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Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

Facing up to Family Income:

Reversing the Economic Divestment of the Family
The National Family Trust

October 1989

[SBN 1871375029
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LONE PARENTS: RECOVEFRY OF MAINTENANCE

It has not _been easy to get momentum behind the initiative. But the

___.—a‘
meeting of Ministers in February appears to have broken the log-jam.
'\—*_

On current plans Tony Newton aims to put detailed proposals to you at

the end of June/beglnnlng of July. T ——

—_—

Thinking within the interested departments is still, however, overly

cautious and conservative. This stems partly from a fear of upsetting
P ————————————

the lobby groups in thls area.
- - — “"‘“"‘"ﬁ

But there is already a large measure of public consensus on what the
basic structure of a new maintenance system should be.

T ——

This was confirmed at a meeting which Brian Griffiths, Robin Harris

and I had yesterday with Catherine Porteous~faﬁafrﬁan) and Sue Slipman

e o e Y

o P
(Director) of the National Council for One Parent Families (NCOPB).

—

They are not our natural supporters. Sue Slipman, for example, is a

leading member of the SDP ~ (Bhe is also, incidentally, a 1lone

mother).

p—

P a—

They had two main messages, both of which were encouraging:

——
——y

(1) They are impressed by the effectiveness of the Australian

———

system for assessing and collecting maintenance (most ~of

whose ba51c features we are 1ook1ng to adopt) ;

if the Government can get the tone right when presenting its

policies on malntenance, then there will be a good deal of

publlc support for what we are trylng to do. = i

e —————————— e—

———

The Australian System

Catherine Porteous has recently returned from Australla. She had some

e i o s Gl
interesting comments on the new system which came 1nto effect in June

e —

—




‘88. The main points were:

it covers Chlld malntenance payments to custodial parents on

beneflts and those not on beneflts where separatlon

-
— ———

occurred after the scheme started°

—

action to enforce a maintenance payment is taken by a Child

—

Support Agency (which is part of the Australian Taxation

Office);

the custodial parent is required to provide information

e

about the identity and whereabouts of the other parent

- = ————————————————————.

(failure to co-operate can result in a loss of benefit);

I o

assessment is by means of a formula administered by the
Child Support Agency. The Ilevel of maintenance is
automatically updated annually to reflect changing financial

circumstances;

collection is by automatic witholding of payments by
employers in the case of PAYE tax payers, and in the case of

“the self- employed by dlrect monthly payments-

basis by the Department of Soc1al Securlty The level of
benefit which the lone parent is rece1v1ng is~ adjusted to
reflect increased maintenance payments. But lone parents
are allowed up to $15 of maintenance per week before their

benefit is affected (ie it operates like a disregard).

There is wide public support for the system. This is largely because

It 1s felt to be félr. The NCOPB suggested that this was because
there had been wide publlc consultation on the details of the formula

beforehand.

The success of this new system in its first two years of operation has

been phenomenal. Before the introduction only around 25 per cent of

lone parents in Australia were receiving regular maintenance payments.

The figure is now up to 80 per cent.

S ————




‘ere is also apparently some anecdotal evidence that where youths are

N ———

‘Delng forced to face up to sixteen years of financial responsibility
for the chlldren they have fathered, this has had a profound effect on

e ———

S

Lessons for the UK

The NCOPB offered four pleces of advice as to how the Government

—————

should approach reform in the UK.

(1) Moral Responsibility. They felt strongly that the objective of
reform should be seen to be a moral one: parents must be made to

accept resgonsibility for the welfare of their children. This struck
us as a surprising (and welcome) line for a body such as the NCOPB to

be taking.

(2) DUniversality. They warned against creating the impression that
the government's main objective was simply to save on benefits: then

gy

much public support for the initiative would be lost.

It was for this reason that the NCOPB were arguing that the system

e

should be open and available to all lone parent, and not just those on
T

benefits.

I am sure they are right in this, not least because it is a way of

ensuring that people don't slip onto benefit because they are unable

— e ————

to recover maintenance. % i

—

(3) Confidentiality. They felt that this was crucial if people were
901ng to co-operate with the system Their point was that without a

proper code of conduct Wthh safeguarded the confldentlallty of the

lone mothers, they would fear threats of violence from their former

mi—
partners. This would make them reluctant to pursue maintenance.

T

(4) Incentives. They laid great stress on the need to have "carrots"

as well as "sticks" in the new system. They said that the success of

the Australian system was due to the financial incentive (through a

disregard) for both parents to co- operate. The mother did not find

that what was given with one hand, was taken away with the other. And

—




.1e father could see that by paying maintenance he was actually

.imgroving the situation of his children.

(5) Access. They argued that the Government should resist any

pressure to make the payment of maintenance a quid pro quo for the
father's access to his children. They believe that the Courts may

still judge that it is not in the interests of the child to have

contact with the father no matter how diligently he pays maintenance.
They do, however, think that if the new maintenance system is a
success it could exert a powerful and favourable long-term influence

on courts' willingness to grant access.

Conclusion

There is no need for any action at this stage. But the views of the
National Council for One Parent Families are interesting. We will

need to bear in mind the issues they raise when we come to consider

Tony Newton's proposals.

ANDREW DUNLOP
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Troasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SW1P 3AG
O71- 270 3000

17 May 1990

Barry Potter Esq
10 Downing Street
LONDON
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FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN: LORD JOSEPH PAPER

As you are no doubt aware, the centre for policy studies is today
publishing Lord Joseph's paper on measures which could be taken to

help families with children - in particular the reintroduction of
child tax allowances.

I attach a line to take on this in case it is raised at Questions
today.

I am copying this to Ross Hutchinson DSS.

YQ»"’»V& S.v\(&::"tl*')

Y

l\’] fardons

j MISS K GASELTINE
Assistant Private Secretary
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J D PORTES (FP)
16 May 1990
X 5666

APS/CHANCELLOR PS/CST
PS/FST

Mrs Diggle
Mr Rutter
Mrs Chaplin
Mr O'Donnell

FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN: LORD JOSEPH PAPER

You asked for a line to take on the points in this CPS paper

2. Why not reintroduce Child Tax Allowances (CTAs) CTAs were

replaced by Child Benefit, paid direct to the mother, rather than
through tax system. CTAs would not help poorest and would benefit
top-rate taxpayer most. CTAs could not - by definition - directly
benefit non-working mothers. Married couples benefit from Married

Couples Allowance and single parents from the Additional Personal

Allowance.

3. Squeeze on families with dependent children? Real take-home

pay for married couples with 2 children on average earnings up
31% since 1978-79, - hardly a squeeze [compared to 35.6% for a
married couples with no children], compared to an increase of

0.6% under Labour.

4. Child Benefit Freeze Government recognises importance of

Child Benefit to familes with children. But freeze justified in
light of competing demands on resources. Freeze does not affect
poorest familes, who benefit from increases in income support and
family credit. Families with children, like taxpayers generally,

have benefited from lower tax and real increases in take-home pay.

5. Fully transferable allowances? Fully transferable allowances

proposed in 1986 Green Paper; but did not command sufficient
support. Married couples benefit from Married Couples Allowances

K&Id :
JI7
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J D PORTES

(MCA) .
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. PRIME MINISTER

REVIEW OF MATINTENANCE FOR LONE PARENTS

I understand that consideration is being given to looking in H

Committee at the outcome of the work you set in train on lone
parents. : :

In view of your close interest in this subject, would you prefer

to chair an ad hoc meeting yourself to look at the results, as you

have done in the past? This would probably help to keep up the
momentum. N{; o pleatt AL

(4
Or would you prefer H to take the issue further, keeping you
informed?

%

Caroline Slocock
11 May 1990




CAROLINE SLOCOCK 19 May 1990

THE MAINTENANCE REVIEW

I was rung up by Bill Taylor, an Under-Secretary in the
Department of Social Security, who is overseeing the review.
He had been contacted by the Cabinet Office about fixing

up a meeting in June of H Committee to consider the outcome

of the review.

His main concern was whether, given the Prime Minister's
personal interest in this subject, she would want matters

disposed of in this way.

I said that such arrangements were more of a Private Office
matter, but that the Prime Minister might wish to take the

issue in a meeting of Ministers in the first instance.

