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At Sir Peter Middleton's suggestion, you are holding a briefing
meeting on 6 September with most recipients of this note in
preparation for the meeting between you, the Chief Secretary and
Mr Patten on 7 September.

2. We do not yet know what Mr Patten will propose. DOE officials
are due to see him on Tuesday morning and have promised to brief
us thereafter. We will send you a supplementary note on Tuesday
afternoon.

3's In the meantime, you may find it helpful to have the attached
iefi meeting. In preparing this I

have been much helped by Mr Rutnam and by some notes bequeathed by

Mr Hudson. Also relevant are Mr Potter's note of 4 August and Mr

Sparkes' of 7 August.

4. Since the earlier notes by Mr Potter and Mr Sparkes, we have
as you requested examined some of the options further. The results
are reflected in the attached annotated agenda.

5 DOE have also told us, rather pointedly, that their Minister
has received a quite abnormal number of representations this year
about the proposed grant settlement, especially from Conservative
Party sources, to the effect that the whole principle that gainers
should contribute to the safety net is unacceptable, not just the
amounts. There is considerable concern about the London borough
elections of May 1990.
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6. We have the impression that DOE officials may press Mr Patten
to argue for a substantial extra injection of funds and for a new
approach whereby, formally at least, gainer authorities would no
longer be required to contribute to the safety net (though in this
zero-sum-game world the reality might not be so different). What
Mr Patten will make of all this, I do not know. We have made some
guesses in the attached annotated agenda. We will, as I say,
report further on Tuesday afternoon.

7 I have suggested separately that you might take the
opportunity to talk to Mr Patten about two local authority issues
on which Mr Ridley was so intransigent during the earlier months
of this year - holdings of financial assets and the massive

overspend on capital this year. If you are content, we will brief
you separately on these matters early next week.

dee
') ij A J C EDWARDS

figes 44T o SERET A
ilk g"”‘) PR I et gl s
,\J [ f\_ 'U"’\y-’ l@

. ﬂ,)lm'J il
Nl ’*;,%Tﬂ/"—\'\(’ (r (Tmb o dpan, s /o

i .
Q«p ne o ;’”/ oo 3
n. ‘fd'H )ﬂ]m’/ r e O{LJP i 5 ;S’o

g%*j Jokals
P e dp "‘M’

4
Ok g % wor e



CONFIDENTIAL

1g.ph/AE/366 ,
NNL /I (-
‘ !'.

COMMUNITY CHARGE SAFETY NET:

ANNOTATED AGENDA FOR CHANCELLOR'S MEETING, 6 SEPTEMBER

1 I what are the problems?
1.1 Important to consider where main problems lie and how serious

they are.

WY Gainer authorities. Government backbenchers vociferously
dislike contributing to safety net (that is, not
receiving all gains at once). Mr Patten has promised to
look carefully at points made.

*% il Loser authorities. Former Chief Secretary saw this as

@ main problem. Hence special grant for low rateable value
'

areas (especially in North and including many
marginals). Announced grant proposal gives complete
protection to these areas in first year.

iii. Individuals who lose. Some reference to this in debates.
With demise of dual running, safety net will operate at
level of LA, not individual chargepayer. Hard cases at
individual level (eg people living in modest council
housing, and paying little rates, in LAs which are
contributors to safety net). But too late to change.

iv. Timing. All attention so far on 1990-91. But 1891-02
will likewise be politically sensitive year. Legislation
- requires that Government publish provision for safety
net in each transitional year. What desiderata for April
19917

Vs Obtaining Parliament's approval. Sir R Boyson has said
he will vote against settlement unless the Treasury
finances the safety net. How serious is this problem?

Problem i. has attracted all the attention so far. Related problem
at v. How serious are these pressures on the Government? Problems
ii. to iv. are argquably more important in substance. Problem ii.
argues against swift phasing out of safety net. Too late to solve
problem iii., though may be pressures on community charge benefit.
Need to consider problem iv.
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2. Government and Treasury objgeti?és
2.1 Government will need t6 formulate viable policy for whole of
transitional period egislation requires that Government make

safety net, though not specific grant, provision for each
transitional year) and obtain Parliament's approval for grant
settlement (timetable at Annex 1).

2.2 Main Treasury objectives:

I no increase in grant;
“ s firm signal for local authority and teacher pay
settlements.

