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DRAFT CIRCULAR ON TEACHER TRAINING

I am writing to you about an issue which is central to our policies
to improve the quality of education, and also of great urgency.

In March 1983, with the approval of colleagues, Nick Edwards

and I published a White Paper (Cmnd 8836) on Teaching Quality.

In paragraphs 63-68 and Annex B we set out new plans for the
approval of teacher training courses (for which we have a statutory
responsibility) and for the introduction into the colleges of
experienced school teachers to assist with the selection and
training of teachers. We followed this up in the Manifesto in

May by saying (page 29) "We are not satisfied with the selection

or the training of our teachers. Our White Paper sets out an
important programme for improving teacher training colleges."

In December Nick and I consulted the local authority associations
and others on a draft circular which announced our intention

to establish a Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education
(CATE) to advise us on the approval of teacher training courses
in England and Wales. The draft also set out criteria for the
approval of courses, and emphasised the need for closer links
between colleges and schools. The Department's covering letter
said that "it is not intended that the new arrangements should
lead to any net increase in the Government's plans for public
expenditure" and referred to the redeployment of resources from
less important activities. The Treasury and DOE had copies of
both documents and offered no comments.

In January, with the Prime Minister's approval, I referred to

these plans in a speech to the North of England Education Conference
at Sheffield. I added "The aim is to complete the consultation
process during next month February, with a view to the announce-
ment of final decisions in time for the accreditation council

to begin work in the spring."

Nick and I are now ready to make this announcement. The Prime
Minister has approved the establishment and chairman of CATE.

The circular has been amended in the light of comments from




the local authority associations (who, despite some misgivings
about resources, generally support these plans) and others.

When it is issued I propose to make it clear, in a Written Answer,
that out intention is that the teaching force - which has declined
already by 30,000 or 7 per cent in England alone since 1979

- should be better as well as smaller, in the words of the recent
Green Paper on Public Expenditure, Cmnd 9189. I shall go on

to say "To the extent that the policies set out in the circular
may require local authorities and institutions to incur additional
expenditure in future years ie after 1984-85, we will expect

this to be contained within the provision for those years,
including the cost of employing teachers." (It would not be
appropriate to include these words in a circular to local
authorities since some small additional costs will also fall

on universities and other institutions which are not the
authorities' responsibility.)

The Department sent the latest draft of the circular and of

this Written Answer to the Treasury and DOE on 2 April and sub-
sequently provided them with an estimate of the cost to local
authorities ie about £3 million a year, mainly for the release

of teachers from school to college, by the time’ the plans are

fully implemented in 1986-87 or even 1987-88. The covering letter
explained that we hoped to issue the circular before Easter.

The Treasury acquiesced in the proposals. Your Department commented
9 April "We surely cannot keep piling extra duties and powers

on to local authorities and expect to get away with the line

that we expect authorities to contain extra expenditure within

the existing PES provision." They went on to say that they would
feel bound to advise you to guestion the need for our proposal

in substance. They added that they would expect you to be particularl
concerned about the proposal to issue the circular immediately

when the Rates Bill is before Parliament.
___________——-—'\
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I understand this concern, particularly since you and I both
objected very recently to a proposal to change the rules about
the numbers permitted to be carried on school buses in such

a way as to add up to £10 million to the cost of school transport.
But I think there is a crucial difference. The school bus proposal
would have added substantially to costs without yielding any
educational benefits. Our present proposal, as I have shown,

lies at the heart of our educational policies; colleagues have
endorsed it more than once; yet the cost to local authorities

- only a fraction of £10 million - should be contained within

our spending plans for 1985-86 and beyond. The Lords have now
rejected by a good majority the amendment to the Second Reading
of the Rates Bill; and it is time, over a year after Cmnd 8836,
for us to make progress on teacher training.

The circular is now with the printers. We would propose to issue

it on Thursday, after the Second Reading of the Paving Bill

but before the House adjourns for Easter, so that CATE can be

set up and start work. I would answer the Question on the same

day. May I please ask you to let my office know by midday tomorrow,
Wednesday, if you see any difficulty about this? I shall be
grateful for your help in what I believe is a most important
matter.

I am' copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Nick Edwards

and Peter Rees. i "
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INITIAL, TEACHER TRAINING

We had a word about your letter of 6 April.

2. Our best current estimates of the answers to the gquestions about costs in your
para 2 - in each case not until the scheme is fully operational in 1986-87 or
even 1987-88 - are:- 5

Local authority institutio 0.5
0.5
2.0
130

In addition there may be by then some costs to local authorities, of the order of
£2m, through making school teachers available to take part in the selection of
candidates for teacher training and in the training of the students within the
institutions; but there are no "coded messages", to use your phrase.

3. You accepted that these figures were "modest"™ in relation to the Government's
existing or prospective plans for local authority expenditure in 1985-86 and beyond -
indeed you thought that word might be inserted in the draft Answer after "incux"

and on this basis you were content with our proposals. As I told you, the

Secretary of State hopes to issue the circular and answer the Question before
Parliament adjourns at the end of this week.

4. Copy to Robin Young, DOE.
with you and also the Goverr
Election Manifesto, page 29,
training.
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