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GLOSSARY 

11 Million: previously the Office of the Children’s 

Commissioner. 

Becta: British Educational Communications and 

Technology Agency. 

CPD:  Continuing Professional Development 

DCSF: Department for Children, Schools and Families. 

ECM: Every Child Matters. 

GTC: General Teaching Council for England. 

ITT: Initial Teacher Training. 

NCSL:  National College for School Leadership. 

NPQH:  National Professional Qualification for Headship. 

Ofqual: The new regulator for exams in England. 

Ofsted: The schools inspectorate. Now includes 

inspections of children’s services etc 

PfS: Partnerships for Schools. 



 

QCA:  The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority. The 

regulatory body for public examinations and 
publicly funded qualifications. 

QCDA: The Qualifications and Curriculum Development 
Agency. This will replace the QCA when the 

Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Bill is 
passed. 

QTS:  Qualified Teacher Status. 

SFT: School Food Trust. 

STRB: School Teachers’ Review Body. 

TDA: Training and Development Agency. 

Teachers’ TV: the state-funded television channel for teachers. 

Note that the remit of all the quangos studied in this report only 

covers England. Similar bodies report to the devolved 
administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
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in pupil activity and involvement rather than in didactic teaching. 

The QCA now promotes citizenship. All school quangos are 
involved with the promotion of ‘personalised learning’, and the 

‘every child matters’ agenda. And everything, in the world of the 
annual reports and websites of quangos, is improving all the time.  

But all those who, despite all the glossy brochures, can still see 

that a quarter of children leave primary school illiterate or 
innumerate know that the truth is very different. 

Some notes on the recommendations 
This paper puts forward a programme of reform that considers 

which functions of the existing education quangos should be 
retained by an incoming government, which can be abolished 

and which can be transferred to other organisations in the 
voluntary or private sectors. The concept of ‘integrated delivery’ 

– where a range of organisations share responsibility for the 
implementation of policy or delivery of services – has created 

extraordinary pressures on schools and has blurred lines of 
responsibility. That, and the growth of policy-making and 

advising within quangos, is an area of particular focus for cuts. 
However, it should be noted that many of these quangos have 

parallel sections within the DCSF, and work closely with them. 
Abolition of quangos will be of limited effect if the functions they 

perform are merely transferred to the Department; this will be 
the subject of a separate CPS review, 

Resistance to reform is a feature of the quangocracy. When in 

the past a quango has been restructured, all too often a new 
quango emerges which re-employs the same people. Equally, 

quangos tend to grow. It is striking that most of the quangos in 
this report have seen their budgets increase – in real terms – 

over the last 10 years. The following table shows the 
unsustainably high average annual real growth rates in the 

amounts of public funding recieved by some quangos: 
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Average annual real  
terms growth rate 

QCA £54.8m (1998-99) £157.4m (2007-08) 9.1% 

TDA £230m (1999-2000) £777m (2007-08) 13% 

NCSL  £27.9m (2002) £83.3m (2007/08) 15.9% 

Becta £17.9m (2001-2) £38.4m (2007-08) 9.7% 

PfS £6.6m (2004-05)  £12.2m (2007-08) 18.0% 

 

There is no evidence that the performance of the quangos has 
matched the growth in their budgets. Indeed, according to the 

2008 DCSF Annual Report productivity in UK education fell by 
0.7% a year between 2000 and 2006. 

The proposals made here are designed, as far as possible, to 
reverse permanently the trends of the last 12 years. Not only do 

they involve the abolition of most of these quangos but they are 
also designed to ensure that both spending cuts and 

eliminaton of central interference are lasting. Just as there is no 
point in cutting off one of the heads of the Hydra if two grow 

back in its place, there is little point in embarking on a 
substantial and probably painful programme of reform if, within 

a few years, the status quo ante is restored.  

Implementing this programme will be hard. It is a characteristic of 
all organisations to fight for their own survival. Quangos are no 

different (indeed, their lack of transparency and accountability is 
likely to make them particularly aggressive in their self-defence). 

Vociferous opposition from both the quangos under scrutiny and 
from within the educational establishment is to be expected. 

Ministers will also have to accept that winding up organisations 
will entail immediate financial and practical difficulties. 

Redundancies will have to be made and assets disposed of. 
Abolition and reform of the organisations considered here will 

also require primary legislation. This could (given political 
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determination as well as political will) be enacted relatively 

quickly, certainly within the first term of a new Parliament.  

The recommendations are founded on the principle that 
schools should be about education – that is, rigorous subject-

based teaching, not agencies of government social policy. It is 
also assumed that the DCSF should be replaced by a 

Department of Education solely responsible for schools.5 Social 
care issues should be transferred back to a separate 

Department. 

