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Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

Home Office — The Response to Racial Attacks: Sustaining the
Momentum

The second report of the inter-departmental racial attacks group
Published December 1991

Commission for Racial Equality: Second Review of the Race
Relations Act 1976

Published 1991

ISBN 1 85442 090 9

Commission for Racial Equality: Annual Report 1991
Published June 1992
ISBN 1 85442 083 6

Home Office — Race and the Criminal Justice System,
September 1992
ISBN 0 86252 378 4

Home Office — Gender and the Criminal Justice System,
September 1992
[SBN 0 86252 740 6
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JOINT STATEMENT FROM LEADERS OF THE HINDU AND MUSLIM
ORGANISATIONS IN GREAT BRITAIN

The Home Secretary and Mr Lloyd met leaders of the Hindu and
Muslim communities yesterday to discuss with them recent
incidents in this country and to issue a joint statement
condemning violence and calling for restraint. I enclose a copy
for your information.
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TYSON HEPPLE
Assistant Private Secretary

William Chapman Esg
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street




STATEMENT

“Recent events and loss of life in the Indian Sub-Continent are a cause of deep

concern to many people in Britain and touch profound religious feelings.

In Britain, Hindus and Muslims have lived peacefully together for many years.

We are appalled that some people are evidently using the present troubles

elsewhere as an excuse for attacks on places of worship, businesses and

individuals in this country.

We utterly condemn the use of violence wherever it occurs.

We appeal now to everyone in our communities to continue to show the utmost
restraint, to resist any suggestion of retaliation and to co-operate fully with the

police and other authorities. Restoring calm between our co_rr;r;ﬁurdﬁes is in the

best interests of every Muslim and Hindu in Britain.”
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

LONDON SWIA 0AA

The Prime Minister,

Rt. Hon. John Major M.P.,
10, Downing Street.
LONDON SW1

10th December 1992

Dear John,

I am presently in Edinburgh as Chair of the sStanding Conference on
Racial Equality in Europe, attending an "alternative summit" made
up of black people from all over Europs.

In all we have representatives from 14 countries, and , as you
night imagine our deliberations have been dominated by the growth
of overt racism in Europe in recent months.

There is a strong view amongst our delegates that wa should like
to express our concern at the highest level in the course of the
summit proper, and I should like to ask you if you would be able
to find an opportunity to allow us to present a formal letter to
you as President whilst you are in Edinburgh, in the next day or
80. This would take no more than a minute or two I imagine, but I
am sure you will understand the importance of this issue.

In view of the shortness of time, I should appreciate an urgent
response. My office can be contacted on 081 880 9100.

Yours sincerely,

Wit
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10 DOWN ING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 30 September 1992

Thank you for your letter of 25 September
enclosing two booklets published under
Section 95 of the Criminal Justice Act 1991..
They make interesting reading.

WILLIAM CHAPMAN

Miss A.M. Rutherford




From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY
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Home OFrice
QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

25 September 1992

SECTION 95 OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT 1991

Under the provisions of the section 95 of the above Act the

Home Secretary is obliged to publish information each year
which will:

enable persons engaged in the administration of criminal
Justice to become aware of the financial implications of
their decisions; and

facilitate the performance by such persons of their duty
to avoid discriminating against any persons on the
grounds of race or gender.

This information is being provided in a set of booklets. The
first of those are on race and gender and were published on

24 September. Mr Jack thought you might be interested to see
them and I have therefore enclosed copies for your information.

It is intended that the documents on finance will be ready by
mid October.

7OMIS SUreve

MISS A M RUTHERFORD

William Chapman Esqg
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/77 June 1992

SECTION 11

Many thanks for your positive letter of 30 May on the question
of transfer of the education element of section 11 grant.

On further reflection, I am content that we should revisit this
issue as part of the general review of the first annual cycle of
the new arrangements for administration of the grant.

I also fully endorse the need for the close collaboration between
our respective Departments to embrace the kind of major policy
issues which you identify in your letter. Our officials will be
in touch on these issues and on the arrangements for liaison.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Michael Portillo,
David Hunt and Sir Robin Butler.

KENNETH CLARKE

The Rt Hon John Patten, MP
Department of Education and Science
Sanctuary Building

Great Smith Street

London SW1
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CONFIDENTIAL

QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWIH 9AT

‘}' June 1992

SECTION 11, LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966
_ Rle ohn e

Thank you for your ietter of 31 May (prompted by my correspondence with John
Patten about Ministerial responsibilities for administration of the grant under section 11)
referring to correspondence prior to the Election between Ken Baker and David Mellor about
the rate of grant. I was in fact on the point of writing to you on this matter when your letter
reached me.

It was left at the time of the General Election that, as a next step, Ken Baker would
consult colleagues on HS. Although the largest proportion of the grant goes to education,
funding is made available to a number of other local authority service areas including
personal social services, housing, and employment, training and enterprise in which other
colleagues have an interest.

I was a copy recipient of the earlier correspondence and wrote to Ken Baker on 4
March, copied to David Mellor, expressing the gravest misgivings about a reduction to either
the rate of grant or the size of the overall programme. Since arriving at the Home Office,
['have considered the matter further. I have to tell you that this has served only to reinforce
my view.

The administration of section 11 grant was the subject of an efficiency scrutiny in

1988. That exercise did not recommend a general reduction in the grant rate. On the

the report served to emphasise the fact that, since grant is paid on only direct staff

costs, the Central Government contribution is actually significantly less than it appears at

face value (the scrutiny team’s researches led them to put it at nearer 50% of the true costs

of posts); and that a reduction would carry substantial implications for local government
finance and would seriously undermine the future of the grant.

In the wake of the scrutiny, more stringent administrative measures have been
introduced. New policy criteria have led to a tighter focus. Local authorities were required
to bid afresh for funding from 1992/93. In doing so, they were charged to come forward
with clear objectives, and measurable targets by which the effectiveness of projects can be
assessed. Projects are subject to regular monitoring to ensure that they are effective.

Michael Portillo Esq, MP.
Chief Secretary

Treasury Chambers
Parliament Street
LONDON S.W.1.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Applications were examined closely, and only those which satisfied the policy and
administrative requirements of the application procedure were deemed eligible for grant.
Even then, in the light of the PES 1991 settlement, local authorities were required to scale
down their eligible education projects by around 15% in order to keep within the cash limit.
This necessitated painful decisions by local authorities, and excited a good deal of adverse
comment from a variety of quarters.

Against this backdrop, I see a reduction to the grant rate or to the size of the overall
programme as inappropriate and, worse, as putting seriously at risk the great value of section
11 grant in integrating members of ethnic minorities into the mainstream of British life, and
in furthering the Government’s wider interests in raising educational standards and in the
regeneration of inner cities. Reduction in funding would create substantial difficulties for
the Government in its relations with ethinic minority communities. We should not under-
estimate the consequences of this.

Colleagues collectively considered the question of the rate of grant in 1989 and
concluded that no reduction in rate should be made. I have come to the conclusion that we
should stand by this view. I note your position on the question of overall provision for
section 11. We will, of course, consider this in the context of the forthcoming Survey.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, John Patten, David Hunt and Sir
Robin Butler.

KENNETH CLARKE

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL

Treasury Chambers Parliament Street SWIP 3AG

071-270 3000
Fax 071-270 5456

The Rt Hon Kenneth Clarke QC MP

Secretary of State for the Home Department

Home Office

52U Queen Anne s Gate

London

SW1H 9AT .gl May 1992

Qe@ke,mem

SECTION 11 GRANT
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I have seen your letter of 1§/May to John Patten, responding to
his of 14 May on the proposal to transfer the education share of
Section 11 resources to the Department for Education.

My predecessor wrote to yours on this issue on 2 March. I
nothing to add to what David Mellor said then on the
arguments for and against a transfer of respensibilities Byt T
do wish to emphasise the importance I attach to reducing provision
for Section 11 in the forthcoming Survey.

3 Ken Baker agreed in the 1last Survey to bring forward
proposals to cut the rate of grant for Section 11. David M2llor
made it clear, both during the Survey and in later correspondence,
that he was concerned more with reducing expenditure than with the
rate of grant per se. There were, however, presentational
advantages in securing reduced expenditure via a cut in the grant
rate. The position on this remains as set out in David's letter
of 16 March.

4. The need to secure reductions in this area of spending ere
even more compelling given the position on public expenditure. At
our meeting last week we both agreed on the need to control public
spending and that difficult choices would have to be made to that
end. In these circumstances I 1look to you to honour your
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predecessor's commitment and bring forward propecsals to cut
provision on Section 11 by reducing the rate of grant or by other
means in the forthcoming Survey. I would, of course, expect John
Patten to make the same commitment should the education element of
Section 11 be transferred.

5. I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, David Hunt,
John Patten and Sir Robin Butler.

\/m eJe_|(
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MICHAEL PORTILLO
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SANCTUARY BUILDINGS GREAT SMITH STREET
WESTMINSTER LONDON SWIP 3BT
TELEPHONE 071-925 5000

The Rt Hon JOHN PATTEN mp

POLICY IN CONFIDENCE

The Rt Hon Kenneth Clarke QC MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department
50 Queen Anne's Gate

London SW1H 9AT :70 May 1992

SECTION 11

”,

Thank you for your letfer of 19 May.

If you and colleagues believe that we do not need to proceed to
early implementation of the Manifesto commitment to transfer
Section 11 education to my Department, I would not wish to press
the matter at this stage. It is, I think, something we should
keep under review. As you say, there is already a commitment to
review the new arrangements after the current financial year -
the first full year of their operation. I see no reason why we
should not revisit the question of proper distribution of
Ministerial responsibilities at that stage, in the light of
experience to date, rather than waiting a further three years.

I welcome your acknowledgement that my Department has a strong
interest in the allocation of grant to education projects and I
am grateful for your recognition of the very close and positive
liaison between our officials and your willingness to examine
ways in which these links might be strengthened. I would hope,
pending a review, that there could be even closer consultation.
In addition to consultation about particular bids I would also
expect to be consulted on major policy issues affecting the
grant, including in particular the size of the overall programme
and the rate at which grant is paid on approved projects. We need
to ensure an effective political input: Emily Blatch will lead
from here.




I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Michael Portillo,
David Hunt and to Sir Robin Butler.
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JOHN PATTEN
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JA May 1992

SECTION 11 »
Thank you for your letter of 14 May. I was in fact on the point
of writing to you on the same subject. I have now had the
opportunity to consider this issue in the light both of my current
responsibilities for race relations matters, and of the practical
implications of a transfer - given the stage that we have now
reached in the first year of operation of the new improved
arrangements for administration of the grant.

As you will recall, these were announced by David Waddington in
October 1990 in the wake of the efficiency scrutiny carried out in
1988. You will also recall that the scrutiny resulted in new
policy criteria with a tighter focus for the grant. The initial
allocation was announced in December and we are now less than two
months into the first year of operation of the new project-based
arrangements.

The scrutiny report specifically addressed the question of
departmental responsibility and concluded that the grant should not
be split. The report emphasised the value of a single department
retaining overall responsibility for the grant, in the interests
of consistency and of allowing flexibility between the types of
project to which grant is allocated.

In 1989, colleagues collectively concluded that there should be no
change in departmental responsibility, although they recognised the
issue as one of a number which ought to be re-visited once the new
arrangements for administration of the grant had been implemented
and operated.

I have to say that, having regard to my new responsibilities, I
regard the case for retaining overall responsibility for the grant
in the Home Office as extremely powerful; and I do not think that
events since the scrutiny and the 1989 discussion justify departing
so quickly from their conclusions.

Having occupied your present office, I fully appreciate the
importance of the DES contribution to judgements on the role for
section 11 (especially ESL funding) in the wider education context.
But there are other factors which weigh heavily in favour of

The Rt Hon John Patten, MP
Sanctuary Buildings

Great Smith Street

London SW1P 3BT




maintaining the status quo. The grant is essentially for the
purpose of tackling disadvantage suffered by ethnic minorities as
a result of linguistic and cultural barriers. The Home Office is
most closely in touch (especially through its community relations
consultants) with the needs and views of the ethnic minority
communities.

Moreover, I regard the grant as a crucial element of my general
responsibilities for tackling racial disadvantage and fostering
healthy community relations. The grant also links crucially with
the very similar new Ethnic Minority Grant for TECs and with other
aspects of race relations policy for which I am responsible -
including the Ethnic Minority Business Initiative with which you
were closely associated.

I am also worried about some of the potential consequences of
fragmenting responsibility for the grant. There is a clear risk
that, in the medium-longer term, if the grant were split, its
distinctive purpose will become blurred. I take the view that the
Department primarily responsible for the main purpose of the grant
is best placed to prevent this.

I am concerned that splitting the grant at this stage could lead
to a further dispersal of responsibility. There is no obvious
logical reason for example why the Welsh Office should not take

over their share of the education element; and other Departments
might also want to argue that they should take over those parts of
the grant which relate to local authority service areas in which
they have an interest. The involvement of more Departments would
inevitably compound the problems of ensuring consistency in the
application of policy and would run even more counter to the
Scrutiny's recommendations; and the wider dispersal of the grant
would increase the risk of it coming to be seen as simply a
marginal addition to mainstream funding. On a similar theme, David
Mellor made a telling point in his letter of 2 March to Ken Baker
that transfer - even of the education element alone - would run the
risk of setting in concrete the current distribution of spending
between education and other areas, and thereby of severely limiting
the room for manoeuvre in accommodating future changes in policy
focus.

We must bear in mind the need, which the Government has recognised,
to come forward with legislation at a suitable opportunity to
replace section 11 (for example, to sweep away the present
restriction of the grant to New Commonwealth people only) and at
the same time to put the new Ethnic Minority Grant on a firmer
statutory basis. It would clearly be very beneficial when handling
the legislation if a single department were in the lead.

Finally, a change in departmental responsibility for the grant
would not be without its presentational difficulties. There
remains considerable scepticism among ethnic minorities about the




targeting of section 11 funding, and they may well see a transfer
of responsibility as evidence of a watering-down of the
Government's resolve to prevent the kind of misuse which has
occurred in the past.

None of the foregoing is intended to detract in any way from the
strong interest which your Department has in the allocation of
grant to education projects. But, in the final analysis, the
grant's primary thrust is enabling ethnic minorities to overcome
obvious disadvantage. This is the factor which I think - having
now had a chance to see both sides of the argument - has to take
precedence. It has led me to conclude that I should retain
responsibility for section 11 as a whole.

I entirely recognise, of course, the paramount need to ensure that
DES views are taken fully into account in assessing the merits of
applications for funding. There 1is already very close and
positive liaison between our officials, and I know that mine
greatly appreciate the input made by DES. I am very willing to
examine ways in which the links might be strengthened.

I appreciate that there is reference in the Manifesto to the
transfer of the education element. I certainly would not want to
argue that the present position should not be subject to review in
the light of experience of how the new administrative arrangements
work in practice. As it 1is, the conclusion which colleagues
collectively reached in 1989 was that the new arrangements should
be reviewed after the current financial year - the first full year
of their operation. It would be too early then, I think, to
revisit the question of the proper distribution of Ministerial
responsibilities but given the size and breadth of inter-
departmental interest in the programme, I see no problem whatsoever
in then having periodic reviews (say) every other 3 years which
would review this matter. I think that this would give us a
perfectly defensible line to take in the, I think unlikely, event
of the Manifesto reference becoming an issue.

I must confess that I cannot now remember how I allowed the
Manifesto commitment to slip in, I may have failed to notice it if
it was put in at the last moment. Kenneth Baker was very keen and
seemed anxious to get rid of most of his Section 11
responsibilities. My letter to him reflected the view that I was
beginning to reach as Secretary of State for Education that I was
being offered a poisoned chalice. Your officials will recall my
views!

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Michael Portillo,
David Hunt and to Sir Robin Butler.

l—ﬁ-(,
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Treasury Chambers Parliament Street SWIP 3AG

071-270 3000
Fax 071-270 5456

The Rt Hon Kenneth Baker MP

Secretary of State for the Home Department
Home Office

50 Queen Anne's Gate

London

SW1H 9AT
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SECTION 11: DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
FOR EDUCATION ELEMENT

I have seen your letter of 4 February to Kenneth Clarke agreeing

with Ken's proposal to transfer responsibility for Section 11
funding for educational projects to the Department of Education
and Science (DES).

2l These are, of course, matters for the Prime Minister. But I
have an interest in securing arrangements which promote the best
value for money, and in the financial implications of any
transfer.

8} The argument for a transfer is a simple one which was broadly
accepted by my predecessors. By bringing the experts in education
and the funding for Section 11 education projects together, policy
and spending would be under one roof. This should result in
improved value for money via better targeting and greater
understanding.

4. However, an argument could be made that this ignores the
purpose of Section 11, which is to help reduce racial
disadvantage. This can be done in a number of ways, of which
education is but one, even if currently the most important.
Transferring responsibility for education runs the danger of
blurring overall responsibility and the thrust of policy, a point
you hint at in your reference to "presentational difficulties".

5 It could also be said to run the risk of freezing the current
distribution of spending between education and other areas. This
danger was recognised when the transfer question was last
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considered. Any division of public expenditure responsibility
would need to allow for changes in policy focus. TFurther thought
may be required here.

6. My main concerns are on the resource implications. Ken's
letter of 10 February seeks manpower as well as PES transfers. It
is not clear how this can be readily done if your department is to
retain overall responsibility for policy and for funding all but
educational projects. While it appears the transfer would not be
resource neutral, neither you nor Ken have provided any assurances
on finding any additional costs from agreed resources. I look to
you to do so should a transfer take place.

7o More fundamentally there is the matter of our Survey
agreement. You agreed to bring forward proposals to change the
rate of grant in the next Survey. Ken appears to believe this is
a matter for collective decision. He wishes to run the education
side with a 75 per cent grant rate. Not surprisingly, I wish to
see our agreement honoured. I would therefore require the same
commitments from Ken, if he is to take over education, as I do
from you (see my letter of 3 February): reductions in the rate of
grant or compensating offsets in provision.

8. Subject to your and Ken's agreement on this, I would not wish
to object to a transfer of responsibilities should the Prime
Minister so decide.

g Copies of this letter go to the Prime Minister, Ken Clarke
and Sir Robin Butler.

DAVID MELLOR




Y =
n /

PW ﬂvtv,\f]t ‘.gfuvk‘r
B B

QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWIH 9AT

/8 February 1992

ECTION 11 GRANT

y
—.

—A e
=G

Thank you for your J.etﬁof 10 February about the proposed transfer of

responsibility for the education element of section 11.

[ confirm that I accept that the transfer of responsibility will entail the
transfer of PES provision for manpower running costs associated with the administration
of this element of section 11 as well as for this part of the grant. I would, of course,
need to retain sufficient provision to meet the costs of administering the remainder of

section 11 grant and also the Ethnic Minority Grant.

As you indicated, our officials are in touch to discuss the details of this and

other points arising.

[ am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Norman Lamont, David Mellor

and Sir Robin Butler.

The Rt Hon Kennth Clarke, QC., MP.
Department of Education & Science
Sanctuary Buildings

Great Smith Street

LONDON S.W.1.
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The Rt Hon Kenneth Baker MP

Secretary of State for the Home Department

Home Office

Queen Anne's Gate

London

SW1 9AT ‘zFebmary 1992

oo, Kannit_

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

You wrote to the Prime Minister on 12 December outlining your plans to
publish a paper on action taken by the Government to tackle racial
discrimination and racial disadvantage. Like you I feel we have a good
story to tell and your paper provides the opportunity to record the
substantial achievements throughout Government in ensuring that the
rights of ethnic minority groups are protected and opportunity to
participate fully in the life of the United Kingdom is encouraged.

We have made significant progress in Scotland and the attached
contribution to your paper (top copy only) highlights the separate but
complementary initiatives we have implemented here.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, Norman Lamont,

Michael Heseltine, Michael Howard, Tim Renton, William Waldegrave, Peter
Lilley, Tony Newton, David Hunt, Peter Brooke and Sir Robin Butler.

ERS00310.022




PAPER ON GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

The initiatives described earlier in this documeni largely describe
achievements in reducing racial disadvantage and in the promotion of
equal opportunity in England and Wales and throughout the United
Kingdom as a whole. The size, make up and distribution pattern of
ethnic minority communities in Scotland is different from the rest of the
country. Census information backed by a Government funded survey into
the circumstances of Scotland's ethnic minority communities indicates that
around half of Scotland's ethnic minority community describe themselves
as coming from Pakistan, just under 30% said India and almost 20% were
Chinese, mainly from Hong Kong. The ethnic minority communities which
total around one percent of the Scottish population compared to over 4% in
England and Wales are fairly evenly spread throughout the country with

the largest concentration in Stratheclyde and Lothian.

To reflect these differences and the different legislative framework in
Scotland complementary but separate measures have been taken or are
planned which address the problems faced by ethnic minority communities

in Scotland.

Survey - "Ethnic Minorities in Scotland"

The Scottish Office Industry Department commissioned a research project

into the circumstances of Scotland's principal ethnic minority groups.
The results of the research which were published in June 1991 gave, for
the first time to policy makers and service providers, a broad and
reliable base as a key tool in policy planning and development. Topics
covered by the research included housing, employment, financial support,
education and language, health service provision, leisure and experience

of crime. Copies of the report are available from The Scottish Office.
Funding

There is a number of sources of funding available within Scotland for the

promotion of the reduction of racial disadvantage and equal opportunities:

over £4m is included within Grant Aided Expenditure for the

provision of extra teachers in areas with high concentrations of

ERS00330.012




ethnic minorities thus ensuring thal those areas receive higher

levels of support through Aggregate External Finance;

in 1991/92 over £300,000 has been provided to ethnic minority
projects via the Urban Programme administered by The Scottish

Office Industry Department;

more than £67,000 in 1991-92 was provided to voluntary
organisations from the Social Work Services Group of The

Scottish Office Home and Health Department;

The Scottish Office Education Department provides
£27,000 per year to Moray House College to fund a post to

promote multi-cultural and anti-racist education in Scotland;

a new Ethnic Minority Grant amounting to £100,000 per annum
has been established to assist voluntary organisations which

operate on a regional or national basis within Scotland.

In addition the VSU (in the Home Office) continues to assist voluntary

organisations in Secotland and in 1991 the Scottish Council for Voluntary
Organisations secured a grant of £20,000 per annum to promote awareness

of ethnic minority issues within the voluntary sector in Scotland.
Education

There is no difference between Scotland and the rest of the country in
the philosophy of the delivery of education to ethnic minorities. As in
England and Wales it is for education authorities (Regional and Islands
Councils) to determine how best to respond to local needs and
circumstances and ensure that ethnic minority pupils receive the same

opportunities as all other children.

The needs and aspirations of Scotland's ethnic minority community are
recognised throughout the education system in Scotland. Guidance issued
by The Scottish Consultative Council on the Curriculum, the Secretary of
State's principal advisory body on curricular matters, encourages schools
to promote through the curriculum understanding between individuals of

different ethnic and cultural origins. The guidance stresses that mutual

ERS00330.012




nndevstanding s relevant to all schools in Scotland whether or not they

have pupils from ethnie minority backgrounds.
More specifically:

a consultation paper has been issued on the teaching of
religious and moral education, recognised as a discrete
curricular area within the 5-14 Development Programme. This
recognises the place of religions other than Christianity and
emphasises the need for separate traditions to respect one
another. For example, in the 5-14 Development Programme,
guidelines specifically ask schools to pay attention to cultural
heritage and diversity where appropriate and guidance is

provided on multi-cultural education as a cross-curricular issue;

a circular issued in 1991 gives guidance to education authorities
on the teaching of religious education and observance. This
ensures that all pupils are provided with a broad based
curriculum. It gives a central place to Christianity as the main
religious faiths of Scotland but introduces pupils to other faiths
In & manner sensitive to the view of members of these faiths
and encourages schools to organise special acts of observance
for other religions where appropriate. There is scope within
religious studies programmes for studies of religions other than
Christianity eg the SEB short course 'Living in a Plural Society'
which allows for the investigation of a religion other than

Christianity;

a circular issued in 1989 gave guidance on the teaching of

language other than English. This states that Asian languages

would be used in the early primary years as a bridge to
competence in English; and that Asian languages and the
traditions they represent should be respected and fostered
where demand exists and can be met Asian languages can be

offered in secondary school;

Urdu, Cantonese and Pujabi are offered from S3 as certificate

courses in 3 Glasgow schools.

ERS00330.012




IIM  Inspectorate offer comment on the ethos of schools and, where
appropriate, pay attention to special forms of provision for groups such
as ethnic minorities. Liaison with parents and the community is an
important focus in all inspections and will become increasingly so as the
Parents' Charter takes effect. HM Inspectorate also monitor how well
educational establishments responded to national or local guidelines on

multi-cultural and anti-racist education.

A Code of Practice on Education in Scotland was produced in 1991 by the
Commission for Racial Equality. The Minister for Education in Scotland

provided a foreword to the Code.

In further education (and to an extent in school education) the Scottish
Vocational Education Council provides National Certificate modules on the
main Asian and Chinese languages and on English for speakers of other
languages. Additionally, there are modules on social science and history
which provide for an ethnic emphasis and there are modules on ethnic

dance. Other recent initiatives which assist members of the ethnic

minority communities to gain access to vocational education and training

include modular provision, accreditation of work based learning/prior
learning, growth of outreach provision and the general move towards
competence based qualifications. A basic design feature of SCOTVEC's
Scottish Vocational Qualifications, which should cover 80% of the Scottish
working population by 31 December 1992, is that they should exclude
discrimatory practices and be free from artificial barriers which restriet

access.

