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CONFIDENTIAL o
e,
PRIME MTHISTER Lt = f
LOW _INCOME HOUSEHOLDS; GRANTS FOR INSULATION ﬁ"i E
There was correspondence early in the summer about how, if at all,

the Department of Energy's special schemes for assisting insulatien

—

projects in low income households were to be continued. The

problem was how best these could be organised alongside the new

streamlined DOE home improvement grant regime. You decided that

the new DOE schema should not make provision for these special
Department of Energy arrangements; and that iIf the Energy Secretary
wished to do more te promote energy efficiency amongst low income

households he should put forward proposals for a separate scheme

undar his control.

—

John Wakehem has now done just that, in his minute attached at

Flag A. The snag, as ever, is that from 1991-92 onwards he says he
does not have sufficient money in his public expenditure
programmes. He therefore seeks the Chief Secretary's agreement to

ﬁrncaeding with the new scheme, via legislation in next session's

Environmental Protection Bill, and leaving the money problem to be
sorted out in next year's Survey.

Greg Bourne (Flag B) notes that the FES issue will have to be
argued out with the Treasury, but suggests that you should note
your general apprGVE]rE¥mEhiE initiative. The only snag I see with

thizs is that, howaver guard&ﬁ your welcome, it could be interpreted
as supporting John Wakeham's bid for extra money; while on the

other hand you may prefer not at this stage to rule out altogether
the possibility of extra money. The alternative would therefore be

not to comment on the correspondence at this stage until the PES

e

argquments are over or until Norman Lamont responds - there is no

need Ior you to respond as John Wakeham's letter is addressed to

— = :

Horman Lamont.

Do you want to give a broad welcome at this stage to John
Wakeham's initiative?
or

ii. Do you prefer to make no comment on the exchanges at

Gﬂ{ this stage? \/-/ I"“‘-{
g

Paul Gray
tembar 198




PRIME MINISTER 29 September 1989

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS: GRANTS FOR_INSULATION

e

In July this year you confirmed that: if the Ssacrstary

aof State for Energy wished to promote energy efficiency

amongst low income households: he should do so under a

scheme controlled by his Department. John Wakeham's note

to the Chief Secretary gives details of the scheme and discusses

the financing.

THE SCHEME

The scheme is aimed at providing grants for insulation in

households in the social category DE. There are approximately

4.6 million homes with no draught preofing;

1.65 million homes that need increased or complete

loft insulation;

j.6 million homesg that need increased or complete

water tank insnlation.

The cost of providing these measures varies from ELID0 - E15
for tank insunlation, and up to £250 for the most expensive
loft insulation. Payback from energy savinge will cccur
in 1 - & years. Additional savings will eventually come

from reduced social security benefits.

Perhaps the best feature of the scheme i3 that it will be

administered by an agency under contract to D/En. All

work will be undertaken by competent private sector firms

pelected locally by competitive tender.




CONCLUSTON
The new scheme will provide continuity in the Government's
commitment to help low income households improve their living
environment . Over half of the people assisted will be

pensioners living in <cold and damp accommodation.

The scheme will also provide farther evidence of the Government's

commitment to energy efficiency measures in general.

RECOMMENDAT LN

Your Private Office could note your approval of John Wakeham's
welcome initistive. [He will of course have to fight his
own PES round battles separately with the Chief Secretary

in the normal way.)

i
— :l'.

GREG BOLURNE
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1 Falace Street
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Chief Secretary

HM Treasury
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LOW THCOME HOUSEHOLDS @ GRAHTE_FDR THEULATIOH

O
Our predecessors corresponded on“the provision of financial
support for insulation measures in dwellings occupied by those on
low incomes. The Prime nister concluded (recorded in
Paul Gray's minute of 25 July) that any further action necessary
to promote energy efficiency within this group or to continue
Community Insulation Projects should be by means of a separate
scheme under the control of the Department of Energy.

I have reviewed the issue carefully and am convinced that without
a new initiative we will be perceived as withdrawing Government
support in this sensitive area and trying to hand over the
problem to local authorities. We will attract criticism from
both those concerned with fuel poverty and health issues and
those concerned over energy use and the environment. A new
scheme of grants for basic insulation measures would both provide
a2 new cornerstone for one of my priority areas for energy
efficiency and also offer useful support for a number of other
Government programmes. It would, for instance, help reduce the
substantial wasted expenditure on energy which at present is
ultimately financed through the social security system. I
believe that it would be widely welcomed by our supporters,

I therefore wish to introeduce as soon as possible such a scheme
(about which my officials have been in contact with those in
other Departments concerned) along the lines outlined in the
Annex to this letter. My intention is that this scheme will
cover only draughtproofing, loft insulation and tank insulation,
and would both replace the present Energy Grant for
draughtproofing and act as a successor to the Homes Insulation
Scheme which is due to end in England and Wales at the end of the
current year. (I believe that it could be sensible for it also
to replace the Homes Insulation Scheme in Scotland, thereby




introducing a unified scheme for Great Britain, and would be
prepared to proceed on that basis if Malcolm Rifkind agrees and
you and he can agree to transfer of the relevant PES provision).
I attach a note on the possible costs and benefits associated
with such a scheme.

A new scheme will almost certainly require primary legislation,
and I have been in touch with Chris Batten who has agreed to the
incorporation of the necessary clauses within his forthcoming
Bill on Environmental Protection, scheduled for the Autumn.

it will require resources both for the grants themselves and for
their administration, the bulk of which I propose should be
contracted out on a competitive basis. I have loocked hard at the
minimum amount which would have to be made available for grants
if such a scheme were to be defensible in terms of target numbers
of homes to be treated against the background of targets
announced in previous public expenditure White Papers and the
recent report of the Select Committee on Energy, and have
concluded that thisz will require some E30 million per annum at
today's prices once the scheme is fully operational,
Administration might eventually cost an additional £1.5 million-
£3.0 million pa for a scheme at this level.

For a significant part of this (€17 million-£18 million) I would

neaed to look to a transfer of the existing PES provision for
Energy Grant which the scheme is intended to replace. Energy
Grant was introduced as a temporary measure to enable Employment
legislation to be used to maintain support for the cost of
draughtproofing materials following the ending last year of
social security payments for this purpose. Indeed for 1990/971 I
would hope that transfer of the residue of the provision at the
date the new scheme became operational (plus any transfer of
Homes Insulation Scheme provision for Scotland) will be
sufficient (though it is difficult to be certain at this stage.)
For subsaguent years I will need additional sums of perhaps £7
million-€8 million in 1991/92 and £16 million-E17 million in
1992/93. At present I can see little scope for making more than
a token contribution to this from within my own resources, but
rather than bid now I am prepared to leave to next year's Survey
the guestion of how kEhe shortfall zhould be financed if you would
find that helpful,

Copies of this letter go to the Prime Minister, Chris Patten,

Horman Fowler, Malcolm Rifkind, Peter Walker, Tony MNewton and to
Eenneth Clarke.

st et
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ENERCY EFFICIENCY IN LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

OUTLINE FOR NEW SCHEME OF GRANTS

! Low-income households, more than half of whoem are
pensioners, are amongst the least energy efficient domestic
ConsSumers. Uptake of energy efficiency measures within this
grovp is inhibited by a lack of:

knowledge of how they can improve their energy
efficiency?

the inability either toc undertake insulation work

themselves on & DIY basis or the knowledgs anc
=kills necessary to arrange for it to be undertaken
zatisfactorily on their behalf in the absence of

many low=cost suppliers;

finance to meet the costs of labour and materials
involved.

2. The rationale for the proposed scheme is to addrese these
barriers through an arrangement which provides financial
support for the provision of advice and low-cost basic
insulation services.

c The primary chiective of the scheme is te increase take-
up of draughtpreoofing and left and tank insulation in low-
income households. Within =ocial category DE there are
currently some 4.6 millien households with no draughtproofing,
approximately 0.75 million househoalds with accessihle lofts
hut no loft insulation, a further 0.9 millieon with inadequate
l1oft insulation (less than 3"), ©€.6 millien with hot water
tarke with no insulation and a further 3.0 million with
inadeguate tank insulation. Targets for numbers cof homes to
be draughtproofed and for loft and tank insulation under the
scheme will reed to be determined in the light of consultaticon
and resources available, but ocn a preliminary estimate grant
expenditure of £30 millicn pa at today's prices might support
targets of 250,000 honRes draughtproofed plus 50,000 leofts and
arks insulated per year.

4. The sacendary objectives are to promote the development
af Community Insulatien FProjects into community insulation
businesses, to lncraesse the availability of insulation
services at the lower end ¢f the market and to strangthen the
attractiveness to the unemployed of training in Dbasic
insulation skills. Achievement of these would be secondary to

¥ T
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the primary targets, and again targets could only be set in
the light of consultation. But the aim would be to ssat
targets such that within a specified number of years [perhaps
4] the scheme should have led to:

a specified percentage of those offering insulation
training under Employment Tralning or any successor
regime also ﬂffFrihg drauqttprnrfinn and loft
insulation services using full-time workers;

a specified number of workers employed on a full
time eguivalent basiszs on draughtproefing and lof=-
insulation work.

i To avoid accusations of iﬁcﬂ?EivaWG? between Government
schemes 1t is proposed that 1ioibility for grants should be
restricted to those with an - meeting the inconme
reguirements for minor grants d the proposed Home
Improvement Grant regime. On the assu ption that Ministers
will wish to preserve the principle of a client contribution,
for eligible individuals it is proposed that grants of 90% of
the cost ¢f the job should be available up to a maximum,
Figqures for the maxima will need to bLbe set in the light of
more detailed study but on the basis of experience with the

CIPs and with BHIS on & preliminary assessment these might be
£30 for draughtprocfing and £150 for loft and tank insulation.

= Bdministration of grants would be undertaken by an outside
Agency under caﬁtrazt. Further ccnsideration will need to be
given to whether this should be simply on the basis of
applice:;::s fram eligible individuals or whether there i=
scopea f using suppliers  of insulaticn services to put

s:humes involving multiple households in a single

the * outcome of consultations it is proposed

should be undertaken cof the numbers of each

cnmp!eted, average cost per Jjob and -
financial assistance per job,

and category of householder.

cutcome of consulta
gvaluation should hn u!

tha ext e cleﬂﬁy gains which
ke a,trlhu_ai aMmmE (includ
additionality of w y grant) and
extent to which he ; i lower

LTI Ty = Tee
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consumption and improvements in comfort (by type of
householder);

the propertion of those offering insulation training
who also undertake draughtproofing and loeft
insulation wark using full-time warkers, the numbers
enployed, Income from such work and the proportion

which is ultimately covernment financed.
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PH['}P'DEQ NEW GRANTS SCHEME : COSTS AND BENEFITS

scope of the Problem

Y There are about 7 million households in social categories D and E.
thesa:

have no draughtprocfing

have no loft insulation

mave inadeguate (less than 31") loft insulation
havg wuninsulated hot water tanks

have inadequately insulated hot water tanks

2. Income and Expepditure. The following table shows that low income
households spend a disproporticnate amount on energy.

Gross Income Average No Expenditure Energy Spending Energy Spending
per househeld(£) of persons ©n energy(f) as ¥ of total per person(E)

Under 45 1.14 B.94 13.8 6.09
45=-60 1.35 7 .68 1352 R
aQ=380 l1.84 9.14 I11.8 & .54
BO=1010 2.16 9.48 9.5 4.40

Average across
all population Z253 10.43 5.9 4.12

3 costs and Savings of Individual Fnergy Effic] Yy Measures

Costs will vary according te the size of house; savings will vary
considerably depending on the efficlency of heating equipment, type of
fuel, occupancy and heating patterns, and the extent of any other existing
ipsula=ion. The following figures gan, however, be regarded as typical of
=mall to medium size dwellings. The cost figures assume professional
installation and, for draughtproofing, the proposed maximum eligible for

80% grant.

Moasure Cost Savings (pa Payback

Loft Insulation £150=-£250 £35-£30 1-4 Yyasrs
Draughtpresfing £100 £le up to 6 years

Hot Water Tank
Insulation £10-£15 £3s lese than 1 year

4. Savipos taken in increased comfort. Each increase [or decrease) of
1= in the average internal temperature maintained will affect the annual
fyel bill by £20-28, Thus the savings indicated in paragraph 1 above could
instead be taken in terms of improved interier comfort of up to 4°C. For




-
many + income househelds who live in colder than average houses taking
some OU all of any saving in this way will be an attractive option,

g . Overall Savipngs. Excluding the effect of taking savings in the form
af increased comfort levels, the potential annual savings on fuel bills
resulting from installing draughtpreoofing, loft insulation and hot water
tank insulation in those households In sccial categories D and E which have

no or inadeguate existing insulation are estimated to be:

Measurae No of Households Savings per Total Savings (£)
Household (£)

Draughtproofing 16 74 m
Loft Insulation S8 m=149 m

Hot water tank
insulaticon 126 m

Tetal annual savings 258 m=349% m

6. Target Savings. The proposed scheme is intended to draughtproof
250,000 homes and install loft and hot water tank insulation in 50,000
homes per annum. On the basis of the above figures this will lead to
continuing annual savings of £7.5 m-£10.25m for each years grant
expenditure. Over a 5-year pericd the cumulative savings weuld amount to

£93-£128 m against grant expenditure of £150 m over the same period; annual
savings would start to exceed annual expenditure not later than year 4, and
total savings would exceed total expenditure not later than year 7.

¥ = Effect on Social Security Paymenta. Under the foramer Supplementary
Beneflt Scheme, which ended in April 1988, wvarious rates of heating
additicon were payable to recipients of supplementary benefit towards the
cost ef extra heating. In the final- year of the =cheme 2.9 millian
claimants received heating additions at a cost of £417 m. When income
suppert supplanted supplementary benefit, the heating additions sum was
included in the funds made available for the new scheme. Heating additiong
are not, however, payable separately under income support (except for
payments under the ‘exceptionally cold weather’ scheme). Instead, income
support provides personal allowances based on age and family status and the
needs of vulnerable greoups. These allowances are intended toc cover heating
costs, including the extra heating needs of vulnerable groups.

The eligibility reguirements for the new scheme are intended to be sinilar
to those for the new Home Improvement Grant regime, ie mainly restricted to
these on Income Support, Family Credit or Heousing Benefit. The new scheme




therffcre has the potential to reduce the annual Ffuel bills of social
-

; g ; . : aLish
securlly TeClplents by up to seme £10 m multiplied by the number of v
the scheme has been in operation, increasing the value of the benaf e

received by this amount,
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA ZAA
From the Privaig .'Q'ﬂ'r?l’dr_;' > J'..'Il}" 13849

Dew, Uayle-,

SUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS:
FUTURE OF COMMUNITY INSULATION PROJECTS

The Prime Minister has seen Mr. Parkinson's minute of
17 July. She has also seen the Secretary of State for Wales'
minute of 21 July.

She believes the best approach would be that proposed
by Mr. Ridley; namely the introduction of a new and more
comprehensive Homes Improvement Grant Regime, including provision
for single grante for minor works te introduce or improwve
basie insulation, under which the availability of grants
would be at the discretion of individual local authorities.
If your Secretary of State wished to do more to promote energy
efficiency amongst low income households or to continue Community
Insulation Projects, she considers that he should put forward
proposals for a separate scheme under the control of the
Department of Energy.

I am copying this letter to Alan Ring (Department of
the BEnvironment), Carys Evans (Chief Secretary's Office);
Anne-Marie Lawlor (Department of Employment), Uriel Jamieson
(Scottish Office), Keith Davies (Welsh Office), Jeremy Groombridge
(Department of Social Security) and to Andy McKeon (Department
of Health).

s

(e A

(PAUL GRAY)

Stephen Haddrill, Esdqg,
Department of Energy.




CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

SUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIEMCY IN LOW INCOME HOUSEEQLDS

You saw the papers attached over the weekend, and indicated
your support for option 1 in my minute immediately below.

On re-reading the papers, I realise that I may have

inadvertently misled you in the way my sarlier minute set out
the GEE}ﬂns. My options 1-3 were dafinad rather differently

from the options (i)=-1(iii) {ﬁ‘Hr. Parkinson's minute at

—

flag A; and were set omt in a different order.

With apologies, could 1 therefore ask you to confirm that you
do support option 1 in my minute rather than option (1) in

Mr. Parkinson's mirute?

%LE.

FAUL GEAY

24 July 198%

CONFIDENTIAL
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FRIME MINISTER

SUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

e

The attached papar by Cecil Parkinson [FPlag A) reports a state

of deadlock between Departments on future arrangements for

— 3

Encuuraqiné energy efficiency amongst low income households.
il i’ f Lo

At present there are two schemes:

—
—

the Homes Insulation Scheme, administered by DOE
through the leocal authorities, that gives grants

towards loft and tank insulationg

—

Commanlity Imsulation Projects, providing

draught-proofing and energy advice to low income
families using labour provided under Training

i —,

PPOgrammes and finance For materials through Enargy

- S
Grant, all administered by the Department of
Employment Training Rgency.

Option 1

The DOE, ?EEEDEEFd by the Welsh Office (Flag B), want tg end
th&_E;g gEEEE.EEEPMES and replace them with a naw Homas
Improvement Grant Regime including prufisinn Eor ?}EQLE_EEfEF

for minor works to introduce or improve basic insulation.

=

Grants would be at the discretion &f individual local -
e e —— _'_“_'_'_'_n—l-

authorities, They argue that if the Department of Energy want
to continoe Community Imsulation Projects then that Department
== e

should EEEJEE_iEE.ﬂHﬂ_EEhEME.

Option 2
The Department of Energy are unhappy about setting up their
own scheme, which would reguire prior lagislation. Instead,

they want to mmﬂiﬁy and expand the new DOE Homes Improvement

Grant Regime to ear-mark specific funds for home imsulation
and make public sector tenants eligible.

= e,
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Option 3
A further possibility would be to accept the DOE's new Homes

Improvement Grant Scheme on the restricted baszis they favour

—

but to continue to supplement it with Community Insulation
P:ﬂjectsfnne_gx_grnnt agmfhigtered under Department of

Emp loyment Training_Prugramm&s. The problem with this is that
ﬁmployment Training i1z a far less suitable wvehicle than the

old Community Programme. =

e
—
The line-up of other Departments is complex becauss evaryone

nas a slightly different view. In broad terms, the Treasury
and the Department of Health support the Energy apprdﬁéﬁ;af

beefing up the new Humeqwi_pruupmfnt Grant Regime iﬂpiiﬂﬂ 2)s
whereas EHULLQEEFHt; Scotland and Wales want to keep that new

Regime antouched and leave Hnerg; to devise their own schame

if they want one (Option 1).

George Guisa (Flag C) criticises the Epergy approach. He
gupports thea hnULrunment ui&w that the new Homes Improvement

Ty |
Grant Regims should atay as artglnally envisaged (Opticn 1).

— —---- e -

'|—|.‘—_—|.

¥You will want to consider how toc handle this knotty problem.

Do you prefer:

-

e

(i) Support Option 17

= = e

(ii) Support Option 27
{iii) Support Option 372

Given the extent of disagreements betwean
Departments, to ask the Cabinat Dffice to

co=—ordinate further work as a preliminary to a

o

meeting that yoa might chair in September.

=

2 6.

PAUOL GRAY
21 July 1989




PRIME MINISTER

SUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IHN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS:
FUTURE OF COMMUNITY IMNSULATION PROJECTS

I have seen Cecil Parkinson's minute of 17 July about the
future of the Community Insulatilon Projects and the Homes
Insulation Scheme.

Whilst I agree that energy conservation measures must
continue to be avallable, particularly for those on low
income, 1 really do think that the best way of achieving
this is through the new home improvement grant arrangements.
The test of rescurces will ensura that assistance goes to
those in greatest need and I share Nicholas' wview that the
insulation of public sector houses must be a matter for the
local authorities themselves.

Any move to breach the new grant regime by introducing what
would in effect be a separate grant arrangement, subject to
a specific allocation,could lead to pressure for similar
extensions on other aspects of the new regime.

I am copying this to Cecil Parkinson, Nicholas Ridley, John
Major, Norman Fowler, Malcolm Rifkind, John Moore and
Eenneth Clarke.

Kl gﬁnuuLa

Approved by the Secretary of State
and signad in his absence

d\ July 1989




Meenny Cecerd . conproemerar

& Sub Jr:.lf,r \tad O

Socd Sefvcas ¢\ labiy 5?

Socel Sexwrdy Bl (‘Y |0 DOWNING STREET

LEOONEMI Y SWIA 244

Ce Mascal .

From rite Privare Secrelan)

LONE PARENTS

The Prime Minister held a meeting on 19 July to discuss
the issue of lone parents. Those present were the Lord
Chancellor; the Home Secretary; the Secretaries of State for
the Environment, Scotland and Social Security; the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury; the Ministers of State in the Welsh
Cffice; Department of Emplovyment and Department of BEducation
and Science; the Minister for Health; Mr Wilson and Mr Monger
{Cabinet Office} and Mr Dunlop (Ho 10 Policy Uniti. The
meecing had pefore it minates by your S=cretary of State dated
16 June and l4 July, and the Lord Chancellor's minute aof
5 dJuly.

Your Sacretary of State said that the problem of lona
paraents was lncreasingly lmporcant, for thras reasons: first,
the number had increased substantially, doubling since 1979:
secgndly the proportion claiming incoma support had risenm Erom
40 per cent in 1979 to about 70 per cent in 1988: thirdly,

77 par cent of lone mothers now received no maintanance from
the fathers. In consldering the bast way to deal with the
problem, he had concentrated on maintenance and benefits. It
was crucially important to increass the maintenance paid by
fathers. It was right that they should bear part of the cost
of their children. Maintenance also reduced the mothers!
dependence on the State,; and provided an incentive to them to
behave responsibly and to seek work where possible. The main
difficulty of the present system was that the process of
asamsssing and enforcing maintenance through the Courts was a
complicated cne, and the mother had no incentive to embark on
it if an increase in maintenance simply led to an offsecting
cut in her bepefits., His minute had sSuggested some short—-term
improvements, but he believed that in the long-term it was
necassary to consider radical changes, which would reduce the
role of the Courcts and move towards a system of maintenance
recovery along the lines of the arrangements in che Uniced
States and Australia. As to benefits, there was considerable
pressure from ogutside opinion for major changes. But after a
detailed review,; he had reached the view that they would not
oe justified. The changes usually oroposed would, in most
CASEeS, Create perverse lncentives and be very axpansive. Hsa
oelieved, however, that lone parents had suffsred from the way

CONFIDENTIAL
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in which family credit and income support had been aligned.
There was 3 case for improving the earnings disraegard
available to them in housing benefit.

As tc handling, he proposed that as a first step a
background information note might be circulated ta MPs and
interested organisations in RAugnst or September. Thers was
considerable lgnorance about the factual position, which such
A nota could dispal. BSecondly, a speech at the Party
Confarance could indicate both the Government's thinking about
the problem of maintenance in the short-term and ics longer
Lerm sLrategy. Thirdly, acticon on benefits could be
considerad in the Survey and anncunced in the uprating
gtatement in Octobar.

In diacusaion, the following were tha main points made:

There would oeé advantages in reducing the role of the
Courts if a suitable way of doing so could be devised,
agpecially since the present system imposed a
considerable burden on the mother. It would not,
however, be sasy to devise a new sSystem. The Courts were
seen to be fair, and it would be necessary to demonstrate
that a new system would also have that guality. 2
Formula to establish the size of maintenance would
probably have to be very complicated to cover the varisty
of individoal circumstances. WNevertheless, the
possibility was well worth considering further: such an
approach had bean succesaful in othar countrias, In
particular, there were great attractions in enforcing
payment of maintenance by attachment of earnings orders.
Thera was a new and interesting precadent for doing this
in Seatland,

Dne poesibility would be to make it a condition of
paymant of income support or family credit thak claims
for maintanance should be pursued. Thia might, however,

It was essentlal not to =ncourage the view, taken by the
Buropean Commission, that the State had gensral
responsaibility for child care. The resonsibility was ons
for the family, whose role must not be undermined. The
oroposals put forward by vour Secretary of State were
designed to avoid any weakening of the family's
responsibility. But the short-term pump-priming support
which had been suggested might in practice tend ta hava
such an sffect.

Improvements in training and job-search facilities would
nave resource implications, Their cost neseded to be
established before a decision could 5S¢ taken, bt in any
case the difficulties of the current Survay called into
guestion the case for new initiatives of that sort.

'he Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that
it was right to concentrate on improving the arrangaments for
gaetting maintenance from fathars, who must anot be allowed to

COHFIDENTIAL
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escape their responsibilities. Radical changes should ba
considersed. But more work was needed on how this could bhest
pa dona in practice and the Secretary of Ztate for Social
Security should now, in conjunction with the other interested
HWinisters, set this work in hand. It should in particular
axamine the costs of anv proposals. It should alsoc ensure
that nothing was cdeone to sncourage the view, taken by the
European Commission, that the State had a general
responsibility for child care. For this reason, and also
because of the cost, the group werae doubtful about the case
for pump-priming support along tha lines suggested. The group
had alsa acted that the Department of Employment might bring
Iofward new proposals on training and job search; thesa too
must pay special attention to costs, against the background of
a difficult PES round.

A& to presentation, it wasg crucial cthat nothing should be
promisad until the Government had satisfied itself that any
changes were workable in practice. This pointed against any
speeches, or even information notes which might prematurely
give rise to guestions about how the Goverament Ilntended to
deal with the problems they disclosed. But there might be a
case for a series of written Parliamentary Answers to set out
the facts of the situation.

1 am sending coples of thils lecter to the Private

Secretaries to the Ministsers at the meeting, and to the othars
prasant.,

PAUL GRAY

Stuarc Lord, Esg.
5

Dapartmeant nf Scelal Secdrity

CONFIDENTIAL
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urﬂfE#;éttar fcr Mr Gray td send to
L #_—# ~aPringipal Private Secretary, DebartmEWt of Social Security
Ione Parents |

The Prime Minister held a meeting on 19 July te discuss the

issue of lone parents. Those present were the Lord Enancellnr;
oy
the Home Eﬂcrﬂtary} the Secretarg of State for the Environment,

the—flecretary—ef—State—for Scotland, - the-Secretary—of—State for

Social Security) theémfhief Secretary to the TreasuryF the

Minister of Statef Welsh 0Office, W

Dapartment of Employment, the-Minister—of Stata, Department of

Education and Science! the Minister for Health’ Mr Wilson and Mr
Monger (Cabinet Office) and Mr Dunlop (Policy Unit). The meeting

had bafore it minutes by your Eecretary of State dated 16 June

and 14 July, A tu (ol Mqa ST Txf_7

Your Secretary of State said that the problem of lone parents
was increasingly impertant, for thea reasons: first, the number

. /
had increased substantially, doybling since 197¥; secondly the

proportion ry$1m1ng income Euppth had risen from 40% in 1979 to
~1oTs
about twe—thirds in 1988; thfrdly, 77t of lona mothars now

|

received no maintenance from tha fathers. In con=zidering the
|

best way to deal with the /problem, he had concentrated on

maintenance and benefits. It Was crucially important to increase
|

the maintenance paid by fathers. It was right that they should

bear part of the cost of ;their children. Maintenance also
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reduced the mocthers' dependence on the 5State, and provided an
incentive to them to behave responsibly and to seek work where
possible. The main difficulty of the present system was that the
processe of assessing and enforcing maintﬂnaqce through the courts
was a complicated one, and the mother had no incentive te embark
on 1t 1f an increase in maintenance simply led to an offsetting
cut in her bkenefits. His minute had suggested some short term
improvementa, but he believed that in the long term it was
necessary to consider radical changes, which would reduce the
role of the courts and move towards a system of maintenance
recovery along the lines of the arrangements in the United States
and Australia. As to benefits, there was considerable pressure
from outside opinion for major changes. But after a detailed
review he had reached the view that they would not be justified.
The changes usually proposed would, 1in most caseas, creatsa
perverse incentives and be very expensive. He believed however
that lone parentse had suffered from the way in which family
eredit and income support had been aligned. There was a gasf_
case for improving the earnings disregard available to them in

housing benefit.

As to handling, he proposed that;gs a first step a background
information note might be circu%éted to MPs and interested
organisations in August or September. There was considerable
ignorance about the factual pusi&inn, which such a note could
dispel. Secondly, 'a speech at the Party Conference could

indicate both the Gnvernnent's:'thinking about the problem of

maintenance in the short tegﬁ and its longer term strateqgy.
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Thirdly, action on benefits could be considered in the Survey and

announced in the uprating statement in October.

In discussion the following were the main points made:

a. There would be advantages in reducing the role of
the cLurtE if a suitable way of doing so could be devised,
especlally since the present system imposed a considerable
burden on the mother. It would not however be easy to devise
a new system. The courts were seen to be fair, and it would
be necessary to demonstrate that a new system would also
have that gquality. A formula to establish the size of
maintenance would probably have to be very complicated to
cover the variety of individual circumstances. Nevertheless,
the possibility was well worth considering further: such an
approach had bean suacessful{i—iaiiaﬁéa in other countries.
In particular, there were great attractions in enforcing
payment of maintenance by attachment of earnings orders.
There was a ney and interesting precedent for doing this in

Scotland.

b. One possibility would be to make it a condition of
payment of income support or family credit that claims for
maintenance should be pursued. This might however be

difficult to impose in practice,

= It was essential not to encourage the view, taken

by the European Ceommission, that the State had general

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

responsibility for child care. The responsibility was one
for the family, whose role must not be undermined. The
proposals put forward by Eézhgecretary of Btate fer—Seeial
Besurity were designed to avoid any weakening of the family's
responsibility. But the short-term pump-priming support

which had been suggested might in practice temd to have such

an effect.

d. Improvements in training and jobssearch facilities
would have resource implications. Their cost needed to be
established before a decision could be taken, but in any case
the difficulties of the current Survey called into guestion

the case for new initiatives of that sort.

The Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that it
was right to concentrate on improving the arrangements for
getting maintenance from fathers, who must not be allowed to

escape their responsibilities. Radical changes should be

considerad. But more work was neaded on how thiz could bast ba

done in practice and the Secretary of State for Social

should now, in conjunction with the other interested Ministers,
set this work in hand. It should in particular examine the costs
of any propesals. It should also ensure that nothing was done to
encourage the wiew, taken by the /BEuropean Commission, that the
State had a general responsibility for child care. For this
reason, and also because of the cost, the group were doubtful
about the case for pump~priming support along the lines
suggested. The group had also noted that the Department of
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Employment might bring forward new proposals on training and job
search; these too must pay special attention to costs, against

the background of a difficult PES round.

As to presentation, it was crucial that nothing should be
proemised until the Government had satisfied itJelf that any

changes were workable in practice. This pointed against any

. ; : ; ;
speeches, or even information notes which mlghtﬁq1ve rise o

gquestions about how the Government intended te deal with the
problems they dieclosed. But there might be a case for a series
of writtem Parliamentary Answers to set out the facts of the

situation.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private Secretaries

of the Ministers at the meeting, and te the others present.
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PAUL GRAY I8 July 1989

COMMUNITY INSULATION PROJECTS

The Government always 'HEELES muuny when it tries to kill
two birds with one stone, Tt never learns and here is

%nuLhuf example., The best way to insulate Council houses

o]

18 tao QEE an efficient, pru[esslanal contractor wvia

competitive tenuer and have the Jﬂh done qu1rk ¥ Training

programmes are a Trelic of dirigiste, centrally financed

—

FFFana to augment the skilled labour pool. It is no wonder

that 1n5u1atlmn projects have been 'severely affected by
the: transition to emplnymenf traJnIHg There is some

pelated sense at the end of Parkinson's third paragraph
but it remains wedded to the anachronism of central

government financing of local auvthority housing.

By contrast, HNicholas Ridley insists on local finance and,
surprisingly, the Scottish Office is in sUpport. Normally

the Scots expect money from anywhere except local sources.

The Department of Energy paper demonstrates no faith in
market forces and a hankering after paternaligfiir_EEntral
funding to help the 'old and cold'., PFar better to insist
on basic standards of accommodation from local authorities
before they are allowed ta rent, whether to ‘old and cold’

or 'yYoung and warm'l Ultimately, thizg would be reflected
in market rents and those with a genuine economic problem

would have recourse to supplementary benefits.