Any discussion of reforming quangos inevitably involves some 

assumptions on the role of the state and on the question of 
centralisation. However, this report does not try to impose a rigid 

ideological straitjacket on the quangos under consideration. 
Some proposals – such as making Ofsted focus more on 

classroom behaviour than on desk analysis – could be 
considered as imposing a centralist direction on quangos. 

Others – such as the abolition of the QCA – are the opposite. 
What has informed these proposals are the following four 

overarching principles which are held to be self-evident: 

1. Schools should have more freedom: authority and control 
should be devolved away from the centre wherever possible. 

Diversity and local initiative are to be encouraged. 

2. Parents should have greater choice; and that the exercise of 
that choice acts as the strongest influence on schools. 

3. Transparency and clarity are virtues. 

4. Accountability for public money is essential. 

                                                                                                         
5  This would in all likelihood mean that responsibility for all education policy 

– including Further Education and Higher Education is brought back to 

one single Department of Education. 
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2. QC(D)A AND OFQUAL 

The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) is the 

regulatory body for public examinations and publicly funded 
qualifications including the curriculum for the under-fives, the 

National Curriculum, GCSEs, A levels, GNVQs, NVQs and higher 
level vocational qualifications. 

Government control of the curriculum originated in 1988 with 
the creation of the National Curriculum Council and the School 

Examination and Assessment Council. Their functions were 
combined in 1993 with the creation of the School Curriculum 

and Assessment Authority, which was in turn replaced by the 
QCA (created by the 1997 Education Act). Responsibility for 

vocational education was transferred to a new body, the 
Learning and Skills Council in 2000 (soon to be re-formed). In 

2004, the National Assessment Agency was created to oversee 
examinations, but this has been reintegrated with the QCA.  

Its functions are now being assumed by Ofqual, currently a part 

of the QCA, but scheduled to become independent – 
answering to Parliament – with the passage of the 

Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Bill, currently going 
through Parliament. The QCA is to become the Qualifications 

and Curriculum Development Agency (QCDA), “a new agency 
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which will create, develop and deliver the Government’s 

programmes for the management and reform of qualifications, 
curriculum and assessment.”6 It describes its remit:7 

“Our job will be to develop the curriculum, improve and 

deliver assessments, and review and reform qualifications. 
We want to make sure that everyone can get the 

knowledge, skills and qualifications they need for life in 
the 21st century.” 

Growth of staffing and income 
The QCA’s public funding grew by nearly three times between 

1998-99 and 2007/08 from £54.8 million to £157.4 million.8 This is 
equivalent to an increase of 119% in real terms, or a real 

compound annual growth rate of 9.1%.9 

Staff numbers in this period increased from 473 to 581. Much of 
this increase is due to new initiatives such as the National 

Strategies (now facing the axe after a Government u-turn) and 
the development of new qualifications. Ofqual, once it is fully 

established, will have a staff of 150.10 

Criticisms of the QCA 
The intrusive nature of much of what the QCA does has been 

recognised by politicians on all sides. The DCSF Select 
Committee recently concluded that there was “far too much 

central government control over the National Curriculum”, a 

                                                                                                         
6  QCA website. 

7   QCDA website. 

8  QCA Annual report and accounts. 

9  Real term increases throughout this report are calculated using ONS CPI 

inflation data for 2007/08 price levels. 

10  QCA annual report 2008-09. 
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control that has been exercised through the QCA and is now 

being handed to the reconstituted QCDA.11 The report also 
found that schooling had been turned into “a franchise 

operation more dependent on a recipe handed down by 
Government rather than the exercise of professional expertise 

by teachers.” The chairman of the Committee, Labour MP Barry 
Sheerman, said: “We need to trust schools and teachers more 

and empower teachers to do what they do best.” 

This is right. Implementing this reform would make the current 
joint regulatory structure of the newly formed Ofqual and the re-

structured QCDA redundant – as David Cameron also said in 
his recent speech on quangos.12 

Two other developments have also highlighted the failure of the 
QCA: the Government’s recent announcement of the 

abandonment of the centralising and prescriptive National 
Strategies (developed by the QCA); and the repeated fiascos 

over SATs which have led to three separate inquiries and the 
resignation of one Education Secretary, two chiefs of the QCA, 

and, more importantly, disruption of both primary and secondary 
schools. 