2.3 General constraint: difficult to make particular groups
(eg losers) significantly worse off than under Mr Ridley's 19 July
proposals.

3 Broad strateqy
3.1 Government has anyway to reach view on later years of
transitional period. For year 1, three broad choices:

3 no change: stand fast by Ridley announcement but present
it better;

ii. minimum change: some tinkering adjustments;

iii. major changes, with or without extra money.
3.2 Treasury Ministers were broadly happy with outcome of grant
settlement and form of safety net. Major change must increase risk

of additional expenditure. No change or minimum change look
therefore to be in Treasury's interest. Is this agreed?

3.3 Better presentation essential anyway. Basic problem has been

- language of 'contributing to safety net' rather than 'phasing-in

of gains'.

4. Tinkering

4.1 One change with merit in its own right: adapt treatment of
ILEA successor authorities so as to avoid making some of them
better off than with continuation of existing system. Would save
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£70 million if losses limited to £25 and £40 million if losses E("
limited to zero. These proceeds could be used to increase ﬂU?“;r\\
percentage of gains available generally to gainers. Highly |/
desirable but not essential? ,

4.2 Other possibilities look more difficult:

5 Raise limit on losses to more than £25 so as to
accommodate gainers.

< i 17 Restructure gains on self-financing basis eg
- reduce maximum contribution below £75, or
- allow gains in full up to £20, with compensating
increase in percentage of gains contributed to

safety net.

Such changes leave many authorities worse off than under Ridley
proposals. Would anything be gained?

5% Major structural changes (grant-neutral)

5.1 Some possibilities:

1.5 Top slicing. Within existing AEF total, part of RSG

would be earmarked (or a further special grant added)
to reduce contribution required from gainers. Problem
that, however this was done, many LAs would lose
compared with Ridley proposals. Zero sum game. Would be
criticised as disingenuous. [Chancellor has noted that
Mr Ridley's rather similar £26 across the board levy can
be dropped. ]

3.3 Link safety net to spending needs as against actual

spending. Have looked into this as Chancellor asked.
v Exemplifications show that it would lead to impossibly
high community charges in Inner London, more than \[
offsetting benefits from ILEA specific grant. Would
anyway fail to address the problem, which consists in
abruptness of transition from one set of actual (not
imaginary) tax bills to another.
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Abandon safety net. Looks impossible unless replaced by
something which dealt with problem of big losers. Big
losses for loser authorities would all be concentrated
on next year. Very high community charges. Inconsistent
with repeated Government assurances about smoothing the
transition. Would stoke demands for extra help

generally.

Specific grant to finance losers, offset by reduced
NNDR. New specific grant of some £600 million would
replace gainers' contributions to'éafety net. NNDR
distributable amount would be reduced correspondingly,
to keep same AEF. NNDR poundage would not be changed but
higher percentage of NNDR gains would be allowed to come
through. Same practical consequences as top-slicing,
while temporarily reducing NNDR yield. Ingenious
synthetic solution to several problems. But would mean
that smaller gainers and smaller losers would be worse
off than under Ridley proposals.

5.2 Agreed that grant-neutral changes on these lines have little
promise (though better than extra money options)?

6. More money options

6.1 Mr Patten may well argue for more money to buy off the
backbenchers (see covering minute). He may see attraction in
getting rid of the whole concept of a contributory safety net.

Possible approaches:

34

iii.

Replace safety net and gainers' contributions to it by
special grant to losers (equivalent to their reliefs
under present safety net). Would cost some £600 million.

Special grant for losers, as in i., partly financed by
'top-slicing' RSG (or one of other devices in section 5)

as well as by new money.

Retain safety net as now but partially compensate either
losers or contributors through special grant.

The extra grant of £600 million (or such lesser amounts as were
decided under ii. and iii.) would go partly (perhaps largely) into
additional public expenditure, partly into reduced community

charges.
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6.2 This looks a bad use of money when public expenditure
position is so tight and given delicate state of LA /teacher pay

negotiations (arguments at Annex 3).

6.3 Extra £600 million clearly out of question. More limited
additions might arguably do more harm than good in political

terms?

