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PTAs UNDER THE NEW LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE REGIME

Thank you for your legfer of 31 May about the provisions in
the Local Government Finance Bill for the PTAs to become billing
rather than precepting authorities.

In our consultation paper on Fhe proposed change, we did indeed
~, 35 Yyou requested - highlight the option of Secession for
districts which considered that their PTAs were overspending .
We gave a clear signal in the paper that this was something
which the Government would look on favourably. The paper was
cleared with your officials before it issued.

it was' however, Vel e intention that secession should
be the main ob jective € proposal or that ye would push
authorities , into secession. But most of the replies which
we received have been hostile to the proposal because it was
seen as a backdoor way of forcing secession. I should add
that the concern about s came not just from the PTAs
and the Opposition but from our own supporters who havye expressed
very considerable unease. Amendments have now been tabled
from the Conservative benches in the Lords to negate the billing
provisions. The handling of this matter in the Lords is by
no i means going to be leasy, iand there is g real risk that we
may lose these provisions.

In these circumstances, it was 4 necessary tactical decision
not to play up the secession option for the time being, and
to point out that the provisions were not aimed at préssing
secession.

But ' :I'f do "not ishidto discourage secession. On the contrary,
I believe that it 1is ar option which we should encourage the
more peripheral districts in particular to consider very seriously
(we have in fact already received indications of 1{interest in
secession from two districts in Merseyside) . For the moment,

T

however, I believe that our main priority should be to get
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the billing provisions on to the Statute Book. There will
be time enough thereafter to highlight the secession option
as the inevitable stresses between districts and PTAs begin
to show. I am, however, asking Ivon Brabazon, insofar as the
mood of the Lords allows, to make clear in the imminent debate
that we see the option of secession as a necessary part of
accountability.

I should add that the other main fear of the Opposition and
the PTAs about the billing provisions is that they will lead
to downward pressure on public spending on public transport
in the Metropolitan areas, as districts will fear that over-large
PTA bills will 1inflate their own precept on the collection
fund and possibly bring them within the charge-capping range.
This 1is precisely the point which we do want to emphasise.
We can expect a much better measure of support from our
supporters, as it  clearly indicates the greater accountability
that we want to achieve.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, other
members of E(LF) and to Sir Robin Butler.

PAUL CHANNON
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PTAs UNDER THE NEW LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANC

At the end of last year we agreed that PTAs should
rather than precepting authorities and the n

are included in the Local Government Finance

was concerned that such a c“*nge m1cht reduce
unless metropolitan d*“*

from their PTAs,

in the

tre:ﬁfcre most prised to read in Hansard
that in debating this change at Commons
said on several occasions that the amendment was not
to bring about sz2cession, that he had no reason to
that it would do so, and that the House could be
1 would not result
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agreement, I must ask that you take
in order to improve
option for metropolitan
system, and that you would
to secsde where TAS are
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the money on cducailon or socual services. not on
transport”? What will happen to the existing infrastruc-
ture? The light railway in Shetfield has been mentioned.
What is to happen 1o all the bus stations and the
combination of train and bus stations in the area? In south
Yorkshire, 40 per cent. of the transport services cross other
boundaries, as do many of the railways.

We need time to get over the legislation that has aiready
been introduced, and we need this provision like we need
a hole in the head. We are trying to get over the destruction
that has been caused by previous policies, and they shouid
not be compounded now. We want to leave matters as they
are and wait to see whether the Government were right in
the views that they earlier expressec.

Those are some of the matters that concern us, but to
allow others to speak I shall stop now and hope that w
will return to these matters on another day.

Mrs. Alice Mahon (Halifax): Can the Minster give ar
assurance that Calderdale. which has besn menuoned by
my hon. Friend, will not be squeezed out of the new area?
We are desperate because. either way, we shall lose. I will
not go over my hon. Friend’s arguments but will the
Minister give a guarantee that Calderdaie wiil be given
some form of protection?

9.45 pm

r. David Mitchell: [ thought that a number of other
hon. Members would rise to seek to catch vour eye, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, but [ am ‘nappy to have the opportunity
to reply to the points that have been raised.

The right hon. Member for Morley and Leeds, South
(Mr. Rees) complained about the short period for
consultation. Wz issued the discussion paper on 22
Januvary, and asked for responses hv 15 Febmuary
However, we have continued to receive responses
subsequent to that date. We took full account oI those
responses. inciuding a meeting that I had with the
Association of Metropolitan Authorities on 2 March.
Moreover, as last as 28 March [ met Mancaester Members
of Pariiament to hear their views. While [ entirely
understand why the right hon. Gentleman raised that
point, I feel that that will reassure him.