                                                                                                         
11   DCSF Select Committee, National Curriculum, April 2009.  

12   The Conservative leader has pledged to abolish the QCDA and bring 

responsibilities for the curriculum within the DCSF to increase 

accountability. He said that Ofqual would be retained but that “it is 

essential that the role of universities is enhanced” and that “Exam 

boards, working with academics and universities, must be free to design 

the exams based on the curriculum set.” 
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Recommendations 

 
The Curriculum 

The long-term aim should be to free schools from the 
centralising control exercised via the National Curriculum.  

The QCDA should therefore be abolished and replaced by a 

small Curriculum Advisory Board. The remit of this body would 
be limited to drawing up a curriculum as a code of practice for 

schools. This curriculum would be voluntary for schools to use – 
either in part or whole. It would only be enforced on schools 

whose results show them to be failing. 

The new Curriculum Advisory Board should not aim to produce 

a detailed, day-by-day curriculum. It should merely aim to set 
out the broad goals and topics to be covered in each subject. 

Once the curriculum is produced, the Board should have little to 
do as subsequent changes should, for the most part, be minor.13 

This Board would report tot eh new Department of Education. It 

would require minimal resources for staffing and administration. 
These would be provided by the Department of Education.14 

Initial appointments to the Board would be made by the 

Secretary of State. Thereafter, it should be a self-appointing 
body with its own constitution.  

The Board should be composed of university professors and 
head teachers from the best performing state and private 

                                                                                                         
13   Teachers, among many others, would welcome the idea of a stable 

curriculum. 

14   The Table in the Appendix shows that a sum of £500,000 a year has been 

allocated as the annual cost of the Curriculum Advisory Board. This should 

be considered as extremely generous. 
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schools. Membership would be voluntary, part-time and unpaid. 

The National Strategies unit within the DCSF, which works 
closely with the QCDA, should also be wound up. 

Examinations 

Public tests of reading, spelling, grammar, punctuation and 
numeracy at 6+, 8+ and 11+ are vital, not least so that parents 

can see how schools are performing. Machine-scored tests with 
large banks of questions to select from would obviate the need 

for new tests every year, thereby saving large amounts of 
money and settling for once and for all whether standards were 

rising or falling. Since each child would have a different test 
paper, copying would be impossible. Teachers, if not their 

unions, will favour any arrangement which frees them from the 
onerous procedures involved in preparing for existing SATs and 

administering them. Tests should be developed by the 
Department of Education, advised by the new Curriculum 

Advisory Board and independent specialists in test design.15 

A market should be allowed to develop for setting and marking 

other examinations (GCSEs and A-levels etc). Schools should 
be free to choose whichever providers they wish. 

In order to safeguard against a race to the bottom, university 

professors, head teachers from leading secondary schools and 
representatives from relevant professional organisations should 

ensure that all A-level exams are of equal worth.16 The logic of 
this proposal should be extended to GCSEs. 

                                                                                                         
15   As recommended in T Burkard, Ticking the Right Boxes, CPS, 2009. This 

approach is likely to extend to exams in secondary schools. See 

“Computerised testing likely to replace traditional exams, says head of 

board”, The Guardian, 12 July 2009. 

16  It is assumed that most leading academics can be expected to have an 

interest in ensuring that entrance examinations accurately reflect the 



11 

Ofqual should therefore be reconstituted on lines similar to the 

proposed Curriculum Advisory Board. Its remit should be to 
publish information about the validity, reliability, and equivalence 

to other exams; and to provide a list of approved examinations.  

Ofqual should answer to the Education Select Committee and 
not the Secretary of State. Initial appointments to the new 

Ofqual Board would be made by the Secretary of State. 
Thereafter, it should be a self-appointing body with its own 

constitution. This Board should also be composed of university 
professors and head teachers from the best performing state 

and private schools, as well as representatives of relevant 
professional organisations. Membership would be voluntary, 

part-time and unpaid. 

The resources needed for the reconstituted Ofqual are likely to 

be higher than for the Curriculum Advisory Board as it will need to 
commission rigorous evaluations of exams to ensure standards 

are maintained.17 Oversight of the logistical arrangements of 
exams should be carried out within the Department.  

Primary legislation will be required to make these changes as 

the new structure of Ofqual and the QCDA is being enshrined in 
the Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Bill. 

                                                                                                         

quality of examinees. This proposal builds upon the proposals made by D 

Bassett et al, A New Level, Reform, June 2009. 

17   The Table in the Appendix shows that a sum of £10,000,000 a year has 

been allocated. This should be considered as generous. 
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3. OFSTED 

Before 1992, responsibility for school inspections was shared 

between Local Education Authorities (LEAs) and Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Schools. Concerns over the consistency of 

standards, and the objectivity of local inspectors, led to the 
creation of Ofsted. Its remit was changed in 1998 to include the 

inspection of LEAs. The 2000 Learning and Skills Act extended 
Ofsted’s reach to the Further Education sector, and the Care 

Standards Act of the same year did likewise with the inspection 
of nurseries and childminders. In 2006 Ofsted was combined 

with the Adult Learning Inspectorate (ALI), the Commission for 
Social Care Inspection (CSCI) and the Children and Family 

Court Advisory and Support Service (Cafcass) to form the Office 
for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills.  