A significant new development is a clause contained in the Further
Education and Higher (Scotland) Bill presently before Parliament which
gives the Secretary of State for Scotland a duty to secure adequate and
efficient provision of programmes of learning, for persons over school
age, which are designed to assist persons whose first language is not
English, to achieve any level of competence. The Bill is designed to
make further education colleges more responsive to the needs of local

communities including ethnic minorities.
The Scottish Wider Access Programme (SWAP) is aimed at increasing
participation in higher education by under-represented groups. In

association with local employers, SWAP is developing a pilot scheme to
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imprave learning and job opportunities lor ethnic minorities. Under (he
scheme v is intended to develop @ series of study programmes in
identified skill shortage subject areas. The programmes will be offered in
a local further education college; will be delivered initially in both English
and the languages of the minority communities; will lead to nationally
recognised vocational qualifications; and, with employer involvement, it is
hoped that the study programmes will lead directly to employment
opportunities in addition to access to advanced gualifications in further

and higher education.

SWAP has successfully developed and implemented a range of programmes
leading to entry to higher education for students who do not possess the
traditionally recognised entry qualifications. Around 1,600 students have
enrolled on access programmes in the current year alone. Course
completion rates and student characteristics, including first language, are
closely monitored by the SOED so as to identify emerging trends by
particular groups. This work will assist decision-making in the further
development of wider access. The SOED are also considering the
collection of data on ethnic origin of students now entering polytechnics
and other higher education colleges to complement the initiative taken by
)

the Universities' Statistical Record.

An increasing number of higher education institutions run Summer Schools

which offer particular opportunities for disadvantaged groups including

attinic minorities, and at least one Scottish University is seeking to
appoint a Development Officer specifically to attract more students from

ethnic minorities.

Housing

In housing Scottish Office Ministers welcomed the publication of the
Commission for Racial Equality's Code of Practice on rented housing which
was issued in 1991 and commended its recommendations to local authorities
and Scottish Homes. A similar Code of Practice on non-rented housing is
due to be issued in 1992. The Tenant's Charter published in December
1991 sets out the rights of public sector tenants in Scotland and
cmphasises that landlords should pay attention to the views of all tenants,
including those from ethnic minorities. The needs of ethnic minorities will

be taken into account in a series of notes on good practice in housing
t=} t=]
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management which The Scottish Office Environment Department plans to
issue to local authorities from Summer 1992 onwards. The Department has
also recently asked the Committee of Scottish Clearing Banks and the
Building Societies Association to ask their members to review their lending
practices to ensure that ethnic minority communities in Scotland are not

being disadvantaged.
Health

The survey "Ethnic Minorities in Scotland" highlighted that the main
problems facing ethnic minorities in the health sector were related to
language difficulties. As a result of these findings The Scottish Office
Home and Health Department wrote to health boards in Scotland to seek
their views on difficulties in providing adequate access to health services
for ethnic minority populations and steps that had been taken or were in
hand locally to resolve these difficulties. The Joint Working Group on
Health Care is following this up, and is considering the scope for
initiatives at a national level to ensure that ethnic minorities are not

disadvantaged in their access to health care.

Research

The Scottish Office has been and continues to be actively promoting

research projects which establish a clear picture of life in Scotland for
members of ethnic minority communities. Work has been commissioned or

has been planned which:

will  consider the relative incidence of reporting and
non-reporting of crime by both ethnic minority and white
victims and will identify and investigate factors which are
important in the decision making process and compare the
expectations, experience and attitudes of both groups to the

criminal justice system in Scotland;
will investigate the operation of the home improvement repair

grant system which will reflect the findings of the report

"Ethnic Minorities in Scotland";
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will take views of ethnic minority (amilies in a project which is

looking at the behaviour ol anti-social tenants.
Police

Following publication of the Interdepartmental Racial Attacks Group the
Police Advisory Board reviewed police relationships with ethnic minority
communities in Scotland. The police forces in Scotland take this issue
very seriously and a great deal of effort has been made to develop the
good relationships that exist. A circular on equal opportunities within
the Scottish police service will be issued soon which encourages chief
constables to adopt written statements of equal opportunities employment
policies in their forces. The circular also provides guidance on
implementation, monitoring and training for equal opportunities and
emphasises the need to ensure that officers and staff are not

discriminated against on, amongst other grounds, race.
Prisons

In 1988 Ministers asked HM Chief Inspector of Prisons to examine
conditions of custody for members of ethnic minorities in penal
establishments. The Report which was published in July 1989 made
6 formal recommendations and 15 suggested points for action which have
been or are in the process of being implemented. A race relations policy
statement will be issued to all prisons in the near future which
emphasises the commitment of Scottish Ministers to racial equality and the
elimination of discrimination in the prison service. The training to be
offered to prison staff at the Scottish Prison Service College is being
designed by the Scottish Ethnic Minorities Research Unit. Prison
establishments are also being encouraged to develop closer links with local

racial equality councils.

With effect from 1 April 1992 the Scottish Prison Service will be
introducing an Eqgual Opportunities Policy into Establishments. This will
mean, for example, that a more active recruitment campaign will be
established to encourage ethnic minorities to apply to join the Service.
The introduction of Equal Opportunities Officers, who will receive

appropriate training, will also mean that staff in all Establishments will
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have a greater awareness of the needs of the cthnic minorities who may

be recruited in future.
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POLICY IN CONFIDENCE

Ref. A092/375

MR TURNBULL

Section 11 Education Grant

I have seen a copy of the Home Secretary's letter of 4

February to the Secretary of State for Education and Science

attached to which was Mr Clarke's letter of 23 December to Mr

Baker.

2 Mr Clarke's proposal that responsibility for the education
element of section 11 grant should be transferred from the Home
Secretary to DES is an old chestnut but has much to commend it.
It should reduce the administrative costs of allocating that part
of the grant which currently involves both the Home Office and
DES. The education element is of the order of 80% of all section

11 funding.

3 The argument on the other side is that a transfer could
potentially reduce the Government's flexibility in using the
grant by locking in the major part to education. Together with
the previous Prime Minister's reluctance to entrust this sort of
policy to DES, this was one of the reasons why a similar proposal
was not proceeded with in 1990. It was, however, recognised then
that Ministerial responsibility might be reconsidered in October

1992 when new arrangements should have been running for a year.

4. So formally further consideration of the arrangements now is
premature. A further factor is Mr Heseltine's ideas for the
delivery of Government policies in the inner cities. These aim
to increase rather than reduce flexibility in the wuse of
Government funding. A substantial part of section 11 funding

goes to people in the inner cities.

POLICY IN CONFIDENCE




POLICY IN CONFIDENCE

5 However, there is no need for the Prime Minister to respond
to the Home Secretary's proposal before the Education Secretary,
the Chancellor and other members of HS have commented. He may
not wish to give his approval to the proposal until there has
been an opportunity to relate it to the Environment Secretary's
ideas on the development of regional and urban policy. For this
reason, the Home Secretary's and Education Secretary's hope of
announcing a transfer before the General Election may in practice

turn out to be ambitious.

lee k.

ROBIN BUTLER

10 February 1992

POLICY IN CONFIDENCE
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The Rt Hon Kenneth Baker MP
Home Secretary

Home Office
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London SW1

hw ¥‘~v~, & | 10 FEB 1992

SECTION 11 EDUCATION GRANTL,‘

Thank you for your lettér of 4 February in reply to mine of 23
December last year.

I find no difficulty in what you say about the essential purpose
of the grant and its targeting; as you will know the policy
statement on education which was earlier agreed by HS in the
context of the new arrangements already sets out clearly that the
Government's aim for Section 11 funding in education is that it
should be used to remove barriers for educational opportunity for
ethnic minority groups, where mainstream programmes alone are not
sufficient to remove those barriers. Nor would there be any
problem about keeping your officials in touch about our operation
of the grant.

But my earlier letter made clear that if I am to become
responsible for the education part of the grant, I would need a
manpower as well as a financial PES transfer, and before we
proceed any further I should be very grateful if you would
confirm that you accept that.

As to the rate of grant in future, I have seen your
correspondence with the Chief Secretary about the Home Office
settlement in PES 1991, and I entirely endorse what you have said
therein, that any change in the rate of grant must be a matter
for collective discussion in HS and cannot be regarded as having
been dealt with as part of last year's PES settlement between the
Home Office and the Treasury. That is the more important if a
substantial element of the grant is to be transferred to me: my
earlier letter was written on the assumption that grant would
continue at 75 per cent.




Perhaps our officials should discuss all this further, at the
meeting to which I understand yours have already invited mine
later this week, and report back to us both? Meantime I am

grateful for the consideration you have given to my proposal.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister and the
other recipients of yours, with a copy also to David Mellor.

Q|

<

KENNETH CLARKE
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POLICY IN CONFIDENCE
RESTRICTED HANDLING REQUIREMENTS

FROM: CHIEF SECRETARY
DATE: 70 January 1992

PRIME MINISTER

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

e

(W (TIL # A
I have seen Kenneth Baker's minute to you oféukf%cember proposing
that a paper be published on the steps taken over recent years to

tackle racial discrimination. I have also seen Michael Howard's

minute of 23 December and Tim Renton's letter of 13-January
-

2 2

supporting these proposals.

20 I am prepared to accept that, as Kenneth says, we have a good
story to tell. And there may be some merit in bringing this out
in a published document. But there could also be drawbacks, in
particular the danger of raising expectations of further
initiatives and additional expenditure which we might later find

hard to resist as a consequence of publishing the proposed paper.

31 This danger should be minimised if the paper focused narrowly
on existing policies and programmes as Kenneth suggests. But even
then there is a danger of raising expectations that various
initiatives, if seen to be successful, will be expanded and more

widely applied.

4. There 1is a further difficulty insofar as publication may run
the risk of closing off options for future policy changes.
Kenneth and I discussed the future of Section 11 grants in our
bilaterals, and he agreed to bring forward proposals in due
course. This 1is a substantial area of spending and I would not
wish to see our hands tied in any way by what might be said in a

published paper.

POLICY IN CONFIDENCE
RESTRICTED HANDLING REQUIREMENTS
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Sig So I think we need to be very clear on what we expect to gain
from such a publication before going ahead. And if we do proceed,
we would need to ensure that the paper is drafted in such a way
that expectations are indeed minimised and any options are left
open: I would be grateful if in this case my officials could be

closely involved in the drafting.

6. Copies of this minute go to Kenneth Baker,
Michael Heseltine, Michael Howard, Kenneth Clarke, Tony Newton,
Peter Lilley, William Waldegrave, Ian Lang, David Hunt,
Peter Brooke, Tim Renton and Sir Robin Butler. I would be
grateful if circulation of this minute within departme

kept to a minimum.
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GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAIL. DISCRIMINATION

I am replying to your minute of 12 December outlining your

proposal to publish a paper on the action taken by the
Government in recent years to tackle racial discrimination.

Such a paper would certainly draw attention to the
Government's commitment and its record in the area of race
relations. It would also serve to demonstrate our
willingness to lead by example, through employment practices
in the Civil Service; a point made by the Prime Minister in
his speech at the Windsor Fellowship Graduation Ceremony last
September.

I think that the paper could usefully include the positive
steps taken to increase equality of opportunity and ensure
that people from ethnic minority backgrounds are able to play
their full part as citizens. If this is to be the case then
it would be appropriate for the paper to include action
relating to the public appointments system as well as to the
Civil Service as an employer.

On the employment side, my department published in 1990
a service-wide programme for action on equal opportunities
for people of ethnic minority origin. We have recently
published a report of progress in the first year which shows
that departments and agencies have made a good start. There
have been considerable improvements in policies and
procedures with some increase in ethnic minority
representation-overall and at senior levels. A copy of each
of these documents is enclosed.




In the case of public appointments, the Prime Minister
recently minuted all Ministers in charge of departments
about the scope for an increase in the representation on
public bodies of people from ethnic minority backgrounds.
The report could refer to the Government ‘s drive to see an
increase in the number of such people holding public
appointments. Mention could also be made of the decision
which we have taken to introduce ethnic monitoring of all
public appointees and our intention to publish the statistics
at the end of 1992.

My department would be willing to provide further information
on these areas for the report.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Norman
Lamont, Michael Heseltine, Michael Howard, William
Waldegrave, Peter Lilley, Tony Newton, Ian Lang, David Hunt,
Peter Brooke and Sir Robin Butler.

TIM RENTON
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RECYCLED PAPER

PRIME MINISTER

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION
WTH WECE -

Kenneth Baker copied to me his minute of 47 December setting out
his proposal to publish a paper on Government action on race
relations and anti discrimination policy. I agree with Kenneth
that we have a good story to tell. The publication of a paper on
this topic would provide clear evidence of the progress we have
made, and underline the Government’s commitment and action to

promote equality of opportunity for all.

The paper would encourage the development of equal opportunities
and would help to draw together the many initiatives dealing with
race relations matters. It could serve to encourage those
employers who are not already operating equal opportunities
policies and practices, by reminding them of the benefits they
can gain by attracting and wutilising fully the skills and
potential of ethnic minority people. It would also provide an
opportunity to show that legislation is not always the best way

forward in this area.

I welcome the opportunity for my Department to contribute to the
paper. We are presently considering a strategy for the promotion
of equal opportunity issues in employment, which includes the
development of a guidance pack on a Ten Point Plan for Equal
Opportunities which I have encouraged employers to adopt. This is
an action plan for employers to make equal opportunities a
natural and integral part of their management practices. The

paper would provide a further means of publicising the Plan.

I am copying this minute to Kenneth Baker, Norman Lamont, Michael
Heseltine, William Waldegrave, Peter ©Lilley, Tony Newton, Ian

Lang, David Hunt, Peter Brooke, Tim Renton and Sir Robin Butler.

2% December 1991

L Approved by the Secretary of State

and signed in his absence w
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PRIVY COUNCIL OFFICE
WHITEHALL, LONDON SWI1A2AT

19 December 1991

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

) |
I have seen a copy of your minute of 12’6ecember to the Prime
Minister proposing the publication of a paper outlining the
action which the Government have taken in recent years to
tackle racial discrimination.

bl

I think that the idea has much to commend it, and, in advance
of seeing a draft, my comments at this stage relate only to my
particular interest as Chairman of GEN 22, the Ministerial

Group on Asylum. I doubt whether it will be possible to avoid
some reference in the paper to our policies on asylum, one of

the justifications for which is the avoidance of damage to the
good race relations we have already established. Also, some
of the groups at which the paper will be aimed are those
currently criticising our asylum policy, and it will be
important to take account of that in considering the timing
and manner of presentation of the paper, if it proceeds.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister, Norman Lamont,
Michael Heseltine, Michael Howard, William Waldegrave, Peter
Lilley, Tony Newton, Ian Lang, David Hunt, Peter Brooke, Tim
Renton and Sir Robin Butler.

P

WADDINGTON

The Rt Hon Kenneth Baker, MP




CONFIDENTIAL

1O DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

16 December 1991

Many thanks for your letter of 12 December following up the
Prime Minister's exchange with Ken Livingstone in the House last
week. The Prime Minister was grateful for this information.

DOMINIC MORRIS

Colin Walters, Esq.,
Home Office.

CONFIDENTTIAL
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: ‘9 Oral Answers

Mr. Speaker: Order. | cannot hear everything down
here. Perhaps it is just as well.

Mr. O’Brien: Will the Prime Minister confirm that
because of his decision to opt out of the social charter——

Hon. Members: He has said that. [Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. Does the hon. Gentleman want to
ask a question or not? Please get on with it.

Mr. O’Brien rose—/ Interruption.]

Mr. Speaker: Order. This is intolerable. Will the hon.
Gentleman please ask his question.

Mr. O’Brien: Will the Prime Minister confirm that
because of his action in opting out of the social charter,
Great Britain will be the only country in Europe that will
deny its people the legal right to paid holidays? Does not
he feel ashamed of that?

The Prime Minister: The hon. Gentleman can know
what we have agreed not to join. What we have agreed not
to accept are the sort of damaging laws that nearly brought
this country to its knees when we last had a Labour
Government. That is what we are not prepared to accept.
Matters such as the hon. Gentleman raised can be dealt
with at present under the social dimension to which the
British Government subscribe and against which the right
hon. Member for Islwyn (Mr. Kinnock) voted.

Q4. Mr. Hannam: To ask the Prime Minister il he will
list his official engagements for Thursday 12 December.

The Prime Minister: I refer my hon. Friend to the reply
that I gave some moments ago.

Mr. Hannam: I congratulate my right hon. Friend on
helping to create a more outward-looking Europe. In that
connection, and in view of the impending serious food
shortages in the Soviet Union, may I ask whether he was
able to take any initiatives at Maastricht to help move
foodstuffs from the Community to the Russian people?

The Prime Minister: Yes, we were able to take such
initiatives. The European Council reaffirmed its deter-
mination to act quickly to help the people of the Soviet
Union and in particular those who live in the heavily
populated areas of Moscow and St. Petersburg. A
substantial package of help for the Soviet Union, totalling
over $11 billion worth of emergency aid in 1991, has now
been put in place by the Group of Seven, under my
chairmanship, and the European Community. That
includes new commitments of food and medical aid of over
$4 billion. Logistical experts will be meeting shortly to
ensure that that aid gets swiftly to those in need. I am
pleased also to tell the House that the United Kingdom is
sending £20 million worth of animal feed aid to St.
Petersburg so that livestock need not be slaughtered this
winter.

Mr. Ashdown: Is the Prime Minister aware that the
Government’s decision to pay the mortgage element of
income support direct to lenders is a welcome but wholly
insufficient response to the crisis facing thousands of
families in Britain because of home repossessions? Does he
not realise that unless he is prepared to be more
imaginative—for instance, with schemes for converting
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mortgages to rents—we shall not avoid in the new year
thousands of families facing misery, a further plunge in
house prices and serious damage to the economy?

The Prime Minister: The Government are providing
substantial help to those who risk losing their homes when
they lose their jobs. As the right hon. Gentleman pointed
out, we made new arrangements on 5 November to ensure
that income support payments can be paid directly to the
lender. The right hon. Gentleman may be interested to
know that the Government are looking urgently with
mortgage lenders at what further measures might be taken
to protect those faced with repossession.

Sir Teddy Taylor: As one who joined the Leader of the
Opposition in voting against the Single European Act,
before the right hon. Gentleman became a Euro fanatic,
may | appeal to my right hon. Friend to warn the voters
about the huge dangers to the much improved labour
relations of Britain if they were to vote into power any
Government who were prepared to pass over the power to
wreck our trade union reforms by majority vote in
Brussels? Will he warn the British people of the damage
that could be done to them and the danger to their way of
life and democracy?

The Prime Minister: I am sure that if my hon. Friend
maintains his position with his normal consistency, the day
will come when the right hon. Member for Islwyn (Mr.
Kinnock) will join him yet again in that view. On the
substantive point, my hon. Friend will know that I agree
with him, for I refused earlier this week to agree in Europe
to the sort of laws that would have had the effect my hon.
Friend sets out.

25. Mr. Livingstone to ask the Prime Minister if he will
list his official engagements for Thursday 12 December.

The Prime Minister: I refer the hon. Gentleman to the
reply that I gave some moments ago.

Mr. Livingstone: Will the Prime Minister take time
today to meet the Home Secretary to discuss how the
Government should respond to the letter they have
received from the mayor of Conservative-controlled
Bexley drawing attention to the 140 per cent. increase in
racist attacks in the area since the British National party
moved its headquarters into the area? One of those attacks
involved the stabbing to death of Rolan Adams by a racist
mob. How does the Prime Minister think that the
Government can respond to the Mayor’s request that
Bexley council be given the power to close that [ascist
headquarters before more lives are lost?

The Prime Minister: I was not aware of that incident,
but I deplore such racist attacks without any reservation
whatsoever. I will certainly discuss that incident with my
right hon. Friend.

Mr. Rowe: The channel tunnel is about to become a
major part of the United Kingdom infrastructure. Will my
right hon. Friend look with his Cabinet colleagues at the
fact that Kent is receiving considerable capital-
infrastructure funds but virtually all of that money is going
on projects linked to the channel tunnel, to the great
detriment of Kent’s other needs?

The Prime Minister: My hon. Friend is a powerful
advocate for his constituency and for Kent generally. I will
certainly examine the point that he raises.




Prime Minister

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

The purpose of this minute is to inform you that I am proposing to publish a
paper in the New Year outlining the action which we have taken over recent years to

tackle racial discrimination.

This area has had a high profile recently, not least because of your own
forthright and very well received speech at the Windsor Fellowship Graduation
Ceremony in September. Having taken stock of the progress made in tackling racial
discrimination in the past few years, I believe that we have a good story to tell. I
therefore propose, if you agree, to publish a paper setting the action we have taken in
the context of our overall race relations and anti-discrimination policy; I attach a brief
outline of the paper. Although my Department would co-ordinate the drafting, it would
need to draw on contributions from other Departments on their areas of policy. As the
paper would be confined to explaining existing policies and programmes, it would not

have any resource implications.

I am copying this minute to Norman Lamont, Michael Heseltine, Michael
Howard, William Waldegrave, Peter Lilley, Tony Newton, lan Lang, David Hunt, Peter

Brooke, Tim Renton and Sir Robin Butler.

\1 December 1991




PAPER ON GOVERNMENT POLICIES ON RACE RELATIONS AND RACIAL
DISCRIMINATION

Outline
ilie Statement of general policy
[(a) integration rather than assimilation]
(b) commitment to combat racial discrimination

(c) promotion of equal opportunities

Legislative Framework

(a) Race Relations Act 1976

(b) Amendments made to 1976 Act

(c) Public Order Act 1986 (racial hatred)
(d) CRE's second review of the 1976 Act
(e

) European dimension

Grant-Giving:
(a) Section 11
(b) Ethnic Minority Grant

Reduction in Racial Disadvantage Grant

of CRE:
enforcement assisting individuals, formal
investigations

promotional work
Role of Advisory Council on Race Relations
Action to combat discrimination in particular policy areas:

(a) employment

b) Ethnic Minority Business Initiative

(
(c) Inner-city policy
(

d) Criminal Justice System (police, probation and prison
services; magistrates' courts; Section 95)

(e) Housing

(f) Health and personal social services

(g) Education

Government as an employer




Racial harassment and racial attacks.

[9. Incitement arising from integration of religious minorities

(eg. Satanic Verses; religious discrimination and incitement to

religious hatred)].

10. Way forward
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Prime Minister
LN
GOVERNMENT ACTION ON RACIAL DISCRIMINATION /

The purpose of this minute is to inform you that I am proposing to publish a
paper in the New Year outlining the action which we have taken over recent years to

tackle racial discrimination.

This area has had a high profile recently, not least because of your own
forthright and very well received speech at the Windsor Fellowship Graduation
Ceremony in September. Having taken stock of the progress made in tackling racial
discrimination in the past few years, I believe that we have a good story to tell. I
therefore propose, if you agree, to publish a paper setting the action we have taken in
the context of our overall race relations and anti-discrimination policy; I attach a brief
outline of the paper. Although my Department would co-ordinate the drafting, it would
need to draw on contributions from other Departments on their areas of policy. As the
paper would be confined to explaining existing policies and programmes, it would not

have any resource implications.

I am copying this minute to Norman Lamont, Michael Heseltine, Michael
Howard, William Waldegrave, Peter Lilley, Tony Newton, lan Lang, David Hunt, Peter

Brooke, Tim Renton and Sir Robin Butler.

\2 December 1991




Race within
the walls

lS THE Home Secretary playing the race
card wm} his Asylum Bill? Kenneth
Baker angrily denies the suggestion. Hap-
pily, there is an €asy way he can demon-
strate his credentials, over and above
meeting the objections of critics who now
include the primates of the Anglican and
Roman Catholic churches. That is by tack-
) Hng muph more robustly the pernicious
racial discrimination which still exists in-
sld_e the_ UK. For remember what the
Prime Ml_n_lster himself said, two months
ago, unveiling a commitment to work for a
society where racial prejudice “shrinks
and then. withers away for reasons of
straight, simple, straightforward Jjustice.”
John Major made it clear that he does
not subscribe to the view “that the Gov-
ernment can do nothing.” And he was
right. There has been a detailed plan sit-

ting in the Home Secretary’s in-tray since
1985 setting out clear, pragmatic and sen- |
sible legislative reforms which would cre- |
ate a fairep society in' Britain, Those pro-|
posals were drawn up by the Commission |
for Racial Equality (CRE), which is|
required under the 1976 Race. Relationsr
‘Act to keep the legislation undetr review.
Six years since it submitted the report, the
CRE has still not had even a formal res-
ponse. Informally the Government has
amended some statutes: bringing planning
under the Act, extending the existing
code-making powers in employment to
housing, and revamping two provisions 80|
that trainees have more protection
against discrimination. But the most cru-
cial changes remain untouched.
Surreptitious reform may have been
understandable under Mrs Thatcher, who
swept into power signalling she was not
going to be “swamped” by immigrants.
But Mr Major is different. So let ministers
stop doing good by stealth — to avoid stir-
ring up the reactionaries on their back-
benches — and be open and bold about |
removing the injustices which the new
Prime Minister seems to genuinely detest. |
Let them be as resolute about racial dis- |
crimination in Britain as the threat of US
disinvestment forced them to be about
religious discrimination in Ulster three
years ago. ’ f
Paradoxically, most of the changes|
which the CRE has pressed for were incor- |
porated in Ulster’s Fair Employment Com-
mission in 1989: a statutory obligation on
companies to monitor the ethnic composi- |
tion of their workforce; public access to|
these records; a racial discrimination sub
division of the industrial tribunals; and a
strengthened definition of indirect dis-
crimination. Only through such measures
can the two most important forms of dis-|
crimination be tackled: disguised but de-
liberate; and unintentional but adverse.
Earlier this month Mr Major promised his
help in ending sexual discrimination. All
three types of discrimination — racial,
religious and sexual — need equal, dy-

namic attention.
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Department of Employment
Caxton House, Tothill Street, London SW1H 9NF

Telephone 071-273 .. 817
Telex 915564 Fax 071-273 5821

Secretary of State

Our Ref: PO 56858

William Chapman Esq
Private Secretary to the
Prime Minister
10 Downing Street
London T
SW1A 2AA | 4" November 1991

We recently discussed your letter of 18 October asking for
views on Linbert Spencer’s proposal for a Chief Executive
Officers Group which was contained in his letter of 28
September addressed to the Prime Minister.