M
7. Later years _— /LQ Pﬂ\
7.1 1991-92, and changes to take effect in April 1991, will be no
less critical than 1990-91. Legislgtion commits Government to

stating its intentions for allkfour,years of safety net. 3
Rl A \ !/\r/\

7.2 Would be considerable gesture to desenwbackbencﬁéfs toL
shorten transitional period from present four years to three or
two years. Gainers would then receive gains sooner, though losers
would bear losses sooner. Latter would involve considerable
difficulties, especially as Ridley announcement gives low rateable
value authorities and most Inner London authorities complete
protection next year. Would probably be necessary to extend and

re-shape specific grants to accompany accelerated phasing out of

-
|

\/

safety net.

7.3 Where does balance of advantage lie between faster and slower
phasing out? Agreed that officials should report on options, for

Ministers to consider?

8. Possible conclusions
8.1 Some conclusions which might be drawn:

s best way ahead is to stand up to Boyson faction and
stick to existing proposals for year 1;

i s i tinkering and restructuring existing proposals generally
unattractive: however meritorious in themselves, such
changes would leave some authorities worse off than
under Ridley announcement, with added pressures for more

money ;

g within tinkering possibilities, ILEA adjustment would
V// seem desirable in its own right, though DOE will resist;
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‘ iv. top-slicing and specific grant /reduced NNDR options look
difficult to sell within existing grant total. Rebasing
* safety net on needs probably a non-starter;
V. any of these tinkering/restructuring options better from

Treasury point of view, however, than extra money;

vi. extra money/re-opening AEF settlement highly
$)J undesirable. If Ministers felt obliged to inject
'ﬁ\/ﬁmvjr 2 something extra, best method might be a small additional
NG\ Y}7 , specific grant payable to losers. But small injection
. \ -Qixf/ may be politically worse than no change. Mr Patten may
/ go for restructuring along with some extra money.

.

\
\

I

\

=
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vii. Need anyway to reach (and announce) a view on later
years, in particular rate at which safety net is phased
out and what can be contemplated for April 1991.

9. Handling
9.1 Ministers need to resolve the issues discussed in this note

well before the end of this month in order that DOE may prepare
the necessary reports and other documentation for the autumn.

9.2 We understand that all decisions on local authority current

this autumn will be taken in a new committee, E(LG), chaired by

the Prime Minister. This is similar to the old E(LF), with a

rather wider remit and some change of personnel. E(LA) is still in
f being, with Sir Geoffrey Howe as chairman, but will have no role

. this autumn.

9.3 As in June/July, it will doubtless be useful for the Prime
Minister, Treasury Ministers and Mr Patten to reach agreement if
possible before options are put to the new E(LG). Before the
trilateral meeting, it will clearly be helpful if there can be as
much agreement as possible between Treasury Ministers and

Mr Patten at least on the options worth considering.

9.4 Hence suggested objectives for your meeting with Mr Patten:
a. to bring home the real difficulty in putting in any

extra money, given the public expenditure and pay

contexts;
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to commend the case for sticking to the Ridley package
for next year, with change for ILEA authorities
discussed above; and

to agree on the options to be exhibited for the Prime
Minister, which must clearly include nil-cost options;

to discuss options for the later years and commission

work as necessary.
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ANNEX 1
LOCAL AUTHORITY CURRENT TIMETABLE, 1989
September /Early October Discussions with local authority
associations
28 September Consultative Council
10-13 October Party Conference: Mr Patten will

come under pressure to say something
about the settlement

9 October House of Lords resumes: Government
tables amendments to LG and Housing
Bill, eg for ILEA and low-RV grants

17 October House of Commons resumes

31 October Draft RSG report and safety net
exemplifications published, probably
with Statement by Mr Patten,
followed by formal consultation
period with local authorities

?10 November Royal assent for LG & Housing Bilil
Mid=November Autumn Statement

Week beginning 3 December Decision on NNDR multiplier

21 December Final drafts of RSG and safety net

reports signed

9 January Final reports laid

Then Debates
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ANNEX 2

COMMUNITY CHARGE SAFETY NET:

BRIEF HISTORY, INCLUDING MR RIDLEY'S JULY ANNOUNCEMENT

The January 1986 Green Paper "Paying for Local Government"
envisaged transitional arrangements comprising two complementary

elements -

i. 'dual running' of the community charge and domestic
rates, on the basis that the rates element would be
gradually phased out over ten years and additions to
expenditure at the margin would be financed from extra
community charge, and

237 a safety-net designed to keep the total take from the

community charge in each local authority to the same
level as the total domestic rate bill in the first year

of the new system.