I did agree, however, to raise the matter with you. You
might wish to touch base with the Cabinet Office. I understand
the people dealing with it in the Cabinet Office are Rosalind

McCool and Joan Bailey.

ANDREW DUNLOP




DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Richmond House, 79 Whitehall London SW1A 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social Security

N.RPM

iR
S

The Rt Hon Norman Lamont MP
Chief Secretary to the Treasury
HM Treasury
Treasury Chambers
Parliament Street
London

(1<

ik
SW1P 3AG 5% April 1990

lLﬁha\\
LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE; ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

Thank you for your letter of 18 April.

I very much welcome your statement that we can now implement
this proposal. The pilot exercise done by our officials shows
clearly that it is very worthwhile for Inland Revenue to
provide DSS with the addresses of absent parents and names and
addresses of their employers. I am happy for Peter Lilley to
announce this along the lines of the draft Written
Parliamentary Question and Answer enclosed with your letter,
and it would be very helpful if his office could let mine know
when this will be.

I am copying this to the Prime Minister, Geoffrey Howe,
James MacKay, Peter Brooke, Kenneth Clarke, Peter Walker,
Malcolm Rifkind, Kenneth Baker, David Waddington,

Peter Fraser and Peter Lilley.

TONY NEWTON







CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

: LONDON SWI1A 2AA
From the Private Secretary

23 April 1990

DWE‘JV CON\\!S,

LONE PARENTS AND MATNTENANCE:
ACCESS TO INILAND REVENUE DATA

The Prime Minister has seen a copy of your letter of
18 April to the Secretary of State for Social Security. She has
noted that your proposals on access to Inland Revenue data are a
useful part of the package to keep down the costs of income
support.

I am copying this letter to Tim Sutton (Lord President's
Office), Paul Stockton (Lord Chancellor's Office), Stephen Leach
(Northern Ireland Office), Andy McKeon (Department of Health),
Stephen Williams (Welsh Office), Jim Gallagher (Scottish Office),
Robert Canniff (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster), Colin
Walters (Home Office), Alan Maxwell (Lord Advocate's Department),
and Steven Flanagan (Financial Secretary's Office).

V&WM:-QVMV
|

f‘”\”y

Barry H. Potter

Miss Carys Evans,
Chief Secretary's Office,
H.M. Treasury.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG /4

The Rt Hon Anthony Newton OBE MP
Secretary of State for Social Security
Department of Social Security
Richmond House

79 Whitehall

London

SW1A 2AH ‘?

LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE: ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

April 1990

I wrote to you on 23 February about the Inland Revenue providing
details of private and employers' addresses to DSS to help trace
absent parents. Officials of both departments were to compare the
information on their respective data bases to see if such a
significant change to Revenue practice on confidentiality would be

worthwhile.

2. Revenue officials tell me that a sample of some 300 names of
absent parents whom DSS could not find showed:

- in about half the cases the Revenue had no information
or held the same address as DSS; i

of the other half, they had accurate addresses for
about threé out of four, but for the remainder their
information was less up to date than that held by DSS.

3. Such a result would appear to provide enough accurate traces
to make the cost of any false leads in the out of date Cases

worthwhile.

4. On this basis, we can now go ahead and, if you agree, the
decision can be announced shortly after the House resumes. Your
review 1s considering the disclosure of earnings, but for the
present, the information to be exchanged will be 1limited to
private and employers' addresses. In the meantime, I believe that
Revenue officials are already in touch with yours about the
necessary administrative arrangements and to agree a starting

date. bl P &

5. I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Geoffrey
Howe, James Mackay, Peter Brocke, Kenneth Clarke, Peter Walker,
Malcolm Rifkind, Kenneth Baker, David Waddington, Peter Fraser and

also Peter Lilley.




DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION AND ANSWER

To ask Mr Chancellor of the Exchequer what assistance the
Inland Revenue give to the Department of Social Security to
help trace absent parents who are not paying maintenance for
lone-parent families in receipt of income support?

Section 59 of the Social Security Act 1986 permits the Inland
Revenue to provide information to the Department of Social
Security and the Department of Health and Social Services for
Northern Ireland, in connection with the operation of the
benefit Acts, without breaching their confidentiality
obligations. At present the information provided is confined
to the details required to account for Class 1 National
Insurance contributions, which the Inland Revenue collect on
behalf of the DSS, and details of those known to be
self-employed to assist DSS in collecting Class 2 National
Insurance contributions.

now
I have teday asked the Inland Revenue to extend the

disclosures made under their authority to include the

addresses of absent parents and, where appropriate, the names
and addresses of their employers, in cases where the absent
parent is liable under the Social Security Act 1986 to

maintain lone-parent families receiving income support.




DRAFT PRESS RELEASE

TRACING OF ABSENT PARENTS -
INLAND REVENUE ASSISTANCE TO DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

The Financial Secretary to the Treasury, Mr Peter Lilley MP,
announced that the Inland Revenue will assist the Department

Social Security in tracing absent parents who have failed to

maintenance payments.

In reply to a Parliamentary Question the Financial Secretary said:-

"Section 59 of the Social Security Act 1986 permits the Inland
Revenue to provide information to the Department of Social
Security and the Department of Health and Social Services for
Northern Ireland, in connection with the operation of the

benefit Acts, without breaching their confidentiality

obligations. At present the information provided is confined

to the details required to account for Class 1 National
Insurance contributions; which the Inland Revenue collect on
behalf of the DSS, and details of those known to be
self-employed to assist DSS in collecting Class 2 National

Insurance contributions.

I have ¥bddy asked the Inland Revenue to extend the
disclosures made under their authority to include the
addresses of absent parents and, where appropriate, the names
and addresses of their employers, in cases where the absent
parent is liable under the Social Security Act 1986 to

maintain lone-parent families receiving income support."”

RAE1-41




NOTES FOR EDITORS

1. Where a lone-parent family claims income support, the DSS
tries to contact the absent parent about maintenance. But if
neither the lone parent nor the DSS knows the absent parent's

current address, the DSS is not able to take further action.

2. Information about taxpayers held by the Inland Revenue 1is
confidential and may not be released to other parties - even other
Government Departments - except in very strictly limited
circumstances. Among these, Section 59 of the Social Security Act
1986 provides that, subject to the authorisation of the Board of
Inland Revenue, information required in connection with the
operation of any of the benefit Acts may be disclosed to the
Department of Social Security or the Department of Health and

Social Services for Northern Ireland. At present this information

is confined to the details required to, account for or collect
in gl a Ses will be passed
The Roard —have Row—aui hor e

National Insurance contributions.
the—passing—of—addresses to those Departments, in connection with
the tracing of absent parents liable under the Social Security Act

1986 to maintain lone-parent families receiving income support.
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REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL = Wiy {\
(AN
STIP

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY: 114
SUPPORT FOR LONE PARENT FAMILIES

The Comptroller and Auditor General, John Bourn, today
reported on the results of a National Audit ogfige (NAO)
examination of the support provided by the social security

illion ;999 parent families in

system for the_estimate¢ one m

Great Britain. During 1988-89 sociélfsecurity expenditure on
this claimant group amounted to an estimated £3.6 billion.

————
Income Support accounted for half this total. -

It is the policy of Ministers to structure Social security
benefits so that (i) they contain some recognition of the
additional needs of lone parent families and (ii) while not
requiring lone parents with children up to the age of 16 to be
available for work, they nevertheless do not unduly discourage
lone parents from working if they so wish.

Between 1980 and 1988 the number of lone parents receiving
Supplementary Benefit/Income Support more than doubled to
722,000. During the same period expenditure on income-related
benéfits paid to lone parent families grew by around 140 per
cent in real terms. 1In the light of these trends, the NAO
examination concentrated on key elements of Department of
Social Security (DSS) stewardship of the money provided by
Parliament for lone parent families. In particular, they
considered whether the Department adequately evaluate the
extent to which objectives for this claimant group are being
achieved.




NAO examinaticon found that the DSS did not at present have
the research information to enable them fo reach firm
quantifxed conclusions about the factors giving rise to lone

parents’ lncreaszngAdependency on Supplementary Benefit/Income

Support Until 1mproved information from a number of
initiatives which the DSS have in hand becomes available, the
Department will be unable to evaluate whether measures included
in the current benefit system are having the effect intended
and do not unduly discourage lone parents from working if they
wish to do so.

