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COMMUNITY CHARGE SAFETY NET : 	 -" 

ANNOTATED AGENDA FOR BRIEFING MEETING ON 6 SEPTEMBER 

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. 

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. 

In the meantime, you may find it helpful to have the attached 

annotated agenda for your briefing meeting. In pLeparing 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. 

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. 

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. 

CHANCELLOR 

CL/ Chief Secretary 
Sir P Middleton 
Mr Anson 
Mr Monck 
Mr Phillips o/r 
Mrs Lomax 
Mr McIntyre o/r 
Mr Potter 	o/r 
Mr Hudson 	o/r 
Mr Rutnam 
Mrs Chaplin 
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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. 

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. 

A J C. EDWARDS 

 

  

, 

LAritf:IT 

trrl 	11- 

 

0,1 d 	a.4 , 

81.E- HtIC 

Ol\nr 	aiy(-fR 	e Lc (17-7/14 A_ 

G4-(C1' 0,,,up 1,0 gApc-L,t 	(14-e-r.itsc 

Co—KC 

plilk-C7 I-1 al- 	(4---)  

, 	I  _ 	11 AM, 
A) 11,7 1  I 

) 



 

lg.ph/AE/366  

CONFIDENTIAL • 
   

COMMUNITY CHARGE SAFETY NET:  

ANNOTATED AGENDA FOR CHANCELLOR'S MEETING, 6 SEPTEMBER 

1. What are the problems?  

1.1 Important to consider where main problems lie and how serious 

they are. 

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. 

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 

ckkj\ 	
protection to these areas in first year. 

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. 

Timing. All attention so far nn 1990-91 . 171"4-  1991 nn 

will likewise be politically sensitive year. Legislation 

requires that Government publish provision for safety 

net in each transitional year. What desiderata for April 

1991? 

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 arguably 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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Government and Treasury objectives 

2.1 Government will n9--to formulate viable policy for whole of 
transitional period (legislation 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; 

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. 

Broad strategy 

3.1 Government has anyway to reach view on later years of 

transitional period. For year 1, three broad choices: 

i. 	no change: stand fast by Ridley announcement but present 

it better; 

minimum change: some tinkering adjustments; 

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 

c9C 

' language of 

' of gains' . 

'contributing to safety net rather than 'phasing-in 

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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ill £70 million if losses limited to £25 and £40 million if losses 

limited to zero. These proceeds could be used to increase 	crt„, 

percentage of gains available generally to gainers. Highly 

desirable but not essential? 

4.2 Other possibilities look more difficult: 

i. 	Raise limit on losses to more than £25 so as to 

accommodate gainers. 

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: 

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

would be earmarked (or a further special grant added) 

tn reduce contribution required from gainers. Problem is 

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.] 

Link safety net to spending needs as against actual 

spending. Have looked into this as Chancellor asked. 

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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CONFIDENTIAL • 	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. 

iv. 	Specific grant to finance losers, offset by reduced 

NNDR. New specific grant of some £600 million would 

replace gainers' contributions to safety net. NNDR 

cj 
\> 	n 

distributable amount would be reduced correspondingly, *  to keep same AEF. NNDR poundage would not be changed but 

V4r 	

Ii 	higher percentage of NNDR gains would be allowed to come 

through. Same practical consequences as top-slicing, 

\..6y r 	 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 sa-frIty TIPt: 

Possible approaches: 

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? 

)L 
7. Later years  
7.1 1991-92, and changes to take effect in April 1991, will be no 

less critical than 1990-91. Legislation commits Government to 

stating its intentions for all lour years of safety net. 

7.2 	Would be considerable gesture to Boyson backban-e-h-6-ki--to 
Wcs 

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. 

3 Where does balance of advantage lie between faster and slower 

phasing out? Agreed that officials should report on options, for 

Ministers to consider? 

Possible conclusions  

8.1 Some conclusions which might be drawn: 

i. 	best way ahead is to stand up to Boyson faction and 

stick to existing proposals for year 1; 

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; 

• 

/iii. 	within tinkering possibilities, ILEA adjustment would 

V/ 	seem desirable in its own right, though DOE will resist; 
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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; 

any of these tinkering/restructuring options better from 

Treasury point of view, however, than extra money; 

extra money/re-opening AEF settlement highly 

undesirable. If Ministers felt obliged to inject 

something extra, best method might be a small additional 

, specific grant payable to losers. But small injection 

may be politically worse than no change. Mr Patten may 

go for restructuring along with some extra money. 