The safety net would have totally overridden in the first year the
distributional effects between authorities of the community charge
system. It was due to wither away or be phased out gradually over

an unspecified period.

2, In July 1987, the Government confirmed this approach but
added that the safety net would be phased out over four years,
1994-95 being the first year without any safety net.

3 In November 1987, the Government announced that local
authorities contributing to the safety net would have to pay no
more than £75 per head. That is, gainer authorities would retain
all but £75 of their gains in the first year. This was to be
financed by a small adjustment of £3 per head on the part of

losers.

4. In the spring of 1988, during passage of the Local Government
Finance Bill, the Government announced that dual running would be
dropped except for the Inner London authorities: this was later
extended to Inner London, too. Dual running was described as
perpetuating an unfair rating system and as creating major




1g.ph/AE/366

CONFIDENTIAL

administrative problems. The safety net at local authority level,
was retained without any accompanying provisions at the level of

the individual.

5. The grant settlement proposals announced by Mr Ridley at the
end of July 1989 provided for less protection for loser
authorities and earlier receipt of gains by gainer authorities
than previously envisaged. Loser authorities are (mostly) to bear
up to £25 of losses in the first year of the new system, thus
enabling gainers to obtain between 40 and 50 per cent of their
gains straight away and the whole of any gain in excess of £75 per
chargepayer. Mr Ridley also announced two specific grants, of £100

million each -

ii.

a grant for the Inner London boroughs to help with the
transition from ILEA, which will actually make most
boroughs better off next year than they would have been
under the present system, and

a special grant for areas of low rateable values, mostly
in the North, which will mean that many authorities in
these areas will have complete protection against losses

in the first year.

6. Apart from the safety net, the main elements in Mr Ridley's

announced settlement were:

ii.

iils

aggregate exchequer finance of £23.1 billion next (a
cash increase of £1.8 billion, or 8% per cent, on the

current year);

total standard spending of £32.8 billion (a cash
increase of 10% per cent on the current year); and

a community charge for standard spending of £275.
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST PUTTING IN EXTRA GRANT
Y. Settlement already a generous one. AEF up £1.8 billion, or

8.5 per cent, on 1989-90. No criticism at all from Tory side of

level of grant settlement.

23 Public expenditure position extremely tight. Cabinet agreed
vital to keep tight control. No secret that bids will need to be
severely cut back in all areas including DoE programme, with
offsetting savings to pay for unavoidable increases.

CH Against this background, extremely hard to persuade
colleaques of case for priority for more grant, some of it to the
richest local authorities in the country. Simply means less money
for hospitals and roads. (£600 million buys 12 hospitals).

4. Moreover, Government gets direct credit for extra money for
the NHS. Whereas, no control over extra for LAs: no guarantee

that even Tory LAs will use extra grant to reduce Community
Charge - a lot of it will simply add to spending.

5. NALGO pay award makes it very difficult to put in any extra
money. As David Hunt said at the time, consequences will have to
f Community Charge cannot bear this,

be met by chargepayer. I

would be seen to fall at first hurdle, And would seriocusly
undermine general line on wage increases: consistently made clear
will not bail out private sector employers through eg exchange
rate depreciation; cannot be seen to act differently in public

sector.
6. The Scots get no extra help for their safety net.

A Bad practice to announce a decision in July, and change it in
October. Bad for public expenditure control, wrong signal to
markets about Survey; not how this Government does business.

8. And politics not all one way. Opposition ready to criticise
any concession as Government running scared and bailing out

Community Charge.
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SN
s )

-3

-30

- |

<l

€3
=2

-85
-123
- &2
-102
~L%

-u2
- 1ig
-~ €0

=35
~ 44

- 45
s,

«9q
-iS
4+ IS
~2

-ie
-L3
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SCATE. S-.uL-89
“ LuJSTRATIVE 1990/91 COMMNITY OWAGES WITH SPBOING AT £2.%n 2

AEF 23 1bn. of «nich £200m for specific grants. Gross Total Standard Soeaing £2.8n