Ofsted’s widened remit now means that it inspects: 

• childminding and day care, children’s homes, family centres 
and adoption and fostering services and agencies; 

• the Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service; 

• maintained schools and some independent schools; 

• children’s services in local authorities; 
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• providers of teacher education; 

• local authority funded further education work and inspection 

of education provision for 16 to 19 year olds; 

• a wide range of work-based learning and skills training; 

• adult and community learning;  

• education and training in prisons and other secure 

establishments; and also monitors the work of other 
inspectorates of independent schools. 

This expansion of Ofsted’s remit means that it has moved far 
from being solely a school inspection body.  

Growth of staffing and expenditure 

Ofsted’s budget in 2007-8 was £222 million.18 The amount 
Ofsted spends, year to year, on specific functions is hard to 

gauge as the way its finances are reported has changed. 
According to the most recent figures, however, the annual cost 

of inspecting maintained schools is £69 million.19 

The move to self-assessment and shorter inspections in 2006 
has cut costs. The number of staff has fallen by 48 since 2002. 

However staff costs have increased by £30.5 million over the 
same period and the average cost per member of staff has 

increased by 38.4%, from £31,000 to £43,000. The salary of the 
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector has increased by 70% since 2002 

to £225,000-£230,000. 

 

 

                                                                                                         
18   Ofsted annual report and accounts 2007-8. 

19  Written Parliamentary Answer, 16 June 2009, col. 235W. 
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Impact on schools 

The current model of school inspection is of doubtful value. The 
emphasis on ensuring that paperwork is in order merely diverts 

teachers’ attention from teaching. As any teacher will attest, 
Ofsted inspections are preceded by frantic form-filling and box 

ticking.  

Ofsted is no longer merely interested in how well a school 
teaches its pupils. Its remit has ben extended so that is now 

must, for example, inspect how well schools promote 
community cohesion. In the words of Adrian Grey, Head of 

Institutional Inspections and Frameworks at Ofsted:20 

“We must make sure community cohesion becomes part 

of every school’s ethos to celebrate diversity and 
recognise common values. There’ll be different 

challenges for different schools but it’s now on the 
agenda for them all.” 

These have served to dilute the focus on standards in the 

classroom. They also undermine the fundamental importance 
of what schools should be about: education. 

The new inspection regime, coming into effect in September, 

reduces the number of inspections for good schools. This is a 
step in the right direction as it will be cheaper and less intrusive 

for good schools, while also doing more for failing schools .21  

                                                                                                         
20  Ofsted website. 

21   Under the new proposals, schools judged to be good or outstanding will 

face inspection every five years, rather than three, unless parents 

demand one sooner. Schools deemed satisfactory or inadequate will 

remain on a three yearly inspection basis. For good schools, the Chief 

Inspector will be required under the Apprenticeships, Children and 

Learning Bill to issue an ‘interim statement’ once three years have passed 
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Recommendations 

Ofsted should return to being a school inspection body and 
focus on educational standards. Its wider social care 

responsibilities should be separated out as part of a wider shift 
away from the DCSF having responsibility for all aspects of 

youth policy, and a return to a Department of Education 
focused on standards.22 

Inspections should be limited to those schools whose results 

show them to be unsatisfactory, or where requested by parents 
or local authorities in the event of malpractice. 

Inspections should focus on poorly performing schools and 
should require more time in classroom observation, rather than 

desk-based assessments. The increased cost of this type of 
inspection should be offset by there being fewer inspections 

overall and a focus on inadequate, rather than all, schools. 

Inspections should, wherever possible, be led by former head or 
deputy head teachers who have proven expertise in the area 

where the school is deficient. Inspections should not be a one-
off affair where weaknesses are noted but a series of visits. 

The 2002 Education Act requires that new independent schools 

obtain approval from Ofsted before opening. This barrier to 
entry should be abolished. All Ofsted’s powers to inspect 

independent schools, should be abolished. In a sector where 
parents have full choice, there are no accountability issues.   

                                                                                                         

since the last inspection, to confirm that another inspection is not 

required for at least another year. 

22   The Table in the Appendix shows that the cost of inspecting schools is 

maintained at the current level of £69 million a year. 
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4. THE TDA  

The Training and Development Agency for Schools (TDA) is, in 

its own words, the national agency responsible for the training 
and development of the school workforce.  

