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What the Hardman Regport said

A areat deal of Government work was dispersed fTrom London from
1939 onwards. By 1%2L57,000, or more than one-third of all head-
quarters staff, alrdady worked outside Londen. In 1970 the
Conservative White Paper Umnd, 4506, on The Reorganisatioen of Central
Covernment announced the establishment of the Hardman enquiry to
review the location of Govermment work. Sir Henry Hardman's Reporg,
“mnd. 5322, was published in June 1973, He concluded that, provided
.he Government were prepared to bedr some loss in efficlency, “some
30,000 poets" could be dispersed over = period ot time. Hardman
suggesfea locations: the majer proposals were Tor the NMorth-West
{5,000 icba), Wales {5,500) Jobs and the South-East {12,000 jobs, of
whilch nearly 11:530 would be for the new town of Milton Keynes).

What we said

The Conservatives supported the principle of dispersel in
practice befgre the Hardman Report and in principle thereafter.
Dut examination of the evidence shows that W& mever committed
curselves to any partiecular pattern of dispersal. Though we commissloned
the Hardmen enguiry, our statement printed at the bezinning of the
Report is careful not te commli us. It commends the Report as "a
basis for discussion and for eventual decislon'.

The Government statement accepted in principle S5ir Henry
Hardman's view “that few rather than many locations should be
selected" and proposed to consult elvil service staff through the
Yhitley Councll machinery (page vi}. It consicdered the Report to be
Heogently and authorltatively argued" but made 1t clear that the
Government was ''not committed to the precise scale or pattern of
dispersal proposed". {page vi).



The Conservatlve Government set about considering the effect
of Hardman on organisation and management: but in the event it fell
to the mew Labour Government te announce a declsion on the Hardman
recommendations. On that occaslon the Conservative Spokesman,

Yp. James Prior, said that "we warmly welcome dispersal of jobs from
Lendon” {Hansard, 30th July 1874, col. 485). Rut he added two pleas
(1) that @ spsclel transfer unit should be set up in lendon to help

civil servants who do not want to move, and {11} that the Government
should glve an assurance that "nobody will be forced to move unless

he wants to go" {cols. 485-6),

tabour changed thepattern

The 10-year progremme outiined by Edward Short, as Lord
President, on 30th July 1974, maintained the Hardman alm, and
envisazad dispersing about 31 Q00 eivil servants, but quite
slgnificantly altered the pattern. MNotably, more Jobs are earmarked
to go to "assisted areas". Hdward Short said that nearly 90% of
them would %o to these areas. yhereas Hardman proposed sending some
1,200 jobs te Glasgow the present programme (as revised) proposss to
send about 6,000 Eto Glasgow. Hardman's idea of sending 12,000 to
Wilton Keyne®s and Esst Anglia has been completely drapped. The
South-West only getbs about 1,000 Jobs {all but 140 go to Bristol},
inatead of the 3,500 suzgested by Hardman. The number of jobs for tr
North-West is altost halved. -
I

After the capital expenditure cuts in the winter of 1976 the
dispersal progremme was reviewed, resulting in a longer time-scale
and some alterations of deteil, announced on 17th Fehruary and
29th July 1977. The flnal announcement of 29th July shous 8
slightly altered pattern but the shajne 15 still essentially the shape
1gid down in Edward Short's announcement of three years before. The
details will be found in Appendix 1.

"Non-metropolitan" Hoves

Some proposed moves have come to light which appear to be very
surious indeed. These are “tldying up" moves, not from London to
the provincas, but from one non-metropollitan arca to another. There
is a proposal to move Defente TEonnel 1o Gl&Swow trom Cheadle [ulme
and preoposals to move other NOD staff to Tlasgow Crom various
lycalities in the South and = . en Congervative MP's
falled to persuade Lord Peart to cancel the latter the Leader of the
Party was appreached. On this type of move, afser consultation with
the Shadgow Defence Minister, & clear answer has been Corthcoming.
The Conservative Pariy will not comment on individual cases but 1t
will not be committed te Labour's proposals, and on taking office it
will Tmmediately review them. Wrs. Thatcher's letter on the subject
dated 3rd October 1978 1s reproduced as Appendix 2.

