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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE
ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SE1 7PH

TELEPHONE 01-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

T Flesher Esqg

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street A

LONDON SW1 L November 1982

e o

o

PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW-UP OF HMI REPORTS

Thank you for your letter of 27 Octobér conveying the Prime Minister's
comments on the proposed answer on e publication and follow-up
of HMI Reports.

On the timing of the announgement you will by now have seen Sir Keith
Joseph's letter of 27 Octeber to Sir Derek Rayner. I understand

that there is unlikely t0 be any difficulty about ensuring that
conclusions on the scrutiny for England and Wales, on the one hand,
and for Scotland on the other can be announced together; the work

is proceeding with that objective in mind.

In general my Secretary of State agrees with the drafting changes
proposed to the text. He wonders however whether by limiting
systematic arrangements for follow-up to implementation, the scope
of the arrangements would not be unduly and unnecessarily narrowed.
The aim of these arrangements is not only to secure effective action
in relation to the institutions inspected but also to encourage
LEAs to develop procedures so that HMI's findings can be applied
to other institutions within the area. We need to ensure that LEAs
draw the general as well as the particular lessons from reports

on institutions. I attach a revised text of the proposed answer
which incorporates the Prime Minister's comments on the first
paragraph and further clarifies the second paragraph of the answer.

As to procedures, Sir Keith Joseph thinks that the right course is
to provide that copies of published reports can be obtained both
through the LEA and from the Department. For some parents it may
be more inconvenient to apply to Whitehall than to their local
authority. And the reports may in practice be taken more seriously
locally if the LEA is under an obligation itself to make copies
available to the general public. To do it all from Whitehall would




be expensive in manpower but it would be right to make it clear
to parents that they can always obtain copies from the issuing

authority in case of local obstruction. We will make this clear
in the text.

I am copying this letter to Adam Peat (Welsh Office), John Lyon
(NIO), Muir Russell (Scottish Office), David Heyhoe (Lord President's
Office) and Elizabeth Thoms (Rayner Unit).

MRS I WILDE
Private Secretary




REVISED PQ AND ANSWER

QUESTION: To ask the Secretary of State for Education and Science,
whether he will now make public the reports made to him by Her
Majesty's Inspectorate on their formal inspections of educational
institutions; what arrangements he proposes for following up such
reports; and if he will make a statement.

ANSWER: The current practice of issuing such reports in confidence
to the maintaining authority or the proprietor, the governors, and
the head or principal of the institutions concerned, deprives
parents and others of information which is of interest and concern
to them. Knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses revealed in
the Inspectorate's independent assessments is valuable to those
institutions who are not for the time being the subject of such
assessments, to the local authorities who maintain them, and to
those working in the education system as teachers, governors,
teacher trainers, and in other capacities, as a means of spreading
good practice and fresh thinking and identifying and correcting
short-comings. Citizens, including parents, those who pay for the
inspected institutions through rates and taxes, and others who

use them should also have the right to see these assessments. My
rt hon Friend the Secretary of State for Wales and I have therefore
decided to give public access to all reports on formal inspections

which issue from January 1983 onwards.

We have also decided to introduce more systematic arrangements
for ensuring follow-up action. These will apply in the first
instance to reports of formal inspections of maintained schools

and FE institutions providing full-time education for students aged

16-18 inclusive.

The procedures for giving effect to these decisions must take
account of the formal position of those responsible for, and
working in, the institutions reported on and of the fact that the
reports are issued to specified persons. To this end we are
consulting the local authority and teacher associations and other

interested bodies about the procedural details.







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 28 October 1982

Mo aif{.)w,

Publication and Follow Up of HMI Reports

Thank you for your letter of 26 October.

This follows up my phone call of earlier today. You will
have seen from my letter to Imogen Wilde that the Prime Minister
wants the conclusions on the scrutiny reports to be announced
as a package. She is also concerned that any statements (formal
or informal) which have already been made about particular
issues arising from the report should not be allowed to divert
attention from, or prejudice progress on, the rest.

That said, the Prime Minister agrees that withdrawing
the Question at this late stage might create more problems than
it would dispel. But Mrs. Thatcher would be grateful if all
further action and announcements (including that on which DES
consulted me last week) could be held back until she has seen
the policy statements.

I am copying this letter to Imogen Wilde (DES), Adam Peat
(Welsh Office), John Lyon (Northern Ireland Office), David Heyhoe
(Lord President's Office) and to Elizabeth Thoms (Rayner Unit).

i,

/“'; QCL,\

Timothy Flesher

Alan McPherson, Esq.,
Scottish Office.




My FLESHER

PUBLICATION AND FOLIOW UP OF THE HMI REPORTS: SCOTTISH OFFICE

QUESTION

i I think it is a question of how tough the Prime Minister
wants to be. The Education Departments are not playing the
game by the rules and being obliged to withdraw an inspired
Question would be a salutary lesson. The PM would be within
her rights on insisting on no action until she has seen the
draft policy statement and this is what I believe she is
entitled to ask for.

e Bqually, I do not believe that withdrawing the Question
would cause such trouble as Mr McPherson's letter suggests;
even in Scotland worse things happen at sea.

However, this is also a matter of relations between
M and her Kinister al col1eaﬁups The SO and DES are
._ d ) .
the wrong, but “the Pl might wish to avoid appearing
vindictive. And the Scots are now consulting the local

authorities on the procedures for consultation.