Pending the outcome of the Department’s initiatives, the
NAC loocked at available evidence of lone parents’ perceptlons
and experiences in relation to factors that had a bearing on
their decisions about work. In particular, there was
uncertainty among some lone parents about the value of
financial incentives to work provided by the social security
system and concern that incentives could in any event be

cancelled out by the‘need “to incur work-related expenses such

as those for travel and child care. The NAO found that there
was a lack of information about such expenses incurred by lone
parents. However, the Department’s current survey should help
to evaluate the effect of these expenses on the work incentives
provided by the social secu;;ty system.

Between 1981 and 1988 the proportion of lone parent
families on Supplementarg_gggefit/Income Support receiving

~———

maintenance from liable relatives fell from 50 per cent to 23
per cent. The NAO concluded that among the factors
contributing to this decline were the resources which the DSS
devoted to liable relatives work and the performance by local
joffices of that work. They noted that the DSS have & number of

initiatives in hand to improve their oversight of liable
relatives work; to strengthen procedures for recovering
maintenance; and to help establish the scope for increasing the
amount of maintenance obtained for lone parent families

receiving Income Support.




NOTES FOR EDITORS

The Committee of Public Accounts is expected to take evidence
on the Report during May 1990.

The Comptroller and Auditor General, John Bourn, is the head of
the National Audit Office employing some 900 staff. He, and
the NAO, are totally independent of Government. He certifies
the accounts of all Government departments and a wide range of
other public sector bodies; and he has statutory authority to
repcrt to Parliament on the economy, efficiency and

effectiveness with which departments and other bodies use their
resources.

PRESS NOTICE

All enquiries to NAO Press Office: Tel: 01 798 7400
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HAO REPORT: SUPPORT FOR LONE PARENT FAMILIES

MAIN POINTS

Soverpment policy for benefit system for lone parent families:

recognise special needs;

not require lone parents with children under 16 to be
available for work but not unduly discourage from
working if want to;

reduce benefit expenditure by recovering maintenance
from absent parent.

issues examined by NAQ

DS8 database on lcne parents;

DSS monitoring and evaluation of financial impact of
benefit arrangements for lone parents;

cost effectiveness of DSS’s procedures for recovary of
maintenance.

DSE has some data but not sufficient to provide full
analysis of factowe—in the-dnoreasing dependence of
lone parents on Supp Ben/IS;

D88 taking steps to ilmprove the position but until

complete not fulfilling full range of responsibilities
of adequate stewardship;

Factors in fall in number and proportion of lone
parents for whom maintenance paid are lack of resources
and performance in local offices despite cost




'90-84—dc 1c:l4 DSS SSB

effectiveness of work;

lack of information about potential for more

maintenance and of control and measures of performance
but DSE seeking to improve.




BULL POINTS

SUPPORT FOR LONE PAREBNT FAMILIES: NAO

Lone parents with children under 16 not required to be
available for work to get I8

most of special help in benefit system for lone parent
families for lone parents wanting to work (so not
unduly discouraged);

higher disregard in Income Support.(£15 a week
compared with basic £5 for single people);

same adult credit as a couple in Family Credit and
One Parent Benefit disregarded;

earnings disredard in Housing Benefit to be
increased from £15 to £2% a week from October ~
will benefit those in work;

Report acknowledges that DSB already has a significant
amount of information about lone parents;

our statistics on benefit recipients)

past research eg 1982 study examining operation of
the tapered sarnings disregard)
Rt . g Nl o

awareness of research by outside organisations}

DSS hed already set in hand in 1987 action to improve
information on lone parents - major research on .
motivations of lone parents final report due later this
year. Lone parents Also part of study on Wider Effects
of Unemployment;

DSE has already taken action to improve recovery of




e e AW Mww -~

maintenance for lone parent families. In %288/89 £155
million recovered. Target of £180 million i# 1089/90
likely to be achisved. PFor 1990/91 new target of £260
million - we will ensure work has resocurces and
priority it deserves;

D88 looking at whole maintenance system in conjunction
with Lord Chancellors Department, Home Office and
Scottish Departments and have tq:q:tho: commissioned a
survey of courts and DSS offices to find out how

works. Alsc examining operation of systems cverseas
for useful lessons.
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SUPPORT POR LONE PARENT FAMILIES: NAO

the report acknowledges we already have some informaticn and that we
have taken steps to improvs: Probably impossibla to come—tn full
analysis of all the factors influencing lone parents decisions - very
complex area - not just social security,

Renefit oyotom cncourages dopondence on Incoms Support
Government concerned about this issue = right that help should be
available to families who need it but important to get balance right.
The report itself acknowledges that a number of other factors
influence lone parents decisions oil age of children, attitudes to

mother working, strain of the marriage breakdown. Much of special
help in bensfit system for lone parents is for those who vant to work.

- -
Income Support primarily a safety net benefit for those unable to
support themselves by working. Some reciplents like lone parents,
want to keep in touch with the labour market so the rules ignore some
of their earnings from part-time work when calculating benefit. At
€15 a week the amount ignored for lone parents is higher than for
single pecple and couples. To go further could discourage lone
parents from leaving Income Suppeswt-and moving-to full-time work.

But When there was one very few lone parents used it. And help linked
to benefit might deter pecple from leaving Income Support.




’SQ-04-05 12:17 DSS SSB

en _Ingoms Support

agree it can be difficult because influenced by many things eg
earnings, housing costs, work-related expenses, maintenance payments,
DES recognise problem - give claims to Family Credit for those leaving

Income Support priority, and prepared to indicate likely Family
Credit for particular wage leval.

¥hy no ghild care provigion for benefits like in Emplovment Training

different situation. Employment Training is for limited period to

ensure that someone with sufficient motivation to undertake training
not prevented by child care costs.

»

necessary to maintain a balance between help and what might be seen as
pressure. Alsc help for lone parent families has to be seen in .
context of Government’s overall objectives for the benefit system and
the help available to other groups. What we provide is some

recognition of the fact that lone parents who want to work have to
oembino—in one-person the rols of child carer and bread winner.

¥hy such poor record on maintenance?

The period in which NAO looked.at offises-—periormanse was a time of
particular pressure for local ofdéces. Not-surprising that in some
offices under pressure this work had scmetimes to take second place to
the job of paying benefits. We are taking steps to improve the
position and give this work the pricrity it deserves.

Khy do some offices perform worse than others?

There can be a variety of reasons, perhaps because the office is in an
areas of high unemployment and fewer absent parants may be able to
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afford maintenance or because that office was under particular
pressure at the time,




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

5 April 1990

Thank you for your letter of 4 April
about IQw Income Statistics which the Prime
Minister has seen and noted without comment.

DOMINIC MORRIS

Ross Hutchison, Esq.
Department of Social Security




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretar)

29 March 1990

INCOME SUPPORT RESIDENTIAL CARE AND
NURSING HOMES LIMITS

Thank you for your letter of today's date which the Prime
Minister has seen and noted.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Sonia Phippard
(Cabinet Office).

Paul Gray

Stuart Lord Esqg
Department of Social Security.

CONFIDENTIAL




DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SW1A 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social Security

CONFIDENTIAL

Paul Gray Esq
10 Downing Street
London
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INCOME SUPPORT RESIDENTIAL CARE AND NURSING HOMES LIMITS

-

(+

As you know, we have been considering the steps that need to
be taken fcllowing the defeat at Report stage of the NHS and 1&%3
Communlty Care Bill on tﬁgaﬁgp051tlon amendment to increase

the amounts of Income Support paid in residential care and

nursing homes. A broadly similar amendment has been put down

by the Opposition to the Social Security Bill for Report stage
tonight.

I am writing to let you know how my Secretary of State
proposes to respond during the course of the debate and the
measures he intends to announce. He does this of course with
the consent of the Chief Secretary to the Treasury, and

following Cablnet agreement that a substantLVe response was
necessary. e,

~.