The forerunner of the TDA – the Teacher Training Agency – 
was formed in 1994 to regulate and finance Initial Teacher 

Training (ITT) and the award of Qualified Teacher Status (QTS). 
In 2004, the remit of the TTA was increased by the Secretary of 

State to include responsibility for Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD) and Every Child Matters (ECM). With the 

2005 Education Act, the TTA was reformed as the Training and 
Development Agency.23 

Current remit 

The remit of the TDA includes: 

• securing a sufficient supply of teachers; 

                                                                                                         
23   The Secretary of State has given the TDA responsibilities for ensuring that 

provision of teacher training is geared to implementation of ECM. ECM is 

both expensive (£244 million at last count) and politically sensitive. It will 

be the subject of a further study.   
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• increasing the number and quality of science, technology, 

engineering and maths teachers; 

• supporting the deployment of high quality teachers in 
challenging schools; 

• providing training and development opportunities to support 
staff; 

• developing the “new professionalism”. 

In one respect the TTA has succeeded in meeting its remit: 

there is currently an oversupply of both teachers and applicants 
for ITT courses.24 The TDA’s head of recruitment, Martin Dore, 

has said he thought it was “possibly becoming more 
competitive” to get accepted on a teacher training course.”25 

In 2007/08, there were 38,000 initial teacher trainees. Each one 
cost the taxpayer almost £15,600 – but only 27,700 (73%) 

became teachers.26 In other words, £160 million was wasted on 
candidates who never teach.27  

                                                                                                         
24   It should also be recognised that, in a non-centralised state, a quango 

should not be needed to ensure that the right number of teachers qualify 

every year. 

25   http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/7906311.stm 

26  TDA Annual Report. 

27   This high wastage ratio has existed for some time. A survey in 2002 found 

that: “of every 100 final year students, 40 did not make it to the classroom... 

A further 18% leave during the first three years of teaching, so over half the 

trainees are soon lost. See www.teachers.org.uk/story.php?id=1832 
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• create a ‘fit for purpose’ national college that is more strategic 

and offers school leaders even more leadership support. 

The remit of the NCSL has recently been extended to provide 
training for directors of children’s services. From September 

2009, it will be known as the National College for School and 
Children’s Leadership.43 

The NCSL organises seminars, conferences and professional 
development training programmes as well as online resources 

and forums.  

The NCSL also runs the National Professional Qualification for 
Headship (NPQH), which is now a mandatory qualification for all 

first-time heads in the state sector. This give the NCSL effective 
control over entry to headship for all state schools. Concerns 

have been expressed over the strong adherence to progressive 
teaching methods expected of those applying for this 

qualification. 

Budget and staffing 
The NCSL’s grant-in-aid from the Government has increased 

from £27.9 million in 2002 to £83.3 million in 2007/08, a real 
terms increase of 174%, or a real compound annual growth rate 

of 18.3%. 

Over the same period the number of staff has gone up from 58 

to 248.44 Its baseline budget in 2009/10 is £85 million.45 

                                                                                                         
43  NCSL website. 

44  Annual reports and Hansard Written Answer 22 October 2008 col. 461W. 

45  Letter outlining NCSL remit from Ed Balls MP, 3 February 2009. 
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Total staff costs in 2008 were £11.5 million (up from £2.3million in 

2002) with the Chief Executive earning a salary of £150,000-
£155,000.46 

Recommendations  

The NCSL should be abolished. It seems that the main 
purposes of the NCSL are the implementation of specific 

Government policies such as the Every Child Matters agenda 
and the ‘personalised learning’ agenda. As the Secretary of 

State’s remit letter states:47 

“The College’s work in 2009-10 needs to be clearly linked 

to the Department’s and the Government’s wider aim for a 
society where all children and young people are able to 

achieve their full potential.” 

In addition, the NCSL’s first goal, outlined in its Corporate Plan, 
involves “reflect[ing] the goals set out in the Children’s Plan.”48 

The organisation has also failed to resolve the difficulties of 

recruiting head teachers, particularly in primary schools:49 an 
NCSL survey in 2006 found that 43% of deputy heads and 70% 

of middle leaders did not want to move in to headship.50 

Indeed, the NCSL has probably exacerbated the shortage of 

good head teachers as the NQPH effectively limits the pool of 
potential head teachers to those who adhere to progressive 

                                                                                                         
46  Annual Reports and Accounts. 

47   Letter outlining NCSL remit from Ed Balls MP, 3 February 2009. 

48  NCSL Corporate Plan 2008-09. 

49  See the Association of School and College Leaders and The National 

Association of Head Teachers (2008), The State of the Labour Market for 

Senior Staff in Schools in England and Wales, 14th annual report, 2007-08. 