Rationale and cost of Dispersal

The Hardman Report accepted that some loss of afficiency wouln
go with dispersal. 3But a number of benefits are clalmed:-

(1} Bringing jobs to areas of higher unemployment than London.
{11} Creating new g¢ffice-work oppertunicies elsewhere.

(111) ReveEsing the over-centralisation of decision-making
in Lendon.

(iv} Easing the rectultment and accommodation problems of
congested Londen.

Dispersal is expengive. Dut Hardman poeinted out that, viewing
the operaticn as a whole, substantial bencfits flow to the receiving
regions and some overall econcmiea accrue to the central government,
Improved employment in the recelving rentons reduces social service
expendlture thers; and office accommodakion in the receiving reglons



is chesper than in London. Furthermors the Treasury should gain by
not having to pay “London welghting'. An early sstimate was that the
dmmmmlear annual savings of at least
£50 million" from 1985 onwards (Hansard, 22nd November 1978, Col, 851).
After the 1976 review of Dispersal the estimate of savinga became more
cauticus. The following passage sppeared at the end of Lord Peart's
statement on the revised time-table for dispersal of Civil Service
Jobs:

'On the bhest assumptions we can make at present, the net
Exchequer costs /of Dispersaly will be about £280 million
over the periocd up to 1987-88, and net Excheguzr savings
will reach some £20 million annually by 1991-92, The
discounted resource costs show a rate of return on
investment of 9%' {C3D Press Statement, 23th July 1%77).

These Tigures are contasted by the CTivil Service Staf{ slde:
the Strathclyde survey (see below) will provide an interesting
check on them.

Attituds of Personnel

ey have been less enthuaiastic about the modiflicatlons to the
programme made by the Labour Government. It was a member ot the
Whitley Council Staff Side, not a member of Central Office, who btold
ds; "Virtually all the areas of lar immigration ares ctraditional
Labour Bt onghGlds. TITH TRE GXCeptlion ol Lthe Tecently won =
WoTkington Eﬁere are no Jonservative secate in these areas", This 1s
rather untair for example to Lhe Hon, HemBer Tor Uristgl West: but
conming from that source 1t is an interesting vicw. Tha moves to
some areas, e.7. South Wales, have gone ahead smoothily. DBut others,
Tor instance proposals to move the PSA Crom Croydon to Teeside, the
Government Chemist to Cumbria and notably Minlstry of Defence
personnal to Glasgow, have caused stiff resentment. The Gevelnment
have had a hard job of persuasion. In addition to the generouc terms
negotiated by the Conservatives they have had to offer such
inducemsnts as retention of "London Weizhting' (to be offset againsy
future pay awards) 'Tc these wno mMove,

ettt

]’ The 5taff side approved of the original Hardman recommendations

obile" and "Immobile" grades

There Ls a spectrum of opposition from the Civil Service Unions

anging from the extremcly caustic Institution of Frofessional Zivil
Servants to the much less hostile 3oclety of Civil and Public
Servants which favours Dispersal providing it is on a voluntary basis.
3CP3 represents the baslc grades, This underlines the distinction
between the "Moblle' and the "Mon-mobile®. The latter are below
Executive grade &nd cannct bo fOTEEE To move a3 part of their
contract. The "Mobile" e¢ivil servants can be obliged to mave. The
Government always says that only some S0% of the posts that are
dispersed need to be filled by Londonefs, the rest being filled
iocally. But this has all the deceptivenesas of an averagc fTigure.
The "Mobile" grades fear that it will be much mare FTicult to i1l
their more skilled poszts locally., They fzel thakt a bigger
pruportfcn Than one-halt of thsir grades will have to move under
compulzion. The clagsic case is the small Covernment Chgmists's
laboratoery, of whom 360 are to 7o to West Gumbria by 1288-3. They
at¥ongly doubt whether many trained analytical chemists will be

found in Cumbria waiting to Till the dispersed posts and they fear
compulsery moves will he widespread.