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 

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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b. 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 

10-13 October 

9 October 

17 October 

31 October 

Consultative Council 

Party Conference: Mr Patten will 
come under pressure to say something 
about the settlement 

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

House of Commons resumes 

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

?10 Nnvpmhpr 	 Royal assent for LG & Housing Bill 

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 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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 
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administrative problems. The safety net at local authority level, 

was retained without any accompanying provisions at the level of 

the individual. 

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 - 

i. 	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. 

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

announced settlement were: 

1. 	aggregate exchequer finance of £23.1 billion next (a 

cash increase of £1.8 billion, or 81/2  per cent, on the 

current year); 

total standard spending of £32.8 billion (a cash 

increase of 101/2  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 

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. 

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. 

Against this background, extremely hard to pPrsuade 

colleagues 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). 

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. 

CONFIDENTIAL 

NALGO pay award makes it very difficult to put in any extra 

money. As David Hunt said at the time, consequences will have to 

be met by chargepayer. 	If Community Charge cannot bear this, 

would be seen to fall at first hurdle. 	And would seriously 

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. 

The Scots get no extra help for their safety net. 

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. 

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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charge of 

1% rise in 

spending 

CLEVELAND 

mar- tied= 247 301 BO 10 
Langteurgh-on-Tems 338 337 333 10 
muidiesbrcur 275 330 303 lp 
Stockton-on-Tees 298 302 302 10 

CANWALL 

Caraddn 220 218 219 7 
Carrick 229 228 229 7 
kerrier 194 219 215 7 
North Cornwall 220 215 218 7 

Penwich 205 219 217 7 
Restoreel 205 217 217 7 

OUNBRIA 

Atlerdate 197 282 197 a 
Barrow in Furness 196 321 198 8  
Carlisle 227 282 258 8  
Copeland 191 251 191 8 
eien MB 1.56 4313 

South Laketand 249 280 274 a 

DERBYSAIRE 
- 

Amer Valley 249 316 274 8 

Boisover 225 342 226 8  
Chesterfield 257 342 282 8  
Derby 311 311 311 8 
E!-ewash 265 125 290 3 
Aign Peak 254 328 279 3  
north East Deroyshire 277 347 3C2 8 

South Derbyshire 281 309 306 a 
Derbyshire Dales 297 315 315 a 

DEVCN 

East Devon 241 224 233 7 

Exeter 216 238 238 7 

North Devon 185 220 2E5 7  
Pfmouth 217 223 223 7 

SOutrl 4aes 257 229 2:4 7 

-e7gnorldge 225 229 229 7 

4'C Devon 193 220 218 7 

%roay 258 293 263  

7orrloge 169 216 *59 7 

.es: Devon 205 212 212 7 

N 
ce.444444- V 
antelog..mytt-) 

--41.2 

- 111; 

.- 60 

o 
- 35 

- 49 
- 45 
- 3 

o 

5- 4.L-49 I. 	ILJSTRATIVE 19;10/91 CCNNAITY CNAAGES  uITN SPOIDDi AT f32 lto 

AEF £23.1tr, of which £300m for stecific grants. Gross Total Standard Spending 452.8bn 

CCE ECLF) Standard Spending Assessasnt Package 

:nner ._pridon charges relaxed by £100m ILEA specific grant 
1490/91 charges raWced by [100m specific grant in losing arms with lc% domestIc Iv per hereditament 



5-.UL-O9 

....4131ATIVE 1990/91 COPIPILNITY CHAMES WI114 SPEPOIM AT £32 

4EF 123 Itn, of 	QT. fcr specific grants. Gross Total Standard Scend.rsg E32.8in 

ME Ec_F) Stardarb Spending Assessment Package 

:rrber t.croon cnarges racktad oy f10Cia It-EA specific want 

1990/91 changes reduced by (ICON specific grant in tosirsj areas rith to. omestic RV per hereciltannt  

	

CCL 1 	 COL 2 	 COL 3 	 CM_ 4 

	

1989/90 	 Lorg 	 X to 	E f lett crs 

	

Av rate bill 	 run 	£25 loss. 	charge of 

	

per acLlt • 4% 	 Marge 	47% of gains 	1% r-sa in 

	

a t. t. arm 	stewing 

330tSET 

licurneseutti 254 251 253 7 +2 
(4) 	0br 1 s t church 305 248 278 6 t 3C 

North Ocrset 216 193 2C5 6 *IX 

Ca) 	Poote 292 235 265 6 30 
Purbeck 227 197 213 6 t 16 
Was t Corset 222 203 214 6 4-11 
arrassith and Portia= 203 233 MI 6 -5 

