 have no separate l e g a l i d e n t i t y . They could not, t h e r e f o r e , be given 
3
 

)n powers of t a x a t i o n . The Committees could however make arrangements f o r 

one or more of t h e i r c o n s ituent bodies to provide services on behalf of 

a l  l of them. They would t h e r e f o r e need to agree on cost s h a r i n g 

arrangements. Shared costs would then be the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the 


ie c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s which would have to r a i s e the finance f o r these. 


 a S l s o f
icy  Taxation 


 The bodies, empowered t o r a i s e l o c a l t a x can i  n p r i n c i p l e do so e i t h e r d i r e c t l y 
s


° r
 bv 

oft  P r e  c e p t i n g on the a u t h o r i t i e s i n whose areas they operate. I  t would be 


th e " ^ i s t r a t i v e l  y simpler f o r them to precept r a t h e r than r a i s e t h e i r own l o c a l t a x 
e


 x
ng y as only one system f o r tax c o l l e c t i o n would be necessary. 


There are two ways of basing a precept. The f i r s  t would be a uniform precept 
on ut
 

e
 l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s i n v o l v e d . This i s the usual form of precept. I  t means t h a t 

d he n t l e  s c o n t r i b u t e i n p r o p o r t i o n t o t h e i r r a t e a b l e value, although not 

t e ^ s S  a  - r i i  y  i  p r o p o r t i o n to the b e n e f i t they r e c e i v e . The second approach would be 
n


0
 r e f i 

A e  c  t the b e n e f i t s being received i n each l o c a l a u t h o r i t y by means of a 
'iff a 


r e n t i a l precept. This would vary the precept between d i f f e r e n t p a r t s of the 
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County area according to perceived d i f f e r e n c e s i n l e v e l s of s e r v i c e provided. 0°e

s e r v i c e t o which t h i s might apply i s p u b l i c t r a n s p o r t . A major d i f f i c u l t  y w i t h th 
approach would be i n d e c i d i n g how f a r the a p p a r e n t l y higher l e v e l s of expenditure 
one p a r t of an area merely r e f l e c t e d d i f f e r e n c e s i n need. The r a t e support grant
arrangements are intended to r e s u l t i n ratepayers i n d i f f e r e n t a u t h o r i t i e s paying 
the same r a t e pounda-ge f o r e q u i v a l e n t standards of s e r v i c e , i e f o r e q u i v a l e n t
amounts of expenditure i n r e l a t i o n to assessed needs. A d i f f e r e n t i a  l precept would 

fleeted 

t ^ 

^ 

^ 

be j u s t i f i e  d only where the a d d i t i o n a l expenditure t o one p a r t of the area reiJ
a higher standard of s e r v i c e than to another. Any d i f f e r e n t i a t i o  n i n the precept
ought to r e f l e c t a l s o the v a r i a t i o n i n standard of s e r v i c e . I n p r a c t i c e , t h i s w o  U

be t e c h n i c a l l y d i f f i c u l  t to achieve. .
.1

 g 

^ 
Q ^ 
o n ^ 

 P a r  t 

8. A l t e r n a t i v e l y , i  t would be p o s s i b l e f o r the bodies empowered to r a i s e a *•
t a x not to do so, but to a l l o c a t e t h e i r costs between those a u t h o r i t i e s i n whose 
areas they operate. There are precedents f o r t h i s approach i n the arrangements
s h a r i n g costs i n the e x i s t i n g j o i n t p o l i c e a u t h o r i t i e s . These bodies are empowe 
by the 1964 P o l i c e Act, under which they are c o n s t i t u t e d , to come to whatever
f i n a n c i n g arrangements they consider most s u i t a b l e . Costs are shared i  n various 
i n d i f f e r e n t a u t h o r i t i e s  on the basis of r a t e p r o ducts, on p o p u l a t i o n , and on

. t the 

r 

^ 

g 

^ 

p o p u l a t i o n and p a r t the d i s t r i b u t i o  n of p o l i c e manpower. I  t i s recommended tna
arrangements f o r e x i s t i n g combined p o l i c e a u t h o r i t i e s should not be d i s t u r b e d .
9. On f i n a n c i a l grounds, i  t i s recommended t h a t as a general p r i n c i p l e thoS

f he 

ri e 

g t a  ̂  
p t e  ̂  

bodies empowered to r a i s e l o c a l taxes do so by means of a u n i f o r m precept on
a u t h o r i t i e s i  n whose areas they operate. This f o l l o w s the e s t a b l i s h e d precedent 0

t he GLC and County precepts on London Boroughs, M e t r o p o l i t a n and non-Metropolita°
D i s t r i c t s  . I  t i s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d . And i  t i s g e n e r a l l y c o n s i s t e t  l

1 A f 3^ 

acC Q  l 

t ^ 
Part;j 

6 (  ̂ ^ 

•

w i t h the p r i n c i p l e s of r a t e poundage e q u a l i s a t i o n . The upper t i e  r bodies wouX"
tax on the tax base of c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s , whatever the p a r t i c u l a r t y p e °^
t a x . The a d m i n i s t r a t i v e q u e s t i o n of who a c t u a l l y c o l l e c t e d any new tax i s an 
which can be considered s e p a r a t e l y at a l a t e r stage.

 , ht » 
10. I  f f u t u r e arrangements provide f o r a l o c a l tax other than r a t e s , i  t niig

he  y i  e 

necessary to express the precept i n cash terms to avoid the u n c e r t a i n t y of tne
of the t a x . The cash amount, however, would be determined by estimates of the
r e l a t i v e s i z e of the tax base or bases.

 ,

 <^8 ̂  
aPpii 

 U, 
e s t a i . 

Scherj 
C-Uss 

 ^ot j 
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U
^ - ^ I  n the case of bodies w i t h o u t the power to r a i s e taxes, i  t would be l e f  t to 

)ne 


 t h  e

c h 
  i s  c o n s t i t u e n t a t h o r i t i e s to r a i s e the funds. The grant system would compensate f o r 


a t l 

i  n
 y d i f f e r e n c e s between the expenditure needs and resources of these a u t h o r i t i e s . 


ire 

lt
 P 


r ayment of S p e c i f i c and Supplementary Grants 


l2

u l  d
 « Where a successor body had independent f i n a n c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r a s e r v i c e 


d was r a i s i n g i t  s own tax, i  t should also receive d i r e c t l  y any s p e c i f i c or 

S uPPlementary grant e n t i t l e m e n t s . J o i n t boards would f a l  l i n t o t h i s category. As f o r 


e c t e 
  

j ° i n  t

o U 
  l  d  committees, since they would have no independent f i n a n c i a l s t r u c t u r e of t h e i r 


°Wtl . i  t would not be p o s s i b l e t o pay s p e c i f i c or supplementary grants t o them, but 

0 t l  l y
 to t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e s . The c l o s e s t analogy i s probably i n n e r c i t y 


l P a r t n  e r s h i  p Committees, where urban programme grant i s paid t o member a u t h o r i t i e s 
o c a 
  

t a t h 
  - er than to the Committees themselves. There are, however, few s p e c i f i c and 

 E l e m e n t a r y grants which come i n t o t h i s category probably a f f e c t i n g only c i v i  l 
t Q  t


d_f 


i e 
  
r e 
  d nce and the urban programme. 


ys ^ i ' l e m e n t s t o Block Grant 
w 3 
  

* D i s t r i c t  s and boroughs should receive grant d i r e c t l  y i  n respect of f u n c t i o n s 

dev°ived to them. I  t would not be l e g a l l y p o s s i b l e f o r j o i n t committees to receive 


t h  e


§ t a t
 l t  . I n respect of j o i n t boards, there are two p o s s i b l e approaches. D i r e c t payment 

°f


\  i

 b l o c k grant to j o i n  t boards would a l l o w these bodies, l i k  e other upper t i e  r 

, O p t i n  g bodies, to levy a precept net of grant income. This would enhance 


aCc°untability by p u t t i n g - the l o c a l r a t e poundage c o n t r i b u t i o n f o r t h a t s e r v i c e on 

 t h  e


itl
  same basis as f o r s i m i l a r j o i n t boards i  n other m e t r o p o l i t a n areas. More 