Flrstly, the Secretary of State intends to respond to the
concerns expressed in the earlier debate about the situation
of people with preserved rights to Income Support after 1991.
He will move a new clause to_the Bill to confirm his ability
to specify in regulations cases in which an existing ™
resident’s Income Support is to be determined by reference to
charges paid by a local social services authority under the
new funding arrangements. He believes that it is desirable to
move such a clause in order to ensure that the debate is
conducted on the Government’s terms rather than as a direct
response to the Opposition amendment. The power would not be
commenced, nor requlations made under it, without Treasury

approval. : B

s

e

The power is designed simply as an enabling power to assist in
setting up a system of more local limits, that is, a move to
some system of geograghlcal variation specified for districts
or areas of Great Britain. We would not be able to use this

power from Agr il 1991; but we may want to start to use it in
reviewing and setting the limits once we are satisfied that

enough robust information is available from local authorities.
We are also considering other ways in which to collect better
information about costs and charges in homes and my Secretary
of State will say that he expects to approve the
commissioning of a study in the nmear future.




case further action ahead of 1991. He has therefore
decided to introduce a second stage to the increase in the
limits in 1990-91. 1In addition to the changes already
announced and being made next month, from 13 August he
proposes further targeted increases to all the Income Support
limits to help maintain thelr value during the coming year.

In nursing homes the limits be increased in August 1990 by £10
for all categories, except that the increase will be £15 for
the terminally ill. For residential care homes £5 will be
added in Auqust. The full plcture is set out in the attached
sheet.

additional 1ncreases. " The cost of these new improvements will
be £72 million in a full year and the cost in 1990-91 will be
£45 million, half of which will be met from the reserve. The
remainder of the cost in 1990-91 and the full cost thereafter
will be met without any net addltlon to the DSS programme.

I should add that my Secretary of State has considered
carefully the suggestion made at Cablnet that any concession
should be restricted to those already in homes and not apply
to new cases. There are some practical and presentational

di fflcﬁTtles and potential unfairness associated with this
approach which he believes mitigate against it and which would
more than cancel the political benefits to be gained from the
measures outlined above. In particular, it would be difficult
to defend excluding a group of residents - those entering
homes between now and April 1991 - from receiving the
additional Income Support payments from August that the
Government are acknowledging are necessary for the rest.
Setting August as the cut-off point could lead to an influx of
cases into homes beforehand. The Secretary of State also
believes that any possible public expenditure savings are
likely to be lnggggtgggéé} because of the relatively limited

number of admissions to homes between August and the next
upratlng in Aprll

I am copying this note to the Private Secretaries to other
members of the Cabinet and to Sonia Phippard.

S

" IR

J S LORD
Principal Private Secretary




OPOSED INCOME SUPPORT LIMITS FROM APRIL AND AUGUST 1990
(FIGURES IN BRACKETS SHOW LIMITS FROM APRIL 1989)

RESIDENTIAL CARE HOMES

Registration Category London (£) Outside London (£)

April August April August
Elderly 173 176 (163) 150 155 (140)

Very dependent or 188 193 (178) 165 Y70 {15%5)
blind elderly

Mentally ill 173 178 (163) 150 155 (140)

Drug or alcohol 173 178 (163) 150 155 (140)
dependent

Mentally handicapped 198 203 (188) 175 180 (165)

Physically disabled and 233 238 (223) 210 215 (200)
disablement began under

pension age

Other (including (163) (140)
physically disabled

over pension age)

FOR PERSONAL EXPENSES 10.55 (10.05) 10.55 (10.05)

NURSING HOMES

Type of Care London (£) Outside London (£)

April August April August
Elderly and other <33 233 (213} 200 210 (190)
(including physically
disabled over pension
age)
Mentally ill (218) (195)

Suffering from drug (213) (190)
or alcohol dependency

Mentally handicapped (228) (205)

Physically disabled (258) (235)
and disablement began
under pension age

Suffering from a 283 (258) 245 260 (235)
terminal illness

FOR PERSONAIL EXPENSES 10.55 (10.05) 10.55 10.55 (10.05)







10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

26 March 1990

PR

SOCIAL FUND: JUDICTIAL REVIEW

Thank you for your letter of 23 March
enclosing the draft oral statement to be made
in the House today, which the Prime Minister
has seen and noted.

I am copying this letter to Gillian
Baxendine (Lord President's Office), Stephen
Williams (Welsh Office), Jim Gallagher
(Scottish Office), Carys Evans (Chief
Secretary's Office) and Murdo Maclean (Chief
Whip's Office).

\((9__‘
A

PAUL GRAY

Simon Willis, Esq.,
Department of Social Security.
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HOME CARE

You may like to be aware of the current state of negotiations

beEZEEE_EgPartments about a posszble concession following the

)

Government defeat on social security support for residential and
___—__'_————"'—_-‘
nursing home care.

I gather that DSS and Treasury Ministers are currently discussing
a package along the following lines:

- a new clause in the Bill providing greater local

flexibility in the payment arrangements under the new

—

regime post-April 1991;

for 1990/91 a package of increased limits possibly
costing some £60 million. This would involve:
-
(a) 1increases in national rates from £5 a week

for normal residential homes to £20 for the

terminally ill in nursing homes.

(b) Increases in the London premium ranging from
f2 for residential care to £7_for nursing homes.
(c) The introduction of a new premium for the
South East (between the national and London rates)
ranging from £5 for residential to £10 for nursing

homes.

There will be further inter-Departmental discussions on Monday.

The aim is to secure agreement to a package that could be

announced mid-week.

(i) Content to let colleagues sort this out? 7&0 Mf
OR

(ii) Do you want me to feed in any reactions informally

(bearing in mind you have not yet had any formal report
on this)?
OR

(iii) Do you want to request an early formal report on the

Do,

PAUL GRAY
23 March 1990

position reached?

CONFIDENTIAL




DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SW1A 2NS

Telephone 01-210 3000
Fax 01-210 5415

From the Minister of State for Social Security and the Disabled

Paul Gray Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

j
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SOCTAT, FUND: JUDTICTAL REVIEW

T. am attaching the draft of an oral statement which my
Minister will be making in the HOUSE oOn Mondav 26 March.

—— ey
The statement informs the House about the action Ministers are
taking in consequence of the recent High Court judgement on the
Social Fund. Tt explains that revised guidance 1s being sent
to Social Fund Officers and that a leaflet has been prepared
aimed at veovle who might be affected bv the judgements. The
statement also makes clear Ministers' intention to legislate to
return the operation of the fund to what was originally
intended. The opvortunitv will also be taken to announce the
increased Social Fund budget for 1990/91 and the allocations to
individual local offices.

T am cooying this letter to Gillian Baxendine (T.ord President).,
Stephen Williams (Welsh Office), Jim Gallagher (Scottish Office),
carys Evans (Chief Secretary), and Murdo Macl.ean (Chief Whio).

QTMON WTT,T,.TS
Private Secretarv




RG 3915p/1

With permission Mr Speaker I will maoke a statement on the
Social Fund. The House will recall that on 21 February the
High Court delivered Judgement on applications for Judicial reviews

in three cases concerning the Social Fund.

The Judgement confirmed the power to give directions for the control
and management of the Social fund. It also confirmed the directions
on how Social Fund Inspectors are to review decisions, but found
that some guidance was not consistent with the direction. Finally,
it found that some aspects of the guidance on budgets was too

prescriptive, and therefore not valid as guidance.

On the day of the Judgement the department sent a letter to Social
Fund Officers, informing them that the local office budget and the
level of priority that might usually be met were factors to be taken
into account in reaching a decision but they were not the overriding
factors. I am now in a position to set out in detail the further

measures we shall be taking in response to the Judgement.

We are today issuing new guidance to all Social Fund Officers to
toke account of Court’s decision that some of the guidance on the

budget in the Social Fund manual was couched in language that was

; too prescriptive for guidance.




RG 3915p/2

We are also issuing guidance today about applications for review
from people who may have had applications to the Fund turned down on
grounds of insufficient priority because of budgetary constraints.

A leaflet for the public to provide information on this matter is
being distributed to DSS local offices.

As I have already mentioned, local offices were advised on the day

of the Judgement that the guidance on budgets was defective. From
then onwards cases should not have been refused on the basis of the
defective guidance. However, if any applicants are dissatisfied
with the Social Fund Officer’s decision they have the right to
request a review in the normal way.