(A) 	East 	eset 317 235 279 6 s IA,- 

CLAW 

Chester-le-Street 237 281 261 8 — It 20 
Owl ingtan 248 285 273 a — t 2 
Derwentside 209 301 209 a —42 
aalera 227 280 62 8 -23 

Eas irsgt on 2D3 288 2C0 8 -.S4 
Sadgef ield 225 325 26 8 -IOC 
Teesdal e 183 224 183 7 
weer Vattey 205 313 /05 a —lob 

EAST SUSSEX 

Brighton 335 348 348 a c 
—00 	Eastbourne 343 269 3C8 7 31 

nestlings 269 238 255 7  4 14 
Hove 250 223 259 7 t3i, 

Lewes 309 228 171 6 1.3 

vit) 	%trier 325 221 276 6 , 5-S- 

um loan 289 224 259 6 .35 

ESSEX 

em) 	aa s lam 434 353 3% 8 .43 

Wa intree 302 229 268 7 is 
Brentwood 408 386 397 8 *II 

le 1 	Castle Point 339 234 250 7 5i. 
CA 	Chetasford 371 229 30L 7  T 75- 

Cot ones re- _ 291 230 263 7 4 
fot 	Ewtria  Forest 414 267 346 7 

t 	5  #r  
nartow 425 417 422 9 5 

(a) 	Isiatacri 327 224 279 7 

Ca ) 	Rocriford 363 242 3C7 7 +165- 

CP) 	Soutnencl-on-Sea 357 254 3Y9 7 4'5.5 

-erbor 310 246 280 7 344  
7hurrock 365 313 341 3 2$ 

CO) 	lhtt Les f orcl 363 226 299 7 a- V3 



- 41111111FATE: 5-JUL-89 

IL..USTRATIVE 1990/91 COmialTV C)44./IGES wITH SPENI3D6 Al C52 abn 

4EF t23.1bn, of ,„nion L203a for specific grants Gross Total Standard Swaim 1:32.8zn 
ODE E(LF) Starclard Sperdirg Assessment ;450u/cm 
inner  Lamm  charcoes  reducid by £10011 ILEA specific 	it 
195'C/91  char9es Niar-Ael by f103e specific gran in Los irg areas with low cbsestic RV Per here:I:aunt 

— 

COL 1 

1989/90 

Av rate Dill 

per adult • 4% 

CCL 2 

Lorg 

run 

charge 

COL 3 

LP to 

as Uriss. 

47% of pins 

attowou 

GLOLCESTERSHIRE 

Chet teriha• 280 255 26S 
cot swot cl 282 223 254 
pores t of Dean 2D1 223 226 
G 1 ouces ter 231 232 62 
Stroud al 241 246 
Tew4:44t4a-7 270 215 244 

HARPSNIRE 

Bas ingstoke ard Deane 249 162 2013 
East Neaps') i re 287 1T3 Z34 
Eastteigh 282 187 238 
Farallon 287 182 68 
Gosoor t 245 189 219 

Cm) 	iisr t 314 191 256 
navarit 2130 175 61 
New Forest 264 190 229 
Por t smouth 235 219 219 
Rushacor 231 174 23 
Southampton 221 190 206 
Test valley 262 164 216 
wincnester 293 176 239 

m ER E ORD AND60 MISTER 

=... . 

Eflact =.. 

charge of 

'1 —se ,ri 

somnolng 

KJ .4,14.;., y 
) 

	

7 	I- t3 

	

7 	t 33 

	

7 	
.... ). 

	

7 	
0 

	

. 	
.4.) 

	

6 	k2F) 

	

6 	1.16.4 

	

6 	4-6( 

	

6 	.e,  SI 

	

6 	t-56 

	

7 	• 30 

	

6 	+ iS 

	

7 	• % 

	

6 	• 341 

	