Officials here have discussed Linbert Spencer’s proposal with
colleagues in the Home Office and agreed the draft reply that
Paul Pugh enclosed with his letter.

I would 1like to stress, however, that this Department would
see any initiative as being led by employers. This must be
right since it 1is <clearly for employers to determine what
they wish to do to promote equal opportunities in their
organisations in the 1light of their own circumstances and
requirements. As with Opportunity 2000, the Government’s
involvement should be one of support and encouragement, while
at the same time leaving individual departments, in their
role as employers, to participate if they so wish. It will
be on this basis that we will discuss Linbert Spencer’s and
Stephen O’Brien’s proposals with the Home Office.

I am copying this letter to Paul Pugh at the Home Office.

\
\ i c "
G e T, oA

JANETTE SINCLAIR
Private Secretary
N OY A,
%, \5&

Employment Service - Training
Health and Safety Executive - A
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The Rt Hon Mr John Major MP
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London SW1

October 31 1991

Dear Prime Minister

Into the 21st Century

Supported by the Commission for Racial Equality, the
Gulbenkian Foundation and the Community Development
Foundation, Linbert Spencer Consultancy has run a series of
consultations focused on minority ethnic communities and
key social policy issues. These consultations culminate
in a conference due to be held on 27th November 1991
[please see enclosed leaflet].

My purpose in writing to you is to ask you to receive a
delegation sometime between 27th November and 20th
December in order to ’‘hear’ the outcome from the
Conference. This delegation would comprise no more than
eight or ten people and would take up no more than 30
minutes of your time.

In addition it would be helpful if Sarah Hogg, or a member
of her team, could attend the Conference to gain first hand
experience of the process leading to the conclusions and
recommendations.

I hope you will be able to say ’‘yes’ to these requests and
look forward to hearing from you in due course.

Yours /sincerely

7/
(

I
Linbert Spencer

ek Kok ek ek ke ok ko ke ke ok e sk sk ok ke sk ok ok sk Sk sk ok e ok ok ok sk sk sk okt sk ok ok sk ok ok e ok e ok ok ok ke ok ok ok ok ke ok &
Morrell House tel: 071 613 0820

98 Curtain Road fax: 071 613 0821

London EC2A 3AA Please note our new address

LINBERT SPENCER CONSULTANCY, LINBERT SPENCER CONSULTANCY LIMITED, SO MAPLE STREET. LONDON WIP SGE
TEL: O71-436 247|, FAX: ©71-323 356I1. REG NO. 2165347 (ENGLAND), VAT NO. 524 2|40 90
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Please note Morrell House
our new address: 98 Ccurtain Road tel: 071 613 0820
London EC2A 3AA fax: 071 613 0821
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A CONFERENGE
ON
WEDNESDAY 27 NOVEMBER 1991

CAVENDISH CONFERENCE CENTRE
LONDON W1

MINORITY ETHNIC COMMUNITIES IN BRITAIN

NT0 2151 GENTURY

Discussing conclusions from
a series of consultations on
key aspects of life for minority
ethnic groups in Britain,
and formulating plans to
further their progress




PROGRAMME

inbert Spencer Consultancy in conjunction with the ~ 9.00 lease complete and return the form below if
Community Development Foundation is looking at key areas of Registration and coffee colleague wish to attend the conference
life for minority ethnic groups in Britain 9.30 delegate is £47.00 (incl VAT). Cheques should
o payable to ‘Linbert Spencer Consultancy
During October and early November a series of small two day fipicomasandibieling
Consultations will explore a range of issues concerning minority 9.40 Cancellations after Monday 18 November 1991 will not be refunded
ethnic communities. Each Consultation will consider the Drasantatic ool st e
opportunities and obstacles which exist, work towards reaching SsenEtonianciEiSaUssions Conellisionsifrom Consuita The Cavendish Conference Centre is |
conclusions and draw up recommendations 10.40 London, off New Cavendish Street. M
Coffee Oxford Street and Great Portland Street
There will be four Consultations facilities at the conference centre but Na
11.00 situated nearby in Queen Ann Street
@ Education and Training Discussion Groups: Recommendations from Consultations Cavendish Square. (See map on reverse for d
® Health and Social Welfare
® Employment and Business Development @ Education and Training
® Housing and Environment @ Health and Social Welfare
® Employment and Business Development
This Conference will build on the results of these meetings ® Housing and Environment Minority Ethnic Communities in Britain - Into 21st Century
Discussions on the conclusions from the Consultations and A Conference to be held on 27 November 1991
workshops to develop plans for future action will form the agenda ~ 12.15 Cost: £47.00 (Incl VAT) per delegate
on 27 November 1991 at the Cavendish Conference Centre, 20 Report back to Conference: Confirm Recommendations I/we would like to attend the conference
Duchess Mews, London W1

1.00 A) TITLE NAME

ijn the mc;]rnlng the Conference will divide into subject groups to Hnch POSITION

iscuss the recommendations from the Consultations. During the A
afternoon groups will consider how best to launch the 200 S NAME
recommendations into the mainstream social policy agenda

through action to: 215 ORGANISATION

Briefing on afternoon session POSITION

® Mobilise grassroots organisations P A GRS
® Influence national institutions ® Mobilising grassroots organisation

® Affect the political agenda ° mﬂu’m‘;mg national institutions

® Affecting the political agenda TELEPHONE

I/we wish to join the following workshop(s). (p/ease tick one box per delegate

3.45
Tea
Education and Training Health and Social Welfare
415
Report back to Conference: Confirm action plan Employment and Business Development Housing and Environment

5.30
End Enclosed is a cheque for £ made payable to
‘Linbert Spencer Consultancy’

Please return to
Catherine Nestor, Linbert Spencer Consultancy, Morrell House,
98 Curtain Road, London EC2A 3AA Tel:071 613 0820




Linbert Spencer Consultancy are
specialists in corporate strategy
helping organisations to benefit by
bringing the marginal into the
mainstream. The Consultancy
believes that diversity offers
opportunity and should therefore be
valued. Private, public and voluntary
sector clients are helped to define
their objectives, construct a strategy
and take ownership of, articulate
commitment to, and implement that

strategy

COMMENITY

DEVELOPMENT

FOUNDATION
The Community Development
Foundation involves people in the
regeneration of their communities by
increasing their participation in local
affairs, developing partnerships
between the public and private
sectors and voluntary agencies, and
by influencing public policies to
improve community life

Cavendish Conference Centre

NSHIRE STREE

HENRIET Square
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OXFORD STREET Oxtord Circus
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From: THE PRIVATE SECRETAR)

'N CONFILENGE

30 October 1991

You asked for advice on a letter of 26 September from Mr Linbert
Spencer suggesting various ways in which the Prime Minister might
involve himself in the furtherance of good race relations. I
enclose a draft Private Secretary reply, which has been discussed
with the Department of Employment.

As you say, there is no difficulty with Mr Spencer's first two
suggestions. We will gladly provide material for any future
speeches the Prime Minister wishes to make on race relations.
Home Office Ministers do, of course, regularly speak on this
subject, as do Employment Department Ministers.

Like you, we feel that a Prime Minister's award for promoting
racial harmony might be seen as rather a gimmick. There is a
role for a system to reward people who do valuable work in the
area of race relations; and it is fulfilled by the honours
system. We regularly recommend for honours people from the ethnic
minority communities working in different capacities to further
good race relations, and in the 1991 Honours Lists four of our
nominees were awarded honours.

Mr Spencer's proposal for a Chief Executive Officers' group is
rather similar to the idea floated by Mr Stephen O'Brien in his
letter of 22 October to Mrs Hogg for an ethnic minority
counterpart to Opportunity 2000. We are attracted in principle
to the idea that Chief Executives of major companies should be
invited to become involved in race equality issues. We would,
however, see greater advantage in a scheme by which they would
commit themselves to good practice within their own organisations
and provide examples for others to follow, rather than produce
reports and suggestions for action. In other words, we think
that something on the lines of the Opportunity 2000 model would
be preferable to that suggested by Mr Spencer.

William Chapman Esg
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London SW1




CNFIDENCE

As you anticipate, we would advise strongly against involving the
Linbert Spencer Consultancy in taking this forward. More
generally, Home Office Ministers consider that any dealings with
Mr Spencer at this stage should be minimal and that he should be
kept at arm's length. You may have seen that a leaked report of
the Charity Commission's inquiry into Fullemploy, mentioning his
role, appeared in the Independent on 19 October. Mr O'Brien's
proposal is not free of difficulty either, in that it would
involve Fullemploy. As Mr O'Brien mentions in his letter of
22 October, we are currently reconsidering whether or not a
further Home Office grant can be properly made to Fullemploy.

Given these rather awkward circumstances, the draft reply
expresses general interest in Mr Spencer's proposal; indicates
that Mr O'Brien has made a similar one; and says, without
commitment, that Home Office and Employment Department officials
will give it further thought.

I am copying this letter and enclosures to Steve Turner.

AN O
\
\

PAUL PUGH




Linbert |Spencer_ Esq
Chairman of the Trustees
Windsor Fellowship

47 Hackney Road

London E2 7NX

For sig: PS TO PRIME MINISTER

The Prime Minister has asked me to thank you for your letter of

26 September.

He was pleased to hear of the favourable reception for his speech
to the Windsor Fellowship Graduation ceremony. He found it an

enjoyable and encouraging occasion.

He has considered carefully the proposals enclosed with your
letter. You suggested that he should make a speech on race
relations in the near future, and refer to the ethnic minority
perspective in other speeches. The Prime Minister will certainly
look out for suitable opportunities to speak on issues as they
affect the ethnic minority communities. Other Ministers will also
continue to do so. Ministers do, in fact, regularly speak about
this area of policy, but are not always fully reported in the

media.

The Prime Minister agrees that it is very important to recognise

those from all walks of life who work hard to promote racial
harmony. He considers that the present honours system provides a
good mechanism for rewarding individuals' efforts within a widely
recognised and esteemed framework. In this way individuals receive
the recognition they deserve within the mainstream and can be seen
to have achieved amongst their peers in the community. The honours
lists have regularly included people who have been honoured for

their work in race relations. While he was interested by your idea




for a separate award he thinks the underlying purpose of such an

award is well met by the honours system.

The Prime Minister was interested to read your proposal for a Chief
Executive Officers' Group. A somewhat similar proposal has been
put to him by Mr Stephen O'Brien. It is, of course, of the essence
of these proposals they would succeed only if picked up with

commitment and enthusiasm by employers. The Prime Minister has

therefore asked the Home Secretary and the S of S for Employment to

arrange for their officials to consider whether the ideas can be

taken forward through an employer led initiative.




MISS SINCLAT 30th October 1991

RACE RELATIONS

I very much agree with your note to William Chapman of 29th

October.

Since marrying an Indian, I have been sensitised to the
extent of prejudice that still exists in the UK. Three types

of incident have angered us:

i) Racial abuse in the street, even in the pleasant
part of London where we 1live. God knows what it

must be like in Tower Hamlets.

ii) The treatment of legitimate travellers at
immigration control. On one occasion, Sarmila was

detained for four hours.

iii) Much harder to prove is prejudice in the job
market. On a number of occasions we have tried to
find out why Sarmila's application had been turned
down, but to no avail. There is obviously a read-

across to women.

I am sure that the right answer to these problems lies in

having:

a lead from the top, both politically and in

business.




public debate of these issues, including in

schools. A Devon teacher told me at the weekend of
the deep prejudice exhibited by her 8 year old

class.

firm laws against discrimination and racial abuse,

with police willing to act.

insistence on an open flow of information.
Organisations should report on their record, and
stand accountable for it. Jobs should be
advertised, and candidates able to ask why their

application had failed.

equal access to decent education for talented

youngsters.
'role models' and mentors to inspire the young.

The problem is that you are trying to root out cultural
attitudes without resorting to the injustice of affirmative
action. We should stress always that our concern is not just
to promote the underprivileged on grounds of fairness but
that it is also in the long-term interest of society to be
open to the promotion of all talent at the expense of
entrenched mediocrity. It is in our economic interest to

open up opportunity to all races, and both sexes.

—

ATAN ROSLING




29 October 1991

RACE RELATIONS
Dr Sanders, Chief Executive of the Commission for Racial

Equality, came to see me today.

He said how very much the Commission had welcomed the Prime
Minister's recent speech to the Windsor Fellowship. They had
also been pleased at the recognition, in the Citizen's Charter
White Paper, that there should be no discrimination on grounds of
sex or race. Dr Sanders said he hoped that ethnic monitoring
could form part and parcel of the better services being promoted

by the Citizen's Charter.

He went on to say that the Commission were currently reviewing
the operation of the Race Relations Act. They thought the Home
Office was complacent. In their view there was still a great
deal of discrimination, and this was evidence that the Act was
not working very well. The Commission would like to see the act
remodelled on the lines of the Employment Act in Northern Ireland

which prohibits discrimination on grounds of religious belief.

Dr Sanders went on to raise a number of things that he felt the
Government should do. I asked if the Commission supported
employer led initiatives along the lines of Opportunity 2000 for

women. He said that they did, and that there were some smaller

scale initiatives of this kind already running in the race

relations field. He mentioned a group of employers in the
Midlands. I said that it would be helpful to be kept informed of

such initiatives.




Dr Sanders concluded by saying again how welcome the Prime
Minister's recent speech had been. He hoped that he could find
other occasions to speak so positively on the subject of race
relations, and that he would encourage his colleagues to do

likewise.

You are already looking out for speeches where the Prime Minister
could develop his thinking on race relations. We might consider
a circular minute to colleagues about their speeches once we
have the Departmental responses to the proposals by Linbert

Spencer.

CAROLYN SINCLAIR




.MR CHAPMAN 23 October 1991
cc Mr True

Mrs Chaplin

RACE RELATIONS: LINBERT SPENCER'S PROPOSALS

Thank you for your minute of 16 October.

I very much agree that the Prime Minister should be seen to be
involving himself more closely in race relations in the coming
months. Immigration/asylum will be an issue this winter. The
Prime Minister should be seen to be balancing concern about
"impending hordes" of non-Europeans with concern about fair
opportunities for people of non-European origin who are part of

our society.

Specifically:

we should try to work something into speeches where we
can (you will have a better idea than I do of what is

coming up) ;

I agree that a Prime Minister's award for racial harmony

looks gimmicky;

I see some attractions in the Chief Executive initiative,
but not necessarily in having it set up and serviced by

Linbert Spencer Consultancy.

I will expand on the last point. As you say, there are parallels
with Opportunity 2000. But that initiative was carefully worked
up by Business in the Community in close conjunction with a core

group of employers. It aims to attract more and more

organisations to commit themselves to being Opportunity 2000

1




’

. employers.

I am not clear how the small group of 8-10 Chief Executives is

going to spread better practice within companies. The proposal

seems to be that they would act as a group of advisers to the
Prime Minister. I do not think that is what is wanted. We want
an initiative which will cause companies to ensure that

opportunities are equal for all, regardless of race.

I would wait to see what the Home Office and Department of
Employment say. If their replies are unimaginative, I would be
inclined to use the links we now have with Business in the
Community to see whether they think this is an area for them
(they may, for all I know, already be doing something in the
field of race relations). They should be flattered that we think
so well of the Opportunity 2000 approach that we wonder if it
could be extended to race relations - albeit as a separate
initiative. Depending on their reaction, we may be able to point
Linbert Spencer Consultancy to linking up with Business in the

Community.

If you agree, I am happy to explore tentatively with Jane Kershaw

et al. But first I think we need the Departmental replies.

CAROLYN SINCLAIR
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Office of the Prime Minister
No.1l0 Downing Street
London SW1A 2AA Q2 October 1991

BUSINESS in the COMMUNITY

94—-—» Sv—ms—a/Qx.

I was extremely interested to see the reference to the Prime Minister's
likely message to our Operation 2000 launch next Monday, as reported in
the Evening Standard of the 21 October 1991.

In particular, I noted that he might be suggesting a similar initiative
for Ethnic Minorities. If this is true, he might like to suggest that
Business in the Community be invited to work up a similar approach to
its Operation 2000.

We would then put together another appropriate top level leadership team
for the purpose. We would want to do this in partnership with
Fullemploy which has a long track record of working with the private
sector to improve minority employment prospects. However, Fullemploy is
still trammelled by its recent past and we are working closely with Sir
Clive Whitmore to see how the public and private sectors together can
overcome the last remaining difficulties. The enclosed article from
Monday's Financial Times will give you the background. If you wish to
discuss this further before Monday, I would be most grateful if you
could talk to Julia Cleverdon as I shall be overseas.

One last point, which I am sure you will appreciate; it would obviously

be unhelpful for Opportunity 2000 if there was any hint of a mixed =
message in public linking the two subject areas. So, if he wanted to,

the Prime Minister would be well placed to raise this at his short

private meeting with the business leaders which follows the launch.
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Fullemploy in
crisis as grant
is withdrawn

By Alan Plke, Social Affalrs Correspondent

THE FUTURE of Fullemploy,
Britain's only national training
organisation for young people
from ethnic minorities, is in
doubt - after a Home Office
decision to withhold its grant

The collapse of Fullemploy
= which Is trying to persuade
the Home Office to reverse its
decision - would be embar-
rassing for the government.
Ethnic minority unemploy-
ment remains higher than in
the majority community, and
the charity's efforts to tackle
the problem are supported by
many leading organisations in
both the private and public
sectors.

Attempts are being made to
raise more money from Full-
employ’s private-sector sup-
porters to demonstrate to the
Home Office that it is finan
cially viable

The decision to withhold an
the grant came after a year in
which the charity's managers
struggled to maintain activities
through a financial crisis and a
charty commissioners Investi-
gation. Early this year the
charity commissioners started
to probe issues arising from
unsuccessful expansion
attempts. A £250,000 Home
Office grant which Fullemploy
expected was frozen pending
the outcome.

A draft report has been pro-
duced by the commissioners. It
Is critical of aspects of Full-
employ's previous administra-
tion, saying that up to mid-1990
the charity's trustees did not
exercise sufficient supervision.

The commissioners said in a
letter to the Home Office last
month, however, that on the
basis of improvements which
bad been made, and written
commitments given by Full-
employ's trustees, their
requirements with respect to
the administration and finance
of Fullemploy were being met.

The commissioners said the

trustees were receiving proper
professional advice in matters
of administration and finance
and had confirmed that they
“are taking, or have taken, all
reasonable steps to ensure that
Fullemploy is administered on
a proper basis”. Fullemploy's
managers and trustees hoped
that on the basis of these com
ments the delayed grant, with
out which the charity faces col-
lapse, would be paid.

The government says its
decision not to make the grant
concerns Fullemploy's current
solvency. It is, says the Home
Office, Improper for a govern-
ment department to make a
grant to a body when its sol-

EMPLOYMENT
—_—— e e
vency is conditional on receiy-
ing the grant.

Grants made in such circum-
stances would go towards dis-
charging past liabilities rather
than funding future activity -
something which would be
inconsistent with the princi-
ples governing parliamentary
approval of public expenditure,

Fullemploy {s launching a
new high-quality training and
work-experience rogramme in
east London with the support
of Abbey National and London
East Tec.

The Bank of England and
Royal Insurance are seconding
staff to its head office.

Mr Stephen O'Brien, Full-
employ's chairman, and chief
executive of Business in the
Community, has told the Home
Office that reorganised finan.
cial controls and tighter man-
agement have earned the char-
ity the confidence of its
business supporters and the
ethnic minority community.
Withholding - the Home Office
grant would be a “shot below
the waterline to sink us very
quickly”.




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

Minister has asked me to thank you for your

about the Windsor Fellowship ceremony and
1

ES' I know that the Prime Minister very r

back to you as soon as pos
for a programme of action

WILLIAM E. CHAPMAN

Linbert Spencer, Esq.




COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA
16 October 1991

I should be grateful for advice on the attached letter from
Mr Linbert Spencer suggesting various ways in which the Prime
Minister might involve himself in the furtherance of good race
relations.

see no difficulty about Mr Spencer's first two
suggestions, except that the number of speeches the Prime
Minister makes is inevitably limited and I am not sure that he
would want devote another speech in the near future to race

f

relations ar other issues affecting blacks and Asians

However, we will remain alert to the pc
including suitable references in other speeche
appropriate.

The Prime Minister's award for promoting racial
strikes me as tending towards gimmickly. In addition,
so many awards nowadays that I suspect that the currenc
devalued, but I should be grateful for views.

As to the Chief Executive Officers Group which Mr Spencer
proposes, this seems to me to be rather similar to the work and
aims of Opportunity 2000 working in the field of equality for
women. I should be grateful for your views on this suggestion
and for those of the Department of Employment. I am therefore
copying this letter to Steve Turner (Department of Employment).

I should be grateful for a draft Private Secretary re
Wednesday 30 October.

I am aware that we might not want to involve the Spencer
Consultancy because of the factors which you outlined to me in
the briefing for the Windsor Fellowship.

Sl
\‘

M

Z,\ Vi f‘\:‘_,

(WILLIAM E. CHAPMAN)

Colin Walters, Esq.,
Home Office.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE




MISS SINCIATR

I should be grateful for your views on this paper from Mr Linbe

Spencer about the Prime Minister involving himself more closely

in race relations and other matters concerning black and Asian

Britons.

so asked for advice
ployment. Per
could

if not identi

NnCcer propos

or two en

suitable.

(WILLIAM E. CHAPMAN)
16 October 19912
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FELLOWSHIP

The Rt Hon Mr John Major MP
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London SWl1

September 26 1991
Dear Prime Minister

I write to thank you on behalf of the Trustees and Staff
and everyone else connected with the Windsor Fellowship for
your most valuable contribution to our graduation ent.

We were grateful for the time you gave us, for what you had
to say, for the manner in which you addressed us and for

the way you participated in the reception.

In listening to the comments of those who attended , it
is clear to me that the audience warmed to you and were
excited by your vision of a society of opportunity for all,

irrespective of colour.

On a personal note, I would commend you for the forthright
fashion in which you recognised the existence of racial
discrimination in our society and denounced it as
pernicious.

Having thought carefully about what you had to say, I
believe that through the office of Prime Minister, and
because of the commitment you communicated so effectively
on Wednesday, you could make a considerable impact
regarding the valuing of ethnic diversity in Britain. I
would ask you to consider the attached proposal as a means
of building on the very firm foundation which you laid at
the Windsor Fellowship graduation event.

Thanks once again for giving us vou uppo! and looking
forward to hearing from vyou s

A

Your .‘%/S incere ly

o

X

Linbert Spencer
Chairman

47 Hackney Road, London E2 7NX B 071-613 0373 Fax: 071-613 0377

Trustees: Norma Jarboe, Pranlal Sheth, Linbert Spencer (Chairman) Reg Charity No. 299177




INTEGRATION INTO THE MAINSTREAM
A PROPOSAL TO THE PRIME MINISTER

The aim of this proposal is to use the Office of
Prime Minister as a means of directly changing the
climate as far a racial harmony and opportunity

in Britain is concerned. It is an attempt to act
positively to facilitate the more effective
integration of black Britons into the mainstream of
society to the benefit of Britain as a whole.

The proposal identifies four programme areas
through which aims could be advanced:

Speeches about black Britons and different socio-
economic issues

Insertions, covering the black dimension into other
speeches

The Prime Minister’s Award for promoting racial
harmony

A Chief Executive Officers Group to address key

1ssues concerned with race in society.

SPEECHES

A launching or keynote speech would be targeted at
black and white people and would lay out the
agenda for more specific speeches/action or
activity at a later time.

In broad outline, the speech and any subsequent
speeches would:

inform and educate the person in the street

demonstrate the Prime Minister'’s
understanding of and commitment to black
citizens

challenge and disturl )se targeted and
call on them fo:

focus on a parti

"Integration int

NB: ’black’ is used to

of colouz
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Please note Morrell House

our new address: 98 Curtain Road tel: 071 613 0820
London EC2A 3AA fax: 071 613 0821
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Particular areas of focus could include:
employment and business development
the economy
education and training
the media
politics
the criminal justice system
health and social welfare
the arts

sport

INSERTIONS INTO OTHER SPEECHES

Having identified a ‘position’ on the areas focused
on in the previous section, cross-referencing will
be relatively straightforward I would be happy to
recommend ways in which the ‘Integration’ theme
could be addressed by the Prime Minister on an
event-by-event/speech-by-speech basis.

"Insertions’ could well be the most important
aspect of the plan because the ’black’ issues being

addressed by the Prime Minister would be seen to be
in the mainstream of society. The highlighting of
the impact on or the contribution of black citizens
would be a valuable means of moving towards the aim
of helping to advance the move of Britain’s black
citizens into the mainstream of society.

THE PRIME MINISTER’S AWARD FOR PROMOTING RACIAL
HARMONY

This award would promote ‘racial har mony’ as an
asset for the countr: vt +he same time as making
the point that positiv is required to
attain that harmonvy.

The award could be

categor ies:

Young people under 2° ’ ¢ 1 sub-divided into
different age groups] judging managed under the
auspices of the Windsor Fe] lowship

Community and Voluntary Organisations -
judging managed under the auspices of the
Commission for Racial Equality




Private Sector Employers - judging managed
under the auspices of the Confederation of British
Industry

Public sector/Governmental/Nationalised
industry - judging managed under the auspices of
the Royal Institute of Public Administration.

[NB - none of the above have been consulted about
this)

Linbert Spencer Consultancy would undertake the
overall management and co-ordination of the Award
Scheme in conjunction with The Prime Minister’s
office and, given approval in principle, will
provide a detailed brief of how the scheme could
work.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS GROUP

The reason for having a group of Chief Executive
Officers, mainly from the private sector, focusing
on ‘race’ is that C.E.O.s are being asked to
contribute to practically all the key social policy
issues. The current trend is about the importance
of the the corporate citizen and the wisdom and
influence of the Chief Executive Officer in
societal life.

It would seem legitimate, appropriate and even
necessary therefore to engage a small group of
Chief Executive Officers as high profile standard
bearers as we attempt to ‘work for more effective
integration in the United Kingdom, socially,
culturally and economically.