4, Mr Rickett and you will wish to take a view on these
two points. My counsel would be to stop the Question if you
can.

O ; h ad t letter, which caters for both event-
ualities.

>

C PRIESTLEY
27 October 1982







DRAFT OF 27 OCTOBER 1982

Alan McPherson Esq
Scottish Office

PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW UP OF HMI REPORTS
MWC’““J‘”‘J Hh— 4y 26 -0 WA 3
1. This follows up my 'phone call of garlier today/yesterdesw.

You will have seen from my letter to Imogen Wilde that the

Prime Minister wants the conclusions on/the scrutiny reports to
be announced as a package. She is allso concerned that any
statements (formal or informal) which have already been made
about particular issues arising from the report should not be
allowed to divert attention from or prejudice progress on, the
rest. [Leecordingly—Mrs Thaicher would -like-the—Question-held-
—over not least-because-it—is—clear—that—a—short deferment would—
not-affect—thetssuesl—

2. @That said, the Prime Minister agrees that withdrawing
the Question at this late stage might create more problems than
it would dispeldf But/Mrs Thatcher would be grateful if all

ifurtherl action and announcements (including that on which

DES consulted me last week) could be held back until she has

seen the policy stafements.

S I am copying this letter to Imogen Wilde (DES),
Adem Peat (Welsh Office), John Lyon (Northern Ireland Office),
David Heyhoe (Lord President's Office) and to Elizabeth Thoms

(Rayner unit).

T FLESHER







DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE
ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SE1 7PH

TELEPHONE 01-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Sir Derek Rayner
Management and Personnel Office

Whitehall 1%
London SW1A 2AZ

27 october 1982 A\

Gleckeiin

I understand that you would prefer me not to announce the decisions
to publish HMI reports of formal inspections and to have brand new
arrangements for follow-up action taken by my Department or myself
(not HMI), until I publish the policy document following the
Scrutiny.

I cannot see that it would reduce the impact of the policy document,
if that were to refer to the new arrangements for publication and
follow-up as something already announced. But I am very reluctant
to hold up the new arrangements which we all agree are important

for the central aim of higher standards. We must reckon on at least
another month before the policy document can be issued: I must

give you and subsequently the Prime Minister time to consider it,
and I must then, in accordance with the agreed drill, give the

Trade Union Side here a little time to comment on it.

The Select Committee on Education, Science and the Arts is likely to
take an increasing interest in the publication of HMI Reports. I see
political disadvantage in appearing to drag my feet and to have this
change forced on me under Parliamentary pressure. I told the

Select Committee in July that I was considering publication; indeed I
asked my officials to pursue this idea soon after I took up my present
office.

I hope very much that you will withdraw your objection to my
announcing the new publication and follow-up arrangements in advance
of the publication of the policy document.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister and the Secretaries of
State for Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales and the Lord President.







PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW-UP OF HMI REPORTS

The Prime Minisler has seen your letter of 21 October to
Adam Peat and has asked me to write to you as follows.

Mrs. Thatcher is in general agreement with the direction
taken by the proposed Answer next Thursday, but she would prefer
to consider it alongside the draft policy statement which was
promised as the next step in your letter to Willie Rickett of
17 June. Mrs. Thatcher also thinks that it would be more
appropriate for Ministers' conclusions on the scrutiny reports,
which affect Scotland and Wales as well as England, to be
announced en bloc.

The Prime Minister would accordingly be grateful if the
Answer could be suspended until she has had an opportunity to
see the draft policy statement.

Mrs. Thatcher has the following points on the text itself:

In the first sentence of the Answer, she would
prefer the text to read: "...... institutions
concerned, deprives parents and others of
information which is of interest

Mrs. Thatcher would prefer the third sentence to
read: '"Citizens, including parents, those who
pay for the inspected institutions through rates
and taxes and others who use them should also
have the right to see these assessments."

The first line in the second paragraph should
read: "...... introduce more systematic arrange-

ments for following-up implementation, in the
"

LI I IR )

In the note on procedures, the Prime Minister is
firmly of the view that copies of reports should
be made available from the Education Departments,
since these are the issuing authorities. She
would prefer paragraphs 6 and 7 to be amended in
this sense, to establish and protect the right of
access.

/ I am copying




(TIM FLESHER)

Mrs. Imogen Wilde,
Department of Education and Science.
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PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW-UP OF HMI_REPORTS So Ui "‘VS:&@ QuaATiAs,

Imogen Wilde wrote to you on 21" October about her Seeretarydg?b 5
State's intention to announce on Thursday this week his decision to make
public HMI reports on schools and colleges and to institute a new z;vu,
procedure for following up these reports. I understand that the Prime
Minister has expressed doubts about making such an announcement in
advance of other decisions following the Rayner review of the
Inspectorate. ‘1"

We were not awareo £ the hold-up to the DES question in time to r‘:‘

consider delaying our parallel question being put down and it has

appeared in today's order paper for answer on Thursday. Our view

is that we should answer the question fully on the basis that the
ifficulties which DES have encountered do not apply in Scotland.

To allow the question to lapse on prorogation or to ask the MP to

withdraw it could attract attention from the Lobby and from the

Opposition and any press enquiries would quickly reveal that

consultations have already started in Scotland - the Scottish Education

Department wrote earlier this month to the Convention of Scottish Local

Authorities and other bodies to tell them of the intention to publish

reports with effect from some time next year and to consult them

about the procedure for publication. It was agreed at an earlier

stage of the Rayner Review that these reports should be published

and this would not have any manpower implications in Scotland.