My hon. Friend the Member for Keighley (Mr. \’V'ulcr)
the hon. Member for West Bromwich. East (Mr. Snape},
the right hon. Member for Morley and Leeds. South and
others asked a series nt qucsuom about "xe secession.

Vel iV ? -SSSI0M.

niirely uniruey/Indeed, let me go further und teil :hc
ouse that when the Transport Act 1985 was going
through the House we were told that it would lead to a
massive amount of secession. That has not happened: not
a single metropolitan district has seceded. The reality has
not boime out the assertions made by the hon. Gentleman
and many others d in [98S.
Mr. Clelland: {s it not a fact that it i1s because that
situation has not arisen that this measure has been brought
before the House ronight? That is whar | mean by openly

canvassing secession

Mr. Mitchell: 1ssure the hon. Gentleman thaty
1S A0 THE Pl he measura ':*;:n!“ 0l s0a
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Mr. Rees: What sort of conditions is the Minister jijei,
to lay down? 1 do not quite follow him.

Mr. Mitchell: For example. if the passenger tran
authority is sustaining a rail network, the condition

ell be attached that any district that sought to ses
would :t'i} have to contribute towards that ::sworx,
are seeking to ensure fairness if secession were ever 1o e
place.

esignad [0 onng about SECLSSIiC

W na,r 1T 18 ut‘ﬁl"’l"ﬂ 1o do.

Mr. Snape: Before the Minister does that. mav | as}
him a question ansing from the sentence that ke has jus:
uttered? If a district councii opted for part secsssicn.
continuing to contribute towards the railway network sut
not towards certain aspects of the bus network. how would
the affairs of the passengsr transport authonty de debag
and decided upon? Wouid that part-seceding disurict
council be allowed to speak and vote on matters on whick
it had partly seceded?

r. Mitchell: If a metropolitan district secedes. it loses
1ts representation and its comrmitment [0 being mvoived i
or contributing to the expease of the PTA.

Mr. Favell: This may be siightly outside my hon.
Friend’s remit, but can he deal with the point raised by tic
hon. Member for West Bromwich. East { Mr. Snape)? Wi
are police and firemen not included uncer the sam
provisions? Many Conservative Members who wire
invoived with the old metropoiitan counties believe that
there shouid be simiiar provisions for them. There is a¢
sarthly reason why there shouid be a countywide fre. 206
possibly police service in Greater Manchester.

Mr. Mitchell: There are considerable
between the poiice and fire services and PTAs
Friend should be aware that the Home \c:- 1an
controis 31 per cent. of the finance of the p
are inspectorates for the police and fire servicas 1o
effictency and standards oi service. So thev
different. This case is lert verv much to the PTA.
of the fire and police service. standards are set. s ie
not the same degree of discrerion.

Vr. Robert Hughes (Aberdes
hange’

Mr. Mitchell: { am comung to that. | want 3
with the point raised by my fion. Friend the
Ketghley: who asked whether accountaniiity
increased by directly ciected PTAs

the PTAs amounts o only - uoout o
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apenditure of the districts it would not be realistic or when It was being considered in Committee, did he
practicable to have an election merely to controi such a suddenly decide to change the legislation in the way that
small expenditure he now proposes?

Mr. Bob Clay (Sunderiand. North): The Minister spoke Mr. Mitchell: [ have just explained to the hon.
sbout the conditions that the Secretary of State would Gentleman why that is. I must ask him to accept that
sunt to be met for secession and part-secession. What  explanation. Accountability is the gravamen of the whole
vould be the position on historic debt charges? The hon. case. If we look at the period betore precept capping came
Gentleman answered one example about revenue costs. along, we can clearly see the real problem. Subsidising bus
Tyne and Wear has huge debt charges because of the services, either by lower fares or by increased services, is
Metro system. Would the Minister oblige a district council popular——

‘nat wantcled to secede to make a contribution to historic Mis. Miabon rose
jebt costs?

Mr. Mitclieli: [ shall finish this point and then [ shaii
give way.

Subsidising bus services. either by lower fares or by
increased services, is popular with the voter but less
popular with the ratepayer. If the voter and the ratepayer
are not the same person, there is an almost irresistibls
temptation to buy populanty by spending the ratepayer’s
money for them.