[

A Covernment Respense

In a Written Answer Lhis year, Charles Horrls, Slinister of
State,let it be known that the Government has tacltly adopted the
proposals urged upon 1t by #r. James Pricer on 30th July 1974.



Charles Morrls sald:

"The Government has glven an assurance that there will be
no redundancles smong non-mobile staff as a result of the
disparsal progremme announcad in July 1974, and as

far as possible the dispersal of mobile staff will be

on a voluntary basis. A central unit has been set up Tor
the purpose of fulfilling these undertakings" (Hansard,
25th April 1978, cols. 522.23).

Unemglo! ent

It should be noted that the numbers quoted Tor Dispersal are
numbers of posts, not humbers of persons. But, as noted above, the
assumption 1s that cnly about halt the posts dispersed will he
filled by persons in the receptlon areas. Thers will of course he
a certailn amount of sconomic "spin-off" from the arrival of new
tfamilies in the receptlon areas; but evan here the Instltution of
Professional Civil Servants claim that the effect will be less
beneficlal than moving in manufacturing industries. They claim this
because 1) public servants do not consume products of local firms in
the shape of components; 11) the Government generally operates
centralised purchasing; and ii1i) wives and children of transferred men
will be less likely to find jobs lecally. (Sse Appendix 4).

Government spokesmen have always claimed that the areas te which
Dispersal is to take place have higher unemployment than London. It
would be difflecult to counter thls claim. We have checked the
figures for all employment exchange areas included in Appendix 1.

With the single exception ot Sunningdale (where a very small move has
already been completed), unemployment raetes are higher than in
Greater London.

In the biggest proposed reception areas uncmployment rates are
as Tollowa:

Number of Unemployment

posts %
Cardiff 6,800 8.1
Glasgow 5,500 9.1
Teesside 2,000 9.3,
Herseyside 2,900 12.1
Sheffield 1,500 5.0
Bristol 1,020 6.3
£. Kilbride B50my g.8
Hewcastle 500 7.7
Southport 500 9.0
treater London Area - 4.1 =

But Ln the case of some of the "non-Metropolitan" moves
mentioned on page 2, 1t should be noted that the rates of unemnloyment
ars not low. There ls a plan to meve unwards of '1,000 Ministry of
Defence posts to the Aanderson site, Glasgow. Some are to be moved
Trom Cheadle Hulme and Bath. The rate of unemployment at Bath iz
6.2% and in GFeater Manchester 1t is 6.5%. Another proposed move 1is
from Gloucestershire where the rate of unemployment 1s 5.2%. These
are not low ratea: and indeed they are higher than at several of the
reception areaas listed in Appendix 1 {e.q. Sheflield, 5,0%, Norwich,
4.%% or Cheltenham 4.8%).
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The Strathclyde Study

The Staff 5ide, having long queried the underlying cost and
benefit figures of the Dispersal plan, pressed the Government for
an enquiry. As this request was turned down, in the summer they
commissioned a special study of the economic and soclal effects of
Dispersal. Costing £7,000 - £9,000, conducted by Stratheolyde
University, this survey will report to Mr. Bill Kendall, General
Secretary of the Staff Slde, National Whitley Council in November or
December. Being an independent survey, it will be published - possibly
in March 1979, The enquiry team will study Teesside and Glasgow in
depth, but will also lock at the overall effeoct of Dispersal on
London and on the receiving areas, as well as on the dlspersed
personnel themselves. The civil servants believe the cnquiry will
bring cut decidedly different {and probably higher) costs than those
in Government estimates.

Attitudes of Conservative MPg
Ag large numbers of lLondon-based ¢lvil servants live in

neommuter-belt” areas, and constitutencles ln the area are generally
~ongervatlve, their Conservative incumbents have shown a keen

ibersst in the problem. Many of them &rgue that conditions have
changed since 1973, that industry and employment are leaving London
And %EE!'Eonaun and the South-East can no longer accept the loss of
the Government Departments, A recent initlative has come from two
Greater Lohdon MPs, Barney Hayhoe and Geoffrey Finsberg, who this
month wrote to James PFrior outiining the problem and requesting him
to seek Shadow Cabinat approval fer the proposition "that the Farty

should ngggcnme out publicly in support of a complete review of the 7

pregen TSAL policy" - -

Many Members of Parliament Trom the Londen area belleve that the
London employment situation has altered radically since Hardman reported.
HYanufacturing industries have been closing dowri or moving out. The
number of jobs has diminished. In September 1973 it wus 1.2% and in
September 1874, 1.6%. The fellowing year it Junped to 3.2% and to
4,3% 1n 1976. In 1877 it reached 4.6%. The 4.1% 1978 figure shows a
welcome fall, but 1t is well over three times the rate ef 1.2% in
1973, the year of the Hardman Report.