50  OECD, op. cit. 
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teaching orthodoxies. The NPQH should therefore no longer be a 

mandatory qualification for head teachers. The governing bodies 
of schools should be free to judge which qualifications are 

needed by their head teachers. Appointments should be made 
on the basis of aptitude and experience. 

It would, in line with the recommendations for the TDA above, be 

preferable for the training budgets for teachers and head 
teachers to be controlled by schools themselves.  

In some areas, specific training is important. For example, many 
aspiring head teachers would benefit from a clear understanding 

of relevant aspects of finance and education law. Training in 
areas such as this should be provided by the private sector or by 

universities and FE colleges.51 

 

                                                                                                         
51  The Table in the Appendix shows that a sum of £42 million a year has been 

allocated as the annual cost of in-school training for Head Teachers. This 

is half the current budget of the NCSL. 
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6. BECTA 

The British Educational Communications and Technology 

Agency (Becta) was formed in 1998 through the reconstitution 
of the National Council for Educational Technology. It is an 

Executive NDPB and is a registered charity.52 

In the words of the Secretary of State, Becta’s principal aim is to 

“provide leadership to the educational community in all aspects 
of the application and embedding of new technology… to take 

forward an outward-facing communication and engagement 
strategy to involve school leaders and practitioners in 

developing their own approaches and plans for implementing 
the e-Strategy on the ground, encouraging the transfer of the 

most effective approaches across networks of institutions 
across the system.53 

Becta describes itself as “the government agency leading the 

national drive to ensure the effective and innovative use of 
technology throughout learning. It is our ambition to utilise the 

benefits of technology to create a more exciting, rewarding and 

                                                                                                         
52  Annual report and accounts 2007-8. 

53  Remit letter from Secretary of State for Education, February 2007. 
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successful experience for learners of all ages and abilities, 

enabling them to achieve their potential.”54 

The organisation’s strategic objectives in 2007-08 included a 
number of specific targets, including:55 

• 88% of secondary schools and 50% of primary schools 
providing access to a personal online learning space; 

• all local safeguarding children’s boards having a plan in 

place that covers e-safety; 

• increasing the numbers of teachers who can exploit 
technology to personalise learning from 14% to 19% in 

primary and 7% to 10% in secondary schools.  

Becta has also been given the lead role in the Government’s ‘e-

strategy’ – “a system-wide approach to the application of ICT in 
education, skills and children’s services to achieve a more 

personalised approach.”56 

It also has sought to save the education system £100 million 
over three years through “committed contracts” and “the 

adoption of Becta-endorsed standards by all major building 
investment programmes.”  

Funding 

Becta received £38.4 million in government grants in 2007-08, 
up from £17.9 million in 2001-2 (an average annual real terms 

increase of 9.74%).57 The recent remit letter for 2009-10 from the 

                                                                                                         
54 Becta website 

55  Ibid. 

56  Ibid. 

57   Becta annual report and accounts 2007-08. 
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Secretary of State outlines a much larger baseline budget of 

£108.79 million that includes funding for the Government’s 
Home Access IT scheme for low income families. £62.6 million 

is stated as Becta’s programme and running costs.58   

Staff costs in 2008 were £16.7 million (up from £3.9 million in 2001), 
with the Chief Executive paid a salary of £148,200. Full time 

equivalent staff numbers were 270 (up from 136 in 2001).59 

Recommendations 

Becta should be abolished. The development and use of 
technology in schools should no longer require a central, 

publicly-funded organisation.60 

IT has become a mainstay of schools. Teachers should be 
trusted to develop their own plans as to how best to use 

technology in the classroom. If there is demand for a body of 
this kind to exist, it should make use of its intellectual property 

and expertise and operate as a private business; or as a charity. 
Becta currently has the structure of all three types of 

organisation (public, private and charitable), yet its funding 
sources show that it is reliant on Government grants. 

Opportunities for innovation – such as greater use of open source 

software – should be left to schools to take up. Funding for IT 
projects should go directly to schools themselves rather than via a 

quango. Nor should there be a one size fits all approach to IT.61 

                                                                                                         
58  Remit letter from Ed Balls MP, June 2009. 

59  Becta accounts 2003-04 and 2007-8  

60  The Table in the Appendix shows that no government funding is proposed 

for these activities. 

61   Last year, for example, Becta issued a report advising schools not to 

upgrade Windows operating systems to the new Vista software. 
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7. 11 MILLION 

11 MILLION (previously The Office of the Children’s 

Commissioner) was established under the Children Act 2004 as 
a Corporation Sole, “to promote awareness of the views and 

interests of children and young people in England.” 