P a r t
 

i t a r )


.
i c u l  i  V  i  t would ensure t h a t comparable increases i  n expenditure led to 


a i Se b i v a l e n  t increases i  n r a t e precepts as f o r other l o c a l s e r v i c e s and t h a t the 

^ i n c e n t i v e s to h i g h l e v e l s of expenditure b u i l  t i n t o the grant arrangements 


,  a p p  U e d eq u a l l y t o a l  l l o c a l government spending. 
u  e


,

U " However, i  t must be recognised t h a t d i r e c t payment of block grant would 
^ i r  e t e c h n i c a l changes to the grant d i s t r i b u t i o  n arrangements. F i r s  t the 

ieli e S t a  bUshment of s i n g l e - s e r v i c e a u t h o r i t i e s might r e q u i r e the block grant poundage 
S C h e < 1  u l e to be s p l i  t on a s e r v i c e - b y - s e r v i c e basis, i n s t e a d of the present s p l i  t by 
C l a S  s
 of a u t h o r i t y . This would a l t e  r the balance of grant between a l  l a u t h o r i t i e s , 

^ ^ s  t i  n the m e t r o p o l i t a n areas and i  n London. The main e f f e c t would be a grant 

S H i f  t
 from the Shire D i s t r i c t  s t o the Shire Counties e q u i v a l e n t t o about a 3p r a t e . 
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15. Secondly, payment of grant to new s i n g l e s e r v i c e a u t h o r i t i e s would expose  t h e a  u 

shortcomings of the GRE assessments f o r i n d i v i d u a l s e r v i c e s . At present i  t i s *n S  l 

a u t h o r i t y ' s t o t a l GRE which i s compared w i t h i t  s t o t a l expenditure f o r grant t  h 

purposes. Single s e r v i c e a u t h o r i t i e s would not be able to o f f s e t h igh spending ° n 

one s e r v i c e w i t h lower spending on another. This would focus a t t e n t i o n on the 
expenditure performance of an a u t h o r i t y i  n r e l a t i o n t o the GRE f o r a p a r t i c u l a r * 
s e r v i c e . GRE's have never been intended f o r t h i s purpose and are not robust enough 
at s e r v i c e l e v e l , except f o  r ILEA which has always had an e x p l i c i  t e x p e n d i t u r e / ^ SP 

£° net exp e n d i t u r e , p o l i c e Merseyside the example, For f o r education. comparison
 

p o l i c e g r a n t , i  s 13% above the Merseyside P o l i c e GRE. This would create grave
problems f o r a Merseyside p o l i c e board i  n coping w i t h the e f f e c t s of block grant 


 i  n 
mechanisms, and b r i n g p o t e n t i a l c o n f l i c t w i t h the Government's p o l i c y	 f o  r growth

 f ° r
the p o l i c e s e r v i c e . S i m i l a r l y , expenditure on f i r  e s e rvices i  n West Yo r k s h i r e ,


example, i s c u r r e n t l y running a t 23% above i t  s GRE. For these reasons	 the Home 

O f f i c e favour arrangements f o  r paying grant to the r a t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s	 i  n respect
 °f 


19 

the expenditure of p o l i c e and f i r  e j o i n t boards. 


mo; 

16. Other members of the Group, however, note t h a t t h i s approach would r e q u i r  e 


both GRE and expenditure to be a t t r i b u t e d on some basis to c o n s t i t u e n t a u t h o r i t i e S  ' 

This would d i s t o r t the p a t t e r n of expenditure i  n r e l a t i o n t o GRE f o r those bodie3 


20 
and hence t h e i r grant e n t i t l e m e n t . I n p a r t i c u l a r a u t h o r i t i e s could lose grant 


0
through the o p e r a t i o n of the block grant taper i  n respect of expenditure over whi c  h


but 
they had no d i r e c t c o n t r o l . This would weaken t h e i r a c c o u n t a b i l i t y f o r t h e i r  o w  n 


to 
expenditure. Although these o b j e c t i o n s apply i  n p r i n c i p l e to the e x i s t i n g j o i n t 

p o l i c e a u t h o r i t y arrangements, t h e i r extension to the m e t r o p o l i t a n areas would • 


ach 1' 

i n v o l v e a much l a r g e r number of major spending a u t h o r i t i e s . An a l t e r n a t i v e appr° , 

to paying grant to the lower t i e  r a u t h o r i t i e s would be to make a separate grant 

c a l c u l a t i o n f o r the j o i n t board on the basis of i t  s own GRE and expenditure but Pa5? 


the 

the grant to the lower t i e  r bodies by reference to t h e i r r a t e a b l e values. This 

approach was used i  n 1981/82 to pay the grant of both the GLC and the M e t r o p o l i  s 

P o l i c e i  n London. I  t would not meet the o b j e c t i o n s of the Home O f f i c e , was anyw^ 


fto$ 
extremely unpopular w i t h the London Boroughs, and has been abandoned completely 

lo t 
1983/84. 

c0,
s


 l ° s  S 
17.	 Whichever approach were adopted, i  n order to avoid unacceptable grant

6 c0;


f o r the new boards, GRE's would be l i k e l  y to be increased so as to be cl o s e r to 

ate 


expected expenditure l e v e l s . That would mean i n c r e a s i n g the GRE's f o r a l  l T 

I*OI 

a u t h o r i t i e s c a r r y i n g out the se r v i c e s which were to be run by s i n g l e - s e r v i c e ^ 
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a u ^ o r l t i e  s  i n t h  e  m e t r 0 p o l i t a  n areas. The separate i d e n t i f i c a t i o  n of GRE's f o r
^ n g l e s e r v i c e a u t h o r i t i e s should of i t s e l  f e x e r t pressure to conform w i t h them. But 
the need f o r " r e a l i s t i c  " GRE's f o r these services would seem l i k e l  y nevertheless to 
«eaken o v e r a l l expenditure c o n t r o l (unless of course GRE's f o r other services were 
^ ber e d u C  e  d c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y ) . I  n aggregate, l o c a l government expenditure would be

 l i k e l y to increase. 

H 

H 

/GRE
of 

 Special I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r London Grant Arrangements 

c  h »
for

The present block grant arrangements discount 25% of London's r a t e a b l e value
b l o w i n g Londoners' otherwise extremely h i g h r a t e b i l l  s t o be correspondingly 

 There are also separate arrangements f o  r sharing the b e n e f i t of the very h i g h 
r a  t  e  a  b  l  e v a ]  _ u e  s i  n c e n t r a  l L o n d o  n w i t h other inner London Boroughs, c a l l e d the
London Rates E q u a l i s a t i o n arrangements. 

WM 

H 

ies-

1 9« The a b o l i t i o n of the GLC would have i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r both. I  t might become 
^ d i f f i c u l  t to confine the London discount arrangements to the present GLC area, 
^ h o r l t l e  s adjacent to i t - w i t  h e q u a l l y high r a t e a b l e values are already p r e s s i n g

 f°r a p a r t of t h e i r r a t e a b l e value to be discounted. 
M 

* i *

2 ° . The e x i s t i n g London Rates E q u a l i s a t i o n arrangements operate under the London
 Govern r aent Act 1963. As p r e s e n t l y operated the C i t y and Westminster make a c o n t r i  

b u t  i o  n t o a c e n t r a l pool which i  s d i s t r i b u t e d to other inner boroughs i  n p r o p o r t i o n 
t  0 rateable value. The t o t a  l size of the pool i  n 1983/84 i  s £66.792m. H 

each

pay

tan
ay 

 21. I  n a d d i t i o  n C  o t h  e L o n d  o  n Rates E q u a l i s a t i o n Scheme, the precepts of the GLC
U t l  d the ILEA) make covert t r a n s f e r s of funds from the wealthy c e n t r a l boroughs to 

 °ther a u t h o r i t i e s i  n London. Each l p of GLC precept r a i s e s £19.4m i  n t o t a l  , of which 
t h  e C i t y c o n t r i b u t e s £2.5m (£329/head) and Greenwich c o n t r i b u t e s £322,000 
( U  ' 5 0 / head). 