— —_— - i — -

Parkinson ig trying to tackle the problem from _the wrong

i

———
end by ecajeling local autherities into wasting :entral funds

on Eﬁunc1l house lagging dene by ill-trained and poorly
. e

EqupPEd workers, The job is best dene by competitive tender

from Pff1c1ent companies, The ultimate financing should

be wvia Launull rents with asgssistance for these genuinely

unable to pay.

— -— - i jf_:
| 14
GEORGE GUISE .f ;
...' ||
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PRIME MINISTER

LONE PARENTS: MEETING ON 19 JULY

You saw the latest papers for tomorrow's meeting over the
weeskend, &8s summarised imn my =arlier minute immediately below.

The one paper vou mav like to have another loock at this
evening is John Moore's latest minute (Flag E) in which he

sets out his curremt proposed handling.

W

PAUOL GRAY
18 July 1989
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PRIME MINISTER

LONE PARENTS: MEETING ON 19 JULY

fou will recall that the planned mesting on Lone Parents last

Wednesday had to be postponed as we had run out of time. It

iz now rescheduled for next Wednesaday.
-\—'_-_-_|

The main papers are as before, namaly:

Flag A John Moore's minute and detailed paper

Flag B Camment from the Lord Chancellor

—

—

Flag C Cabinet QOffice brief
Flag D Policy Unit brief

You have already been through these papers. But John Moore

has also now sent you a further minute, at Flag E. He now
reports that, after further consideration, he has thought

better of making an announcement before the Recess. Instead,
hETEEE;E;:E taking the publie debate_gbruarﬂ in slower time,
starting with a hackgraund information note fnr MPa and
interested nrgankaatznns EE‘EETE::de with Nicholas Ridley's

Homelessness Review announcement in August/September. This

would be followed by a Party Conference announcement on

maintenance and the longer term position; with the proposals

on banefits coming in the October uprating system,

JE———— —_—

This revised approach does perhaps raise the guestion whether
you need to have = a meeting at all next v week. But on balance I
think this is probably still apprnpriatp, particularly if
there are aspects of his work programme (a.g., on child care)

that you wish to question along the lines recommendad by

~f

] i
I|| -~

Content still to proceed with Wednesday's meeting? i
PG f
14 July, 1989,

Andrew Dunlop (Flag B).

'
A -
e
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Prime Minister

SEUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS:
FUTURE OF COMMUNITY INSULATION PROJECTS

We need to decide on future arrangements for encouraging energy
efficiency amongst low income households, Unfortunately, it has
become clear from correspondence with interested Departments that
there is no consensus an the way forward.

Low income households typically spend significantly more per head on

energy than the average, not simply as a proportion of their income,

but in absolute terms. One reason for this is that their homes tand
to be poorly insulated and highlﬂ_?ﬂ?FFfEl"EEHEﬂerQF- Much of this

waste is ultimately financed by taxpayers through social sacurity
paymants; on a very crude estimate perhaps up to £1 billion per
annum. Despite this expenditure, the inefficiency in many such
homes is sc great that low temparatures result in condensation and
mould laading to health problems. Each year there are a number of
highly publicised cases of death through hypothermia in the home,
For these reasons I made the promotlon of energy efficiency within
low income houssholds a priority area for the Energy Efficiency
Office within my Department.

There are currently two main Government schemes which aim
specifically to provide assistance in this area. The Homes
Insulation Scheme which provides financial assistance towards the
costs of loft and tank insulation and which is administered by thea
Department of the Environment through local aunthorities. And
Community Insulation Projects, which provide mainly draughtproofing
and energy advice to low income families using labour provided under

training programmes and finance for materials through Energy Grant

_o—'—'_.__- i




currently administered by the Tralning Agency. The natwork of
Community Insulation Projects grew rapidly under the Community
Programma, but have beesn sauarei;_z?%ggigd by the transition to
Employment Training. Despite special measures of supporkt agreed

between Norman Féwler and myself, there is now general agreement
that Employment Training does not represent a satisfactory vahicle
for the longer term support of a national network of projects to
undertake this work. WNor is Norman keen for the Tralning Agency to
continue to administer Energy Grant on a long term basis. T am
convinced that we need to encourage the development of Community
Insulation Projects into community insulation businesses
speclalising in offering basie insulation services at the lowar end
of the market.

Nicholas Ridley has proposed the ending of the Homes Insulation
Schemea and Energy Grant in England and Wales from April 1990 and its
raplacament by a new and more comprahensive Homes Impravement Grant

regime which wnuld includae a provision for single grants for minor
———

works to introduce or improve basiec insulation. However, under
these proposals the availability of grants for this work will he
entirely at the discretion of the individual local authority. There
will be no specific allocation of Central Government Finance 1inked

to provision of grants for insulation measures, and local anthority
tenants, who represent around half of all low income households,
would be ineligible. Despite pressure from John Major, Kennath
Clarke and myself, Nicholas i$,EEEdkEE" to modify these features,

which he regards as fundamental to hls proposals far future
Governmant financing for housing. He has urged that if we fesl that
it 1s necessary to do more to promote enargy efficlancy amongst low

income households I should introduce a aeparaEEfggnﬂma_nf_asaigﬁancﬂ

under the control of my Department. Malcolm Rifkind has proposals
siiilar to those of Wicholas to be introduced in Scotland from a
later date,

I attach a paper which was circulated in draft to officials in other
interested Departments, which sets ocut the background and summarises
the position of each Department. It appears to me that we have
threa options:




(i) To modify the proposed Home Improvement Grant reglme to
include a financial allocation available to local

authﬂritiE5 earmarke& for homes insulation, and to make
% publu: s-sf.:t-:r te.n_anta allgible.

/

(1i) To introduce a new scheme for support of insulatien
e
measures in low income houssholds under my control.

—

(111) To accept Nicholas' proposals for Home Improvement
Grants to replace the Homes Ingulation Scheme, but

continua with Energy Grant maintaining support for

Community Tnsulation Projects under training programmes

as best we can, resisting pressure for further

Government action.

I remain coavinced that the first of these represents the best
option. I balieva that the thfid option would undermine my attempts
to encourage Community Insulation Projects to develop into community
insulation businesses, and would be widely regarded as signalling a
lack of Government commitment to the promotion of energy efficlency.
I doubt whether in practice it would lead to more than 100,000-
200,000 pa low income homes being draughtproofed from the

4.5 million remaining untreated; a rate significantly below
previously achieved levels, published targets and the figura of
250,000 pa which the Select Committees on Energy recently urged as a

minimum target. The pressure for action is likaely to ba

considerable against the background of current cencerns over global

waf_Ihg and the widespread support both fur enargy pfficlency

generally, as evidanced by recent pressures in relatian ‘to the
Electriecity Privatigation Bill, and for the rola of Community
Insulation Projects in halping the 'old and cold’ specifically,.
Whilat T would not wish to rule out a separate scheme under my
control this does not appear teo me the best course. It would
Fequire naw primary legislation, new resources and new
administration, i




L am copying this letter to Nicholas Ridley, John Major,
Norman Fowler, Malcolm Rifkind, Peter Walksr, John Moore and
Eenneth Clarke,

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ENERGY
‘1l'~:~ July 1989




SUPPORT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES IN LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS :
FUTURE OF COMMUNITY INSULATION PROJECTS

SIT ¥

5 378 Government financial assistance for measures to improve
standards of insulation and hence the efficient use of energy
within low income households is currently provided primarily
through the Homes Insulation Scheme (insulation of lofts and
tanke) and through Government support *or Community Insulation
Frojects (CIPs; primarily draughtproofing). The number of CIPs
and houses being draughtproofed declined dramatically following
the ending of the Community Programme and the transition to
Employment Training, and the Department of Energy is seeking to
encourage the development of CIPs into community insulation
businesses specialising in offering basic insulation services at
the lower end of the market. The Department of the Environment
is proposing a new Homes Improvement Grant (HIG) regime in
England and Wales from April 1990, to replace the Homes
Insulation Scheme and the existing Energy Grant available to CIps
towards the costs of materials used in draughtproofing eligible
nomes. Under the DoE proposals grants would be available to low
income householders for insulation works from local authorities
on a discretionary basis, but public sector tenants would not be
eligible and there would be no specific financial allocation from
Central Government to fund these. The Secretary of State for
Energy believes that these proposals will be widely regarded as
signalling a lack of Government commitment ta energy efficiency
and would not provide a suitable basis for continuing support for
CIPs, and has proposed changes. The Chief Secretary and the
Secretary of State for Health support the Secretary of State for
Energy’s proposals, and the Secretary of State for Employment
agrees that Community Insulation Projects represent good value
for money and the DoE proposals for HIG will not provide egually
effective targeting of resources. The Secretary of State for the
Environment is opposed ta changes which he argues run counter to
the main thrust of his proposed regime for financial support for
housing, and has suggested that the Secretary of State for Energy
should set up a new scheme under the control of his own
Department. The Scettish Secretary supports the Secretary of
State for the Environment’s objections to the proposed changes.

i n COmEmU Ina ion Proijects

2, CIPs were set up in 1982 under the then Manpower Services
Commission’s Community Programme. They provide an insulation
(mainly draughtprocfing) and energy advice service to low income
families, using labour and finance for materials originally
provided under the Community Programme and through social




security single payments respectively. The Energy Efficiency
Office (EEQ) of the Department of Energy provides eancouragement
and financial support for the start up costs of individual
Projects. Projects are locally based and provide services for
households within discrete areas. From their inception in 1982,
C1Ps have draughtproofed well over 600,000 homes. However, it is
eztimated that =zome 4.5 million households in social classes D
and E still have no draughtproofing.

With the cessation of social security single payments
consegquent on the changes to the social security regime from
April 1988, an Energy Grant was introduced to meet the costs of
draughtproocfing materials. This grant is administered by the
Department of Employment. In 1987 it was agreed by all
interested Ministers that the Energy Grant should be a short term
measure only and that it would be replaced by the new Home
Improvement Grant (HIG) regime. However, detailed proposals for
the HIGC were not then available, and there was no discussion of
financial arrangementes or eligibility conditions. Under the
Local Government and Housing Bill now before Parliament, the new
HIG regime will be introduced in England and Wales from April
1990. A s2imilar regime is proposed for Scotland, but from a
later date.

4. In September last year the Employment Training programme was
introduced as a replacement for the Community Programme; projects
previously established under the Community Programme (such as
CIPs) were therefore faced with the options of transferring to
the Employment Tralning (ET) regime, developing alternative
survival strategies, or extinction. Many of the CIPs transferred
to ET, but between August and December 1988 the number of
Projects fell from around 440 to under 300, and the number of
people working on the projects dropped from some 6200 to some
3200. MNeighbourhood Energy Action has estimated that some
50,000 fewer homes were draughtproofed last winter in
consequence .

B On 10 February 1989 the Secretary of State for Employment
announced a package of measures to assist CIPs. The number of
Projects has subseguently risen to around 220, with perhaps 3,800
workers. However, the number of households insulated this year
is likely to fall well short of the target figure of 250,000
given in this year’s Public Expenditure White Paper, and may not
excead 150,000. In any case, there 18 general agreement that
Employment Training is not a suitable vehicle for the long-term
support of CIPs and new solutions need to be sought, for the
following reasons:




the ET programme is primarily aimed at training
the jobless and is not desaned to facilitate the
delivery of insulation services to low income
households;

as the number of unemployed decreases, so the
pool of available labour for CIPs is dwindling;

it is Lecoming increasingly difficult to present
training in draughtproofing as an attractive
proposition for potential recruits to CIPe under the ET
programme ;

a8 the number of projects has declined, so the
geographical coverage of the insulation sarvice has
contracted. There are now many areas where low income
households cannot have their homes draughtproofed by
CIFs;}

me Improvemen a HIGs

6. The proposed HIG regime is intended to replace and
consclidate a number of existing grant arrangements for housing
improvements, including grants for loft and tank insulation under
the Homes Insulation Scheme. Under current DoE proposals local
authorities will administer the scheme and will be required to
offer mandatory grants for work to bring dwellings up to a basic
fitness standard (which will not include any requirements for
insulation or energy efficiency), and will be able to offer
discretionary grants for works to bring dwellings up to a higher
standard, which will include provision of adequate standards of
heating, ventilation and insulation. There will be a minor works
regime which will cover provision of single grants for smaller
items of expenditure such as loft and tank insulation and
draughtproofing. However, unlike the existing Homes Insulation
Scheme grants and the Energy Grant for draughtproofing
materials, the HIG grants will not be available to tenants in
public sector housing, nor will there be a specific allocation of
funding for insulation work. Grants for energy efficiency
measures will therefore be available only to private sector
tenants and their availability will be entirely a matter for each
local authority; with significant geographical variation
pogsEible.

i Ene g Proposals
7. The Department of Energy proposes to encourage the

development of CIPs into private sector community insulation
busines=es as part of an attempt to help ensure their long term




viability. This would increase the supply of insulation services
at the lower end of the market, and provide a wider geographical
gspread than is offered by existing CIPs. Such businesses would
depend upon the availability of a system of Government financial
support for insulation measures in low income households. In
addition they would offer training under ET. The aim will be
both to provide better prospects for those trained under the ET
programme to fund subsequent work using their skills, thereby
making such training more attractive, and an improved insulation
sarvice for low income households.

8. Energy officials estimate that it should be possible to
draughtproof substantial numbers of low income homes under such a
regime for arcund the current level of Government assistance per
home, which they put at £90. (The need for direct financing of
the full labour cost being offset by better productivity and
targeting of assistance resulting from ail payments being linked
to output of draughtproofed homes). At £90 per home the
treatment of 250,000 homes would involve assistance of £22.5
million, above the present £17 million provision for Energy Grant
but below the current combined provision for Energy CGrant and the
Homes Insulation Scheme of £27.5 million.

9. More than half of the work of CIPs i= within the homes of
public sector tenants, who constitute around half of all low
income households. To support the transition of CIPs to
community insulation businesses and maintaln Government
commitment to the promotion of energy efficiency amongst low
income households the Secretary of State for Energy has proposed
changes to the HIG regime, to include eligibility of public
sector tenants and a special allecation of financing of
insulation work.

D = vironmean

10. The Secretary of State for the Environment opposes the
changes proposed by the Secretary of 3tate for Enerqgy, arguing
that specific allocation of funding would run counter to the
thrust of the proposed new regime by rainstating what is in
effect a separate grant system requiring separate administration
with higher costs. And extension to public sector tenants would
lgave DOE wvulnerable to pressure similarly to extend other parts
of the regime, make it harder to maintain that the renovation of
local authority housing has to be met wholly from within its own
separate PES allocation, and would mean giving support to publie
sector renovation from resources directed towards the private
sector.




ll. He has suggested that the solution to the future of CIP=

should lie in a separate scheme, funded and administered by the
Department of Enerqgy.

gcottish Office View

12. The Scottish Office is planning a revised housing
improvement grant regime containing grants for insulation broadly
similar to those proposed by DOE. Therefore, for similar reasons

to those proposed by DOE, the Scottish Secretary does not accept
the Secretary of State’s proposals.

Department of Health View

13. The Secretary of State for Health has expressed strong
support for the Secretary of State for Energy’s proposals.

Traasu View

14. The Chief Secretary also supports the Secretary of State for
Energy’s proposal that the HIG regime should be extended to
public sector tenants on the basis of a ring fenced schemae, on
the understanding that no additional resources would be made

available, arguing that this is likely to offer best value for
money.

Department of Employment View

15. The Secretary of State for Employment agrees that there isg a
need for longer term arrangements outside of Employment Training
and argues that the HIG regime proposed by the Secretary of State
for the Environment would not target resources as effectively as
current arrangements.

Propogal for a Separate Scheme

16. The Secretary of State for Energy argues that a separate
acheme, funded and administered by his Department, could at best
offer a solution in the long term. Such a scheme would require
new primary legislation, new administration arrangements, and new
resourcees (or a transfer of resources from those allocated to
HIGs). The Chiaf Seacretary has made it clear that he cannot




provide additional resources, and that setting up a new
administrative sy=tem is therefore likely to result in legs
insulation for the available money.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY OFFICE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

13 JULY 1989
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Prime Minister

LONE PARENTS

(¥ With your agreement, I have been examining the issues raised
vy the increase in lone parenthood and dependency 1n this country

over recent years. I now attach a report and background paper

which my officials have prepared in consultation with

offipials 1n colleagues' Departments.

e 1 The réport sets out an action programme which will reduce

lone parents' reliance on S2tate support. Each of the proposals

has a part to play, but I believe it is particularly important
For us to ensure that all absent fatrhers pay a proper level of
maintenance. My officials are therefore working with officials

T ———————y
in colleagues®' departments on a radical review of the whole

system for awarding and collecting maintenanco. This will

necessarily take some time, so in the shorter term I am

strengthening DES procedures to increase the maintenance that is

paid by absent fathers.

—

3, ¥ou may wish to discuss these issues and their handling.

But subject to yvour views, and those of :nllégﬁuts to whom I am
copying this minute, I should like to push ahead with the action
programme as guickly as possible. It is important for us to
ensure that we present each of the strands as part of a coherent
and co-ordinated policy. Therefore I propose to make the first

—

public announcement through a substantial written answer. This

would emphasise the importance of maintenance and our intention
that lone parents zhould be helped and encouraged, but not

required, to work. It would then indicate this broad area in
which action will be taken. This would set the scene for
subseguent announcements including that on homelessness which
Nick Ridley expects to be able to make shortly.




4. I am copying this to Wigel Lawson, James MacKay, Douglas

Hurd, Peter Walker, Norman Fowler, Nick Ridley, Kenneth Baker

and Eenneth Clarke.

16 June 1989




LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY: A FROGRAMME FOR ACTION
INTRODUCTION

1. This paper describes the growth in the number of lone parents in
Britain since 1971 and in their reliance on state support and
recommeénds a programme for action to check these trends.

BACEGROUND

4. In 1971 there were 570,000 lone parent families (families

consisting of a mother or father living without a spouse, and neot co-
habiting, with her or his never married dependent children). By 1986
thare ware over 1 millieon - nbau%_%ﬂ;nmily in 7. This growth matters

@ because of the heavy dependence of lone parent families on benefit and
because their parents' divorce, and living in lone parent families,
can have adverse emotional and other effects on children. Moreover,
lone parents are a low income group among families with children, with
only about 20% of them falling outeide the scope of income related
benefits.

3. In May 1988, 720,000 lone parent families (around two thirds)
were claiming income support (formerly supplementary benefit) compared
with 320,000 (40%) in 1979. Yet over the same period the maintenance
paid by absent partners actually fell in real terms from E130 million
te £126 million, In addition, in 1979 no maintenance at all was paid
for 48% of lone mothers receiving income support; by 1988 this had

reached 77%. Maintenance paid in 1988 represented on average less

than £4 per week for every lone parent family on income support.

4. These trends and other information are set out in the background
paper attached. It is against this background of increasing reliance
on State benefite and declining maintenance payments that the acticn
programme set out in this paper has been drawn up.

PROGRAMME FOR ACTION
CBJECTIVES

The policy objectives which underpin the programme are twofold -

. 5.1 to reduce lone parents’ dependence on income support; and




. encourage lone parenthood.

5.4 to prevent and remove perverse incentives which could

—_—

MATINTENANCE

6. Action on maintenance is the central pillar of this programme.
Hqg-Enaurinq that absent fathers pay an appropriate amount of maintenance
will serve two ends. It will make them meet their respomsibilities

and deter irresponsible behaviour; and, because it will give lone
parents a regqular income of their own, it will encourage those who
want to work to be less dependent on state support. Lone parents
receiving income support are generally no better off if maintenance is
awarded, which means that they can be reluctant to take, or be a party
to, proceedings. Yet regular maintenance payments can play a vital
role in helping lone parents to step out of dependency on benefits
because it can supplement wages and help them to meet child care
costs. For example, a lone parent with tws children under 11 and

gross earninge of £125 a week from full-time work, but no maintenance
and no child care costs, would be about £35 a week better off than if
she was receiving income support and not working. Child care costs
can eliminate some or all of thie financial advantage. But if the
absent father was paying maintenance of £50 per week (the average
amount received by parents not receiving Income Support) the lone
parent family would be a further £36 a week better off in work. As
maintenance can substantially improve work incentives for lone parents
with low incomes it is important that a pattern of maintenance

.assessmen'r. and collection is set as a matter of course early in lone

parenthood.

7. We have, with the Lord Chancellor's Department, the Home Office
and the Scottish Office, started to examine the present system for
awarding and collecting maintenance. Court action is complicated,
expensive and takes time. The courts are under increasing pressure.

is far too often very difficult. We thsrefnré_ﬁrapuna a radical

examination of ways for awarding and collecting maintenance. Detailed
work has already started to try to find a new structure which will
deal eguitably, effectively and efficiently with_;;zﬁfenance, mostly
outside the courts. We will examine whether the amounts can be
.auseaﬂed by a formula set down in law and whether more efficient
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collection arrangements can be devised. Procedures need to be quick,
.nheap and as painless for lone parents as possible. All options will
be considered. The new system of maintenance recovery introduced in
Scotland and the axperience of other countries such as the USA and
Australia will be closely examined to see what lessons and ideas can

be used. For example, Rustralia is introducing a formula for

calculating what absent parents should pay, and the maintenance will
be collected by deductions from earninges through the tax office. If a
new, better structure can be identified reform will need primary
legislation, and will not be achieved overnight. But the aim is to
bring forward proposals which will mean that maintenance payments
become the norm and that amounts are more responsive to changes in the

absent father's circumstances.

.EI. That is for the longer term, but much can be done now to increase
maintenance payments. DSS has powers to pursue aquEE_EE:PandE and
fathers for maintenance when lone parents claim benefit. Obviously,

—_— ey
the extent to which such action will be successful will depend on
men’s circumstances. Unemployment has fallen very significantly and
take-home pay has risen substantially in recent years, and cuteside
opinion strongly supports firm action to make sure that men do not
flout their responsibilities for supporting their familiea. Against
this background the DS5 has examined its procedures for recovering
maintenance for lone parent families claiming benefit. DSS is taking
action -

. 8.1 to ensure that more unmarried fathers are identified so that
they can be pursued for maintenance, eg by placing even more
emphasis on obtaining the father’s name when lone parents

claiming benefit are interviewed;
— =

B.2 to increase the amounts which DSS officers ask the men to
pay in relation to their means; and

B.3 to review court orders more frequently to ensure that they

' o T T
reflect improvements in the men’s circumstances.
A “AC=
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D85, together with the Lord Chancellor’'s Department, the Home Office
and the Scottish Office, is also pursuing action to identify ways to

.il'lEI'Eﬂ.BE the maintenance collected in cases brought to court, eg by




more use of Attachment of Earnings orders. In addition, DSS will

.t&k& proceedings in more cases.

9. Most of these are administrative changes but some (eg, empowering
the courts to make attachments of earnings orders at the same time as
making maintenance orders) would reguire primary legislation which
could delay implementation until 1991. Action within Government rests
chiefly with DSS5. Thie action would achieve significant benefit
savings for very modest administrative cost within DSS - although
additional demands placed on an already hard-pressed court service

could have further resource implications.

HELPING LONE PARENTS TO WORK

'.1l:|. Maintenance will play a very important role in helping lone
parents to work, but action is alsc needed in other areas.

S

11. Good gquality care of their children is very important for parents
who wish to Hu;ﬁi the problems that child care can cause for lomne
parents are even more acute. This issue has been examined by Mr
Patten's Ministerial Group on Women’'s Issues as part of ite work on
child care and working parents, which has made very clear the
Government ‘s role to facilitate the development of child care
facilities by voluntary organisations, employers and the commercial
.uectnr; and (where DH has a particular interest| to ensure proper
standards. An especially promising area is facilities for schocl-age
children through after-school and heliday schemes. When they met on 11

April Ministers decided that:

11.1 contact and partnerships should be promoted between
employers, other commercial interests, voluntary organisations and
local statutory avthorities. The aim will be to stimulate
PrnviHinanEJFEEE,EEHEEEP with child care, to hElP.E;;;;EE,
including lone parents, who want to work. Follow-up is already
under way. In the Inner cities, some Task Forces and City Action
Teams have already been encouraging action of this sort. The
Ministerial Group on the Inner Citiee Initiative has since agreed

that all Task Forces and City Action Teams should be invited to




consider getting involved in this way;

11.2 guidance should be issued to LEAs and school governcre to

encourage them to make their premiges (eg, buildings, sports
fields) available for after-school and holiday schemes, where they
do not already do so. These are particularly valuable as a low-
cost form of care for echool age children;

11.3 employers should be encouraged to use the existing tax
reliefs available to them to provide, or help with the cost of,

child care.

12. This work tackles in a sensible and flexible way what is often a
major difficulty for lone parents who want to work. Results will be
'.n::hieved mainly by and through the independent and voluntary sectors.

These have a key role in providing resourcee for child care. This
will supplement the resources made available by local authorities who,
as major providers of day care for under-fives, may alsc have a
contribution to make towardes increasing day care facilities for lone
parent families. The proposals are also targeted well on lone parents
(and others) whe want to work or train for work and who face problems
with child care. MHone of them will need legislation. Helping with
child care costs through the social security system by cffsetting
these costs against earnings when calculating benefit has alsc been
examined but the difficulties (described in paragraphs 18 and 19)
effectively rule this action out. There could though, be walue in
.further pramoting voluntary sector activity to provide affordable
child care, especially in collaboration with employers and others.
DES is therefore working up proposals to promote, by short-term pump-
priming support, the work of the voluntary sector in establishing
partnerships with employers to provide child care in inner city areas
and others which enables lone parents to work.

Training and jeb search

13. Lone parents dependent on banefit generally have low levels of
work skills and experience and low confidence. But many wish to work
and the take-up of places by lone parents on Employment Training has
been particularly good. In addition, studies in the USA of programmes
for amployment training, work experience and job search show
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consistently that they can be a cost-effective means of increasing
@levels of employment among lone parents. Most studies report
sufficiently large gains in the lone parents’ earnings to make
programmes profitable within 3-4 years (ie, longer-term increases in
the lone parents’ earnings produce reductions in benefit spanding
which offset the costs of starting and running the programme).

14. DSS and DE have been examining possibilities for developing
provision within Employment Training and other employment services for
lone parents, focussing on lone parents with children of school age
and on those with older children (say age 13+). Opticns which are
being examined include :

l4.1 ways of drawing lone parents’' attention to the
employment and training opportunities available to them and
motivating them to take them up. These may include Employment
Service interviews and specially devised marketing material
distributed with the help of DSS;

14.2 building on existing provision by making more Employment
Training places available on a part-time basis and in periods

that avoid school heclidays.

15. DE Ministers have the lead in this area and will be bringing
proposals forward shortly.

.'I'he benefit system

16. The benefit system can provide incentives and disincentives

to work. DES has therefore carried out a detailed review of provision
m——

for lone parent families in the benefit system. The review has looked
specifically at ways

16.1 to reduce lone parents’ dependence on income support, or at
least to check its growth, by improving incentives for lone
parents who want to do a significant amount of work;

16.2 to improve these incentives in a way which recognises the
problems faced by lone parente in work (eg, child care needs) and

= —

is well targeted, without providing any perverne“incantive to lone




paranthood or undue help to ocne-parent, compared with two-parent,
families;

16.3 to be constructive - to give extra help to lone parents who
work rather than penalising lone parents who de not work;

l16.4 to aveid undue cost.

A note on current provision for lone parent families within the
benefit system is at Annex 1. Most help is given to lone parents who

work. But they often have little incentive to work, particularly if

they face child care costs. A lone parent with gross earnings of E£125
s
a week from full-time work and with two children under 11 is only

about £35 Better off than if receiving income support and not working,
.and this is before allowing for cost of child care.

17. Lone parents are not reguired to be available for work aes a

condition of income support. Such a requirement would have far

reaching implications cutwéighing any advantages which might result
from reducing their dependance:

17.1 it would be extremely difficult to defend. Over BO0% of lone
parents claiming benefit have at least one child of primary school
age or younger (background paper, paragraph 11.1). Most people
think mothers with young children should not work at all
(background paper, paragraph 12.1). &And childless wives of
unemployed husbands are not required to be available for work;

17.2 help would have to be provided with the cost of child care;

17.3 it would increase the unemployment count.

16. Annex 2 sets out various ideas put to DSS for modifying benefit

provision for lone parents to provide more help to those who want to
e
work. They all have serious drawbacks. They could, for example,

actually discourage greater independence through full-time work by

increasing the returns from part-time work compared with full-time

work. Or they could mean net income actually going down if earnings
e — =
increased - ending such traps was one of the central aime of our

.Iﬂcial security reforms last year. They could push lone parents
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towards the use of paid, rather than informal, child care. 0Or,
because they could not exclude lone parents already working, they
could be very expensive. Annex 2 describes the reasone why these
ideas have, therefore, been rejected.

19. The ideas examined included giving lone parents who work full-time
and receive family credit an extra allowance towards their child care
costs. But this would encourage them to use paid care rather than
family or friends and would cost at least E40 million a year just for
lene parents already working. Ancother idea was whether lone parents
working full-time and receiving family credit should be helped with
any mortgage interest they pay. This help is available toc peocple on
income support and not in full-time work. But we could hardly do this
just for lone parents, and to do it for everyone receiving family
.r:red.it would cost around E600 million a year.

20. DS8 has therefore concluded that the best, and only practical,
way to strengthen lone parents’ incentives to work more, both part-
time and full-time, would be to improve the earnings disregard
available to them in housipg benefit. This would improve the returns
from work for lone parents working either part-time or full-time. It

would also be targetted particularly on lone parents with high rents

who under the present scheme have weak incentives to work because they

are left with less money in their hands for the same earnings than
— =
someone with low rent. Under the proposal they will have more money

in their hands after meeting housing costs and this recognises the

.thra aexpanses that working lone parenta have.

HOUSING

21. The availability of council housing to those who are pregnant or

who have children can create perverse incentives to become pregnant so

— ]

as to obtain housing. 5o, for example, young couples may decide to
have children sconer than they otherwise would. Following discussion
with colleagues on 17 May, Environment Ministers are to bring forward
further proposals on _homelassness. Their review has considered in

some detail how best to avoid encouraging lone parenthood as a means

of guick access to council housing. Its recommendations have put
forward suggestions on provision for young single homeless mothers
hich aim to reduce any such incentive. DSS and DOE are working




!ngether to ensure co-ordination of presentation of their respective

. proposals.

MARRIAGE GUIDANCE AND CONMCILIATION

42. Research shows that many couples who split up wish later that they
had not done so. Anything that can help prevent lone parenthood by
?;Ehcing preueﬁfahle breakdowns is worth considering. The recent
report by The Conciliation Project Unit, University of Newcastle,
which is toc be considered by the Lord Chanceller’s Department later
this yvear, includes a proposal for a mnational counselling and
conciliation service. We shall examine how this proposal could
contribute to the lone parent strategy.

.PUELIC EXPENDITURE AND VALUE FOR MONEY COMSIDERATIONS

23. Before decisions are taken to implement any of these ideas they
will need to be costed in agreement with the Treasury and their cost-
effectiveness considered. The public expenditure implications of the

proposals will be for consideration in the survey in the usual way.
CONCLUSION
24. The programme set ocut in this paper aims to:

24.1 ensure that absent husbands and fathers accept their
o e | ———— ey,
responsibility for supporting lone parent families and that they

pay a proper level of maintenance;

£4.2 help and encocurage lone parents who want to become more
independent through work to do so, without coercicn; and
ey

24.3 ensure that perverse incentives to lone parenthood are

o

not created, or disincentives weakened.
B .