RG 3915p/3

Although the Court found that some of the guidance on budgets was
too prescriptive, its Jjudgement explicitly recognised that
Parliament clearly intended that the Social Fund should be subject
tgﬂf}ficﬁrmonegqry_1imjts and that the Secretary of State needs to
be able to give directions to achieve financial control. In the
light of that and so that there should be no doubt that it is the
Government’s intention that the Social Fund should be operated
within a firm budgetary framework, I am introducing an amendment in
the current Social Security Bill to make explicit the power of my
Rt Hon friend to give directions relating to the financial control
of the fund. The amendment will similarly put beyond doubt my

Rt hon Friend’'s power to specify who is eligible for payments from

the Fund.

We will also taoke the opportunity to introduce two other minor
amendments for the purposes of clarifying the procedures for
applications for loans from the fund and the date on which an

application to the fund is to be treated as having been made.




RG 3915p/4

Copies of the new guidance on budgets and reviews and of the leaflet

are in the Library.

I should also like to taoke this opportunity to remind the House that
on Friday, 16 February my Rt Hon friend, the Secretary of State for
Social Security, laid the Social Fund (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Regulations. These will introduce a number of beneficial changes to
the scheme with effect from 9 April. In particular, they will
implement two changes which we announced in the uprating statement.

First, the change to the capital rule, which he made for Social Fund

—

Cold Weather payments in January, will be extended to the other

Social Fund Regulated payments. Thus., people aged 60 or over may

qualify for help whilst retaining up to £1000 in savings. Second,

the regulations will increase the amount payable for mdiernity
expenses from £85 to £100.

Finally I wish to turn to the Social Fund budget for 1990/91. The
House will recall that I announced last year that the gross
allocation for discretionary payments in the coming year would be
£205 million. However, our experience of operating the loans
element of the fund has clearly shown that it will be possible to
use the available resources even more flexibly next year through the
recirculation of repayments returning to the fund. I am therefore
pleased to say that I am now able to increase the gross allocation
by a further £10 million for 1990/91 to £215 million. This means

that the gross budget for 1990/91 will be £12 million higher than in
1989/90.




RG6 3915p/5

The £215 million will be divided to provide £152m for loans and £63m

—

for grants. [In 83/90 the allocation is £143m for loans and £60m

N

for grants]. As in previous years, I shall be holding back £2m as a

contingency reserve.

In allocating the budgets to local offices we have included the
value of the additional allocations amounting to £3 million made in
December and January to 106 offices facing particular pressure.
Every one of the department’s offices will receive a higher
allocation next year. 15 per cent of offices will receive budget
increases of 10 per cent or more compared with their April 1989

allocations, and nearly three-quarters will get increases of 5 per

cent or more.

I shall circulate a list of the allocations to individual offices in
the Official Report. I have also placed a copy of the allocations
in the Library together with a note explaining how they were
calculated. I am confident that the measures, I have announced
today will ensure that the Social Fund continues to be a fair and

flexible scheme for those who are most in need.




BUDGET CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 15 March 1990

INCOME RELATED BENEFITS: CAPITAL LIMITS

The Prime Minister and the Chancellor had a brief discussion
yesterday evening in the light of the Secretary of State for
Social Security's letter to the Chancellor dated 14 March. They
agreed that, in the light of the latest developments and
information, it would be appropriate to raise to £16,000 the
capital limit for Community Charge Benefit and Housing Benefit,
and to £8,000 the capital limit for Income Support and Family
Credit. 1In both cases, however, there should be no change in the
starting point for the tapers at £3,000.

I am copying this letter to Stuart Lord (Department of
Social Security) and Carys Evans (Chief Secretary's Office).

Mo,

A

(PAUL GRAY)

John Gieve, Esq.,
HM Treasury.

BUDGET CONFIDENTIAL




Lord Advocate’s Chambers v
Fielden House
10 Great College Street

London SWIP 3SL

Telephone: Direct Line O1-278 6810
Switchboard 01-276 3000
Fax 01-278 8834

The Right Hon Tony Newton OBE MP

Secretary of State for Social Security

Richmond House

79 Whitehall

LONDON SW1A 2NS ‘ 14 March 1990

SOCIAL SECURITY BILL: LONE PARENTS AND yelNTENANCE e T

< ¥k i' o P /T" ( ’
For my interest in the enforcemént of court orders in Scotland I was glad to
see your letter of 12 March about the matters you propose to include in the
Bill. Your proposed measures should be useful on a short—term_ggsis before the

Jong-term measures can be introduced.

ey

You mention that some residual technical issues have arisen. I hope that these
can be resolved in the near future and that they will not prove, on detailed
examination, to be more than merely technical. For example, in Scotland a
per§6n holding a court order instructs enforcement without further recourse to
the coug}s. (Hence on the measure i}jﬂit may be necessary for there to be some
11k between the DSS and the maintenance creditor to allow for DSS taking over
| enforcement of fHE'Eiaimant's own order.) I see no reason in principle why the
differences between the two law districts should make for difficulties in
framing your provisions but clearly it will be necessary for us to give proper
consideration to these differences.

I am copying this letter to colleagues on H and L Committees.

s

)

FRASER OF CARMYLLIE
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The Rt Hon Tony Newton OBE MP / e

Secretary of State for Social Security l/\g}ﬂ\f e radols a . éw
Richmond House Soca) & s

79 Whitehall
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Thank you for copying to me your lgtfer of 12 M rch w1th your proposals
for the Bill. I welcome your proposals, and 1 am pleased that your
officials will continue to liaise with mine. Some of the outstanding detail
will be important. For example, it needs to be clear that the right to
recover the mother's personal allowance exists only so far as that
allowance reasonably represents the costs of caring for the children. 1
think, too, that court orders will need to distinguish this amount within
the total of the order, since it is this element which will be at issue when
the mother comes off income support. We need to ensure that your
orders supersede any private law orders in force; and that once they
are transferred, they are reviewable in the same way as private law

orders. And there ought to be provision for notifying the father of such
a transfer.

I register these points simply out of a concern that we do not detract
from the credit we will get from these reforms by leaving ourselves open
to the charge that we are being unfair to fathers. Recent media coverage
of the lone parent issue has clearly 1dent1f1ed the potential for such a
reaction.

Coples of this go to the Prime Minister, colleagues on E aad L and to
Sir Robin Butler. /

B Q & ‘
\

MALCOLM RIFKIND

e 8
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SWI1A 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social Security

BUDGET CONFIDENTIAL

The Rt Hon John Major MP
Chancellor of the Exchequer

HM Treasury
Parliament Street TN(
London

SWIP 3EB [ March 1990

ﬁe,_, e

We have discussed further the proposal to raise the capital limits to
£12,000 for Community Charge Benefit and Housing Benefit and £9,000
for Income Support and Family Credit, and I have been considering how
the change might be backdated to April, at least for Community Charge
Benefit. You share my concern about the anomalies backdating will
create and, following repeated representations about the Community
Charge Benefit limit in the House, we discussed both the level of the
limits and how the changes might all be implemented from April.

INCOME-RELATED BENEFITS: CAPITAL LIMITS

Turning to implementation first, I am satisfied that we can put in
place requlations which would increase the limits from 1 April,
without significant risk of legal challenge.

I—1

As you know, such changes are normally subject to_consultation, which
can be avoided only by the use of the urgency procedures and to invoke
urgency carries a risk of challenge. In this instance, we shall need
regulations both to raise the limits and to extend to these cases in
the other benefits the provision which already exists in Community
Charge Benefit to allow backdating of claims for 56 days. This will
be essential since otherwise people would not be entitled until they
claimed, which - given the lateness of the change - could be well into
April or May. My lawyers have found a way in which we could
regulate to raise the Community Charge Benefit and Housing Benefit
limits without having to consult the Local Authority Associations,
thus avoiding the risk of challenge. We would have to invoke urgency
to avoid consulting them on the 56_days’ backdating for Housing
Benefit, and to avoid consulting the Social Security Advisory
Committee on both the rise in the limits and the 56 day rule. I
would not anticipate challenge from the Social Security Advisory
Committee: nor the Local Authority Associations, since the 56 days’
backdating will be helpful to them. Eventual criticism from the
Public Accounts Committee for such a last-minute change will of course
be inevitable.




o 'y i liifl.