some aiso have doubts about the economics of dispersal. The
Departmental view i3 that 1t lnvolves “EURSCanTtIAl SapItIZl Investment
but this should show an overall profit after a couple of decades.
However, some have doubts about the basis on which this 'profic! 1s
calculated. Ceriainly no caleulation of the net benefiks seems to
have been published since July 1977 {8ee page 3} and 1% is noteworthy
that this calculation represents a substantial reduction on the
previgus calculaticn of 22nd November, 1978 {1dem}.

Criticism also comes from some MPs in the West affected by
proposals for ‘nen-Metropolitan moves" (sse above}, ALl together,
within the Party in England and Wales, there is a sizeable aoroup
tegitimately concerned by the effect of this programme on their
ronstitutencies. It is only falr to note on the other hand anoethey
probably smaller group of MPs who view 1tg DiEpeFEAl DroZramne
fgvourably because their congtitu.neles are in reception areas, or
for OTher reasons. Thosa known to us include ab least two or our
Welsh MPs, all the Scottish Conservatlve MPs and two or three
English Conservative MPs.

Constituency considerations lgom largs in this probklem, over
which the Conservative Party is not unanimous.



Options

In the light of the foregoeing facts, all or some of the
following courses should be open to the Party:

We should retailn the general pringiple of Dispersal
”,—;7 to which we are previously committed.

Without jettisoning the principle, wes should stress
the too frequently overlocked Government statement dated
13th June, 1973 which prscedes the Hardman Report Cmnd. 5322,
This Statement committed the Conservatives to consider
Sir Henty Hardman's recommendatlons and to consult the Staff
through the proper machinery before making final decisians.
It clearly stated, "....the Government is not committed to the
precise scale or the pattern of Dispersal proposed by
Sir Henry Hardman'".

We should not go out of our way to make detalled
decisions in advence of our being returnad to office.

We should announce that on being returned to office we
LY 1 a

=t bope review of the Dispersal
programme. This principle has in fact been conceded by
the Leader's letter of 3rd October, 1978. (See Appendix 2)}.
We should encourage our Members of Parliament affeocted

by Dispersal questions to treat them as constltuency
matters according te thelr own good Judgemenkt.

¥e should "latch on" to the forthooming Strathclyde '.;;7
survey of theeconomic and soelal sffects of Dispersal. The
e¢ivil servants have themselves Jointly commissioned Lt

Its conclusions {which may be gharply at variance with
Government estimates) will carry weilght.

In advance of its publication we should Tor thes record
put a few shrewd questicnz to the Government on the basic
caleulations behind iss estimates, how Tar they have been
up-dated, how far the programme 1 progressing cte.