25. To pursue these objectives a wide-ranging programme of action is

planned to:

25.1 +try, in conjunction with the Lord Chancellor’s Department,
. Home Cffice and Scottish Office, to find a new structure which




will deal equitably, effectively and efficiently with the award

and cpllection of maintenance (paragraph 7);

25.2 improve the recovery of maintenance in the short-term from
absent husbands and fathers of lone parent families claiming

benefit, by reinforcing DSES's procedures (paragraph B);

25.3 promote, as part of the work commissicned by the Ministerial
Group on Women's Issues, action by employers, voluntary bodies and
otheres to expand provision of child care to help lone (and other)
parents who wish to work (paragraph 11);

25.4 promote, by short-term pump priming, the work of the
voluntary sector in establishing partnerships with emplovers to

provide child care (paragraph 12);

25.5 build on provision for lone parents in Employment Training

and other employment services (paragraph 14); e

25.6 improve incentives for lone parents who want to work by
impreving the earnings disregard in housing benefit (paragraph
209 ;

25.7 put forward as part of the DOE review of homelessness
proposals to avoid or reduce perverse incentives to lone
parenthood, or early parenthood, being created by policy on
the provision of accommodation for the homeless (paragraph
21): and

25.8 examine whether there is scope for strengthening the
important recle played by marriage guidance and conciliation

services (paragraph 21).




.erHE FARENTS AND DEPENDENCY: THE BACEGROUND

1. In Britain today, around one in every seven families with
children is headed by a lone parent, almost alwayes the mother. Only a
minority receive any maintenance from the absent parent. Two thirds
of lone parente are reliant on social security benefit for their
support. Over half become lone parents as a result of marriage
breakdown and a quarter are unmarried. Lone parents are a low income
group among families with children, with only about 20% of them
falling outside the scope of income related benefits. In 1986 lone
mothers working full-time earned on average only 55% of average male
earnings (compared with 66% for all wemen in full-time work). This
annex sets out the issues which arise from the review of lone
parenthood and dependency and analyses what has caused them. It
therefore sets out the background against which the action programme
has been drawn up.

GROWTE IN LONE PARENTHOOD

2. The first issue is the growth in lone parenthood. Numbers of lone
parent families in Britain nearly doubled between the early 1970s and
mid-19E0s, from 570,000 in 1971 to just over 1 million in 1986. This
trend is not unique to Britain. The USA, Australia and other West
European countries have had a similar experience, and in Australia and

..tha USA numbars have grown faster than they have here. But the causes
here need to be examined; figures on these and other points described
below are in Annex 3.

DEFINITION

The Finer Commission on one parent families, which reported in 1974,
defined lone parents as families consisting of a mother or father
living without a spouse, and not co-habiting, together with her or his
never-married dependent children (ie, aged under 16, or under 19 and
in full-time education). There is no reason tc change this definition
and 1t is the one used throughout the report.




3. It is worth noting that this does not describe the whole picture.
.ThEEE “"snapshot” figures, taken at a point in time, do not bring out
how the lone parent population changes. GStudies suggest many lone
parents leave lone parenthood within a relatively short time - around

half leave within about five years, mostly through marriage or
remarriage. But on the other hand, substantial numbers are lone

parents for more than five years.

4. Thie growth in lone parenthood ie an important issue, for these

raasons:

4.1 Dependance. Lone parent families generally have major
preblems in being financially independent of state support, and
the majority are reliant on social security benefits - more on

this below (paragraph 8 onwards);

4.2 Effecte on the children. American research has found that
daughters who had spent part of their growing up years in a lone
parent family showed later on & 77% increase in marriage breakdown
themselves and were more than twice as likely to have a baby
before marriage. British research, too, has shown that divorce
has serious and lasting emotional effects on the children and that
many of them would prefer their families tec stay together in spite
of conflict between the parents. There ies alsc US evidence of an
affect on the children‘s educational achievement.

5. So why have overall numbers of lone parent families in Britain

gone up? Two main reasons, reflected in figures on the marital status

of lone parents (Annex 3), are:

5.1 Marriage breakdown. Two-thirds of the increase in lone
mothers between the early 1970s and mid-1980s was due te growth in
divorced lone mothers. Their numbers more than trebled, to
arcund 410,000. This reflecte a virtual doubling in annual
numbers of divorces over that period. These lone mothers are now

the largest single group of lone parents, at 40%. GSeparated lcne

mothers make up a further 19%.




3.2 More unmarried parepthood. The second largest group of lone

parents now (about 25%) - unmarried mothers - more than doubled
between the early 1970s and mid-1980s to a little under 250,000.
It grew particularly fast in the early 1980s, when it rose by
half. Arocund one in seven unmarried mothers ie aged 16-19. But
half are around 25 or oclder. Also, half of births of children
cutside marriage are to parents living together at the time.

These together suggest that the increase in numbers of unmarried
lone mothers is probably substantially due to growth in unmarried
relationships among couples in their 20es and 30s, whose subseguent
break up produces unmarried rather than divorced/separated lone
parents.

.E. Ho well-grounded predictions of future numbers of lone parent

families are available. However, numbers rose more slowly during the
19808 than in the 19708 - for example, they rose 31% between 1971 and
1976 compared with 12% between 1981 and 1986. Given the projection
for a small increase in the population over age 16 to the year 2000
and that there is likely to be a continuing rise both in marital
breakdown and births outside marriage (some within stable
relationships), the upward trend seems set to continue, albeit at a
slower rate.

7. What should be the response? It may not be possible to change
people’s moral attitudes, but there are two things which need to be
.r-ememher ad

7.1 it is important to guard against creating perverse incentives
to lone parenthcocod or reducing disincentives to it;

7.2 marriage breakdown is the largest single route into lone
parenthood and there ie evidence that some couples who divorce
regret their decision afterwards.

LONE PARENTE AND DEPENDEMCE ON BENEFIT

B. A second issue, and the central one, about lone parent families

is their heavy and growing dependence on supplementary benefit (now




-‘incnma support). This has increased faster than the overall level of

@ lon= parenthood itself. In May 1988, 720,000 lone parent families -
soma two-thirds - were claiming income support. This compares with
320,000, (about 40%) claiming supplementary benefit in 1979. Benefit
expenditure for lone parente increased in real terms from about £1.1
billion in 1978/9 to £2.7 billion in 1588/89. Only a very small
minority - about 7% - of the lone parents claiming income support have
earnings from part-time work. Some 18% of all lone parents are in
full-time work - some claiming family credit. The rest (around 15%)
live on other income - likely to be maintenance and/or earnings from
part-time work. More details of lone parent families claiming benefit
are at Annex 3.

9. Again the picture needs to be filled out. MNot all these lone
parents are in long-term dependence on benefit. Around half of all
lone parents leave lone parenthood within about five years [paragraph
1), and similarly some lone parents spand less time on benefit than
others. In 1987, 5B% of lone mothers receiving supplementary benefit
had been claiming for less than three years and 75% for less than five
years. Forty three per cent of divorced mothers had been claiming for
less than three years; for unmarried mothers the figure was higher, at
58%. But nonetheless, more lone parents spend some time dependent on
benefit than in the past and some are dependent for long periode: the
snapshot picture in 1987 showed 27% of unmarried and 37% of divorced
lone mothers had claimed for five yeare or more. These figures
clearly demcnstrate a major problem.

.lﬂi Why are lone parent families sc dependent on benefit, and why has
their dependence increased? There are two major reascns:

10.1 a high, and growing, proportion of them do not work;

10.2 they receive less maintenance from absent husbands and
fathers than in the past.

Why lone parents do not work

1l. Around 57% of lone parents do not work (a little higher than the
48% of married mothers who do not work). Moreover, the proportion of




lone parente not working has grown: it was 52% in 1979. Probable
.reasﬂns for this increase are:

11.1 more of them have young children. 55% of lone parents now

claiming benefit have at least one child under age 5, compared
with 42% in 1979. It is likely that, for about half of all lone
parent families, the youngest child will be under age 5 at entry
into lone parenthood. The proportion of lone parents in work
(full or part-time) increases significantly once their youngest
child reaches school age - it triples from 18% to 55%. This shows
vary clearly the impact that care of their children can and does
have on lone parents’ ability to take paid work. At the same
time, care of children of primary school age is alse important.
Eighty two per cent of lone parents claiming income support have

at least one child under age 11 (Annex 3).

11.2 Jjob availability. Lone parents will inevitably have
been affected to some degree by the general level of
unemployment, particularly since they are a group on the

fringes of invelvement with the employment market.

Other prcbable reasons why lone parents do not work are:

12.1 attitudes to mothers working. Three guarters of all adults

think mothers with children under 5 should not werk, and many lone
parents take the same view (they may even, as socle parents, feel
under some social pressure on this issue). In a study of lone
mothers on benefit in 1982, 56% of those with children under 5 and
not working salid one reason for not working was that their
children were too young. Morecver, 60% of all adults think that,
even where children are in their early teens, mothers should work
part-time at most:

e —
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12.2 of rriage breakdown. The amotional and other
disruption and pressure which accompanies separation and divorce -
including the upset caused to children, which the lone parent has
to cope with - makes it more difficult for her to hold down or
take a job. Research suggests this disruption can go on for two
years or more. Break-up of long-standing unmarried cohabiting
relationships is likely to have similar effects;




12.3 oo ' tives. Particularly if they cannot find free
or low cost child care (eg a relative or friend) and soc face child
care costs, lone mothers - who have generally very low levels of
skills and work experience and are not reguired to be available
for work as a condition of benefit = often have little incentive
to work. Average net income of lone mothers in full-time work is
only around 70% of that of two-parent families with children and
one earner, and couples have a further advantage: in about half of
two-parent families with children, inceme is supplemented by
earnings of the second partner. The net income after housing
coste of a lone parent with earnings of E125 per week from full-
time work and with two children under 11 is only about £35 more
than if on income support, before counting the cost of child care.
Yet many lene parents want to work, and may need only help and

encouragement.

Lack of maiptenance

13. A second reason for lone mothers’ heavy and growing dependence on
benefit is lack of maintenance from absent husbands and fathers. This
has not increased in line with numbers of lone parsnt families
claiming benefit. Far from it. In real terms it has actually fallen
elightly between 1979 and 1988 (from E£130 million to E126 million).
Fer 77% of all lone mothers claiming income support the absent
husbands/fathers pay no maintenance at all: this is so for 62% of
divorced lone mothers and even more for separated and unmarried (75%

and BB% respectively).

14. The moral and legal responsibility which absent husbands and
fathers have to support their wives and children is absolutely clear
and undisputed. 8o why has maintenance paid not increased in line
with the growth in lone parents dependent on benefit? Some absent
husbande and fathers will almost certainly have been unemployed.
Further reasons why it has been, and continues to be, difficult to

obtain maintenance are:

14.1 absent husbands and fathers may have other commitments,
particularly second families - a third of divorced fathers with
children remarry;




14.2 the procedure for obtaining a court order for maintenance is
complicated and time-consuming. So is the procedure for seeking
an increase if the man's circumstances improva. Pressure of cther
work on the courts can contribute to delays in dealing with

maintenance CaASas

14.3 court action will be a daunting prospect for a lone mother
under emotional and other pressure. Yet, under the present
system, if the man will not pay any maintenance she cannot receive

any unless she goes to court;

14.4 the courts can face major difficulties in collecting

maintenance once they have made an award.

.15- This low level of maintenance and the difficulties faced by the
present maintenance system are particularly serious for three majer

raasons!

15.1 absent husbande and fathers are far too often not meeting

their cl??r_fpuEEEEihility to support lone parent families;

15.2 +the maintenance system should be fast and thorough, sc that
actual and potential husbands and fathers are left in no doubt
that they will be pursued for maintenance. This would have a
positive disincentive effect to irresponsible behaviour. But the

present system significantly fails to achieve this;

15.3 maintenance can provide very valuable help for lone parents
who work. It can boost their income from earnings, whereas it is
cffset against their benefit if they claim income support. So

lack of maintenance is a major handicap for lone parents who want

to be more independent of state support.
16. The aim must be to make absent husbands and fathers accept their

rasponsibilities to support the lone parent families and to pay a

proper level of maintenanca.




@ e availability of benefit

17. One other issue which has been much debated in the USA in recent
years is to what extent dapendﬂnay on 1n:ﬂme support, and lone
parenthuad Ltaelf, are encnurﬂged by the nva;lﬂblllty of benefit.

Ehnrles Hurrny, a leading hmurlcnn academic, has argued that the
availability of welfare benefits has created disincentives to work and
marriage and so itéElf_éncnuraQEd non=-work, illegit{ﬁﬂcy and poverty.

Others have disputed that link, and arguea that non-work and lone
parenthood are self-destructive and do not serve the interests of the
p&ng}g_cﬂncerned. ThEF_LEliE?E the poor would like to work and need
th;-push that a requirement to work would give them. It is in this
second direction that poliecy in the US has moved. Legislation passed
last avtumn requires States to introduce workfare and enrol an
increasing percentage of welfare recipients in job cpportunities and
bagic gkills programmes. These will be supported by guaranteed child
care during education, training or work experience and & child care
allowance for 12 months once the recipient starts work. Lone parents
and othere will be reguired to take part unless they have a child
diﬁabled, ill or aged under 3. It is too early to see how this new
1Eglslﬂtlﬂn works in practlce, but obviously the US experience will
need to be monitored.

18. Scme other countries also assume lone mothers should be employed.

France and W. Germany apply the same "work tests’ to lone parente on
.banefit as to other claimants, and iﬂb_iid?_lﬁg!ii_l_d—qpari provision is
widely available. The Scandinavian countries take a similar line. 1In
contrast, the recent, very thorough, Australian review of social
gsecurity has decided that lone parents should have the opportunity te
stay at home to care for their children, though at the same time
financial or other barriers to work or family reformation should be

minimised.

19. What effect has the availability of benefit in Britain had on lone
parents’ work rates? Research has heen.unﬂ;;Eaken in Britain to
examine different possible influences cn employment among lone parents
here over the last decade or sc. But the results have been
conflieting and inconclusive. Some suggest that the level of

supplementary benefit or income support is an important factor




determining lone parents' participation in the job market (though less

.na than the age of the child). Others suggest that a high
unemployment rate in the lone parents’ area significantly reduces
participation and the level of bﬂn;Eif_EIiys a comparatively small
part. D85S has iteelf commiesioned two research projects which should
provide further information. One is a major study of lone parents
(described in paragraph 23 below). A separate study has alsc been
commiesioned from the Institute for Fiscal Studies and is due to
report in the next two monthe. We will look closely at the results of
this work. Overall, however, it seems likely that a combination of
influences is at work and there is no simple answer. This underlines
the need for policy to seek a balance between, on the one hand,
avoiding the creation of perverse incentivee to lone parenthood and
dependency and, on the other, providing preoper suppeort for lone
parente and their children.

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF LONE PARENT FAMILIES

The inner cities dimepsion

20. Inner city areas have higher proportions of lone parent families,
and of lone parents dependent on ﬂ;ﬁéfit, than the national average
proportions (figures are at Annex 3). About 40 per cent of all lone
parents live in local ﬂuthurlty accnmmndat;un, and form B per cent of
all local autheority households. Some 60 per cent of all lone parents
who are dependent on benefit live in local authority accommodation.
..Sn housing estates other than those in inner city areas alsc have a
high concentration. These estates and inner city areas do not have a
monopoly of lone parents but these high concentrations in inner cities

and on housing estates need to be kept in mind.

Ethnic background

21. The overwhelming majority of lone parent families in Britain - 92%
- EEEthi:Ef cempared with 5% who are of West Indian origin, 1% of ¥
Aeian origin and 2% classified "other®. This is consistent with an
overall population that is 94% white. The position is very different

in the USA wvhere, in the mid 19808, 34% of lone parent families were
black.




@
2. Lone parent families make up a substantial proportion - about
43% - of all West Indian and Guyanese families with children, compared
with 12% of white families. But this needs to be seen in ite broad
context. The vast majority of lone parents are white. There would
also be considerable sensitivity about peolicy cbjectives focussed
specifically on certain ethnic groups. Soc a better apprcach to this
i through other policy avenues which aim to help lone parents with
particular problems such as lack cof maintenance or work skillse.

FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT LOME PARENTS
23. DES will have further information about lone parentes (eg on

reasons for lone parenthood) early next yvear, with the report of a
major ressarch project on lone parents. This will invelve interviews

'.W:i.th some 2,000 lone parents - some who are claiming income support

and others who have stopped doing eo. It will find out, for example,
why they became lone parents, why those who are not working do not
work and why those who have stopped needing income support have
managed to do so. When it is awvailable, this additional information
will contribute to the work to develop the wide-ranging programme for
action proposed in this report, and to further analysis of the
probleme of lone parent families® dependence on benefit.




BOCIAL SECURITY AREANGEMENTS FOE OME FARENT FAMILIES
Backgrousnd

1. It is widely recognised that lone parents can face problems in combining
the roles of breadwinner and child-carer. In particular they may be kept out
of employment. and the higher income that goes with it, for relatively long
periods by reason of their domestic responsibilities. The social security
scheme therefore contains & pumber of provisions deszigred to recognise the
additional needs of lone parents. including especimlly those of lone parents
who take employment. Looe parents are also entitled to the equivalent of the
married man's tax allowance.

One Parent Benefie

2. This benefit is exclusively for people, whether or mot the natural
parents, who have responsibility for brisging uwp @ child on their own. It is
payable im addition to Child Benefit, mnd is tax free. Normally it iz paid
irrespective of a claimant's other income but some people, like widows and
pensiconers, receive support for their childrenm through additicns to their main
benefits, and so camnnot recelve One Parent Benefit as well. The weekly rate
incresased in April 1989 to £5.20 per family, more than deuble the rate which
applied in May 1979,

Income Support

3. Lene parents on Income Support receive a specisl premium of £3.90 weekly
ir sdditicn to the family premium and the basic personal allowance for
themselves and their children. They are able to earn up to £15 a week in
part-time work with no effect on their bepefit (compared to £5 & wesk for
single pecople on Income Support).

Housing Benefit
4. Housing Bemefit is assessed on the same basis as Income Support. Both the
special disregard on earnings from part-tims work and a lone parent premium

apply. The premium is at a higher rats that for Income Support.

Family Credit

3. Lone parents who work 24 hours a week or more can claim Family Credit.
Because one parent families often have higher work-related expenses than
others, they receive the same Family Credit as two-parent families. OpeParent
Benefit iz disregarded in assessing their income.

Comelusion

6. Most help is given to lone parents who work, ie who gain from the earnings
disregard under Income Support or who receive Family Credit. In cash terms
lone parents working full-time and claiming family credit would recelwve
slightly more overall thar two-parent families in otherwise identical
circumstances, becesuse they receive one parent beoefit as well. But this
reflects the fact that lone parents have the same responsibilities as an
e¢gquivalent two-parent and are llkely to need outside help (for child care) if
they work. Noo-workiog lome parents will receive less Income Support tham an
equivalent two-parent family.




. LOKE PARENTS FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY - IDEAS FOR BEWHEFIT CHANGES
OBJECTIVES AGAINST WHICH THE IDEAS BELOW HAVE BEEH ASSESSED
Change shouldi

(i) reduce lone parents’' dependency on Income Support, or at least
check its growth, by improving inceatives for lome parents wanting to do
g significant amount of work;

{1i) improve incentives in a way which recognises the problems faced by
lone parents in work {eg child care needs) and is well-targeted, without
providing any perverse incentive to lone parenthood or undue help to lons
parents compared with two paresnt families;

iii. be constructive, ie give extra help to lome pareats who work,
rather than penalising lone parents who do not workj

- B8 avoid undue COBT.

IDEAS EXAMINED

INCOME SUPPOET (available to those
not working or working part=time)

s Increase the lane parent This would do asothing for thoae

garpings disregard for some or all wishing to work full-time, and would

lone parents. give a steer away from full-time
work by reducing the gap between
{ncome in and out of work. Io its
crudest form it could socourage
dependence on benefits and part time
L i=Fa

o Disregard childcare costs for Unless similar change were made to

lone paremts only. Family Credic, this would emncourage
part-time, oot full-time work. It
would distort cholces {(eg some using
unpaid, informal care would switch
to paid care} apd EBCOUTrage
escalaking charges. It would be
expensive. Could attract criticism
Erom marrisd mothers.

FAMILY CEEDIT (available to those on

low income with children and in

full-time work)

2 |7 Help with child care costa for As with a child care costs disregard

lone parents only. in Income Suppark, this would mean
pecple switching te paid care, and
escalating charges. Expenszive.
Could attract criticism from marrled
mothers.




EOresnoLdy .

o Iacrease the pdonlt credit for
lone parents.

B Reduoce the minimaom hours of work
from 24 to 20 hours reguired for
eligibility for family credit, for
lone pareats,

e Give help with mortgage interast
to lone parents recaiviang Family
Credit. {Lone paranks receiving
Income Suppart recsive this help but
loge it if they lesave Income Bupport
and atart full-time wark.)

OHE PARENT BEREFIT

8. Substantially incrsase One
Parent Benefit for lome parants on

Family Cradit.

9. Eubstantially increase One
Farent Bemefit for all lone parents.

18. Abelish or reduce Oas Parent
Bengfit.

BOUSING BENEFIT (available to those

cn low iocome in full-time or
pacrt=time work or not working)

11. Treat all looe parsnts As
couples for Housing Benefit.

LOIESN0L0 APPLlEn LU Luss as oy
two-parent families. To increase
the threshold for gpll families om
family credit would guadruple the
extra cost.

As for 4 above.

This would simply re-define full
timé work rather than encourage lone
parents to work more and could lead
some lone parents to reduce houre
worked frem 24 ke 20.

Proportionately few lone parents
likaly to be aligikle for FC would
banafit and the number likely to be
encouraged back to work earlier
would be small. It would be very
Aifficult to defend doing this just
for lone parents. But te do ik for
everyone claiming Family Credir
would bhe prohibitively expengsive -
around £600 milliam & year.

For lome parents with only marginal
entitlement to rtmili_EfiEit this
woilld ereate withdrawal rates
considerably over 100% if increased
eArnings n:tigﬂgiqﬁgg_ihair Fanily
Credit. It could also be criticisaed
if child henefit iz not similarly
inoreased,

Increase would mainly help those not
in receipt of any means tested
benefit. It could alsc be
criticised if child bemefit 15 not
similarly ipcreased.

Abolition or reducticn would
diminish lome pareants’' incentives to
move off Iocome Support iate full
time work because it is an in-work
benefit (Income Support reciplents
do pot benefit from Ooe Farentc
Benefitc).

This would not focus help on lone
parents who undertake work. It
would mlso contradict the decision
to Ereat lone parents in Housing
Benefit as single people from
April 198H.




li. Improve Housing Hemefat tor ione
parents receiving family credit (ie
low-income lone parents im full-time
work).

13. Improve Houslng Bensfit for lone
parents working more than 24 hours
24 hours' work is the mioimum
reguired for Family Credit).

iA1S WOLULD CIEGLE d Caall siage
(withdrawal rates of over 100%)
because the extra Housling Benefit
would be withdrawn iFf increased
earnings extinguished entitlement to
Fﬂ.:'ni:l}" Credit.

This would aim to avoid the “"cliff
edge” created if Housing Benefit
ware improved for lone parents only
if receiving Fomily Credit. But it
would be wvery difficult for local
authorities cto operate, and it would
not provide help to lone parents who
want to lacrease thelr work effort
and sarnings but cannot work
full-time because of child care
responsibilities.




ANFEX %
[continued)

HOW LONG LONE PARENTS SPEND AS LONE PARENTS

Studies suggesk:

l. arounéd balf of all loms parenmts lsave lcooe parsnthood withic abeout five
yegrs, moatly through marrisge or remarriage:

i, of loos parects whc wers provicualy married, half cease to be & loze
PATSLT izn lass thar five years;

3, of ummarried looe parents, over a gQuarter leave loce parazthkosd iz less
than one year, and half leave io less than thras years;

&, but around s quarter of both ummarried and pravicusly married lene mothers
spencd over 10 years io lons paranthood; and

5. looger durations of lone parsnthood are linked with
= clder lons mothers.

thoas with larger families.

smploymant since bhaving becoma & looe parent, and

& pravious masmisl occcupation.
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DIVORCES - UNITED EINGDOM

Imag

Haks

Between 50%-60% of couples who divorce bave childrer sged undar 16.




LONE PARENTS CLAT™ING SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFIT

hoss of Children

Age of "_ Han
Youngesi Unmarried | Yidewsd Eivorged  Gegarated $ Ussareied 0 Sscarated

Undsr 5 yrs 100,537 (783} 1782 (\23) 53,070 (28%) 0,047 (S%) 2097 (11E) 2640 (243)
510 yra .408 (1TE) 248 (%) 64,503 (MEE) 34,491 (MOF) 6097 (1EX) 043 (I7T3)
=12 yrs 5,745 (ZX) 1382 (4E) 19,508 (0%} 10,987 (8X) 2935 (1BE) 1847 (1423

i3=13 yru 6,07 (5a) TU4 (305) 3,847 (19E]  4.000 (BE) SIST (IEE) 2199 (X3

6 yra 4 2,617 (1T) 1082 (205) 11,031 (85) 400 (NE) 281 (1N) add (E)

Flgures in brackets are percentage Tigures per gromg.




LNNEY 4
LONE PARENTS CLAIMING SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFIT (continusel )

¥pegn ugn
Womgert gy idomg Rivgroed Sasarated \ngrrpd

36,901 (158} — a0 (0.085%) .19 (IX) 150 (0.0}

191,042 (YTR) 1,490 (1S%)  B7,B10 (4TE) 121,974 (BTE) 5.090 (ITE) 4,147 (3ET)
18,999 (F5) 4,540 (47E) 90,451 (4BT) 91,241 (2EE) 9,198 (49%) 5.537 {513}
1,349 (0.55) Z.%47 [263) 9,129 (5%) 4,999 (3T) 3,154 (17E) M9 (E)

247 (0.2 1,083 (11E} 1,069 (0.8%) 199 (0.1 1,403 (7%) 30 ()

Tetal 14,339 ¥ 680 i LA 19,093

dvgroge kem I5.11 d 31.58 &1 .88
af clajmant

(ASE 1547)




@  concENTRATION OF Lowz PARENTS IN INNER CITY AREAS

A. Countlies with the highest propertions of lone parents |expressed as .
percentage of the proportion for Great Britain):

Per cent
Greater Londan 135
Greater Manchester 116
Herseyeide 115
East Sussex 115
South Glasorgan il
Tayside 110
Weat Yorkshirs 110
Wezt Midlands 109
8. Cleveland 105
10. Tyme and Wear iy

B. Areas at County District level with the highest proportions of lone
parents (sxpressed as a Perceantage of the proportion for Great Britain):

(County/Region in
which contained) Percent

Lambeth Greater London 230

Hackney Greater London 223

Hammersmith Creater Londen 210

Islington Greater London 202

Southwark Greater London 202

Camden Greater London 200

Westminater Greater London 187

Kenzington and Chelsea Greater London 185

sandsworth Greater London 185

Tower Hamlets Greater London lai

Manchestar Greater Manchester 178

Lewlsham Greater London 170
» Haringey Greater London 182

Hottingham Nettinghamahire 160

Brent Greater London 150

Glasgow City Strathclyde Region

Liverpool Merseyside

Brighton East Sussex

Gresnwich Greater Londen

Dundee City Tayside Region




NUMBERS OF LONE PARENTE - GREAT BRITAINM

137l 1378 1388

Huzber Eercentage Humber Eercentage Humbe&r [Faccencage
{000) {ooo) {000}

Bomag

Diverced
Separatsd
Widawed
Unmarriad
Hsz
bt




~-HZ PARENTS ON SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFIT

1581 15986

Innar Landon
Hackney
Lambath
Lavishanm
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth

Birminghan

Bradford

Covantry

Leeds

Livarpeool

Manchester

Hewcastls-upon-Tynae

Salford

Eheffield

Sunderland

Wolverhampton

ALL ABOVE "INNER
CITY" AREAS 70500 116000 63

ENGLAND AND WALES 317100 228800 a7

Note: Cholce of areas examined was based on Judgenents
about which bercughs were likely to have high leavels of
depandence, not on Analysis of all areas.




Frime Minister

LONE PARENTS AND DEPENDENCY

o]

7 |i "
¥ |

ks you knqy} we did not have sufficient time on Tuesday to

discuss ;ﬁﬂ report on lone parents I circulatred with my minute of
¥ - ; " 5 i

16 June, I thought that it might help our dlscusslon, which is

now set for 1% July, if I were to set out how 1 think we might

handle this package.

2. There has been a great deal of interest in, and speculation
by, the press on this whole subject, and I did initially think
that we should make an announcement before the recess. On
reflection; however, I think that it would be better not to do
&0, Most of the lissues have vet to be finally resalvEEj and any
announcement now might seem somewhat negative. I therefore
suggest that, subject to there being general agrecment tao the
proposals set out in my Paper, wWe should not make any starement

— ——

—
before the House rises.

3 I suggest instead that we should take forward the public
debate in 3 stages. The first step would be to produce a

background information note for MPe and interested organisations
at the same time as Micholas Ri-ﬂﬁr‘s announcement about the
homelessness review in August or September. We should be
sufficiently clear about proposals for maintenance in the shorter

term to be able to say something more positive about this, and




about how we are tackling the longer term position in my speech
to Party Conferance as the second step. The proposal on benefits
will be :ﬁﬁﬁlaé?aa_zﬂ-the PES round and arrangemants resulting
from that could be included in the uprating statement in October,

as the third step.

4. I am copying this minute to Wigel Lawson, James MacKay,
Douglas Hurd, Peter Walker, Malcolm Rifkind, John Major,
Horman Fowler, Hlick Ridley, Eenneth Baker, Kenneth Clarke, David

Waddington and S51lr Eobin Butler.

/¥ July 1989
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CONFIDENTIAL

FRIME MINISTER

LONE PARENTS: MEETING ON 19
You will recall that the planned meeting on Lone Parents last
Wednasday had to be postponed as we had run out of time. It
is now rescheduled for next Wednesday.
Thz main papers are as before, namely:
Flag A John Moore's minute and detailed
Flag B Comment from the Lord Chancellor
Flag C Cahinet DfEfice briaf

Flag D Policy Unit briatE

You have alrsady been threough these papers. But John Moore

has also now sent you a further minute, at Flag B. He now

reports that, after further consideration, he has thought
better of making an announcement before the Recess. Instead,
he suggests taking the public debate forward in slower time,
starting with a background information note for MPs and
interssted organisations to coincide with Nicholas Ridley's
Homzlassness Review announcement in August/September, This
would be followed by a Party Conference announcemant on
maintenance and the longer term position: with the proposals
on benefits coming in the Octaber uprating system.

his revised approach does perhaps raise the guestion whather
You need to have a meeting at all next week. But on balance I

think this is probably still appropriate, particularly if

there are aspects of his work programme (e.g., on child care}
that you wish to question along the lines recommended by
Andrew Dunlop (Flag B),

Contant still to proceed with Wednesday's meeting?
PG
14 July, 1989,

CONFIDENTIAL




FRIME MINISTER ;l'

SOCIAL SECORITY BILL

I am Bafraid Their Lordships are at it again: the Opposition
won an amendment by 10 votas to axtend Mobility Allowance to
anyone who is "deaf and blind or le suffering from severs
mental hamdicap so that they are unable to walk withoat

supecvision'.

Although John Moore has some aympathy with the proposition
that the Mohility Allowance should be extended to those
groups; he is also wvery conscious of possible public
expenditure implications and his first instincts are to get
the amendment overturned. Estimates of the cost of the
amendmant fall widely at present from betwean £10 million to
up to £100 million. ©On= option John Moore will look at is
limiting the extension of Mobility Allowance to those who are
deaf and blind:z a much easier group to define and the cost of
which iz likely to be wall under the €10 million mark,

DOMINIC MORRIS

12 July 1989




I0DOWNING STREET
LONDON swig 244

Froyrs the Privaie Sorrerar,

This will
¥ 1o Jily,
should take lmgs

I am CODYing this letter tp the piary
Secretariag to the Homa Eacretary. the Sae
of State £o, Health, Emplovment Scotlang,
Edu:atinn, anirnnm@nt, the Leard Ehancel:ar,
the Chief Whip, the Secretary of State for
Wales ana L0 Richard Wilson (Cabine+ Offica).