The justification for this new body was put forward in the Every 

Child Matters Green Paper of 2003, where the Government 
stated its aim to involve children in the “planning, delivery and 

evaluation of policies and services relevant to them.” 

The Commissioner has limited powers to act independently of 
Government. He must, for example, consult the Secretary of 

State before holding an inquiry into a particular issue of policy. 
However, the powers the Commissioner does have exceed 

those granted to parents under the terms of the legislation. 
Parents are not mentioned in Part One of the Act, so although 

the Commissioner is required to consult organisations working 
with children in the discharge of his functions, he is not obliged 

to consult parents.62 Similarly, he has the power to conduct 
interviews, or authorise someone else to do so, with a child in 

                                                                                                         
62  Children’s Act 2004, Part One, Section 2(4). 
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private, subject only to the child’s consent.63 In addition, the 

advertisement for the next Commissioner states that: 

“Around 11 million children in England need someone to 
depend on. Someone who will listen to them and put their 

concerns across to the people who matter. They’ll trust 
you to take what they tell you and give it a platform, 

changing children’s services policy right from the top.” 

Yet it is self-evident that the Commissioner cannot represent 

the diverse concerns of 11 million children; nor can this quango 
provide 11 million children with someone to depend upon. This is 

an expensive and misleading public relations exercise. 

Current structure and funding 
The organisation employed the equivalent of 27.5 members of 

staff in 2007-08 and receives public funding of around £3 
million a year. The Commissioner, Sir Al Aynsley-Green, is paid a 

salary of £135,000-£140,000.64 The DCSF is currently advertising 
for Sir Al’s successor to be appointed for a fixed five year term.  

Recommendation  

11 MILLION should be abolished.65 This would provide a clear 
statement on the part of an incoming Government that rather 

than attempting to implement an overarching strategy for every 
child in the country, the remit of state intervention should focus 

on those children at most need. 

Abolition will require primary legislation, as the quango was 

created in the Children’s Act 2004. 

                                                                                                         
63  Ibid. Part One, Section 2(8). 

64  Annual Report and Accounts 2007-8. 

65   The Table in the Appendix shows that no government funding is proposed 

for these activities. 
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8. PFS 

Partnerships for Schools (PfS) was set up in 2004 as a non-

departmental public body and is the delivery organisation for 
the Government’s Building Schools for the Future (BSF) 

programme of renewing or rebuilding secondary schools. In 
2006 it took on responsibility for the Academies programme. Its 

website states that: 

“The key role for PfS is to ensure that investment in 

secondary schools is based on robust educational 
strategies and that BSF schools and Academies are well 

designed, are built on time at a reasonable cost to the 
taxpayer, and are properly maintained over their lifetime.” 

PfS employs 111 staff and received funding of £12.2 million a year 

in 2007-08, up from £6.6 million in 2004-05 (an average annual 
real terms increase of 18.0%).66 It was recently given additional 

responsibilities and from October 2009 will manage all school 
building and refurbishment programmes (the total value of 

these additional programmes is £15.5 billion up until 2011).67 

                                                                                                         
66  PfS Annual Report 2007-08. 

67   DCSF press release, 16 June 2009. 
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A recent Public Accounts Committee Report on the BSF 

programme criticised the DCSF and PfS as having “wasted public 
money by relying on consultants to make up for the shortfalls in 

its own skills and resources.”68 In addition, another recent report 
has accused Partnerships for Schools of bullying local authorities 

and of “empire building” and “mission creep” as the organisation 
“takes on more and more responsibility from the DCSF.”69 

Recommendation 

PfS should be abolished. The current system has not 
succeeded in helping new providers setting up schools, as the 

slow progress of the Academies model shows. 

The replacement body for PfS should be a small organisation 

staffed by building specialists and focused solely on the remit 
of helping the creation of new schools.70 

A small, specialist central body within the DCSF will also still be 

required to provide advice and guidance on planning 
regulations, building design and other practical issues, 

especially for those setting up new ‘Swedish model’ schools. 

The future of BSF and above all the controversial Public Private 
Partnership scheme are outside the remit of this paper. 

However, the medium-term aim for a new Government should 
be the direct funding of schools themselves so that schools 

take control of both refurbishment and new build projects.  

                                                                                                         
68  Public Accounts Committee, Building Schools for the Future: renewing the 

secondary school estate, May 2009. 

69   K Quarmby et al, Building Blocks? An Investigation into Building Schools for 

the Future, Policy Exchange, July 2009. 