Mr. Mitchell: It would be wrong for me to give a
letailed answer 1o a hypothetical question. as no district
n Tyne and Wear has expressed an interest in seeking to
ecede under theze provisions.

it is right that [ shouid now come to the point that the
jon. Member for Aberdeen, North ( Mr. Hughes) has been
ressing me to answer—the central issue of this group
ifamendments. which is accountability. The Bill provided
or the cosis arising from PTA policies 1o be met by Mr. Snape: That is not true.
precepling on the charge pavers at large—broadly, the
dectorate. However, the PTA membership is not chosen
7y the electorate and we wish to improve its accounta bility
o the ciectors by bringing the districts and PTAs closer
ogether in the decision-making process. It is the
setropoiitan councillors who are directly elected, so the
zetropolitan district councils must be accountable. and
n 10 be so. for the expenditure. Under the proposais
tey will receive the PTA's bills: Thev can consider them
nd instruct their representatives on the PTA on the future
tiel of service provision and spending that ithey want.

Mr. Mitcheli: The hon. Gentleman knows that that is
true.

When we introduce accountability and make the people
who are meeting the bill send representatives to decide
what size the bill will be, we sha!l genuinely have
accountability and a way of stopping runaway expen-
diture. If the hon. Member for West Bromwich. East and
the House want proof of the validity of that point, I
remind them that, before precept control, on average, a
shire county spent £5-45 per head of population for bus
service subsidies. Ir Avon. which was v ry nearly made

Mr. Robert Hughes: They can do that now. into a metropoiitan county, the figure was £5-12. As soen

as we,consider the metropolitan counties and the action
o1 Mr. Mitchell: The big difference is that if the electorate that I have been describing tock place
tlarge receives the bill but does not elect the PTA it can
ave no direct influence on the PTA’s policies. This
asure will mean that the district council wiil receive the Mr. Mitchell: I just want to finish this one point.
i, consider it and instruct its representatives about what Instead of it being £5 in Manchester. the figure was
Aure bills will be acceptable —or unacceptable. Hon. about £24 per man, woman and child. In Merseyside, it
*mbers may doubt the importance of accountability, but was about £45 per man. woman and child. and. in South
ferience  with transport services in metropoiitan Yorkshire, it was about £59 per man, woman and child.
Wnties before the introduction of precept control is a That demonstrates what happens when we do not have
%d example of what happens if there is not adequate accountability. That is why it is right that the House
Tountability. should pass the amendments and give the accountability
that is so needed to protect ratepavers in the metropolitan
areas ot the country. de ]

Mrs. Mahon rose——

Mr. Robert Hughes: The Minister must justify why,
fer the Bill was published. revelation and enthusiasm for
“ountability suddeniy came to him like a bolt of Mrs. Mahon: The Minister has not answered the
fning. Did he fall or was he pushed by the Treasury, question—/Interruption. |
by whom? Vir. Speaker: Order. The hon. Lady has spoken.

Mr. Mitchell: [ can reassure the hon. Gentleman on imendment agreed 1o,

A pomnt. The reason that it has come about is the

*ognition that. as events have unroided. districts have Clause 32

Yen little interest in what has been happening with PTAs.

?c Teason they have taken little interest is that thev were DUTY TO SET SUBSTITLTED AMOUNTS

f’ ome to pick up the bill. The hon. Geatleman and imenament proposed.: No. 33, in page 19 8ave our life
‘htr Opposition Membpers are annoved because 1t means 13.—/ Mr. David Mitch 5

fb‘.z\zrtc:s will pick up the bill. scrutimse it. ana consider Question put. That the amendment ‘be made: —

"8 :s or is not accepable in it The House divided A\yes 337. Noes

A

Mr. Robert Hughes: That wiil not do. That must have Civision No. 2691 [9.59 pin
%" xnown 1o the Minister when the Bill was published.
th

tha y ; et 5 R AYES
1 ‘©lace ot the Bill was the right for PTAs to he precepli- Ajtken, Jonathan

Alisen, Bt Hon Michael

1’T§:ng authorities. Why. aster the Bill was pubiished and Atexander. Richard Ailason, Rupert
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the money on cducailon or socual services. not on
transport”? What will happen to the existing infrastruc-
ture? The light railway in Shetfield has been mentioned.
What is to happen 1o all the bus stations and the
combination of train and bus stations in the area? In south
Yorkshire, 40 per cent. of the transport services cross other
boundaries, as do many of the railways.

We need time to get over the legislation that has aiready
been introduced, and we need this provision like we need
a hole in the head. We are trying to get over the destruction
that has been caused by previous policies, and they shouid
not be compounded now. We want to leave matters as they
are and wait to see whether the Government were right in
the views that they earlier expressec.

Those are some of the matters that concern us, but to
allow others to speak I shall stop now and hope that w
will return to these matters on another day.