M e A avel,

Fetaries

M&L‘\L\

{MRs3, AMANDA FONSONBY)

Miss Linda Dliver
UEpartment of Secial Security




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCTAL SECURITY
Bichmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SW1A INE
Telephone -210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Seciol Seoacey Security
I

1
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o
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b
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I 30 July 19895
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OCTOBER UPRATIHG FOE LESS WELL OFF PEHSIOHERS

Last November I told the House that there would be an additional
benefit uprating this OGctober for older and for disabled
pensicners. Owver the next few weeks, I will be writing to
pensioners who may benefit with a leaflet about the changes, a
copy is enclosed. We will also be running advertisements in the
national press from 16 July. I thought you might like scme
background information in case any of your constituents raise the
matter with jou.

The extra money will go to pensicners over 75 and to disabled
pensioners over 60 who get income related benefits. Almost
averyone in these groups who is already on income support will
get an extra £2.50 (single) or £3.50 (couple) per week from

% Ootober - on top of any transitional protecticon in payment.

The increase should be paid automatically, but anvone who might
be eligible who has not heard from DSS by 9 Octcber should get in
touch with their local office.

Those who receive housing benefit but not income support will
also be eligible for increases of up to £2.50 or £3.50. Again,
these should be pald automatically - any gueries should go to the
local authority housing benefitr department.

My letter will also go to some pensioners not currently receiving
either benefit who will in fact be eligible from 9 October. They
should make a claim to their local office or leecal authority.

More detail on the changes is set out in the annex, which you may

find helpful. It has also been sent to local authorities, the
Citizens Advice Bureaux and other advisory services.

L~ ,;ﬁ;{fﬁ"’

(e

/ JOHN MOORE

[

i

/
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Leaflet Fig 1015859

EIEEI_TI'E Support and Housing Benefit
changes

INFORMATION FOR ADVISERS

T'hese notes are ebout changes to Income Support Contents

T £1 afi f tober 8- .- ;
and Housing Benefit from 8th October 1989 « Whbtwill chings in Dclber 1959

If vou have any questions about these chanpges, ring

Freeline Social Secarity on 0800 666 555, = About the main changes

s Dther changes

# Transitional protection and transitional payments
What people need to do
Publicity
Rates of premiums for penzioners

Whers to get more information.

What will change in October 1989

A new Income Support premium will be introduced for people who ars
Toio 79 years old.
This rew premivm will be called the Enhenced Pensioner Premium
The amount of the Income Support Higher Pensioner Premium will be
increased
The Higher Presiorer Premium is for peopie who are
B er over,
or BUorover, and getiing Attentance Allowanece, Mabihity Allewance,
Severe Dhasablement Allowance, Invalidisy Berefit
or 80 ar over and regisiered bilnd
or &0 arover and heve been piven an invalid carriage.

Heouzing Benefit premiums for the above groups of people will be

increased by the same amounts as Income Support premiums.

There are 2 minor changes to the rules about premiums for
pensioners who chooge to start getting Retirement Pension
instead of Invalidity Benelit

and pensioner couples who have earnings.

® The Pensioner Premium will not change.




Leaflel Fig 10 1989

About the main changes

Who will gain from these changes
The changes applv tc
» people who are 75 or over

» dizabled people whe are 60 or over.
We use disabled o mean people wha are getting
Attendancs Allowancs or Mobility Allewance or Invalidity
Benefit or Severe Disablement Allowance. Or people who

are registered blind or have bean given an invalid carriage.

Most peeple in these groups who are already getting
Income Support or Housing Benefit will get more
money.

Seme people who are not getting Income Support or
Housing Benefit at the moment are expected to
become entitled to one or both of these benefits az a
resuit of the changes

Some people who only get Income Suppors bacauss of
transitional protection will not get more money. There i5
maore information about transithonal protection on the next
page,

How much extra money people will get
e Single people will get up to £2.50 a week more.

s Couples will get up to £3.50 a week more

What will happen

FPeople who are already getling Income
Support, will not nermally have to do anvthing to
get any extra Ineome Support. Local Social Security
offices will re-assess cases automatically. Letters
explaining the increase will be sent from April 1858
onwards, But people should get in touch with their
loeal office if they have not had a letter by

8th October and they think that they are entitled to
the increase.

Other people

There will be a publicity campaign to tell other
people about the changes. The publicity will be
aimed particularly at people who are not getting
Income Support or Housing Benefit at the moment
but who may become entitled to one or both of these
benefits as & result of the changes. There 18 more
information about the publicity on page 6 of this
leaflet.

People who are already getting Houging
Benefit only, will not have to do anything to get any
extra Housing Benefit. But they should claim
Income Support if they think they could start
getting it 25 a result of the changes. Local councils
will re-aszess Housing Benefit cases as part of their
normal renewal procedures.
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Other changes

——— -

There are 2 other changes to the rules about premiums. These changes only affect pensioners.

Pensianers who choose to start getting Retirement Pension instead of Invalidity Benefit

Men can get Invalidity Benefit until they are 70. Women can get Invalidity

Benefit until they are 63,

Beiore 9th Detober 1989

Peopie who are getting Income Support or Housing
Benefit lose the Higher Pensioner Premium if they

From 9th October 1989
Pecple who are getting the Higher Pensioner
Premium will keep it even if they choose to start

choose to start petting Retirement Pension instead of getting Retirement Pension instead of Invalidity

Invalidity Benefit before they are 70 or 65.

Benefit.

B Some people may choose to start petting Retirement Pension before
9th October 188%. This could be because earninges will not affect
Betirement Pension from lst October 1983, But people who are thinking
sbout changing from one benefit to another should think earefully about
when to change over. It is not a good idea to start getting Hetirement
Pension instead of Invalidity Benefit before Sth October 1985,

Pensioner couples whao have earnings
Before 9th Dctober 18889

The amount of the Disahility Premium and the
Higher Pensioner Premium is the same. But the
Digahility Premium is given instead of the Higher
Fensioner Premium if
» one of the couple qualifies for the Disability
Premium
and e the other person qualifies for the Higher
FPensioner Premium.

This is because the couple may get more money this
way. If the Disability Premium is in payment, the
first £15 of earnings is ignored. If the Higher
Pensioner Premium isin payment, only the first £5
or £10 of earnings is ignored.

From Bth October 1989

The amount of the Higher Pensioner Premium and
the Enhanced Pensioner Premium will be more than
the amount of the Disability Premium. So the
Higher Pensioner Premium or the Enhanced
Pensioner Premium will be given instead of the
Disability Premium if
» one of the couple gualifies for the

Disability Premium
and « the other person qualifies for the

Higher Fensioner Premiam or the

Enhanced Pensianer Premiom,

This is because the couple will get more money. But
the firet £15 of earnings will still be ipnored as long

as one of the couple qualifies for the Disability
Premium.

Transitional protection and
transitional payments

Transitional protection is part of Income Support
It is extra money that has been added onts Ineome
Suppaort since April 19858, [t was introduced to make
sure that people did not lose money because of the
change from Supplementary Benefit to Income
Support.

Transitional protection normally goes down if there
is an increase in an Income Support premium. But
trensitional protection will not go down because of
the change on 9th October, This is because it is
intended that as many people as possible should get
the full amount of this increase.

Sume people who were getting Supplementary
Benefit in April 1988 are only entitled to Income
Support because they get transitional protection.

This iz because they have more mopey coming in,
apart from transitional protection, than they need to
get Income Support, Most of these people will get
gome extra money from October. But a small
number will not get any inereass. These aTe people
who will s5till have more money coming in, apart
from transitional protection, than they will need to
get Income Support from October.

Transitional payments are for people who lost
some or all of their Housing Benefit because of the
changes that were introduced in April 1988,
Transitional payments are not part of Income
Support. They are paid by a separate unit in
Glasgow.,

The changes in October will not make any difference
to transitional payments.
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What people need todo

People who are already getting Income
Support do not need to do anything. But people who
have not had a letter by Sth October should get in
touch with their local Social Security office

People who are already getting Housing
Benefit, but not Income Support, do not need to do
anything to get the increase in Housing Benefit. But
they should claim Income Support if they think they
could start getting Income Support.

How to work out who should claim because of the changes

Income Support
As A rough guide,

» single people should claim if they have up to
£2 50 5 week more coming in thean they need fo get
Income Support at the moment.

s couples should claim if they have upto £3.50 a
week more coming in than they need to get
Income Support at the moment.

The amounts below are a rough guide o how

much people can have coming in each week from
October and be entitled to Income Support.

People aged
TSto 79

Single people

should claim [ncome
Supportif they have less
than £4B.60 a wesk

coming in

Couples

should elaim Income
Support if they have less
than E75.35 & week
COMIng in

People aged
B0 or over

Single people

should claim Income
Support if they hawve less
than £51.10 a week
COTRInE in

Couples

should claim Income
Support if they have less
than E77.80 a week

COIOINE ITL

Pecople aged
60 to 79 and
disabled

Single people

should elaim Income
Support if they have less
than E51.10 a week
COMmIing in

Couples

should claim Income
Support if they have less
than £77.80 a week
coming in

Housing Benefit

Some people may be able to get Housing Benefit
even if they cannot get Income Support, For example
people who have between £6,000 and £8,000 in
SAVIngS.

It is not possible to give a rough guide for Housing
Benefit as for Income Suppert. Thiz is because
whether a person can get Housing Benefit, and how
much they can get, depends on things like

s theirapge

s how much money they have coming in

s how many other people live with them

+ how much they pay for rent and rates in
England and Wales

# how much they pay for rent and Community
Charge in Scotland.

But the example on the next page gives an idea of
the type of people who may become entitled to
Housing Benefit as a result of the changes in
October. It also explains how Housing Benefit is
worked out,
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What people need to do
— continued

—_—

Housing Benefit example

This example i for 2 pengioner, aged 76, paving rent of £16 and rates of £6

Before 8th October 1988 From 9th October 15989

& Money coming in A Money coming in

B Amountneeded B Amount needed
£34 90 — Personz] Allowancs £34 90 — Pereonal Allowance
£11 20 — Pensioner Premium £13.70 = Enhanced Pensioner

The difference between & and B Premium
Rent Rebate . The difference between Aand B £27.40

The difference between Rent Rebate £ 209
£16.00 — rent The difference between

£15.54 —65% of amount at C £16.00 — rent

Rate Rebate o £13.91 — 65% of the amount at U

The difference berween Hate Hebate

¥4 80 — Bl of £6 rates The difference betwean

£4 T8 — 2% of amount at C £4 Bl — B0% of £6 rates

Housing Benefit ML P4 28 — 2% of amount at C

L#as inan ; Housing Benefit
50 pence a wees

o eithier benafit
cannot be paid

When people should claim

From July 1589,

Lacal Social Security offices can take cleims from July from people who mey
hecome entitled to Income Support in October. But the extra money will not

be paid before 8th October 1989,

Local councils can take claims from July from people who may become
entitled to Housing Benefit in October, But the changes will not take effect
before 9th October 1989,

How people should claim

Income Support — By filling in the short form at Housing Benefit ¢claimed separately from Income

the end of leaflet NP 1. There is more about this Support — by filling in the normal Housing Benefit

leaflet on the next page. claim form. People should get this form from their
local eouneil.




Rates of premiums for pensioners ®

The old and new rates are set out below. The rates are the same for Income
Support and Housing Benefit.

From 10 April 1989 From 8 October 1988
Single people Couple Single people  Couple
Pensioner Premiom £11.20 £17.05 Pensioner Premium £11.20 £17.05
Higher Pensioner Premiom £13.70 £19.50 Enhancsd Pensioner Premium £13.70 £20.55
Higher Pensioner Premium  £16.20 £23.00

Where to get more information

There is more infermation abaut [neame Support
and Housing Benefit in the leaflets lizted below. You
can get these leaflets from any Social Security office
Crwrite to

D55 Leaflets Unit
P Box 21
Stanmare
Middlesex
HAT IAY

SB 20 A guide to Income Support

SE 1 Income Support Cesh help

REH 2 A guide to Housing Senefit

RR 1 Housing Benefit help with rent and rates
CCR 1 Help with the Community Charge

Publicity

Peopls who are already getting Income Pensioners who are not already getting Income
Support or Housing Benefit und who are entitled  Support and who are 75 or over, will et an

to the increase, will get a letter from their local individual letter and leaflet NP 1. This leaflet will
Social Security office or local eouncil. The letter will  explain the changes and will include a short form to
explain the increase and tell people how much they  claim Income Support. It will also tell people how to
will get. The letters will be sent from April 1988 claim Housing Benefit.

onwards.

The letter and leaflet will be sent out over a number of weeks in July.

There will be & general publicity campaign during July, aimed at pecple
who are 60 or over. Leaflet NP 1, and & postar, will also be in post offices
from July.

Information will be available from Freeline Social Security from April
onwards, The number 18 0800 666 555,
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Pensioners

Extra Money

— see if you are entitled




Extra Money from ﬂntnbers
- see if you are entitled.

e =

Income Support is being
increased from October 2 for people
aged 75 or over, or 60 or over and
disabled.

The increase isup to £2.50 a
week for a single person, or up to
£3.50 a week for a couple.

If you already get Income Support,

you do not need to claim - any extra
money will be in your next order
book.

If you get Housing Benefit only,
vou could also get an increase. If so
the benefit will be adjusted by the
local council from October.

If you do not at present get either
benefit read on. The rest of this
leaflet will help you decide whether
to claim.

8uuid you claim?
This is a broad guide.

Yoru consd stil be entiled i your manay coming in s sighily mare

INCOME SUPPORT

People aged 75 to 79

If you are single If you have a partner
with less than £48.60 with |ess than £75.35
pEr wask COmimng in. par weak coming in.
Pecople aged 80 or over

If you are single If you have a partner
with less than £51,10 with less than £77.80
per week coming in. par week coming in.
FPeople aged 60 to 79 and disabled (that is,
recalving Attendance, Mobility or Severe
Disablement Allowance or Invalidity Benefit
ar ragistered blind).

If you are single If you have & pariner
with lase than £51.10 with legs than £77.80
par weak coming in. par week coming in.

You can have more than these amounts
coming in if you are bringing up children.

Attendance allowance and Mobility allow-
ance are generally not counted as money
coming in.

You can get Income Support even if you
have up 1o £6,000 in savings. It vou have a
partner, their savings are counted with yours.

For frea advice, call 0800 666 555.

The call will cost you nothing.

’ To apply for Income Support,
please fill in the form overleaf,
and send it to your local Social
Security Office.

l You can find the address to
send it in the phone book
under Social Security or Health
and Social Security. You can
get a special postage paid
envelope at your post office.

, To apply for Housing Benefit,
get in touch with your local
council. The address is in the
phone book — ask to speak to
someone in the Housing
Benefit section.

If in doubt claim now. There is

nothing to lose.

Thie laaflel gives gensal guidance only




Form to claim

Income Support

Surname

e MriMrs/Miss/Ms

Cther names

Posicaode
Drate of birth

I want to claim Income Support

Signature

Housing Benefit.

Housing Benefit is paid by local
councils to help with rent and rates
(Community Charge in Scotland). You
can have up to £8,000 in savings and
still claim. If you get Income Support,
you will normally get Housing Benefit
as well. You may get Housing Benefit
but not Income Support if your
money coming in is a bit more than
that shown inside.

To find out more get in touch with
your local council. Ask for the
Housing Benefit section.

Pl
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1O DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA TAA

From the Privafe Secretarn

Thank you for vour letter of & July
enclosing a selection of correspondence
which your Secretary of State has recently
received in support of Government policies.
The Prime Minister has seen this material,
énd has commented that they are remarkable

,f;f-i.. Gy 3 §§ latters which are very helpful; she is

glad to have seen them.

Jeremy Groombridge, E=q.,
Cepartment of Eocial Sacurity.
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CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

MEETING ON LONE PARENTS: 11 JULY

Following next Tuesday's E(LF) discussion on homelessness
2t i s okl

you have a separate meeting with a smaller group to discuss
John Moore's report on lone parents.

e

You have already seen John Moore's paper and some earlier

comments from Andrew Dunlop: Yoo alsc had a brief word with

——

John Moore about this when vou saw him =2arlier this week.

For the most part his paper polnts to the need for further

—

wark. You will want to:

———

aattle the areas on which he should concentrate
R

consider whethaer there are any he should leave Eto

—

on2 gide l(as recommended by Andrew Dunlop)

consider whether the work is sufficieantly advanced

ta justify an interim statement.
The papers enclosed are

Flag & Jchn Moore's covering minute and paper.

Flag B Comments from the Lord Chancellor on
: r———
malrtenance payments.
e A Y

Flag C Cabinet Office steering brief.

Flag D Revised briefing from Andrew Dunlop.

AL
Paul Gray

7 July 1989
MEJAJF
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@riME MINISTER 7 July 1989

LONE PARENTS

You are holding a meeting of Ministers next week to consider

how o handle the way forward on John Moore's proposals.

There are two maln issues to be resolved:

- =

How extensive do you want the initiative on lone parents

- e,

to be?

e —

What detailed items from John Moore's agenda do you

wish To pursue?

First, the strateqgy: In my last note (29 Jun=) I argqued

agalnst launthng a ma]nr initiative in this area. L iaeil]

believe that there are qtrﬂnq arguments for sticking to
e e—
this coorse:

the DS5 still has insufficient information to undertake

S

a4 proper analvsis of the problem;

many of the proposals in John Moore's paper are very
sketchy and don't provide a proper foundation on which

—— e
to proceed;

a major announcement would raise expectations which
would not be fulfilled by the package envisaged by
DE5; as a conseguence there is a danger that the wvacuum

would be filled by a host of pressure groups with an

—

expensive list of demands.

——————

CONFIDENTIAL
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ﬁl‘:ﬂund; the policies: while it would be unwise to launch
an initiative on a broad front, there is a strong case for

tightening up the system of maintenance. I am sceptical

—

of the other specific proposals in John Moore's paper.
e ——

They either send the wrong signals about Government policy

or raise the rate of return from being a lona parent. Lone

—

parents have done rolaliﬁﬂly wzll as a group compared with

other disadvantaged groups.

Thae three specifie policy proposals in John Moore's paper

on which to concentrate aro:

L. Maintenance: In the short-term John Moore wants to

tighten up the administrative arrangements by which the
DES pursues liable relatives for maintenance on bshalf of
benafit claimants. This is fine as far as it goes. But
you will want to press John Mocore on:

what more can be done to get lone mothers to co-operate

r - i & - el
in pursuing liable relatives for maintenance paymentsj;

whether proper consideration has been given to Prank
Field's proposal to dock a token amount of maintenance
from fathers' social security benefit.

S e M N

Over the longer-tarm, John Moore wants to look at the scope

for a mora radical reform of the system for awarding and
collecting maintenance. This is very welcome. One possibility
would be to find a system outside the court. This might
involve the use of an administrative formula to establish

the level of award. A right of appeal to the courts would

clearly need to be retained.

The Lord Chancellor is rightly concerned that in examining
more radical options proper welight is given to the need

CONFIDENTIAL
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.a:l to relieve the burden on the courts and not to increase
the level of litigation and, as a result, the cost of legal
aid (b} to safeguard the principle of equity of treatment

between partners in a diverce.

2 Child-care: DSS5 propose to provide pump-priming finance
— e T

FE,EE}pntQEg organisations working with lone parents. They

- S S

envisage this lasting three years at a total cost of £30
I} i 0 i - " M-
million, The aim is to involve emplovers and other commercial

interests.

I am sceptical of this proposal. The Government has argued
that it is for empleyers and the voluntary sector to prowvide
child-care facilities. To provide a_;;;1suhsidy would send
the wrong signals and create new demands. Moreover, it
would not be easy to terminate andiﬂq at the end of the

e

three years.

Barnings disregard

The DES propose to double the Lone Parents Housing Benefit
disregard from £15 to £30 at a total cost of £17 million.

I think this is wrong in principle and not cost-effective

in practice:

It raises the rate of return from being a lone parent

still further, creating the danger of perverse iqéﬁﬁtives.
The real wvalue of the benefit package available to
lone parents with children has increased already by
over 15 pear cant since 1975:
R J—
It would put lone parents a street ahead of other disadvantaged
groups. For example, the earnings disregard for the
disabled would still be only £15;

=

CONFIDENTIAL




It is not cost effective. DSS believe that the employment
Ef?;Et of doubling this disregard 1is so uncertain

that they are unable to calculate with any precision

how many more lone parents would take up work as a

consequence. When pressed they suggest perhaps a “"few

thousand®™. This has to be set alongside the substantial
numbers of people who would be drawn onto benefit:

20,000 lone parents on housing benefit and 30,000 receiving
Community Charge rebates. There iz, therefore, substantial
deadweight in this proposal. It relieves the unemployment
trap marginally, but increases the poverty trap significantly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Agree that John Moore should press ahead with his proposals

on maintenance but suggest more should be done to ensure:

(a) that absent fathers are identified (for example

on birth certificates):
that there is a proper response to Frank Field's
call for maintenance to he docked from fathers

social security benefit.

Oppose the proposal to provide pump-priming support
for child-care facilities.

Oppose the proposal to double the housing benefit

earnings disregard.

AL

ANDREW DUNLOF

CONFIDENTIAL
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PRIME MINISTER

SOUPPORTIVE LETTERE ON SOCIAL BECURITY POLICY

When you saw John Moore earlier in the week you asked him to

lat you see a selection of the supportive letters he had

recaived,

These are now enclosed in the folder below. As you will see,

John Moore would like them back in due course,

PAUL GRAY

7 July 1989

SL2AVE
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LONE PARENTS

[Minute by the Secretary of State
for Social Sarvices, 16 July 1589]

DECISTONS
Mr Moore proposes an "action programma" to reduce lone

paraents' reliance on State support. He wants to make an early

announcemant about the Govermment's policy.
¥You may wish to discuss the main elements in turn:
1. maintenance. Mr Moore wants to make absent fathers pay

more. This principle may be right, but the real guestion is
how to give affect to it. Mr Moore proposes a radical

—
examination of long-term possibilities.

ii. ghild care. Employers and schools will be encouraged
to provide more facilities. Jid <o

iii. training and job search. The Department of Employment
are due to bring forward proposals.

iv. the benefit svstem. Mr Moore rejects all changes
except an increase in the earnings disregard for housing

r————— = e e A

benefits.

3. On most of these gquestions, further work is necessary. 1In

particular, no figures for cost are given. You might conglude
that the studies proposed should take place; that meanwhile ne
detajled decisions can be taken: and that resource implications
ghould ba discussed jin the Survey.

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

4, As to an early announcement, the main question is whether
work has gone far enough for a statement to be possible. If you
decide that a statement of principles is practical, you might ask

Mr Moore to circulate a draft for comment.

BACEKGROUND

B Last January Mr Moora reported to you on the work under way
on lone parent families. The reply of 30 January from your
office said that you attached importance to the work and would
chair a meeting the subject in due course.

ISSUES

Maintenance

6. Mr Moore says that the priority is to increase maintenance
paid by absent fathers. = i im

but the real guestion is how to give effect to it. Mr Moore

discusses both long-term and short-term ideas:

;i Long term. He proposes a "radical examination™ of ways
of awarding and collecting maintgﬁgaag_ﬁE_Eha interested
Departments "mostly outside the courts”. You might ask Mr
Moore what ideas he has in mind for operating outside the
Courts. Some could be controversial: for example, the
Australian system of making deductions from the father's pay.

through the tax office is unlikely to be welcome to the

Chancellor. PBut depending on the discussion, vou may wish

——

0 ane

ii. SBhort term. Mr Moore describes wvarious short-term
steps for collecting more maintenance. They inveolve "modest
costs" for DSS though with "significant benefit savings" and
"additional demands on the courts", but none of these
affects is quantified. ¥You mav wish to ask for more detajled
information about the resource implications, and for Mr
Mcore to consult the Chief Secretary, before accepting

these changes.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Child care

Ta Mr Moore suggests ways of encouraging employers and schools
to provida child cara. These are voluntarv and vou may be
prepared to endorse them, subject to two guestiona:

i. tax relijef for child care. Para 11.3 proposes to

encourage employers to use the existing tax reliefs to
provide child care. There is a long-standing issue about
creches provided by employers, which have been taxed as a
benefit in kind for employvees. You may wish to ask what the
present pogition is and, if necessary, ask for a note on the

Jii. pump priming. Para 12 says that DSS are "working up
proposals" for pump-priming support for the private sector.
o t as i tion ould be, and

ask Mr Moore to discuss them with the chief Secretary.

Training and job search
B. Mr Moore says that the Department of Employment will bring

forward proposals for more training for lone parents. At least

one - making more Employment Training places available (para
14.2) = would incur extra costs. You might note that the work
will be coming forward and ask for resource implications to be
discussed with the Chief Secretary.

The benefit system

9. Mr Moore says that the only useful change in benefits for
lone parents would be an increase in the earnlnqs disregard for
housing benefit. On this you might ask about:

i. cpgt. Nothing is said about cost or possible

repercussions. You could ask for this information, which
geems essential, before a decision can be taken.

CONFIDENTIAL
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ii. work tests. Mr Moore rejects the idea that lone parents
should be reguired to be available for work as a condition
of income support. There are strong arguments against this,
but work tests are applied to single parents in the USA,

France, Germany and Scandinavia. Depending on the
‘ - conclude that this option requires
further study.

1il. pther possibilities. Some ideas for benafit changes

seam to have bean rejected rathar cursorily. One iz an
increase in the earnings disregard for income aupport,
which would encourage lone parents to take up more part-time
work. Another is an increase in family credit payments,
which would encourage them to take up full-time work. Y¥ou

may _want to collect views on such possibilities from other

members of the group.

10. It is not clear what outcome Mr Mcore wants. As para 23
says, costs will have to be agreed with the Treasury. You may

conclude that it ig too earlv to reach decisions on benefits.
The options might be considered further in the Survey.

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT
11. Mr Moore suggests an early public announcement through a

"substantial written answer". You will wish to discuss whether
work has gone far enough for this. It might be possible, as he
suggests, to emphasise the importance of maintenance and helping

lone parents to work, but you will want to be sure, before
anything is said, that effective ways can be found of achieving

thesae aims. If you agree to an announcement, you might ask Mr

Moore to circulata a draft.

CONFIDENTIAL
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HANDLING
12. ¥ou will wish to ask Mr NMoore to introduce his paper. The

Chief Secretary, Treasury will have views on the implications for
expenditure, the Lord Chancellor on the implications for the
courts, the Secretarv of State for the Environment on the link

with the review of homelessness and the Secretary of state for
Emplovment on the training aspects.

R T J WILSON
Cablnaet Offica
7 July 12889
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DNEPARTMENT OF AEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Fichmond House, 7% Whitehall. London SWIA 2NS
Telephone O1-20 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social S%T8¥ Security

Paul Gray Esg
Brivate Secretary
10 Downing Street
London

oWl LDJuly 1989

Dy e

During the course of last Tuesday's discussion; my Secretary of
State promized to send a selection of correspondence which he
has recently received supporting Government policies.

I enclose a selection, and would be most grateful 1if you would
return them 1n due course.
\
A kY

JEREMY GROOMERIDGE
Private Secretary
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House oF LorDS,
LONDON SW1A 0PW

Prime Minister 5 July 1989

1 I have seen John Moora's memorandum to you of 16th June and
the attached report on lone parent families and dependancy,
which, subject to resource consideration, I welcome and look
forward +to discussing with colleagues on 1lth July. My
particular interest relates to maintenance payments and to the
idea that conciliation may nnntriEEEE_ﬁEE_‘EEsulving current

difficulties. 5 == =——

2 I am concerned that any changes in the maintenance system
should recognise the need for eguity. The present system puts

a high premium on making orders whose terms are eguitable batween
tha E;;;;;;: Howavar, I sa& that it mey not 6& egquitable in
effect if it leads to inconsistency, delay, difficult]y in
enforcement or if it puts an unfair burden on the taxpayer in

meeting the costa of default.

3. John Moore's initiative overlaps with aspects of the
Children Bill and the rolling programme of review of family laH

—

-_-_-'-_'
and procedure which I ocutlined during Second Raaﬂing Amnngst
the announced topics for reuiew Bre cnnciliatinn and the divorce

-

grounds and procedures. =

4. The Law Commission have canvassed a changed divorce system

which could meke it more rigorous than az_presant by reguiring
the parties to faﬁg_j_g_;gggggpences in advance. And, if they

gtill wished to prﬂcaed they would have to sattle the
arrangements for dealing with those consequences as a

precondition of ending the marriage. Such a system, by enabling

marriage guidance and conciliation to take a front seat in

future, might improve the chances of saving marriages or, if the




divorce proceeds, reaching agreament about children and
maintenance. As John Moore's report recognises, both marriage
guidance and conciliation might in turn help resolve the

maintenance problems.

o More fundamentally, such a change in divorce, including
greater use of marriage guidance and tough-minded conciliation,

m&ght better guarantee that any decision to divorce was taken

for dealing with the consequences. That accent on responsibility
would chime 'philnsnphlually" with John Moore's objective of
ensuring that absent parenta meet their maintenance obhligations.

h_?:-—-_
And both echo the shift in the Children Bill away from “parental

rights" to "parental responsibility" which continues intact even
after divorce. That common approach may provide a coherent theme
for policy in the family field, with individual responsibility

heiﬁg seen not only as thea fnuﬁdatiun of family life but also as
an essential element in protecting it from avoidable breakdown
or, 1if the worst occurs, more eaffectively regulating i1ts
dissolution and dealing with the consequences.

b Copies of this memorandum go to John Moore, Nigel Lawson
and John Major, Douglas Hurd and John Patten, Malcolm Rifkind,
Peter Walker, Norman Fowler, Nicholas Ridley, Kenneth Baker and
Kenneth Clarke.
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Fram the Private Secretary

SOCIAL SECURITY

The Prime Minister had a briefl talk with your Sacretary
of State on 4 July on various aspects of esccial SeCurity
oolicy,

I should be grateful if vou would epnsure that no copies

of this lescter are taken and that it ie seen only by those
with a strict need to know.

¥Your Secretary of State =said that a lot of work was in
nand on changes in the administration of social security,
with the intreduection of Agencies and other developments.
But he wished malnly to alert the Prime Minister to Ehe
major policy issues that wers esither current or on the
horizon. The Prime Minister interjected to say that she
warmly welcomed the changes being introduced in
administration, which she thought were very much on the
right lines,

four Becretary of Btate said there were five policy
Ls3ues ha wished to mention. The first was the position on
pensioners. He was clear that the need was to focus
attention and assistance on the pocsrest pensionsrs and tn
resist pressures for a real increase in the basie pension.
He did not however minimise the difficnlties in this area.
The vackage for poorer pensioners already agreed for
introduction in the Autumn would halp, but considaration
might need to be given to further targetted assistance.
Your Secretary of State handed to Ehe Prime Minigter soms
tables showing the real changes in the diffarent social
BECUrity benafits since 1978 and 1979, and said that these
comparisons would need to be watched with cares over tha
coming months. The Prime Minister agreed with your
Secretary of State that it would be wrong to accede to
pressure for real increases in the basic pensiony this would
be extremely expensive, with a substantial part of the
resources going te those whose incomes wers already boosted
Erom occupational pensions and other scurces,

SECRET AND PERSONAL
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SECRET AND PERSONAL

Your Secretary of State said that the second issue was
the disability review. The various OPCS reporkts would
shortly be available, and the Government then faced a tricky
choice on handling. One option would be to sa&ek to
introduce a range of shorf=term sxpenditure changes in the
Antumn follewing the current Public Expenditure Survey. It
was unlikely however that such an approach would satisfy the
various pressure groups. The alternative option would be to
work to a slower timetable, taking time to absark the
results of the review, producing a Green Paper in 1990 but
not anvisaging introducing any substantive measures within
the next couple of wvears. The difficulty with Ehis approach
~ould be that prassure groups would prograssively raise
their bids for additional expenditure as time weant by. Your
Secratary of State said that he would wish to take the Prime
Ministsr's mind in due course on ths political judgement
reguired in choosing between Chese two courses.