The aim of the Chief Executive Officers Group would
be to :

raise the level of awareness in individual
Boardrooms and amongst representative
organisations by placing race equality
issues on corporate agendas
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Linbert

The role of the Prime Minister would be minimal in
that he would call them together and commission
them, receive interim reports and findings which
could be acknowledged and used both in his set
speeches on the ’'Integration into the Mainstream’
theme and to ’in fill’ around the theme during
other speeches or events. The Prime Minister would
then meet with the Chief Executive Officers to
receive their final report and recommendations.

The Chief Executives Group could be serviced by
Linbert Spencer Consultancy which would provide
such background research and other support as
required.

Given approval in principle, a brief, including
details of individuals recommended for appointment
by the Prime Minister, could be prepared by Linbert
Spencer Consultancy.

CONCLUSION

If the proposals in this document are accepted, the
activities of the Prime Minister during the next
two years could be used as an important means of
improving the social and economic integration of
Britain’s black citizens. The aim of moving black
citizens into the mainstream is for everyone'’s
benefit and requires action on the part of the

black community as well as everyone else.

Earlier in this proposal I said that all the
speeches needed to challenge and disturb - I want
to emphasise that this means challenging and
disturbing the black community as well as everyone
else.

The four programmes taken together would, I
believe, have a very powerful impact. However, any
one of them would make a real difference if taken
on board by the Prime Minister.

In working on this theme as described I believe
that there will be maximum impact by The Prime
Minister on the issues identified but with verv
little additional work ) The Prime Minister ,A\I
his staff.

September

Spencer




]

the department for Enterprise

Department of
Rt Hon David Waddington MP Trade and Industry
Home Secretary 1=19 Victora Street
Home Office London SW1H 0ET
Queen Anne’s Gate ot
LONDON 071-215 5000

SW1H 9AT 8811074/5 DTHQ (

x (071-222 2¢

071=-215 5623
PE5ARR

')( August 1990

J S "‘;kk

INTRODUCTION OF NEW SYSTEM FOR ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT
UNDER SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

Thank you for copying to me your 17 August letter to the
Lord President.

You propose delaying the introduction of new arrangements
for Section 11, and whilst I am sure that local authorities
and voluntary groups will welcome the news that the
deadline for submitting applications is being delayed, I am
not sure that news that funding is also to be delayed will
generate the same enthusiasm.

Nevertheless, although I myself have profound reservations
about some aspects of Section 11 funding, I have no overall
objection to your proposed delay. Indeed, I feel there is
a lot to be said for resolving the confusion caused by the
mid-term start of the new arrangements.

In general the Task Forces, which represent the
Department’s main interest in section 11, will be able to
cope with the postponement. There is however one case
which could cause difficulties. We have approved in
principle a large project in Spitalfields Task Force
concerned with the provision of training in English for
speakers of other languages. The delay in the availability
of new Section 11 funding may jeopardise its success. I

\

Recycled Paper
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should therefore be grateful, in the even of problems
arising for the project, if your officials would explore
with mine ways of assisting this scheme so that the delay
does not affect it unduly.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.
”; A ClA—e £ \

T P | ¢

] O YA AN_C A (T
(Approved for the Secretary of State

and signed in his absence.)
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INTRODUCTION OF NEW SYSTEM FOR ADMINISTRATION OF
GRANT UNDER SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

nnounced the
Local Gover

June, and
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m respondents maintain that a
bids of December following (at the earliest)
arrangements in September allows insufficient time effectiv ly
existing provision and prepare fresh bids. This is an overriding conc
the local authorities but is shared, significantly, by the community
and voluntary sector bodies. There is also considerable confusion over
imposition of a mid-term start, coinciding with neither the financial
academic year
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The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe, QC., MP.
Lord President of the Council

Privy Council Office

WHITEHALL, S.W.1.




in the new system on the placem

their voices will be stifled if the pressure of

eat. It would be exceedingly regrettable if, beca
experience and lack of time, bids for projects b
did not meet the requirements of the new criteria an

rolv
involve

ication of
recruit th

a new sy

resent

uns into early
presentation and
een said by bo

, I believe tt
eadline for

to take account of these concern
revert to a start date of April 1992, allowing a
under the new system of 30 April 1991, with notification of decisions
given by 31 October 1991. That would allow a more realistic period for the
preparation of bids, and more leeway for their establishment once funding was
agproved. It would have the benefit of allowing the Home Office to develop
more fully a pro-active approach to section 11 administration. The appearance
of officials from the Home Office and other Departments at section 11
conferences to discuss the issues raised has been greatly welcomed. We
propose to extend that approach into the practical introduction and running
of a new system: there are real benefits for both to be gained here.
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The Lord Mackay of Clashfern

Lord Chancellor

House of Lords ’

SWIA OPW 9 April 1990

COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL
AMENDMENTS TO THE RACE RELATIONS ACT 1976

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of 29 March to the Lord
President.

Insofar as your existing difficulties arise within barristers' sets of
chambers, they do not extend to Scotland where, as you know, all
advocates practise from Parliament House. The numbers of the ethnic
minorities in Scotland are proportionately lower than in England and
Wales, and I have not had complaints about race discrimination in the
instruction of advocates, or in the arrangements for becoming an
advocate.

Nevertheless, and particularly as the remedies you propose involve
insertions into GB legislation, I think we should avoid excluding Scotland
unnecessarily. Thus it should be no more lawful to discriminate in
instructing an advocate than in instructing a barrister; and I shall
consider how best to address the scope for discrimination in the
arrangements for devilling, with a view to instructing an appropriate
provision.

No doubt your officials will keep in touch with mine on this. [ am
copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the Lord President, Members of
'H' and of 'L', to the Attorney General, the Lord Advocate and to
Sir Robin Butler.

MALCOLM RIFKIND
MABO092P1
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COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL
AMENDMENTS TO THE RACE RELATIONS ACT 1976

Thank you for your letter of 29 March seeking H and L Committee's
agreement to your proposal to amend the Courts and Legal Services
Bill to bring the legal profession within the jurisdiction of the
Race Relations Act 1976 and the Sex Discrimination Act 197s.

The Home Secretary and the Employment Secretary have written
supporting your proposals. Both agree with your preference to
amend Part II of the Acts. In addition the Employment Secretary
has referred to the need to assess the possible impact of EC law
on the new provisions.

No other colleague has commented, and you may therefore take it
that you have H and L Committees' agreement to your proposals.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of H and
of L, to the Attorney General and to Sir Robin Butler and First
Parliamentary Counsel.

GEOFFREY HOWE

The Rt Hon the Lord Mackay of Clashfern
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COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL:
AMENDMENTS TO THE RACE RELATIONS ACT 1976

Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter and
enclosures of 29 March /to Geoffrey Howe.

I fully support the proposals to bring all sectors of the
legal profession within the scope of the Race Relations and
Sex Discrimination Acts. My officials have, of course,
already been in touch with yours as you have formulated your
ideas.

My personal view is that both provisions, but especial
those dealing with discrimination by and within the B
should be brought within Parts II of the Race Relatioc
Sex Discrimination Acts. However, I am content to leave
issue to the draftsman to resolve.

I am copying this letter to recipients of yours.
[ /
¥ i
V| //
[ — 4/
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The Rt Hon The Lord Mackay of Clashfern
The Lord Chancellor

House of Lords

LONDON, SW1
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Department of Employment
Caxton House. Tothill Street. London SW1H 9NI
Telephone (1-273 5802

Telex 915564 Fax 01-273 582

Secretary of State

The Rt Hon The Lord MacKay of Clashfern
Lord Chancellor

House of Lords

LONDON

SW1 OPW

COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL: AMENDMENTS TO THE RACE RELATIONS
ACT 1976

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 29 March to the Lord
President. I welcome your proposals to bring discrimination
against and within the Bar within scope of the Race Relations Act
1976 and the Sex Discrimination Act 1975.

My officials have discussed with yours our preference for the new
provisions to be included in Parts II of the Acts. On genuine
occupational qualifications our concern is that there should be
uniformity across the two Acts, and I note what you say about this
in your paper. It will, of course, be necessary to assess the
possible impact of EC law on the new provisions, particularly the
Equal Treatment and the Self-Employed Directives.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of H and
L, to the Attorney General and to Sir Robin Butler.
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COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL
AMENDMENTS TO THE RACE RELATIONS ACT 1976

I have received correspondence from both the Bar Council and the
Law Society, drawing my attention to the fact that the Race
Relations Act 1976 does not render unlawful discrimination on the
grounds of race either by or within barristers' sets of chambers,
or by solicitors against barristers. This is because the wording
of the statute does not cover these unique relationships which
are neither partnerships, nor of employment, nor contractual.
I am satisfied that this omission was not deliberate, but rather
the result of a failure to appreciate at the time that such
relationships would fall outside the relevant statutory
provisions.

Both the Bar Council and the Council of the Law Society have
resolved that all sectors of the legal profession should be
brought within the jurisdiction of the Race Relations Act and
have requested that amendments to that Act be incorporated into
the Courts and Legal Services Bill. I have discussed this
request with the Attorney General and we are agreed that we
should take this opportunity to do what we can to eliminate
unfair obstacles to black barristers. Indeed the Bar Council
will otherwise put down its own amendments to the Bill in Commons
Committee which it will be politically impossible for us to
resilist:;

The Right Honourable

Sir Geoffrey Howe, QC MP
Lord President of the Council
Privy Council Office
Whitehall
London SW1A 2AT




.‘here is one other important point to mention here. The Race
Relations Act 1976 is modelled on, and parallels, (with obvious
exceptions) the Sex Discrimination Act 1975. Thus discrimination
on grounds of sex within and against the Bar is not covered by
its provisions for exactly the same reasons as racial
discrimination is not unlawful under the 1976 Act. I propose
therefore to amend the Sex Discrimination Act in the same way
as the Race Relations Act so that discrimination within and
against the Bar on grounds both of sex and of race is unlawful.
I attach a Policy Paper which sets out our joint view on the best
way to proceed. The main features of the scheme we propose are: -

a) that the changes should be achieved by inserting new
free standing sections into each of the two relevant
statutes. The positioning of the new sections in each
of the statutes will be left for Parliamentary Counsel
to decide, as a matter of law and drafting, although
upon this choice depends the question of whether
disputes will be heard by industrial tribunals oz
county courts. The caseload which the new provisions
will generate will not in any event be substantial: and
I understand that there is therefore no objection to
it being left to Counsel to settle how the relevant
legislation may most appropriately be amended: and

there is to be no exemption, in either statute,
analogous to a "genuine occupational qualification".
Thus it will not be possible, in the future, for a
solicitor to fulfil a request from a client that a
barrister of a particular race or sex should be
instructed, without contravening the anti-
discrimination legislation. The full reasoning behind
this approach is set out in the paper, but primarily
it accords with the principle behind the statutes,
reinforced by case law, that client choice cannot be
an excuse for discrimination, and with the reality of
practice at the Bar, namely that barristers provide
professional, rather than personal, services.

I should 1like the proposals outlined in the Paper to be
introduced as Government amendments at the Bill's Committee
Stage in the Commons. In view of the short timetable this
leaves, I will assume that colleagues are content unless I hear
to the contrary, or receive any comments, by noon on Wednesday
4 April. If there is any particular concern, I suggest the best
way forward would be for there to be very early meeting of
interested colleagues, (which I would readily, if necessary,
convene) since the Attorney-General and I are keen to accede to
the professions' request in this area.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of H, and
of L, to the Attorney General and to Sir Robin Butler.

e,




CONFIDENTIAL

COURTS AND LEGAL SERVICES BILL - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

RACE AND SEX DISCRIMINATION WITHIN AND AGAINST THE BAR
POLICY PAPER

Introduction

The discrimination that it is proposed to outlaw falls into
two main categories: Race and sex discrimination within
the Bar; and race and sex discrimination by solicitor

against barristers. This paper examines these areas in turn
and puts forward proposals on the best method to bring ther
within the scope of the anti-discrimination statutes.

Race Discrimination within the Bar
Background

2. The Bar and the Law Society both agree that discrimination
by a barrister against a current or prospective pupil oz
other member of chambers on the grounds of race should be
made unlawful. Opinion obtained from Counsel is that
relationships within chambers are not covered by the Race
Relations Act 1976 because barristers do not employ pupils
or each other and are not in partnership. Counsel's opinion
is that other provisions of the Act relating to professional
organisations, the provision of education facilities and
disposal of premises do not apply to relationships within
the Bar either.

The proposed amendment

35 The alternatives available to amend the statute are either
to adapt the existing provisions to include pupillages and
tenancies or to insert a new free-standing clause in the Act
specifically covering them. The former course would either
involve the presentational difficulties of deeming
employment or partnership relationships into barristers
chambers, which is likely to meet with opposition from the
Bar, or would involve distorting the existing provisions
to cover matters for which they were never intended, with
possible negative implications for the application of the
statute as a whole.

It is proposed, therefore, to follow the latter alternative,
which is that recommended by Counsel, that the Courts and
Legal Services Bill should be used as a vehicle to insert
into the statute a new clause, specifically designed to




cover relationships within Chambers, and including the
actions of barristers' clerks.

The one remaining question is which is the appropriate place
in the statute for the new clause. The alternatives are to
place it in Part II, which contains provisions covering
employment, partnerships and qualifying and vocational
training bodies or to use Part III, which covers, amongst
other matters, the supply of goods, facilities and services.
The main practical difference between the Parts is that
complaints under Part II are heard in Industrial Tribunals,
whilst under Part III they are heard in county courts. The
workload generated by these provisions is not, however,
likely to be substantial and neither is there any reason in
principle why one or other forum is to be preferred. It is
proposed therefore that the question as to which is the
appropriate Part of the Act for the provision covering
pupillages and tenancies should be put to Parliamentary
Counsel to decide, as a matter of law and drafting, though
it seems more likely that he will place the provision in
Part II.

Sex Discrimination within the Bar

6.

It is proposed that sex discrimination against a current or
prospective pupil or other member of chambers should be
incorporated into the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 by means
of a specific new clause in exactly the same way as is
proposed for race discrimination above. It is possible for
the proposed amendments to mirror each other here because
the Race Relations Act 1976 is modelled on, and parallels,
(with obvious exceptions) the Sex Discrimination Act 1975.

Discrimination by a solicitor against a barrister

At present a barrister cannot bring proceedings under the
Race Relations Act 1976 against a solicitor who refuses to
instruct him on racial grounds. The provisions ofs the Act
do not apply because solicitors do not employ barristers and
a barrister cannot be said to seek the facility of
instructions from a solicitor. Both the Bar Council and the
Law Society have indicated that they wish discrimination by
solicitors against barristers on the grounds of race to be
unlawful under the Race Relations Act.

It is proposed, for similar reasons to those stated above,
that a specific clause be inserted into the Act to include
solicitor/barrister relationships. The exact placing of the
clause in the Act will, again, be a matter for Parliamentary
Counsel, though the arguments here seem more finely balanced
between the two parts of the Act.

There is one issue on which the views of the Bar Council and
the Law Society differ: Under Part II of the Act there is
an exemption which provides that it is not unlawful to
discriminate in relation to employment if it is a "genuine
occupational qualification" of a job that a person be of a
particular race. (An Industrial Tribunal must find that




12.

such a genuine occupational qualification is "justifiable"
to allow the act of discrimination not to be considered
unlawful. )

The Bar Council's view is that there should be no exemption
for genuine occupational qualification, as it might be
perceived as giving white solicitors authority to
discriminate against black barristers and could worsen the
current ghettoisation of black barristers in certain
categories of case. The Law Society, however, is of the
view that there should be incorporated into any amendment
an exception where it could be argued that it is a genuine
occupational qualification for a barrister to be of a
particular ethnic origin. It is 1likely that, were the
exemption to be incorporated, it would be used by black
solicitors to insist upon black counsel in cases involving
allegations of racial discrimination.

There are several difficulties with following the Law
Society's approach. First, the exemption for genuine
occupational qualification arises in the statute only in
relation to employment. There is no provision for an
exemption of this kind in Part III of the Act, which is
where Parliamentary Counsel might propose to deal with
solicitor/barrister relationships. The incorporation of an
exemption into Part III might involve unbalancing the
statute, therefore, and would repercuss upon other groups
who argue that an exemption should be available in other
relationships currently dealt with under Part III.
Secondly, accepting that a genuine occupational
qualification is necessary involves the acceptance of the
premise that persons are best represented by a barrister of
their own colour. This would have negative implications for
the criminal justice system as a whole, as it would raise
the issue of race in relation to juries, judges and
prosecutors. Thirdly, the proposal that no genuine
occupational qualification should be allowed accords with
the Bar's role as a referral profession which does not
provide "personal" services in the same way that a solicitor
does, but which instead provides detached and independent
professional advice.

The Sex Discrimination Act 1975 does not apply to the
solicitor/barrister relationship for the same reasons that
the 1976 Act does not apply. Again it is proposed that a
parallel, free standing clause be inserted into the 1975 Act
in the same way as it is proposed to do for race.

The question of an exemption analogous to a genuine
occupational qualification arises also in relation to sex
discrimination. There is a body of opinion which believes
that in certain civil cases it should be possible for a
client to specify a barrister of their own sex. Examples
concern civil proceedings arising out of rapes and sexual
assaults and proceedings for medical negligence where the
injuries are of a personal or intimate nature. It is not,




however, proposed to allow such an exemption. It could
give rise to the same unbalancing effects in the Sex
Discrimination Act as in the Race Relations Act if the
exemption were incorporated into Part III and result in the
ghettoisation of women barristers into certain categories
of case.

In addition, it must be borne in mind that to allow an
exemption in relation to sex discrimination alone would be
presentationally difficult. It is also unrealistic to
assume that any such exemption would afford a client
protection from questioning by a barrister of the opposite
sex, since this might very well come from the other side in
Court. Moreover, the majority of questioning on personal
matters that may need to be undertaken in preparing a case
will be carried out by the solicitor in preparing the brief
for the barrister, so that this argument for allowing a
client to choose the sex of her/his barrister also appears
not to suffice. (If a client wants a female solicitor, she
can of course simply go to one). This approach appears to
be consistent with the policy behind the statute and
existing case law which makes it clear that customer
preference is no excuse for discrimination.

Conclusion

It It is proposed that Parliamentary Counsel be instructed to
draft along the lines above, with a view to incorporating
the new clauses as amendments to the Courts and Legal
Services Bill at Commons Committee Stage.

Lord Chancellor's Department
Trevelyan House

30 Great Peter Street

London SW1

26 March 1990
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NEW ARRANGEMENTS FOR SECTION 11 FUNDING
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p‘gjr ARRANGED PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION

[Mr Jonathan Sayeed]: to ask the Secretary of State for the
Home Department if he has completed his consideration of the
Scrutiny Report into Grant to Ethnic Minorities under
Section 1 f e Local Government Act.
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Trva\HFY Chambers. Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

The Rt Hon David Waddington QC MP
Home Secretary
Home Office
50 Queen Anne's Gate
London
SWiH 9AT :
9 February 1990
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COMMONWEALTH IMMIGRANTS GRANT: SECTION 11

I have seen your minute of 29 January to the Prime Minister
concerning the administration of Section 11 grant, and the recent
correspondence from No. 10 and John MacGregor.

2 I fully support your argument that responsibility for the
grant should be retained by the Home Office until the new
arrangements are given a chance to settle down. My own view 1is
that, in the longer term, it might well be sensible to shift
responsibility for educational expenditure under Section 11 to
the Department of Education, but we can look at that when we
review the position.

3 I very much hope you will ensure that the potential
advantages of retaining single overall responsibility is realised
and made fully effective, leading to improved co-ordination, more
positive and relevant spending priorities and a strong emphasis on
the appraisal and monitoring of expenditure including performance
criteria wherever possible. This will be essential no matter how
responsibilities are settled if we are to gain the maximum impact
and recognition for our policies under Section 11.

4 I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members
of H Committee and Sir Robin Butler.

\ ,
/cws Sincesld
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ppNORMAN LAMONT
(Approvéd by the Chief Secretary
and signed in his absence)







10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretar) ., ~
16 February 1990

Deo, Stepten,

Section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966

My letter of 7 February to Colin Walters at the Home Office
crossed with your Secretary of State's minute to the Prime
Minister of the same date.

The Prime Minister is content that a further review of
Ministerial responsibilities for the education component of
Section 11 grant should be envisaged after a year of operation of
the new arrangements, ie in October 1992. She does not consider
that a final decision need be taken about this now and will leave
it to the Home Secretary or your Secretary of State to revive the
proposal nearer the time. 1In any case, she believes that it will

continue to be necessary to retain flexibility in responding to
growth in the voluntary sector's share in funding this activity
and that any division of public expenditure responsibility for
Section 11 would need to contain arrangements to accommodate
this.

The Prime Minister takes it that your officials will pursue
the points in paragraph 4 of your Secretary of State's minute
with Home Office officials.

I am copying this letter to Tim Sutton (Lord President's
Office), John Gieve (Treasury), Stephen Williams (Welsh Office),
Martin Stanley (Department of Trade and Industry), Andy McKeon
(Department of Health), Colin Walters (Home Office), Roger Bright
(Department of the Environment), Clive Norris (Department of
Employment), and Sonia Phippard (Cabinet Office).

e

Dt

Paul Gray

Stephen Crowne, Esq.,
Department of Education and Science.




PRIME MINISTER

SECTION 11 GRANTS

Last week you decided, following advice from Robin Butler, that
Ministerial responsibility for all Section 11 grants to ethnic
minorities should stay with the Home Office for the time being,
and that the earlie; idea of transferring‘responsibility for

education grants to the DES should not be pursued at this stage.

My letter recording your decision crossed in the post with
further minute from John MacGregor. Following the earlier
exchanges he accepted that there should be no change in
Ministerial responsibilities at present. But he

there should be a further review of the position

operation of the new Section 11 arrangements, i.e.

119922 L2

Robin Butler has now provided the further attached advice
recommending you should accept there could be such a review

’

without committing yourself at this stage.

Content for me to minute out in the terms recommended by Robin
Butler?

Qucc.

PG

5 February 1990
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Ref. A090/439

MR GRAY

Section 11 Grants

You asked for further advice on the Education Secretary's
minute of /7 ?ébruary, which crossed with your minute of the same
date recording the Prime Minister's decision not to transfer
Ministerial responsibility for the education component of S11

grant for the time being.

25 I agree that the points in Mr MacGregor's letter concerning
the arrangements for administration of grant can be left to the
Departments, and that the only issue on which the Prime Minister
needs to respond is the proposal for a review of the case for
transfer of responsibilities to take place a year after the
introduction of the new arrangements on 1 October 1991 (ie in

October 1992).

38 Although the case for preserving maximum flexibility to
promote take up of grant by the voluntary sector is not likely to
change, and may continue to point towards retention of overall
responsibility for PES in the Home Office, it may be that

experience of the new arrangements will reinforce the DES case to

have final responsibility for administration of education-

related grants.

4. I recommend therefore that the Prime Minister assents to the
Education Secretary's proposal provisionally, without taking

a final view at this stage. I attach a draft reply to this
effects

.
TR 8.

ROBIN BUTLER
14 February 1990




Draft of 14 February 1990 (SECT11.Dft/ijw)

DRAFT LETTER TO THE PRIVATE SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

Section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966

My minute of 7 February to Colin Walters at the Home Office
crossed with your Secretary of State's minute to the Prime

Minister of the same date.

The Prime Minister is content that a further review of
Ministerial responsibilities for the education component of
Section 11 grant should be envisaged after a year of operation of
the new arrangements, ie in October 1992. She does not consider
that a final decision need be taken about this now and will leave
it to the Home Secretary or your Secretary of State to revive the
proposal nearer the time. In any case, she believes that it will
continue to be necessary to retain flexibility in responding to
growth in the voluntary sector's share in funding this activity
and that any division of public expenditure responsibility for
Section 11 would need to contain arrangements to accommodate

this.

The Prime Minister takes it that your officials will pursue
the points in paragraph 4 of your Secretary of State's minute

with Home Office officials.




I am copying this letter to Tim Sutton (Lord President's

Office), John Gieve (Treasury), Stephen Williams (Welsh Office)

'

Martin Stanley (Department of Trade and Industry), Andy McKeon

(Department of Health), Colin Walters (Home Office), Roger Bright

(Department of the Environment), Clive Norris (Department of

Employment), and Sonia Phippard (Cabinet Office).







)
(§ e
"IJ :
BazaN

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

SIR ROBIN BUTLER

SECTION 11 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

letter of yesterday's date to the Home Office recorded the
Prime Minister's decision, in line with your advice, that
responsibility for Section 11 grants should for the time being
remain with the Home Office. That letter crossed in the post
with the further minute, also dated 7 February, from the
Secretary of State for Education and Science to the Prime

Minister.

My

The comments in my letter about consultation on education
applications do I think meet the point raised in paragraph 4 of
Mr MacGregor's minute. That just leaves the issue in his
paragraph 3 of whether a firm date should now be set for a
review of the arrangements. I should be grateful for advice on
how the Prime Minister should respond to that point.

v%?(c

PAUL GRAY
8 February 1990




SECTION 11 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

The Home Secretary sent me a

January.

suggestion
are firm

reconsider

now on the

place

which

Such a




!ensible for my officials to be involved in considering

applications against the criteria set out in that statement; and

in the subsequent monitoring of funded projects. My Department'
direct knowledge of CTCs and GM schools - now eligible to apply
for section 11 grant - will be of particular help in assessin
applications from those quarters. I think there is a case
specific financial allocation for these institutions, and

ask my officials to pursue with David's hcw this might be

place.

5. I trust that David Waddington can agree to these

propositions.

6. I am sending copies of this minute to the Home Secretary an

to the other recipients of his.

DEPARTMENT







10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretar)

7 February 1990

s Cet—

SECTION 11 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

The Prime Minister was grateful for the Home Secretary's
minute of 29 January. She has also seen the letter of 19 January
from the Secretary of State for Education and Science to the Lord
President and the Secretary of State for Employment's minute of
6 February.