70   The Table in the Appendix shows that funding for the replacement body is 

cut by 50% to £6 million. 
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9. TEACHERS’ TV  

Launched in 2005 Teachers’ TV is an advisory non-

departmental public body. It is a state funded television 
channel for teachers available free to air via digital terrestrial 

television. Its remit as laid out by the DCSF is to:71 

“...provide a service to help head teachers, teachers, 

governors, teaching assistants, school support staff and 
other people who work in schools to deliver education to 

the highest possible standard.” 

In 2007 the channel received £16.7 million from the DCSF, down 
from £19.9 million in 2005 (an average annual real terms fall of 

9.29%).72 It is operated by an independent media consortium, 
Education Digital, which was selected by the DCSF during a 

tender process in 2004. In 2008, the channel was watched by 
110,000 members of the schools workforce on average each 

month.73 The total target audience of the channel is 915,000.74 

                                                                                                         
71   Hansard, 25 November 2008, col 1424W. 

72   Hansard, 10 November 2008, 901W. 

73   Hansard Written Answer, 21 April 2008, col 1573W. 

74    Teachers’ TV Board of Governors Annual Report 2008. 
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Recommendation 

Teachers TV should be abolished. If there is demand for a 
channel of this kind (either operating via free to air television, or 

more realistically, via the internet) it should be left to the private 
sector.75 

                                                                                                         
75   The Table in the Appendix shows that no government funding is proposed 

for these activities. 
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10. SFT  

The School Food Trust (SFT) is both an NDPB and a charitable 

company limited by guarantee. Established in 2005 following 
Jamie Oliver’s school food campaign, it receives funding from 

the DCSF and the Big Lottery Fund (BLF). In 2008 the SFT 
received £7.7 million funding from the government and £1.2 

million from the BLF. It employs 51 people (up from 27 in 2007).76 
The Chief Executive’s salary is between £90-95,000 a year.  

The Trust’s function is “to promote the education and health of 
children and young people by improving the quality of food 

supplied and consumed in schools.”77 

Increased Government regulation of school food can make it 
harder for schools to produce hot meals. As The Times has 

reported, stringent new requirements on nutritional content:78 

 “…could bring about the demise of hot meals in 
secondary schools, as caterers struggle to cope with the 

                                                                                                         
76   Financial Statements 2008. 

77   SFT website. 

78   ‘Regulations put hot school meals at risk’, The Times, 25 March 2009. 
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expensive and time-consuming restrictions. From 

September they will have to buy costly computer 
equipment to calculate the nutritional content of every 

meal. Each dish must meet 14 standards, including calorie 
content, fat, proteins and vitamins.” 

The most recent schools meals survey shows that take-up 

of school lunches is still below 40% of both primary and 
secondary schools.79 

Recommendation 
The SFT should be abolished. While its aims may be laudable 

(few would dispute the link between children’s diet and 
performance), imposing a uniform dietary standard on all 

children cannot be justified either medically or ethically. There is 
no reason why a central public body, or central funding, is 

required to deliver the goal of improved food in schools and 
there is little evidence that the SFT has succeeded in achieving 

this.80 

The SFT could seek to survive as an independent charity. It 
could then apply for National Lottery funding or seek other 

sources of funding from the public.81 

                                                                                                         
79   LACA, Take-up of school lunches in England 2008-09. 

80  It is worth noting that children vary greatly in their dietary requirements, 

and that received wisdom on optimal diet is both hotly contested and 

constantly changing. These factors suggest that the assumption that the 

“man in Whitehall (or even Jamie Oliver) knows best” is misguided.  

81   The Table in the Appendix shows that no government funding is proposed 

for these activities. 
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11. THE GTC 

The General Teaching Council for England (GTC) is the 

professional body for teachers in England and was set up in 
2000. Although it is not a non-departmental public body, the 

GTC is a Public Corporation, established in legislation (the 
Teaching and Higher Education Act 1998).82  

Membership of the GTC is compulsory for all qualified teachers 
working in the state sector. It had 538,500 members in 2008.83 

The subscription fee of £33 is taken directly from teachers’ 
salaries, which were increased by the exact amount to cover 

the levy.84  

In 2007-08 the GTC’s income was £19.05 million (97% of which 
was from registration fees) up from £9.3 million in 2001-02 (an 

average annual real terms increase of 8.9%).85 It also received 
funding from the DCSF to fund the processing of teaching 

                                                                                                         
82  GTC Annual Report 2008. 

83  Ibid. 

84  Teacher Support Network website. 

85   Note that in 2001-02, in its first year of operation, the income for the GTC 

came from the DCSF. 
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