O0E E(LF) Stangard Soending Assessment Package

inner London charpes reduced by £100m ILEA specific grant

1990/91 charges reouced by f1(Dm specific grant n losing aress «1th Low JomestiC RY Der heredtament

o« W | o 2 L3 (o« WS
1989/90 g w to Effectan SN
Av rate bilt run £25 loss, charge of Qwﬂv(")/
per adult + 6X crarge 47 of gains 12 rise wn %’,J[—)
al Lowed sparahng
DORSET
Bournesouth 54 251 253 7 <)
@) Orstchurch 305 28 278 s t 30
Nor th Dorset 216 193 05 ) «\2
(@) Poote 22 235 265 5 <30
Purbeck 227 167 213 I3 ¢t )6
West Dorset 22 203 2% 6 +i
veymouth and Portiand 203 213 228 6 -5
(g) East Dorset 317 235 279 4 + bl
OURHAR
Chester-Le-Street 237 281 261 8 - %20
Derlington 2.8 285 273 8 -2
Derwentside 9 301 P 8 -92
Durhas 27 280 252 8 ~-28
Easington 200 288 X0 8 -84
Seagefield 25 325 25 8 ~10C
Teesdale 183 224 183 7 — Gl
wear Valley 205 313 5 8 -165
EAST SUSSEX
Brighton 335 38 %8 8 e
—®) Eas thourne 343 267 308 7 +34
Hastings 259 238 5 7 413
~ rove 20 223 9 7 36
Lewes 39 228 an 6 L3
*) Fotner 325 221 276 5 €S
dealaen 289 226 259 5 « 3y
ESSEX
@) Sas1tdon &34 353 3% 8 + L3
Sraintree 02 22 28 7 <R
Brentwoad &08 386 »7 8 + 0
@)  Castle Point ne 2% 20 7 <56
@) Ceisstora 71 2% 18 ey
Colchester 1 230 243 ¢ ey
@) g Exping Forest 14 267 36 L t3IS ¥
Har L Ow &25 &7 22 9 t S
@) Maioon | 27 22¢ P 7 +955
@) Rocnford 363 2&2 x7 2 +65
@) Souznend-on-Sea 357 254 s ? <55
Tearing 310 266 .- ) ? + 3¢
Thur~ock 365 313 %1 3 <« 28
226 b 7 33

) vritesford ]



AEF £23 .1bn, of whicn £20m for specific grants
OOE E(LF) Standard Spenging Assessment Package
Inner London charges reduced by £100m ILEA spec:fic grant

ILLUSTRATIVE 1990/51 COMMUNITY OWAGES WITH SPEOING AT 42 &0

Gross Total Stancard Soenaing £52.8n

199C/91 charges reduced by £10Dm specific 9rant :n Losing areas with low domestic RV Der herec:tament

GLOUCES TERSKIRE

Cheltenhas
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Straud
Tewk&stas y

HANPSHIRE

(@)

Basingstoke and Deane
East Hampshire
Eastteigh
Fareham
Sosport

Hart

Havant

New Forest

Por tsmouth

Rus hmoor
Southaspton
Test Valley
Wincnes ter

HEREFORD AND WORCESTER

&)

@®)

Sromsgrove
neceforg
Leoainster

Kailvern Hills
Recditch

South Herefordshire
vorcester

Jychavon

Jyre Forest

REXTFORDSHIRE

=)
@)
®)
)
)

(<)

8roxoourne

acorum

East nertforashire
=er tsaere

‘or tn Hertfordshire
St Albans
Stevenage

Three Rivers
satfora

Jelaym ratfield

o0 WS | L 2 o 3 o VS
1989 /50 ong w o Effect on
Av rate pilt run 25 ioss Shacge of
per adult + 4% charge 472 of gans T rse 'n
AL Lower soerarg

280 255 28 ?
282 23 4 ?
1 228 26 ’
31 232 =2 7
31 261 246 ?
270 218 2 5
269 162 X8 6
27 173 i $
32 187 8 -
287 18 38 s
245 189 219 7
314 i 6 é
280 175 31 4
24 190 = 8
X5 219 219 7
31 176 b-s.] ?
21 190 6 ?
262 164 216 $
33 176 = 4
254 175 2 é
L) 173 1] é
176 147 163 é
8 185 246 )
270 21 264 ?
189 148 170 4
5 216 = 24
280 1 238 -
262 215 = ?
325 264 7 2
375 253 18 >
336 274 x7 Y
&5 298 355 T
374 245 = 7
389 259 28 ¥
386 3 361 3
06 277 45 ?
340 283 313 8
17 337 3= 3