The Prime Minister agrees with the Home Secretary's
recommendation that for the time being responsibility for the
administration of Section 11 grant should remain with the Home
Office. She assumes that the Department will continue to liaise
closely with the Department of Education and Science on the
assessment of education grants.

I am copying this letter to Tim Sutton (Lord President's
Office), John Gieve (H.M. Treasury), Stephen Williams (Welsh
Office), Martin Stanley (Department of Trade and Industry), Andy
McKeon (Department of Health), Stephen Crowne (Department of
Education and Science), Roger Bright (Department of the
Environment), Clive Norris (Department of Employment), and Sonia
Phippard (Cabinet Office).

Mo
M

Paul Gray

Colin Walters, Esq.,
Home Office.




Secretary of State
for Employment

PRIME MINISTER

SECTION 11 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

I have seen David Waddington’s minute to you of 29 January
concerning departmental responsibility for the administration of
grant under section 11. I agree with David’s conclusion that, at
least initially, responsibility for the administration of section
11 grant should be retained by the Home Office. In addition to
the benefits David sets out in his minute, keeping responsibility
with the Home Office will also help ensure and demonstrate even-
handed treatment in the processing and monitoring of applications
made by Training and Enterprise Councils and local authorities

alike.

I am copying this minute to the Lord President, the Home
Secretary, the Secretaries of State for Education and Science,
Trade and Industry, Environment, Health and Wales, the Chancellor

of the Exchequer and Sir Robin Butler.

r\

M H
b & February 1990







PRIME MINISTER

SECTION 11 GRANT: MINISTERIAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Last summer you held a meeting with colleagues to discuss the
future arrangements for grants to ethnic minorities under
Section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966. You emphasised the
need to énsure greater involvement of the voluntary sector, and
asked the Lord President to carry the work forward in

H Committee. You indicated that you would consider at a later

stage whether or not any change in Ministerial responsibilities

was appropriate.

The work on the substantive policy issues has now been
satisfactorily completed by H Committee. Your objective of
greater diversification to the voluntary sector has been
achieved. The outcome was summarised in the Home Secretary's

letter to the Lord President of 20 December (Flag A).

I have not troubled you with this before as I was awaiting
further views on the issue of Ministerial responsibility. At
present Ministerial responsibility for all Section 11 grant rests
with the Home Office. The original proposal put forward last
summer by the then Home Secretary was that, since local
authorities spent some 80 per cent of Section 11 grant for
education purposes, it made sensé to transfer responsibility for
that element to the Department of Education and Science
Ministers. You did I think have concerns about this at that
time, but deferred a decision until the substantive policy was

sorted out.

The present Home Secretary has now reconsidered the position
(Flag B). He takes the view that, given the changes now agreed
for Section 11 arrangements - in particular drawing in the
voluntary‘sector - it would be better for the time being to leave
the Ministerial responsibilities unchanged. He is supported in
this by Michael Howard (Flag C) who thinks that keeping
responsibility with the Home Office will help ensure even-handed

treatment in processing applications for grant by the TECs and

CONFIDENTIAL




local authorities. Sir Robin Butler (Flag D) also supports no
change, while noting that the Home Office could continue to refer

assessments of education grants to DES.

In an earlier letter, however, John MacGregor (Flag E) continued

to favour a transfer of responsibility to DES.

Content to agree maintaining the status quo on Ministerial
responsibility for the time being, while urging the Home Office
to continue to liaise closely with DES on the assessment of

education grant?

locc

PG

6 February 1990

ecl c:sectionll

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

Ref. A090/315

MR GRAY

Section 11 Grant : Ministerial Responsibilities

The~Home Secretary's minute to the Prime Minister of 29
January withdraws the proposals made by his predecessor last May
to transfer responsibility for the education element of Section
11 (S11) grant to the Education Secretary, with consequential

transfers to the Welsh Office.

2% The Home Secretary points out that the policy emphasis has
changed since his predecessor made the initial proposal. He
believes that the objective of more positive and active
management of the grant, and in particular the need to draw in
the voluntary sector, will be more readily achieved by unified
administration of the grant. The expertise of the Department of
Education and Science can be drawn in as necessary by

administrative arrangements.

3 The Education Secretary, in his earlier letter of 19 January
to the Lord President, repeated his belief that a transfer of
responsibility for education S11 grants, together with the
necessary PES transfer, would help to secure maximum value for

money and successful targeting of grant in the education sector.

4. The Prime Minister wished to take the decision on
departmental responsibility in the light of the further work she
commissioned in July. In the light of the approach now adopted,

I recommend, in line with the Home Secretary's recommendation in

his minute of 29 January, that it would be appropriate to
1

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

maintain the present allocation of responsibilities, at least for

the time being. The proportion of grant which will in future be
directed through the new network of Training and Enterprise
Councils to the voluntary sector for employment projects will not
be easy to plan ahead, and Ministers will wish to retain maximum
flexibility to expand provision in this area as fast as
worthwhile projects come forward. It would be more difficult to
do this if public expenditure provision for S11 grants had been
split between Departments. Retaining overall responsibility in
the Home Office can be combined with continuing to refer
assessment of education grants to DES officials and Ministers,
which should enable them to ensure that the retargeted S11 grants

relate coherently to other educational initiatives.
5. The Home Secretary does not close the door on a review of
Departmental responsibilities once the new arrangements are

firmly in place.

6. I recommend that the Prime Minister agrees that

responsibilities should not be changed for the time being.

ROBIN BUTLER

5 February 1990

2
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SECTION 11

I wrote to you on 20 December about n
grant under section 11 of the Local Government
with my letter of 20 December. The respons
welcomed the proposals. I have now seen John
to you of 19 January. I welcome the general
also expresses for the proposals. He makes
points about them. In order to enable us to get
announcing the new arrangements it may be helpful
straightaway on his points.
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The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe, QC.,
Lord President of the Council
WHITEHALL, S.W.1.
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PRIME MINISTER

SECTION 11 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

A

Pl

You will know from my letter of 20 ceméer to the Lord President that
officials have developed proposals under the supervision of H Committee for
the more effective use of section 11 funding on lines proposed at your meeting
on 27 July last year. In particular arrangements for diversifying funding to
the voluntary sector, including arrangements for channelling funding through
the new Training and Enterprise Councils, supported by City Action Teams, have
been developed.

In the light of this I have reconsidered the proposal which my
predecessor originally made in his letter of 11 May that Departmental
responsibility for section 11 grant allocated for educational purposes should
be transferred to the Department of Education and Science, with consequential
transfers to the Welsh Office. This is, of course, a machinery of Government
issue for you to decide in the light of the final arrangements: and it may
help if I set out the position as I now see it.

Douglas Hurd obviously took the view that as local authorities spent
up to 80% of section 11 grant for education purposes, it made sense to see
that education expertise was brought to the allocation of grant and the
monitoring of its use. On the other hand, the scrutiny identified a need for
Government to play a much more positive and active role in developing and
implementing the policy for the use of section 11 grant: and you emphasised
the need to draw in the vcluntary sectcr in advance of
section 11. If this is to be achieved there must be co-ordinated direction
of the policy and its administration, or we won't get maximum value from the
use of the grant by local authorities, TECs and the voluntary sector.

I have seen John MacGregor's comment in his letter of 19 January to
Geoffrey Howe and I know that he is concerned to ensure that the necessary
resources which section 11 grants bring to the education system are retained.
The provision of English language teaching continues to be important in
enabling the ethnic minorities to make their proper contribution to the life
of the country, and I naturally accept that there will continue to be the need
for adequate educationally directed section 11 provision. All this, however,
will need to be carefully managed, particularly in the light of the

arrangements now developed involving the developing and increasing
contribution by TECs and the voluntary sector. These considerations seem to
me to point to retaining, initially at least, single administration of section
11 grant:




administration by a single section will enable
the use of grant to be developed with the
greatest flexibility to ensure that new
priorities are met and superseded expenditure
redeployed to maximum effect;

a single point of reference will be clearer for
local authorities, TECs and the voluntary sector;

allocation of grant to TECs, for which separate
PES provision will have to be made - itself a
complication - needs flexible and co-ordinated
arrangements for the overall administration of
grant;

encouragement of use of grant by the voluntary
sector can best be done by central
administration;

development of new, more positive policies for
the use of section 11 grant can best be
undertaken by a single section in the department
of the Home Office with expertise in ethnic
minority issues;

unified administration will make it easier to
gain maximum recognition for the improvements we
intend to bring about.

The need for education expertise (and expertise in the fields
which other Departments are responsible) can be achieved by close
operation between the central section 11 administrative section and
Departments concerned. These should include administrative arrangements
referring grant decisions as appropriate. And, once the new arrangements
firmly in place, the case for formal transfer could be reconsidered.

I accordingly recommend that in the initial introduction of the new
arrangements at least responsibility for the administration of section 11
grant should remain with the Home Office.

I am sending copies of this minute to the Lord President, the
Secretaries of State for Education & Science, Trade & Industry, Employment,
Environment, Health and Wales, the Chancellor of the Exchequer and Sir Robin
Butler.

2 @ January 1990
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'he Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC, MP

Lord President of the Council
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SECTION 11

most interested te see the proposals in David Waddington's
of 20 December;, which have been developed since the H
_tee meeting on 27 September.

[t 1s important that sponsorship by local authorities should not
be the sole route to section 11 funding for voluntary sector
organisations. I therefore welcome the role for TE - 1nlitially
on a pilot basis - envisaged in David's letter. I believe this
proposal has the makings of a valuable addition to the section 11
framework, in advance of any amending legislation.

The new arrangements set out in David's letter thus meet our
objective in H Committee of full voluntary sector participation.
But I am not sure that they would be likely to achieve so fully
value for money and effective targeting of provision. I would
therefore like to suggest one or two adjustments with these
objectives in view.

As regards value for money, I am not convinced that it would be
right to give some TEC-sponsored projects more generous grant
support than would be available to other projects, by paying more
than 75% grant rate, and in support of all recurrent costs rather
than staff costs only. The argument for so doing is evidently




that the absence of local authority involvement will mean that
there is no supporting funding from that source. The same is also
true, however, of Grant-Maintained schools, City Technology
Colleges and PCFC institutions. In the case of TEC-sponsored
projects I would have thought the TECs themselves might have been
able to help - and such financial support by TECs would have the
additional benefit of underwriting their commitment to the
projects in question. In any event the "... presumption towards
an early tapering of grant and time-limiting where appropriate"
could force the issue of complementary financial support sooner
or later during a project's life. The degree of TECs' financial
support for section 11 projects could be looked at as part of the
evaluation of the pilot stage of these arrangements.

Also on the theme of value for money, I am glad to see the
proposal that monitoring of TEC-sponsored projects will be as
rigorous as that proposed for local authority projects, while
allowing for differences in the management of the two types of
projects. But before new arrangements are agreed, it would be
helpful if David could set out how this will work.

To achieve the objective of effective targeting of grant, we
shall need to establish from the beginning, arrangements for the
appropriate allocation of funds between section 11 grant proper
and non-local authority grant for section 11 purposes. This is
particularly important since I assume from David's letter that
in-year virement between the two budget sub-heads is not
envisaged.

As H Committee recognised, much could depend on the transitional
arrangements. The transitional arrangements described at 5(11) of
David's note go some way towards meeting the objective of
effective targeting. I do think, however, that decisions on the
extent of funds to be deployed to voluntary sector projects
should pay explicit regard not only to existing "eligible"
provision, but also to the probable scale of worthwhile new
project applications from the new institutions we are
establishing such as Grant-Maintained schools and City
Technology Colleges, which are much more closely akin to the
voluntary sector in that they are not under the aegis of local
authorities. Existing section 11 provision which does not meet
the new criteria should be rooted out. But we must ensure that
the transitional arrangements do not have consequences we do not
intend. For example I should be concerned about having to defend
any reduction in the teacher:pupil ratio - particularly in our
inner city areas.

I would expect that the facility to deal with applications
outside the annual bidding cycle (as at 5(9) of the proposals in
David's letter) might also be extended to local authorities, as
well as to GM schools, CTCs and PCFC institutions. In any case,
if funding is to be effectively targeted, applications should so
far as possible be considered on a properly comparative basis.
Consideration of applications, under either sub-head, outside the
annual bidding cycle should therefore be undertaken on an
exceptional basis only. Indeed, to the extent that we develop
effective arrangements for allocation of section 11 funds between
the two sub-heads, we should not need to resort to such
exceptional arrangements.




David referred in his letter to the question of Departmental
responsibilities for future administration of the grant. If we
are to achieve success in targeting money in the major area of
education where it is most needed, and ensuring that its grant
secures maximum value for money, spend needs to be administered
by those with most knowledge of the sponsors and most direct
access to them. For that reason I continue to believe that there
would be advantage in a transfer from the Home Office to my
Department, together with the necessary PES transfer, of
responsibility for section 11 education expenditure.

If we can now get the new arrangements agreed very soon I am
content, in principle, that the new section 11 arrangements
should be introduced in October 1991.

Copies of this letter go to David Waddington; and to the Prime
Minister and the other recipients of his letter.
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SECTION 11 FUNDING 19/

Some confusion seems to have arisen about the proposals for
machinery of government change associated with the review of
Section 11 grants. The proposal in July was that the Education
Secretary should take over responsibility for education grants,
and the Welsh Secretary for grants in Wales. At the Prime
Minister's meeting on 27 July officials were asked to bring
forward further proposals to accelerate the implementation of new
arrangements for Section 11, to extend its availability to the
voluntary sector, and to introduce a role for Training and
Enterprise Councils and City Action Teams.

2. The Home Secretary minuted the Lord President with his
proposals on 20 December. His minute recalls that the Prime
Minister had deferred a decision on the question of departmental
responsibility, until the further work now presented was
complete.'““B+mon Gray's minute of 21 December called for further
advice on the issue of departmental responsibility. On checking
with Home Office officials whether the new Home Secretary saw any
need to revise the proposals on Departmental responsibility in
the light of the revised decisions on priorities for the grant, I
was told that an opportunity had not yet arisen to take his mind.
After Christmas I let you know that Mr Waddington had indeed
reconsidered, and decided that the earlier proposals were
inappropriate in the new context. He had asked for a draft
minute to the Prime Minister, which was to be put to him through
Mr John Patten, who in turn would, it was thought, wish to clear
the lines with Mrs Rumbold in DES.

3., I understand that the Home Secretary is likely to write very
shortly, to explain his views and withdraw both the proposal to
pass responsibility for education grants to the DES, and the
associated proposals to transfer responsibility for grants in
Wales to the Welsh Office. As now the Departments would continue
to be closely consulted before decisions were made on
applications for grants in their areas.

4. The Home Secretary's revised decision seems sensible. The
policy is to increase the voluntary sector's share of Section 11
grant. Allocating part of the resources for Section 11 to a DES
vote would be likely to inhibit this objective. Mr Gray's
minute suggests that the Prime Minister's reservations about the
initial proposals were related to concern on a similar point.




CONFIDENTIAL

5% It therefore seems sensible to await the Home Secretary's
further letter before the Prime Minister is asked to decide on
the issue of Departmental responsibility. If further advice is
needed, it should be based on the detailed arguments which the
Home Secretary may be presenting, but I imagine the Prime
Minister will be content to leave Departmental responsibilities

as they are.

/%V\/J\ \»J\A AN

A D WHETNALL

18 January 1990.
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The Rt Hon David Waddington QC MP

Home Secretary

Home Office

50 Queen Anne's Gate

London
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SECTION 11

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 20 December to
Geoffrey Howe seeking colleagues’ agreement toJ arrangements for
implementing the scrutiny report.

2 I am content with your proposals regarding both bidding
arrangements and diversification of funding to the voluntary
sector.

3 I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members
of H Committee and Sir Robin Butler.

//(,(A,
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LONDON SWIP 3EB

01-276 3000

The Rt Hon David Waddington QC MP
Home Office

Queen Anne’s Gate

LONDON

SW1

SECTION 11

Thank you for sending me a
Geoffrey Howe about the nex
scrutiny.

copy of your letfer of 20 December to
t steps in implementing the report of the

I am content with the revisions he timetable for the

+n -
to t
introduction of the new arrangements.

David Hunt and I agree with your proposed arrangements for widening
the availability of S11 funding by using the Training and Enterprise
Councils to channel assistance to the voluntary sector. This and the
greater involvement of the City Action Teams should result in better
targeting of S1l and in improved co-ordination with other
initiatives, especially in the inner cities. However, it is
important that the changes are presented positively and are seen as
a complement to the role of the local authorities rather than a
detraction from it. It will therefore be important for our officials
to continue to work closely together on the introduction of the
revised system.

I am copying this
and Sir Robin Butler.

\

+’\” cHRIS PATTEN

(Approved by the Secretary of State
and Signed in his Absence)
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The Rt. Hon. Nicholas Ridley MP
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry

The Rt Hon David Waddington QC MP Department of
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objectives even more effectively. I would wholeheartedly
agree with you that the proposal offers a worthwhile way of
extending the availability of Section 11 funding along the
lines originally envisaged by the Prime Minister.

I was also particularly pleased to note that, as a consequence
of revising the bidding arrangements, the timetable for
implementing the proposal has been brought forward by 6
months. This is good news. The experience of our Task Forces
shows that voluntary sector organisations have an important
role to play in meeting the needs of ethnic minority groups.
So, the sooner they can be brought on board, the better.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, H Committee
colleagues and to Sir Robin Butler.
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SECTION 11

Thank you for copying me your 20 December letter to Geoffrey
Howe in which you sought "H" Committee colleagues agreement to
proposals, worked up by our officials, which will enable the
voluntary sector to have a greater say in Section 11 funding.

As John Patten may have mentioned, Douglas Hogg has already
indicated - copy of his letter attached - that we fully
endorsed the proposals: not least because we see the proposed
measures helping our inner City Task Forces meet their
objectives even more effectively. I would wholeheartedly
agree with you that the proposal offers a worthwhile way of
extending the availability of Section 11 funding along the
lines originally envisaged by the Prime Minister.

I was also particularly pleased to note that, as a consequence
of revising the bidding arrangements, the timetable for
lmplementing the proposal has been brought forward by 6
months. This is good news. The experience of our Task Forces
shows that voluntary sector organisations have an important
role to play in meeting the needs of ethnic minority groups.
So, the sooner they can be brought on board, the better.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, H Commi ttee
colleagues and to Sir Robin Butler.
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CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
From the Private Secretar)

SIR ROBIN BUTLER

SECTION 11 FUNDING

1u i the Lord President on

1
work carried out since Sectio

te
I I X n Sec
funding was cons by H Committee on 28 September. That
discussion at H ee
/

) followed an earlier meeting chaired by
the Prime Minister on 2

July.

I have not yet shown the 20 December minute and attached
to the Prime Minister. But I imagine that she will be con
with the proposals set out there; they closely follow the
proposals she put forward herself in the July meeting.

Apart from the substance of the policy, there is also the
outstanding question of the future administration of Section 11
grants. At the time of the July meeting it was proposed that the
Education Secretary should take over responsibility from the Home
Secretary for grant paid in support of education projects in
England, and the Welsh Secretary for grant paid in Wales. You
advised in your minute of 24 July that the Prime Minister should
agree to these changes in responsibility. However, the Prime
Minister indicated that she wished to defer taking a decision
until the policy issues were resolved.

My impression was, however, that she was not
persuaded of the case for switching departmer
she was concerned the a large proportion
funding was erred to DES, and effectively
the local autho s general educational spen
difficult to achieve the aim of giving the vo
greater role in e eration of the Section

PAUL
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SECTION 11

Arrangements for non local authority use of section 11 funding

The new arrangements for allocating section 11 funding through
local authorities will include an element for voluntary sector
projects put forward by local authorities within the terms of
section 11. This note sets out complementary arrangements
involving the development of a more radical approach to the
channelling of section 11 funding to projects in the voluntary
sector without the intervention of local authorities

framework proposed in this note is approved consultat

the details will be carried out in parallel with

consultations with local authorities on the new arrange

for allocating section 11 grant to local authorities.

2. The terms of section 11 itself limit funding to st
costs incurred by local authorities in meeting the s
needs of T wealth immigrants. A radical approach
use of section 11 funding by making available
organisations without local

requires arrangements which

section 11 itself to be rela

funding can be given for costs other

staff are needed. This can already

other funding, such as the Urban Programme;

other source of funding comparable to section

for ethnic minority projects. Funding arran

co ement section 11 would need clear criteria
funding diverted fr« direct section 11 use was

for comparable purposes to the benefit of

minorities.

3. The main mechanism which can be used as an alternative to
local authorities for channelling funding to voluntar
organisations should be the new Training and Enterprise
Councils. As local bodies responsible for a broad range of

training and enterprise programmes and services, TECs are




appropriate bodies to draw on section 11 funding to manage
projects in the voluntary sector within their sphere of
responsibilities. This would initially be introduced on a

'pilot' basis while TECs become established.

4. Other locally based mechanisms have a role to play. The
eight City Action Teams bring together on a city wide basis
the Departments responsible for environment, employment and
enterprise programmes in order to coordinate the effectiveness
of their delivery. The City Action Teams, with Home Office
attendance on occasions when appropriate projects arise, can
take a view on TEC and local authority bids for section 11
funding. This role is advisory and one of coordination and
such can offer advice to the Home Office on the appropriate
needs of the area. The sixteen Inner City Task Forces
concerned with improving employment and enterprise in their
concentrated areas will be able to facilitate the use of
section 11 for these purposes in their areas. Task forces
would normally use local authority or TEC channels for
projects they supported but as a last resort should be

approach the Home Office direct.

The elements of the proposed arrangements are:

penditure provision - a proportion of the

available for section 11 purposes would be allocated

separate subhead for non local authority expenditure.
The proportion would be set in public expenditure
negotiations, after discussions between the relevant
Departments on the overall total of grant available,
Ministerial priorities and the estimate of section 11
funds needed for local authority applications. (Since
division would be based on an estimate, necessarily
speculative in the early stages, it will be important to

review regularly the scale of diversification.

(2) Access - Training and Enterprise Councils would be

able to apply direct to the section 11 grants section




without there being any necessary local authority
involvement for section 11 funding for projects within

their sphere of responsibilities.

(3) Criteria to be met by TEC applications would be the
policy criteria applying to local authority bids under new
arrangements reflecting central Government objectives for

the use of section 11 funds for ethnic minority projects.

(4) Statutory restriction limiting grant to local
authority employed staff would not be applied to these
bids. This would make it possible to fund revenue costs
for projects on a more flexible basis.

The anachronistic restriction of section 11 funding

penditure in respect of 'Commonwealth immigrants'

would be relaxed for non local authority applications in
order to enable all minority groups, such as Vietnamese

refugees, to benefit.

(6) Bidding arrangements would mirror those for local
authority applications so far as appropriate although
there would be advantage in lining up the

arrangements for TECs with the arrangements

using to bid to the Training Agency for their

if this is compatible with the section 11 ti
particular TEC proposals would have to meet

requirements for objectives and monitoring.

(7) Administration would be by the central administrative
section responsible for allocating section 11 funding in
response to local authority bids. (This would ensure that
funding is used for ethnic minority purposes.) This
section would where necessary consult the Department
responsible for the policy area concerned in the same way
as for local authority applications. Management of the
project would rest with the sponsoring TEC with monitoring

requirements corresponding to those for local authority




applications. Overall responsibility for decisions would
rest with the section 11 section (and the Department's
Accounting Officer would be accountable for the

expenditure) .

(8) Financial authority for the subhead for this
expenditure would derive from the Appropriation Act. (It
will be necessary to make a commitment to take legislative

cover as soon as possible.)

(9) Timetable - Applications will normally be processed
on the same annual bidding cycle as local authority bids
in order to comply with cash limits. Within the
constraints of operating a cash limit applications could
where necessary be processed individually, making early

decisions where necessary.

(10) Rate of grant - The normal rate of grant would be
75% as for local authority applications. There should
however be flexibility. It may be appropriate, in cases
where the absence of local authority involvement

that there is no supporting funding for applications to
allocate grant at a rate above 75% but with a presumption
towards an early tapering of grant and time limiting where
appropriate; in other cases a lower rate of grant may be

appropriate.

(11) Transition - examination of applications in the

initial period of the new arrangements, during which local

authorities would be having to reassess their current
section 11 funding under the new criteria, would enable
decisions to be made on the extent to which provision
would be available from projects no longer eligible for
section 11 grant to be diverted to voluntary sector

projects.

(JED 430)







[ B

the department for Enterprise

The Hon. las Hogg MP
Minister for Industry and Enterprise

Department of

Trade and Industry
John Patten Esq MP 115 Vieeors
Minister of State -19 Victoria Sereet
Home Office l"“d"‘f SW1H 0ET
Queen Anne's Gate :fﬁg§&m

ésTgOgAT Telex 8811074/5 DTHQ G
Fex 01-222 2629

215 5147

L+ December 1989
%«

In your 16 November letter to Angela Rumbold you sought
reactions to the framework put forward by our officials to
enable voluntary sector groups obtain Section 11 funding
without going through the local authorities.

I very much support the idea that the emerging network of
Training and Enterprise Councils (TECs) should play a pivotal
role in all this. As you say, given their responsibilities
for promoting total training and enterprise they are well
Placed to take on this important function. I am content for
the proposal as it stands, therefore, to go to "H" Committee
colleagues.

From the viewpoint of Task Forces alone I would wholeheartedly
agree that the proposal has the makings of a valuable addition
to Section 11 machinery. Its implementation will enable Task
Forces to approach their local TEC and/or local authority when
it comes to seeking voluntary sector support. Moreover, 1 was
Pleased to note that, as a last resort, Task Forces will also
have the option of approaching your Department direct for
funding. I firmly believe that the increased flexibility
associated with the proposal can only help Task Forces target
more effectively ethnic minority groups living in their areas.
This is Crucially important; as you know from your own
association with Task Forces ethnic minorities make up a
significant proportion of the population of many of them.

Tim Eggar and Ian Grist.