The Conservative Resgarch Department, GDMB/ASD /MM
24 014 Queen Stree ;iicndon, sl 29.11.78
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Appendix 1
DISPERSAL OF CIVIL SERVICE JOBS:
LORD PEART'S ANNQUNCEMENT OF 261H JULY 1377
Department ADPPTOX Location Bulldings ready
Ne. of for oncupation
Posts
Ministry of Agriculture, 1981-82 to
Fisherles and Food 1,250 Herseyside 1983-84 &
Agricultural Research 1981-82 to
Council 160 Maraeyside 1983-84
Civil Service Department 500 Nerwich 1982-83
170 Basinastoke 1979-00
50 Junningiale 1975-76 "
H.!1, Customs ang Excise 500 Southend 1877-78 to
1984-85
“inlstry of Defence 4,000 Caraiff 1983-34
5,000
up to 4,000 Glasgow 1985-86 to
1587-88
1,500 Glasgow, 198384
Dept. of Environment )
Department of Transport) 1,020 Bristol 1877-78
Council for Small 140 Salisbury 1978-79
Indusktries in rural
Areas
Countryside Commizsion o0 Cheltenham 1874-75 "
roperty Services Agency 3,000 Tee 1983-84 to
1984-85
1,000 Reglonal Offices Various dates up
to 1984-85
Foreign and Commonwealth 1381-82 to
Dffice 500 Merseyslde 1983-84 ¢
bDepartment of Health and 500 Newcastle 1977-78
Jocial Secarity 380 Blackpool 1978-79, 1981-32
Home Office 1,000 Yerseyslde 1981-32 ta
1983-84 ¢
Natural Environment
Ressarch Councll 180 Swindon 1978-79
Ministry of Overseas 650 East Kilbride -—7 1980-81
Development 330 Glasmow area (site not
determined)



Appendix 1 {cont.)

(11}

Department Approx Location Buildings ready
Ho. of for eccupation
Posta
Nffice of Population
Censuses and
Surveys 500 Southport 1381-82
Science Regearch Council 380 Swindon 1978-79
H.M. Jtationery Office 380 Norwich 1378-72
Department of Trade ) 800 Cardift/ 1278-79 to
Department of Industry) Nawport 1981-82
Sompanies Registratlon
Qffice 1,000 Cardiff 1976-77
Leboratory of the
Government Chamlst 360 West Qumbrie 1953-84
Export Credits Guarantse
Department 800 Cardiff 1976-77, 1975-80
Manpower Services
Commission 1,500 Sheffield 1979-80, 198182
Inland Revenue 230 Local/reglonal 1976-77 %o
- offices 1977-78
1,380 Other {sites not
determined)
Health and Safety
Commission - (not determined)
Nates: 1. Dispersals marked (") have been completed.

2. Disperszals marked {d} are to a shared bullding in
the game dates are shown in each case.

Herseyside:

Source: UivilService Department.
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Appandix 2

Letter trom Mrs, Margaret Thaboher to Sir Edward Brown, 3rd Octoher 1978

I am sorry for the delsy in replylng to your letier, which we
have now had the opportunity to discuss with Ian Gilmour.

Ian was recently asked to state the Party's position
concerning the Government's projected plan to 'disperse' the RAF
from Innsworth in Clousestershire. We are naturally reluctant to
somment in detail on each local case, but our general view is clsar:
we accept the Government's ressoning that there is & case ~ as the
Hardman report argued - for scme dispersal of 4Yinlstry of Defence
jobs from London to Cardiff and Glasgow but we have never believed
that jobs which were already cutbslde London should he dispersed.

The next Conservative Covernment will therefore be in no
way committed to Lebour's propesals and on teaking office it will
immediately review them.

I think you ran make this very clear to your constituents

and I should be happy Tor you te show this letter in the other
constituencies which you say are affccted.

Appendix 3

Letter from Mr. Barney Hayhoe to Wr. Jares FPrior, and Hovember 1975

CIVIL SERVICE DISPERSAL

1. Circumstances have changed a great deal since the Hardman
Jommittee reported in 1973 and the subsequent decislons made by the
Lahour Government in 1874 are being more and more questioned by those
.ancerned in London and the Scuth East. Thess chanped clrcumstances
are also reflected in the altered role of the Locasion of Offlces
Bureau which is ne lenger charged with removing jobs from London,

2, The attached copy of z letter from Oyril Cooper, Deputy
General Sacretary of the Institution of Professional Civil Servanbts is
typical of the arguments now being deployed on behal? af the staff.
Horuce Cutler, Leader of the GLC, to whom the letter 1s addressed
pelieves that there is “the strongest possible case for retaining
these Departments in London'. But he has not gone public with this
view as he recognises that 1t would not attract national support
within the Party and he does not want to embarrass colleagues.

3. Geoffrey Finsberg and I believe that the Party should now
come out publizly in support of a complete review of the present
dispersal pelicy. This review would take full account of the
changed employment sltuation in London and would give close attention
to the finasncial implicatlons of continuing with prescnkt policies.