You are well aware of the severe difficulties local authorities are
labouring under in implementing the Community Charge Benefit scheme,
particularly since the Transitional Relief arrangements have greatly
complicated the situation. It will be difficult for them to implement
anything new in April, so it is vital that we keep the change as
simple as possiblé. The programming difficulties associated with
different capital rules for Community Charge Benefit and Housing
Benefit make it like —such a change could not be made before
October, so an early change in one necessarily entails a change in the
other. e

We agreed today that our backbenchers’ concern that the capital limit
for couples in Community Charge Benefit should be double that for
singles is now such that we do not believe we can satisfy demand for a
change with Iess than an increase to £16,000 (across the board, since
separating couples and singles would be operationally extremely
difficult for Local Authorities and probably not achievable until next
year). This increases the cost by £30 million on top of the £95
million full year cost of £12,000 for HB/CCB and £9,000 for IS/FC.

It seems to me that there are two ways of dealing with this. Either
we simply meet the cost - and I can offer to contribute the £40
million a year saving which will be realised as a result of my
proposals to improve the recovery of maintenance from liable relatives
- or we leave~the capital 1imit for Income Support and Family Credit
at £6,000 instead of raising it as planned to £9,000.

.

I have to say I am most reluctant to make no change for IS and FC.

The undesirable disalignment between the income-related benefits would
be exacerbated and if we make no move now on IS/FC there would
certainly be pressure for a substantial increase, if not to £16,000
then perhaps to £12,000 to match the doubling of the HB/CCB limit. It
has never been easy to find a justification for different capital
limits, especially as between Income Support and Housing Benefit; and
the more they differ, the harder it will be to explain why people
should not be expected to use their savings to pay rent, but should be
expected to use them to pay other basic living costs. And you
yourself may feel that the presentational advantages of the change
will be considerably less if we announce an increase for Community
Charge Benefit and Housing Benefit but not for Income Support and

Family Credit.
e

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister and to Norman Lamont.

Qv .

TONY NEWTON




DEPAKIMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SW1A 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Sw.. ! Security

The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC MP

Lord President of the Council

Privy Council office

Whitehall

London H

SW1A 2AT § 4 March 1990
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LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE

As you know, the Prime Minister held a meeting on 20 February to
discuss what measures should be taken to improve the recovery of
maintenance from absent parents. It was agreed that my Department
would proceed with all speed on the short-term measures set out in
nmy note of 16 February. Some of these require primary legislation
and it was agreed that they would be included, where possible, in
the current Social Security Bill.

The measures concerned involve:

i) extending the existing provisions which set out liability
when Income Support is claimed by a lone parent to enable the
recovery of benefit expenditure to cover the needs of the
caring parent. At present, unless the parents are still
married, the liable person is responsible for benefit
expenditure only in relation to the children of the
relationship. The amendment will enable DSS to seek to
recover the personal allowance paid to a divorced or
never-married lone parent as part of what is recovered for the
children as well as the allowances and premiums which directly
relate to them. This brings Social Security arrangements into
| line with those in private law.

ii) extending the scope of orders taken out by DSS to recover
benefit expenditure so that the order can be transferred to
the liable person when she ceased to claim benefit. At
present the Department'’'s order ends when the claim ceases.

The lone parent would therefore need to go to court herself to
obtain a maintenance order, which could deter some lone
parents from making the transition to independence. The
amendment will give DSS power to transfer an order they have
taken out to the lone parent herself where this is appropriate.

cBa " 35dd dlgs Q12 18 SSHO WOodd 91:82 86«




iii) giving DSS power to ask courts to enforce a claimant's

own maintenance order. This will enable DSS to take whatever
enforcement action is open to the claimant herself. This will
remove the need to ask the lone parent to approach the courts.

As discussed at the Prime Minister's meeting, these are important
policy developments which will make valuable improvements in the
maintenance recovered from absent parents. a few residual technical
issues have arisen and I have asked my officials to pursue and
resolve these in agreement with colleagues®. They are also in

discussions about the resource implications.

I am copying this letter to colleagues on H and L Committees and,
unless I hear to the contrary by 2 pm Wednesday 14 March, I will
assume agreement, and include appropriate amendments at Report Stage
of the Social Security Bill on 28 March. The Government's stand on
maintenance and absent parents’ responsibility elicited widespread
support and I think it is important to maintain the positive

impact. I am therefore anxious to make an announcement in good time

before laying. My officials will, of course, continue to be in

touch with officialg in the Lord Chancellor's Department, the Home

Office and the Scottish Office.

TONY NEWTON

£P0 " 3944 LIPS B1Z2 18 SSHA WOod4




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
From the Private Secretary

12 March 1990

LORD JOSEPH AND TAX ALILOWANCES

I was grateful to you and to Ross Hutchison for your letters
of 8 March.

The Prime Minister has now considered the position. While
she recognises the Chief Secretary's concerns, she does not feel
it is reasonable to seek to persuade Lord Joseph from publishing
his personal views. She has therefore replied to his letter of
23 February in the terms attached. :

I am copying this letter to Ross Hutchison (Department of
Social Security).

PAUL GRAY

Miss Carys Evans,
Chief Secretary's Office,
HM Treasury.

CONFIDENTIAL




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

THE PRIME MINISTER 12 March, 1990.

/ ¢ G /Cc;ci'

Thank you for your letter of 23 February concerning various
aspects of family policy. You kindly asked whether I would have
any objections to your publishing a pamphlet along the lines of
your 17 November letter. I would be entirely content for you to
do this later in the Spring, as long as you make clear - as I
assume you intend to - that it represents purely your own

personal views.

The Rt. Hon. The Lord Joseph, C.H.
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Department of Employment
Caxton House, Tothill Street, London SW1H 9NF

Telephone 01-273
Telex 915564 Fax 01-273 5821

Secretary of State

The Rt Hon David Waddington QC MP

Home Secretary

Home Office

50 Queen Anne’s Gate

LONDON

SW1H 9AT 128 March 1990
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I have seen your letter of 9 February to "H" Committee on your
proposal to brin forward a Bill next session on more effective
enforcement of maintenance orders in magistrates courts, and I

have been considering the possible employment and training
implications of such a Bill.

Demographic change will mean that we cannot afford to waste any
part of our labour force. I am therefore interested in any
proposal that will improve incentives for lone parents to work,
particularly since many of them will have previous work
experience. As the overall effect of the Bill would be improved
incentives for lone parents I would certainly support it, but
await the outcome of Tony Newton'’s review with interest.

As you will know, lone parents with dependent children do not have
to be available for work in order to receive Income Support. 1In
calculating Income Support, maintenance received is taken wholly
into account, and so a lone parent who is content to remain on
Income Support while bringing up her children will not necessarily
press to receive maintenance. However, we aim to give a
reasonable amount of help to lone parents who do want to return to
work; the childcare allowance in Employment Training and the
special treatment in social security in-work benefits are examples
of what is already happening. The prospect of receiving
maintenance will provide them with another incentive to work,
since upon obtaining work lone parents will, in effect, be able to
add maintenance to their gross wage. The incentive would be
somewhat reduced for a person claiming Family Credit or Housing
Benefit because maintenance affects assessment, but the existence
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Secretary of State
for Employment

'of the maintenance payments would lift the claimant nearer to the
position where total income would enable the benefits to be
dispensed with altogethér., —— '

I should point out there could be some disincentive for the person
required to pay the maintenance, especially if he or she was in
comparatively low-paid work. Such a person might decide that he
or she would be better off unemployed, but I feel that this is
more than balanced out by the improved incentives position
otherwise.

As far as training is concerned, the proposal will make little
difference to lone parents while they are actually undertaking
training (because most of them will continue to receive Income
Suppcort), but the prospect of maintznance as an in-work income
should encourage lone parents to enter a training course, with a
view to eventually obtaining full-time work.

Finally, I would make the obvious point that an incentive is of
little use if people are not aware of it, and we would need to
ensure that unemployed lone parents and their advisers are fully
aware of the potential advantages to them of securing proper and
regular maintenance payments. This would seem to call for a well-
focused publicity drive at the appropriate time.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the members of H
Committee and Sir Robin Butler.