I attach a draft reply and should be grateful to have your agreement
to its terms by close of play on Wednesday.




I have sent a copy of this letter and enclosures to Imogen Wilde (DES)
Adam Peat (Welsh Office), John Lyon (Northern Ireland Office),
David Heyhoe (Lord President's Office) and to Sir Derek Rayner.

(/%N
ALAN McPHERSON
Private Secretary




PROPOSED QUESTION

To ask the Secretary of State for Scotland whether he has now completed his
consideration of the possibility of publishing reports on educational

establishments by Her Majesty's Inspectors of Schools.

SUGGESTED REPLY

T intend that publication of these reports should be introduced in the course
of next year, I am consulting the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities and
other interested bodies about the procedure to be adopted.
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1 Thank you for consulting me about the proposed Answer2S§/+o.
for next Thursday, 28 October.

_.——-—-ﬂ__._—-‘

2o The last occasion on which the Prime Minister was
involved was in June, when she respnded to the report by

Sir Derek Rayner on the scrutinies of the Inspectorates ip
England and Wales and Scotland (Mr Rickett's letter ofﬁzﬁ’June
to Mrs Wilde, DES). The Prime Minister then asked to see the
proposed policy statement and action document. Mrs Wilde
replied on June saying that the "next step

prepare a policy statement: he [Sir K Joseph] would be letting

her have this in due course".

3. It is now clear that DES is engaged on one of its
customary exercises with the press. I attach a leader from
Tast oaturday's Times.  The sentence I have underlined is
atrocious. It is particularly silly as it is clear that,
in faC%t, the Inspectorate is now beginning to behave as it
should. Ll

4. The full position on the scrutinies is that we are

still waiting for draft policy statement and action document
from DES. Given the promise contained in Mrs Wilde's letter;
e fact that three territories are involved, not just England;
and the general undesirability of feeding out the results of

the scrutiny piecemeal, I suggest that the Prime Minister should
deal with the Answer only when she has been able to see the
draft policy statement. My firm and clear advice is therefore
against agreeing to the Answer being given next Thursday.

O I attach a letter for you to send to Mrs Wilde in
which I have, additionally, suggested some points on the text
itself.
Encs: Extract from Times,
C PRIESTLEY 23 October
25 October 1982 Draft letter to Mrs Wilde




DRAFT OF 25 OCTOBER 1982

Mrs Imogen Wilde
Department of Education
and Science

PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW-UP OF HMI REPORTS

The Prime Minister has seen your letter of 21 October

to Adam Peat and has asked me to write o you as follows.

L Mrs Thatcher is in general agreement with the direction
taken by the proposed Answer next Thursday, but she would prefer
to consider it alongside the draft policy statement which was
promised as the next step in your letter to Willie Rickett of

17 June. Mrs Thatcher also thinks that it would be more
appropriate for Ministers' conclusions on the Scrutiny reports,

which affect Scotland and Wales as well as England, to be

announced en bloc.

3. The Prime Minister would accordingly be grateful if the

Answer could be suspended until she has had an opportunity to

see the draft policy statement. [As—this—was promised four—
MOTTtTS—ago, T assume—that this will be Wi%ﬁhﬁgﬁ?é??‘SUUﬁfT

Mrs Thatcher has the following points on the text itself:

- In the first sentence of the Answer, she would
prefer the text to read:
institutions concerned, deprives parents and

others of information which is of interest




Mrs Thatcher would prefer the third sentence

to read: "Citizens, including parents, those
who pay for the inspected institutions through
rates and taxes and others who use them should

also have the right to see these assessments."

The first line in the second paragraph should
read: introduce more systematic

arrangements for following-up implementation,

In the note on procedures, the Prime Minister
is firmly of the view that copies of reports
should be available from the Education
Departments, since these are the issuing
authorities. She would prefer paragraphs

6 and 7 to be amended in this sense, to

establish and protect the right of access.

D'e I am copying this to Adam Peat (Welsh Office),

John Lyon (Northern Ireland Office), Muir Russell (Scottish

Office), David Hayhoe (Lord President's Office) and
Elizabeth Thoms (Rayner Unit).

T FLESHER




TIHES MEASURE OF EFFECTIVENESS
23/wl8?

The *great debate” about the
siate-maintained schools in-
augurated some five years ago by
Mr James Callaghan was a nine-
day wonder. On the tenth day
the schools were by-passed by
the decision surreptitiously to
hand a huge share of social and
educational responsibility to that
unique corporate creation of the
1970s, the Manpower Services
Commission. Yet Mr Callaghan’s
debate has had at least one
lasting result. The debate itself
on the gquality of education was
fomented by and in turn has
reinvigorated a confused but
immensely useful body of civil
servants, Her Majesty’s Inspec-
tors of Schools.

In recent years the HMIs
have begun to slough off the
superficial educational enthusi-
asms of the 1960s and once
again to assume a judicial
stance: they can now say there
are bad teachers. Under the

leadership_of the s$enior chief
1NSpec 1sS_Sheilla Browne,
- the ave survived the atlen-
tions of Sir . And
n_a recent sequence of site
inspections of education auth-
orities — which ought to be
continued with vigour - they
have found a remarkably clear
voice.

