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Michael Heseltine sent me a copy of his letter of 2) December to
Willie Whitelaw declaring your i:tentions for the designation of

districts under the Urban Prograame. {j:2ﬂwWﬂﬁv;n(jq'hzf

2 Michael took the view that decisions following the present M
official level review of regional policy are unlikely to lead to !—
wholesale changes in the organisation of the Urban Programme. I

can of course see the force of this view, but equally I under- L¢h/
stand that the report will certainly recommend that there should

be a review of the Urban Programme map in parallel with any 'q‘
changes that may be proposed to the Assisted Area map. Thus

while I accept that if anything is to be achieved in 1983/84, you
cannot delay your proposals for this reason, I hope we can agree

that these changes will not in any sense prejudice the outcome of

any more fundamental review of the Urban Programme map which may

take place.

3 So far as the changes themselves are concerned, it is
unfortunate that a number of your specific proposals might be
claimed to demonstrate that there ire inconsistencies in the
Government's regional and urban pclicies: parts of the West
Midlands and NE Lancashire in particular will doubtless feel that
your decisions lend weight to their case for Assisted Area
status. However, I have no strons objections to what is
proposed and we shall therefore sinply have to live with any
resultant protest from such areas.

4y I am sending copies of this le:ter to those to whom Michael
copied his.
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Following our review of inner city policy I announced in February
last year that we had decided not to make any changes in the lists
of authorities with special status under the Urban Programme.
Since then we have come under increasing pressure to make changes,
particularly in the light of 1981 census data which show various
changes in the distribution of urban deprivation, with considerable
increases 1in the West Midlands and Inner London. Taken together,
these changes make it impossible in my view to defend the current
lists.

We have now carried out a detailed analysis of 1981 census data,
and in the light of that 1 propose a number of changes in the
lists., There is a number of authorities where it could be argued
that levels of deprivation do not 7justify current status, but I do
not think that we should make any demotions now - such demotions
would lead to major rows, and would save little money in the short
term because of the high levels of commitments within approved
expenditure programmes, Instead, I shall reduce Urban Programme
allocations as circumstances permit.

At the other end of the scale, there are a number of authorities
with strong claims to enhanced status, and I therefore propose the
following changes:

New Programme Authorities

Blackburn, Brent, Coventry, Knowsley, Rochdale, Sandwell,
Tower Hamlets gnd Wandsworth. P

New Other Designated Districts

Burnley, Langbaurgh, Walsall




/

I enclose a note showing what the lists would look like if these
changes were made, In arriving at these changes I have sought to
maintain as far as possible our policy of concentrating UP
resources in the most deprived areas, and also to achieve a balance
between London and the rest of the country. The second aim 1is
particularly difficult - there are a number of other Inner London
boroughs for which programme authority status could easily be

justified.

I shall be able to find the UP resources for the authorities I
propose to promote from the existing provision for 1983/84.

It might be argued that decisions on changes should be put of f
until the present official level review of regional policy 1is
completed and decisions on that have been taken. But if the new
programme authorities are to achieve anything in 1983/84 I need to
announce the changes as early as possible in the New Year. I
cannot believe that the review will lead to wholesale changes in
the organisation of the Urban Programme and the changes I propose
in any case are fairly modest. Subject to any comments from you
or colleagues, I therefore intend to ' invite the authorities
to accept their new status as soon as possible and then to lay
the necessary statutory instruments designating the extra
authorities under the Inner Urban Areas Act 1978.

I ought also to raise the marker at this stage that I may have to
consider special treatment for Kensington and Chelsea, which faces
particular problems under the block grant system. S 1 1 [ U
necessary write again to colleagues, This need not however, delay

the announcement of the proposals I describe in this letter,

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister,
Keith Joseph, George Younger, Nicholas Edwards, Patrick dJenkin,
David Howell, Norman Fowler, Leon Brittan, Norman Tebbit and
Sir Robert Armstrong.

MICHAEL HESELTINE

Rt Hon William Whitelaw CH MC
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As I mentioned in my letter to you ofsfgtdanuary about Urban Prog-
ramme Designation, I have had the position on the closed shop agree-
ment at Sandwell checked. I thought I should let you know the out-
come of my-1inquiries.

I understand that the closed shop agreement was introduced in 1980
when the controlling group on Sandwell Borough Council was under
strong left-wing influence. Following the local elections in May
1981, however, 1 gather that there was a shake-up in the controlling
Labour group and the local "Tribune Group" was expelled and 3 of
its members who had chaired the key committees involved in the affair
(Finance, Personnel, and Works) were replaced by moderates. This
change has stuck and Sandwell is presently operating under moderate
traditional Labour Jleadership. I understand that the closed shop
agreement has never again been enforced since the Joanna Harris
incident nor is there any sign that it is likely to be., =——————
————

I am satisfied, therefore, that there has been a change of heart
and that in proposing this local Task Force I am not condoning
practices which I find Jjust as unacceptable as you do. I might
add that the leader of the local Conservative Group on the Council

was present when I discussed the Task Force proposals and supports
;5

I shall, however, take a personal interest in the development of
the Task Force in Sandwell and in their Urban Programme propocsals
and shall emphasise that they need not expect a sympathetic relation-
ship with the Government if there 1is any recurrence of such
practices. It is an advantage of the Urban Programme that it
provides opportunities to watch out for this sort of thing and point
out the consequences directly to the authority leaders.

As it happens - current events permitting - I intend to visit Sand-

well next week, and I will be having discussions with the local

authority and representatives of the private sector about the Task
Force.

I am copying this letter as before.

TOM KING

Rt Hon Norman Tebbit MP
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CANDIDATES FOR ENHANCED STATUS WITHIN THE URBAN PROGRAMME

-
Thank you for your letter of 28 Jafiuary. As I said in mine of 14
January, I do not wish to get infVolved in the details of this
selection process. I still think it is odd that you have not
selected a single one of the places in tHe South-east outside
London, some OT wWhich at least, on vhe face of it, are STTONg
candidates. But since you ara.confident that your list can be
defended I shall not persist.

I look forward to hearing from you on the gquestion of an area task
force for Sandwell.

-

I am copying this as before.
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Oddl wrth Ysgrifennydd Gwlade! Cymru From The Secretary of State for Wales

The Rt Hon Nicholas Edwards MP

[G,January 1983

I have seen Michael Heseltine's letter of 21 December setting
out proposals to increase the number of 16cal authorities in
England which have special status under the Urban Programme.
I have no comments on the detail of what is being proposed.

For my part, I have been reviewing the position in Wales in
the same way in the light of the 1981 census data. I will be
writing separately soon to let colleagues know the outome and
any proposals or change I think necessary, in parallel with
what is proposed for England and bearing in mind any
developments on regional economic policy generally.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister,
Keith Joseph, George Younger, Tom King, Patrick Jenkin, David
Howell, Norman Fowler, Leon Brittan, Norman Tebbit and Sir
Robert Armstrong.

The Rt Hon William Whitelaw CH MC MP
Home Secretary
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