H 

fr°* 2 2  ' For those s e r v i c e s where successor bodies continued t o precept on an a l  l 
L o t *°n basis t h i s covert t r a n s f e r would continue. Where, however, services were 
t r a * s  f e r r e d t o the boroughs (or bodies p r e c e p t i n g on a p a r t of London o n l y ) t h i s 
C O V * r  t t r a n s f e r would need to be replaced by some overt mechanism. Otherwise the 
C ° S  t to ratepayers i  n the C i t y and Westminster of p r o v i d i n g services would be 
d  r  a  * * t i c a l l  y reduced. And the block grant system would have to compensate other 
l ° n d  °n a u t h o r i t i e s f o r the corresponding increases i  n costs t o t h e i r ratepayers at 
the 

e xPense of the r e s t of the country. 
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23. The loss of t h i s covert c o n t r i b u t i o n from the C i t y and Westminster to other

 0  3 
London a u t h o r i t i e s would p a r t i c u l a r l y a f f e c t three s e r v i c e s :


a. Education 

b. Housing 

c. Transport 

ra 

 t  h 
 i  f the boroughs take on the f u n c t i o n s of ILEA.

re, 

dl° U  | 
 I  n 1982/83, the GLC c o n t r i b u t e d £85m from the rate f ^ 
  
the Housing Revenue Account, i  n e f f e c t thereby s u b s i - i s i D  g 


26 
c o u n c i l house r e n t s . I  f n o t h i n g replaced t h i s mechanism 


re< 

r e n t s or rates would change d i f f e r e n t i a l l  y and to some 

extent u n p r e d i c t a b l y . 


gr£ 

 Highways.  H ° v 


rat 


24. There are two po s s i b l e mechanisms f o r p r o v i d i n g the e x t r a resources needed W 

London Boroughs f o  r the p r o v i s i o n of these s e r v i c e s . F i r s t  , the e x i s t i n g London 

Rates E q u a l i s a t i o n Scheme could be extended. The Scheme would need to redistrib«te 


up t o £500m of grant through the c e n t r a l pool. Second, negative block grant could * a?P 

Int r o d u c e d . I n other words., t h i s would amount to a tax on the C i t y and Westminst e r' 

and any other London a u t h o r i t y out of g r a n t . I  t would d i f f e  r s t r u c t u r a l l y from & 

extended rates e q u a l i s a t i o n scheme i  n t h a t the negative grant would be c o l l e c t e d 


rd 
from the C i t y and Westminster and added to the n a t i o n a l block grant pool f o r onW*

d i s t r i b u t i o  n to other a u t h o r i t i e s . The i n t r o d u c t i o n of negative block grant would 

r a i s e a number of complex issues. I  t would r e q u i r e l e g i s l a t i o  n which might well be 

c o n t r o v e r s i a l , since i  t e f f e c t i v e l y amounts to a power of t a x a t i o n on the Borough3 ^ 

a f f e c t e d . There would be e x c e p t i o n a l problems f o r the C i t y because of i t  s extreme1? 

h i g h r a t e a b l e values and very low p o p u l a t i o n . On the other hand, a London Rates 


Put 

E q u a l i s a t i o n Scheme could i n v o l v e the t r a n s f e r of some £500m a year from the - i t  f 

and Westminster. They would be l i k e l  y to generate considerable p o l i t i c a  l pressure 


a
a v o i d p a r t i c i p a t i n g i  n the Scheme, even though they would be no worse o f f than  ̂  ^ ^ 

the e x i s t i n g arrangements. A f i n a  l d e c i s i o n on whether the London Rates E q u a l i s 3 ^  *' 
g


 P  < 
Scheme or negative block grant should be adopted should best be taken a f t e r ,

c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the a u t h o r i t i e s a f f e c t e d . 


The Metropolitan Transport Authority (MTA) 


25. The i n t r o d u c t i o n of a wholly exchequer funded MTA would produce a gain to 

- h  e 
London ratepayers since they would no longer be r e q u i r e d to c o n t r i b u t e towards


cost of revenue support f o r bus s e r v i c e s . To prevent London ratepayers gaining  * n 


CONFIDENTIAL 




CONFIDENTIAL 


Jer
 u ^ r advantage over those i  n the r e s t of the country, i  t might be necessary to • 

ffiake an o f f s e t t i n g ' r e d u c t i o n i  n London's block grant e n t i t l e m e n t . I  n 1982/83, London 
ratepayers c o n t r i b u t e d about t60m towards the cost of London bus services through 
the GLC precept. However, t h i s i  s u n l i k e l y to be the a p p r o p r i a t e measure of the 
A u c t i o  n necessary i  n London's block grant. This would have to be assessed i  n the 

j o  d to Hght of the revenue support being provided by the MTA to bus s e r v i c e s . 

2 6  ' I  t would be p o s s i b l e t o make any o f f s e t t i n g grant r e d u c t i o n t o London by 
C u e i n g the present 25% discount on London's r a t e a b l e values f o r the purposes of 
E l a t i n  g London's block g r a n t . This would have the e f f e c t of reducing the block 
grant a l l o c a t i o n of a l  l the London Boroughs pro r a t a to t h e i r r a t e a b l e value. 
H°weve r, t h i s would not apply any of the o f f s e t t o Westminster and the C i t y . T h e i r 
r a  t e a b l e resources are so h i g h t h a t even a f t e r the r a t e a b l e value discount they do 

ld by n°t have any block grant e n t i t l e m e n t . As they have a l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n of London's 
t Q  t a  l r a t e a b l e value, the block grant r e d u c t i o n on a l  l the remaining boroughs would 

u t  e b  e about one t h i r  d too g r e a t . I  t would t h e r e f o r e also be necessary t o secure the 
l  d be  a P p r o p r i a t  e o f f s e t from these two a u t h o r i t i e s e i t h e r through increased c o n t r i b u t i o n s 

a t  l

t  0

 a  s

 an extended London Rates E q u a l i s a t i o n Scheme or by means of negative block g r a n t ,
 ^ t  h f u n c t i o n s t r a n s f e r r e d to the boroughs described above. 

H 

d 
T 

w a r  d  a*gets and Holdback • 

be 2 7  ' I  f a system of t a r g e t s and holdback were t o be r e t a i n e d a f t e r r e - o r g a n i s a t i o n , 
g b  S

 S i D l i  l a  r problems would a r i s e i  n s e t t i n g t a r g e t s f o r successor a u t h o r i t i e s as are 
*\1 b u s s e  d at paragraph 17 i  n s e t t i n g t h e i r GRE's. S u i t a b l e baseline data f o  r 

E l a t i n  g t a r g e t  s f o  r S U C  c e s s o r a u t h o r i t i e s would not be a v a i l a b l e . For s i n g l e 
r  y

 P U rPose a u t h o r i t i e s , t a r g e t s would imply s e r v i c e - s p e c i f i c c u t s ; and i  t would be 
f  e to  ^ e s s a r y f o  r Departmental M i n i s t e r s to acknowledge t h a t . Both t a r g e t s and GRE's 
^ V°ul<i, t h e r e f o r e , a l s o have t o take account of the Government's p r i o r i t i e  s i n  , f o  r 
j c io>  e * a * P l e , t h  e a n  d o r d e  r s e r v i c  e s  . This i s not necessary under e x i s t i n g 

^ d i t u r  e t a r g e t s now except f o  r ILEA. There would be pressure f o r higher t a r g e t s 
f ° r successor a u t h o r i t i e s and/or a weaker holdback scheme. As w i t h GRE's, the 
t e n d e  * c y would be to weaken Government c o n t r o l s over spending l e v e l s . 

in 
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURE RESERVES AND DEBT 

 ANNEX 4.4 

Capital Expenditure 

l- The c a p i t a l expenditure of the GLC and MCCs i  s c o n t r o l l e d by Par t V I I  I of the
L°cal Government, Planning and Land Act 1980, which provides f o r M i n i s t e r s to 
l o c a t  e p e r m i t t e d spending l e v e l s t o each a u t h o r i t y each year and f o r a u t h o r i t i e s 
t  0 supplement t U o s  e a l l o c a t i o n s i  n various ways i n c l u d i n g by the use of c a p i t a l 
t e  c e i p t s  . P a r  t V I I  I a p p l i e s a t present t o a l  l l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s ( o t h e r than p a r i s h 
C  0  ^ c i l s  ) i  n England and Wales and c e r t a i n j o i n t boards. There i  s no s p e c i f i c 
P u l s i o  n f o r j o i n t committees, but where j o i n t committees have been e s t a b l i s h e d 
a^angements have been made f o r one of the member a u t h o r i t i e s to t r e a t a l  l the 
e*Penditure as i t  s own and to receive a l l o c a t i o n s d i r e c t from Government or by
t r  a n s f er from the other p a r t i e s t o cover i t  . 