4, You agreed to seek Bhadow Cabinet approval for this
revised palicy.
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Appendix 4

Letter from the Institution of Profegsional Civil Servants,
21st September, 1978

My colleagues and I were most grateful to you for so readily
agreesing to see us earlier this week and, in particular, for the
constructive response which you gave to the views which we put to you.

As I explained, the Institutlon has always taken a balanced view
towards the dispersal of government work Trom Lendon, We readlly
recognise the employment problems in other parts of the country and in
circumstances where 1t makes overall good sense for work to be done
elsawhers, we have never oppesed it as a matter of principle. In the
context of the governmeni's current dispersal programme there are,
however, five moves, including very easily the two biggest, to which we
are completely opoosed., They are the Ministry of Defence moves to
Carditf and Glasgow, the P5A move to Teesside, the move of the
Laboratory of the Covernment Chemist to West Cumbria, that of the
Directorate of Overseas Surveys to Glasiow and the Health and Safety
Executive to Bootle.

Our detalled objections are in each case rather different and I
did briefly explain those. I need not repsat them in this letter, since
if you wanted the detalled case against any paritloular move, we would
willingly let you have it.

Our general objection 1s that there has been no rezent seriocus
scudy of the sociclegical and economic effects of moves which ere
golng to cost little sherh of £300,000,000. The government seems to
proceed purely on the falth that to move jobs to the rogions will
actually create work there. Having regard to the wives and dependents
who will move with civil servantsz, it 1ls not at all evident that the
moves will overall add to employment opportunities in recelving areas.
They may well have the opposite effect. Thay will certalnly result
in  inefficlency and the need for additional staff. That was fully
recognised in the Hardman Report.

The one thing that 1z absolutely clear is that life has changed
enormously since dlspersal was decided upon in 1874, Unemployment in
London itself has increased to such an extent that the government age v
created to relocate work cutside Londen i3 now belng required to stand.
an its head and, in =additlon te continuing with that task, to as well
attract industry and commerce back Into Londen. To do that and at the
same time go ahead with dlspersing 30,000 government jobs from London,
with both the loss of Jobs and the loss of revenue,to local authorities,
seems to us to be bordering on the lunatlc,

We would have weloomed a serlous study of the position and,
in the absence of any new thinking or encouragement from the government,
the Civil Service unions have themselves commissioned a study of the
problem €rom the University of Strathclyde. We should have the report
on that By the end of the year. That will obviously be of general
interest in the context of dispersal.

* 1t ig crystal olear to us that the time has arrived for soma
rethinking on this subject. It seems to us that the whole emphasis
cught to change fram a presuppositiom that te move worlk from London is
desiprsble unless there are insuperable cbstacles in the way of dolng
that, to an attitude which would move nothing from London unless there
are overwhelming reasong Tor so dolag. fThere can be no sense in
improving employment appertunitles elsewhere - even if that were the
result of dispersal - which we very much doubt, at the expense of
worsening the unemployment problem in Londen itself.
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Appendix 4 (eont.)

There are bthree ways in which we think you could help. Firstly,
we should be grateful if you could write, in your rale as Leader of
the GLC to the Secretary of State for ths Environment, or to such
pther Minister as you think Tit, sxpressing a 'London' viaw on the
government's ohstlnacy in going shead with dispersal without making

the slightest concession to the way in whioh things have changed since
1974,

gecondly 1t would perhaps be possible for you to raise the
issue with the appropriate Federation of Municipal Bodies, =o that
they koo could add weight to thls pelnt of view,

The third thing is, perhaps, rather more in your role as a
lpading London Conservative. As I mede clear to you, the Institutien
1s completely non-Party politleal. Nevertheless, we live Iln a real
world and it 1s important to us to know what attitude political
parties take on lssues which concern us. 1f, therefore, you could
tell us, after consultatlon with your colleagues, what attitude the
Jonservative Party takes to the issyes which we have ralsed with you,

s

; would be very helpful to us,

CYRIL COOPER
Deputy General Secretary

CDHB/ASD/ LHY
28.11.78