7 	0 
7 	4- 31 
7 	4  16 
6 	4  r2 
6 	+63 

Pi ) Bromagrove 

morrforo 

umominster 

hat vern Mills 

Rectal tch 

South roerefordshire 

worcester 

uychavon 

wyre Forest 

ZARDSe. IRE 

8r oxtea.rne 

Ca) Daccrum 

East tier t orosh re 

(01 ) .4er t snare 

(4 ) Nor tn Aertfordshire 

0)  St Albans 

Stevenage 

(:A) Three Rivers 

at ford 

(41) aelwyn nett ieLd 

264 	 175 	 222 	 6 	4- li, 4  
1115 	 173 	 179 	 6 	* 6 
176 	 147 	 163 	 6 	.% 
68 	 185 	 224 	 6 	*34 
2713 	 214 	 244 	 7 	i VC 
189 	 148 	 123 	 6  
259 	 216 	 251 	 7 	* 13 
mg 	 191 	 68 	 6 	+ 44 
242 	 215 	 26 	 7 	+II+ 

325 	 264 	 297 	 4 a3 
375 	 253 	 318 	 445 
336 	 271. 	 3C17 	 ÷ )1 
405 	 298 	 355 	 • 5/ 
374 	 265 	 36  
389 	 259 	 323 	 .r 41 
386 	 332 	 361 	 3 	• Ail 
436 	 277 	 345 	 7 	• a It 
340 	 2133 	 313 	 8 	s30 
417 	 337 	 380 	 3 	.13 



A TE 	- 4ut. -99 

I LLuSTMA T I vE 1590/91 CONMUN I TY CHARGES WIN  SPemo INC AT O2 Sbn 

AEF EZ3 Ibn, of which L2000 for 

	

specific grants 	GrOSS Total StarCard 	Spending E32 9br 

Package 

£100m ILEA spec f lc 7 an t 

	

spec if ic grant 	i ri los IN Arms .1 th 	caw Comes: - c RV 

	

COL 1 	 COL 2 	 COL 3 

	

1999/90 	 uong 	 Jo to 

	

Av rate bill 	 r-Jr1 	:25 	. as s 

"ler 11:3 tenant 

LOE E( Li> star-clam Scrra rg Assessment 

Irner ursoon charges reassed try 

199C/91  eh+ rges rack.cmd by 11CINi 

COL 4 
Effect on 	S  

charge of 	totrUA-Pn•elt(-  ) 

pee adul t . 4% crwrge 47% o f ;a i ns IX rise 	in 

aL.ormd wending 

NUMBERS LDE 

Bever l ey 317 302 310 s 	4.3 

Boo ch f eery 220 309 226 9 	- 83 

C leethortes 264 332 299 9 	-3 

GI ant ord 259 296 284 is 	— X 
crest Gr 1 msty 251 322 276 9 	- 46 

Hol direness 262 288 287 8 	- 	1 

Kingston upon Hull 233 330 233 '7 9 	- 4 

East Yorksh i re 242 3'8 255 9 	-4 63 

Scunthorpe 284 372 309 9 	i 63 

ISLE Of WIGHT 

Medina 245 250 250 7 

South Wight 269 265 267 7 	r 

KENT 
Ashford 239 198 Z20 7 

Can tertury 224 199 212 7 	e 13 

Der t ford 218 235 235 7 	er 

Dover 198 188 193 1 	r-5 

G i l l ingham 211 187 /99 7 	+ 12 

Gr avesham 232 193 214 7 	4) 

mmictscone 231 180 207 7 	r 2 v 

Roches ter Joon Medway 205 163 186 7 	1* 2 3 

Sev anus KS 257 

Shepumy 

 192 227 7 	1- ) 5 

278 229 255 7 	4-2C 

Sua l e 198 2C3 203 7 	0 

Thant 234 209 222 7 	. 0 

Tonbr 'dim and lia l l i ng 229 224 227 7 	-4- .? 

Tunbr idge wel l s 245 190 219 7 	4-% 

LANEASH IRE 

Blackburn 183 235 183 8 	-52 

B l act000l 239 290 264 a 	- 

Burnley 176 260 176 8 	- I 14. 

Cr ley 228 239 239 8 	0 

cytose 272 250 262 8 	e a 

Hyndburn 176 257 -76 3 	-8 i 

Lances t er 211 254 236 3 	- t4 

Pend l e 169 270 '69 8 	--iCi 

Pres tan 233 221 227 3 	t ‘ 

RinniA Valley 215 2.6 240 8 	- E 

Ros sends It 199 277 '99 8 	-Z 

South Rite 228 249 249 3 	0 

lest Lance s h i re 275 239 258 8 	+24 

lyr C 239 249 249 a 	0 

_ 



E 	5- AA. -89 

410 	ILLJSTAATIVE 1590/91 0:111,01ITY OWGES WITh SP90I1G AT 02 Itam 

AU £23 1tr, of .nich Mao for scec if ic grants Gross Total Stareard Spirit:fin; 02 Iii 