This week in a report on the
schools and colleges of Dudley
in the West Midlands the HMIs
demonstrated the true indepen-
dence that is the justification for
maintaining such a corps. They
1old ' both. their paymasters at
the Department of Education
and Science and parents and the
public that reductions in spend-
ing do reduce the quality of
schooling: cuts hurt. But there
was courage also in the HMIs’
portrayal of how exaggerated
have been the educational
lobbies’ recent cries of anguish,

how flexible are the schools and
how many of the failings of
secondary education iIn state
comprehensives were present
long before Sir Keith Joseph
arrived on the scene.

Schools in Dudley, the inspec-
tors said, are “now at the edge of
what can be done within present
levels of funding™. This is a clear
message not just to Sir Keith, but
also to Mr Michael Heseltine
whose targets and grant formulae
loyally Tory Dudley has been
assiduous in observing. The
Dudley report is now being used,
along with other recent HMI
documents, to beat the heads of
ministers and other rate support
grant negotiators. This is how it
should be - provided policy
makers read in conjunction with
the HMI report the conclusions
of the management consultants
Dudley have prudently asked to
examine various aspects of costs
and administration in its schol-
astic system.

The inspectorate is now better
trained and more knowledgeable
about the schooling of less able
secondary age children. Its very
existence makes governments
live with potential embarrass-
ment and tribute is due to recent
ministries in opening up inspec-
tors’ reports to public gaze.
Reports will sometimes be
ammunition for the National
Union of Teachers and spending
lobbies of one kind and another.
Reports are a continual re-
minder, too, of how the state
schools still fail many of their
children in the middle and lower
ability ranges, fail to stretch, fail
1o motivate them, fail to provide
— the new 16-plus examination is
sadly unlikely to change this — a
worthwhile school-leaving cer-
tificate. Such facts are unpalat-
able, but they are not necessarily
tied to the present government’s

financial restraint, nor do they
necessarily lead, as the reports of
central government inspectors
led in the nineteenth century, 1o
the growth of government in-
volvement as the cure-all.

For what the Dudley report
implicitly, and other HMI re-
ports explicitly, show is that the
problems of British schools have
as much 1o do with the effective
management of available re-
sources as any increase in either
money or teacher numbers. The
key indicator of inputs to
education, the ratio of pupils to
teachers, is still favourable. The
role of the inspectors is to
investigate local discrepancies;
the role of the Department of
Education is to work for a more
even distribution of available
resources. The department
should be asking for a succession
of reports like that on Dudley’s
provision.

The list should also include
better-endowed authorities,
those that spend more. The
nature of the British system of
central departments and local
authorities does not allow there
to be inspectors of cost working
alongside inspectors of edu-
cational quality, but the govern-
ment does have levers it can pull
10 produce quantitative indi-
cators to match the inspectors’
judgments. In this way Dudley’s
expenditure should be compared
with Sutton’s and linked through
the HMIs’ assessment of their
pupils’ performance, their stocks
of school books, their provision
for slow learners.

Mr Callaghan’s debate was
meant to open the *secret
garden™ of the school curricu-
lum; it partly succeeded. It is
time for the inspectors to lead
the way into the mysterious
world of educational effective-
ness.







DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE
ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SEI 7PH
TELEPHONE 01-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Adam Peat Esqg
Private Secretary to the Secretary of State
for Wales
Welsh Office
Gwydyr House
Whitehall
London
SW1 Ll October 1982
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PUBLICATION AND FOLLOW-UP OF HMI REPORTS

My Secretary of State is proposing to announce on Thursday 28
October his decisions to make publicly available HMI reports of
formal inspections of institutions and to institute a new procedure
for following up such reports in relation to maintained schools

and FE institutions providing full-time education for students aged
16~-18,

I enclose a copy of the draft Question and Answer announcing these
decisions. = B

The first stage of implementing the decisions will be to embark

on consultations with the local authority and teacher organisations,
the voluntary bodies, the independent sector and other interested
bodies on the procedures for giving them practical effect. I attach
a copy of draft consultation letters on publication and follow-up.

You will see that the proposed Parliamentary Statement and con-
sultation letters are confined to England. I should be grateful,
however, for any comments on the text by Monday next, 25 October,
at 1 pm.

I am copying this letter and enclosures to Willie Rickett (No 10),
John Lyon (Northem Ireland Office), Muir Russell (Scottish Office)
and David Heyhoe (Lord President's Office).

\GALWO L€
‘ahkmjar\ (Oilole_

MRS I WILDE ==
Private Secretary




DRAFT ARRANGED PQ

QUESTION: To ask the Secretary of State for Education and Science,

whether he will now make public the reports made to him by Her
Majesty's Inspectorate on their formal inspections of educational
institutions which he now issues in confidence; what arrangements
he proposes for following up such reports; and if he will make a

statement.

ANSWER: The current practice of issuing such reports in confidence
to the maintaining authority or the proprietor, the governors, and
the head or principal of the institutions concerned, deprives the
education system and its clients of information which is of interest
and concern to them. Knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses
revealed in the Inspectorate's independent assessments is valuable

to those institutions who are not for the time being the subject of
such assessments, to the local authorities who maintain them, and td
those working in the education system as teachers, governors, teacher
trainers, and in other capacities, as a means of spreading good
practice and fresh thinking and identifying and correcting shortcomings.
The ratepayers and taxpayers who support the inspected institutions,
and the parents and others who use them, should also have a right of
access to these assessments. I have therefore decided to give public
access to all reports on formal inspections which issue from January
198% onwards.

I have also decided to introduce more systematic arrangements, in the
first instance for following up reports of formal inspections of
maintained schools and FE institutions providing full-time education
for students aged 16-18 inclusive.