Mrs. Alice Mahon (Halifax): Can the Minster give ar
assurance that Calderdale. which has besn menuoned by
my hon. Friend, will not be squeezed out of the new area?
We are desperate because. either way, we shall lose. I will
not go over my hon. Friend’s arguments but will the
Minister give a guarantee that Calderdaie wiil be given
some form of protection?

9.45 pm

r. David Mitchell: [ thought that a number of other
hon. Members would rise to seek to catch vour eye, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, but [ am ‘nappy to have the opportunity
to reply to the points that have been raised.

The right hon. Member for Morley and Leeds, South
(Mr. Rees) complained about the short period for
consultation. Wz issued the discussion paper on 22
Januvary, and asked for responses hv 15 Febmuary
However, we have continued to receive responses
subsequent to that date. We took full account oI those
responses. inciuding a meeting that I had with the
Association of Metropolitan Authorities on 2 March.
Moreover, as last as 28 March [ met Mancaester Members
of Pariiament to hear their views. While [ entirely
understand why the right hon. Gentleman raised that
point, I feel that that will reassure him.

My hon. Friend the Member for Keighley (Mr. \’V'ulcr)
the hon. Member for West Bromwich. East (Mr. Snape},
the right hon. Member for Morley and Leeds. South and
others asked a series nt qucsuom about "xe secession.

Vel iV ? -SSSI0M.

niirely uniruey/Indeed, let me go further und teil :hc
ouse that when the Transport Act 1985 was going
through the House we were told that it would lead to a
massive amount of secession. That has not happened: not
a single metropolitan district has seceded. The reality has
not boime out the assertions made by the hon. Gentleman
and many others d in [98S.
Mr. Clelland: {s it not a fact that it i1s because that
situation has not arisen that this measure has been brought
before the House ronight? That is whar | mean by openly

canvassing secession

Mr. Mitchell: 1ssure the hon. Gentleman thaty
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Mr. Rees: What sort of conditions is the Minister jijei,
to lay down? 1 do not quite follow him.

Mr. Mitchell: For example. if the passenger tran
authority is sustaining a rail network, the condition

ell be attached that any district that sought to ses
would :t'i} have to contribute towards that ::sworx,
are seeking to ensure fairness if secession were ever 1o e
place.

esignad [0 onng about SECLSSIiC

W na,r 1T 18 ut‘ﬁl"’l"ﬂ 1o do.

Mr. Snape: Before the Minister does that. mav | as}
him a question ansing from the sentence that ke has jus:
uttered? If a district councii opted for part secsssicn.
continuing to contribute towards the railway network sut
not towards certain aspects of the bus network. how would
the affairs of the passengsr transport authonty de debag
and decided upon? Wouid that part-seceding disurict
council be allowed to speak and vote on matters on whick
it had partly seceded?

r. Mitchell: If a metropolitan district secedes. it loses
1ts representation and its comrmitment [0 being mvoived i
or contributing to the expease of the PTA.

Mr. Favell: This may be siightly outside my hon.
Friend’s remit, but can he deal with the point raised by tic
hon. Member for West Bromwich. East { Mr. Snape)? Wi
are police and firemen not included uncer the sam
provisions? Many Conservative Members who wire
invoived with the old metropoiitan counties believe that
there shouid be simiiar provisions for them. There is a¢
sarthly reason why there shouid be a countywide fre. 206
possibly police service in Greater Manchester.

Mr. Mitchell: There are considerable
between the poiice and fire services and PTAs
Friend should be aware that the Home \c:- 1an
controis 31 per cent. of the finance of the p
are inspectorates for the police and fire servicas 1o
effictency and standards oi service. So thev
different. This case is lert verv much to the PTA.
of the fire and police service. standards are set. s ie
not the same degree of discrerion.

Vr. Robert Hughes (Aberdes
hange’

Mr. Mitchell: { am comung to that. | want 3
with the point raised by my fion. Friend the
Ketghley: who asked whether accountaniiity
increased by directly ciected PTAs

the PTAs amounts o only - uoout o
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apenditure of the districts it would not be realistic or when It was being considered in Committee, did he
practicable to have an election merely to controi such a suddenly decide to change the legislation in the way that
small expenditure he now proposes?