• 

H 

2« With two exceptions, the present procedure under the 1980 Act could r e a d i l y be 
aPPUed to a l  l successor bodies. Primary l e g i s l a t i o n would be needed to b r i n g any 
n e  * j o i n t boards w i t h i n the ambit of the 1980 Act (and to make t h e i r borrowing 
S u b  J * c t to the L o c a l Government Act 1972). I  n the case of j o i n t committees i  t might 
b  e desirable t o make more formal arrangements than those which e x i s t at present, at 
U a s t to designate one of the member a u t h o r i t i e s as the one which would be t r e a t e d 
a  s b u r r i n  g expenditure and receive a l l o c a t i o n s ; the need f o r t h i s would have to be 
Messed a f t e r c o n s u l t a t i o n . Arrangements might be r e q u i r e d f o r c a p i t a l r e c e i p t s now 
l i a b l  e as a resource f o r c a p i t a l expenditure by the GLC and the MCCs to be
l i a b l  e to successor bodies i n s t e a d (see paragraph 21). 

M 

3' The f i r s  t exception concerns the proposed MTA. This i s l i k e l  y to be the only
C a s  e of a successor body so c o n s t i t u t e d as to l i  e outside the l o c a l government 
S e c t  ° r . The 1980 Act regime would t h e r e f o r e be i n a p p r o p r i a t e and i t  s expenditure 
S h °  ̂ be c o n t r o l l e d i  n the same way as other c e n t r a l l y - f u n d e d bodies. The second 
^ P t i o  n concerns the p o l i c e , magistrates c o u r t and p r o b a t i o n s e r v i c e s . Expenditure 
0  U «*se s e r v i c e  s i  s  e x c i u d e  d from the ambit of the 1980 Act by r e g u l a t i o n and would
C° n t i nue to be separ a t e l y c o n t r o l l e d by the Home O f f i c e . 

H 

• 

The methodology £or d i s t r i b u t i n g an a p p r o p r i a t e share of n a t i o n a l resources f o r
C a p i t  * l expenditure on each s e r v i c e to each a u t h o r i t y would need l i t t l  e or no 
a m e t ^ n  t i  n the case of the s p e c i f i c s e r v i c e blocks (Housing, Education, T r a n s p o r t )

 • 

M 
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or the c e n t r a l l y a l l o c a t e d s e r v i c e s w i t h i n the Other Services block (Urban 

Programme, D e r e l i c t Land, A i r p o r t s ) since i  n each case g e n e r a l i s e d or s p e c i f i c 


nr the 3 * 

assessments of the need of each a u t h o r i t y ' s area are already taken i n t o account* 


.  Pur 
i s 1

 b a S 
  

main p a r t of the Other Services block i s at present d i s t r i b u t e d on a formulaic 

tit e  v 


on the advice of the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y a s s o c i a t i o n s ; the formula would need amend 

a
c 


i n c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the a s s o c i a t i o n s , but there should be no d i f f i c u l t i e  s of 

p r i n c i p l e . 


aut] 

5. The GLC uniquely secures Parli a m e n t a r y approval f o r the l e v e l of i t  s capi 


the X  i 


expenditure by an annual Money B i l l  , a procedure of some a n t i q u i t y preserved by ^ 

1980 Act but meshing i l  l w i t h the c a p i t a l c o n t r o l system i  n the Act. The Council
value the procedure as p r o v i d i n g e x t r a confidence when they borrow i  n the market) ^ 

but there are no grounds f o  r i  t t o o u t l i v e the GLC. ^ 
C a 
  

b°°l
i  n

6. C a p i t a l expenditure i  s an area where there would be p o t e n t i a l , at least ^ 

theory, f o r o b s t r u c t i o n by outgoing a u t h o r i t i e s . The 1980 Act c o n t r o l s e x p e n d i t u  r 


l e v e l s , not l e v e l s of commitment. The Secretary of State has a s p e c i f i c power °̂  ^ ^ 

d i r e c t i o n t o i n h i b i  t an a u t h o r i t y ' f r o m e n t e r i n g i n t o new commitments, but i  t * s

 t, 

e x e r c i s a b l e only once he i  s of the o p i n i o n t h a t an a u t h o r i t y i  s l i k e l  y to over v ^ 


i n a given year. Overspending i  n the absence of a d i r e c t i o n i  s not u l t r  a vires> 


s
 

c
i t  s

n e i t h e r can a d i r e c t i o n prevent the f u l f i l m e n t of c o n t r a c t s entered i n t o before j 

iss u e . I n law, t h e r e f o r e , an outgoing a u t h o r i t y could commit successor bodies to 

heavy l e v e l s of expenditure i  n l a t e r years. 


i  n a U t  b 


7. I  n p r a c t i c e , much of the p r i v a t e s e c t o r , and perhaps other organisations 

the p u b l i c s e c t o r , might be r e l u c t a n t to enter i n t o major c o n t r a c t s w i t h bodies ^ 

whose days were numbered. This could not be guaranteed however and the same t h 
e 


c o n s t r a i n t would not apply to bodies which are e s t a b l i s h e d by the a u t h o r i t i e s ^ 
a
 

themselves such as e n t e r p r i s e boards. I n c e r t a i n circumstances, w i l f u  l ( t r w 
t 8
,ld  * o
 

overcommitment could lead t o a surcharge on the members concerned, but i  t COUJ- ^ ^ 

be guaranteed t h a t t h i s would prove a s u f f i c i e n t s a n c t i o n . S i j C  c 


0
 

the 

8. There would appear to be no remedy f o r o b s t r u c t i o n under e x i s t i n g H a ( j
e 


l e g i s l a t i o n . I  f the r e a c t i o n of the a u t h o r i t i e s concerned to any f i r m announce^ ^ 

w u
of an i n t e n t i o n to a b o l i s h were s u f f i c i e n t l  y s t r o n g as to suggest th a t they ° ext
e 


r e s o r t to Imprudent behaviour, i  t would be p o s s i b l e to seek very quick legis-1
t 0
r e q u i r i n g those a u t h o r i t i e s to o b t a i n M i n i s t e r i a l approval before e n t e r i n g i n 
  

c o n t r a c t s above a given s i z e . 
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Reserves and Debt 


9
, ̂ « Local a u t h o r i t i e s may borrow, w i t h i n l i m i t s set by M i n i s t e r s , f o r c a p i t a l 

s Purposes; they may also borrow f o r revenue purposes, but only i  n a n t i c i p a t i o n of 
b a s i 
  

t Avenues r e c e i v a b l e w i t h i n the then c u r r e n t f i n a n c i a l year. Most a u t h o r i t i e s operate 
fflen


a
 consolidated loans fund (CLF) which pools borrowing from a l  l sources and on-lends 

t  0
 service accounts at a common i n t e r e s t r a t e . I n order t o minimise the costs to the 

a u  t h o r i t y , any day-to-day surpluses on revenue and other accounts are used by the 


 C L  F

t a 
  

!

l  i n l i e u of borrowing from the market and the PWLB ( h e r e a f t e r r e f e r r e d t o as 

e " e t e r n a l " b orrowing). Some a u t h o r i t i e s also m a i n t a i n c a p i t a l funds from which 


S e r  v i c e accounts may borrow f o r some purposes i n s t e a d of borrowing from the CLF. 

th 


l0
« I n the 1974 r e o r g a n i s a t i o n , i n t e r n a l debt t o c a p i t a l funds was e x t i n g u i s h e d by 

^ c e l l i n  g the l i a b i l i t  y of the s e r v i c e account t o repay the debt. This i s a 


 ^ ' k e e p i n  g e x e r c i s e which i n v o l v e s no r e a l money t r a n s a c t i o n and s i m p l i f i e s 
a


e S e q u e n t arrangements. I  t would be a p p r o p r i a t e to f o l l o w the same course again. 