The procedures for giving effect to these decisions must take account
of the formal position of those responsible for, and working in, the
institutions reported on and of the fact that the reports are issued
to specified persons. To this end I am consulting the local

authority and teacher associations and other interested bodies about

the procedural details.
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4. Additionally however those responsible should have an
opportunity to see the report itself in advance of its wider
release. It is therefore proposed to make reports publicly
available a week after sending them to the direct addressces.
In the case of a report on a maintained institution, the LEA
concerned would receive a minimum number of copies previously
agreed with the LEA concerned and would be asked to say if it

required additional copies (see paragraph 6 below).

On the day of publication:

copy of the issued report would be sent to the national press
and to *! ess and media concerned

question.

(2) Since any issued report could raise professional
issues of concern to teachers generally a copy would
be sent to each national teacher organisation, so as

to ensure that all were put on an equal footing.

6. In the case of maintained institutions it would be made

to the press and others 1t the maintaining LEA would normally be

an
expected to meet demands from individuals for a copy of the report;

and it would be up to each LEA to decide how far to make available
copies for reference by the p ic and others eg at public libraries

and at the irspected institutior For this purpose the LEA would

DbHe supplied with additional copies o ~eque st In Tl ase of an
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the various
the reply to the Department.
know if the LEA disagre
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onal officers It would not be appropriate for
to monitor in detail the follow-up action
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THIS DOCUMENT IS THE PROPERTY OF HER BRITANNIC MAJESTY'S GOVERNMENT
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6 October 1982

CABINET

HOME AND SOCIAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

RAYNER SCRUTINY OF THE WORK PERMIT SYSTEM:

WORKING HOLIDAYMAKERS
@“‘ Memorandum by the Secregtary of State mEmployment Sk Wt o

b///a ‘,,J;" Mand U Odw
| o “y
wt

> g}—
: - P
Background (’ p 6} L
In my memorandum for the H Committee meeting on 14 June I set
out the Rayner Scrutiny Report recommendation for the abolition of
our arrangements for working holidaymakers (except for countries
with schemes comparable in provisions and usage) and proposed

acceptance of this recommendation, particularly in the light of the
employment situation here.

2 In discussion, colleagues raised a number of objections to
this course and some other possible approaches were canvassed. I
was invited to consider further the possibilities of restricting

the concession to one year and of introducing a condition of
reciprocity.

% My officials then had further discussions with officials of

the other Departments most concerned. Briefly, the arguments against
reducing our maximum period of stay from 2 years to one year and/or
of introducing a condition of reciprocity were as follows:-

(1) we would be going congrary to the Melbourne Communique
in which Heads of Governments re-affirmed the
importance attached to student mobility and educational
interchange;

(CONFIDENTIAL )
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REVIEW OF SUPPORT SERVICES AT TPI AND COPR

Thank you for your letter of 24 Seg}é&ber and for your most helpful
comments on my proposals for the future of TPI and COPR. We shall now
proceed with the preparation of action documents so that the proposals
can be put into effect.

My intention is that the Units should be formally amalgamated as from
April 1983 under a single Director and we shall now determine

a structure for the new Unit: this will also have to be appropriate
for the time when they are located on a single site. It will obviously
take some time to identify and prepare a suitable location but
preliminary work on this is already in hand and on the analysis of the
costs and benefits of the move, including our assessment of future
staffing levels. There will be capital costs involved and the source
of the finance in question will also need careful consideration.

I agree fully that tight cost and budget control is necessary and that
this will be the clear responsibility of the new Director. His duties
in this and other respects will be set down in a written specification.
This will also describe his reporting lines to the Under Secretary who,
apart from ensuring that the Director is carrying out his duties
effectively, will be responsible for broad policy direction and for
determining the Unit's programme of work. In this latter respect he
will act as the necessary link between the Director and the spending
departments in ODA.

I also agree very much that we should move away from the situation
where the Wm‘at the Unit does.

We shall ther [ 0 attain as quickly as we can the ratio of
core budget to commissioned work that you suggest, taking account both
of current commitments and of the need to deal carefully with staff
adjustment. The balance and numbers of staff that the Unit is likely
to be able to support in the longer term will require particular

thought and we shall be addressing this, and the other key issues, in
the action document that is now to be prepared.




I much admired your general report to the Prime Minister on the

Review of Support Services and was glad to see the savings identified
for different organisations. We shall have very much in mind the
recommendations that you presented in formulating the action programme

for the future of TPI/COPR.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister.

M/@‘E__

NEIL MARTEN

Sir Derek Rayner

Management and Personnel Office
Whitehall

LONDON SW1A 2A7Z
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The Rt Hon Neil Marten MP 2‘{ September 1982
Minister for Overseas Development

REVIEW OF SUPPORT SERVICES AT TPI AND COPR

1e I am most grateful for your letter of 18/hugust
describing the results of the fundamental review undertaken
about the need to retain the TPI and COPR. I fully understand
your wish to retain the units in those areas in which they
have a clear comparative advantage.

2. To help get the units down to the appropriate size
and keep them there, however, may I suggest that particular
attention is paid to the following points?

2.1 It is important to merge the units under a
single Director in a way which will enable them
to be located on the same site. This is both to
realise the immediate gains from release of
buildings as suggested by Mr Anning, and also to
show that the new arrangement is intended to be a
permanent shift. This will mean taking a view on
how large an institute can reasonably be expected
to be supported by the budgeting arrangements
(see 2.4 below).