The third issue was lone parents. Your Secretary of
State said he had already circulated a paper aon this in
preparation for the meating arranged for the following week,
Ha was clear that 1t woald not be appropriate to spend
public money forcing lone parents into work, and that a key
priority was to develop the role of the family. But in the
past the Governmant had never sariously tackled tha oroblem
of ensuring that maintenance was paid by fathers; hae =saw
considerable advantage in taking action on this front.

The fourth isgsus mentioned waz the posgibility of
changes to the pension age. Your Secretary of State said
that he did not wish to press the Prime Minister to re-open
the possibility of making an early announcement of an
increasa in the retireament age for women; he recognised the
concern she had axpressed in the recent correspondence. But
he was anxious Tthat the Government should retailn the
Ilnitiative on the timing of developments. One worrying
poink was that the Bgual Opportunities Commizsion were
likely to ssek a judicial review argulng that the
contributions paid by men beyond 60 were excessive; advige
from the Attorney Gensral was that the Government could well
lose any case on thiz. A further problem was that
nagotiations in the Commuanity on an Egqual Opportunitias
Directive would continue to be awkward; the Spanish
Presidency had been moderately helpful; but the issue could
be brought to a head in a subsequent Presidency. Your
Secretary of State said he would let the Prime Minister have
a further note on these aspects.

The Prime Minister said she would welcome this. She
zaw considerable attraction in encouraging those of pension
age to continue in work; this was also a highly effective
way of increasing their eventual pension entitlement. But
she remained concerned about the sensitivity of obliging
woma2n to work longer by raising the pension age in a single
stap of Eive years. Your Secrztary of BEate agread that any
guch change would need to be made very gradaally, as was
peing done in the United States,

SECRET AND PERSOMAL
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h izsue was child benefit. Your Secretary of
falt that the Governmant had been winning the
dabate on El leval of child benefii,; despite the recenk
amendment moved by Baroness Faithiul in the Lords. He
Ehought 1Lt would however be necessary at some stage kEo do
zome private preparatory work on the Government's aporoach
to child bensflt for the pext Parliament.

The Prime Minister said that she recognised the
difficulties taised by these paolicy i1ssues and the caze faor
action. Buf she was 1n genaral concerned not to take early
radical action; the issues had to be considered in the
context of the Government's overall legislative programma,
which was currantly both heavy and controversial, and the
overriding priority to bring down the rate of inflation.
Ehe looked [orward o receiving khe Eurther notes on soms
aspacts that your Secretary of State had promised, togethar
with the latest wersicn of the pensiocners brief and some of
the correspondence he had received for thosa supporting the
Government's approach.

PRUL GRAY

Stuart Lord, ESq.;
Department of Social Security

SECRET AND PERSONAL
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BILATERAL WITH JOHH MOORE

Whan you saw my minute at Flag A below earlier in the week you

agsked me to set up a half hour bilateral with John Moore.
This has now been arranged for Tuesday.

I will let yon have on Monday a short note of points vou might

make to him. But over the weekend you may like to glance at
—
the enclosed papars on lone parents - another of the reviews

on which John Moore has baen engaged.

—

The papers aAre:

Flag B - minute from John Moore attaching a report and

programme for ackion

Flag C - commentary by Andrew Dunlop.
.—'—'_'_ =

We have a meeting scheduled for later in July to discuss these

papers. But, as Andrew Dunlop's note brings But, the DSS

report is low on hard content amd high on

e

promises/requiraments for further work. Rather than moving

direct to the planned meeting with a wider group of

colleagues, you might therefore prefer to have a word about
——— 't e . -
this exercisa with John Moorse on Tuesday and give him a stear

e P— e

on the aspacts you would like to be parsued further.

—— —
B

'ﬁ‘}{i (.

[BADL GRAY)
10 Juna 1989
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LOHE FARENTS

This is a large and complex issue. The number of lona parents
and the number dependent on welfare has risen sharply over

—

the last twenty vears.

Many of John Moore's proposals (e maintenanca) zsem sensible
, R S ST :
in themselves. But one suspects that they will only tinker
I —————
2 2 iy
at the margins of the central prohlem. They don't offer
8 real vision.
——y
Moreover, on the evidence of this paper, we lack the information

and analveis necessary to ascertain whether more radical

solutions (for example: better targetting of benefits) are
—

& practicable proposition over the longer term.

m— =

The sensible way forward at this stage would be to aveid

raising expectations about a major co-ordinated initiative

in this area; to move forward where we can in a more low=

A — e ey
key. step-by-step, approachi and to look again at the prospects

for more fundamental change once the information from the
D55 study (réferred to in Para 23 of the Background ;Eperj

e
is availahle.

Analysis of the Problem

John Moore's paper contains much interesting background
information about what is known of lone parents. But it

doegn't really get at the underlying causes of the increase

in lone-parenthood and dependency.

—




First, the scale of the problem. It is difficult to judge

from the DSS paper how lone parents as a "problem" compares

& % L | e —
with other welfare related issues. In a Parliamentary Answer

this week DSS stated that from 1979 to 1985 the average
living standards of lone parents improved by 10 per cent.
How does this compare with the trends of other disadvantaged

groups?

In short we need more information to establish what priority

the Government should give to tackling this issuae.

Second, the nature of the problem. There is a danger in

looking at lone parents as a homogeneous group. They are
Jot. The problems of divorcees will not be the same as
those of young 17 year old never-married mothers. Policies,

therefore, which might be wvery effective with one group,
may beé totally inappropriate with another. For example,
pursuing maintenance for an unmarried mother - where the
father's name is unknown — presents far greater problems

than where a divorced lone parent is involwved,
It is a weakness of the DSS paper that it does not really
address the guestion of how different policies can be targetted

on different types of lone parent.

Third, perverse incentives. The paper contains an inconclusive

discussion of Charles Murray's thesis. He argues that the

provision of special benefits will raise the rate of return

of being a lone parent. The numbers of lone parents will,

he argues, increase. But the D55 paper offers no evidence
on which to evaluate thesa arguments. The fact is, howewver,

that the real wvalue of th= benefits package available to

lome parente with children has increased b ar

cent since 1975.




Without this analysis the DSS paper is unable to come to

any conclusions about the right overall policy balance between
the carrot and the stick. Some lone parents are in genuine
need of positive help. Others need to be made to face

dp Lo their responsibilities.

The Programme of Action

The two main issues you ought to consider are maintenance
and child care.

First, the most promising and concreta area for action is

maintenance [(Paras 6-9). Action in this area is likely

to ba wvery popular with the public and will send the right
signals. The National Council for One Parent Pamilies has,
for example, called for action to get absent fathers to
face up to their responsibilities for providing maintenance.
Moreover, John Moore floated these ideas in public this

week and has received quite a good press.

For the long-term, the DS3 are right to lock for ways of

by-passing the cumbersome legal procedures in the award
Ty

of maintenance:

= it will help to alleviate the strain on the courts;

judicial discretion can cause problems of unfairness

and comparability; —————

the Jjudicial system can heighten the tension between

ex-partners by i1ts adversarial nature,

In the meantime, the administrative measures which DSS proposes

to take in the short-term raise a number of issues which

e — o

reguire careful consideration:




The 0SS approach is to relieve lone mothers of the

task of pursuing maintenance. But more should be done
—— =5
to encourage lone mothers to co—operate in pursuing

liable relatives for maintenance payments (See Annex).

D55 want liable relatives to pay more maintenance in
L

relation to their means. It is not made clear how

-
this would be achieved. Would it apply to absent fathers

who are themselves on benefit? Labour MP Frank Field

has, for example, written that: "It would neot be unreasonable
»+- to deduet gsay €3 a week from an unemployed claimant.™
(Sunday Times, 5 March 1989). This needs to be spelt

out in more detail.

Second, the paper sends muddled signals on child care. [(Para
12])

The paper points out rightly that the provision of child

care facilities is for the wvoluntary sector and employers,

net the state. But 1t propesss shortterm pump-priming support
to'provide child care in the inner city and other areas.

It i5 not clear whether this is5 intended to be a short—-term
subsidy for work-place nurseries. But if it is, there is

a real danger that 1t will send the wrong slgnals about
Government policy in this area and create new demands From

pressure groups for resources.

There are a number of other detailed guestions in the paper.
For example, whether there should be an extra earnings disregard
in housing benefit. These questions will require very detailed

aexamination.

CONCLUSION

I think it would be wrong — on the basis of John Moore's

paper for the Government to create the imprespicn publicly




that they intend to launch a major initiative on lone parents,
e

It would simply raise expectations which could not be met.

A public debate would start and it would be the plethora
of pressure groups who would £ill the woid with an expensive
list of demands.

But 1T 1s clearly right and would be popular for John Moore

to press ahead on maintenance.

If you want to go further than this a meeting would be essential

to get the proecess on the right political track.

S o

RECOMMENDATIONS

L. Welcome John Moore's report but doubt whether the
time is right to raise expectations through a fundamental

Eeviaw.

Agree that he should press ahead with his proposals
on maintenance but suggest that more should be done

Lo ensure

ial that absent fathers are identified (for example
.-_-_-_-'--n
8):

on bilrth certificate

that there 18 a proper response to Frank Field's

call for maintenance to be docked From Fathers
-___-_-—.l-

gsocial security benefit.

Exprese doubt about the principle of Government funds

far child care. B e s

——

Ask John Moore to frame his announcement in such a
way as not to raise expectations that the Government

18 launching a major initiative on lone parents.




Suggest that DSS5 report back to Ministers next year

when the results of the DES study into Lone Parents

U b ),

ANDREW DUNLOP

is available.




ANNEX

MATNTENANCE: IDENTIFYING LIABLE RELATIVES

The Current Position

When an unmarried mother claims inceme support, DSS ask
her for the father's name. DES have no statutory authority

to press her to name him and do not do so.
At present only half of unmarried mothers elaiming income
support name the father (and only 15 per cent receive any

mainternancse as a result).

2. Proposed change

DSE officers will be instructed to place even more emphasis
at interviews etc, on the importance of unmarried mothers
co-oparating in identifying the fathers.

i. Comment

Tightening up DSS interview procedures are unlikely to have

more than a marginal impact.

More radical options to consider include:

{a) Requiring an unmarried mother te name the father as
a condition of benefit except where there was good
cause not to (fear of wviclence, ignorance ete). This
15 the course followed in the USA, New Zealand and
Sweden.

Ensuring that all births are registered with both parents'
names. (40 per cent of births to non-married parents

are not}). Establishing paternity at this stage would
save a lot of subsegquent problems.




Providing lone parents = perhaps through a maintenance

disregard — with an incentive to co-operate in identifying

the father. At present long mothers have little to
gain from pursuing maintenance payments as these are

offset directly against income support.




FRITME MINISTER

POSSIBLE SOCIAL SECURITY REFORMS

You will recall that a couple of weeks back John Mpore minuted
to propose that an increase in the female retirement age should be
fLuated You responded that you did not thlnk this was the right

rlme to raisa thsat iBHJE

==

John Moore asked to see me last week to discuss the background
to your decision., It guickly emerged he had taken it rather
hard, and as the latest in a series of reactions resisting his

|

proposals for radical policy changes in social security. He

still has in mind the earlier decisions discouraging him from
pursuing changes in child benefit and housing benefit.

I sought to explain to him the reasons for the views vyou had
taken in sach of these cases. I think he was to some extent
reassured, and took the point that, at least in tha case of
thE_EEEEIEn aqe, your reaction had been more concerned with
the tzming ra*her than your views on the underlylng

ﬂqi}rabillt? uf changes. But he clearly still feels a bit

frustrated that, having put a lot of effort inte taking a
radical lock at the social security system, the main options
For change are being blocked off. He does not want just to

S

"tread water”".

¥You may therefore want to consider having a bilateral with
John Moore. At such a meeting vou could:

axplain your views to him, in particular on the

pension age, and reassure him that you do not want all
thinking about radical changes to social security closed
off;

indicate that you are loocking forward to considering his

ideas resulting from the reviews of lone parents and

disabilitys




and warmly welcome the changes he is introducing on the
administration of social security via Agencies,

computarisation and so on.

Would you like me to set up a half hour bilateral with him

gome time in the next week or so?

e

FAUL GRAY
47 June 1989

EE1ARV




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Richrmund Howse, 79 Whitelall, Loadon SW1LA 2MS
Telephone (1 210 30410

Frem the Secretary of Staze for Spciol Fe¥ipey Security

Dominie Morris Esg
Private Secretary
18 Downing Street
London

=Wl . ,E—T June 1989
Yy

The Prime Minister has asked for a note of the costs and
practical effects of Baroness Faithfull's amendment on Child
Benefit carried in the House of Lords last weak. I attach an
explanatory background note.

¥You will =es from this note, that not only does this amendment
impose a reguirement to increase Child Beneflt, 1t also
effectively makes impossible the targeting of extra help to the
Family Credit children's rates because any lncrease would
automatically be shared by all families with children.

Had the amendmert been in place for the 1989 uprating, costs
would have been some ©675m. For next yvear, because the amendment
creates a link between the uprating of Child Benefit and the
under 11 child rate for Family Credit, and because the latter is
normally uprated by the Rossi index, uprating Child Benefit would
actually be some £45m less than if it were uprated by the RFPI.

JEREMY GROCMBRIDGE
Private Secretary




FOESOGE A SF

& SOCIAL SECURITY BILL: CHILD BENEFIT AMENDEENT

L

Backgrownd Note

22 June during Conm g - he Soefal Security Rill mn omendsment
tabled by Baroness Foithfull (Conservative), supported by Baroness Jeger
(Lebour), Earl Russell (5 + LD) and Lord Seebohm (Independant) was approved by
113 vates Lo 24,

2. The amendment, which requires Child Benefit to be uprated By at least the

seme perceniope ag the fncrease in the Family Credit under age 11 child rate,
demonstrates a peculicr leglslarive technique, Tt creates a stotutory duty
bosed upon the exercise of a diseretionary one. In other words, the
requirement to uprate Child Benefit would be subfect to digeretion being
exercised (under Section &3(2)(b) of the Scclal Security Act 1984) to uprate a

Family Credit ehild rate.

2. Apart from imposing o reguirement to inereass Child Benefit, the amendment
effectively makes 1t impossible to zive extra help through the Famiiy Credit
children's rates zince ' increase would be automatically matchea by a
corresponding universal increase in Child Benefit. Targeting ls rthus ruled
out aad fndex—iinking becomes a legal reguirement, but by RP! less housing
pogts - ‘Rossi’ - (normally used for uprating Family Credit) rather than the

RPI

4. Nad the owendment been in place for the 1989 uprating, the cost would have
sen some £575 million, The under 11 Pemily Craedit rate was inoregsed from

£6.05 to £7.30 » 20.7%. (This includes the additional 50 pemce per child

targeted on low fneome fomilies,) Increasing Child Benefit by 20.7% would

i

have given an increase of £1.50 with a net eost of arcund £573 million.

Working on the lotest confidential Treazury assumptions of 6.25% for the

and 5% for Rossi, the costs of uprating Child Benefit next year would be:
Ly RPT
8.25% of £7.23

Total net cost







PRIME MINISTER

SOCIAL SECURITY BILL

I am afraid that the Government fajled to stave off an
all-Party amendment in the Lurd31Ehi? éfEErnunn, lad by Lucy
Faithfull, during tha Committee Stage of the Social Security
Bill., The amendment makes a mandatory link betwen the

up-rating of child benefit and the up-rating of the under-11

allDHEHEE_EE_EEEééziiigiééq Despite a good speech from Lord

Belstead, the majority for Lucy Faithfull's amendment was 21.

Lord Denham and Lord Belstead firmly take the wview that an
attempt to reverse this at Report in the Lords will only lead
to a worse defeat, HReversing this amendment in the Commons
will bring out the child benefit lobby and mean a difficult
vota; assuming the Government win this 1t will still lead to
ping pong just before the summer Recess. If the Bill cannot
pass bsfore the Recess it will delay the unemployment beneflt
regulations (thesa tighten up the criteria for refusal of

suitable employment; delay in implementing these after October

will lead to the loss of €% million ﬁéf-mnnﬁh to Governmanl) .,

It may well also delay implementation of the community charge

rebate scheama.

Lfe™

(Ml if‘ﬁ T /@1

:/:.‘{j' DOMINIC MORRIS

22 Juna 1989




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDOMN 5WI1A 144

From the Private Secrefary 20 June, 1989,

ﬁmm

Further to my telephons call, I am
writing to confirm that there will be a
meeting on Lone Parents at 12 o'clock on
Tuesday,; 11 July. The meeting should be
over in good time for people to get to
their lunch engagements.

I am copying this letter to the Diary
Secretaries tp the Chief Secretary, Lord
Chancellor, Mr. Patten (Home Office), and
the Ssecretaries of State for the Environment,
Education and Science, Scotland, Wales
and Employment.

Tlouss Svecaela,

W

(Mrs. Amanda Ponsonby)

Miss Linda Oliver,
Department of Social Security.




CONFIDENTIAL

HOTE FOR THE RECORD

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY

CF reported that DSS (Elizabeth Thorp) were now saying that
the report on this subject would not be available untlil late

April/esarly May.

I discussed this today with Andrew Dunlop. I said that I
would be content with this timing, as long as this latest
postponement was not indicative of a lack of progress in the
exercise. Andrew said he did not think there was a problem of
this sort, but he would take the opportunity of his own
contacts with DSS over the next couple of weeks to emphasise

the importance of no further slippage,

Would CF pleasa BF the papers again in two week's time,

1
'lL [

PAUL GRAY
3 MarTii 1989

Pyt
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CONFIDERTIAL

T!"E'H!-'-Ll!“‘-.‘ Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

The Rt Hon John Moore MP

Secretary of State for Social Security
Department of Social Security

Richmond House

79 Whitehall

London

SW1lA 2ZAH f,ﬁ.# February 1989

W

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY

Thank you for sending me a copy of your minute dated 25 January to
the Prime Minister.

I very much agree that the trends you describe in your minute
are disturbing, and they have of course resulted in a considerable
increase in expenditure on your programme 1in recent Years.
Expenditure on benefits paid to lone parents has Iincreased from
£1.9 billion in 1981-82 to £3.4 billion in the current year (at
1988-80 prices).

I look forward to seeing your report, and I hope that in its

preparation your officials can continue to keep mine in close
touch.

1 am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister,
other members of H Committee and Sir Robin Butler.







'|

\

You asked for a short note on where the figures on

Afro=Caribbean families guoted in my note came from.

They weare derived from data taken from the Labour Force

survey. B ~-

Farther information on the ethnic origins of lone parents is

gtill rather scant, A major plece of research work 1is,
hnwavur;_lg_a;ﬁqresa. It is baing carried out by the Soeial
ﬁnligy ﬁ;;earch Unit at York University and the Centre for
Analysis of Sccial Policy at Bath University. This research
will focus on lone parents attitudes and circumstances and
may throw up some more information on ethnic origins. The

study is due to be completed in the course of the next year.

The Prime Minister might also be interested to see the
attached tables produced by DS5 on the concentration of lone
parents in inner cities.

(AL,

AMDREW DUNLOP




CONCENTHRATION OF LONE PARENTS IN INNER CITY AREAS

h, Counties with the highest proportione of lone parente (expressed as =
percentage of the proportion for Great Britain):

per cent

Greater London 135

[

Tl

Ereater Manchaster 118
Mergeyside 115
East Sussex 115

south Glamorgan 111
Tayaida 1104
Wezt Yorkshirsa 110
West Midlands 109
Cleveland 109

B m = @ N B W

I
(=

Tyne and Waar 107

B. Arcas at GﬂuanfDLELriuh level with the highest proportions of lone
parents |expressed as a percentage of the proportion for Great Britain):

{County/Region in

which contalned] Percent
Lambeth Greater London 230
Hackney Greater London 223
Hammersmith Greater London 210

Ielington Graater London 202

Southwark Greater London 202
Camdean Greater London

Weatminstar Greatar London

o T
Fensington and Chelsea Greater London
S ——

Wandsworth Greater London

Ly
2,
i |
4
L
Bi
7
t
|

Tower Hamlets Greater London

—_ i
HooO s
¥ »

Manchester Greater Manchester

Lewlisham Greater London

[
B

=
Lk

Haringey Greater London

[
-3

. Nettinghem Nottinghamshirs

Brent Greater Londomn

e
&
w* ™

Glasgow City Btrathelyde Reglon

=
=]
[

Liverpool Merseyside
Bripghton East Sussex
(Greenwich Greater London

Iundes City Tayside Reglon
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From the Private Secretary 30 January 1989

$ 55 Tea—y

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEFENDENCY

The Prime Minister was grateful for
your Secretary of State's minute of 25 January
reporting the work under way on this subject.

The Prime Minister attaches great importance
Lo this work and to the need te ensure co-
ordination between the wvarious Departments
concerned - including, for example, aspects
of housing policy. The Prime Minister will
want, in due couree, to chair a Ministerial
group on the subject, but in the meantime
would be grateful if your Secretary of State
would, as he promised, report back as soon
25 possible on the work being undertaken
by officials.

I am copying this letter to the Private
Cecretaries to members of H Committee and
21r Robin Butler.

Yo,
(it

PAUL GRAY

Jeremy Groombridge, Esqg.
Department of Social Security

CONFIDENTIAL




ME DUNLOP

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY

I enclose a copy of the Prime Minister's comments on the papers
she saw over the weekend, which included your note, and the letter

I have now sant out.

You will see that the Prime Minister has asked where the figures
you guoted about Afro-Caribbean Families come from? Perhaps you
could let me have a short note on that. If I may, I will leave

yvou to fead these statistics into the Departmental network.

PAUL GRAY
30 Januvary 1989

B2,/DAS




FRIME MIMISTER 27 January 1989

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDEMCY

John Moore's minuote is very welcome and timely. The number
of lone parent families in Britain is a growing problem. It
is an issue which - as the Party of the family - we cannot
afford to ignore. PFailure to act will perpetuate a

situation iIn which a large body of people remain dependent
on welfare - a permanent underclass - with all the attendant
social problems of poverty, the erosion of the codes of
paersonal conduct, crime ate.

Toa date the Government apprﬂach haz bheen PtFFEmFEl. What is

regquired is a more co- urd;nated apprnach rowards 31ngle
parent families with the twin ocbjectives to:

(a) reduce their dependency on the state;

I

{b) | ensure that Government policies do not encourage
|

ﬂ single parenthood or the break-up of the family.

THE EXTENT OF THE PROELEM

The scale of the problem is illustrated by the fact that £3

billion is spent each year on benefit suppu:t for lone

parents

B

The key trends which have led to this situnation are as
follows:

- Pirst, the overall numbers of one-parent families have
grown dramatically in the last two decades. In 1971

there were 570,000 single parent families. DSS now
—I—'_'-'_.-.




estimate the figure to be well over one million. (This
represents a 75 per ecent increase which is considerably
larger than in any other West BEuropean country)j}

Second, an increasing proportion of lone parents are
"never - married" mothers. The majority of lone parent
families - just under two-thirds - still resalt from
divorce and separations. But the number of unmarried
mathers increased by 116 per cent between 1971 and 19B4.
They now account for 22 per cent of all single parents

(up £rom 19 per cent in 1982},

Third, the highest concentrations of lone parent
families are in the inner cities and amongst
Afro-Caribbean families. They represent 43 per cent of
all West Indian families compared with 12 per cent of
all white families. A high proportion of these are

"never married"™.

Fourth, a growing proportion of lone parents are

dependent on welfare for their main sonrce of income:

- 65 per cent of lone parents claim Income Sapport,
compared with 40 per cent who claimed Supplementary
Benafit in 1979;

the proportion of lone parents receiving maintenance
payments from liable parents has declined from 52 per

cent in 1979 to 26 per cent today:

the proportion of lone mothers who do some paild work is
low and has been falling throughout 1980s. It now

stands at around 40 per cent.




THE WAY FORWARD

There are btwo distinct aspects to the problem. One is the
apparent increase in husbands defaulting on maintenance
payments, the other is the increase in the nomber of

“unmarried girls having babies without any means of support

from the father. In developing policy DSS must bhe sensitive
to this distinction and ensure that their proposals are
appropriate to both groups. In each case natural fathers
nead to be made to shoulder their responsibilities, and

mothers encouraged to achieve financial independence.

John Moore's minute gives a broad indication of the aresas he
intends to look at. Y¥You might consider asking him = in
m conjunction with Norman FPowler - to examine specifically the

!kFullﬂwing Areas:

l. Strengthen Child Support Enforcement

DSS takes action currently to obtain maintenance when
single parents claim benefit. But the total collected
in 1987 was just £121m - lower than at any time in the

¢ — : !

last fifteen years. And this at a time when
unemployment has beean Falling rapidly and average
sarnings rising.

Two problems exist when tryving to improve the amounts
collected.

First, it is often difficult to identify the absent

Eather. B8ingle mothers are not ocbliged to name the
Eather.

Second, DSS are not active enough in pursuing
maintenance payments. DES investigators appear to work
on the assumption that many absent fathers could not




afford to provide support anyway. When I visited a
gocial secarity office in Harlesden recently, the
attitude amongst the investigators was: "Is it worth
the affort?® They claim the coasts of collection are
likely to outweigh any benefits.

On this second point the DSS investigators are on thin
e ]

ice. They know very little about the financial

circumstances of absent fathers. The economy has been
recovering strongly in recent years: absent fathers are

likely to have benefitted from this like everyone else.

ap— = = 3 _ tal = e — ]

Moreover, evidence from abroad suggests that a strict

child support Enfgrg%gEnt DI Ogramme could yield
gubstantial dividends: in Illinois for example,

——
collections rose by nearly eightfold over a five year

period. ——

DSS will look at ways of tightening up the existing
structure. Bat they should also be asked toc include
in their examination more radical options.
—i—— ——e—

The range of mors radical measures which might be

congidered include:

fa) Using the Inland Revenue as the agent responsible
for recnverigs_ﬁifaienanc& pé§;3;¥ﬁ on behalf of
DSS [as with NICs). Payments could be made as an
automatic dedoction from salaries and wages.
This system is in operation in countries such as
the United States, Australia and New Zealand;

Maintenance payments should be calculated on the

A — e —_—

basis of an administrative formula, avoiding the

neaed for cag;t_grﬁe:s_ A riqht of appeal to the

LA
courts would be retained in contentious casesg




Requiring lene parents, including unmarried
mothers, to take reasonable action to seek
maintenance as a condition of benefit. (elearly

B i

this reguirement would not apply in cases where

lone mothers feared vionlence from absent
fathers.)

The advantages of this approach could be considerable:-

- It would reduce the time and cost involved in making
Court orders and in litigation.

= Absent fathers would be given clearer signals about
the obligations and costs implied by their actions.
—————
- And mors lone mothers would be encouraged to seek
child support from the father if the system were

seen to be simpler, more efficient and enforceable.

(A fuller explanation of these options - including a

description of how the administrative formala might be
developed are in the Annex attached.)

Improve Incentives

John Moore's minute highlights the need to encourage
and help lﬂr_:E_p.Eﬁ_til;._g_.l;;TiE'fh_:._ It must be made
explicit that this should include a re-examination of

the benefits available to lone parents, and not just

If single
parents are to be encouraged back into work then they
require the incentive and a clear signal as to what is

axpected 0f them. The evidence is that the necessary

[ iz 3 ey
ancouragement may not exist. In East Anglia and the

South Bast - where the labour market is tight - there
are still 80,000 lone parents with no pre-school

i e
= — ————
—
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rhildren who are not working. One option might be to

gingle-parents with children of pre-school age.

3. Improve Employment Frospects

The best way to reduce dependency amongst single
parents is to increase their economic activity once
their children have reached school age. This would be
|assisted by increasing and promoting the number of
places available to single parents on Government
training achemes. At present only 5000 places are
available and take up is low. These additional places
could be accommodated within existing programmes. ET,
for example, is currently not expected to meet its
original targets of places filled.

ENSURING PROPER CO-ORDINATION

The measures John Moore proposes cannot, however, be
considered in isolation if they are to be fully effective.
They must be looked at alongside two other issues which

e

affect the lone parent problem. -

- first, housing. At present lone parents are glven
o 3 ‘—ln " 2
priority on local anthority council housing liats. There

'is strong anecdotal evidence to suggest that this acts as

a major incentive to lone parenthood. WNicholas Ridley is
already looking at provisions which would counter this
trand.

- gecond, child-care. John Patten's group is examining
this issue.




The key will be to ensure that all these strands are brought

together in a co-ordinated package which:

{al

= il —

encourage, greater financial responsibility by [athers
and mothers;

discourages = or at least does not encourage -
unmarried girls to have bables.

RECOMMENDATIONS

recommend that you:
welcome John Moore's initiativej

underline the importance of proper co-ordination between

departments with policies that impact on lone parents;

ask John Moore - in drawing up his proposals - to consult
with leaders of the black community within which the

problem of lone parenthood seems most acute;

gstress the nead to ensure that all proposals are
appropriate in both the cases of unmarried mothers and
mothers who are separated and divorced;

suggest that the work that is being put in hand
includes;

- an examination of the benefits system as it affects
lone parents;




- more radical options for strengthening child support
epnforcement as ouklined at (2] above;

= methods for increasing places for lone parents in

training schemes and for achieving their more active

promotion.

ANDREW DUNLOP
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LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS - AEE THERE POLICY IMPLICATIONS FROM
AUSTRALIA?

Backzround

This paper looks in more detalil at 8 policy area that was i{dentified in the
June CSPRGC discussion en lone parents. In the coursze of thase digcussion= it
=ag noted that Australia had recently announced a number of major changes
aimed at substantially increasing maintenance pavments [rom biable
relatives, EAO was asked to produce a note op the proposala, theire
background aqe the possible relevance to the UK.

There are marked similarities in the characteristics of lone parent families
in Australia and the LUK and in the policy respenses. In both countries:

A, The 1980's have seen a aignificant increase in gingle=parent
famiiles and an even faster growth in their dependence on sccial
security benefits (Table 1). Single parents account for 13% of mil
families with children in Britain and 14% in Australia,

b. The great majority of [ezale single parents have very low incones,
Relative to average living standards they are probably poocrer

in Australia than in Britain. But in both countriez the majority

of single-parents are now dependent on benefit inccaes.

€. The main social security benefits for lone-parents are income
tested and impoze high marginal tax rates on those wishing to work.

d. Labour force activity rates are low [around 40% for feaales) and
have tended te fall over much of the 1980's - warkedly in Britain.
Activity rates are at the bottom end of the CECD range. The UK,
Australia and New Zealand appear to be alone in having lewer activity
vates for Female lone-parents than for married mothera.

€. Maintenance paysents make a small contributien to the incomes

of lone-parents. About a quarter of Australian benefit recipients
are in receipt of maintenance paysents. The proportion in the LE

for those on supplesentary benefit is now very similar [26%

in 1387) but it has been falling rapidly {from 38X in 1983).

There has been a similar fall in "benefit savings” (ie maintenance
payments paid as a proporticn of total benefit due) - from 13T to

9%. (Table 2).

f. Average durations on benefit have tended ta increass, In 19B8E
around a quarter of female lone-parents had been continuously

in receipt of income related benefits for over five years. Children
in single-parent families are far and away the largest group of
children experiencing very long pericds of dependence on income
related benefits.




€. Among l[emale lone-parents on benafits arcund BUX are separated

gr diverced, But there is some suggestion Ehat the nushber of single
["never married”) leme-parents on benefit hes been rising more rapidly
in Britain than in Australia.

There are significant differences in the detailed design of social gecurity
benelits fer lone-parents in the two countries but these would not AppERrs to
invalidate the drawing of broad COmMPArisons between the two countries.