SN wndnbrdion (+
h-t.ﬂc....mt(—)

13
¢ 33

“+ 3
3

tko
+6i
+ 5
+56
+ 30
+ 65
t 56
<3

+ 21
“ 16
+52

+63

+ L3
P
+
+3q
+ ¥
€22
v 23
L2
P

+33
+65
+ 3
+57?
+5%
- &9

+68
+ 30
- L3

)



AEF £23.1bn. of which £20m for specific grants.

ILUSTRATIVE 1990/97 COMUNITY OWRGES WITH SPENDING AT O2 Bn

DOE E(LF) Standarg Spending Assessaent Package

Imer Lorcon charges recauced Dy £100s ILEA specific grant

Gross Total Standard Sosding 52 B

1990/91 charges reduced by £10Dm specific grant 1n losing aress «1th low comesI'C RV per hereditamsnt

HUMBERS IDE

Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes
Glanford
Great Grimsby
Holderness

‘Kingston upon Hull

East Yorkshire
Scunthorpe

ISLE OF WIGHT

Medina
Sauth Wight

Tonbr idge and Malling
Tunbrdge wells

LANCASHIRE

Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Corley

Fyloe
Hyrndburn
Lancaster
Perdle
Preston
Rinhie Valley
Rossendale
South Ritole
west Lancashire
wre

a1

1989,/50

Av rate bitl
per adult + &2

2462

245

246
218
158
21

1

a7

AR F

g8

176

N g

176
211
169
2333
%9
199

275

a2
ong
run
carge

318
32

250
265

198
199
235
188
18
193
180

BEEYSe

226

235

R

257
25«
270

2e6
2n
2

249

03

£ to

25 .oss.
72 of Zans
3. Owad

267

212
235
193
199
216

-

5

NRB

219

249

249

oL &
Effect on
charge of
iX rise n
spending

O O 0 ® O ® O O ™®
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-3
+63
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+A
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+
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TR

il
-81
-\$
-101
+ 6
-6
-3

«1)

)y



P

LATE

AEF 23 1on, of «nich £200m for specific grants.
OGE E(LF) Stangarg Spencing Assessaent Package

5-.uL-89

ILUSTRATIVE 1990/97 COMMUNITY CHARGES ¥ITH SPODING AT £32.8n

Gross Total Standerd Sperding £32 &n

Inner Longon charges recuced by €100 ILEA specific grant
1990/91 crarges recuced by £100m specific grant in losi1ng 2ress with low domestic RY Der hered:tagent

LEICESTERSHIRE

Blaby

Charmwood

Har borough

Kinckley and SBosworth
Leicester

Mel ton

N U West e ceslersiinne
Oadby and vWigsion

Rutlad

LINCOLNSHIRE 2

Boston

East Lindsey
Lincoln

Nor th Kesteven
South Hollang
South Kesteven
West Lindsey

NORFOLK

Brecklard
8roactand
Great Yarmoutn
North Norfolk
NOrwi1ch

South Morfolk

King's iLymn and West MNorfolk

NOR THAMP TONSHIRE

Coroy

Daventry

East Northamptonshire
_(etter'.rq

N Uhaspton

SOoLTh Northasptonshire

~el i ingoorough

NOR THRUMBERLAND

ALrwISK

Berw i Tk ~upon- Tuees
SlyIn Valley
Castle Morpeth
Tynecale

<ansbeck

(o0 W | L 2 a3
1989 /50 Long W
Av rate bill run £25 loss,
per adult + 42 charge 47X of gas
al Lowad

266 226 267
265 213 261
7 264 28
257 233 245
232 289 =7
258 250 266
28 29 S
281 26k 243
243 212 =
208 225 F7=]
204 07 x2
199 225 rs74
205 2m 204
204 226 26
222 21 7
20 2, x3
23 216 219
253 218 =7
22 263 23
28 215 rr74
256 261 261
1 233 243
203 220 b7.3]
276 248 262
303 268 2mn
233 215 24
266 264 265
29% 282 20
23 200 r-2%
262 231 7
262 296 257
231 295 8
27 345 56
33 288 6
57 288 =
238 348 20

