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9. Reductions in the RSG cash li s in November would cut the amg
oi‘ grant to be paid to authorities 1 1980/81, and put pressure m
- authorities by reducing their cash flow.

This would result in exr
local authority borrowing, higher rate increases, or reduced‘expf"::-
ture in this year or in 1981/82 - or more p]’pbably an glnpredlctay.:
combination of all three. Reductions would be proportionate t
grant entitlements. They would therefore be ‘nar;hest in areas o
needs and low resources where entitlements are highest - in part
Wales, the East Midlands, and the North. They would b?. additéo?:f__
to losses under the normal resources element "clawback (abous:-»
this year) which most affects areas with the lowest resource
Wales, the North and the South West.

10. The RSG transitional arrangements, though not SUltabl: ﬁgzﬁ:
application to more than about 20 authorities, could play London
part since the grant penalties would largely affect inner a gener:‘-'-
authorities that would suffer relatively small cuts unde{e of
cash limit reduction. We would need to consider the scé and &
penalties including the possibility of a maximum Per.laltyénditur?' i
'waiver' of penalties for exceptional efforts to cut T

the background of any decisions on a general cut in RSG.
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16, I also propose in any event to redistribute uncommitted urban
programme_resources for 1981/82 by running down programmes for
authorities makin steful overall use of resources and/or failing

to cut current

expenditure volume,

17. Colleagues will realise that each of these weapons has

veaknesses, We want to get specific local authorities to reduce their
eurent expenditure programmes. We have no powers to do so and
therefore have to resort to generalised, rather blunt pressures that
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often hit those that are behaving in an exemplary way, I am trying
0 devise a system which would achieve our purposes directly. I am

the practical difficulties may be of such a scale
us not to pursue this option. The Annex expands on

to submit proposals to colleagues early in September
unsatisfactory outcome to the call for revised A
light of discussions of the options set out lgl' i
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2, The legislation would b mplex, perticularly in relation to the
commissioner; it would aquire lose exemination of the multitude of

of the commissioner
responsibilities.

1980/81 session of Parlisment.
Niming

3. The statutory returns of current expenditure plans would be
subnitted in April/May after authorities had set their budgets. A3
Iuthorities in apparent default would have to be given an opportw 1ty
%0 nake represent ations about matters of fact. After that, the}yw\;:hl*
¢ asked to revise their budgets to bring them on target and Asuo:.au
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