DOE E(LF) Stanoano Soenoing Assessment Package 

Inner Lcrcon charges re:sr-ad try tICEM ILEA Mak tic fart 

1990/91 criarges reduced by i10Ca spacif IC grant in Losing arse: with low domest ic RV per norm, tament  

	

CCI. 1 	 CCL 2 	 COL 3 	 COL 4 

	

1989/90 	 Lona 	 40 to 	Effect oh 

	

Av rate bill 	 run 	£25 loss, 

	

4n of gmins 	

charge of 

	

per ackAt + 42 	 charge 	475 1% rise in 

momnolna 

4444...„t ) 

LEICESTERSHIRE 

BE aby 266 226 247 7 t11 

Charmocd 265 213 241 7 
martsorouf 307 244 278 7 +3 It 
Ninckley and Educe tp 257 233 245 7 * 12, 

Leicester 232 289 257 9 — 32 

Melton 258 231 246 7 * 15 

Nu 1.1i lest Le t.estei sh II e 258 249 84 8 r .5 

Colby and ,d igst cc 281 244 263 7 + 01 
Rut lard 243 212 229 7 + 11 

LINCOLNSHIRE  
9os tcn 208 225 225 7 0 

East Lindsey 	' 204 207 21:2 7 0 

Lincoln 199 225 222 7 —3 
Nor th Kesteven 205 203 204 7 4 1 

South molten:I 204 224 224 7 0 
Smith Kesteven 222 211 217 7 4 6 
West Lrcfsey WC 233 2E3 7 0 

NORFOLK 

Eir eat l and 223 214 219 7 4.5 

— 	8roaet. and 253 218 237 6 1 1q 

Great Yarmoutn 222 243 243 7 0 
Nor th Norfolk 225 215 222 7 4  4 

Norwich 256 261 am 7 0 

South Norfolk 251 233 243 7 4 10 
K ing • s Linn are Vest Nor fol k 203 220 22I3 7 0 

NOR TNAMPTINSHIRE 

Garay 274 248 282 s + I14 

Coventry 303 248 zn 8 /24 

East P404-  thamtonshi re 233 215 224 7 4 1 

Ketterirg 246 244 245 8 4 I 
Nut Chow Col 2% 282 290 8 t 

SS.. tr: Nee tr000tcnsr i re 293 209 254 7 414c 

242 231 237 3 i 6 ei L irgoormgh 

NOR 7,4448EaLA/C 

4,rwiot 242 2% 267 5 -21 

EierwIck-ucon-Tweed 231 295 235 3 —57 

aiy:n Valley 271 345 2% 3  — LA 
CastLe McepetP 303 288 2% 5 + 8 
Tynecole 257 288 HQ 5 --C 

.onSCeek 238 348 260 8 -Oa 



SO OA TI 5 -4U4.. -89 

tLjsTRArpdE 	 U1TY 04AIGE3 V/T14 SPENDIPG AT O2 at" 

Au Q3. 1i. of .ni 	1203e 'or Scticgr ant s Gross Total Stamford Sorrell rg 132 et:, 

DOE E(LF) $ tandem! See-d n; Asses silent Package 

Inner London therrei recLcacl DV COI ILEA spec ific gr wit 

1990/91 ourges ratkcao try L1C0a spec if c gr ant in Los i ng areas witn low Imes t iv per hertz) tanr, t  

	

COL 1 	 CCt. 2 	 CIL 3 	 cm 4. 

	

1989/90 	 Long 	 UP to 	E I fect cri 

	

Av rate bill 	 run 	t25 Lo*. 	charge of 

	

per acLl t + '4 	 char ge 	47Z of ga ins 	1% rise in 

	

aLLowed 	spending 

NORTH tOFK.SHIRE 

Craven 

mutat et cn 

Har raga t e 

R ichscricsn i re 

Ryecla L e 

Sca rtor cull 

Selby 

Yor k 

teOTTIPGKUISH I RE 

Asnf ield 

Basset l aw 

Broxtore 

Gedl in; 

Mans f 1 eld 

Newark ard Sherwood 

Not t i %tea 

Rushc 4 i f f e 

OXF OFCSM I RE 

Cherwet I. 