I am copying this letter\fo gela Rumbold, David Hunt,

D
,’7* ) f
DOUGLAS
.
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10 August 1989

BRENT: GRANT UNDER SECTION 11 OF
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

Home Office and DES officials have kept in the
application from Brent Council for section 11 grant for their Development
Programme for Race Equality (DPRE).

Following reviews carried out by Sir David Lane and HMI last year the
Home Secretary discussed the application, for which approval had been given
in principle in 1986, with Mr Baker last year. It was agreed that, in the
light of the reports and the fact that approval in principle had previously
been given, grant would have to be paid if Brent Council gave satisfactory
undertakings to a substantial number of stringent conditions arising from the
reports, together with arrangements for rigorous monitoring of expenditure.

Brent Council have now given the undertakings required and the Home
Secretary has been advised by our Legal Adviser that refusal to confirm
approval of grant would risk successful challenge by judicial review. The
Home Secretary will therefore be announcing tomorrow his approval of section
11 funding for the Development Programme for Educational achievement and
Racial Equality (as Brent Council have renamed the DPRE as required by the
Lane Report), subject to rigorous monitoring. The DPEARE will be monitored
by a panel led, as agreed, by Baroness Cox. Brent Council will be required
to submit termly reports on the DPEARE.

The press release which we shall be issuing tomorrow refers to the
scrutiny of section 11 grant recently carried out, the problems which it
identified in the present system, and the fact that Ministers are now
considering what changes need to be made to improve the effective
administration of section 11 funding in the light of the scrutiny report.

There is no doubt about the need in Brent. The borough has the
largest proportion of ethnic minority population in the country (the 33.5% of
Brent population of new Commonwealth origin compares with 28% in Hackney and
29.8% in Haringey). The schools in which DPEARE teachers work have ethnic
minority pupil proportions ranging from 40% to 98%. The Home Secretary
intends that the monitoring arrangements should ensure that proper use is made
of the section 11 grant. No grant will be paid until Brent's detailed
financial claims have been rigorously scrutinised and monitoring arrangements




are in place. This will be made clear in announcing the decision. The grant
will be time limited for three years, as was originally proposed, and will
come to an end on completion of the academic year 1990/91. Funding in the
last year will depend on the reporting of the monitoring panel.

The Home Secretary and Mr Patten have kept Sir Rhodes Boyson and
Councillor Stone, leader of the Conservative group, informed, and they are

content.

A copy of this letter goes to Caroline Slocock.

des S«Mc,(_,.(\bj ,

Vo S,

P R C STORR

Stephen Crowne, Esq.

Private Secretary

Department of Education & Science
Elizabeth House

York Road

LONDON, S.E.1.
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FROM: PHILIP MAWER
DATE:27 July 1989
Cc:Mr Mundy

MR GRAY

SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

I attach a draft letter for you to send Peter Storr at the Home
Office recording the outcome of this morning's meeting, chaired

by the Prime Minister, to discuss issues arising from the report

of the scrutiny of grants paid under Section 11 of the 1966 Act.

P J C MAWER

q
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CONFIDENTIAL

DRAFT LETTER FOR PAUL GRAY TO SEND TO P R C STORR ESQ, PRIVATE
SECRETARY TO THE HOME SECRETARY f?
(

\

SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

The Prime Minister held a meeting with Ministerial colleagues
this morning to discuss issues arising from the report of the

scrutiny of grants paid under section 11 of the Local Government

Act 1966. Present were the que Secretary, the Lord President,

the Gecretang of State Lor Health %he—ﬁeefGGapyloévb%fjeffc
Education and Science, the—~ﬁec;e€ary——1f~—State‘~£or the
Environment, the Chief Secretary, the Minister of State, Home
Office (Mr Patten) and the Parliamentary Under Secretary of
State, Department of Employment (Mr Nicholls). Mr Mawer and Mr
Mundy (Cabinet Office) were also present. The meeting had before

them the paper attached to your letter to me of 21 July.

The Home Secretary said that section 11 of the Local Government
Act 1966 enabled the payment of specific grant on staff
expenditure to local authorities which, in the Secretary of
State's opinion, were required to make special provision in the
exercise of any of their functions in consequence of the presence
within their areas of substantial numbers of Commonwealth
immigrants. More than £100 million of grant was expected to be
paid to local authorities in the current year, about 80% of which
would go towards educational provision. He believed that there
was a clear need for special provision to continue to be
available for use in helping to overcome barriers which prevented

members of ethnic minorities from benefitting fully from

CONFIDENTIAL
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opportunities for educational, economic and social development.
However, partly because of the restrictive nature of the present
legislation and partly because of the way in which the section 11
grant was currently administered, there were no clear objectives
or mechanisms for monitoring the use which was made of section 11
funding. A scrutiny had therefore been set up and this had
endorsed the principle of a special grant, but had found that the
present system of grant allocation needed substantial improvement
in order to ensure that the money involved was used effectively.
His proposals built on the scrutiny's recommendations. In
particular, he proposed that an overall policy framework should
be established for the allocation of the section 11 grant; local

authorities should be required to prepare strategic assessments

- - el D . 2
of ethnic minorities’ needs in their areas; the grant should

continue to be at the rate of 75%, but with time limiting and
tapering; performance should be assessed in accordance with a new
system of three-yearly rolling review reports; and there should
be increased funding through voluntary organisations and other
intermediate bodies such as Task Forces, City Action Teams and
Training and Enterprise Councils, either by local authorities
being encouraged to sponsor applications from such bodies, or by
reserving a proportion of grant for applications (via 1local
authorities) for such bodies. He further proposed that
administrative responsibility for expenditure on education should
be devolved to the Department of Education and Science and for
expenditure in Wales (including education) to the Welsh Office,
with the Home Office retaining overall coordinating
responsibility. Once a legislative opportunity arose, section 11
should be amended to enable voluntary and other organisations to
be used directly as vehicles for grant delivery and to remove the

present restriction of the grant to Commonwealth immigrants.
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In discussion, the following main points were made.

a.omASQSAproposal that section 11 grant should be tapered
andLFime limited was very welcome. However, given that the
present grant was not being properly used, it was not clear
that it would be right to continue to expend it at a level
of around £100 million per annum: this was a matter which
would need to be addressed in the Public Expenditure

Survey.

b. Section 11 grant was currently paid at a rate of 75%.
Local authorities were thus required to cover only 25% of
any expenditure on section 11 projects, and this gave them
little incentive to scrutinize the value of such projects.
There might therefoishgfﬁgycase fog 5?dr iﬁ, ETS»V tehg%
which grant was paidi On the other hand, if theée rate of
grant were reduced much below 75%, local authorities might
decline to pay their share of a good number of projects

which the Government would consider worthwhile.

c. The fact that around one-third of Asian men and two-
thirds of Asian women did not speak English illustrated that
there was a continuing need for money to be made available
for the teaching of English to ethnic minorities. A large
proportion of the teachers funded by section 11 grant,
however, were generalists rather than language teachers. It
appeared that many local education authorities regarded the
section 11 grant as, in effect, an increase in their
baseline expenditure rather than as money which ought to be

spent on the language development of ethnic minorities.

o s ptet &f{*fi%{f{ b o pfosin (- she

{:gj‘(A;LA “C By (b LA Av&»v»‘h”‘krg“¥J&” T

feetp, ol o jA ek A
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B« The scrutiny had suggested that two of the purposes for
which section 11 grant was particularly needed were for the
adoption of mainstream provision and for the promotion of
community awareness. These were rather nebulous concepts;
and it could be argued that, for example, publicity aimed at
encouraging members of the ethnic minorities to join the
police force should be paid for by the police rather than
out of section 11 grant. On the other hand, there had been
some successful examples of payments made under these heads:
for example, section 11 grant had been used in Wandsworth
for the funding of projects designed to encourage members of

the ethnic minorities to establish their own enterprises.

el There was a strong Lmio for allog dtlﬂf{l f(mtlry& L gri n

W L.‘nLl. .x\. Ss } o veol] G Yo

L s ¢
on the basis oi bids for specific O]O(,Y.J.) Conaldorltlon

would need to be given to the mechanisms for assessing such
bi(.is[ Consideration should also be given to whether
assistance to members of ethnic minorities, who tended to be

concentrated in urban areas, (Olll(i be better (;Oliv('rc‘ri by

[
- 13 ] \I |
f)thor funding mechanisms, \\Mr, I A ..»r,«iu..-. ‘4 Copr \ i be Lu

L Lfﬂ TANE Q*L \\Y.J. JAL,»(A \Q\,m e S ”‘\\:
) rl e vho—f uu o
g —J‘th giving notice Hmt existing programmes would be

reviewed, (1t would be important to avoid giving the
improssionﬁthnt they would necessarily be terminated while
making clear that the future funding of individual projects
could not be guaranteed.

C

Cfiis A separate Bill to amend section 11 would provide

obvious opportunities for the raising of a wide range of
race relations issues. It might be better to incorporate
the necessary legislation into a Bill dealing also with

other issues, although no early prospect of such a Bill
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seemed likely.

Qrrmn AR S LA w [ w;}.), - rh Uiy g..Lk»L Lﬁ«

/

/ /The Prime Mlnlster summing up the discussion, said that the

meeting had agreed that grant should continue to be paid under
section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966 to meet ethnic
minorities' special needs but that improvements were needed to
the administrative and policy framework for allocating the grant.
Arrangements should be introduced to require bids to be made for
specific projects. Grants should begtlme limited and tapered in
the final years; monitoring arrangements should be introduced to
assess the effectiveness of projects funded under section 11; and
steps should be taken to increase the proportion of funding which
waﬁhfhannellod via local authorities to voluntary organizations
andZAb dies such as the Task Forces, City Action Teams and
Training and Enterprise Councils. However, it would not be right
to require local authorities to prepare strategic assessments of
needs in their areas since such an exercise was likely to be
disproportionately time-consuming and expensive: local
authorities ought to know what their requirements were without
the need for a special exercise of this nature. The Lord

President should arrange for H Committee to consider in September

. port

how the new bidding agd(yonétoring arrangements should operate,
(.
with a view toLﬂan announc

ment being made before Parliament
returned in October. In due course, it would be necessary to
consider what changes were required to the existing legislation;
but it was doubtful whether it would be appropriate to introduce
amending legislation before the next General Election and the
priority for the present was to take action to improve the
arrangements under existing legislation. /d’g’IgQéIAS?ﬁBEEGféioﬁ
for section 11 grant-would need to bq#pgnsidérég in the ordinary
way in the Public Expenditure Survey: given that the existing

grant was not being spent properly, it was 3_not clear
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that[section 11 grant{_should continue at the current level.
Consideration should also be given to the rate at which grant was
paid; and to whether the objective of drawing members of the
ethnic minorities into the mainstream of British life could be
better achieved through the use of other funding mechanisms. The
question of whether some section 11 responsibilities should be
transferred away from the Home Office was a machinery of
government matter which she would consider separately in the

light of the outcome of the further work now put in hand.
I am sending copies of this letter to the Private Secretaries to

the other Ministers present at the meeting and to Sir Robin

Butler, Philip Mawer and Shaun Mundy.
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PRIME MINISTER

MEETING ON SECTION 11 FUNDING

You have a meeting before Cabinet with a grc of Ministers to

consider the follow-up to the scrutiny of Section 11 Funding

for ethnic minorities.

Fhis is your first meeting with a main Ministerial Group since

the reshuffle. Some of the participants have stayed in the

same posts - the Home Secretary and John Patten, Peter Walker,

Ken Clarke and Patrick Nicholls (Employment). Others have

moved - John MacGregor, Chris Patten , Geoffrey Howe and Norman

Lamont.
I'he papers

Flag A - main Home C ce report. You saw thi
weekend, and thought it
and meaningless phrases. You may want quickly

¢

to glance at

the key points set out

concluding paragraph 26 at the end

paper.

The main Cabinet Office brief, which helpfully

ts

sets out the key i1ssues for discussion and

decision

A supplementary brief from Robin Butler on the

machinery of Government aspe - specifically a

proposed transfer of responsibility for part of

the expenditure from the Home Of

fice to DES.

=Y

Briefing by Brian Griffiths, which broadly
follows the issues in the order set out in the

main Cabinet Office brief at Flag B.

My earlier letter of 19 May recording the

further work which you wanted carried out
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Handling
There are three points Ou may want
handling the discussion:

This is Norman Lamont's first major meeting

Chief Secretars There are some ssues the
overall level of funding and I rate of grant
on which he will want t« S e his position

£

for negotiations ir

Robin Butle
your

aspecets

scommends

whole issue
of Committee business. Foll
Brian Griffiths you decided you wanted tc
meeting on it yourself. Depending on the
progress achieved at the meeting, and bearing in
mind developments of the last couple of days
/ou will want to consider whether or not to
refer any continuing zii%(‘;%\‘i()r'l‘-‘, back to H

Committee.

e

PAUL GRAY

26 July 1989
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PRIME MINISTER

SECTION 11 FUNDING

BACKGROUND TO THE MEETING

a) The Present Position




b) Conclusion of the Scrutiny

should




The Homée Secr ary acce

and suggested publication

recommendation, namely:

ISSUES TO BE DISCUSSED AT THE MEETING

a)
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Ref. A089/1977
MR TURNBULL

Section 11 of the Local Government Act:

Machinery of Government Aspects

The Prime Minister is holding a meeting on 27 July to
discuss the future of the specific grant paid under Section 11 of
the Local Government Act 1966 to local authorities to meet ethnic
minority special needs. Mr Mawer is briefing separately on most
of the issues to be covered at the meeting. However, the
proposal to transfer some S11 responsibilities from the Home
Secretary to other Ministers is a machinery of government matter,

for decision by the Prime Minister rather than collectively, on

which this minute provides advice.

2. At present, the Home Secretary is ministerially responsible
for all grant paid under S11 - some £100 million this year. The
scrutiny report on S11 recommends a number of ways in which the
grant can be more tightly administered and better targeted. The
Home Secretary and other Ministers have reached the view that a
further improvement could be made to administration of the grant
if the Education Secretary were to take responsibility for grant
paid in support of education projects (in England) - currently
some £80 million - and the Welsh Secretary for grant paid in

Wales (including on education) - currently about £0.5 million.

3% In practice this would mean that the Secretary of State for
Education would negotiate funds for S11 education grant in PES
directly with the Chief Secretary; would set his own policy on
allocating it; and would take responsibility for its
administration. The Secretary of State for Wales would do the
same for all S11 expenditure in Wales. Both, through normal
consultative arrangements, would take account of overall Home

Office views in their policies, but each would be ministerially

1
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accountable for the grant spent in his area. The Home Office

would continue to lead on policy towards ethnic minorities as a

whole. It would also administer all S11 grang_other than that

spent on education and in Wales (about 20 per cent of the present
total) . Its responsibilities would therefore include, as at
present, grant spent not only on Home Office matters but also the
small proportion spent on projects 1in Health, Employment,
Environment, and Trade and Industry areas. It would continue to
take account of the view of these Departments in deciding what
amount of grant to seek in making its own bid in PES and in

allocating its share of the grant to projects.

These changes could be effected by administrative action.

5. The transfer of responsibility for education grants to DES
is not expected to lead to increases in staff overall since both
DES and the Home Office would retain substantial administrative
responsibilities. (The increases envisaged in the section of the
Home Secretary's paper on public expenditure implications derive
from the scrutiny recommendation that a firmer central grip is
needed in this area, whichever Department is responsible.) But
the transfer to the Welsh Office might lead to some very small
net staff increase. The details of the allocation of existing
PES commitments and staff remain to be agreed by Home Office,
DES, Welsh Office and Treasury, but no insuperable difficulties

are foreseen.

6. The transfers of responsibility, if agreed, would be
announced at the same time as other decisions on the Section 11
scrutiny report, probably in the autumn. The announcement would

need to be cleared by the Prime Minister.

o I recommend that the Prime Minister agree to the changes
proposed. The transfer of responsibility for S11 eduction grants
to DES should allow more expert administration of grant, and make
it easier to co-ordinate their action on S11 grant with their

other education policy initiatives. 1In the case of DES, there is

2
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no question that the expenditure involved, and consequently the
improvement to be gained from its better administration, is of a
scale to justify the temporary disruption which may be caused by
a transfer. Expenditure in Wales under S11 is very much smaller,
but it 1is clearly 1logical for the Welsh Office to take
responsibility for S11 dealings with Welsh 1local authorities

alongside all their other dealings with local authorities.

8. I also recommend that the Prime Minister should agree that
other S11 responsibilities should remain with the Home Office.
No other departmental Ministers have sought to take control of
grant spend in their areas, and the sums involved at present are
so small that administrative efficiency and effectiveness would

probably be damaged.

Handling

9 If the Prime Minister agrees, I suggest that she indicates

her decision at the start of the meeting, ie that:

the Home Office retains responsibility for overall policy
towards ethnic minorities and for administation of S11

grants except in the education area and in Wales;

the DES takes over responsibility for policy and
administration of S11 grants in the education area in

England;

the Welsh Office takes over responsibility for policy and

administration of all S11 grants in Wales;

subject to the Departments concerned agreeing the detailed
reallocation of public expenditure and staffing provisions with
the Treasury and to the announcement of the distribution of

responsibilities being cleared with No 10.

e g

24 July 1989 ROBIN BUTLER
3
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21 July 1989

SECTION 11 SCRUTINY

eee I enclose a paper on the report on the scrutiny of
section 11 grant for the Prime Minister's meeting on 27
July. -
This has been prepared in consultation with the
Department of Education and Science and the other
—_—

—_—

Departments concerned.

Copies go to the Private Secretaries to the
Secretaries of State fofvﬂiduzgilon, Environment
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SCRUTINY OF SECTION 11 GRANT

This paper sets out the issues arising from the report on the
scrutiny of grant paid under section 11 of the Local
Government Act 1966 for the meeting called by the Prime
Minister on 27 July. ;

Introduction

2. Section 11 grant is paid to local authorities for special
provision they make for ethnic minorities. (The terms of
section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966 are at Annex A.)
It is the major central Government programme aimed
specifically at the needs of the ethnic minority communltles
(Paid at a rate of 75% the central Gov;rﬁﬂent contribution
amounts to over E£100 mllllon a year.) Annex B describes the

range covered by s.11 grant under present arrangements.

Scrutiny report: main recommendations

3 The scrutiny report endorses the principle that a special
grant remains necessary but is very critical of the lack of
control over the use currently made of funding. Its
recommendations (the principal ones are summarised in Annex C)
accordingly focus on the need for a framework of clear policy
objectives; and for improved administrative arrangements and

measurement of effectiveness. It recommends changes in the

statutory basis for grant when legislative time can be found.

Issues arising

4. The fundamental issues arising over the implementation of
the scrutiny report in the light of the Home Secretary's
letter of 11 May and the Prime Minister's response recorded in

the Private Secretary letter of 19 May, are:

- the basis of policy, and the strategy gpr the use of a

special grant;

- the limitations of the statutory basis for the grant

(and the issue of amending legislation);




- the administrative machinery.

5. The introduction of cash limiting section 11 expenditure

from 1990/91 will require administrative changes to bring

tighter control over grant allocation. The imposition of a
cash limit (£120m at 1989 survey prices) will:
(1) focus attention on the use made of grant, and the
priorities between competing bids within the overall

ceiling.

(2) make necessary clearly defined policies (understood

by grant recipients) for administration of the grant.

It will in future be necessary for priorities within each area
to be clearly identified. (This reflects the report's
recommendation that departmental policies should be
established.) This will provide a framework to secure better

value for money.

6. This paper considers the present policy, the limitations
on section 11 funding, options for the future and the
administrative and public expenditure implications of any

changes of approach.

Policy and the role of the grant

7. The draft policy statement prepared following the scrutiny
report (Annex D) sets the role of this specific grant in the
context of the Government's race relations policy. The
fundamental principle is the removal of barriers which may
prevent members of the ethnic minorities from playing their
full part in the economic and social life of the couritry and
to encourage self-help and initiative. Specific grant needs
to be provided to complement legal and promotional measures
against discrimination and mainstream programmes in order to
tackle special problems, like language difficulties, which

members of the ethnic minorities experience and to ensure that




. blockages in the way of their participation in economic and

social programmes are removed. As set out in paragraph 2 of

the scrutiny report grant is particularly needed for:

(i) language teaching - to ensure adequate command of
English;

';7 (ii) adapting mainstream provision - to secure changes in
C— the way that mainstream resources are used to ensure that
' they reflect the needs of the minority communities, for

7

example in access, courses and skills training;

(iii) encouraging enterprise - making business services

relevant and accessible to the minorities;

)(iv) promoting community awareness - to ensure that
members of the minority communities have access to

) . N ' . . .
mainstream provision such as housing and social services.

Limitations on use of grant

8. The development of section 11 grant policy, and the

recommendations of the scrutiny report for immediate

implementation (prior to legislation), reflect the limitations

set by the terms of the statutory provisidn. Section 11

contains some significant restrictions. Grant can only be

paid: I

(a) to local authorities;

(b) for staff costs incurred on special provision needed
because of\zﬁg_gf??erent language or 5:::;;;-3?-
Commonwealth immigrants. S— —
_— e

(a) Local authorities

9. The limitation to local authority staff provision has

become increasingly anachronistic. (An amendment had to be
T
included in the Education Reform Act to enable section 11

grant to be available to grant-maintained schools, City

—




Technology Colleges and institutions in the Polytechnics and
Colieges Funding Council sector.) The use oé<géétion 11 is
being developed flexibly in order to fund community
organisations and EGEEBrt new initiatives. Under the present
statutory authority, however, provision to voluntary self help
bodies in the community has to be made through local
authorities who have in effect to sponsor and second to those

bodies staff funded out of section 11 grant.

statutory provision, on making grant available to

/ More emphasis could nevertheless be put, within existing

voluntary bodies.

This would involve encouraging local authorities to include
posts in the voluntary sector in their applications. It could
also be encouraged through the partnerships which draw local
authorities in to central government initiatives in particular
in the inner cities. The main ones to which section 11

funding is relevant are:

Inner City Task Forces: these aim to increase enterprise

and the employability of residents and build up local
organisations in the most dgggzggéiinner city areas. 1In
most Task Force areas ethnic ﬁ&nofif&ééimbke ﬁéra high
proportion of the local population. Task Forces already
use main programmes wherever possible to fund their
Projects. Section 11 support would enable them to offer
special support to these ethnic minority projects which
meet their objectives and those of section 11 policy.
Task Forces are, however, small and operate under
considerable pressure so special administrative
arrangements would be necessary to fit the section 11 work

into their existing procedures.:

City Action Teams: the CATs coordinate the delivery and
presentation of main programmes in their areas. They also
have a special fund to support specific projects. Home

Office officials attend some CAT meetings. The




opportunity could thus be taken to extend this
representation to all CATs and the advice of CATs sought

on section 11 bids.

Training and Enterprise Councils: Training and Enterprise

Councils (TECs) will be private companies led by key

business figures, with the support of the wider community.
They will have executive responsibility for the planning
and delivery of the Employment Department's training and
enterprise programmes, to meet local needs. The
programmes for which they will be responsible include
Eméiayﬁentkfra{;;hg; £he foutg T;aihing é;hemeiédaighe
couﬁéélling activities of the Small Firms Services. There
is already special provision for ethnic minorities within
Training Agency Programmes. As part of their stocktake of
community needs, TECs will be expected to identify the
particular needs of ethnic minority groups in their areas.
The TECs Business Plan will subsequently set out in some
detail what steps TECs will take to meet those needs
within the broad framework of Government priorities on
training and enterprise. They will also have flexibility
to respond to particular local requirements through the
TEC's Local Initiative fund, which could also be used to
top up the 75% section 11 grant. TECs will therefore be
in a strong position to make effective use of section 11
funds to meet needs identified through their analysis of
the local labour market, and also to work with others,
such as local authorities, to determine how such funds can
be spent most effectively. The present use of the grant
on staff posts would give TECs the opportunity to focus
attention more directly on meeting the needs of ethnic
minority groups through, for example, promoting a TEC's
programmes and services within communities and taking
steps to fine-tune them to more accurately reflect local
needs. TECs could also set up community-based activity
which stimulated and complemented the programmes and

services already on offer.




Legislation to replace section 11 would be needed to

remove the restriction to local authority posts.

Such legislation could provide for grants to voluntary and
community bodies direct and for funding through relevant

central government institutions.

(b) Special needs
10. The restriction effectively to provision to meet special

needs has focused the use of section 11 grant on needs
experienced by the new Commonwealth communities which are not
shared, even to a lesser degree, by the other communities.
The rationale for this has been that needs shared by the rest
of the community should be met out of general local authority
programmes. Language teaching (paragraph 7i) has been the
main use of section 11, being the clearest distinctive need
which the education system has had to meet. Increasingly
"access" facilities, for example the provision of special
staff for "outreach" work (paragraphs 7ii-iv), that is to
enable the ethnic minorities to use mainstream services, has
been developed. But provision for ethnic minority self help
on a community basis where the need is not demonstrably
distinctive has not been met by section 11 grant. Thus
provision for community centres or straightforward services
for youth or the elderly has been excluded from section 11.
This places limitations on the extent to which grant can be

used to promote self help.

Legislation to replace section 11 could relax the

restriction to special provision, en;;I?EE-Bupport to be
—
given to the ethnls minority communities on a more
—————

flexible basis o encourage self help.

Other restrictions

11. As recommended by the scrutiny report the restriction of

e —
grant to Commonwealth 1mmlgrants is also anachronlstlc In

particular refugee communltles like the Vietnamese have

pr8551ng language and other problems which the section 11




. grant mechanism is in principle well designed to meet.

Reforms

12. In the light of the considerations set out about above
the reforms to improve existing arrangements fall into two
parts, those which can be achieved without legislation and

those requiring legislation.