2.2 The Director of the new institute should be
given a written specification of his responsibilities
which should be clear about the scope of work which
he is expected to undertake and his personel
responsibility for ensuring that such work is

carried out economically and efficiently. The
specifications should also set out the relationship
between the Director and the Under Secretary/

Chief Natural Resources Adviser. As an outsider

it seems that whilst it may be appropriate for the




Under Secretary to give broad policy direction and

to agree the programme of work, it is incontravertibly
the responsibility of the Director to keep a tight
grip on costs.

2.3 Important though the new reporting arrangements
are, they are not a substitute for getting after
costs and keeping a tight control of the overall
budget, the budgets of individual projects and the
overheads of the institute.

2.4 The arrangements for commissioning work should
allow customers (and I imagine these would be the
policy divisions in headquarters) to switch money
to universities or perhaps even wider within the
aid programme if they judge that necessary. There
may have to be safeguards because adjustment of
staff can only take place gradually. But if funds
are tied to the institute I fear that we will slip
back to the o0ld incremental treadmill, and the
supplier rather than the customer will be dominant.
Perhaps a ratio of core budget to commissioned work
of, say, 1:2 would be acéeptable to start with.

3 By all means let us follow these points through in
the Action Document now being prepared. They are of course
relevant to some of the general recommendations in my report
to the Prime Minister and I very much look forward to seeing
your response on those matters also.

4. I am copying this to the Prime Minister.

0/ Y e Wt
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Me Flesher.

Frailde (294 -2440)

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE
ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SE1 7PH

TELEPHONE 01-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

. Y, L4
Sir Derek Rayner Q-Q
Management and Personnel \‘NJ Q&
gl

Office 7
whitehall w
LONDON SWIA 2AZ 22 September 1982
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SCRUTINY OF HM INSPECTORATE OF SCHOOLS

Thank you for your letter of 7 September. I do not envisage that
there will be an action document separate from the policy statement
on which we are now working. We shall produce only one .document,
whose scope I have indicated to you previously. We are calling

it a policy statement because, given the subject matter and

nature of the exercise, it will go wider than, and subsume, the
-action document of the kind usually produced after a Scrutiny.

The policy statement will make it clear that its proposals for
action follow the scrutiny.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister and to the Secretaries of
State for Scotland and Wales.




SCRUTINY OF INSPECTORATE OF SCHOOLS

Thank you for your letter of 22 September. I do

not want to prolong the agony but I should be grateful for

your reassurance on two points:

It would have been helpful if I could have
commented upon the draft policy statement before
you went out to consultation. But as that no
longer seems possible, can I be sure that I will
have the opportunity to give you my reaction before

it is finalised?

I am anxious that the policy statement should pick
up the points which the Prime Minister requested be
given priority and reflected in the policy statement
and action document (her private secretary's letter
of 14 June) or, preferably, that there should be a
separate action document indicating who is doing what
(and by when) to meet the requirements. I should
want to be assured, on her behalf, that there really

will be changes of the kind desired.

I understand that the policy statement may not be ready until

late October. There should therefore be time to take on




board both of these points. If it would be helpful I

should be happy for Clive Priestley or Ian Beesley to

come over and settle these matters with your officials.

Derek Rayner
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MANAGEMENT AND PERSONNEL OFFICE MAA g{?
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2AZ
Telephone Direct line 01-273 3508

_GTN 273
Switchboard 01-273 3000

/;7 September 1982

The Rt Hon Sir Keith Joseph Bt MP
Secretary of State for Education

and Science W
/f? ‘ . -

/SCRUTINY OF HM INSPECTORATE OF SCHOOLS

wted

Thank you for gour letter of 27‘ﬁﬁéust. I am glad to hear
that work on the policy statement is now further advanced and
that I may expect to see a draft shortly. I assume that the
timetable will allow for you to take on board my comments
before you go out to consultation. =

I am glad, too, to learn that the Department has taken on
board the substance of the report. We need to agree on the
action docullent indicating what is to be done by_whom on what
time scale as a result of the scrutiny; it would be conven-
ient if I might see the action document no later than the draft
policy statement.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister and to the Secretaries
of State for Scotland and Wales.




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE
ELIZABETH HOUSE, YORK ROAD, LONDON SE1 7PH

TELEPHONE 01-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Sir Derek Rayner
Management and Personnel Office
Whitehall

LONDON
SW1A 2AZ . 27 APocasT (8D

Thank you for your letter of 19 August.

Work on the policy statement is well in hand and I hope to

let you see a draft within the next few weeks. But before the
policy statement is published, we must have consultations with
the local authorities on those actions that affect them; those
concerning the local authority advisory service, and publi-
cation of inspection reports and follow-up. The time needed
for consultation means that I should expect to publish the
policy statement in late October.

It would be wrong to assume, however, that nothing will move
until the policy statement is published, 1In their programme
of work, HMI have already taken on board the substance of the
report, and especially the actions listed in paragraph 15 of
your submission to the Prime Minister, except where we have to
consult the local authorities.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister and to the Secretaries
of State for Scotland and Wales.




From the Private Secrefary

MR. PRIESTLEY
Cabinet Office

Rayner Unit Staffing

This is just to record that the Prime
Minister has seen and noted your minute
to me of 13 August about the appointment
to the Rayner Unit of Mr. I. F. S. Trumper.