^  s U r p i U S  e S which had been l e n t i n t e r n a l l y (see previous paragraph) would have t o 


; r 
  

b  e
 C a u s e d at or s h o r t l y a f t e r the date at which the r e o r g a n i s a t i o n took e f f e c t so 

t h a
 

j e 0 
  d t the reserves could be d i s t r i b u t e d (paragraphs 20-23 below); such i n t e r n a l 

l o w i n  g would t h e r e f o r e have t o be replaced by e x t e r n a l borrowing. The amounts are 


 U o  t
its  Urge (revenue balances of the seven a u t h o r i t i e s c u r r e n t l y t o t a  l about t50m) but 
 f o  r
,  monetary p o l i c y reasons i  t would nevertheless be d e s i r a b l e to take such 


l o w i n  g from the PWLB. Thus by the time r e o r g a n i s a t i o n were complete, a l  l 

f i n i n  g borrowing by s e r v i c e accounts would be matched i  n aggregate f o r each 


a u t b  - o r i t y by an equal amount of e x t e r n a l borrowing. 
n


U ' There i s no one-to-one r e l a t i o n s h i p between p a r t i c u l a r e x t e r n a l borrowings by 

t h  e
 C^F and l e n d i n g t o s e r v i c e accounts f o r p a r t i c u l a r c a p i t a l p r o j e c t s . So, 

a l t h°ugh c a p i t a l assets of r e l e v a n t services could be a t t r i b u t e d to successor bodies 


ot (t°Sether as f a r as i s ap p r o p r i a t e w i t h r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r s e r v i c i n g associated debt 
n
 

th
° n
 -e a s s e t s ) , i  t would not be po s s i b l e to d i s t r i b u t e e x t e r n a l debt between 

l e s s o  r bodies. A d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the e x t e r n a l debt would t h e r e f o r e have t o remain 

t h  e
 r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of a s i n g l e body, w i t h those t o whom the assets were t r a n s f e r r e d 


«t ^ responsible f o r s e r v i c i n g the debt, i e f o r making s u f f i c i e n t payments to the 

 b 0 ( l  y
d  A d m i n i s t e r i n g the debt t o enable t h a t body i  n t u r n to make due payments to 

n e r  ^ a  l l e nders. 
0
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R e s p o n s i b i l i t y for s e r v i c i n g debt 


CO] 

12. The basic p r i n c i p l e adopted i  n 1974 was to d i s t r i b u t e the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ^ o  t 


aIlC*
s e r v i c i n g debt to successor bodies w i t h the assets t o which the debt r e l a t e d ,

t h a t would seem to be the a p p r o p r i a t e basic p r i n c i p l e to f o l l o w again. I n apply*0*' 


rat 

the p r i n c i p l e , two p o i n t s have to be borne i  n mind: f i r s t  , the need to maintain 

market confidence by ensuring t h a t the r a t e base i  s broad enough to se r v i c e the 

placed on it; second, the need to ensure t h a t those paying f o r s e r v i c i n g debt 


ass 

through the rates are those who b e n e f i t from the associated asset. I n the 


,, iy to ad\ 

m e t r o p o l i t a n c o u n t i e s , much of the debt r e l a t e s to services which would be l i K  e 


..  n r e s e n  C §e< 

be t r a n s f e r r e d to s i n g l e area-wide p r e c e p t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s : these cases would p 1 


age be 

no problems of confidence (the r a t e base w i l  l be unchanged)- or e q u i t y . I n the c 


of the GLC, most of the debt i  s a t t r i b u t a b l e t o ILEA, where the p r i n c i p l e of 

c
d i s t r i b u t i o  n w i t h assets appears l i k e l  y to hol d once decisions are taken on t " 
  

f u t u r e of the s e r v i c e ; and to housing, where most of the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s f o r 

s e r v i c i n g the debt have been or are due to be t r a n s f e r r e d to the boroughs anyway 

( s u b j e c t t o a cov e r t subsidy through the GLC precept, the f u t u r e of which i  s 


of 
considered i  n Annex 4.3 on Current Finance and G r a n t ) . 


?ou 
£CeS> to 

13. D i s t r i b u t i o n arrangements f o r the debt a t t r i b u t a b l e to the remaining serv 

where the assets would be d i v i d e d among a number of successors, could r a i s e eq u , 

problems where an asset serves an area g r e a t e r than t h a t of the d i s t r i c  t or hot 


P t  e 

to which i  t would be t r a n s f e r r e d (such as highways, parks or the C r y s t a l Palace 

sp o r t s c e n t r e ) ; where otherwise s i m i l a r assets being t r a n s f e r r e d to d i f f e r e n t 

successor bodies happen to ca r r y very d i f f e r e n t amounts of debt; or where the 

of an asset - f o r sale or as a revenue generator - i  s small compared w i t h the 

of debt a t t a c h i n g to i  t (as w i t h d e r e l i c t land or gipsy s i t e s ) . The most impon

„ wh*cl1 P a * 

of the services concerned, i  n terms of t o t a  l debt o u t s t a n d i n g , i s highways, 0 1  1


 t 


a l l three of the above c o n s i d e r a t i o n s could a r i s e . o 

i y t 0 t h r 


14. One p o s s i b l e approach f o r any s e r v i c e such as highways which looked li k  e ' ^ 

give r i s e t o s i g n i f i c a n t e q u i t y issues would be to t r a n s f e r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f° r ^ 

s e r v i c i n g debt not w i t h s p e c i f i c assets but across a l  l successor bodies pro r a t 3 


r a t e a b l e value. This would not be p e r f e c t l y e q u i t a b l e e i t h e r , but might be an ^ 

improvement. (On highways, some roads might be trunked; d e c i s i o n s yet to be take° 

the h a n d l i n g of debt i  n such cases could a f f e c t the i s s u e . ) Other cases would j 


3 „ , of

to be t a c k l e d on an i n d i v i d u a l b a s i s ; they might not be as s i g n i f i c a n t as pan
package of t r a n s f e r s as they appear i n d i v i d u a l l y , but i  n p a r t i c u l a r cases they 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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 s t ^ be s i g n i f i c a n t . Some i n e q u i t i e s may s t i l  l remain; the block grant system might
compensate f o r these to some e x t e n t . The Group consider t h a t a l  l these issues can 
om y b  e d e c i d e  d i  n c o n s u l t a t i o n . A t t e n t i o n would be needed to con s i d e r a t i o n s of 
couf i d  e n c e as w e l l as those of e q u i t y ; but s o l v i n g the l a t t e r would tend also to 

 solve the former by d i s t r i b u t i n g r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r s e r v i c i n g debt more c l o s e l y pro 
r a t  * to the revenue base which provides the means of s e r v i c i n g i t  . 

H 

,iy to
^
:ase

1 5» Decisions would also be needed on the d i s t r i b u t i o n of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r debt 
associated not w i t h f i x e d assets but w i t h loans - p a r t i c u l a r l y mortgage advances and 

 advances t o i n d u s t r i a l i s t s  which i  t may not be p o s s i b l e t o a t t r i b u t e by 
 Seographicax a r e a  . There are no fundamental issues here and again c o n s u l t a t i o n would

 b  e needed to s o r t out the d e t a i l s . 
H 

i l u s t r a t i o  n of external debt 

ty

ice*'
i t y
0ugh

 l h> The s i n g l e body which (as described i  n paragraph 11 above) might take over the
M i n i s t r a t i o  n of e x t e r n a l debt would need to be such as to i n s p i r e the confidence 
0  f Anders  p a r t i c u l a r l y -those who had already l e n t to the o l d a u t h o r i t i e s and then 
f 0 u  ^ t h a t the loan was being t r a n s f e r r e d  and t o be able and w i l l i n  g i  n p r a c t i c e 

 to C o p  e w i t h  . r a a n a g e m e n  t o  f  d e b t on the scale i n v o l v e d . I  n 1974 the main successor 
 ^ t h o n t  y took over management of the debt of o l d a u t h o r i t i e s ; but t y p i c a l l y the new 

a u  t h o r i t y had a l a r g e r rate-base, broader e x p e r t i s e and more s t a f f than i t  s 
P r e  d ecessor, which would not be the case t h i s time. 