I Changes that can be achieved without legislation:

(i) development of overall policy framework for

allocation of grant;

(ii) imposition on local authorities of the requirement

to prepare strategic assessment of need in their area;

(iii) time limited allocation of grant in accordance with

criteria and priorities laid down by centre;

(iv) assessment of performance in accordance with

specified monitoring arrangements on to effectiveness;

(v) increased funding of voluntary organisations and

\
through Task Forces, CATs and TECs either by:
(a) encouraging local guthorities to sponsor
applications from them; or

(b) reserving a proportion of grant for application

—

via local authorities from them.

IT Changes requiring legislation

(i) wuse of central government initiatives and other

intermediaries than local authorities to administer grant;

(ii) direct funding to voluntary organisations;




(iii) the removal of the restriction to Commonwealth

citizens.

13. These alternatives are not mutually exclusive. The
scrutiny report envisages two stages, with changes requiring
legislation being introduced after the administrative reforms
necessary to develop a more cost effective and efficient

mechanism by which grant is administered.

14. Once legislative time could be found direct access could
be given to the local voluntary organisations. This would
require, in addition to the necessary policy guidelines and
mechanisms for administering the grant, adequate staffing to
ensure that guidance and monitoring of voluntary organisations

activity in this respect was available.

Administrative arrangements

15. Given the emphasis in the scrutiny report on improving
the administration of grant within the existing statutory
framework it focuses on the requirements which local
authorities should meet, linked to the development of explicit
policy objectives for the use of grant. The key features of

the new administrative arrangements proposed by the scrutiny

report are:
a. allocation of grant should be on the basis of periodic
reports from local authorities;
— - T s

b. the reports shou}q_cover a 3 year period.

— ===
i

The reports would be designed to improve the coherence of

grant giving, within central policy'requi}gﬁents, by requifing

local authorities to develop:

a. a coordinated assessment of the needs of the ethnic

minorities in the area;




b. a strategy for meeting the needs;

c. linking the strategy to the use of mainstream

resources.

16. There seems value in a coordinated assessment of the
position of the ethnic minorities area by area. Amendment of
the statutory provision to allow grant to be paid direct to
voluntary bodies and other agencies would require the
development of arrangements for allocating grant direct to
voluntary and other bodies or by way of applications from
other local agencies, in particular inner city task forces,
City Action Teams, Training and Enterprise Councils. Their
applications could be coordinated with an overall assessment

of the position in the area.

17. Pending legislation increased emphasis could be put on non
local authority agencies as envisaged in paragraph 12 I(v).
Local authorities would be required to take this into account

in preparing their reports.

Monitoring arrangements

18. The basis for new monitoring arrangements will be the
requirement that identifiable targets and performance
indicators are set in accordance with the central policy
guidelines for the use of section 11 grant. There are a

number of ways in which the use of grant can be monitored.

(i) Three yearly reports

The scrutiny report argues in favour of a 3 year reporting
cycle on the basis that it enables locai authority -
initiatives to show results, authorities would be
encouraged to look strategically at their approach to
ethnic minority needs and bureaucracy could be kept to a

minimum.




(ii) Annual reports

Annual reporting of achievement would have the advantage
of tighter controls over local authorities' use of the
grant. The scrutiny report spurns them however on the
grounds that they are over bureaucratic and do not allow

enough time for the local authority to show results.

(iii) Three vear rolling review reports

Following discussion among Departments a monitoring system
is proposed that requires local authorities to provide 3
year plans for section 11 funding which they will be

required to update annually within a 3 year cycle.

The advantage of the scheme would be that it encourages longer
term planning without being over bureaucratic, it can be made
to coincide with the PES and will fit within cash limits which
at the same time providing central Government with the
opportunity of identifying problems before they develop to
such an extent that drastic action has to be taken. It also
allows both Government and local authorities the opportunity

of adjusting priorities as the need arises.

Departmental responsibility

19. The Home Secretary's letter of 11 May recommended,
—_—

following discussions between the Home Office and DES, that
responsibility for the educatlon element of section 11 grant
should be transferred to DES on the b;g:githat it is (at about
80% of current expendlture) tﬁe largest element of section 11
e;;;;dlture. This would mean that, while the Home Office
would retain overall responsibility for section 11 grant
policy, DES would be responsible for policy on its allocation
to education needs. There would be separate PES provision to
reflect this. Although the proportion of section 11 going to
particular service areas may change over time, expenditure on
education is likely to continue to predominate. Direct
administration by DES will enable closer monitoring of the use
of expenditure and its effectiveness. Proposals for detailed

administration are set out in Annex E.




20. The Secretary of State for Wales proposes that section 11
expenditure in Wales should be administered by the Welsh
Office. The use of section 11 grant in Wales is at present
;EAII“— about £300,000 this year. Given the Welsh Office's
responsibility for education and the other main uses of
section 11 in Wales it seems logical to devolve its

administration on the same basis as for DES.

21. Responsibilities for the allocation of grant for other
uses, and for overall coordination, would remain with the Home
Office, as the Department with overall responsibility for race
relations. Grant would however be administered in close
consultation with the other Departments concerned. This would
be particularly so where the use of grant by Task Forces, CATs
and TECs was involved since they are not resourced to monitor
the use of grant direct. Whatever future system for the
allocation of the grant is adopted, it will be important for
there to be adequate central coordination to ensure that the

fundamental aim of the grant is being adhered to.

Rate of grant
22. The rate at which section 11 grant is paid has been set

at 75% since 1969/70 in line with urban programme grant.

Under cash limiting, as proposed by the scrutiny report,grant

would be payable at a rate of 75% on agreed expenditure (in
practice below 75% if actual expenditure is higher than agreed
plans). The justification for a rate of grant as high as 75%

is to encourage innovation to meet needs outside the

mainstream and not to replace responsibility for seeking to

remove barriers to the ethnic minorities playing a full part
in the economic social life of the community. Linked with
more rigorous targeting and time limiting to ensure that grant
does not become routine provision it seems inappropriate to
reduce the rate of grant to the level mainstream services

attract.




9.

direct out of section 11 grant should be flexible in

The rate of grant payable to voluntary bodies if funded

recognition of the fact that the complementary sources of

funding will vary.

Time limiting and tapering

24. The emphasis under new arrangements (already reflected in
current practice) will be to set time limits in relation to
the objectives of funding. This will reflect the scale of
continuing need and the achievement of the objective of
enabling the ethnic minority communities to draw on mainstream
funded provision. Tapering of grant in the final years should

assist in the transition to mainstream provision.

Public expenditure implications

25. Section 11 grant is included in the new planning total to

be introduced in 1990-91. This means that bids for grant have

been made for the firstrﬁ}me in this year's public expenditure
Survey. The Hé;giégfice has gﬁbmitted bids for 1990-91 to
-;iléwigheﬂsame level of growth in posts (300) as in recent
years (provision sought is £120.4 million including a small
increase of £2.5 million in volume grant). This will need to
be discussed in the Survey in the usual way. They have
assumed no further growth in expenditure on section 11 grant,
other than for inflation in subsequent years. Provision has
also been sought to strengthen the central control of section
11 expenditure. The scrutiny report commented on the limited
degree of control as reflected in the low proportion of
expenditure devoted to administrative costs (only about 0.3%
of the grant total compared with 1.22% for the urban
programme). (The proposed transfer of departmental
responsibilities should not of itself give rise to an
increase.) 1Initial estimates suggest that there might be a
need for 15 EOs (an increase of 10) and 4 HEOs (an increase of
2) with some additional Grade 7/SEO resources (a total cost of
£470,000, an increase of £260,000). The amount of effort
required to ensure that the organisations are competent to

operate within the revised criteria of the grant, and that




' they can comply with the laid-down monitoring arrangements,

will be considerable and even these resources may find it
difficult to cope with the commitment depending on the scale
of take-up of the grant by voluntary organisations (assuming

post legislation access direct to central government).

Conclusion
26. It is necessary to reform the administrative arrangements
for section 11 grant in order to meet the defects in control
which the scrutiny report identifies. It makes a number of
valuable recommendations many of which accord with good
government practice in terms of ensuring adequate value for
money and budgetary control. Many of the detailed
recommendations can be accepted. The fundamental reforms
proposed are:
(a) there should be immediate reform of the
administrative and policy framework for the allocation of
section 11 grant on lines proposed by the scrutiny

(paragraph 12 I);

(b) the new arrangements should include increased funding

of yoluntary organisations and through Task Forces, CATs

and TECs, on the basis of detailed afraﬁgé;ents to be
developed (paragraph 12 I(v)), with new monitoring

arrangements (paragraph 18);

(c) administrative responsibility for expenditure on
education should be devolved to DES (paragraph 19), in
Wales (including education) to the Welsh Office (paragraph
20), with the Home Office retaining coordinating

responsibility (paragraph 21);

(d) the grant should continue to be 75% (paragraph 22)
but with time limiting and tapering (paragraph 24);

(e) a commitment to legislate to widen the scope of
section 11 to meet the objectives set out in paragraph
12 II should be made.




If these recommendations are agreed Departments should produce

policy guidelines for the allocation of section 11 grant under

new arrangements with a view to an announcement in the autumn

of the Government's proposals for implementing the reforms.

Home Office

July 1989

(JED 185(2))




“CTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

"11. - (1) Subject to the provisions of this section the
Sepretar/ of State may pay, to local authorities who in his
opinion are required to make special provision in the exercise
of any of their functions in conseguence of the presence
within their areas of substantial numbers of immigrants from
the Commonwealth whose language or customs differ from those
of the community, grants of such amounts as he may with the
consent of the Treasury determine an account of expenditure of
such description (being expenditure in respect of the
employment of staff) as he may so determine.

SECTION 211 OF THE EDUCATION REFORM ACT 1988
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‘ ANNEX C

SYNOPSIS OF SCRUTINY REPORT MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS

(A full summary of recommendations can be found at Chapter 8)

Recommendations not involving legislation

A specific grant designed to target resources at
tackling racial disadvantage, administered by the
Home Office should be retained. But there must be
a new clarity of direction and urgency about

achieving results.

The overall aim should be to ensure that local
services, particularly those provided by local
authorities, are responsive to ethnic minority
needs, so that members of the ethnic minorities are
able to benefit from the same opportunities as the

rest of the population.

The relevant government departments should, within
the overall aim (recommendation 2) develop a policy
for each service area (e.g. education, social
services, housing, economic development etc.) which
sets out the most effective ways of meeting ethnic
minority needs and types of provision that will be
funded; drawing upon advice from Inspectorates as

appropriate.

Most funded posts should be time limited and the
policy should identify priorities within the cash

limit.

The Government should consult local authority

associations and the ethnic minority communities on
the basis of the draft policy statement for specific

grant.

The Home Office should issue clear published




guidance to local authorities setting out policy on

the grant and in particular types of post that will
not be funded.

The primary responsibility for managing Section 11
funded posts must rest with local authorities. The
Home Office should hold local authorities

accountable for the results achieved.

In consultation with local ethnic minority local
authorities should be required to produce three
vyearly reports identifying, need, the strategy to
meet the need, the way in which mainstream resources
are being used to meet the need, achievements of
Section 11 funded posts and targets for the next

three years.

The Home Office, in examining the reports from local
authorities, should consider blocks of posts, the
strategy contemplated and concentrate on results

achieved.

Better overall management information should be
available by comparison of local authority reports.
Better links should be built between local
authorities, the voluntary sector, other
departments, task forces etc. in order to provide a

better overall strategy for the payment of grant.

Clear guidance must be issued to local authorities
on the new system which should include reporting

requirements.

The first cycle of three-yearly reports should be
used to remove those existing posts which do not
accord with the newly stated Government policy, and
to set timescales for the remainder. (Paragraphs 12
and 13).




Visits should be made to local authorities to

discuss how plans are working out in practice.

The current funding basis of 75% of staff costs
should be retained for the moment, but consideration
should be given to tapering the rate of grant for
existing posts for those local authorities facing
significant reductions in the number of posts funded

as a result of the new system. (Paragraph 22).

Additional staff resources will be required by
government departments to ensure effective

monitoring of new system.

A re-launch of the new Section 11 policy should be
given a high profile, emphasising the accountability

aspect of the proposals.
There should be the opportunity for the ethnic
minority communities and the local authorities to

comment on the proposals.

Recommendations requiring legislation

For Section 11 grant to be made available to all

ethnic minorities, not just commonwealth.

For the grant to be payable to other organisations

and the voluntary sector.
For legislation to enable the use of intermediaries,
charitable trusts and task forces to administer the

grant to the voluntary sector.

To extend payment of grant to non-staff costs,

materials, accommodation, for the voluntary sector.




ANNEX D

’ATEMENT OF RACE RELATIONS POLICY AND THE ROLE QF
SPECIFIC GRANT

Race Relations

1. The Government's fundamental objective is that Britain
should be a fair and just society, where everyone,
irrespective of ethnic origin, is able to participate freely
and fully in the economic, social and public life of the
nation while having the freedom to maintain their own cultural
identities. Members of ethnic minorities, a growing
proportion of whom were born in the United Kingdom, are an
integral part of British society. Many are British citizens,
with the same rights, privileges and duties as all other
citizens.

2. This objective cannot be achieved by Government action
alone. Good community relations cannot be established by
legislation or by administrative measures nor bought by public
expenditure means. They must evolve from mutual understanding
and respect among people of all races, which in turn requires
a freedom from fear of racial violence, hatred or harassment
and the removal of other barriers to equality of opportunity.

. ere must be a commitment to achieving these goals on the
ar f 1l concerned: central and local government; other
pub agencies; the private sector both as employers and as
providers of services and facilities; the voluntary sector:;
the media; and of course the ethnic minority communities
themselves.

Th
t o
lie

Equality of opportunity

4. Racial discrimination, whether deliberate or inadvertent,
direct or indirect, by individuals or by institutions, is
manifestly harmful and unjust to its victims. Racial
discrimination is also harmful to the nation as a whole
because its victims cannot make their full potential
contribution to the life and wealth of the nation.

Legislation

5. The Race Relations Act 1976 provides a framework of law to
counter racial discrimination, including civil remedies for
victims through courts and industrial tribunals. The
Commission for Racial Equality has powers to provide
assistance for victims of discrimination as well as having a
strategic investigative role.

Recent Government action

6. The promotion of good equal opportunities practices is as
important as the enforcement of laws against discrimination.

A CRE Code of Practice for employment has been approved by
Parliament, and a draft code for rented housing is in
preparation: the new Local Government and Housing Bill




‘ncludes provision for making of codes for other areas of

-using. The Government as an employer is setting an example
in the development of equal opportunities policies, supported
by appropriate training and monitoring. The relevant
Departments and the Commission for Racial Equality work with
national and local bodies to promote good practice in
employment and in the provision of such services as education,
housing, training for employment and enterprise.

Freedom from fear

7. Nobody in Britain should experience fear or intimidation
because of their race or culture. The Government has
strengthened the law on incitement to racial hatred in the
Public Order Act 1986, and is supporting firm action by the
police and other agencies to deal with racial attacks and
harassment.

Participation

8. The Government welcomes the contribution to national life
already being made by many members of ethnic minorities, and
positively encourages members of ethnic minorities to become
active citizens, participating in and contributing to
mainstream economic and social development. It supports
programmes designed to develop confidence, competence and self
help among members of the ethnic minorities, to ensure fair
access to services and training for employment and to
encourage enterprise.

9. Visible participation by individuals from the ethnic
minorities in public life demonstrates both to their
communities and to the nation as a whole the contribution
those communities are capable of making in Britain. Public
appointments policy makes an important contribution to the
encouragement of individuals from the ethnic minorities to
participate further in public life.

Strateqy for meeting ethnic minority needs

10. The Government believes that ethnic minority needs should
wherever possible be met from main public sector programmes,
since the basic needs of members of ethnic minorities for
education, employment, training, housing, health or social
services are common to the rest of the community. Members of
ethnic minorities contribute through tax and other charges to
the funding of main public sector programmes, and are fully
entitled to expect that in planning and delivering services
for the community as a whole central and local government will
take the presence of ethnic minority .communities into account
and make fair and appropriate provision, as for any other
citizen,

11. The Government's inner cities policies, outlined in
Action for Cities and Progress on Cities, are already
benefiting members of the ethnic minority communities, along
with others living in the areas where regeneration is taking




nlace. Initiatives under way, including the Ethnic Minority
..siness Initiative, will help to improve access to employment
nd stimulate enterprise development, enabling members of the
ethnic minorities to continue to make an increasingly full and
valuable contribution to the economy .

12. 1In addition, the Government aims to ensure that central
government funding programmes, such as the Training Agency's
programmes, provide equal access for members of ethnic
minorities. Funding programmes such as the Urban Programme
and grant programmes for the voluntary sector also seek to
provide equal opportunities for multiethnic or ethnic minority
run projects.

13. The Government believes that voluntary organisations run
by members of the ethnic minority communities, had an
important contribution to make.

The role of specific grant

14. Although the aim is eventually to make all main funding
programmes sufficiently responsive to the needs of the whole
community, including the ethnic minorities, the Government
considers that there is at present a continuing need to make
strategic provision for certain needs particular to the ethnic
minorities.

15. The main existing programme of assistance with specific
ethnic minority needs is the grant administered by the Home
Office under section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966,
which currently provides more than £100 million a year to
local authorities as a 75% subsidy for posts set up to meet
the special needs of 'Commonwealth immigrants'. Until now it
has been largely left to local authority initiative to propose
how the grant should be used.

16. The Government considers that the appropriate use of
section grant is to make targeted provision to overcome
barriers to individuals from ethnic minorities gaining full
access to main services and benefiting fully from
opportunities for educational, economic and social development.
Such barriers arise from a number of factors, in particular:-

(a) language - some individuals are disadvantaged by
lack of fluency or literacy in English. While this
situation continues there will be a need for special
provision of English tuition both at school and for
adults, as well as a need for translation and
interpretation services.

(b) economic differences - there is a need for special
support for initiatives to enable members of ethnic
minorities to overcome disproportionate economic
disadvantage and gain equal access to business,
employment and training opportunities.

(c) educational under-achievement - pupils from some
communities are disadvantaged by significant under




achievement in comparison to other pupils from a similar
social background. There is scope for well-targeted help
to improve attainment.

(d) difficulties of access to general services and
facilities - groups with different backgrounds and
culture may continue to need help to understand and gain
access to the services and facilities available in
Britain;

(e) social and cultural differences - service or
training providers need to take account of some
communities' traditional cultures and the difficulties
their members face in adjusting to the social and
cultural norms of British society. Special provision may
sometimes be required to facilitate wider participation
and to deal with problems arising from differences of
expectations.

17. While the Government acknowledges that benefits derive
from the maintenance of the religious, artistic and cultural
traditions and language of the ethnic minority communities, it
does not consider section 11 grant to be an appropriate source
of support for initiatives aimed solely at such purposes.

18. The Government reaffirms that special provision funded
from section grant should not be seen as a substitute for
making services funded from main programmes responsive to
ethnic minority needs. The fact that a post or unit deals
mainly with people from ethnic minority groups does not itself
Justify specific grant. Nor can the creation of specialised
posts with specific funding be an adequate strategy for
promoting equality of opportunity in local authority
employment. Local authorities seeking funding under section
11 will be required to show that they have a practical
strategy for working towards making the whole range of their
services responsive to the needs of the whole community.

Conclusion

19. The Government places a high priority on the promotion of
genuine equality of opportunity for all, regardless of racial
or ethnic origin. With the proper targeting of resources,
section 11 grant can make an effective contribution to
achieving the Government's fundamental objective of a racially
fair and just society.




S11 EDUCATION GRANT

Grant would be paid by the Secretary of State against
parameters of the policy statement at II, which would
published.

The detailed operational arrangements would be as set
IITI. In summary:

1. Applications for grant would be put forward by LEAs,
and colleges subject to

the preparation by the LEA on behalf
schools and colleges of a detailed an

plan;

agreement with individual schools

consultation with local voluntary
ethnic minority groups.

rity would be English language
11 purposes would be made only
mainstream provision

targeted specifically to overcome educationa-
disadvantage of ethnic minority pupils and
students;

geared at practical work in individual
institutions;

time limited;

would be

subject to annual review

monitored by reference to
and output targets;

withdrawn if an LEA's progress repor
unsatisfactory.

.

terminated when a continued need could not
demonstrated.




EDUCATION: STATEMENT OF POLICY

A. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

1105 The Government's aim for Section 11 funding in educatio:x

that it should be used to remove barriers to true equality
educational opportunity for ethnic minority groups, where
mainstream programmes alone are not sufficient to remove
barriers. The education service needs to equip ethn
groups with the knowledge, skills and understanding

life while maintaining their own cultural identity.
objectives for Section 11 funding are as follows:-

In Pre-School, Primary and Secondary Education

to enable ethnic minority pupils aged unde
particularly those whose mother tongue

to gain the language competence and 1
necessary for the early years of primar

to give school age children whose
English a command of English which,
is equal to that of their peers;

to help school age children from ethnic mi
achieve at the same level as their peers
of the curriculum;

to strengthen ties between schools and t
ethnic minority pupils, where those ties
establish because of parents' lack of En
because of cultural or social factors,

parents to become more fully involved in
of their children and in the work of the

to offer ethnic minority pupils pastoral
school which meets their needs.

Youth Service

to encourage the adaptation of traditional
1 - 3 ract D
the development of new provision to attract you

people from ethnic minority groups, whose disadvan

have not been or cannot be remedied through
education to benefit from the opportunities

basic skills and competencies, confidence and
motivation, so as to increase access to formal
education, training and employment and participa
active citizens in the social and political life
nation;

to provide training for young people from ethnic
minority groups to qualify fully as youth leaders
approved schemes of training and for youth workers

“naer




intending to take up posts with ethnic minority g:c
to improve their skills and approaches so as to
increase the effectiveness and appropriateness of
service work with ethnic minority groups;

In Further and Higher Education

to give ethnic minority pupils a second chance
the educational qualifications they need to ent
courses of further or higher education, inc lujln
teacher training courses;

to give students whose mother tongue i
least a basic knowledge of English, and
additional support in English to meet
educational or vocational course they are a

to encourage the 1""rea5ed participation
minorities in further

teacher training, and
counselling, teaching and cu
to gaining the involvement of such gr
their particular needs and requir
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to enable ethnic minorities to gain
educational and vocational courses i
professions where they are currently
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through further study, and access and
courses which accredit experience ar

(J (o}

C
P
s

In Careers Education and Guidance

to extend the scope and sharpen the focu
education and guidance for young people
minority communities; so widening awaren
educational, vocational and employment
available to them.
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In Adult Education

to give adults from the ethh;c 10
inadequate command of English or wh
in numeracy or literacy, sufficient
English and other basic skills t
to participate fully in society.




B. STRATEGIES

2 For maintained provision the Government will expect loczl
education authorities to specify which ethnic groups are present
in their areas, what their needs are, and how far their needs
being met by mainstream education programmes in schools, nu:rse
classes, the youth service, further and higher education, anc
adult education. Against that background local education
authorities will need to identify the additional needs for w-i
Section 11 funding is requested, and which cannot adequately
met from mainstream provision. In specifying these needs

are to show that they have taken account of the views of locazl
community groups.

SE Needs should be identified in terms of one or more of :
policy objectives mentioned above. An LEA's strategy will be
approved only if the needs have been so identified. The
Secretary of State will approve strategic plans for payment
grant for a period of 3 years subject to the submission of
satisfactory annual progress reports indicating that perfor:
targets have been met.

S

Schools: General

4. The Government will expect local education

having consulted all schools with a significant
minority pupils, to specify the schools in which

and to put forward practical plans to meet those

been drawn up in consultation with the heads and n
schools concerned. Section 11 funds will generally be
available only for work in identified schools subject
agreement by those schools, following consultation w
relevant governing bodies and headteachers.

5. Section 211 of the Education Reform Act 1988 enables
Section 11 grant to be paid direct to Grant Maintained
and City Technology Colleges. These institutions will
entitled to bid for Section 11 funding, subject to conf
of their ability to make sufficient funds available to
requirements of their bid. They must also be prepared

in respect of their institutions any information which,
case of a bid

institutions.

English Language Support in Schools

6. Local education authorities will be expected to say how
many ethnic minority pupils there are in their schools and

their language needs are; and how ESL support teachers and
bilingual assistants will be deployed to meet those needs.

will be required to monitor the performance of ethnic minor-
pupils in English against National Curriculum attainment tazcets
and report the outcome at regular intervals. The performance in
English of pupils who have received language support and those
whose mother tongue is English should be compared.

i Work will need to be school-based to qualify
whenever possible should be in the mainstream clas




8. Work in this area will normally be given a high priori:
the Government in considering applications. It will be fun
for the period which seems appropriate in the light of school
expected future intake of pupils, subject to the LEA provid::
satisfactory annual reports on performance against targets.

Raising Achievement of Ethnic Minorities

9 Local education authorities will be expected to say
many ethnic minority pupils there are in their schools,
what areas of the curriculum they are failing to achieve a
levels of other pupils. They will be required to set out
based strategies for raising the level of achievement of
in those particular areas. Applications will need to spe
subjects in which schools would aim to raise achievement,
evidence of need, and the methods by which achievement is
raised.
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10. National Curriculum attainment targets and assessment
arrangements should be used to measure the progress of ethn.
minority pupils in the specified subjects. Schools will be
expected to report on the performance of pupils who have re
support in comparison with their past performance or the
performance of groups who have not received support

11. The Department will not fund programmes aimed at raisinc
achievement generally through multicultural approaches. Loc
education authorities will need to present the case for expe
that particular methods will raise performance in a particul.e
subject. The Department will be prepared to cons:der fundin
projects which test a number of alternative methods for rais
performance, or projects intended to explore the reasons fo:
under-achievement in a particular subject.
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12. Work in this area will be funded for the period ne
to embed new practice into mainstream provision, not =
years unless exceptional circumstances make continuing sup
appropriate. Schools and LEAs will be expected to show wh
steps will be taken to adjust mainstream programmes to take
account of changes in teaching approaches flowing from work

this kind. Priority will be given to funding those schemes
designed to enable experience to be transferred to other arce
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Strengthenlng Ties Between Schools and Parents of Ethnic Min

Pupils

13. Local education authorities will be expected to say how
many ethnic minority pupils there are in their schools, and
special problems arise in establishing contact with them.
will be required to set out a school-based plan for establi
contact with parents. This could include regular visits to
home, schemes to involve parents in the child's work and/or
arrangements for encouraging parents to come to the school.
Arrangements to attract parents to school could include the
provision of courses for parents, or programmes to include
parents in classroom activity.