TIMOTHY FLESHE

26 August, 1982
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18 August 1982

From the Minister

N Duk,

Thank you for your letter of 8 July. I agree that the report on the
second part of Mr Anning's Study of TPI and COPR contains fascinating
material and shows how worthwhile the exercise has been.

I had independently reached the conclusion that we should carry out

a fundamental review of the Units as Mr Anning has recommended.
However, I concluded that this should examine in a fundamental fashion
the relationships between the Units and the rest of the ODA as well as
the volume of work which it is appropriate for them to undertake.

That review has now been completed. The main conclusion, with which

I agree, is that we we need to retain the Units in some form. Increased
food and agricultural production is rightly regarded as of central
importance to the development of many poor countries. The develop-
mental problems with which the Units are concerned are particularly
difficult, requiring special skills and knowledge. The scientific
excellence of TPI and COPR is highly regarded both nationally and
internationally and in certain key areas there is no comparable other
expertise.

The review also concluded, however, that a fundamental change in the
relationship between ODA and the Units was needed to enable work
programmes to be better planned and to enable us to make better
decisions as to the balance between doing work "in-house" and
contracting it out. Its recommendations are, in summary:

15 The two Units (TPI and COPR) should be amalgamated
to form a single organisation under one Direc tor and, i1f 1t
proves feasible, located on a single site.

11% The new Unit's terms of reference should be tightened
so that it concentrates on those areas in which the combined
institution has a clear comparative advantage.




1 N A more formal customer/contractor relationship

along the lines of the Rothschild Principle should be
established with the ODA, on behalf of developing countries,
acting as customer and the Unit as contractor. There would
be a more project-orientated approach to their programme.

iv. To this end the Under Secretary/Chief Natural Resources
Adviser should be responsible for setting objectives and
selecting projects, and the Director of the Unit will be
responsible to him.

V. A small Advisory Committee should be set up,
consisting of ODA headquarters officials and representatives
from industry, university and research bodies, to assist the
Chief Natural Resources Adviser in this task. The present
advisory role of the Unit's Director in respect of its own
programme would therefore cease. The existing system of
Management Committees would be abolished.

vi. In seeking technical advice from the Unit, ODA's
Geographical Departments and Development Divisions should
in principle use brigaded Natural Resources Advisers as the
channel of communication, though this would not exclude
informal day to day contacts.

The new Unit would operate within cash limits from 1983/84 to 1985/86,
which on present assumptions covering inflation would imply a reducing
budget in real terms of the order of 14% over the three years.

(There has been a reduction in real terms already of 10% from 1980/81
to 1983/84.) This is a planning assumption and the cash limit for
each year will be decided in the light of pressures on the aid
programme generally.

I believe that the amalgamation of the two Units together with the new
arrangements for determining the work programme will produce an early
rationalization of their activities. Their range will be reduced by
selecting blocks of work that may be discontinued altogether or
contracted out when this is found to be cost effective. 1In this
respect the material provided by Mr Anning in his study will be
extremely useful. However, we must bear in mind that his study
covered a relatively small sample of the work of the Units and we
should, perhaps, be cautious about drawing sweeping conclusions.

The reduced programme for the Unit will facilitate eventual
relocation and reduce its cost. The amalgamation should take place
on 1 April 1983 and work should begin at once on a cost-benefit study
of relocation.

By following this procedure I believe that the valid points made in
your letter will be fully covered. The work of the Units will no
longer be supply-led, and the costing and tasking will be sharpened
both as a result of the changes now proposed and by implementing the
recommendations made by Mr Anning in Part I of his Study.
Accommodation costs will be reduced by relocation on a site outside

London (if this proves to be justified) and by contracting out some of
the work.

/The




The Directors and the Trade Union Side of both TPI and COPR have been
told in confidence what I propose as a result of the review, pending
the reaction of yourself and the Prime Minister, and they know that

I am writing to you in these terms. I hope that you will agree that
what I now propose provides a suitable way to proceed from the second
part of the Anning Study and that the recommendations of this in-house
radical review should be incorporated in an action plan to implement it.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister.

A

--"'--—’--

NEIL MARTEN

Sir Derek Rayner

Management and Personnel Office
Whitehall

LONDON SWI1A OAA
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RAYNER UNIT STAFFING t’{
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I should be grateful if you kindly inform the Prime NMinister at a
convenient opportunity that Sir Derek Rayner has appointed to his
Unit for a two-year period Mr I F S Trumper of Messrs Deloitte,
Haskins and Sells., o>

Mr Trumper is 34 and a very well regarded senior manager, who is a

strong candidate for partnership when he returns to his firm. He is

a Chartered Accountant with responsibility for an audit-group of some
25 professional staff.

The cost to the Govermment is a very modest £19,500 a year. This is

a generous contribution by Deloittes. Even so, I am fortunately able
E—————
to offset it by giving up a Senior Principal post currently in charge

of a sub-unit of the Accountancy, Finance and Audit Division of the

Treasurye.

Mr Trumper will cover the normal range of staff officer duties in the
Rayner Unit but will of course bring special professional knowledge
and experience to bear on business arising from the financial

management unitiative.

I am copying this to NMr Board (MPO), Mr Hatfield (Cabinet Office)
and Miss Goodison (MPO)e

&p

C PRIESTLEY
13 August 1982
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RAYNER SCRUTINY HE GENERAL EMPLOYMENT
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in due course but I must say that in my view all the logic points in
favour of re-organising the management of the Employment Service

in the way proposed. We are in any case not talking about the
withdrawal of front-line services on Merseyside but rather the
pruning of a management tier at two removes from the Jobcentres
themselves, which is clearly, on the basis of the scrutiny

report's findings, too luxuriant a growth to be afforded in

current circumstances.