• 

a**
^
ant
wni<»

7 ^

a ^

,n
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zo^

 l ?- The Group propose t h a t on t h i s occasion two s p e c i f i c steps are d e s i r a b l e to
 ^ u r  e tha t confidence i s maintained. F i r s t , wherever the CLF of the outgoing 

a * t h o r i t y might be brigaded f o r a d m i n i s t r a t i v e convenience (see f o l l o w i n g 
 ^ g r a p h s )  , i  t should r e t a i n a separate i d e n t i t y . The body h o l d i n g the debt would 

t a k  e over the r i g h t s and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of the outgoing a u t h o r i t i e s as to debt. 
S e c o  * d , the chain of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y from those charged w i t h s e r v i c i n g the debt 

t h r  ° u 8  h t h  e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n body to the lender should be made a b s o l u t e l y c l e a r . As i  n 
l 9 7 4  . the p r o p e r t y t r a n s f e r order would have to make those responsible f o r s e r v i c i n g 

 l e g a l l y l i a b l e t o make the a p p r o p r i a t e payments to the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n body, and 
^ ^ c  h payments a charge on t h e i r revenues. The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n body would i  n t u r n 
^ to be l i a b l e to the o r i g i n a l lenders and have a revenue base on which the loans 
C ° U 1  * be secured. Care would be needed i  n the p r e s e n t a t i o n as w e l l as the substance 
°f ^ese p r o v i s i o n s . Such matters should be explored f u r t h e r i n c o n s u l t a t i o n . 

H 

I 
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18. From the p r a c t i c a l v i e w p o i n t , t r a n s f e r r i n g r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r administering 

 U  l 
e x t e r n a l debt should present few d i f f i c u l t i e  s i  n the m e t r o p o l i t a n areas. Any


L a
the l a r g e r d i s t r i c t  s p r e s e n t l y a d m i n i s t e r s f a r more e x t e r n a l debt than doesi
 
, . n ty f  o  t  c o i 


county: there would be no problem i  n p r i n c i p l e about t r a n s f e r r i n g r e s p o n s i b i - L 1	 1 

id "oi 

managing the debt t o one of the d i s t r i c t s  , though the a p p r o p r i a t e d i s t r i c  t cou 

only be determined i  n c o n s u l t a t i o n . 


22. 

19. I  n London, i  t seems u n l i k e l y t h a t any s i n g l e borough would have the manp°we 


or	 the e x p e r t i s e to a d m i n i s t e r the enormous e x t e r n a l debt of the GLC (E2400m a 

sta" bai 


31.3.82). Managing debt on such a scale could r e q u i r e , say, f i v e times as many 

more Hon 

as any borough would have to manage i t  s own CLF. I  t may w e l l , t h e r e f o r e , prove 

s a t i s f a c t o r y t o r e t a i n a separate body, at l e a s t u n t i  l such time as the debt 

reduced, though t h i s could not be f i n a l l  y decided before c o n s u l t a t i o n . 


i n 

ext 

Reserves 

20. A basis would also be r e q u i r e d f o r d i s t r i b u t i n g reserves. Revenue balang.— 


6Xt 


not a t t r i b u t a b l e t o p a r t i c u l a r s e r v i c e s . I n 1974 they were d i s t r i b u t e d between 

successor bodies pro r a t a t o r a t e a b l e value. A mo d i f i e d approach would be neede 

the case of the GLC and MCCs, where the successor bodies would not necessarily 


a f trices

d i s c r e t e r a t e bases. I  t would be reasonable f i r s  t t o d i v i d e them between s e r v i 

pro r a t a t o a convenient measure of r e l a t i v e e x p e n d i t u r e , and then, where nece 

to d i v i d e w i t h i n s e r v i c e s between successor bodies covering d i f f e r e n t geograpn 

areas pro r a t a t o r a t e a b l e value ( s u b j e c t to c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the e f f e c t s or 


1
arrangements f o r e q u a l i s a t i o n of r a t e a b l e values i  n London through RSG). The

balances of ILEA are separate from those of the GLC and should be d e a l t w i t h 


b0r. 

s e p a r a t e l y . 

21. The balance of c a p i t a l funds remaining a f t e r the e x t i n g u i s h i n g of i n t e r n ^ 


11 
debt (see para 10) would not be a t t r i b u t a b l e t o s p e c i f i c s e r v i c e s e i t h e r and wo

 ufund s n s , 

f a l  l to be d i s t r i b u t e d l i k e revenue balances; t h i s i s a p p r o p r i a t e i  n t h a t the 

w i l  l have been c o n s t i t u t e d from the general r a t e fund o r i g i n a l l y . Unspent capj>^-^ ^ 

r e c e i p t s w i l  l normally be a t t r i b u t a b l e t o p a r t i c u l a r s ervices and p a r t i c u l a r 

geographical areas. But not a l  l a u t h o r i t i e s n e c e s s a r i l y maintain a r e g i s t e r of 

c a p i t a l r e c e i p t s I n such d e t a i l ; and i  n any case i  t i s a p r i n c i p l e of the cap 

system i  n the 1980 Act t h a t c a p i t a l r e c e i p t s are a v a i l a b l e to any s e r v i c e . •LL 


p robably be a p p r o p r i a t e t o d i s t r i b u t e unspent c a p i t a l r e c e i p t s i  n the same way 


a
 

e t s 

s
 

 a  S 
revenue balances. This would apply e q u a l l y to r e c e i p t s from the d i s p o s a l of
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ing r e *dered surplus by r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . D i s t r i b u t e d c a p i t a l monies would need  to be 
e ot \ i d e n t i f i e d as such, w i t h the a p p r o p r i a t e r e s t r i c t i o n s against t h e i r use f o r revenue 

Purposes being maintained, and care would be needed  t o ensure t h a t successor bodies 
ty «" c°uld not score as c a p i t a l r e c e i p t s f o r the purposes of the 1980Act monies which 
Id w°uld  r e c e i p t s  i n the hands of the outgoing a u t h o r i t i e s .  | H 

l0


 n o t h a v e b e e n s u c h


2 2 
- Since most reserves are inv e s t e d t e m p o r a r i l y through the CLF, d i s t r i b u t i n g • 

o«er  t h u l d r e q u i r e replacement e x t e r n a l borrowing by the
e m  t 0 S u c c e s s o r b o d i e s W O 
  

t 0 u t  S o i n g a u t h o r i t i e s . A sudden upsurge of borrowing on any scale could upset the 

t a ^ b a i  have unwelcome consequences f o r the PSBR and 


"toney aggregates. For three reasons, we consider t h a t t h i s would not  i n p r a c t i c e be 

s a n c  e  Q f t h  e m o n e  y m a r k e  t a n  d w o u l  d


 a

;  Problem. F i r s t , therevenue balances of the GLC and MCCs are t i n y  i n comparison 


W i t  b
 the e x t e r n a l debt of l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s . Second,  i n the short term any increase 

l« the e x t e r n a l borrowing of those bodies would be matched e x a c t l y by a r e d u c t i o n i n 

V e r n a l borrowing by successor bodies on r e c e i p t of t h e i r share of the reserves. 

T h i  ' d ,  i n the longer term successor bodies would probably ma i n t a i n l a r g e r revenue 


^ dances f o r the c a r r y i n g out of t h e i r f u n c t i o n s than do the GLC andMCCs, so t h a t H 

V e r n a l borrowing would be lower f o l l o w i n g r e o r g a n i s a t i o n . 