RECENT AUSTRALIAN POLICY DEVELOPMENTS

In Lhe last three years there have been a large nusber of afficial Australian
reparts on lone-parents, Roughly half of these have beep concerned with
aaintenance arrangements - the local term is “child support”™ - with the other
hall concentrating on broader policy questions, including encouraging the
transition to employment. One result of these studies is that the position
ol single parents is puch better documented in Australia than in Britain.
This note concentrates entirely on Australian proposals in relation to
paintenance pavaents,

Until very recently maintenance payments have heen left to the parties
concerned Lo work out privately or have been settled through costly and time
consuming litigation. Benefit claimants have been required to take
“reasoneble actisn” to obtain maintenance but naming the liable relative has
not been an absolute condition of eligibility. This systemg has kean
associated with four main problems:

inadeguate levels of court and agreed maintenance:
tnacequate coverage of the population:

difficulties of enforcing maintenance orders and
agresments:

lack of integration between the maintenance pavment
eystem and socilal security benefits;

At the end of 1985 a Ministerial Committee was established to mxamine the
pussibilities for & more effective svaten of maintenance Aszesamant,
collection and enforcement. The major elesents of a new Child Support Scheme
were announced in 1986. The Scheme aims to ensure as far as possible that :

8. non-custodial parents share the cost of supporting their
children according to their capacity to pay:

b. adequate support is available toc all children not living
with both parents;

=

¢. public expenditure i3 limited to the minisun neceasary
tor ensuring those needs are met.




At the same time work incentives are nat to be impaired and the overall
Arrantenents are to be non intrusive, Slople, Flexible and efficient.

The Schene is being put into practice in two stages. The mein element of
stage one is the introduction, wherevep pessible, of the automatic
withholding ofF non-custodial parent's income at source, threugh the use of
the tax system to collect maintenance payments. A Child SUupport Agency has
been established in the Australian Taxation Office and has been given
respeasibllity for the collecticn of pericdic child and spousal maintenance
Paymenis using collection and enforcement methods similar to those ysed fer
tnCome tax, In most cases payments will be¢ made as automatie deductions fron
salaries and wayges. The decision to use & tax office rather than the gacial
security system to collect maintenance paymenta was based on a study af
Ehperience elsewhere, including New Zealznd and United States. The new
Ayslen caae into force frem 1 June 1988, :

4 second elepent in stage one has been & change in fapily law that regquires
tourt orders to give higher prisrity to the financial needs of children and
Bares 1t clear that maintenance payments sheuld not be treated as a T top=up”
to social security benefits.

tage 2 of the Child Support Scheme involves the introduction of a
legislative forpula to replace judicisl discretion as the method of azseasing
maintenance oblizations.: The new bax office will beccme responaible For both
assessing and collecting maintenance payments although there will remain &
right of appeal to the courts in contentious cazes. A consultative group has
recently reported on the nature of the formula and the conditions in which it
should be applied. The recummended formula is based on the "income sharing
ipproach” which basically allocates a certain percentage of parentel income
to- the support of children. The formula would apply te new separations and
to old cases lor which there was no exiating court order. It would not
replace existing orders. The Government 13 already committed to the for=ula
Bpproach &nd the details of foraula to be introduced are expected to be
anncunged In Che next few months.

The main benefit of the stage | changes i3 expected to be better enforcement
of existing maintenance agreements. The benefita of stage 2 are expected to
include:

4. reduced costs and time involved in litigation:

b. clearer signals to individuals sbout the. obligations/costs
implied by their actiona:

c. encouraging the seeking of child support becauss the process
will ke seen as simpler, more efficient and enforceablas;

d. the introduction of automatic pericdic updating of assessaments,




Tegether Lhe changes are seen as iaportant naves:

= advancing the rights of ¢hildren to adequate support
from their parents:

- reducing benefit costs - initially by 80 mpillion dollars and
rising in time to 200 million dellars & yesr or roughly [one-tenth]
of current benefit expenditure ap single parents.

-.enfcurtging entry ints woark through reducing the range

of warnings over which single parents will Face hizh marginal

Lax Fates,
The truverage of the new scheme will expand graduelly. All new benefit
claimants will be required to use the tax office to collect payments under
their existing agreements or court orders. But the consultative group
rececomencs that sdainistrative assessments apply ohlyY to those who separate
alter the introduction of the formula. Moreaover it is net proposed that
naning of the non-custedial parent should be an absolute requiregent of
benefit =ligibility {as it is in New Zealand). It is however proposed to
Enarpen up present requirements on the naming of the father.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UR

Present British previsicns in relation to liable relatives differ froa those
in cperation {(or proposed) in Australia in a number af lpportant respects:

a4, maintepance pavments are deterained by court orders
or private agfreement; there i3 no administrative formula
telated to ability ko pay.

b. but D83 itzelf can (and doea) puraue liable relatives
through the courts and can seek orders for payments toc be made
direct te Ehe Department:

[nland Revenue is not involved in the recovery of payments
)

¢. mnaming the liable relative is not an absolute condition of
beneflt eligibility in either country but there may still

be less pressure in this direction in the UK than is propczed in
Australia,

e. there iz less Incentive for custedial parents to seek and for
nef-custodial parents to provide maintenence pavments. Maintenance
payments are offaet against benefits pound for pound in

BEritain; in Australia there is initial disregard followed by a taper
of 30%;

f. In Britain court orders are never seen officially as "topping-up”
benefits. But while the Home Qifice circulates income suppert rates to
give general guidance on ressonable amounts to award for children the
courts are [ree to determine what maintenance is proper.
Some of these areas were examined by a 1986 Efficiency Scrutiny of [HSS
arrangements for liable relatives. The pessibility that aaintenance recovery
should be carried out by [nland Revenue was considered but not pursuved
because it "goes against the present government policy of sisplifying the tax




laws and the workings of the tax systea”. Hewever, it was recommended that
the Department skould give Turther thought to the policy of not pressing for
the name of the father where there Is an illegitinate chlld, Minizters
subsequently decided to leave this policy largely unchanged because primary
iegislation would be needed and enforcement would require finansiml
penalties, which could affect the child’s welfare.® (Intereatingly in
Australia womens pressure groups noW reporfedly favour the nasing of the
tather). The Scrutiny made a large number of ather reconmendations aiged at
laproving the cost-effectiveness of liable relative arrangements. But the
reasons for the decline in maintenance payments ard the lmpartance of such
areents [or the wellare of single parent and Fer Work incentives were pat
within 1Es remit.

[t 1% too early to juddge whether the Scrutiny's recommendations will have a
gignificant impact on maintenance payments. Statistics that have come
evailable since the Serutiny reported show a continuing marked decline in kthe
proportion of supplementary benefit recipients in receipt of mrintenance
payments - for exasple, between 198] and 1387 the number of female lone
parents on supplementary benefit rose by 40% but the numhers in receipt of
maintenance payments actually fell. [n real terms there was alse a fall in
the total value of gaintenance payments : as already noted,

payments were equal to 13X of supplementary benefits in 1983 but ta only
DXin 1987,

Recent research in a nusber of countries suggest that maintenance payments
have an importance bevond the direct reduction of expenditure on social
security henefits; they also improve work incentives. Pecause they are
offset against bepefit income they reduce the range of earnings over which
single parents face high marginal tax rates. They may particularly improve
the returns froa work for the large number of lone parents wha can work only
part=-time. Table 3 [llustrates the effects on work incentives of different
levels of maintenance paysents for a single parent family with two young
children. Research In progress at the Institute for Fiscal Studies guggests
that receipt of maintenance payment is a prime determinant ef lakour force
participations. {This prompts the speculation that the decline in economic
activity aecndg single parents in Britain may be associated in pert with the
decline in maintenance payments).

% Foutnote

[n 1387 maintenance payments were received for only 15% of the quarter of a
million never married mothers on supplementary benefit.




Increasing the size and coverage of paintenance Payments is therefare
izportant for the welfare of lone parents as well as for public expendityre
The Australisn proposals raise the questicn whether maintenance puv;nnr i
could be substantially increased in dritain 1E: <"

i. Inland Revenue was Lo replace 0S5 as the agent respanaible
for recovering maintenapce payvments:

iiv administrative assessgent sgccording to a formula replaced
tourt litifatiun in most cazes:

Lii. the obligation on benefit claimants to name the non-
custedial parent was further tightened.

1v. court orders were not allowed to take account of the
exietence and value of social security benefits.

v. a digregard was introduced into Income Support to provide
a pasitive incentive Both to custodial parents to Pursue maintenance and
to non-cusledial parents to contribute such payments.

But Australla is only one among several countries that have beern taking steps
to increase the paysents ‘to single parents from abment fathers. The
Australian iniatives may or may not prove appropriate to British
circumstances. The more genera] question is whether there are new public
policies or programmes bthat would be cost-effective ways of:

1. extending liability for child support:

2. increasing the levels of child support payments and/or ensuring sore
regular indexing;

J. enforcing payments.

The Ausiralian Iniatives are aimed at all three areas; the experience of
ulher countries, particularly the USA, suggests a range of alterpnative
appproachas.

A sajor difficulty in answering these guesticns is the very limited
information on the incoae position of mon-custodial parents. There has heen
no recent comprehensive study of this group in Britain. (A small sample study
by Eeklar and Maclean in 198) was limited to divorced parents). As already
noted there has been 2 significant decline in the preportion of Female single
parents on supplementary benefits for whoa maintenance payaents are being
nade = From 38X in 1983 to 26% in 19868, [Table 2] The proximate causes are

well known @

= first there has been a fall in the proportien af lone parents
who are judged to have "liable" relatives = from 71% in 1983 to
9% in 1987. Fossible reasons for this fall include the delayed

" effect of a decision in 4987 to concentrate staff where an ipmediate
pey=off appeared likely; an increase in the nusber of unemployed
liable relatives; and fewer unmarried mothers disclosing detalls of

pateraity;

second there has also been & fall in the propertion of relatives
judged "liable” who actually make paintenance payments - from 34%
in 1983 to 44X in 1887. The reasons for thia fall &re not known.




But these trends throw no direct light an the preportions of non-custodial
parents who could afford larder meintenance payments. Moreover at first
SLEnt trends in the obviows factors assoclated with an inability to afford
maintenance =*the growth in “never married” lone farents &nd in unemplovment
= would lock to explaln only 2 small part of the decline in the proportion af
all parents who are paying maintenance,

[A Australia the underlying assumption is that there are large pugkers of
nen=custodial parents in a position Lo increase their maintenance Fayments,
ln the USA the same assumption has rather more espirical support but current
payment levels look to be even lower than in Britain, Should [urther werk
suggest Chat a similar assumption was credible [or Britaia, the potential
benefits from increased maintenance payeents could be large,

CONCLUSION
Against the background of a rapid and continuing incresse in the number of

female lone parents on supplementary benefit the CSPRG may wish to copsider
whethep @

1, the reasons for the low level and declining coverage
of maintenance payments should be studied further:

AND
Z. depending on the cutcome of this work detajled consideration should
be given to the cost effectivenesa of pew methods of increasing
maintenance payments, including those adopted in Australia.

EAD
Septexber 1988
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The formula can be expressed as follows:

{ (NCPY-E55C) = (CPY¥~dis) ) x¥=C5
Whera:

HCEY
S5
CPY
dis
x3
C5

non-custodial’s income

self support component
custedial parent’s income
disregard

contribution rate percentage
child support

o0 mmun

DETAILS OF FORMULA

SELE SUPPORT COMPONENT = Under the formula, an exemption is
made for personal costs of the NCP to a set level (basic
rate of pension) before the formula is applied. The
examption will also make allowance for natural or adepted
children living with the NCP (married rate of pension plus
additional pension for each child). (Current rates below.)

Self Support Component

No children = single rate pension ($120.05 pw)

With Children =married rate pension with cne child
($222.10 pw) plus additicnal pension for
each child (522 pw under 13, 528 pw 13-135,
$17 pw for students)

COHNTRIBUTION RATE PERCENTAGES = Parents paying maintenance
wlll have the level of maintenance fixed as a proportion of
their income above the exemption level. This varies from 18%
for one child to 36% for five or more children. (see below)

Contribution Rate Percentages

One Child 1l8%

Two Children 27%

Three Children J2%

Four children J4%

Five + Childran a6%

INCOME FOR FORMUTA - The formula has a ceiling in that the
levy will not increass beyond that applyinag to two and a
halﬁ_ELEggrgxgxagi—waak}y—narnings_j:urrEEEEy $1228.50 per

week) .

SUBSTITUTION = Non cash maintenance, such as transferring
property, will reduce the level of maintenance required by
the formula. Non cash recurrent maintenance of more than 25%
of the amount implied by the formula will be disregarded for
levy purposes.

The value of a lump sum provision is determined by
apportioning it evenly over the period to the 18th birthday
of the youngest child, except in the case of a housing
capital provision. The wvalue of the house is amortised over
the period until the child reaches 1B at a nominal interest
rate of 10%.




DISREGARD - For parents with custody of thea child, their
inceme will be disregarded under the formula Unless it ig
higher than average weekly earnings, plus an allowancs for
work related child care costs. If their income is higher
than this level, the maintenance to be paid by the cther
parent will ke reduced.

Maintenance will be progressively reduced until incene of
the CP reaches 2.5 times AWE. However, the amount of child
support to be paid by the NCP cannat fall below 25% of what
it would have been if the whole of the CPs income was
disregarded.

Example of weekly child support Payments under the formula

- where the CP has income less than AWE and the NCP has no
other dependent children to provide for,

NCP Annual Income » 0f CHildran

s 2
BEOOQ0 0

10000 L9.51

150060 oh, 47

20000 Tie.43

25000 87.30

30000 123.36

40000 175,28

E0QQD 22T .20

€2500 (maximumn) 292,11




CONFIDENTIAL

PRETME MINISTER

_II’“..'.M.:'-'-':I &

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDANCY ., ° T
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John Moore's minute of 25 January (Flag A) reports that he pH

has set work in hand on the problemz of lone parent Eamllles\ S

and dependanL5, He briefly ocutlines the issues being addressed,

o
s TN .Lr
and indicates that he 1is rmnm1551mn1nq a full report by Easter.

Sy Py 'il.
o

The Policy Unit note at Flag B comments on this ini:iative.{ )

——— = e —— ——

The Unit strongly supports the work in hand, but suggests n ¥
— - 1
you feed in & number of specific comments and suggestions éﬁtﬁﬂ o
on the work programme as summarised 1n pages 7-8 of the note. {WJWMJJ
- L]

r

o+

Content to welcome John Moore's minute and to make the specific o FP

pr

commente recommended by Policy Unit?

L}-ﬁ-tf.

PAUL GRAY

A7 January LSS

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL

Frime Minister

LONE PARENT FAMILIES AND DEPENDENCY

This note reports on work 1 have set in hand regarding lone
parent families and dependency, a matter which gives increasing
cause for concern. [Nimbers of lone parents have been rising -
they now stand at about a mll}%ﬂn. orf one family in seven -Jhae
of even more concern is that the proportion dependent on social
security benefits has grown substantially, from 40% in 1979 to

5% 48 1987. This reflects an actual doubling in numbers from
f-—.“l-—

318,000 in 1979 to 659,000 in 19387. Ne@maintenance paid by Che
fathers of the children in these families has at the same time

bean statie In real term=, and for three-guarters of lone parent
families claiming income suppert these men pay no maintenance at

| —

all. 5 ——
_
There are tWE @venues which we nesd to pursue in corder to tackle
thiz. First, we need to make the men who should be helping to
support these families acknowledge their responsibilities and do
more to comply with them. Secondly, lone piéﬁntﬂ need to be
encouraged and helped to work. teps have already been taken in
this direction with the provision for lone parents made in the




Employment Training programme and work is progressing on child
—_—

pcare in John Patten's Ministerial Group on Women's Issues. We

need to see if - consistent with what I think is rightly our
yoluntary, non-coercive approach - ways can be found of further
increasing the number of lone parents in employment. This should

— ; —
reduce their heavy dependence on benefits and also enable

aemplovers and the ccﬂnumﬁw?a gain from the contribution lone

parents can make to the workforce in the tighter market of the

19905, A B - =

= —=

I have therefore asked my officlals to examine possible wave
forward in these arecas, in discussion with officials in
colleagues' departments, and to report back to me by Baster., I
hope it will be possible for us to make early progress In
tackling these issues and I want to bring forward proposals as
soon as possible. I am copying this note to the members of H

Committee and Sir Robin Butler.

January 1989




23 January 1989

[p-.- by e - p"ﬂ
aL s

L (r

I thought that I should alert you to the fact that John
Moore intends to minute the Prime Minlister on this issue
this week.

I would very mach like to comment on this minnte. T shall,
however, be viglting the SDA and Bcottish Homes on Tuesday
and Wednesday. 1 will be back in the office on Thursday.
Sheuld John Moore's minute come in before that time, T would
be gratefol if you could hold back from submitting to the

Prime Minister antil I have had a chance to do a note.

Thanks .

ANDREW DUNLOP




MIS5. ROBILLIARD
MR. WHITTINGDALR
MR. MILLER
MR. INGHAM
ME. MORRIS

PENSTONERS

The Prime Minister has clearad the attached latter which

John Moore will be sending to Government supporters in the House.

You may also like to use the letter, either in this format,

or more likely amended to suit the individeoal circumstances

to deal with enguiries about pansionsrs.




Pepnsioners need, above all; to [eel

to live a decent and cocmiortable life 1n

Scaremongering by the Goposition and same journalists can only
gndermine this; and 1t 13 vital to set out clearly the Eacts
of Ehe Governmenk's record: & record of which we rcan all be

proud.

50 far as the basle state pengion is concerned we have always
pledgad to proteck its walue againast inflation. This we have
dons - and Eor a million more pensionecs now Ehan when we

came into office — vear in, year out. For a single person it
iz now worth £41.15, and E65.90 forf a married coupla. Compare
thiz to Labour's record:. They make grand promises about
linking pensions to earning if these increase by more than
prices. But one look at their record in cffice shows how
hollow Labour's promlisss are. Thev switched from the historig
ta the forecast methed of uprating. Consequantly the
peEnsioners were cheated out of €1 billion. Labour's
inflationary policies and the miserable performance of the
economy under Labour did more than anything elsa to reduces the

living standards of pensioners.

Unlike Labour, who withheld the Christmas bonus in 1975 and
Vv

1976 we hava paid it svery vaar and put it on a £irm legal

basis.

Governmant spending on pansions is ~ooloz=sal. This is
something in which we can take pride. Pansions propecly
reflect the obligation of those in work to contribute to the
supoort of those who have retired; Jjust az today's pensioners
conbtributed Ehrough the Hational Insurance scheme towards
gthers daring their working lives. This year £23 billion will
go on the basic penslon, lncome support; the state earnings
related pension and the old graduated pension. This is
virtually half of all social security spending, itself by Ear
tha biggest part of govarnment oxpanditura. In April 1989
gocial security spending on pensionsrs will increase by Eilj4
billion. And our expendliture on bensflits for Ehe elderly has
risen by 24 per cant aver and above tha rate of inflation

gincae we came to office.




2ut,; and I canncot emphasisze this enough, a secare retirament
doas not only rest on state benefits. What pansioners care
about 18 thelr averall income and the value of the pound in
Ehelr pocket.

On pensionars' total incemes - including interest an savings

L
and occupational pensions as well as all forms of state

a
support — our achievement is clear. Pensioners' average real

incomes inacrzased by 23 per cent batween 1379 and 1988
comparad with 3 per cent under Labour. As park of ehis,
pensioners real incomes frem savings and occupational pensions
roge by nearlv 60 per ¢ent. Today, B per cent of all
pansioners have an income over and above state support. This
group 1% growing all the time, so that 85 per ceant of newly
retired pensioners have incomes of their own. On average,
pensioners' total incomes rose twice as fast as the population

as a whole in this period.

compare alsoc the position of people in work. Pensioners!
total average income [ell under Labour a3 a proportion of
average manual earnings from 55 per cent to 53 par cent.
Under this Government it has risen again not just to its 1974

lavel but even higher to 60 per cent in 19896.

The level of inflation is just as important. Pensioners
suffered under the last Labour Government whan inflation
rockatad up to a twentieth century peak of 27 per cent and the
real value of their savings actually [ell by 3.4 per cent a
year. The contrast with our periaod in office iz stark.

During our first seven years in office, pensioners' average
incoms from savings increased by over 7 per cant a year, and
oy 94 per cenkt over the period. We have not allowed savings -
money that pensioners have worked for and put by for their
retirement = to be eaten away by runaway inflation. Aand a
significantly higher proportion of pensioners snjoy an income

from savings now than under Labour.

+ the afflaence of pensioners as a group has grown ander our
sbaewardship. The poorest pansioners have shared in this. The




real incomes of the poorest 20 pear cent have gone up by
ceant on average. And the proportion of pensioners in
lowest 20 par cent of incomes has fallen Erom 38 per

1979 to 24 per-cent iIn 1986.

nise that some pensioners have not shared fully
in this 1 often because their working lives ware
interrupted by the War, and they retired teo early to take
tull advantage of the 3tate Earnings-Related Scheme. Thizs iz
why on 24 November the Secrstary of Btate for Social Security:
the Rt. Hon. John Moore MP, announcad an extra €200 million
for poorer pensioners. 2.6 million people will henefit fFrom
Ehe new arrangements for pension=2rs age 75 and over, 20 and
ovar; and for disabled people owver a80. This will mean an
extra £2.50 a week for single pengsioners on income support and
Aan &@xtra £3.50 a wesk For coupleg over and above =he incoreases
announced for the April uprating. Even pensioners with
incomes above Income Support levels will get extra help with
rent and rates. Tha schems will start in October 1989 =o

alderly and dizsabled pensioners can loak Eorward to two

dpratings nNext ysar.

In addition, cash help during very cold weather is now much
more geparous. Any seven day p2giod of cold weather will
trigger payments; which means that many more payments should
be made than under last year's schems which was based on rigid
calandar weeks. For the [irst time, we are also including

peEnsionsrs betwsen 6l-54.

In short, we have lived up ta oor obligations to pansioners as
a4 whole who have been able to enjoy growing affluence withont
the fear of rampant inflationm. At the samé time we have
identifiad those pension=2rs who need axtra care and support
and ensured that they will get it. This is our duty, and we

hawve not gshirked ik.




10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON 5WilA 2AA
From fie Private Secrerory 19 December 1988

Thank you for your letter of 16 December with which you
anclosed a redraft of the "pensioners letter®. The Prime
Minister has now approved this, subjsct to tha following
amendments:

Paragraoh 2: the penaltimate santenca should now
rea:

“Thay switched from the historic ko the forecast
method of uprating. Consequently the pensioners were
cheataed of €1 billion.".

In the second paragraph on the last page the Prime
Minister is concerned that as drafted it is not clear
that the paragraph refers to income support. She has
therefore suggested that the third sentence should
raad:

"2.6 million people will gain from new premiums for
pansioners on income support aged 75 and over...", and
again the words "on income support®™ should be inserted
after "single pensioners" in the next sentence.

Subject to these amendments the letter mav now issue and be
usad as agreed.

{P. A. BEARPARK)

Ms. Gill Liktlehales,
Cepartment of Scgcial Secarity.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SWIA 2NS
Telephone 04-210 3000

From the Secrefary .|:l_|"5n1.re- .|'r"""' Socinl EiAa% Securi Ly

Andy Bearpark Esg
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London SW1A SAA \b December 1988
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PENSIONERS-LETTER Lo | 2

I attach a redraft of the letter setting out the Government's record
on pensioners, which takes into account the Prime Minister's
commants on the original draft.

Bubject to the Prime Minister's views, my Secretary of Btate is
anxious to write in similar terms to all individual Government
supporkters in the House.

& uihx.mlhd

CEA  (Sttafale-

GILL LITTLEHALES
Private Becretary
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DRAFT LETTER FOR PRIME MINISTER ON PENSIONS rhat £

Pensioners need, above all, to feel secure about their ability to
live a decent and comforteble life in their retirement.
Scaremongering by the Opposition and some journalists can only
undermineg this; and it i= wital to set out clearly the facts of the

Govarnment"s record;y; a record of which we can all bhe prouad.

So far as the basic state pension is concerned we have always
plaedged to protect its value against inflation. This we have done -
and for a millinnxqure pensioners now than when we came to office -
YEear in, year ﬂut..: or a single person it is now worth E41.15, and
EG5.90 for & married uple. Compare thiz to Labour's record. They
make grand promises about linking pensicns to earnings if these
increase by more than prices. But one look at their record in office
shows how hollow Labour's pramises are. They switched from the ur
historic EEJEHE forecast method of uprating _deliberakely—bto-
pﬂnsiuﬁz;ngi £1 billion. Laboux's inflationary policies and the
mizserable performance of the econdgy under Labour did more than
anything else to reduce bthe living \indards of pensioners,

Unlike Labour, who withheld the Christhqs bonus in 1975 and 1976 we
have paid 1k every year and put it on a.EiLm legal basis,

Government spending on pensions is colossal. This is something in
which we can take pride. Pensions properly reflect the obligation
of those in work bto contribute to the support ofE-those who have
retired, just as today's pensicners contributed through the National
Insurance scheme towards others during their working, lives. This
vyear £23 billion will go on the basic pension, income ‘support, the
state earnings related pension and the old graduated pensicon. This
is virtually half of all social security spending, itself'by far the
biggest part of government expenditure. In April 1989 sﬂ:rgl

14 billibn.

And our expenditure on benefits for the elderly has risen by 24 per

gecurity spending on pensioners will increase by E1

cenk over and above the rate of inflation since we came to office.




" '9480p/2

2

But, and I cannot emphasize this enough, a secure raetirement does
not only rest on state benefits. What pensioners cara about is
their overall income and the value of the pound in their pocket,

On pensioners' total incomes - including interest on savings and
occupational pensions as well as all forms of state support - our
achievement is'clear., Pensioners' average real incomes increased by
23 per cent between 1379 and 1986 compared with three per cent under
Labour. As part of this, pensioners real incomes from savings and
occupational pensicons ‘rtose by nearly 60 per cent. Today, 80 per
cent of all pensioners have an income over and above state support.
This group is growing all thﬁ time, sc that B5 per cent of newly
retired pensioners have incomas of their own. On AVBLage,
pensioners’ total incomes rose twlce as fast as the population as a
whole in this period. A

Compare also the position of pecple in'work. Pensioners® total
dverage income fell under Labour as a pfﬁpartiﬂn of average manual
earnings from 55 per cent to 53 per cent. “UUnder this Government it
has risen again not just Eo its 1974 lavel ﬁﬁ; aven higher to &0 per
cent in 1986. e

The leval of inflation is just as important. Pensigners suffered
under the last Labour Govermnment when inflation rocketed up to a
twentieth century peak of 27 per cent and the real wal of their

savings actually fell by 3.4 per cent a year. The cuntrﬁﬁt with our

period in office iz stark. During our first seven years iﬂ}uffice.
pensioners' average income from savings increased by over seven
per cent a year, and by 64 per cent over the period. We have not
allowed savings - money that pensioners have worked for and put by
their retirement - to be saten away by runaway inflation. And a
significantly higher proportion of pensioners enjoy an ilncome from

savings now than under Labour.
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Bo, the affluence of pensioners as a group has grown under our
stewardship. The poorest pensioners have shared in this. The real
incomes of the poorest 20 per cent have gene up by 17 per cent on
avarage. And the proportion of pensioners in the lowest 20 per cent
of incomes has fallen from 38 per cent in 1979 to 24 per cent in
1986.

But, we recogni that some pensioners have not shared fully im this
P“F,ﬂfﬂﬁrusperity, ufteﬁ\hﬁcause their working lives were interrupted by
.Hhﬁgkﬁ’th& War, and they rektired too early to take full advantage of the
T State EEIﬂiﬂgE-RElEtE&HECHEmﬂ. This is why on 24 November the

Baecretary of Btate for Sogial Security, the Rt Hon John Moore MP,
ﬂkannnunced an extra E200 million for poorer pernsioners. 2.6 million

people will gain from new premjums for pensiﬂneraia“;;ﬁ‘Egﬁlg;er.

80 and over, and for disabled pegple over 60. Thig will mean an

: A e e et g A

extra £2.50 a week for single pen Gnersifnﬂ an extra £3.50 a week

for couples over and above the increwses announced for the April

uprating. Ewven pensioners with incomes above Income Support levels

will get extra help with rent and rates.“The scheme will starkt in

October 1989 so elderly and disabled penﬁfhperﬁ can lock forward to

two upratings next year. Hm

'M_

In addition, cash help during very cold weatherxis now much more

generous. Any seven day period of cold weather will trigger

payments, which means that many more payments should be made than

under last year's schame which was based on rigid calendar weeks.

For the first time, we are also including pensioners between 60-64.

"

In short, we have lived up to our obligations to pensianer;xas a

whole who have been able to enjoy growing affluence without the fear
of rampant inflation. At the same time we have identified those
pensioners who need extra care and support and eansurad that they
will get it. This is our duty., and we have not shirked it.
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Mr A Eearpatk
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London SWl

Deal e 1

TAX BENEFIT MODEL TABLES

The publication of the April 1988 Tax Benefit Model Tables will be
announced in answer to an Inspired Question following

Prime Minister's Questions on Thursday 15 December. A copy of the
tables are attached along with the Question and Answer and the Press
Felease. Both the Parliamentary Reply and the Press Release provide
details of some changes to the treatment of income which Ministers
have approved for this year.

The controversy early this year over pre and post reform
hypothetical income comparisons has now abated. The published
tables (which include actual average - rather than projected
average - rents and rates) do not contain such comparisons. BShould
any further igsues ariese we will, of course, provide briefing.

Copies of thig letter go to Stuart Lord in John Moore's office and
Private Becretaries to all Cabinet members.

_X/H ¥a ;().f_u (G

JANE RINTOQUL

Private Secretary to the
Parliamentary Under-
secretary of State fEor
Bocial Becurity
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SUGGESTED QUESTION AND ANSWER: APRIL 1988 TAX BENEFIT MODEL TAELES

Q.

To ask the Secretary of State for Social Security when he will publish
the April 1988 editiom of the Tax Benefit Model Tables and If he will
make & etatement.

I have placed copies of these tables in the Library today.

We have improved the presentation of the tables. By including
"take-home pa¥" and net incomea before as well as after housing costs, we
have made clearer the steps by which gross earnings are turned into
final figures. We have also replaced the heading "marginal tax rate" by
"marginal tax/beneflt withdrawal rate™, This more accurately describes
the marginal deductien from income which occurs as gross earnings rise.
Ag In previcus editioms, and in order to illustrate fully the interplay
between the tax and the benefit systema, the tables apply to loeal
authority tenants, Thls year we have reflected this In the title of the
tables.

In the tables expenses which elaimanta are expected to meet themselves
are now treated s &8 part of net diapoaable income rather than dedocted
as they were before. This epplies in particular to water service
charges and fares to work, For theae out af work and recelvinmg Income
Bupport, water gervice charges are treated like any other ordinary item
of domestic expenditure, HNe particeular farea to work filgure, including
the average, can represent the range of costa which occur in practice.
Moreover, as many as one in three working people have no travel to work
cogta, The tables, therefore, assume no fares to work or other work
related expenses, but anyone wishing to deduct a particular amount, for
example, the estimated average amount of £6.30 (which would be
consistent with previous years figures), can make the approprilate
adjustment to the net income figures shown In the tables.

Degplte these improvements, the examplezs in the tebles remain

arhitrary. They camnot reflect, except by chance, the actual
clircumstances of particular people and cannot claim to be representative
of the population &t large., The tables use average rents and local
authority rates s¢ they do not reflect the full range of housing costs
which people can pay. The family characterlstica In the tables are
chosen only to illustrate various fedtures of the soclal securlty system.
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IMPROVED FRESENTATION FOR THE APRIL 1983
TAX BENEFIT MODEL TRBLES

Peter Lloyd, Parliamentary Secretary for Sccial Security, today
announced the publication of the April 1988 Tax Benefit Model
Tablegs, These illustrate tha interplay between the tax and
benafit systems. They give details of the weekly financial
circumgtances of a serile=z of hypothetical local authority
tenants with a variety of family sizes and ages of children.

Replying to a Parliamentary Question,from... Mr Lloyd said:

"We have improved the presentation of the tables. By including
take-home pay and net income before as well as after housing
costs, we have made clearsr the steps by which gross earnings
are turned into final figures. We have alsc replaced the
heading marginal tax rate by marginal tax/benafit withdrawal
rata. This more accurately describes the marginal deduction
from income which occurs as gross earnings rise. As in previocus
editions, and in order to illustrata fully the interplay between
tha tax and the benafit systems, the tables apply to local
authority tenants. This year we have reflected this in the
title of the tables.