-

(o0 WY
Effect on
charge of
1T rise n

spanaing

W N 0 ™ N NN NN N> NN NN NN~ NN E N O NN NN

W e w w W w

SMW« )/
entdlomant ()

121
+28
+3
+12
-32
+ 15
¢S
+19
+ 1

+ (9

-24
-53
-u4
+3

-108
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ILUSTRATIVE 1990/91 COMMUNITY CHARGES WITH SPOOING AT £52.8n

AEF £23.1bn. of smch £200m for soecific grants. Gross Total Standard Spendhirg £52.8n

O0E E(LF) Stancarc Spending Assessaent Package

Inner London charges recucsd oy €100 ILEA specific grant

1990/91 charges reducec by £100m specific grant in Losing aress with (ow domESIIC AV Der hered:tament

L 1 L 2 oo W] (oo B

1985,50 Long w to Effect 0 SN mitnbulos (.,.)/
Av rate bill run £25 loss, charge of ‘“ i (..)

per adult + X charge 472 of gans 1Z rise n
3l Lowed spending
NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven 197 239 21 7 - 28
Hambleton 226 236 6 7 (4
Harrogate 260 273 a3 4 (2]
Richmonashire 187 : 231 212 7 - 19
Ryedale N1 248 26 7 -12
Scartoragh 204 269 21 7 -4
Selby 205 263 230 7 -33
York 187 248 193 7 =y
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
Asnfield 206 257 215 T -2
Bassetlaw 228 260 3 8 -3
Broxtowe 258 260 20 7 o
Gedling 274 254 65 7 49
Mansfield 225 279 268 8 - 19
Newark and Sherwood 249 250 =0 7 e
NOTTinghas 4 250 0 8 )
Rushcliffe 289 269 270 7 +2)
QXFORDSKIRE
- Cherwel L 265 232 252 é +20
: oxford 4 220 =9 6 +99
South Oxforashire 21 230 28 6 P |
Vaie of uhite Horse 302 220 254 (] + Ly
Uest Oxfordshire 272 22 228 6 <28
SHROPSHIRE
Briagnorth 228 187 p.o.) 14 o ) )
North Shropshire 200 201 o 7 ]
Oswestry 202 22 22 7 0
Shrewsbury ang Atcham 1 223 28 7 €1S
South Shropshire 208 188 99 Y 4 + 1
wrekin 267 256 282 8 + 6
SOMERSET
Mencip 250 249 20 7 <)
Sedgemoor 259 268 258 ? 0
Taunton Ceane 255 264 254 7 o
wesl Somerset 2n 26% 248 T + L
South Somerset 29 264 2% z 0



laTE S-uL-89

AEF 2% ‘bn. of sich £20m ‘or specific grants.
DOE E{LF) Standard Spenaing Assessaent Package
Inner Lorgon charges reauced by £100m ILEA specific grant

ILUSTRATIVE 1990/91 COMMUNITY CHARGES YITH SPOOING AT £2.8n

Gross Total Standard Spanding £2.&n

199C/9" narges recuces by £100m specific grant n (0511 dreas «ith low domestic RV Der “erec:tament

STAFFOROSHIRE

Su

Canrock Chase

East Staffordshire
«chfiewd

Newcast le—under -Lyme
South Staffordgshire
Stafford

Staffordshire Moor(ands

Stoke-on-Trent
Tamor th

F FOLK

Badergn

Forest Heath
ipswich

Mig Suffolk

St Ecmurgsbury
Suf folk Coastal
wsveney

SURREY

&)
)

@)
“@)
@a)

@)

(a)
@)

Elabr1oge
Ecsom ard Ewell
G Laford
“mole Villey
Reigate and Banstead
Runrymece
Spel thorne
Surrey weath
Tanar 1dge
waveriey
€Ok ing

“ARL IOXSHIRE

&)
(a)

hor Tn warwickshire

faneaton anc Bedwor th

*goy

Sirat“ora on Aven
wd e CK

== B @ 2
1985/950 Long
Av rate bill N
per adult + 42X harge
26k 255
230 229
294 230
238 254
291 224
252 226
33 262
210 255
264 264
253 249
26 229
283 287
261 228
230 2146
287 238
231 26k
45 304
398 3
334 226
36 262
358 276
294 267
293 234
352 261
302 280
362 240
368 288
307 308
308 37
313 281
369 268
361 283