Mr. Bob Clay (Sunderiand. North): The Minister spoke Mr. Mitchell: [ have just explained to the hon.
sbout the conditions that the Secretary of State would Gentleman why that is. I must ask him to accept that
sunt to be met for secession and part-secession. What  explanation. Accountability is the gravamen of the whole
vould be the position on historic debt charges? The hon. case. If we look at the period betore precept capping came
Gentleman answered one example about revenue costs. along, we can clearly see the real problem. Subsidising bus
Tyne and Wear has huge debt charges because of the services, either by lower fares or by increased services, is
Metro system. Would the Minister oblige a district council popular——

‘nat wantcled to secede to make a contribution to historic Mis. Miabon rose
jebt costs?

Mr. Mitclieli: [ shall finish this point and then [ shaii
give way.

Subsidising bus services. either by lower fares or by
increased services, is popular with the voter but less
popular with the ratepayer. If the voter and the ratepayer
are not the same person, there is an almost irresistibls
temptation to buy populanty by spending the ratepayer’s
money for them.

Mr. Mitchell: It would be wrong for me to give a
letailed answer 1o a hypothetical question. as no district
n Tyne and Wear has expressed an interest in seeking to
ecede under theze provisions.

it is right that [ shouid now come to the point that the
jon. Member for Aberdeen, North ( Mr. Hughes) has been
ressing me to answer—the central issue of this group
ifamendments. which is accountability. The Bill provided
or the cosis arising from PTA policies 1o be met by Mr. Snape: That is not true.
precepling on the charge pavers at large—broadly, the
dectorate. However, the PTA membership is not chosen
7y the electorate and we wish to improve its accounta bility
o the ciectors by bringing the districts and PTAs closer
ogether in the decision-making process. It is the
setropoiitan councillors who are directly elected, so the
zetropolitan district councils must be accountable. and
n 10 be so. for the expenditure. Under the proposais
tey will receive the PTA's bills: Thev can consider them
nd instruct their representatives on the PTA on the future
tiel of service provision and spending that ithey want.

Mr. Mitcheli: The hon. Gentleman knows that that is
true.

When we introduce accountability and make the people
who are meeting the bill send representatives to decide
what size the bill will be, we sha!l genuinely have
accountability and a way of stopping runaway expen-
diture. If the hon. Member for West Bromwich. East and
the House want proof of the validity of that point, I
remind them that, before precept control, on average, a
shire county spent £5-45 per head of population for bus
service subsidies. Ir Avon. which was v ry nearly made

Mr. Robert Hughes: They can do that now. into a metropoiitan county, the figure was £5-12. As soen

as we,consider the metropolitan counties and the action
o1 Mr. Mitchell: The big difference is that if the electorate that I have been describing tock place
tlarge receives the bill but does not elect the PTA it can
ave no direct influence on the PTA’s policies. This
asure will mean that the district council wiil receive the Mr. Mitchell: I just want to finish this one point.
i, consider it and instruct its representatives about what Instead of it being £5 in Manchester. the figure was
Aure bills will be acceptable —or unacceptable. Hon. about £24 per man, woman and child. In Merseyside, it
*mbers may doubt the importance of accountability, but was about £45 per man. woman and child. and. in South
ferience  with transport services in metropoiitan Yorkshire, it was about £59 per man, woman and child.
Wnties before the introduction of precept control is a That demonstrates what happens when we do not have
%d example of what happens if there is not adequate accountability. That is why it is right that the House
Tountability. should pass the amendments and give the accountability
that is so needed to protect ratepavers in the metropolitan
areas ot the country. de ]

Mrs. Mahon rose——

Mr. Robert Hughes: The Minister must justify why,
fer the Bill was published. revelation and enthusiasm for
“ountability suddeniy came to him like a bolt of Mrs. Mahon: The Minister has not answered the
fning. Did he fall or was he pushed by the Treasury, question—/Interruption. |
by whom? Vir. Speaker: Order. The hon. Lady has spoken.

Mr. Mitchell: [ can reassure the hon. Gentleman on imendment agreed 1o,

A pomnt. The reason that it has come about is the

*ognition that. as events have unroided. districts have Clause 32

Yen little interest in what has been happening with PTAs.

?c Teason they have taken little interest is that thev were DUTY TO SET SUBSTITLTED AMOUNTS

f’ ome to pick up the bill. The hon. Geatleman and imenament proposed.: No. 33, in page 19 8ave our life
‘htr Opposition Membpers are annoved because 1t means 13.—/ Mr. David Mitch 5

fb‘.z\zrtc:s will pick up the bill. scrutimse it. ana consider Question put. That the amendment ‘be made: —

"8 :s or is not accepable in it The House divided A\yes 337. Noes

A

Mr. Robert Hughes: That wiil not do. That must have Civision No. 2691 [9.59 pin
%" xnown 1o the Minister when the Bill was published.
th
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