"In the tables, expenses which claimants are expected to meet
themselves are now treated as a part of net disposable income
rather than deducted as they were before. This applies in
particular to water service charges and fares to work. For
those out of work and receiving Income Support, water service
charges are treated like any other ordinary item of dumastic
expendi ture.




No particular fares to work figure, including the average, can
represent the range of costs which ocour in practice. Moreover,
as many as ong in three working peocple have no travel to work
costs. The tables therefore assume no fares to work or other
work related expenses, but anyone wishing to deduct a
particular amount, for example the estimated average amount of
£6.30 {(which would be consistent with previous years' figures),
can make the appropriate adjustment to the net income figures
shown in the tablas.

"Despite these improvemants, the examples in the tables remain
arbitrary. They cannot reflect, except by chance, the actual
circumstances of particular people and camnmot claim to be
representative of the population at large. The tables use
avarage rents and local authority rates so they do not reflect
the full range of housing costs which people can pay. The
family characteristics in the tables are chosen only to
i1llustrate various features of the social security system."”

Mr Lloyd added:
"These tables are designed to help MPs, claimant advisory
groups, academics and journmalists who wish to understand the tax

and benefit systems and the way they inter-relate."

NOTES FOR EDITORS

The tables are put out in published form to limit the need for
MPs and others to ask for the data through Parlismentary
Questions or other ad hoc reguests. They have been published
for a number of years and until 19856 were published twice a year
- after the Budget each March and after the uprating of
benefits. Under the reform of social security, tax and benefit
changes take place together - so only one version is needed.
Formal publication of the tables occurs after information
becomes Known on local suthority rent and rates levels.

The April 1983 tables are tha first in a series cn the reformed
structure of income related benefits. Figures are shown for
tenants who are both in and out of work and illustrative cases
cover single persons, lone parents and married couples with and
without childran,




The Poverty Trap: the tables show that it is no longer

possible for the income tax and income-related benefit systems
to interact to create combined deduction rates of 100 per cent
or more. One of the worst features of the "poverty trap" has
been eliminated. They also show that, exceptionally, crossing a
naticnal insurance contribution threghold can mean a withdrawal
rate exceeding 100 per cent.

The Unemployment Trap arises when, for a particular family, the
gap between income from work and income when unemployved is
narrow. Under the previous system (and because of the 'poverty
trap')} this gap could be narrower for families who esarned more
than similar families earning a good deal less.The reformed
gystam ensured that this does not happen.The gap 1s wider at
higher earnings levels, not narrower,as 1t was before.

In addition, the tables show that the lewvels of gross earnings

at which net income becomss equal to income when unemployed are
wvary low:

* £24.78 for couple with two children aged 4 and 6

£24.78 for couple with four children aged 3, B8, 11 & 16
£33.40 for a single perscn aged over 25

E£5d.16 for married couple

Family Credit

Amounts payable by way of Family Credit are generous (and will
be conziderably more genesrcous from April 1989):

* a couple with 2 children, aged 11 and 14, with the fathar
earning about £135 a week gross (£7020 pa) would gualify
for about £14.70 a week (£20.70 from next April)

a lone parent with one child aged 5, and gross earnings
cf £75 a week [(E£3900 pa) would get £25 now (over £30 from
next April)




Families on higher levels of sarnings are eligible for
Family Credit. For example, families below the following gross
earnings levals are aligibla:

w £166 for a family with 2 children aged 11 and 14
CEL7S from next April)

£130 for a lone parent with one child aged 5
(£139 from next April)

£168 for a couple with 3 children aged 3, 8 and 11
[E1B3 from next April)

From April 19B%9, the new Family Credit children's rates will
more than compensate for the standstill in Child Benefit.

Changes Since The 1987 Edition

The April 1988 issue incorporates the following presentational
uhangea and improvements:

" take-home pay (net earned income after the payment of
any income tax and national Insurance) is now separately
identified. Whereas, under the previous system of
banefits, Family Income Supplement and pre-reform Housing
Benefit were assessed against gross income, Family Credit
and reformed Housing Benefit are assessed on net incomea

total net income [take home pay plus any benefit

income) is shown as well as net income after the payment
of housing costs [(average rents and local authority rates
for local authority tenants)

the heading marginal tax rate is replaced by marginal
tax/benefit withdrawal rate. This more accurately
describas tha combined marginal deduction produced by
income tax, national insurance and benefit withdrawal as
gross earnings rise.

water service charges are treated like charges for all
other fixed domestic utility supplies (e.g. gas,
electricity and telephone services) and not deducted from
net income. Under Supplementary Benefit, water charges
could be paid directly on behalf of the claimant. Under
income support, water charges are paid by the claimant.

[MORE]




fares to work (previously included as a proxy for
work-related expenses) are excluded. Under
Supplementary Benefit, some initial assistance with
interview costs and other initial employment costs was
provided to unemployed claimants.

Despite adjustments to rents and rates for family size and
composition, the inclusion of average housing costs for local
authority tenants remain an arbitrary feature of the tables.
They are needed to show the workings of Housing Benefit. The
family characteristics included in the tables are cho=Een to
digplay wvarious features of the social security system. The
tables provide hypothetical examples and cannot be taken as
representative of the circumstances of the population at large.

Further advice is available in the Notes accompanying the Tablaes
themselves. Coples of the Tables can be cbtained, price £3.30,
from:

SRIA

Department of Social Security
Room AS25

Alexander Fleming House
Elephant and Castle

London

SE1l GBY

01-407 5522 extension 6723




The Tables Thamselwes

Employed Versions (Table I): thera are ten tables for tenants
with different family characteristics covering gross earnings
levels from £50 to E£310 per week in £1 steps. All of the
following are shown separately on a weekly basis:

w the relevant income tax threshold and basio income tax
rate

income tax payable (on a "waak one” bhasis)
national insurance contributions

take home pay

Family Credit entitlement

Child Benefit entitlement

average local auwthority rent appropriate to family size
and any rent rebate entitlament

average local authority rates appropriate to family
glze and any rate rebate pavable

total net income from pay and benefits

total net income after the payment of average local
authority rent and rates

the combined marginal deduction rate which arises when
gross earnings are increased by £l. This covers the
affects of income tax, national insurance contributions
and the withdrawal of any Family Credit, rent or rate
rebate entitlement.

It should be noted that the illustrative combined marginal
tax/benefit withdrawal rates are maximum rates which only apply
in the 5 week intervals ralevant to the initial assessment or
subsequent reassessment of Family Credit. Family Credit awards
usnally last for &6 months. Legally, Housling Benefilit rant and
rate rebates are, like Income Support, continously reassessed.




Unemployed Versions (Tables II): these are similar to the
employed versions but thay show:

L total net income on Income Support

net income after housing cost payments on Income
Support

former gross earnings (in £1 steps)

payable unemployment benefit

any continuirgg entitlement to Family Credit
any Child Benefit entitlement

appropriate local authority average rent and rates and
any rent and ratae rebate entitlement

total net income from benefits
net income after housing costs
Unemployed Versions (Table III): this table summarises for 10

types of local authority tenant, net income when in receipt of

Income Support but without a continuing payment of Family
Credit.

In addition, there are two Summary Tables which show:

A: levels of gross earnings at which net income in work
becomes agqual to net income when unemploved and in
racelpt of Income Support

"replacement ratios": net income after housing costs
when unemployed and in receipt of Income Support
expressad as a percentage of net income when in work
at various levels of gross earnings

Several examples are also shown of how net income after housing
costs 1s calculated for a hypothetical family.

[ENDS]
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IAs JHEMEFTT RUBEL TARBLES
POFITION a5 AT APEIL 1%hd

CUMTERTS

Hobes La Babdes: ., . ....cuan
belimitoions and abbrevial lons
EHFLOYER VERSIUNG

TAHLE | Head ol Femdly 06 Twll-tdee wdick
Single parson fged 2% ar over
Single person wilh | Child sged 5 .. ......
Single person wilk 2 children aged 4 & b
Warried ceuple ........ o
Harriwd couple wibh child aged 3 . oncnnnns
Harried couple wibh child sged 0¥ ..o.ovas.
Warried couple wilh 2 children dged 4 & & ...
Warried couple wilh 2 ohiddren aged 15 & L&
Warried couple wilh thiddiren aged 3, O & I
Warried couple wlih children aged 3, &, 11 & 1&

URLHPLOYED YLRS1®HE

1SELE L] Wesd &f Family sineaployed snd is seceipl ol unesployseal benel it @1Eh &ny COREEnukng
cnliblement B0 Pamily ©redi
Single person aged Zh o1 ove
Sinale persan with I shidd aged
Sungle person with 2 children aged 4 & &

Harnlod ¢ puple e e B d M i, W
Haprtod couple walbh & chodd pged 3 oo .s
Harrbed couple with ¥ dhikd aged 14
Haol bl dwidle wiBh & chi Bl esi aged
Harr bed couple wibh & chlld)en agud
Harrbed couple wifh 3 001 Ed) g dgud
Hagr ied couple wiBh & (hiddieh abed




TABLE T11

Weed ol fenily uneaploved snd 1o recelpl of bncode Supporl - ...

FUHHARY TABLES

Levels of gross earnimges af wbick mel iscome after housing costs in work
bocomss egual to that when wnemploved asd En feceipt of incomse suppaori

Roplacemsmt ratios - oet income affer howsing cosis when anesployed and in
receipt of inceme supporl papressed as a pEriEnkage of thal recelved when
in work at variows levels of gross earndngs ........

Feramples nf how metl incose after housing costs de caleulated for a
hypotheilcal family !

Head of lFamily (&) in Full-tise employmest ......0c00000.
Iol dnraplayel oo e e e

Hesd of Family antitled o incose gEppark



TAE DEMOFIT HOIEL TABLES: APRIL 190k VERSTGM '
THE FAIMARICIAL POSTITION OF WYPWIHETICAL DOCAL AUTHORITY TEHANTS WITH THE
HCAD THW FULL-TIHC WORE OF IMEFAPLOYED IW APRIL 1%t

Holes kv [ables

Thaz Lables give details of the weskly financial circum<stances of a selection of hypothetical local author Ty fenonbs.
talile I shows the position where the head of & faally 1s a full-tiee esployes with gross weekly earndngs in the anoge
ey K510 and tables 11 and IID cower the different circumstances Lhal can pertaln wiere Dhe tvead is unemployed. &
nuaber of simplifying assumeptions ({=ew evspeclally notes 5 and &) underly the tables which therefore do nol cover o
tepreseptative cross-section of all Familles affected by benefll rates. The tables camnnobt be used o calculale Uhe
gposition of Families not illustrated boecawse any chabge 1n onbe variable may well affact other benoefits.

i of the uses of the tables is to calculale "Met Income alter Mousing Costs”. This is shown as o colusn (o each of
fahles 1-111 and represents the net available income. In tables [ and IX it is calculated by addimg together the
various elesents in a fTamily s weekly income (sarnings, =ocial securily benefits and hoosieg benefit) and deducting
certain out-goings (ipcomes tax, nalional besorance contributions and rent and rates). I Lable IIT it is calculated
as dn tables I and 11 ewcept thal the value of any free school meals and welfare milh are also added to a fFamily's
pepkly income {(Hhis is bocause some income support recipients have an underlying entitlement to free school meals
aneid wel Fore milk). The Annex provides illustrations of the calculations For two hypothetical Families both when the
head 1s in work and out of work 1t dlso shows how entiilement to income supporl is calculated.

A Change to this year's edition iz the resoval of the “fares Lo work” column From table I. This hes beeén done to to
pobace e mmber of arbitrary clements that appear in the tables and in view of the inadoguacy in using a single

average flguere in this contest. Had "Fares to work”™ resasiped, the estisated cost for April 1988 would have been £ 50
d Wosh. This amcunt (oF any othor appropriate "fares Lo work™ floures) can be deducted From the HIAHC Figure in table
I to show the possible effect of any unavoidable work related expenses. Such an assumpbion would also have a direct
elfect on Tables A and B. Two obher changes since last year's publication are the inclusion of a “take hoBe pay ™

column bn table I and & “total net income” column in tables 0, 00 and 130 fdefinitlions of “take hose pay” and “"total

el imciuss " e glven o page 4.

[atale 1 al=g shows a column headed “marainal tax # berefit withdeawal rate”. This represeals the percentage of each
aibditional £l of gross earmings lost ecagse of increased tax and national inserance contributions and redaced levels of
vntitlenent o incos: related benellte suach a5 femily coedit and rent and rate rebates,. 10 sust be emphasised that Tor
fami lies with children the tables conpol e osed o determine the nei effects of any pay increases.  Sose benelils (eq.
{omi by credit) wimild bt unaffected By changes in circosstances until the award coame wp for renewal . o this extent,

fte addi b icoal brcome indEially recolvend would bBe higher than that show.




lTateles 11 and [1] represent bthe position swhere the head is unemployed. Table 11 shows the case with the head in
receipl of unemplovment bencfit and of any continuing pavesnt of Family credit Hhen tho latter does pol exist, ek
imncome afler housing costs is the same for all levels of former earnings. For comparison, et incoss after hou=ing
costs availlable to families in similar circumstances but receiving income supporl is shown at the head of tables I
and I1. A similar figure is also shown for Total Het Income on income support, Table 11T covers the latter in
greater detail for cases both with and without unemployeent benefit.

Each Family iz assumed to live in council property appropriate to its size and to pay estimated average renl and ratos
for Lhe 1928/89 fipancial year based on inforsation collected From local authorities {(Water rates are pol included in
the Lablez). However. the use of averaoe rent and rate Flowes conceals the wide varlety In local suthor ity housing
charges and in families" actwual circumstances and housing arrangements. Also it should be poted Uhal sboul a third of
all council tenants receive a full rent rebate and B0OX rate rebate. Hone of these temants are covered in Table 1
Lhough their rent Ffigures are used in the calculation of the overall estimated average rent.

Under Lthe housing benefits scheme all assistance with rent and general rates is provided by local authorities in the
form of rebates or allowances. At net lpcomes up o the income support level claimants receive 100 per cent of thelr
rent and B per cent of thelr rates, less certain deductlions. eg if there are non-dependants in the household who are
pYypecEed to make a contrlibution o the houwsing costs. Once incoms exceeds this level rent rebates are withdrawn at &5
pEr cent and rate rebates at 20 Per cenl .

Unenploynent benefil andfor incoms support pald to someosne required to be avallable for work is taxable wp Lo Ehe
Sltandard rate of unesployment benefit plus an addition for a wife or adult dependant where appropriate. In
praciice this does not affect the amount of benefit paid but it can affect the asount of tax refund received at
the wnd of the year by those who had been earning Ffor part of the year. These tables do not take account of any
tax reflundasble,

Othor assumptions relating to the tables are as follows:-

all tables

L. Families have no capilal olher than that shown in the tabhles

The housing benelfit, Family credit, child benefit, one parent benefit, unemployment benellt and Income sSupport
rales used relalte to April 1988,

The wvalue of free welfare nilh is E1.83 per weeh.

The valug aof free school meals is E2.55 per week. This filogure represents an averages amumt for the whole year.,
taking account of school hol ldays.

Families are assumed to take up thelr entitlemsnt to all means tested benefits with the exception of income
support in Table I1. Lone parents are assumed to take wp thoir entitlesent to one parent beneflt.
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BEYETEH 1IN APRIL 19&8

EINGLE FERSOM AGED 25 OR OVER

OH5E BRIA EARMINGE AND BEMEFITS

FAARILY HEAD 1MW FLAL-TIRE WUKEK
AS AT AFRLL B8

Tl THRESHUOLD = £50. 10 BRGIC TAEX AATE = Z5%
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SINGLE FERSON ABED 35 OR WER
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8Y8TEA IN AFRIL 1708

EIMGLE FERBONM WITH | CHILD AGED 3

LHES BHSA EARMNINGE AMD BEMEFITS

FAHILY HEAD IN FULL-TIRE WORK

AB AT APRIL BB

TA¥ THREBHOLD = £78.75 BABIC TAX RATE = I5%

TOTAL HET INCOME OW IRCOME SUFFORT = DHQ. 5% MHET IMCORE AFTER MOUSIMG COSTS OM INCORE SUPFORT = £54.29
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HIMELE PERSON WITH | CHILD ABED 3

BROEE TAKE RATE MET INCOME HARGINAL TAX
EARMI HSE HOME REBATE AFTER FREMEFET
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BYETEM 1IN APFRIL 1988

BIMGLE FPEREON WITH 2 CHILDREM AGED 4 & &

DHESS SRIA EARMIMGS ANl BEMEF LTS
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HIMNGLE PERSON WITH 2 CHILDREN AGED 4 & &
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SINGLE FEREDM WITH Z CHILDREM AGED 4 & &
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MARGINAL TRXRSBEMEFIT WITHDRAHAL RATE 16 541

Ok O Sibs 51 . il 1993 1%.50 0,00 237.T3 21165
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BYETEH IN AaPHIL 1988

MRARRIED CLOUFLE

HEE SHIA EARNINGE AMD EENEF LTS
FHALLY HEMAL IN FULL-TIME WLNRE

AE Al BFEIL HB

THE THRESHOLD = £Fd. 75 BASIC TAX RATE = 25%

TOTAL MET [IHCOME OM INCOHE BUPPORT = EFI.ST HET THCOME AFTER HOUGING COSTSE ON IMCOHE SUPFORT = £50,.07

Wi TAKE  FAMILY TOTAL MET INCOHE MARGINAL TAX
LML LHREDE 1 MNET AFTER JEEMEFLT

Py INCOME HOLIS TG W1 THORAWAL

COSTE HATE %
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MARRTED COUFLE

EROSS TAKE FAMILY RATE TOTAL KNET IMNCOMHE HORGINAL TAX
EARMIMES HOHE CREDIT REBATE MET AF TER FEENEF [T
Py LMCOHE HOLIS | MG W E THIDFARAL

COBTE RATE 2

2,00 &. 09 T8.85 (W6} 1y B4
Bl . 00 L. 14 .53 Lh. A
a9.00 b 23 B, 21 T, &40
. 00 b 30 B0, a9 1&. L
F1 .00 . 37 B1.57 &, &0
o200 &4 B2 23 =0 Lds.
"o o LD ts 51 BZ:73 I, &4
B 00 & 5H BE. & 1&. &
5. 00 G. &5 B4. 29 . 50
B 00 . T2 B4. 97 L&, &0
FT 00 L. 7S a3. 465 1. i
.00 L. B4 B&h. I3 L. &0
900 5. 7% H7 .01 15. &0
L 00 . O ¥ . 00 Br. Ly Lé. &0
Lol 00 T.OT =151 o L& &0
102 . 00 Fold B9.03 L. &0
P30 Fa2l 89. 7% 15, &0
fe s T ala ) F.Z8 F0.41 e &0
LS . 00 945 aE. 77 L& . &0
L Oy 00 .04 B .85 1&. &0

2,04 B4, 18 &2, &8
.50 B&, 28 &, 78
L. 77 B, 37 L2, B9
P k. &% &2, 9%
.50 B, 59 AL, 09
.35 HBh. &F 6319
2l H&. 7% hX. 70
.09 B, 0 5. 40
o, 9% AT, =0 L%, =0
0.82 B7.10 &3, &0
0. 88 B7.30 A3, 70
0. 54 A& 87 bl. 3F
0, 0 ar., ol &%, 51
Q0,00 HY. 6% B 1T
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0. D0 B9.73 b 73
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SYETEM IM AFRIL 1506

MARRIED COUFLE WITH { CHILD AGED 3

EARMIMGS AND BEMEFITS
FARILY HERD 1H FLLL-TIRE WiRE

AE AT AFRIL B8

Al TIRCEIOLD = £70.75 BASIC TAX RATE = Z5%

TOTMAL MET INCOAE DN INCORE SUFPORET = £Yq. %4 HET INCOME AFTER HOUGIMGE COOETE OW INCOME BUFFORT = £68.&4

GRS NI TREKE FRMELY REMNT RATES RATE TOTAL MHET INCOME HARGIMAL TAK
LARM I MOS HUME CRELIT ] FEBATE REBATE MET AFTER FBENEFLT
Fay IMCOMmE HOUS 1ME WITHDRAKAL

COSTS RATE &

S, 00 =700
b, e 5795
L2, S 90
P 5585
& . 00 &0. 80
AR 0D L1 .78
fads, 0 6. 70
a7 . 0 65 . 45
4. B0 &l B0
AT, 0 LS L =E
T 00 &% . 10
71,00 Ad . O3
T2 . Gl by QA
s T &F .
T4 00 &L .B2
TS D0 9. 7S
P00 70. &8
T Oy T1.la1
FA_ O3 i 72.549
7. 0 73.41
B O 74.0%9
H1. 00 74.77
B2, 00 7E A
B3, o Th. 13
4. G0 Ju.H1
HS . () 1T a5
B . G0 JE. 17

18.64 106, L4 T4 . 0% W
1€. &3 106, 18 72.88 T
18 &0 r 106 F2 7992 FH.0
i8. &0 i0&. 27 TF. %7 Fh. O
18. &0 106, 31 B0 0l Fiy. 0
16, &0 106, 35 Do, x5 F5.0
18. &0 10E. 840 B, 10 4.0
1. dails 106, &4 B L& S O
18. &0 10&. 48 HO.1H Fh.0
18. &0 f08. 52 B0, 22 102, 0
1. &0 . 104, S50 B, 20 .0
16, & 106, 54 B0, 24 Fa. 0
18, &0 10&. 58 B, 28 Bk 0
18. & 106, &2 B0, 32 Foh. 0
18. &0 10&. &7 HO.E7 P50
18. &0 06, 71 B0, 4] T,
18. &0 10&. Th B, 44 97,0
18 Bl 10G. 7Y Hi. 4% R0
1H. &G - 106. B3 HO.5% &0
1H. &0 : 106, BT HiO. 57 F7.0
1H. &0 10&,. F0 80, &0 Fh. 0
18. &0 Z 104, 94 BO. &% 7.0
1. & 108, 7 Bl. &7 7.0
1H. &0 107 .00 HO. 7O F7.0
18. &% i07.0% B0.73 F7.0
1H. &0 LT, Ok B0, Th i, 0
18. &0 LOF. LD B . g5 FH. 0
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HARRIED COUPLE WITH | CHILD WSED 3

EROSS Ml TAKE FARILY RATES TOTAL MHET INCOME RARGLNAL TAx
ENRHINGS HLUME CREDIT MNET AFTER FHEMNEFIT
PAY IHCDHE HOUS [RIG W1 THDR G

COsSTE RATE %

B O 78. 85
B8. 00 7. 55
.00 B0, 21
0, Doy 8o, B
F1 .00 ai. 57
R D0 a8z. 23
3.00 F 2. 75
A OO B85 6l
575 . D B4, 29
T O 4. 97
97 .00 BS. &5
YH .. 00 Bb. 33
9. 00 g7, o1
10A0 . I H7. &7
10E . 00 Ba. I7
T2 O B, 05
LS., O . 73
105, Q0 PO, a1
1S 00 g, 79
1008 . I HY. &7
107 . O 0. 31
104 Q0 90,97
(= or s 1] Fl. 63
10000 92,20
111.00 FE. TS
112,00 93, &l
103, O 94,27
114, G0 94,93
115.00 P55y
114, O . b, Y
117.00 Fh. T
118, 00 o7, 57
11900 4. 23
120, G0 9|, B9
121 .00 . 54
122,060 100, 24
125, Q0 LoEn,. A7
124, 50 101,53
125.00 102,19
1 2. a0 10Z,.85
127 .00 10%. 51
178,00 104,17
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Io7. 0% HD.73
106, 7O Bl 40
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In8.13 Bl.@%
108 . 54 B . 08
108,54 B2.24
108,11 Bl.H1
108. 51 BE2.01
108. 51 Bi. 21
108. 71 B32.41
10871 B2.61
109 . 10 BZ. 80
10%9. 30 B3.00
10950 BX. 30
109.70 B3 40
1O, 50 B3, &0
110.0% 83.79
110.2% B399
110. 8% B4.1%
110, &% B4 . 5%
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111.08 Bd. B
111.28 B4.59
11198 B5. 18
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MARKRIED COUPLE WITH I CHILD RGED 3

LRSS FAMILY CHILD RENT RATE TaTAL H®ET INCORE HAARGIMAL TAK
ESRMIMSE CREDIT BEMEFIT HEBATE REBATE HET AFTER FEEMEFIT
[ HCOHE HOWB [NG HITHDRAKWAL

ConsTsE RATE X

L. Gl 1l.41 104,83 O. 79 7.25 1E. &0 0, 0 770 L12.87 o 57 113.0
1Z.81 Ilad0 L. 4% L, Fadd 1 el . s 7o 0 112.749 Hib. 54 e

BETWEEN EARNINGS OF E131 AaND E£303 DEDUETIONS OF BABIC RATE TAK INBELUHARNCE DCONT LNLE TO AFFLY

FHARGIMAL TAL/BEMEFIT WITHORAWAL RATE 15 S8%

34 . O 220, 33 00
STy e LILh 20, T O 20
208 O 221.74 O O
SO 22T AT 0
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E¥ETEM IN AFRIL 1%9B8

AARRIED COUPLE WITH 1 CHILD REED 14

OHSS SRTEA EAKN INESE AND BENEF LTS
FAALLY HEAD IM FULL-TIME HIRK

AS AT AFRTL B&

TAX THARESHOLD = EFH. TS BARSIC TAX RATE = Z5E

TOTAL MET IWNCOME O [MCONE SLIFPDRT = £101.01 MET IHCOHE AFTER HOUSINE COSTS OW INGCOME SUPFORT = £74.71

GRUSE THE HI TAKE FAHILY RENT RATES RATE TOTAL HET INCOME MARGINSL TAX
E Ak [HGE HOHE CREDIT REBATE HEBATE MET AFTER fBENEFIT
Py INCOME HOUE THG W THER AL

COSTS HATE %
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&5 00 Li. 5
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AARRIED CIAFLE WITH 1| CHILD AGED 14

GHLUES THx M1 ThEE H RATE TOTAL HWNET ThOOME ARG M. TAX
EMHMN I ML HUME ] REHATE MET AFTER FEEHEFIT
PRy INCOME HOLIS T 13 W THDRARAL

COSTE RATE %

BF .00 78.85
30, €3k .53
s, O B0,z

51 . GiF B0 .89
F1 .00 Bl.%57
2. 00 B2 .25
L= Tt ] az.9x
B, O B3.4&l
S O a4.2%
b OO B4.97
T .00 a5. 45
i, B, 33
R, () ar.al
R BT . 49
101 .00 BE. 37
102, 00 A7.05
103, (ki a8%.73
108, O 20,41
165, &0 8. 55
100G, 00 BY. &5
10T . G0 90, 31
1O, 0 0. 97
109, 00 P1.43
110, (e Q2. 29
111.00 9Z. 75
112,00 93 &1
11500 %4, 27
108,00 94, 93
115,00 95,59
10 & O k&, 5
117.00 Wi H ]
118,00 27.57
i19. 00 FH. 23
1580, U oa. 6%y
121 .00 7. 55
122, 00 100, 21
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I 24, (13 13l 53
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112.47 Ha. 17 a0
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112.54 . Th S7.0
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1i12. 62 B&.32 180, 0
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112.38 B, OB 1533.0
1132.05 BS. 75 TR0
112. 25 HS. i B, 1
11298 Bi. 1 2.0
11247 BA-3T Ho. o
112.87 B4 57 B0, 0
13,07 B, 77
113.28 B .70
113.48 Br.18
11549 BT.39
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11386 B7. 18
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115.88& BT .S
114,06 B7.Th
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114,45 Be. 15
119,85 BH. 35
114.85 BH. 55
11005 HE. 75
115.25 EH. 95
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115. 448 09, 34
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116,04 HY. 74
11424 BY. 94
116.43 S0. 13
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MAHHLED COUPLE WITH 1| CHILD REED 14

LRSS FAAILY ] TOTAL HET ITNGOHE MARGINAL TAX
LARMIMES CREDIT KET AFTER FHEMEF 1T
[HCORE HOWS Tra W THER PP

COETE FATE %

129, 00 Li.tal 104, 83 e
LEG. O 11. 0 105, 4% b=
151 .00 Ll.7% 10, 15 el
132 00 11.88 105, Bl 4.75
133 i 1397 LOF. 47 4. 2%
1354 . 12 Ok 108. 1% S.HE
1535wl e lx L0, FF 3. 38
1 D&, G 1224 108, 45 2.0
137 - Q0 VS 110:11 2. 9%
b 132, &3 110.77 1.4%d
1 3% . 00 L. 5l Lik.4% 1.54
LA, oo L B4 102, 0% 1.0
(T B ain] L. &Y 112. 75 0. 5%
1432 . 00 1Z. 78 1135.%1 0, 0

18, Lk
18 &U
18.4&0
18. &0
18 . il
18 &0
L8. &0
18. &0
LB. &0
18 . &0
LE. &0
1H. 40
LB. &0
L. &0

.70 L18.32 7l.53 Bl.O
.70 L18.41 9211 Bl
7o 0 118. &1 PZ.31 8o.0
F.F0 iig.61 FI.50 B0. O
F. 70 L17.01 . Tl B0, 0
.70 1YW 21 HZ.51 Bl.0
Fa 0 117.40 3. 10 Bl O
7. F0 119,860 3. 30 HO.O
¥ ¥0 11%. B0 S 1] HO. O
F. 0 1200 00 .70 0. 0
T 70 120, 20 F3.90 Hl.a
T 0 120,39 94 0% HO.O
FudO 130, 59 T 2T F3.0
a0 1200 ety 4. 3L 34.0
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BETWEEN EARMIMES DF £143 aMO £303 DEDUCTIONS OF DASIC RATE TAX [HELRAMNCE CONT INUE

MARGIMAL TAIJHEMEFIT WITHORSKWAL RATE I8 34%

vl P aln] T2 35 ) o T s L8, &0 . Oy 77O 201 . 3
IS .00 220, 99 F L8, &0 i, Qs T. 70 200 .94
Sy o M0 Z2l . T F LA, &0 Chy Q62 T=T0 202, &9
A7 . 00 T3 AP ; LB, &0 0. 00 F. 70 FO%5. 44
SIH L D P T 18. &0 O, Ol T 70 204, 19
D05 L0 225, o9 0] i@, &0 O, 0 T-T10 ] 204, 74
IGO0 . ra i} - 1, &0 o, (1 7.70 205, &7




SYETER IN APRIL 19E8

HARKLIED COWPLE WITH 2 CHILDREM AGLED 4 & &

LDHEE BHSA EmdeM L NGE AMD HENEF 1TS
FAMILY HEAD IN FULL-TIHE WORK

AB AT APHIL B8

THax THREEBHOAD = E7H. 7?5 BAGIC TAX RATE = ZSE

IOTAL MET IMCORLE OM INCORE BUPFORT = £109.94 HET I[HCOHE AFTER HOWSING COSTS ON INCOSE SUPPORT = CEL .04

LGS NI TAEE  FAHILY CHILD REMNT FRATES RATE romaL HARG THAL TAK
EARMIMNGE HOHE  CHREDIT BEMEFIT REBATE HEBATE HET JBEMEF LT
PaY IMCORE W1 THO AR AL

RATE %

i, D e P i L18.98
] =y 0% 11%.01
bhif. OO i, 0 1149.05
&5 00 S99, B85 L1%9s 1
[-L P ] Bl D 119,14
&% 00 LLl.78 11918
i, 30 &ZF. 0 11%9.23
o L &5 AS k1% 24
Ll (0 4. &0 11%.51
&L D LS. 55 1% 30
FO. 00 b3S 10 119.34
71 .00 Eh. 03 11%. 37
7w 30 B b, Tk 15,41
Foaa LHI &T . BY L1Y,. &
Ja. 00 L, @2 L19.50
=P N bYW, 75 119.54
A& O . &H 119:.5%
7T .00 Fl.bl 119.43
FE G0 7R R4 ST
&5 D 75.41 119.71
B Oy o I i9.73
Hl.0o q.rr 119.77
B2 .0 Pk T B L1 HG
B3, G0 Tl 13 L1984
@A, ik . Fia. ik Z L17.8&
B Ul - Tr.a9 . e L19.8%
H& - 00 R 1F P13
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HARRIED COUFLE WITH 2 CHILDREN AGED 4 & &