W « 2 3"  I t might be d i f f i c u l t  to t r a n s f e r reserves  i n t h e i r e n t i r e t y f o r a long time 
a f t  * r the date of t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o n s . This  i s e s p e c i a l l y t r u e where surplus 

c»l
*r?. - . e t a have f i r s t  to be s o l d , but i t would a l s o apply  t o e x i s t i n g balances f o r which 

P r e  c i s e f i g u r e  s ^ g n t not be s e t t l e d f o r some time. The Group do not expect t h i s to 
P r o  ^ c e problems f o r successor bodies. E x i s t i n g a u t h o r i t i e s would have t h e i r own 

^ S e r v e s and borrowing powers a v a i l a b l e  to meet immediate o p e r a t i o n a l requirements. 
bodies - once they had been made subject by l e g i s l a t i o n  t o the l o c a l a u t h o r i t y 

G r o w i n g regime - would also be able from Day 1  t o borrow  i n a n t i c i p a t i o n of 

S
 

t e v e 
  » u  r e c e i v a b l e . The amounts of a d d i t i o n a l s h o r t - t e r m borrowing i n v o l v e d - a few
e s


 I t e n  s
 of m i l l i o n s , very l a r g e l y o f f s e t by the borrowing which the outgoing 

d u t i e  s would otherwise have undertaken - would probably not be la r g e enough t o 


and* S e t t l e the market, but any a d d i t i o n  to bank borrowing would be unwelcome from a 

al ^ t a r  y standpoint and would i n v o l v e a d d i t i o n a l i n t e r e s t charges. An a l t e r n a t i v e 


a P p r °ach might be  t o b r i n g forward grant payments to provide cash  i n the e a r l y days. 


IS 

its 
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^ ^ ANNEX 4.5 

OBSTRUCTION 

l- The Group considered the pos s i b l e nature of and responses to attempts
^ s t r u c t a b o l i t i o n by the a u t h o r i t i e s to be abolished, and'in p a r t i c u l a r : 

 to • 

( i  ) The l i k e l i h o o d of o b s t r u c t i o n . 

( i i  ) What form o b s t r u c t i o n might take. 

( i i i  ) At what stage of the exercise o b s t r u c t i o n might occur. 

( i v ) Who w i l  l be i n c l i n e d to o b s t r u c t a b o l i t i o n . 

( v ) What c o n s t r a i n t s e x i s t , or could be in t r o d u c e d , to prevent o b s t r u c t i o n . • 

( v i ) The i m p l i c a t i o n s of the 1985 GLC/MCC e l e c t i o n s i n t h i s c o n t e x t . H 

L i k  e l i h o o d of obstruction 

2  t

t h *  t
 This i  s impossible to p r e d i c t w i t h any c e r t a i n t y , but i  t must be h i g h l y l i k e l  y

 some a c t i o n would be taken. Non-cooperation by a u t h o r i t i e s seems i n e v i t a b l e . 
• 

0rms of obstruction 

3  % There are two main forms of po s s i b l e o b s t r u c t i o n : 

( i  ) Passive o b s t r u c t i o n , or non-cooperation, would be aimed at d i s r u p t i n g the
t r a n s i t i o n to new arrangements. For example, a u t h o r i t i e s r e f u s i n g to cooperate 
by supplying i n f o r m a t i o n or e n t e r i n g i n t o n e g o t i a t i o n s could s e r i o u s l y delay 
the t r a n s f e r of s t a f f or p r o p e r t y . 

M 

( i i  ) Mischievous behaviour could have short  or long  term consequences. I n
the s h o r t - t e r m , a u t h o r i t i e s might mount propaganda campaigns or members could 
r e s i g n en masse, w i t h the aim of i n f l u e n c i n g the Government to change i t  s mind 
on a b o l i t i o n . D i s r u p t i o n might be aimed at c e n t r a l Government r a t h e r than 
l o c a l people  f o r example by t e r m i n a t i n g t r u n k road agency work  or by the 

H 
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r e f u s a l to exercise c e r t a i n f u n c t i o n s , f o r example r e f u s i n g to pay su b s i d i e  S

t o PTEs/LTE. A u t h o r i t i e s might a l s o take a c t i o n w i t h the long-term aim of 
e f f e c t i v e l y sabotaging the successor s t r u c t u r e . They could do t h i s by t *  k i n g 

a c t i o n s intended to bind succeeding a u t h o r i t i e s to p o l i c i e s or commitments'
Actions might i n c l u d e i n c r e a s i n g t o t a l spending, l e t t i n  g of long contracts 
w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t p e n a l t y clauses, d i s p o s a l of land necessary f o r f u t u r e 

C ° 

 o  b 

br 

a c t i o n s , g r a n t i n g of unusual planning permissions, or making p a r t i s a n 
appointments to ensure the sympathetic c o n t r o l of c o n t i n u i n g s e r v i c e s . 

am 

4. I  t seems u n l i k e l y t h a t c o u n c i l s would opt f o r the most extreme forms of a C t i  ° " 
o u t l i n e d above. But these are, n e v e r t h e l e s s , a l  l t h e o r e t i c a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s . I  f t h  e 

Government opts f o r some s o r t of expenditure c o n t r o l system, as c u r r e n t l y being 
considered by E(LF), t h i s could increase the sense of c o n f r o n t a t i o n over a b o l i t i o n  ' 
a l t hough i  t should also decrease the p o s s i b i l i t y of mischievous expenditure havinS 
s i g n i f i c a n t e f f e c t s , c e r t a i n l y i n the immediate term. On the q u e s t i o n of long'te^ 

c o n s t r a i n t s , the e x i s t i n g c a p i t a l expenditure c o n t r o l s can r e s t r i c t an a u t h o r i t y ' 5 

e x p e n d i t u r e , but not u s u a l l y i t  s l e v e l s of commitments, although i  t could t r a n s p i r  e 

t h a t would-be c o n t r a c t o r s - w i l l be r e l u c t a n t to enter i n t o major c o n t r a c t s with 
bodies whose days are numbered (see Annex 4.4). 

Timing of obstruction 

5. O b s t r u c t i o n seems most l i k e l  y to occur d u r i n g the p e r i o d between announcefl>eI1^ 
of a b o l i t i o n and Royal Assent to the necessary l e g i s l a t i o n . This would be the Pe f i° 
when a u t h o r i t i e s would have most hope of changing the Government's i n t e n t i o n s ai»d

l e a s t i n c e n t i v e to cooperate. Any s p e c i f i c new measures to counter o b s t r u c t i o nw ° u 

r e q u i r e l e g i s l a t i o n and would thus take time to implement. 

g 

an 

Obstruction by whom? 
th« 

c °  i 

6. P o l i t i c a l l y - m o t i v a t e d o b s t r u c t i o n by c o u n c i l l o r s seems l i k e l y  . O f f i c e r s 
i fro®a l s o be uncooperative, e i t h e r f o r the same reasons, or because of i n s t r u c t i o n s r  t 

members, or f o r reasons of personal i n t e r e s t  loss of career prospects, p o s s i b ^ 
of redundancy, e t c . The cooperation of s t a f f would probably be even more i m p o r  t 

fS 

Co' 

than t h a t of e l e c t e d members i n s e c u r i n g a smooth t r a n s f e r of f u n c t i o n s  o f f i c e 

would have the c r u c i a l d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n necessary f o r the t r a n s f e r of s t a f f *°
p r o p e r t y . 