?L.wu
/] Lot

MICHAEL HOWARD
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PRIME MINISTER

CORRESPONDENCE FORM LORD JOSEPH

Lord Joseph has written to you welcoming your recent actions on

fathers and maintenance and indicating he plans to publish a

e ey

pamphlet soon on this and related issues. He gives you the
opportunity to object if you wish.
m—

a——

This latest letter follows up his earlier letter of 17 November
last (also attached) raising a number of issues about family

policy, particularly a return to child tax allowances; you

thanked him for that and said you would be "considering his
comments and ideas seriously". We have provisionally planned

for you to discuss the future of child benefit and child tax
allowances with the Chancellor and Tony Newton after_ the Budget.

I have therefore taken views of the Treasury and DSS as to

whether, if Lord Joseph were shortly to publish a_pamphlet on all

——

this, it would present difficulties.

You will see from their letters (also attached) that Tony Newton
is relatively relaxed, but Norman Lamont would prefer to dissuade
Lord Joseph from publishing. My own view is that the Chief
Secretary's reaction is a bit unréﬁgbnable, and that as long as

you ask Lord Joseph to stress it is his gersona work and to
leave publication until "later this Spr ", it will do no harm.

S

I attach a reply for you to send to Loyé Joseph on this basis.
Content to sign?

Pice

PAUL GRAY .

9 MARCH 1990 (\U. 7o /) wAMY N nan
U :
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SWIA 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social Security

Paul Gray Esq

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street

LONDON §/% March 1990

Do Rt

Thank you for sending Stuart Lord a copy of your 1etter\;E\2\March
to John Gieve. I have consulted my Secretary of State about

Lord Joseph's proposals to publish a pamphlet on the lines set out
in his paper of 17 November 1989.

My Secretary of State regards it as inevitable in any case that
there will be continuing debate on the question of Child Benefit and
the wider issues of support for the family; it is bound, for
example, to come up on the remaining stages of the Social Security
Bill later this month.

Given that we are already in a much more positive position on lone
parents and maintenance, in which Lord Joseph is also interested, my
Secretary of State sees no reason to object to Lord Joseph
publishing his thoughts on the terms you propose, and to a
reasonably measured timescale.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Duncan Sparkes in the

Chancellor of the Exchequer's office.

/&

ROSS HUTCHISON
Private Secretary
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CONFIDENTIAL

Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street SWIP 3AG

Paul Gray Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London

SW1

Z March 1990

LORD JOSEPH AND TAX ALLOWANCES

I am writing in response to your letter of 2 March 1990 to
John Gieve. The Chief Secretary has been consulted in the
Chancellor's absence.

2. The Chief Secretary feels that in view of the difficulties
publication would cause the Government, we should seek to dissuade
Lord Joseph from publishing. However if we fail to persuade him,

it should be emphasised that the pamphlet has been produced on a
purely personal basis.

3 I am copying this Stuart Lord (Department of Social
Security).

ave. S(

’WMISS C EVANS t

Private Secretary







CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary

5 March 1990

LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE: ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

The Prime Minister was grateful for a copy of your Secretary
of State's letter to the Chief Secretary of 1 March. She notes
the progress which is being made in this area and agrees with
your Secretary of State that in the longer term it would be
helpful to see whether information could be released from the
Inland Revenue about incomes as well as simply addresses, as
currently proposed.

I am copying this letter to Tim Sutton (Lord President's
Office), Carys Evans (Chief Secretary's Office), Paul Stockton
(Lord Chancellor's Department), Stephen Leach (Northern Ireland

Office), Helen Shirley-Quirk (Department of Health), Stephen
Williams (Welsh Office), Jim Gallagher (Scottish Office), Robert
Canniff (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office) and Alan
Maxwell (Lord Advocate's Office).

CAROLINE SI.OCOCK

Ross Hutchison, Esq.,
Department of Social Security.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Absent :s‘f’mh@rsk
face tax clamp’
on maintenance

A SPECIAL Inland Revenue
tax coding for fathers who
abandon their families is
being considered by ministers
as part of a review of the law
On maintenance payments.

The coding would allow
payments to be deducted at
source for the upkeep of lone
mothers and their children.

The controversial move to
use the tax system to trace ab-
sent fathers and recover
money from them is one of the
options being studied by Tony
Newton, the social security
secretary.

Newton has won the back-
ing of Margaret Thatcher to
push through reforms in an
attempt to cut the £1 billion-a-
year welfare bill for lone-
parent families by maximising
the recovery of maintenance.

Thatcher is determined to
end what she sees as wide-
spread abuse of the system
which leaves the state having
10 meet responsibilities she
says lie with fathers.

In a recent keynote speech
on the subject to the National
Children’s Home, she said:
“No father should be able to
escape from his responsi-—
bility.”

Thatcher has approved a
two-stage approach to the
problem. Newton will shortly
announce moves to apply
existing powers more vig-
orously to increase the
amount of maintenance paid.
Greater use will be made of
powers to deduct maintenance
payments from welfare bene-
fits paid to absent fathers.

by David Hughes
Chief Political
Correspondent

Newton has also ordered a
detailed investigation of how
the present system operates,
how the courts work and how
much maintenance is recov-
ered.

Later this year Newton will
bring forward a legislative
package, prepared in conjunc-
tion with the Lord Chan-
cellor’s department, aimed at
overhauling the law relating to
maintenance and setting up
court procedures to make its
collection more efficient.

The use of tax codes to guar-
antee regular payments to
mothers and children is emer-
ging as a favoured contender
despite the Inland Revenue’s
traditional reluctance to allow
its data to be used for anything
other than tax collection
purposes.

Whitehall insiders say that,
even with computerisation of
the tax system, a “mainte-
nance code” for absent fathers
could still be difficult to
administer.

But social security officials
believe it could be the most
effective way of keeping track
of a father who might flit from
Job to job in an attempt 1o
evade family responsibilities,

Newton plans to travel to
Wisconsin in the United
States over Easter to see how
the system there operates. The
state has a high success rate in

recovering maintenance from
absent fathers, employing
sweeping powers to investi-
gate computer data of all kinds
and using special courts and
magistrates who can process
cases within days.

The drive to reform the sys-
tem has been prompted by
growing concern in Whitehall
aboul the cost of weifare sup-
port for lone-parent families.

The number of single-par-
ent families has risen sharply
over the past decade. Nearly
700,000 single mothers re-
ceive benefit, and three-quar-
ters of them receive no main-
tenance payments. Nearly
300,000 lone parents are un-
married mothers.

The Labour party has said
that maintenance payments
recovered from absent fathers
should be used to improve
overall benefits for single par-
ents and their children, and
not as a means of cutting the
social security budget.

However, Whitehall offi-
cials concede that a central
aim is to cut the growing cost
to the taxpayer of single-par-
ent families and to make it
clear to absent fathers that
they cannot escape their finan-
cial responsibilities.

The success of the reform
will depend on the co-opera-
tion of the 290,000 unmarried
mothers in Britain, who are
the largest category of single
parents claiming income sup-
port. They are under no
obligation to name the fathers
of their children and there are
no plans to change this.

L




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary

2 March 1990

The Chancellor and the Secretary of State for Social
Security have apparently already been sent copies of the enclosed
letter of 23 February from Lord Joseph. This follows up earlier
correspondence he had with the Prime Minister in November; I also
wrote to you on 27 November about the follow-up action the Prime
Minister wished to pursue.

I am minded to suggest to the Prime Minister that there is
no reason for her to resist Lord Joseph's suggestion that he
should publish a pamphlet covering the issues in the paper
attached to his 17 November letter, as long as it is made clear

this is being done entirely in his personal capacity. But I
should be grateful if you could take the Chancellor's mind on
this and let me know whether he would prefer any other course of
action.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Stuart Lord
(Department of Social Security), with the same request that he
should consult his Secretary of State. It would be helpful to

| have responses by Thursday 8 March, please.

PAUL GRAY

John Gieve, Esq.,
H.M. Treasury.




" Ve

i /
QAROLINE SLQjZéCK 2 March 1990

LONE PARENTS: ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

There are two separate issues here:

access to taxpayers' addresses: this would help trace

absent fathers;

access to information on taxpayers' incomes: this would
assist the assessment of maintenance levels to be paid

under an administrative formula.

Tony Newton and Norman Lamont are agreed on the issue of addresses.
Norman Lamont foresees however, a difficulty with the information
on incomes. Tony Newton recognises this, and is not pressing

the issue at present. But he is keen not to rule out options

at this stage.