@3

» 0

£25 loss,
471 of gains
al lowea

=+ WY
gffect on
charge of
X rise n
spending

255

BY¥EY

262
235
255

31

287

UHIHENIUREY RER

34
o
~

K3

NO N0 VN NN NN NN N NN NN N NN N~

NN N W N

SUW(T)/
smbidempnt (-)

+ 34

36
-4“,

-20
~t

«1

«3
-8
r2%

375
+L0
v 53
+34
+ ke
t29
32
+59
42
<65
L3

«13

+5
+h2
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ILLUSTRATIVE 1990/97 COMMUNITY CHARGES WITH SPEOING AT {2 &8n

AEF £23.1bn, of «4ich £200m for specific grants. Gross Total Standarg Speding £2 &Bn
DOE E(LF) Standarc Spending Assessaent Package
Inner London cherges reduced by £100m ILEA specific grant
. 1990/51 cherges reducad by £1008 specific grant n losing 8rees with Low Jomestic RV Jer hered)tament

oL 1 oL 2 o 3 coL & f
1989/50 Lorg ® to Effect an SN.,.;&'.L‘:»A)/
Av rate bill run £25 (oss. charge of o hu x (')
per adult « 4X charge 472 of gars 1X rise in
al lowsd spending
WEST SUSSEX
Adur 281 238 261 6 +23
Arun 270 209 261 6 re)s
Chichester 262 192 29 6 +33
" Crawley %5 27 2™ 7 (]
Hor shas 261 179 = 3 tL%
Mid Sussex 287 209 1 6 t k2
vor thing 248 217 3% é 413
WILTSHIRE
Kernet 261 227 =S 7 +3
North Wiltshire 226 256 =1 7 -5
Sal isbury 262 22¢ 264 7 +20
" Thamesooun 253 3@ s ? -2k
West Wiltshire 232 260 =7 7 -3

ALL PURPOSE AUTHORITY
Istes of Scilly 214 505 =5 1 -26€



DATE:

5-JUL-89

ANNEX B

AREAS BENEFITTING FROM SPECIFIC GRANT

Hyndburn

Derwentside
Kingston upon Hull
Bradford
Torridge
Sedgefield
Allerdale

Eden

Bolsover
Wansbeck
wakefield

York
Boothferry
Rotherham
Berwick-upon-Tweed
Gateshead
Sunderland
Ashfield
Sheffield
Carlisle
Doncaster

East Yorkshire
Craven
Rochdale

South Tyneside
Hartlepool
Scarborough
North Devon
Oldham
Tameside
Penwith

Leeds

Rerrier
Lincoln
Mansfield

High Peak
Chester-le-Street
Bassetlaw

U ———
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® 0K File an 01-09-89 at 04:73

FOLITICE Tax Lawuson

Chwvernight rewriiss

TO CUSHION FOLL Tas'S

By Chris Moncristt. Pre =k
Chistd Foliitical f'rr:-pnndwr*
Tovy Dackbesnchers now belisvs
Chamcelior Migsl Lawson 13 resdy o
prowide mars cash o cushion

impaci of the community charges.

CEomes Deliews that unleszs he doss act,

the so-callsed poll faw will haws
dizasirous sffeciz on the Tories at

the next local auihority and general
slections.
¥+ More 4 Headlinss of Qo B

gEsocistion

File . on 01-09-89 at 04.

o

D |
o

Sir Ehodes Bouson. P for Breni Horth
arvd & former loocal gowernmend
minizter,hds 'been sounding warnings tn
the Tressury Sinces the House rose fo
the Summe s recsss

He belisves ithat ihes so-ocsllsd
eEsmfety meit? arrangemenis, oroviding
for & iransfer of resources framn
richer 1o poorer local auihoriiies,
will =mlarmingly increass ithe communi ty
charge Dills of woisrs in manyg
Conservaltive areas. ;

Sir Rhodes and his colleagues have

Cbluntly itold the Trpasurg in 8 series
7+ Hore 4 Headlines of 0t ATt
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