' 

CONFIDENTIAL 



CONFIDENTIAL 


dies c°nstraints 

.king

aCtio«
the

 7« C e r t a i n . v i s i n  g c o n s t r a i n t s might w e l l discourage some p o t e n t i a l 
^ r u c t i o n  . These i n c l u d e the issue of p u b l i c r e p o r t s or p o s s i b l y even surcharge 
^ t i o  n by the a u t h o r i t y ' s e x t e r n a l a u d i t o r , i  n cases of p r o f l i g a t e or u n l a w f u l 
expenditure. Also, t h i r d p a r t i e s might take l e g a l a c t i o n i  n s i m i l a r cases a l l e g i n g 
b ^ a c h of f i d u c i a r y duty. Both of these p o s s i b i l i t i e s might deter o b s t r u c t i v e 
*<*ions, but i  f a c t u a l l y invoked they would each take some time to have any e f f e c t , 
**• i n any case they might not deter r e a l l y committed opponents prepared to take 

e*treme measures. Furt h e r use of an e x i s t i n g c o n s t r a i n t would be the t h r e a t by 
 l i s t e r  s to invoke powers to review l o c a l a u t h o r i t y d e c i s i o n s , where these e x i s t . 
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 «• The Government could also consider t h r e a t e n i n g a d d ^ O ^ c ^ ^  

°bstruction. These could i n c l u d e : 
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  withdrawing e x i s t i n g l o c a l a u t h o r i t y powers, eg Section 137 of the L o c a l 
 Government Act 1972 which allows a u t h o r i t i e s t o spend the product of a 2p r a t e

" i n the i n t e r e s t s of- t h e i r area". 
MMM 

~ s e l e c t i v e m i n i s t e r i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n , eg on aggregate spending or i n d i v i d u a l
appointments or c o n t r a c t s . 

• 

-i&t^ ^

- d i r e c t r u l e ,
 Commissioners. 

 i e d i s m i s s a l of e x i s t i n g c o u n c i l l o r s and_replacement by H 

^

dgnt
ttot

( i  l i t y

e f  S

 9" S e l e c t i v e methods would work, at some cost i n c e n t r a l government e f f o r t ; but
a  n a u t h o r i t y determined to cause d i s r u p t i o n could continue t o f i n d new p o i n t s of 
C h a  U e n g  e u n t i  l i n t e r v e n t i o n would have to become v i r t u a l l  y general and complete. I  f 
t h  e t h r e a t of counter measures d i d not act as a s u f f i c i e n t d e t e r r e n t the cost of 
M e e t i n  g o b s t r u c t i v e a c t i o n s could be s i g n i f i c a n t ; compensation might have t o be 

P a  K f o r example, i  f a c t i o n were taken t o r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y modify p a r t i c u l a r 
 t r a c t s  . The p o s s i b i l i t y should also be borne i  n mind t h a t merely suggesting the 

P ° s s i b l  e u s  e o  f t h e s  e  c o n s t r a i n t  s could i  n i t s e l  f encourage e s c a l a t i o n of 

°bstruction. M i n i s t e r s would c l e a r l y have t o s t r i k e a balance between the prudent 
P 1  a n n i n  g  0 f counter measures and the p o s s i b i l i t y of provoking a c t i o n . 
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1985 GLC/MCC El e c t i o n  s 

10. The next e l e c t i o n s Co the GLC and MCCs w i l  l be i n May 1985, when the 
Government's p r e p a r a t i o n s f o r a b o l i t i o n might be w e l l advanced, but before abOJ-
had a c t u a l l y taken e f f e c t . A b o l i t i o n would t h e r e f o r e be bound t o be the main iss°e 

i n the e l e c t i o n s . Most groups on the GLC and the MCCs would be l i k e l y to opp°s  e ^ 
a b o l i t i o n , so v i c t o r y f o r any p a r t y could be claimed as g i v i n g the c o u n c i l conc-rtl 

a mandate to r e s i s t Government attempts to a b o l i s h i t  . 

11. One s o l u t i o n to t h i s p o t e n t i a l l y embarrassing s i t u a t i o n would be to cg£S£~*^ 

1985 e l e c t i o n s . This would r e q u i r e primary l e g i s l a t i o n , which would also have c  0 

extend the terms of o f f i c e of c o u n c i l l o r s e l e c t e d i n 1981. C a n c e l l a t i o n has sev 
a t t r a c t i o n s : 

- i  t i s w e l l precedented. Both the London Government Act 1963 and the Local 
to b8 1 

Government Act 1972 c a n c e l l e d e l e c t i o n s to l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s which were 
ab o l i s h e d . 

- i  t would save £9m a t 1981-2 p r i c e s ( t h e cost of running the e l e c t i o n s ) * 
] 

- i  t could be j u s t i f i e  d on the grounds t h a t newly e l e c t e d c o u n c i l l o r s would 

serve only a token 12 months or so before a b o l i t i o n took e f f e c t . 
1 

12. C a n c e l l a t i o n would, however, have c e r t a i n disadvantages: 
1 

_ _ i 
- i  t would be seen as an attempt to s t i f l  e o p p o s i t i o n t o a b o l i t i o n . 

ai 

- i  t would s t i l  l be po s s i b l e f o r o b s t r u c t i v e c o u n c i l l o r s to force by-e_e 
by r e s i g n i n g . This could be met e i t h e r by l e g i s l a t i n g t h a t any vacancy s ° 
caused should be l e f  t u n f i l l e d  , or  since t h i s could lead to co u n c i l s 
u n r e p r e s e n t i v e or too s m a l l t o f u n c t i o n e f f e c t i v e l y  to a l l o w c o u n c i l s t  0 

f i l  l casual vacancies by co - o p t i o n . The l a t t e r would, however, be 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l f o r such l a r g e a u t h o r i t i e s ; a t present, only p a r i s h and 
community c o u n c i l s have the power to co-opt t h e i r own members. 
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^ - the main a b o l i t i o n l e g i s l a t i o n may not rec e i v e Royal Assent s u f f i c i e n t l y i n
advance of the May 1985 e l e c t i o n s to enable t h e i r c a n c e l l a t i o n before most
pr e p a r a t o r y expenditure had been i n c u r r e d . To avoid t h i s , c a n c e l l a t i o n could 

 inst e a d be made the su b j e c t of a separate, small b i l l  ; but t h i s might w e l l be
seen as improperly a n t i c i p a t i n g the r e s u l t s of Parliament's s c r u t i n y of the
main b i l l  . 
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13. An a l t e r n a t i v e to c a n c e l l a t i o n would be t o de f e r the 1985 e l e c t i o n s f o r a s e t • 
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Period of time. This might be j u s t i f i e  d on the grounds t h a t e l e c t i o n s would be 
 Pointless given the u n c e r t a i n t y over the a u t h o r i t i e s ' f u t u r e s . This would also 

r e q u i r  e primary l e g i s l a t i o n , probably a small b i l  l i  n advance of the main one; 
 however, t h i s ought to be less c o n t r o v e r s i a l than a separate b i l  l proposing 

c a n c e l l a t i o n , as considered above. D e f e r r a l might be le s s c o n t r o v e r s i a l than 
b r i g h  t c a n c e l l a t i o n , although i  t might s t i l  l be c r i t i c i s e d  . An i n i t i a  l d e f e r r a l 

o f  > say, 1 year might be the best o p t i o n , f o l l o w e d i  f necessary by a f u r t h e r 
 d  e  f e r r a l  , or by c a n c e l l a t i o n i  f a b o l i t i o n was by then imminent. 

i n c l u s i o n s 

d

1  4 • I  t seems l i k e l y t h a t some form of o b s t r u c t i o n would be encountered. 
 A u t h o r i t i e s would e i t h e r refuse to cooperate i n the e x e r c i s e , or take a c t i v e steps 

t  0 d i s r u p t i t  , or both. But i  t i s very d i f f i c u l  t to p r e d i c t w i t h any c e r t a i n t y the 
U k e l i h o o d of p a r t i c u l a r types or degrees of o b s t r u c t i o n o c c u r r i n g . 

i°n5

1  5 • There i  s a d i f f i c u l  t q u e s t i o n of balance i n v o l v e d i  n d e c i d i n g on what counter
m e  a s u r e s to take i n order to prevent o b s t r u c t i o n . Taking e a r l y a c t i o n w i t h t h i s aim
^ S h t s u c c e s s f u l l y i n f l u e n c e a u t h o r i t i e s not to o b s t r u c t the changes; on the o t h e r 

 hand, e a r l y a c t i o n might simply i n s p i r e a u t h o r i t i e s to devise means of g e t t i n g round 
t h  e counter measures and s u c c e s s f u l l y o b s t r u c t i n g a b o l i t i o n . 
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