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u AVTHORITY HOUSING: CAPITAL OVERSPEND 1980_gq (BNeLax)
10 LAND

OMMITTEE considered a memorandum by the Secretary of Stat
I e

y for th
(E(80) 130) on prospective overspending on the B e

limit for
0-81,

2
Vironment 1 ndi tu
. i 1 i i

e suthority capi tal expe Te on housing in England in 193

HE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT said that, when he had heard ip

(ctobeT that local authorities.might overspend by £180 million their cash
Jinit of £0186 million for capital expenditure on housing, he had imediately
{ssued @ circular imposing a moratorium on the letting of new contracts and
asking for a return of their committed expenditure., It was very difficult to
judge the likely outturn: much would depend on the weather and the speed
vith which buildings were completed and bills submitted, If the moratorium
vere maintained in full for the rest of 1980-81 the cash limit would not be
breached, but it might be substantially underspent. If it were now lifted
for those authorities which were currently underspent in relation to their
permitted levels, the maximum overspend (assuming a mild winter) would be
about £90 million; it could well be less. In his judgement it was now right
to take the risk of this breach of the cash limit., Continuing the moratorium
vas grossly unfair. to those 250 authorities which were underspending, and also
to the construction industry. Because of this the present moratorium was
attracting increasingly hostile criticism in Parliament and in the press.
B therefore proposed that he should maintain the moratorium on new spending
b the 117 overspending authorities until the end of 1980-81 or until they
s il Department that they would not overspend; and that he hond
:i:: :l;e t:50 underspending authorities to resume Bpendi:gtn:::lz::%t:-;:e
allocﬂtion g e then e cending in 1980-81
g g4q u,s e Srerepenielt, SRR ﬂn.ur ovu.::o amount by which
they unde,sthe 1?81-82 oL md."pu.ldm in 1981-82, and in
rixing . Pent in 1980-81, In authorising expendlt“r: iy Sailisshs!
‘riog withcaah limit, he would wish to take account 0 B vo
* 056 gy the Treasury for a carrying forvard of underspen

tHon fron 1979_g0,

—
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[HE CHIEF SECRETARY, TREASURY, said the®, while he recognised that y,
e

um was unfair to the undersp
he could not accept that it should pe Titie
ed pq,

h limit by up to £90 million,

ori enders and added to the difficult- resent
mor s

the construction industry,
with the risk of breaking the cas

the right course was to eontinue t
e likely outturn of the cash limit e
Such g4

. . In hls View
he moratorium for at least an
i~ other
monty

and then to consider whether th

to justify lifting it.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up a short discussion, said that the Commi tte
e

notwithstanding the political difficulties, the Government, coulq

agreed that,
y were reasonably satisfied that the cagp

not 1ift the moratorium until the
limit would not be breached. The Secretary of State for the Environment
nt of the likely outturn in time for the Committ,
In the

e was authorised to say that the moratorium

should make a further assessme
to consider the question again in the week beginning 15 December,
meantime the Secretary of Stat
would be lifted as soon as he
be breached and to explain tha
include deductions on accounts of overspending in 1980-81 and additions for

underspending in 1980-81.

was satisfied that the cash limit would not

+ the 1981-82 allocations to authorities would

The Committee -

1. Agreed that the moratorium on new contracts for capital expen(?itme
on housing by local authorities in England in 1980-81 should continue
for the time being.

2. Invited the Secretary of State for the Environment

a. to circulate a further assessment of the likely outturn? f":n
the 1980-81 cash limit on local authority capital expenditur®
housing in England in time for discussion in the week beginti®
15 December,

510Dy
b. To be guided, in announcing the Government's present e
by the Prime Minister's summing up of their discussione
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* previous Reference: E(80) 36th Meeting
’

Pr Ttem 2

ittee considered memoranda b
The Comml Y the SeCreta
Ty of State

(E(BO) 132) and by the Central Policy Review Staff ( for Buploynent

E(80) 13 :
{raining. ) 133) on industria)

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT saiq that the ¢
ommitte

endorsed the broad approach of retaining a limjteq numb ¢ bad alreagy
umber of

; \ Industri
with the industries concerned rather th i
an

pearing the operating costs.