Comment

Ministers have expressed support for the idea of assessment
via an administrative formula and collection through a child
support agency within the Inland Revenue. It would clearly
enhance the effectiveness of such a system if the agency had
access to data on incomes. This is the situation in the case
of the Australian model. Tony Newton is right, therefore,

in not wanting to close off options at this stage.

Recommendation

Support Tony Newton's desire to examine what part information

about incomes might play in a new system for awarding and collecting

maintenance.

9
/}/ ANDREW DUNLOP

/




DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SW1A 2NS
Telephone 01- 210 3000

From the Secretary of State for Social Security
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LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE: ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

Thank you for your letter of 23 February. I am grateful for
your confirmation that access to taxpayers’ addresses presents
no problems and for your agreement to early work.

However, given the importance attached to our doing as much as
we can to trace absent parents who are not meeting their
obligations to their families - am importance underlined by
the Prime Minister’s meeting on 20 February - I would not wish
to close down any options at this stage. I am sure it is
right to consider what contribution can be made by any data
source and on what terms it might be made available.
Arrangements for a quick pilot study on addresses are in hand.
Your officials and mine will be comparing the information held
by DSS and IR records on employer and employee addresses.
Obviously, if the results showed that the information provided
from your records is never any better than ours, then we would
need to think further; but if there is some prospect of gain
then clearly we should proceed.

I recognise and note what you say about access to Revenue
information about incomes causing you more difficulty, and so
we agreed that it would not be pursued for the present. But
because of the vital importance of effective reform of
maintenance I know you appreciate that we should examine what
part such information could play in relation, for example, to
the self-employed when we work _up proposals fbr a ‘new system
for awarding and collecting maintenance. ‘*




I am a little surprised at the suggestion that more specific
legislative power is required. Our own understanding was that
existing powers were sufficient. 1Is any suggestion of further
legislative provision perhaps more for presentational rather
than strictly legal reasons? I wonder too if in fact this is
as significant a change as you suggest; it seems merely an
extension of what already happens rather than a major change
in practice. But all this will, of course, be clearer once we
have established precisely what your data can provide and I
suggest that our officials should sort out details and then

. report back on the implications.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Sir Geoffrey
Howe, James MacKay, Peter Brooke, Kenneth Clarke, Peter
Walker, Malcolm Rifkind, Kenneth Baker, David Waddington and

Peter Fraser.

TONY NEWTON







The Lord Joseph CH PC

The Rt Hon. Mrs Margaret Thatcher MP 23 February 1990
The Prime Minister

10 Downing Street
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As I explained in the-Ppaper attached to my letter to
you of Novemberb;?fﬁ 1989, I think that the cumulative
pressures on parent/parents with dependent children is
now so large that some such action as I proposed is
needed - and I was grateful for your reply of
November 27th.

I was also glad to read your own emphasis, in a recent
lecture, on part of my paper - that the fathers of
children of unmarried-mother-alone-households should
where possible be made to pay maintenance.

Since I believe that the need to recognise the problems
outlined in my paper is urgent well before the run-up
to an election and to pre-empt an Opposition emphasis
on the family, I would like to publish soon a pamphlet
on some such lines as the paper I sent you.

Have you any objection please?

I am copying to John Major and to Tony Newton.

M cv“ -
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street. SWIP 3AG

The Rt Hon Anthony Newton OBE MP

Secretary of State for Social Security

Department of Social Security

Richmond House

79 Whitehall

London -

Sw1 7< Frebruary 1990
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LONE PARENTS AND MAINTENANCE: ACCESS TO INLAND REVENUE DATA

We spoke last night about the proposal to give the DSS access to
Inland Revenue information needed to trace fathers, which I have
discussed with the Chairman of the Inland Revenue.

2. The Chancellor and I agree we should make this change,
assuming it will actually help with the problem. At present the
Inland Revenue shares information which D55 need to facilitate the
recording of Class 1 NICs for the purposes of benefit entitlement.
Since 1986, the Revenue has also provided information enabling
DSS to check that self employed people are paying Class 2 NICs.
However, although the legislation allows tax information to be
passed to DSS "in connection with the operation of any of the
benefit Acts", the Revenue does not provide the DSS with any
informatiorf relating to benefit fraud. Treasury Ministers have
also resisted pressure to le e Revenue give information about
taxpayers to other departments , such as DTI for the Serious Fraud
Office, the Home Office for immigration purposes, or to the police
except in respect of murder and treason. We have made specific
provision in the Drugs Act and the Prevention of Terrorism Act to
enable Revenue information to be passed on_ _under Court Order and
there are of course, exchanges with Customs. The guiding
principle has Been that the Revenue —does not provide information
about taxpayers to _any other Government agency except in the

specific cases I have mentioned. The reason for this is that the
tax system depends on Vo compliance. The Revenue fears
that unless taxpayers believe that the information they give them

will be Erotected, the co-operation and openness on which tax

collection depends will be at risk.

e
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3. You told me that you are simply seeking taxpayers' addresses
to help trace fathers. You thought that Revenue data could help
particularly to trace fathers who are members of the Armed Forces,
self employed or overseas. I do not believe that for the Revenue
to provide this specific informatién would amount to a major
breach of taxpayer confidentiality. Tt P 7

4. You confirmed that you are not seeking access to Revenue
information about taxpayer incomes - this would be a more
significant st&p which I believe would cause serious difficulty.

3. I mentioned to you that Revenue Officials have some doubts as

to whether their records would in fact give DSS much more up to
date addresses than they already have. ~Because the Revenue PAYE

system is largely based on dealing with employers, their records
of taxpayers' private addresses are often out of date.

6. You agreed that we should extend DSS access only if the
benefit would be significant. We have asked Revenue officials to
corisult D85S and TEport to us within two weeks on the contents of
the IR/DSS data bases 50 that we can ensure that this would in
practicé improve our ability to trace fathérs.

1. Because this would be a significant change in practice by the
Inland Revenue it would need to be preceded by an announcement in
the House, and there is at least a case for considering whether

there should be more specific legislative cover.

8. I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister,
Geoffrey Howe, James Mackay, Peter Brooke, Kenneth Clarke,
Peter Walker, Malcolm Rifkind, Kenneth Baker, David wWaddington and

Peter Fraser.

COMA1( thk&m—~
NORMAN LAMONT

(approved by the Chief Secretary
and signed in his absence)







QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON. SWIH 9AT

r..m‘,@c;l\,u od o Xogrs

.2 February 1990
- b&éﬂﬁ a OGRVverastn R Bl “

. e ————

.-Aﬂ‘
&~

“ fugo '

MAINTENANCE ENFORCEMENT BILL

In the light of the outcome of the Prime Minister's meeting on lone
parents on 20 February I should be grateful if you would look again at the
case for including the short Bill on maintenance enforcement (described in my
letter of 9 February) in next Session's 1eglslat1ve programme

/ i —

We are all a reed that it is essential that fathers are made to
provide adequately for their children, and my Bill will help to ensure that
fathers required to pay maintenance do not allow arrears to build up. It will
help to avoid the consequence of arrears, namely that the mothers concerned
may have to fall back on state benefit or go back to court for enforcement
action. As John Major has noted, the Bill would go hand in hand with the
measures which Tony Newton has identified and which the Prime Minister has
endorsed.

It would be possible to take such a Bill forward as a Private Member's
handout, and indeed this is how it was first conceived. But as part of our
initiative on lone parent families I think it would be better as a Government
Bill. 1In either case I should be grateful to know as soon as possible that
you are content for us to instruct Parliamentary Counsel.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, James Mackay, John
Major, Kenneth Baker, Tony Newton, Norman Lamont, Peter Fraser and Sir Robin

Butler.
| "] Q)

The Rt Hon Sir Geoffrey Howe QC MP
Lord President of the Council
Privy Council Office

WHITEHALL SW1A 2AT
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CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA
From the Private Secretary

21 February 1990

The Prime Minister held a meeting yesterday to discuss the
issue of lone parent families. Those present were the Lord
President of the Council, the Lord Chancellor, the Home
Secretary, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the
Secretaries of State for Scotland and for Social Security, the
Chief Secretary to the Treasury, the Lord Advocate, Sir Robin
Butler, Mrs Bowtell (Department of Social Security), Mr Grant
(Home Office), Mr Harris (Lord Chancellor'