T am sending copies of this letter to the recipients of my
letter of 21 July and to Michael Heseltine.

_z//zf oA
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WRITTEN REPLY

THURSDAY 29 JULY 1982

MR ROBERT BANKS (Harrogate): To ask the Secretary
of State for Employment, when he expects to fermulatd
recommendations arising from the Rayner Report with
regard to the coperation of jobcentres; and if he
will make a statement.

MR NORMAN TEBBIT:

]
The report, as part of Sir Derek Rayner's progre Ammne 01 scrutinies,
on the General Employment Service was presented to the Chairman of

-

Commission and published at the beginning of

the Manpower Services
have now considered its recommendations in

received and have reported their cone Jusions

report's general endorsement of the rolc

The Commission welcome the 5 g

roach of

of the pu‘r,-lj.';

and suppor

Jobecentre stion programue

and some reduction in
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he Commission propose now

due regard




effect of individual closures on local communities. The Commissicn
have also indicated their willingness to co-operate in the recommended
review of the present division of responsibility for young people

between the employment service and the careers service.

The Government approve the general line of the Commission's response,

which indicates potential savings by 1 April 1984 of some £10 million

a year (nearly 8% of current expenditure) and some 600 staff
(inciuding some 200 already planned). They welcome the proposed
review of the local office network, subject to full .account being
taken in consultation with local interests of the need to maintain
adequate geographical coverage and the particular problems of

rural areas.

The Govern
a review of the respective responsibilities for young people of

o e

the employment service and the careers service.




Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

Rt Hon Norman Tebbit MP

Secretary of State

Department of Employment

Caxton House

Tothill Street

London SW1H 9NA 27 July 1982

RAYNER SCRUTINY OF THE GENERAL EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Thank you for your letter ofL}{/July with its welcome news that
the bulk of the savings from this scrutiny can be achieved by
1984 . /

I share your view that an announcement of jhe acceptance in

substance of the recommendations ir this rdport with expected
savings of 600 staff and £10-11 million should be made quickly.
This letter confirms our agreement to the general line you
propose.

Your letter mentions. the provisos the Commission are seeking to
attach to their agreement to implement the recommendations. We
can accept the first proviso that the 220 savings which MSC was
intending to find by reducing services to the disabled should be
subsumed within the 600 savings to be achieved by the implementa-
tion of this scrutiny. This will, of course, have the effect

of reducing the level of additional financial savings and we have
noted that.

On the second proviso, I do not think that it would be right for
me to agree now that the Service should be free from major
investigations for the next two years, although I think it highly
unlikely that we should want to carry out another scrutiny in that
time. This is because there are a number of areas where Treasury
are or may wish to become involved with aspects of the work of
the Service. In particular there is the comprehensive work
measurement exercise which will form the basis for revised
complementing in the jobcentres; and also, in the light of Derek
Rayner's observations on management tiers, the question of the
role of the District Office network. I see no reason why this
should cause the Commission any major difficulty.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.
s

LEON BRITTAN




MR FLESHER

SCRUTINY OF THE GENERAL AMPLC*$Q (T SERVICE

Mr Tebbitt's letter of 24 July to the Chief Secretary proposes
that although the sc rathy report "does not necessarily

get right to the heart of all the issues involved... I think
that we should aim broadly to achieve the savings recommended,
without prejudice to further changes at a later stage".

2e Sir Derek Rayner agrees with that proposal. But he

is concerned about the likely proviso from the Manpower
Services Commission that "the General Employment Service should
not be subjected to any further major external investigation

of this kind for at least the next two years" which 1is wrong in
fact and in principle. The scrutiny is not an external review.
A1l scrutinies are conducted for the Minister concerned at his
nomingtion. This scrutiny was suggested by Mr Prior when
Secretary of State for Employment in September 1981. Although
there are no plans for a further large review in the immediate
future it seems unnecessary to declare a close season.

3 I attach a possible Private Office reply.

4. For your background information you might also like

to have the attached list of efficiency work undertaken by the
MSC in association with Sir Derek Rayner. On the whole the
results have been quite good but it seems unlikely that all the
good possibilities have been exhausted.

s

p—

B BEESLE}

27 July 1982
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Allowances

Training Services Division (1980)
P

Programmes Division Operating Procedures (1981)

Training and Special Programmes

General Employment Service (1981)

Review of Personnel Work (1982) underway.
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TELEPHONE DIRECT LINE 01-212
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27 July 1982
Rt Hon Norman Tebbit MP
Secretary of State for Employment
Caxton House

Tothill Street

London

SW1H 9NF
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RAYNER SCRUTINY OF THE GENERAL EMPLOYMENT
SERVICE

Thank you for sending me a copy of your
letter of 21 July to Leon Brittan. I am
content with what you propose.

I am sending copies of this letter to the
recipients of yours.

\







MANAGEMENT - IN CONFIDENCE

The Rt Hon Norman Tebbit MP

Secretary of State

Department of Employment

Caxton House

Tothill Street

LLONDON

SW1H ONF 26 July 1982
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RAYNER SCRUTINY OF THE GENERAL EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Thank you for copying to me your letter of %)/Guly to Leon Brittan;
same date to

I have also seen a cop