Training Boards ey
: Gove
i Tnment
€ aim was to extend the area of reliance on

voluntary arrangements and to keep statuto
ry ITBS only in a £
ew key sectors

vhere they seemed essential to securing necessary reforms, g
. e recommended

should undertake
It would then be for the

that as a first step the Manpower Services Commission (Msc)
a sector-by-sector review of the present 24 ITBs,
Government to decide in the light of that review, which would be completed
by June 1981, which ITBs were to be retained. He would make clear from the
t‘)utset jchat where an ITB was retained the Government would require the
:d::::;: ::n::mc.e: to meet.tl.le operating costs in full, although he would
B revxilzl er the timing of the transfer of the costs in the light
0 S T Z. : The pf*oposal to transfer the costs had been strongly
P on edteratlon of British Industries (CBI), and he would

. Proposals privately with them before making an announcement.
Legislation would ha .y : b i
shortly after the C v? to be introduced early in the new Sesslon( il
“Tangements gy thhl‘lstmas Recess, to provide for the proposed nev X
if 4 Vere not 44 be s cu.ef‘.ll present.&tlm

e seen as an insensitive attack on training at a time of

& .
Conopj Tecessj . jed
8 sho on. He therefore had in mind that it should be accompent
Tt White p policy, including

"elateq po aper setting out the Govermment's overall
Posals MSC wished to

on youth and education. In addition, the
setting out proposals for the
generally, the reform

adult training.

lagyg 5
dmlo']":::ly With the Government a document
A “Pprentic:f ‘.rocational preparation for young people
"eleoned t:l.up_md the widening of opportunities for <
M‘1%1-1; foy th:s initiative which was a useful way of m‘mrd ——
Ver g, Se changes, He further proposed that e 1nterca

ou tﬂctcd to
P under the Department of Employment should be ins

3
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4 i h i "
k on improving links between training perm questions further in the light of A,
anqd

t whi
i together current wor ; W ;
bring tog on financial support for 16- interdepartﬂle“tal anpower Group woulg i 3

education, including that

to report by the end of Januarye. .
announcing the Government's

18 year ollds o rward in January
; .

* Nitts Paper oy
1me as the Bill,
with al] tpe Touges

me usefy] indicatiopg

He proposed to make d They would also consider further the g

a state :
deci sy ment qupg gblication soon after Christmas at the L
the Debate on the Address, eoinjot e /
tem, outlining their approach to wider iy, - . ‘
future of the ITB sys ’, d to the docu t d‘lstrm term issues but it might be possible to e
and looking forward to U ment to be AT : 4
in

of broad inten tions.

e d o o0 2oon bolicesd comprehensive]y

training issues,

collaboration with the MSC.

points were made - HE PRIME MINISTER, summin

g up the di : ]
Rt snlggalts S 1scussion, said that the Commi ttee

app!o‘ied the P1°P0»50~15 Put forward by t} S
Y of State for B 1
Oyment,

a. The present ITB system, and the cumbersome arrangements fop They would wi?h to see a c.lraft of the White Paper which might be published
securing annual exemption from levies, were very unpopular with at the same time as the Bill on the ITBs before deciding whether it =
i This resentment would increase if they were now to bear go ahead. They noted that the Secretary of State for Employment had agreed
the full burden of the administrative costs. If the proposal vas to consider further the presentation of the Proposal that remsining ITBs

to abolish most of the ITBs, it would be better to do so now rather should be given the option of requiring a contribution to operating costs
than to let pressures build up from the educational and training from establishments which would otherwise be exempt from levy.

lobbies while the MSC conducted their review. On the other hand
it was necessary to have the review to demonstrate that the decisions The Committee -
on abolition and retention, which would be taken not by the MSC but

by the Government, were soundly based and had been carefully thought ;}zso)AIg;oved the proposals i etk e iIE WU EIEE
out. There should be scope for reducing the running costs of those
' . ‘ : i 1d be given to revievin 3 :
ITBs which were retained. Consideration cou g %1.1 InYlted the Secretary of State for Employment to arrange for
levy exemptions less frequently than annually. h e official interdepartmental Manpower Group, under the
epartment of Employment:

iving
b. The most difficult of the legislative proposals was that g1

- e = 8.  to consider the possible content of a White Paper which
remaining ITBs the option of requiring a contribution to ope p -7 ) it . e e
costs from companies which would otherwise be exempt from i bec:‘: ght be published at the same time as the ning H
i ffecte
their own traini . The companies a
aining programmes were adequate on the 0the” st li). t? bring together by the end of January current wo:‘l‘:c:unnt

n resest o';lpronng links between training and education, Mlds'
el Proposals for financial support for 16-18 year o1¢s:
e

would undoubtedly object to this additional impost.
it would be very difficult to load all the operating cost
met by the Government on to a limited group of comp,mies.the Sl P
Secretary of State for Employment would consider further {

Presentation of this pProvision,

cﬁbi
let 0fp
ic

20 "
There had been failure over the last twenty years or.nks ’ 19 N(,venb
about fundamental improvements in training and to forge 110r er 1989
indu 5 (P

8trial training and vocational education. It ¥®° i the 1on8?
der

C.

get it right thig PR and 'the Committee would consi
4
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