Ox f ord 

South OxIcroshi re 

va L e of tail te Nc -se 
west Ox f ordsh ire 

SIHROPSH IRE 

Br i ocror th 

P4or th ShropSY: 1 re 

Oswes tr y 

Shr ehtsb.ry and At chow 

Scu th Shr cosh i re 

ureic In 

SOMERSET 

sena p 

Sedgemoor 

a4..rt t crl Deane 

wesi 	er s et 

South Some-  set 

197 

226 

2150 

187 

239 

236 

273 
231 

211 

236 

273 

212 

7 

7 

7 

7 

- 2 
0 

C 
— i9 

211 248 zst,  7 

204 269 221 7 - k to 
205 263 230 7 —33 
187 248 193 7 - 55 

206 257 215 7 - 4- 2. 
228 260 63 9 - 4 

68 2) 260 7 0 
274 254 265 7 4 1 

225 279 248 8 - )-If 
249 250 250 7 0 
234 250 250 8 0 
289 20 270 7 +-2 1 

69 232 252 6 +20 
294 220 259 6 4 ,fit 
321 230 278 6 4 43 
302 220 264 6 + Lit  

272 2230 248 6 

228 187 239 7 f 2 2 

200 201 201 7 C 
202 222 222 7 0 
251 223 238 7 

208 188 ' 99 7 t I I 

267 256 262 9 4-b 

60 249 60 t 

259 268 268 

255 264 264 7 

271 264 268 14  
259 264 0 



5-4uL-69 

ILLL1STAATIVE 1990/91 COMMUNITY CMAAGES  IThSPENDING AT 02.8bn 

AF E23.110n, of dlich [200m 'or specific grants. Gross Total Standard Sounding  £32.81or 

DOE ECLF) Standard Spending Assessment Package 

Inner London charges reducad by £1010" ILEA specific grant 

199C/91 charges reduced by E1 C. mascific grant in Losing areas with low domestic RV Per nerecitament 

	

L1 	 Ctt 2 	 COL 3 	 COL A 

	

1989/90 	 Lang 	 Ja to 	Effect en 	5 t..) Gewrilin.4,..bItY 

	

Av rate bill 	 run 	£25 ',oss, 	charge of  

	

per adult • 42 	charge 	472 of gains 	1: rise in 

	

alt.oued 	spending 

STAFFORDShIRE 

Canrock aiase 244 255 255 7 0 
East Staffordshire 230 229 229 7 0 
...ichfieLd 294 230 264 7 .3it  
4ewcastle-under-Lyme 238 254 254 7 C 
South Staffordshire 291 224 260 7 r 36 
Stafford 252 226 240 7 .414. 

Staffordshire moortands 433 24? 24.? 7 0 
stoke_on-Trent 210 255 235 7 -20 
Tamvorth 261. 244 255 7 -1/ 

SuFFOLK 

8AiDergn 253 249 251 7 42 

Forest meath 226 229 229 6 e 
Ipswich 283 287 287 7 0 
Mid Suffolk 241 228 235 7 4 7 

St aimunisbury 230 214 222 6 4/ 
\ 	Suffotk Coastal 287 239 264 7 r 26 

weveney 231 244 244 7 0 

SuRREY 

ft) 	Elstrioge 445 304 379 7 '15 

tat) 	Epsom and Ewell — 
le ort _Gui 

398 

334 

323 

224 

363 

282 6 
7 

t  ca 

(a  ) 	ftle Valley 136 262 301 7 4 31 

(4) 	Reigate ars' 8anstesd 338 276 319 6 4 Lia 

la) 	lincynede 294 247 272 6 t 25 

ScelV•orne 293 231. 266 6 432 

ca) 	Sa-rey seath 352 241 MO 6 4511 

Tandridge 302 280 292 7 4 	1.2., 

(A) 	waverLey 362 240 3C5 6 c5 

N't ) 	woking 368 288 331 7 + 43 

JANI.ICKT0.:RE 

horth varvickshire 307 306 307 7 1 

Nuneaton and BecUorth 308 317 317 a e 
+-goy 313 281 298 7 14 

fm) 	Stratfiard an Avon 369 268 322 7 frit 

Cm) 	var.- cx 361 283 325 7 t It 2. 
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DATE: 5-JUL-89 

ANNEX B 

AREAS BENEFITTING FROM SPECIFIC GRANT 
------------------------------------- 

Burnley 
Pendle 
Wear Valley 
Hyndburn 
Barrow in Furness 
Calderdale 
Teesdale 
Easington 
Kirklees 
Barnsley 
Copeland 
Blackburn 
Rossendale 
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 
Kerrier 
Lincoln 
Mansfield 
High Peak 
Chester-le-Street 
Bas setlaw 
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