14. Local education authorities will be required to set ta:c
for improving school links with parents of ethnic minority
pupils, and to report on performance against those targets.




Targets should measure the amount of contact and the qualityv of
contact, and should give an indication of how pupils'
performance has been affected.

15. Work in this area will be funded for the period which
appropriate in the light of the schools' expected future i
of pupils, subject to the LEA providing satisfactory repor
performance against targets at annual intervals.

on

Pastoral Care, Careers Guidance, and other Applicat
Provide Special Support to Ethnic Minority Pupils i

16. Work in this area might prompt developments in dialog
between schools/institutions and the ethnic minority comm
on the range of opportunities young people from these comm
might follow, and in the relevance of the teaching and
counselling of these young people by such means as limited
appointments of advisory teachers.

17. 1In all cases applications will need to specify what
need is and why the service does not already meet i

need to show how the new methods and approaches to

in the course of the project will be absorbed into

work. Performance targets will be required.

18. Work in this area will be funded for a limited
usually no more than 3 years. At the end of that ti
education authority will be required to confirm tha
has led to changes in the delivery of the relevant
programme.

Youth Service: Participation

19. The Government expects local authorities to pr
evidence of numbers and concentrations of ethnic m

people in the priority youth service age group (14
showing how the level and type of provision would

the target groups (ie numbers of youth clubs and p
proposed out-reach and detached youth work provis:
particular localities, provision through partnersh
voluntary and statutory sectors of the youth servi
would need to be linked with evidence of lower par
rates for ethnic minority young people in tradition
service provision, an analysis of the reasons for

clearly identified objectives for increased partic
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20. Examples of objectives for which local authorities coulc
receive funding might include:

5k addressing higher unemployment rates amongst
particular minority ethnic groups by providinc
opportunities for constructive activity to b
motivation, confidence and vocationally-related
basic skills;

addressing integration in the community/better
understanding between communities by careful_y
structured proposals for youth work to bring
together young people from different ethnic




backgrounds who are in conflict or
with each other.

providing developmental experiences for
minority young people who would otherwise
access to these for cultural reasons (ie younc
Asian women who through confinement to the fax
group, may have restricted access to social
meetings, participation in sports, visits,
adventure training and so on).

21. The period of funding will be related to the appropriate
period for affecting significant change in the use of youth
service provision in particular localities. Targets would rel:
to increasing the numbers of ethnic minority young people
participating in provision and demonstrating appropriate ou
(eg increases in the proportion of ethnic minority young peo:
entering FE, vocational training, obtaining emplox ient ) .

Youth Service: Training Youth Workers

22. 1If they are concerned that routes involving full-time
college courses of training away from home may deter members
ethnic minority groups from applying for su training,
education authorities may put forward p*oposals for appropr-
alternative forms of training. These should be based on
number of ethnic minority young people with appropriate
experience, skills and motivation and the availability
appropriate employment. LEAs will need to satisfy

proposed schemes could assist demonstrably under-a

minority young people to enter professional empl

they will be unlikely to achieve this by exist

23. The period of funding would be three years

would be evaluated in relation to their success
CETYCW endorsement, and tbe numbers of trainees w

Further and Adult Education

24. The Government will expect bids for work in particular
and AE colleges and centres to be set in the context of a ne
analysis undertaken as part of authority-wide strateg ] :
exercises and to indicate how such bids would fit in

planned or existing activities and initiatives.

alternative courses will not be eligible, but pu "—::;A ng
proposals with clear objectives and built in monitoring an
evaluation designed to increase access to FHE or to lead in
specific types of employment or vocational training will be
considered. The reasons why such outcomes cannot be achieve
under existing mainstream provision would need to be clearl:
explained and specific targets for increased participation s

Higher Education including Teacher Training

25. Very few posts are funded in this area at present but th
Government would not rule out short term schemes aimed at
increasing participation, especially where mainstream cours
constructed and organised in ways which are not helpful to ec!
minority students. Under Section 211 of the Education Refo-m




Act, polytechnics and colleges in the PCFC sector w
entitled to bid for Section 11 funding, subject to

of their ability to make sufficient funds available
requirements of their bid. Schemes would need to
mainstream provision is not meeting current needs;
limited with a clearly defined migration path to me
provision; and define performance targets for increased
participation (eg. increases in the number of ethnic mino
students entering teaching).




DES OPERATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

Introduction

1% Under the proposed new arrangements, the Secretary of St
for Education and Science would decide upon the allocation of
Section 11 grants for educational provision. Provision suppc
under the existing Section 11 arrangements would only be
continued if approved by the Secretary of State. The operat:
of the new arrangements would be based on new bidding and
reporting systems.

The bidding system

2. The DES would invite bids from LEAs, and other eligible
bodies (see paragraph 7 below), for Section 11 funding, in
parallel with Home Office invitations to local authorities in
respect of other services. Bids would be based on strategic
for Section 11 education provision over the forthc ng
years: the plans would be updated every year, providing an
rolling three-year plan. To be eligible for consideration,
would have to meet the criteria laid down in the DES Statem
Education Policy for Section 11, which inter alia defines
range of educational activities for which Section 11 grant
in future be paid.

35 LEA bids would have to describe the authority'

for overcoming educational disadvantage among ethr

pupils and students in their area. They would set

ethnic minority pupils and their particular probler

would have to demonstrate the extent to which Section
provision was needed, in addition to mainstream provision,
order effectively to tackle these problems. Posts fu 1 u
Section 11 would generally be based in a particular
college.

4. The Education Policy Statement would make it clear to
authorities that Section 11 should no longer be seen as a
of support for an indefinite period. For many activities,
11 support would normally be limited to three or five years

5 LEAs would be required to consult widely in pr

bids. They would have to satisfy the Department tha 12
consulted, and paid due regard to the views of, the ethnic
minority communities in their area. They would similarly have
demonstrate that they had consulted all schools which had a
significant number of pupils from ethnic minority communities;
and report on those consultations. They would need to have
secured the agreement of all the schools and colleges where it
was proposed that Section 11 staff should be based.

The reporting system

6. LEAs would be required to submit annual progress reports
DES, along with updates of their Section 11 education plans
paragraph 2 above). For some activities (home-school links,




targets agreed for the purpose between the LEA and the
Department. For others, including the key areas of ESL
tackling of underachievement in foundation subjects of
National Curriculum, progress would be measured against
Curriculum assessment arrangements and attainment targets.
DES Ministers judged progress to be unsatisfactory, future
grant could be reduced or withdrawn.

Institutions not maintained by LEAs

s Grant-maintained schools, City Technology C
polytechnics and colleges in the PCFC sector will
bid direct for Section 11 grant and will not have
an LEA. These institutions would have to
and reports, such information as would be
respect of an LEA-maintained institution.
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PRIME MINISTER

SCRUTINY OF SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

MEETING AT NO 10, 27 JULY 1989

You are to chair a meeting before Cabinet on 27 July to discuss
the handling of the report on the Scrutiny of grants paid under
Section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966. The Home Secretary
has circulated a paper as the basis for the discussion. Present
at the meeting in addition to the Home Secreta

Secretaries of State for Education and

Environment and Health, the Lord President, Secretary
State for Wales, the Chief Secretary, aneeller—of-—the Duchy

nd Professor Brian Griffiths.

DECISIONS

2R The main issues for decision are set out

reflect the conclusions in paragraph 26 of the Home Sec

paper. You may wish to take them as the basic agenda for
discussion. Some desirable changes - for example to enable the
payment of grant directly to voluntary organisations - will
require legislation: others can proceed ahead of it. Against

that background, you may wish the meeting to:

(a) Confirm that immediate steps should be taken, ahead of

legislation, to reform the administrative and policy

framework for the allocation of Section 11 grants on the

lines proposed by the Scrutiny. In addressing this issue,

the meeting will in effect be endorsing the recommendation

of the Scrutiny that a specific grant designed to meet the
ettt s Y I g9 Jne

special needs of the ethnic minorities should continue, but

that the administration of the grant needs tightening up

substantially.




(b) Agree that a primary aim should be to move away from
the present position in which, as required by the terms of
Section 11, local authorities are the sole means of

delivering specific grant to meet ethnic minority needs, to

Y '~
one 1M which funding is also delivered through voluntary

organisations and other intermediate bodies such as Task

Forces, City Action Teams and Training and Enterprise

Councils. Within the present legislative framework CATs,
TECs and Task Forces could be given influence on the &éy
Wé;&;E is épeﬁgggat could not become delivery mechanisms.
Specifically, the Home Secretary suggests that local
authorities could be encouraged to sponsor applications from
voluntary and other organisations, or a proportion of grant
could be reserved for applications from such bodies via
local authorities.
(c) Consider whether, as proposed by the Home Secretary,

administrative responsibility for grant expenditure on

education should be devolved to the DES, and all grant

expenditure in Wales to the Welsh Office with the Home

Office retaining co-ordinating responsibility. This was not
recommended by the Scrutiny. Sir Robin Butler is

providing advice separately on this machinery issue.

(d) Consider whether, as recommended by the Home Secretary,

o

the rate of grant should continue to be 75%, but with

. i . ——

provision for grant to be time-limited and tapered to ensure
that it is used for innovative purposes and does not become
routine provision. The Chief Secretary has suggested that a

lower rate might be appropriate.

(e) Agree that 1legislation should be introduced, when

opportunity affords, to widen Section 11 so that voluntary

and other organisations can be used directly as vehicles for
grant delivery and to remove the present restriction of the

grant to Commonwealth immigrants.

31 The Home Secretary proposes that he shoul make a

substantive announcement in the Autumn of the Government's




intentions, including a commitment to legislate. Departments

would be required to produce policy guidelines for the allocation
of Section 11 grant as a preliminary to the announcement, which
would be followed by consultation with the local authorities and

others on the detailed administrative procedures to be introduced

under the new arrangements. You will wish to ensure that

colleagques are content to proceed in this way.

BACKGROUND

4. Section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966 enables the

payment of specific grant on staff expenditure to local

authorities who, 1 the Secretary of State's opinion, are
required to make special provision in the exercise of any of
their functions in consequence of the presence within their areas
of substantial numbers of Commonwealth immigrants. Over £100
million of grant is expected to be paid to local authorities this

year, about 80% of which will go towards educational provision.

S The Scrutiny of Section 11 concluded that there was
continuing need for specific grant provision, but that the
present system of grant allocation needed substantial improvement
in order to ensure that the money involved was used effectively.
It proposed the establishment of a clear framework of
Ministerially-approved policy statements within which grant
allocation could take place, with the introduction of cash
limiting and of a rolling 3-year programme of reporting by and
funding of local authorities receiving grant. In the 1longer
term, it recommended legislation to remove the restriction in
Section 11 to Commonwealth immigrants and to allow the grant to

be paid direct to the voluntary sector.

6. The Home Secretary circulated the report of the Scrutiny on

11 May, proposing adoption of the Scrutiny recoﬁﬁéﬁaatigns but

ad????gnally recommending that the DES should assume
responsibility for administering the education element of Section
11 under the new system. The Secretary of State for Education
endorsed this conclusion and the Welsh Secretary asked that his

Department assume responsibility for all aspects of the




administration of Section 11 grant in Wales. Your Private
Secretary's letter of 19 May welcomed the analysis and a number
of the detailed recommendations of the Scrutiny. It indicated,
however, your wish to consider whether additional changes could
be made to improve the effectiveness of the help provided to

ethnic minority communities. In particular you -

108 Recognised the case for making changes in the
departmental responsibility for education expenditure under
Section 11, but wished to see detailed proposals on how this
would operate, including the links with and reporting back

from the local education authorities.

ii. Wondered whether changes should be made for other

elements of Section 11 spending. For example, funding of

L] ‘ s [ ; -
training and economic development projects{ might be linked

more closely with bodies such as 'rrainin% and Enterprise

Councils /and Inner City Task Forces.

iii. Favoured giving a larger role to the voluntary sector,
relative to local authorities, in the funding and operation

of community projects.

The Home Secretary's paper is his response to these points.
Meanwhile, the Home Secretary published the Scrutiny report on 29
June, noting that it demonstratgd ﬁigﬁ there was a continuing
need for special provision to overcome barriers to members of
ethnic minorities benefitting fully from opportunities for
educational, economic and social development. The Home
Secretary's announcement said that the Government was giving
further consideration to the changes which needed to be made to
improve the effectiveness of the help given to ethnic minority

communities by services funded by Section 11 grant.




MAIN ISSUES

Policy and Role of the Grant

7. The Scrutiny found a continued justification for the grant.

You will wish to establish that colleaques aqree with this

conclusion. Assuming that they do, it is important that there

should be a clear statement of how Government perceives the role

of the grant. At Annex D to the Home Secretary's paper is a
draft statement of race relations policy and the role of specific
grant. This describes the appropriate use of the grant as being
to make targeted provision to overcome barriers to individuals
from ethnic minorities gaining full access to main services and
benefitting fully from opportunities for educational, economic

and social development. You will wish to ensure that colleagues

are content with this policy statement.

Proposals for Immediate Reform

8. Paragraph 12 of the Home Secretary's paper identifies a
number of proposals for change, as recommended by the Scrutiny,
some of which can be implemented ahead of legislation. They

include:

‘{ 5L development of an overall policy framework for the

- 4

allocation of the grant;
ii. imposition on local authorities of the requirement to
prepare strategic assessments of ethnic minority need in

their areas;

iii. time limited allocation of the grant in accordance with

criteria and priorities laid down from the centre;

iv. assessment of performance in accordance with a new

system of 3-year rolling review reports.

You will wish to ensure that colleaques are content that these

changes should be introduced as soon as possible.




Changes Involving Legislation

9% Paragraph 8 of the Home Secretary's paper notes the
limitations which Section 11 places on the use of the specific

grant. It can only be paid:

(a) to local authorities;

(b) for staff costs incurred on special provision needed

because of the different language or customs of Commonwealth

immigrants.

You may wish to establish that colleagues are agreed that in the

long term the aim should be to remove these restrictions. This

will require legislation for which there is no immediate vehicle
in prospect. (The Local Government and Housing Bill currently
in the Lords is already the subject of considerable amendment and
it would be very difficult to add any substantial new provisions

to it at this stage.) You may wish to invite the Home Secretary

to put forward proposals for legislation to amend Section 11 as

part of his bids for the 1990-91 legislative programme.

10. Paragraph 12.(v) of the Home Secretary's paper notes that

there is scope within existing legislation for increasing the

funding of voluntary organisations and the distribuEth of- funds

through Task Forces, City Action Teams and Training and

Enterprise Councils, either by encouraging local authorities to

sponsor applications from them, or by reserving a proportion of
grant for application via local authorities from them. You may

wish to endorse proceeding on this basis ahead of a Bill.

Departmental Responsibility

11. Sir Robin Butler is providing separately advice on the
proposal 1in the Home Secretary's paper that administrative
responsibility for expenditure on education should be devolved to
DES, in Wales (including education) to the Welsh Office, with the

Home Office retaining coordinating responsibility.




Rate of Grant

12. In his letter of 5 June, the Chief Secretary suggested that

the Scrutiny report indicated scope for considerable savings on

present expenditure on Section 11 grant. He questioned whether

the report provided a proper justification for continuing to pay

grant at the rate of 75%, which was not only high relative to
most specific grants, but provided a powerful incentive to local
authorities to seek to provide an increasing number of Section 11
posts in the knowledge that they would only have to pick up a

small part of the bill. The Home Secretary recommends, however,

that the rate of grant should continue to be 75% - the same as

grant under the urban programme - on the basis that the purpose

of the grant is to encourage innovation to meet needs outside the

main stream. The Home Secretary suggests that, provided there is
more rigorous targeting of the grant and it is time-limited in
order to ensure that it does not become routine provision, it

would not be appropriate to reduce the present rate of grant.

13, The Home Secretary also recommends that the rate of grant

payable to voluntary bodies, if they were funded direct out of

Section 11 grant, should be flexible in recognition of the fact

that the complementary sourcés of funding will vary. You will

wish to establish precisely what the Home Secretary has in mind
by this (does he envisage a rate higher than 75% in some cases?).

You will also wish to establish that the chief Secretary is

content with this proposal and with the Home Secretary's

suggestion that the rate of grant generally should remain at 75%.

Public Expenditure Implications

14. The Chief Secretary's letter of 5 June expressed some
concern that some of the Scrutiny recommendations requiring
legislation might have a significant impact—upon public

expéﬁ81§§f§::Eg£”§§§gp;e;;hgwéxté;gzgﬁ‘gf-ggéffaﬁ 11 grants to

all ethnic minorities and the payment of grant to the voluntary

sector. There is, however, no necessary reason why increased

expenditure, rather than a reallocation of existing resources,




should be a consequence of the proposed changes. Paragraph 25 of

the Home Secretary's paper notes that the recommended
improvements in the control and monitoring of Section 11

expenditure will require some strengthening of central

government staff. The level of provision for Section 11 will

fall to be considered in the public expenditure survey in the
usual way although an alternative option avoiding increased
central government staffing might be (as with the recently
announced community care proposals) to channel grant through
local authorities while preventing them from spending it on their

own services.

TIMING OF ANNOUNCEMENT

15. Announcement of the Government's conclusions on the report

provides an opportunity for a major statement on the Government's

race relations policy, and will be tangible evidence of the

Government's continuing commitment to resolving the particular

problems facing the ethnic minorities. You may wish to explore

with the Home Secretary what precisely he envisages by way of the

timing and format of an announcement of the Government's

conclusions. Provided that the necessary work can be undertaken,
there would seem, for example, to be no bar to an announcement of
the Government's intentions during the latter part of the summer

recess.

HANDLING OF MEETING

16. You may wish to invite the HOME SECRETARY to introduce his
paper and then work through the@ conclusions in paragraph 26 in
the light of the points noted above. The SECRETARY OF STATE FOR
EDUCATION AND SCIENCE and the WELSH SECRETARY have a particular

interest in the possible transfer of departmental responsibility

for various aspects of Section 11 grant from the Home Office to

their Departments, although this machinery issue is of course for

decision by you alone, and you may wish to make clear your




decision on it to the meeting at the outset. The CHIEF SECRETARY
will be concerned about the possible expenditure implications of
the Home Secretary's proposals, in particular his suggestion that
grant should continue to be paid at 75%. The CHANCELLOR OF THE
DUCHY OF LANCASTER will have a general interest in the Home
Secretary's proposals from the point of view of the successful
presentation of the Government's inner cities policies, and a

specific interest in the possible involvement of Task Forces and

City Action Teams as intermediaries in the grant-giving process.

The LORD PRESIDENT will be able to offer a view if required on

the timing of legislation to amend Section 11.

P J C MAWER
21 July 1989
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21 July 1989
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The Rt. Hon. Tony Newton OBE, MP
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SECTION 11 SCRUTINY

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 14 July to

Kenneth Baker in which you sought comments on your paper
setting out ways in which Section 11 could be more

effectively targetted, which is to be discussed at the 27 July
meeting with the Prime Minister.

I am content with the general thrust of the paper. 1In
particular I welcome the recommendation that Task Forces and
CATs should have a role to play in administering Section 11,
provided this can be reconciled with their objectives and
resources.

Copies of this letter go to the Prime Minister, other Members of
H Committee, the Attorney General, the Minister for the Arts,
Sir Robin Butler and Sir Angus Fraser.

L

9% / f

TONY NEWTON

RC4ACQ
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SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

Thank you for your letter of 19 May giving the Prime Minister's
views on the Home Secretary's proposdls for publication of the scrutiny
report.

The Home Secretary proposes to publish the report on 29 June. I
enclose a _draft of an Arranged Parliamentary Question 1in which he proposes
to__announce the publication, indicating that the Government is still

considering further action.

I can confirm that we are preparing, in conjunction with other
interested Departments, a paper f&6T discussion at the Prime Minister's
meeting in July. The Home Secretary was grateful for the comments on his
proposals which have been received from other Ministers. We shall be
taking these into account in preparing the paper.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries of members of H
Committee, the Attorney General, the Minister for the Arts, Sir Robin Butler
and Sir Angus Fraser.

P R C STORR

Paul Gray, Esq.




DRAFT ARRANGED PQ

To ask the Secretary of State for the Home Department
if he will publish the report of the recent scrutiny of grants

under section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966.

—

DRAFT REPLY: Mr Hurd

The report of the scrutiny of section 11 grant is being

published today, and a copy has been placed in the Library.

The Government welcomes the report's thorough analysis of the
way in which the grant system operates. The report
demonstrates that there is a continuing need for special
provision to overcome barriers to members of ethnic minorities
benefitting fully from opportunities for educational, economic
and social development. The Government is giving further

: ! —
consideration to the changes which need to be made to improve

tﬁg_gggg&tiveness of Eﬁgghelp given to ethnic minority

communities by services funded by section 11 grant.







The Rt. Hon. Tony Newton OBE, MP
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Department of

Rt Hon Douglas Hurd MP Tiade snd indusicy

Home Secretary

Home Office 1-19 Victona Street
50 Queen Anne's Gate London SW1H 0ET
LONDON Enquiries

SW1H 9AT 01-215 5000
Telex 8811074/5 DTHQ G

Fax 01-222 2629

215 5147

June 1989

In your 11 May letter to Kenneth Baker, copied to H Committee
colleagues, you sought views on your proposal to publish the
Section 11 Scrutiny Report and on your other suggestions for
follow up action. I have also seen PS/Prime Minister's letter
to your Private Secretary of 19 May.

I very much welcome the stress the report lays on the need for
Section 11 to be effectively targetted and for its use to be
properly monitored. Your proposals fit in very well with our
Action for Cities strategy since a high proportion of ethnic
minority communities reside in our inner cities.

I agree, therefore, with your proposal to publish the Scrutiny
Report.

Turning to your other proposal, I also support your suggestion
that officials from the Departments concerned should prepare
detailed policy statements outlining the type of provisions
considered appropriate for Section 11 funding, as the basis for
advice to local authorities.

The final shape and content of such statements and advice will,

of course, have to be determined in the light of the conclusions
reached at the meeting the Prime Minister is calling in early

SB4AAE




| ]

the department for Enterprise '

-

July, to consider among other things whether Section 11 funding
of training and economic development projects would be linked
more closely with bodies such as TECs and Inner City Task
Forces. Since both Task Force and City Action Team projects
have been supported by Section 11, I would certainly hope that,
as a minimum, the guidance would encourage local authorities to
consult, where appropriate, both bodies - particularly on
projects of an economic/training nature. This will help promote
the effective targetting of ethnic minority groups living in
some of our most difficult inner city areas.

Finally, I would like to use this opportunity to draw your
attention to the fact that under the present Section 11 regime,
a number of local authorities are experiencing difficulties in
obtaining approval for bids associated with Task Force supported
projects. What I would like to suggest is that when your
officials receive applications which have a bearing on the work
of our Task Forces they should, as a matter of course, consult
them and, at the same time, give due consideration to the inner
city angle in line with the Government's co-ordinated Action for
Cities approach. My officials are already in touch with yours
about specific examples.

Copies of this letter go to the Prime Minister, other members of
H Committee, the Attorney General, the Minister

Sir Robin Butler and Sir Angus Fraser.

TONY NEWTON

SB4AAE
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uglas Hurd CBE MP
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SECTION 11 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1966

Thank you for copying to me your letter of 11 May to Kenneth Baker
inviting comments on tl approach you propose to adopt in the

light of the scrutiny repo

Fundamental changes to the current system are clearly
given the scrutiny's conclusion that the Government does
what is achieved for the expenditure of £100 million of
money (paragraph 36 of the detailed recommendations).

I agree that there is a pressing need for a properly
framework of policy objectives 1laid down from the
welcome the Department of Education and Science's
policy as a step in the right direction. The scruti
point that until a clear policy for section 11 grant
will be difficult to calculate t e f the pol
expenditure. While I m 2 ) . i

publishe I would be oppos to publishing

stater until we have had the opportunity to consider
policy - and public expenditure implications - carefully. Some

the scrutiny recommendations requiring legislation may also have a

significant impact upon public expenditure, for example

extention of section 11 grants to all ethnic minorities and the

payment of grant to the voluntary sector.

Given the substantial changes it will address, the paper
commissioned by the Prime Minister also needs to include a section

on the possible public expenditure implications.




UNCLASSIFIED

We will need to consider these issues in the Public Expen;‘re
Survey. My own view on the grant is that it is very doubtful
indeed that we are getting full value for the very considerable
amount of money we spend, and that we need to examine carefully
the possibility of achieving substantial savings. For example,
the report does not provide a proper justification for continuing
to pay grant at the rate of 75 per cent, which is not only high
relative to most specific grants, but provides a powerful
incentive to local authorities to seek to provide an increasing
number of section 11 posts in the knowledge that they will only
have to pick up a small part of the bill. We need to consider
whether the rate of grant should be reduced. I welcome the
recommendation that there should be a move from section 11 grant
providing on-going subsidy of services to funding change and I
shall wish to discuss the extent to which time limiting grants and
tapering the rate of grant paid can play a part in this. I shal
also wish to explore the appropriate rate at which funding sho uld
be withdrawn from existing posts, such as generalist teachers,
which are outside the scope of section 11 policy.

I welcome your acceptance that the grant should be subject to
cash 1limit. I propose that cash limiting comes into operation
1990-91. I also welcome your proposal that the Department
Education and Science should take responsibility for admiﬁiC'

the education element of section 11 grant under the new

agree that a PES transfer could take place in the llcht uf the
outcome of the Survey.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of H
Committee, Patrick Mayhew, Richard Luce, Sir Robin Butler and Sir
Angus Fraser. |

w Lo

LY

~r
/(:uT
JOHN MAJOR
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