GROES THHN Ml TAKE FAMILY CHILD TOTAL MNET INCOME HARGINAL TAX
EARM [MNGE HOME CREDIT BEMEFLT MET BFTER FJOEMEFIT

FAY I RCOHE HOHIE TG B THOFAWAL
COETE RATE %

o= 79,53
a9y, o0 B, 1
20, 0 B, 89
T .00 BL.57
B, o) Bz, 25
5. 00 HZ. 73
T B &1
5. 0 B4, 9
Q& 00 s, 77
7. 00 BS. &5
9., 0o BL. 5%
Y. 00 BF .01
100, 00 87.4a%
101 . O BE. 57
1032 00 By, 05
{03, 00 = e
T T 0. 41
105, O Be. 9
1084, 00 BY. 65
107 00 PO, 31
108 . 00 0. T
LR Gl ] P1.45%
111000 9T, F
111.00 B, o
112,00 9. &l
113,00 LT3
114,00 94,93
115,00 CLN
11,00 P PN
1i7.00 . T
11H. 00 QT 5T
115,00 YH. LS
1 20 I 55,99
1381 5 oo, =S
192, O 100. 21
125,00 100,87
L2400 101.5E%
125, 00 102,19
L D 30 102,85
127 .00 103,51
i 2. 00 LG4, 17
1 2% O 04,835

115,55 91.89 5.0
12041 1.9} I/5.0
11%.594 .44 BX.0
F19:73 .63 Ba.0
117.8%9 71.7T9 129.0
119 .40 91.50 0.0
11%.84 H1.70 BO.0
120,00 91.%0 .0
1Z20.31 FZ. 11 B
120.41 .31 9.0
120, &2 ¥2.53 By O
120, B2 2. T2 B 0
121 .02 2.9 ol
121.2%3 o3.13 Bo. 0
121.43 FI. 33 TF.0
121.&4% FI.5H HO.O
1idi.684 Fh. T4 143.0
121.41 o3. 31 B, 0
121.61 ¥3.51 HE . D
121.81 B1.71 Bi.
12Z.01 FI.71 BO. O
122.21 Fa. 41 Bi.O
1 22. 410 4. 350 B0. 0
122 .81 4, S0 B0
1Z2. 80 7l TO HO. DO
123.00 T4 TD Bi. O
123 20 5. 10 Al.0
12F. 2% Fa. 29 g, 0
1 Z3 .59 5. 49 B, 0
133.7% ¥ 67 BO. 0
12399 ?5.8%9 BO.O
L4, 1% T, OF Bl.O
124,38 P, 280 BO. 0
1Z%.358 . &8 B, O
124. 78 D&, &8
124. 96 ¥4, BB
125. 18 ?7.08
1 25.37 Fr. 27
1Z5.97 T AT
17527 9T .&T
LZT. 7T PF.ar
12h. 17 8. 07
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150, 00
LEL . D
13Z, 00
135, 00
134, 00
135,00
1-5¢rs Q3
B35 Ly
{ et = g e ]
L39. GO
L&, Qo
141 .00
LAE. O
L&Z, &0

S04, 00
TS, 00
Ik 00
TOT . 00
S0l . 00
O 00
310, 00

iil.70
.79
11.88
1197
1208
1Z2.15
1. 29
12.53%
12.492
1Z2.51
12 &0
12. LW
lia FLA
12.87

BETWEEW EARNIMNIS OF Ci144

105, 49
10815
10681
107 &7
108.13
1R, 79
10% .45
ilo.11
110.77
11143
112.09
112.75
115.41
114,07

Z20. 33
220,599
Edl.749
L
ZI3.324
22%.99
daf . 7%

daa 37
5. 91
=T =
g 99
.53
4. (s
S
E. 14
2.6
2.2
L. ¥5%
1.x9
LY - R
O, 00

PR LN

0. 00
G, 0
0, G0
0, (0
0. 00

. 0

» D0

AML

1%.50
1&. 00
14, 50
1450
14, T
14. 50
1%. 00
1. 50
14,50
14,50
14,50
id. 50
18.50
14,50

1¥.%0
19.F0
9. 50
19. 50
1. 20
1% T
19. 50
I19.50
19. 50
1. %0
1¥. w0
19. 50
15, %0

Lees

S888EEEREEERES

a3, 20
H. 20
8. 20
. 20
8. 20
8. 20
a.z0
2. 270
8.Z20
8. 20
.20
.20
H.Z20
8. 20

L3I DEDUCTIONG OF DASIC RATE TAK

ITAXFBEEMEF 1T WITHORAWAL RATE IE F4%

14,50
14. 50
1%. a0
10. 50
14,50
14.50
14 S0

19. 70
1990
9. 90
19.50
1%. 50
15.50
1990

o G0
O
L
0. 0o
.
L0
(L

.20
.20
8. 20
B. 20
[ e
. 2
H. 20

HAARRIED COUFLE WITH I CHILDREN AGED 4 & &

HATE
HEBATE

IOTAL
HET
ITHCORE

12&. 34
12458
26, 76
1 3. 95
127.1&
127.55
LZF . 95
12775
127 . 95
1A8.15
12H. 54
128.54
L26. 74
L. 57

MET INOOME
AFTER

HOWUS MG
COSTS

7E. Eh
BH. 46
Tl by
OH. BL
9. 05
P2 3=
b
9. &5
Y. 05
100, &5
100, Z4
100. 843
100, &%
100, §F

INEBLIRARMCE CONT INLIE

234.85
i
23k 29
Rt
23F. "4
256 4%
239,24

D& T3
207, 39
S0E. 14
200, F
Fikl YL
210 59
211.1%

HARGIMAL TAX
FEEMEFLT

W I THORFwAL
RATE %

1 gREREE

&
i

AWe=DEDm D
-F'HEE"C"?
[—E N - -8 8- - -l - - =]

HUBEHHE

oSSO0




BYETEM 1IN AFRIL 1788

MARRIED COWPLE WITH 2 CHILDREM AGED 13 & L&

EARMIMNGE AND BEMEFITE
FAMILY HEADR 1N FLAL-TIME WORE

AS AT APFRLL Bd

TAX THRESHOLD = E£7E.375 BASIC TAE RATE = 25%

TOTHRL KET [HCOME Ol IHCOHE SUFPORT = £124.8& HET IMCOME AFTER HOUSIMG COSTE O IHCOME BUFFDRT - DY&.54

LGS TRFE FARILY TOTAL MNET INCOME HARGIMAL TAK
EARM1NES ML CREDLT HET AFTER ABEHEFLT
FRY IsOrE HOLES | M W1 THOR&EEL

COETS RATE &

daih . 0 B4 .33
oY ] S55.45
a2, 00 o s T
da X O Hz. 12
Ll O S5l . déE
&5 00 =i 9%
e LR 5. 53
&7 00 ; 49 . &k
F-1= e L] ' W00
LA ] dB. 335
Tk, Cel #8.&5
T, 0 47.5%9
e WD &7.5%
f S 'y 4 dls Y
4, 0= EE-TLAL |
= ] 5. 359
Tl ) 44 .74
FT. 06 &4 0
Fil, o0 4%.449
FAR 42,03
Lk, =D 42,35
al .ol 4l.688
HZ, e il .40 153X, 80 O5S, Ti P, O
[ R 40, %3 1335, B4 1065, 74 P
{14 . el 0, 45 135,84 105, Tk Q.0
B O S 155.89 1035y Ph. O
H& O L ] I1ZX. 93 105.83% T 0
87,00 3%.032 1533. % 105, 86 V.0

132. %8 104, 8a 7.0
13X, ) 104, 94 Sy, 0
155, &5 104 . 95 g5.0
135,10 105, B0 Fh
133,14 105, 04 Py,
133,18 105, F 5.0
133.Z3 105. 13 iy, O
133.27 105.17 B, G
133,51 105. 21 i, 0
135,38 1G5, =5 10O
153, 34 107, 24 7.0
133.37 105, 27 o O
133.41 105, 31 i
133,45 105, 35 5. O
133,50 LS. A S
135,54 105, 44 L
133,59 1005, 49 D O
133,63 105, 53 T .0
13X, &b 105, 5& 95, O
13%. 71 105, 41 P, O
135, 7% LS. &% B, O
153377 Lo, &7 ST .0
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FIFRRITED COUPLE WITH 2 CHILDREWM AGED 13 & L6

BROSS THEE FARILY MM HATE TOTAL HNET INOOSME MARDIMAL TAK
EARMN EMNGE HUME CHEDLT REBATE REBATE HE§ AFTER FBEMEF T
PAY IHCOME HOUS IME W1 THORAKAL

LCUOSTE HATE %

HE. 30
BT . (¥
o0, (0
Fh. 00
92, 00
93, 00
9800
o5, 00
s 08
QL0
S9E. Ol
B, B0
1000 O
101 . (0
L2 O3k
103, G0
168 . G0
105 00
10k . O
107 .
LENE O
1 v, Dy
110,00
11100
112.00
{135, 00
114,00
119, 00
11&.00 Fh. TS
117. 00 P91
118, 00 = 7. 57
11, 06 15, s 8,23
1200, ) 10.31 DE. 89
120. 00 190,55 b
122,00 10,81 100,21
12300 11.0& 100, &7
1F4.00 1. 31 101 . 53
132500 11.54 Lo, 1%
13400 11.81 102, 85
12% .00 12. 08 103, 51
128, O 1231 Lo, 17
12900 15T 10, 83

[
L
-

.53
BD.21
BO.HY
B1.57
L e
a2. 73
B3 .61
B4.2%
Ba. 97
3. 65
B, 33
Br.ol
B7 . &9
BE. 37
A%, o5
a¥. 3
.41
BH. F9
B9. &5
50,31
0. T
Fl.&35
F2.27
F2.95
FI. 41
w427
4. 73
3. 59

F

133.9% 1055 8% .0
134,04 108.91 145.0
133.5& 105, 44 B83.0
133. 73 105 &3 B4.0
153.89 105579 17%9.0
133 &0 105G . S50 Bo.0
133.80 105, F B80.0
139 00 103 70 ¥l
134,21 1D&. 11 Bu. 0
iTa. 81 e 30 .0
134, &3 108, 532 80,0
134,82 108 7 B 0
| BT P ) 10E. ¥ S 0
133. 33 107 13 Bl
155,43 10733 .0
1533 &4 107. 5% B0 O
135,04 107,74 143.0
133.41 107.31 Bo. O
135, &1 1o7. 51 Bil. O
135581 10771 BO. O
1 3. 08 107.71 8o, o
13&.21 108,11
B 108,30
134, &0 108. 50
I Th . B0 108 . 70
137 . 00 108. 90
13T .20 109 . 10
137,38 109, 2%
137 a7 LY . §F
137.7% 109 . &%
i37.9% 0% B9
138. 19 116, 0%
138. 38 110.289
138 . S8 110, 48
13R.78 110, &8
i3a. %8 110,88
13%.18 111.08
139.37 11127
LI9. 37 11147
13977 L11l.&7
13997 111.87
14017 11307
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ARRRIED COLUFLE WITH 3 CHILDREN AGED 13 & 1b

GGG TOTAL HET IWCOME HWARGIMAL TAX
ErARM L MGE KT AFTER FBENEFIT
IMCOHE HOS G W THORAWAL

coara

140.35& 1i2.25
190.58 112. 85
L0, T& 112 &k
140, %6 112, Bk
145. 1 & 113. 08
141.355 L1S. &5
141. 55 115.45
L4L.75 113, &5
141.95 113.as
19215 1145
142, 34 114.2%
A2 5e LES. 8%
142,74 114.5648
143. 74 114.8%
143. 14 115.08
145. 53 115. 23
143,53 115.45
1435, TX 115, &%
143. %3 11583
i144.1% 1i&.0%
148 . 32 11422
148,52 115.42
144. 72 li&. &2
144, %2 Lid.@2
145. 1.2 1R 08
185, 51 187,21
1845, 51 117.81
iq45. 71 117.41
1435. %1 117.81
i146.41 TEE.OF
Ld&. 50 118.20
LG, T 118, 40
146,70 118, &ip
Ity 1iE. @0
147, L 11900
187, 2% 119:1%
147 . 89 11939
47 67 11757
147, ¢ 11979
18d. 0% LEY. Y
A8, 248 130. 18
148, 38 130, 24

1 %0 0 7. Bl 105. 49
B3k« 0K 15, O s - §5
152, ol 15. 31 10&_ L
EE5. 00 135.5& 107 .47
LEd. 15. 81 106, 13
|35 o L&.08 I I0H. 77
[ R ] L&, 31 10% . 45
13500 14. 06 110,81
128, O 14.81 130,77
LAY g j =T FTY 111.93
LI N L 158. 51 112, o
baL . 15.5& 112 /5
§42 .00 15.681 113.41
143,00 ld. O 114,07
L% .00 P | 1i4.73
La5 . 00 lh. 0 115. 3%
LA D 1&. B1 11, s
L&F Ok L7 . e I11&.71
LA, 0 L7, 31 117.37
Las 0 17,54 118.03
1, e L7, Bl 110, &Y
LS - G 1B. 0& 119, 55
15200 18. 31 120.al
15300 1 B. 5& 120,47
154, 00 i@, &l 1155
155, O 19, O 121.9%
1Sk, 9. 51 122,865
(=T 15, Bt 125,351
I5H. G0 IF.85l 123.57
(A B T D0, Cida 124, 05
Ldsld s L) 20 L 125,29
Ll -0 s MY 2. 95
[ i HL 12&_ &1
- T 21 . ks I1Z7. 87
b&d O 21t 127,.%0%
I &rSie Lk 21 T 120.5%
I &h g 21.81 L
(- 220k 129.%1
L&H il 2711 130 57
L& O oy 131

R B W T 22. B8l 121,09
] L5 133 55
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RARRIED COUFLE WITH 3 CHILDREN AGED 13 & 14

GRS FaMILY CHILD 1 THI T NET [THECDHE HAMRGIRAGL Toax

ERHM I NS CREDIT BEMEFIT HET aF TER fREMEFIT
[HCOHE HOLFS ING I THDFAAL
COsTs AARTE %

172,00 25.31 15. 48 135, X1 a.97¢ 18 .50 19.%90 0. 00 H. 20 0., 00 140, &8 20, 58 BO.0O

1F5. 00 21.548 1557 133.87 L =] | 18.50 19. 50 0, Q0 B. 20 0, 0D 140 . 58 120,78 Bri.0

L7400 3.81 L 5. b 138,53 0. 00 14,50 19, %) 0, i 8.20 01, 00 145, 0% L20.93% Ja.0
BETWEEN EARMINGE OF C175 AMD EX0S DEDUCTIONS OF BASICE RATE TAK MATIOMNAL INELIRAMCE COMT IMUE

FOHEIMAL [AXSBEMEFLIT WITHDRAWAL RATE I85 T48X

014 . iy Sh. 31 220. 53 0. 00 1450 19._ %0 0. (60 H. 20 224 .83
S5, 00 S6. 05 220. 79 o, O 14,50 19, T L L 8. 20 255,47
0L O Sk.HE1 F21.74 0. O 14,50 19,90 0, H.20 2I5.24
ST .00 ST .08 LEE. BT LR 1. S 1Y. %0 L, e H. 0 236.99
J0E. O 57.31 FIR. 24 0. 00 14,50 19,90 0. 0D 8. 20 237.74
AL, O S .0 rardh Pl ) . O 14,50 19,90 O, B 20 Z238. 4%
2000 57.81 L28. 14 0. 00 14,50 19.90 O, 0 8. 20 23524




BYETEM IMN AFRIL 1968

' MARRIED COUFLE WITH 3 CHILDREM NGED %, B L 11

HES SH3A EARMNINGS AMD BEHEFITS
FAMELY HEAD IN FULL-TIHE WIRK

aE AT AFRIL BH

TAX THRESHILD = E7d. 75 BREIC TAX RATE = 5%

TOTAL MET INCDOME ON INCUORE SUFFUORT = LC1Z2H.SY MET IHCOHE AFTER MOUSING LOGTS DN INCODHE SUFPORT = CLO0. 4%

orRO=8 Bl FAFILY RENT RATEG RATE TOTAL HNET THCOME HARBINAL TAX
Erm Gl CHEDLT REBATE REBATE HET AFTER SHENEFT T
INCOME HIOLFS TS W1 THLRMNEAL

COETS RATE %

&0 0K
del - D0
&2 00
&5, 00
&d O
B G
[T R ]
[ e s ]
SB. 00
&7 .00
P, CHE
A1 ulh
Fala 3
e
FH .2
T 00
T
.00
FLl. ¥
Fig_ (W2
HiG. 3

.00 =] 135, 446 107 .34 7.0
3.05 ET.05% 135,49 107.3% 5. 0
.10 =11 135.54 107 .44 Qa0
- 59. 85 135.548 107. a8 F5.0
1.20 &0 BO 139,43 107. 53 F7.0
.35 [} 135 el 107 . S 4.0
X .30 &2, TQ 138,72 107 . 462 gF.0
o P L &5 05 158,78 107 . &5 5. 0
i.a0 L. &0 13=_80 107.70 97.0
3.47 &%5. 03 123,83 197. 73 108 .0
4,90 &5. 10 175.42 1907.72 L. 0
4,57 datsa 013 135. Ba 107 . T Sty
S.04 b P 135,50 107 .80 QT.0
S5. 11 &7 HY : 1535.93 107 .85 - P8 |
5. 18 &H. B2 i13=.598 10788 b0
2 P &%. 75 13602 107 .92 =T
g T, L8 13&.07F 10797 . O
5.39 Fl. &1 13&.11 10801 141.0
Lo A T 54 155, 70 107 . il T 0
o T5 a1 135,91 107 .81 ‘
5. A0 i 135,59 {07, 4F
Bl -0 = k7 FA.TT 135.B0 107.70
82. 00 .74 5. 45 135800 LOF O
i[5, 00 5.1 Th.o1d 136,21 10811
e 4 i Fa 13&. 41 108. 31
HS. O 8.5 IT. AT 13k ki 10851
HE. 00 402 FE. 17 1 3. B 108, 72
[T s 1 & 05 X, ns 108,92
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MARRIED COUPLE WIiTH & CHILDREW AGED 3, B & 11

EROGSE Thl M1 TAKE FAMILY CHILD TOTAL HNET THCOHE HARGIMAL TAX
EARH | HES HOHE CREDIT BENEFIT MET AFTER FHEMEFTT
Y THCOME HOUS I NG W I THOF AL,

LOSTS RATE %

o, oo 9. 55 19. 70
e, = BD.221 1%, 0
S, e BO.g% 17. 70
T4 .0 Bl.57 15,90
T3 00 B2.25 19. 70
.00 B2.93% | %. 0
D&, 0 Bi3.&4l1 19. %0
Ll Bd4 . 29 1. 90
P00 Ba._.97F 19,30
T .00 25,45 19.70
PH. DD Bh. 3% 19. %0
LA el B7 .01 1. %0
(0T I T ] B7.&F o 19. 70
Ll D Bl. 37 15 0
(e L] B .05 159. 50
{0 ] HY e £5 1 5.
Lng iy 20.41 17, P
105 . 00 BR. % 19.90
Ly o 13 B9, 45 - 17.%0
L kT - O
LB . HD
L O . Qi3
B1, 00
L1L. 00
L1, odi
L1500
114,00
L1550
L1&. 00
17,05
18, 00

157.2% 109 13X
137, 43 109.%3
LT &3 109. 5%
137. 84 10%,. 74
138, 04 109 .94
158,25 150,13
159, 45 110,35
138, &5 110, 55
138.8s 110,78
159, 0ih 110, 96
139.27 181,17
139.47 LEE 37
13747 iiL. 57
137.88 111. 78
1a0. 08 111.98
140,29 112,19
180, 49 112.39
1480, (b 181,95
140,24 11Z2.1&
F0. 31 19. 30 140, 44 112, %8
T0.TF 19. 70 180, && 112,56
F1.43 19, %0 1ad, B 112. 74
2. 29 19. %0 181.05 112.95
F2.95 J 15, 30 ia1.25 11%.18
F3.61 19. 70 181 . &5 113. 55
o8, 27 1530 141,45 113,58
.95 19. 70 1481 .85 113. 75
o5.89 19?0 142,04 113,54
Th. 25 19. 70 1a8Z.74 15i49.14
LT | 19,920 182,44 P16, 54
F7.07 19.70 182, b4 114.54
119,00 .23 I5. 30 122,84 iia. 74
120, O SH. O 19. 70 143,03 118.93
L2000 5. a5 1. 30 143,23 18513
122, 00 100,21 17.%0 1ax.4% 115.3%
LEF. O 13087 17,90 143, &3 119,53
LZ%, 04 101.53 19. %0 14%.83 11%.7X
125, 00 i02.1% 19. 70 1a9, 02 115,92
L2400 102, 55 19.%0 iag. 23 116.12
L2700 10551 1770 184,43 114,32
128, 0 104,17 19,30 Lag. &2 114,852
P20, 00 104 .83 L7 70 144,83 116.T7Z
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MARKIED COWLE WITH 3 CHILDREM AGED 3, B & 11

LSS RATE TOTEL WMET [HCOHE HFAGSGIMAL THAX
EnlHI HEE FEEATE MET AFTER FBENEFIT
THCOME HCUEE I NG W1 THORAKAL

COBTE RATE %

145.01 11&5.91 Hi. O
14550 bIT. 0l Ho.0
145,41 Ll7. 351 BO.O
145.&1 7. 51 BQ. O
18561 LLF. T
1§&. 00 11F.Y0
| & 20 LlB. 10
14 . 40 L1830
Ldd. bl Lig. 50
144 HO 118, M0
I &b P L LE. B
|87 1% 119, 0Y
47,39 Lis. 29
147 . 5% 115.4%
i 4F. 79 LEF. &%
147.98 1i%.BH
i48. 18 120, o8
148, 38 120, 26
148, 54 Laa. 48
148. B 120, &8
14H. 57 L2087
14917 121.07
L4%. 37 LZL. 27
144, 57 1321.47
Lag. #7F 121.47
145, F& L1 . 85
1550, 1 & 1230k

L350 O 1h. 70 105, 459
13000 11.74% L0, 15
152, 00 11.HE 1. @1
| I L ] 11.97 LOWF. /F
155, 50 1 2.0 108: 15
158, O 12,158 108,79
15&. 0 12,24 Lo, 45
13700 12.%% 114,11
1.5, 00 LZ: 42 L10a Fr
1235, LKD 13251 11L.4%
140, 00 12, 80 112, 0%
141. 0 12, 6% I1d. TS
L &% . 0 LZ: fH Fl5.491
1473, 00 1Z2.87 Lia.Lus
144, G0 12,74 E1&. 73
1495. Ll | . O LIS, 3%
L&& . 00 13.14 11&. 05
147 .00 LS. 4 Elb. A1
| §H .- G LX: 52 L1757
1 4% , Gl 15,41 118, 0%
[ R=CN ] 1550 118. 59
E ] %59 119,33
V=200 15, &B 12, al
VSOl L3: /7 B0k &
[ =T ] 1LE_HE L2055
e LILY 1Z5: 95 12197
150 . L 14, 04 122, &5
157 . 00 19.13 123351 150 3 122. 26
15E . G 14,22 13597 LS, 54 122.44
15% . LAl 451 L [P 150 T L2323, his
1 deils . Cad 18, 40 1288, 20 | L5095 22,85
T ] 14%. 49 12570 F 131. 15 LZ25. 03
|5 G 4. 50 el R | 2 } 15135 125,28
16500 L&, &7 127 . EF i 131,55 1EF 45
I P I8, ' S e A 125,45
TR LK) 1&.HS e = L 151 .5% L5 HA
| s o CH Ld . T4 e ) - 153.14 F28. 04
145 0. 0 15, 03 129, 71 . 152. 34 L%, 24
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MARRIED COUFLE WITH 3 CHILDREM AGED 3, B & [1

T THREE FaMILY CHILD REMT 3 TOTAL HET IMNOOME HARGINAL TAX
eLireE CHEDIT BEMEFIT HET AF TER SBEREF LT

PAY IHLOME HOUS 1M W1 THOHNENL

COSTEH RATE X

148, (0 189. 12 130,57 . O 21.7T5 19. %0 (0. O . 30 .00 1532. 32 124.22 34.0

BETWEEN EARMINGE ¥ £147 AND £303 DEDUCTIUNG F BAGIC AATE TAN MOTIOMAL INSURGMCE DOMTIMUE TO AFPLY
MARGIMNAL TAXSBENEFIT WITHDRAHAL RATE IS5 Fa4X

204, 040 Pl B 0. Qe 21.75 1%. 90 o, 00 . F0 Fa3. 0 213.98
S RUELE Pt P [LFR 21. 75 199,90 0, Qg . L&2. 74 L1409
S0, 0 Z21. 7% O, O3 21 .75 19.90 O QLH B. 20 FL B L 215.3%
SOF .00 ZE2. 7 0, 00 Z21.73 19.90 0. 00 H. Z0 2, 24 216. 14
08, G0 225,28 O O 21 TS 19.9Q 0, 00 B. 20 44 99 214,89
SO D0 2ES. VT 0. (0 Z1.75 1. %0 0. 00 8. 20 24%5.74 217 .64
F10.00 EEE. T4 . G 21.75 19 . 0.00 . 20 2hdy. &7 218, 39




EYETEM 1IN APRIL 19848

MARRIED COWFLE WITH & CHILDREM REGED 2, B, 11 L &

EARMINLES ANLD BENEF 115
FAMILY HEAD IN FULL-TIAE WORE

As AT APHIL 88

ThE THREBHOLD = LJSH. Fa BASIC TAK RATE = 25%

TOTAL. MET INCORE ON . INCOHE SUPPORT = £150.59% HET IMCORE AFTER HOUWSIHG COSTS O IMNCOME SUPFORT = D183, 44

LRSS TALE FAMILY : REMT HATEE RATE TOTAHL MNET INCOME MARSIMAL TaN
b I NGL HIAE LREDEIT ] REBATE REBATE HET AFTER FEHEMEFIT
Py I HNCOHE HORIS T M W1 THDRAKAL

COETS RATE #

[ AN R ] = T Gk, 82
bl - L =] &7 .75 A& 7S

[-wapa e ] . Si. 85, 09

oo 13554 LEF. 1% .0
- 00 155,28 127 .18 B&.0
- - 45 . . 1356, 33 127. 232 F&.0
« G 155,34 LT . D 95.0
oo = P a L55.41 127,31 ¥7.0

155, 44 12T . 5% 9.0

(= b e [ 7] 127 . 80 ¥r.4

& 00 i = . &i. b

9.
259
9
a3, 00 : PR T )
Fa
SO0 : e 1 75 &3, 0% 5.

9.0

l'.‘rl:ln

ey o LI . v 6. 4% . -

& o O . b= o el Bl Pl Eﬁ'.m . o . 10553 LET. 43 1329.0
&H . 00 M s a a1.10 OO0 . . - 1 55. 24 L27. 14 1340
[ e [u ] - O -85 k a0. 43 29 . 00 ¥ " " 154 . %8 I £ HE B0
000 A 3 = 0 Pt 29,00 W . 155 3& 12F. 24 124 .08
.00 . . . ik L . OO . . . 10%5. 13 LET .08 Tad.0
Fala 0 i - . 2. 44 29,00 . . - . 155,40 L7, 30 72.0
d3. 00 a . SH. Y 900 a s i 155. &8 127,58 Tad.0
TH .0 s 15 ¥ ZH. 14 29 .00 . . 155.9& 127.84 2.4
A= . o - P uT. 4% .00 . . . 1t 8 LZ8. 14 il
o ! e il i S 0% 29 .00 . . -3 . L5402 126, 432 #2.0
P00 UL . . . 17 900 a . . . 135 . B 128, 70 7d.0
FH o LD u K . i = =W .00 . . Lo F o 128, 0 4.0
A4 U U v F3 ) 2900 4 . i -0 e T | LT 24 Bo. 0
B 00 . =1 H =2 T ] 29.00 5 . - u (e T T | LZ2%F. 44 .0
[ Su s ] R =P e . R .00 g 0. - -0g 157 . Th FETF. &5 BG. O
. e i T W trde L5 00 . . : L3F .5 LY. B 9.0
[N ¥ i 3 e A5 P BHLELE ] a . . 1. 1& 10, Onds . 0
S ] . M = T 29 .00 i . = 158 . 3& LS50, bé B .
=P E ] = . o2 = oo i 00 = -0 158.55 I B0 A& .0
(=[P ] H.02 Bl.&0 29,00 N ” a d |58, 77 1 EG. &7 Bl
G700 s s - O gi.12 Far e e . . F . 158.97 LR ' 9.0




MARRIED LUUFLE WITH 4 CHILDREN RGED S5, B, 11 & I&

GRIFES ThL Mi THeE FAMILY CHILD TOTAL NET IMCOHE HARGIMAL TAX
EAFeH | NGS HLIFE LCHEDIT BENEFIT HET k- TER FHEMEF 1T
PRy IRCOME HOUS ITNG T THIFCARGL

COSTS RATE %

HE., 0 .. 1 | TI. 53 0. 45
|00 . 54 B0 .21 . 17
Tk, () 2. 81 Bo.89 ay, 59
Ty .00 3. Gh Bl.57 45,28
P2 0d0 3. 51 BH2.25 ad. T4
. O .58 HZ.93 48.T7
Q4. (0 %.H1 HI.&L a7 75
5. 00 A4, Ok BA. 75 47 .31
S, (1 4.5%51 B4.97 4. 04
F7. 00 4,56 B5. &5 b, 3k
A (0 4.m1 HE. 55 5. B9
T, Gl 5. 08 B7.01 45, 4]
Lo, (¥ = % 7. &F 4493
101 .0 5. 56 88.37 §4 , 4
LT, (0 =81 a9, o5 45.98
0%, o0 s, Oy HY. §5 45,51
104 00 L. Bl 90,41 43,03
105, t0 &, 5k B88. 97 44,032
10, &0 b.B1 9. &5 43,54
107, 00 7.08 T0. 31 4310
108, &0 7.3 0. TF A2, &
L0, (0 7. 0b 91.4% az. 1B
11@. 00 F.81 92,79 F e |
111,00 .08 795 41.75
112,00 82,31 9364 40,79
11X, 00 . 5k Q.27 40,33
114,00 . &1 94.55 E7.687
115, (0 9.0 o= =9 I9. 40
1 Bds, Q) .51 Fh. T S8, 74
117,00 .58 T&.T1 IE. 48
118,00 7. 81 9757 AH. 0
119, o 10. Ok op, 2% L T
120, 00 10.31 HH . HY 57 .09
121 .00 10, 56& o5 Ih. 83
12200 10 1 100. 21 Ih. 17
12F. 00 11.08 100.87 I5.71
124 . 0o 11.31 101.53 5. 25
12, o 1155 102,19 4. 78
1Z6.00 11.0] 10Z2.85 54,52
127, OO 15 Ode 103.51 5. H&
V28 . 0O 12.31 Loy, 17 X, a0
e ) 12. 55 04, 63 54

LI5S LR 15108
15%. 30 131. 38
159, 58 1%51.48
5%, 7Y 13147
1509, 9% 131.8%
150, I1Z2. 10
I &0 & 132.30
L&D . & 3. 50
L&D\l 132.71
16L.0] 132.91
16122 1.35.12
161 .82 133532
L&l 62 1E3. 52
16l1. 083 135.73
1603 133.95%5
182,24 1X4.14
L& . &4 1Z8. 54
16201 133591
. 21 13411
I&2. A1 154, %1
152. 41 139.51
162.8!1 138.71
Lda 3. O 134, %0
163 20 155. 10
145. 40 1.55..50
I1&6X. & 155, 340
15580 135. 70
16T. 9% I35.8%
148 17 136, 09
164, 39 136, 2%
1564, 5% 135.4%
1&8. T 1346 &%
1&58.98 136. B8
1&5. 18 13708
1AS,.