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BACKGROUND 

1. TLe Cabinet agreed on 24 July on the totals of local authority 
current expenditure relevant for Rate Support Grant (RSG) purposes for 
1981-82 and on the totals for capital expenditure in the year 
(CC(80) 30th Conclusions, Minute 7). This report, which has been prepared 
under my chairmanship by a Group (MISC 21) of the Ministers directly 
concerned with local authority expenditure, makes recommendations for 
the RSG settlement in 1981-82, We invite Cabinet to endorse our 
recommendations for the method of grant distribution and to decide on the 
grant percentage in the light of the decision on pay and price factors to be 
used in the cash limit. 

2. In England and Wales this marks the first year of the new system of 
Block Grant, and of separate grant settlements for the two countries. The 
system is described briefly in Annex A . For each authority a Grant 
Related Expenditure (GRE) is defined and, as the authority's expenditure 
increases beyond the G R E , the rate of grant support can be made to taper 
off, leaving the authority to raise an increasing proportion of expenditure 
from its own ratepayers. The basis of deciding how much an authority 
needs to spend (its GRE) is new, and this alone will produce large swings 
in grant settlement this year. 

GRANT DISTRIBUTION 

E N G L A N D 

3. We looked at the options for distribution against the background 
that, under the last Administration, there was a major and deliberate shift 
of grant from 'shire' counties to London which particularly benefited Outer 
London, London's percentage share of total grant rose from 13.3 in 1975-76 
to 16. 7 in 1980-81, while that of the non-Metropolitan areas fell from 57.4 
to 53.6. It follows that in reversing that trend Outer London as well as 
Inner London will suffer losses. 
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4. Under al l the options considered, the position of Metropolitan 
authorities outside London, shire districts, and Inner London was broadly 
the same. The main differences lay in the balance between the shire 
counties and Outer London, Of the 5 options we examined we recommend 
what is known as Option 1 incorporating G R E B with per capita equalisation, 
10 per cent threshold, and 25 per cent constant taper. These technicalities 
are explained in Annex A . The local authority associations were consulted 
about 3 options for defining G R E and G R E B was the preferred choice of the 
Association of County Councils. In summary the grant changes under this 
distribution package from 1980-81 to 1981-82 are:-

T A B L E 1 

Non- Metropolita 1 Metropolitan 

Countie s Districts Total Counties Districts Total 

1.8p 

£ 6 7 m 

-0. 3p 

- £ l l m 

1. 5p 

£ 5 6 m 

l . l p -2. Op 

£ l 5 m - £ 2 8 m 

-0 . 9? 

- £ l 3 m 

London 

Inner j G L C and , , Outer boroughs , . Met. 
. T T _ A boroughs _ , . & I L E A 8 Police 

Total 

-7.8p -6.7p 5. lp* 

- £ 8 7 m - f 54m f 98m* 

-2.2p 

- £ 4 3 m 

* Reflects direct payments of grant previously 
paid via the boroughs. 

The recommended option leads to a net average gain of 1. 5p ( £ 5 6 million) 
to non-Metropolitan ratepayers, and an average net loss (taking account of 
Greater London Council (GLC) and Metropolitan police gains) of 1. 2p 
( £ 1 0 million) for Outer London ratepayers. The details for each individual 
local authority are shown in Annex B ; figures are still provisional at this 
stage, but the overall pattern of the distribution is unlikely to be affected by 
further changes. 

5. The system of defining G R E s has been developed quickly, and the 
Secretary of State for Education and Science made clear that he still has 
serious misgivings about some features. But we agreed that in the time 
available it would not be practicable to reopen the package, which formed 
the basis of formal consultation. Improvements will be looked for next 
year. Meanwhile we recommend the option chosen as the most practicable 
first step in the right direction, 
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6. To keep the effects of grant changes within the bounds of 
practicability we have agreed also that ratepayers should be protected by a 
safety net system limiting the total grant loss of the authorities in any area 
to a maximum of 10p, and also that we should impose a l imit on grant gains 
of 7p. We agreed that the Secretaries of State for the Environment and for 
Wales should have some discretion to vary these l imits , provided they 
maintained consistency between countries. 

W A L E S 

7. The Welsh system will be operated separately from the English, 
and we have accepted the recommendation of the Secretary of State for 
Wales that the distribution arrangements should be as summarised in 
Annex C , which also shows the effect on individual local authorities in 
Wales. These arrangements are different in detail, though similar in their 
broad effect, to those in England. 

8. We further agreed that it would be right to retain the division of 
overall grant between England and Wales this year on the same percentage 
basis as in previous years - ie 7.4 per cent to Wales. A study will be 
made before next year in the hope that the 1982-83 grant can be divided on 
a more satisfactory basis. 

CASH LIMITS A N D G R A N T P E R C E N T A G E 

9. The exemplification of the recommended distribution package in 
Annexes B and C uses an overall grant percentage for England and Wales 
of 61 per cent (as last year - equivalent to 60 per cent in England and 
75 per cent in Wales) and an overall cash l imit of 10^ per cent (8 per cent 
for new pay). We need to consider whether to confirm or reduce the grant 
percentage, and we need to bring the cash l imit factors for pay and prices 
into line with those for the public services generally. 

10. There is a case for reducing the overall grant to 60 per cent. 
This would underline the Government's determination to cut local 
Government spending and give individual local authorities an additional 
incentive to comply. A reduction in the grant percentage would however 
be likely to lead to rate increases additional to those which will come anyway, 
and wil l compound the presentational difficulties of introducing the new 
system and the cr i t ic i sm of it. Notwithstanding grave doubts expressed in 
the Group about the effect of lowering the grant percentage, we thought it 
right to put before Cabinet the option of a reduction to 60 per cent. 

11. A 1 per cent reduction in the grant percentage would be equivalent to 
2. 8p average extra change in rates for all English authorities, in addition 
to the changes brought about by the grant distribution. A wider safety net 
would be needed to allow the change to come through. The effect on grant 
distribution of the recommended option is:-
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T A B L E 2 

Grant 
% 

j 

61 

60 

Grant Change Maximum 
ratepayer 
grant loss 
(safety net 

\ limit) 

lOp 

13p 
i 

Grant 
% 

j 

61 

60 

Non-Met. 
areas 

Non-London 
.Met. areas London 

A l l 
authorities 

England 

Maximum 
ratepayer 
grant loss 
(safety net 

\ limit) 

lOp 

13p 
i 

Grant 
% 

j 

61 

60 

1.5p 

- l . l p 

-0.9p 

-3.9p 

-2.2p 

-5.2p -2.8p 

Maximum 
ratepayer 
grant loss 
(safety net 

\ limit) 

lOp 

13p 
i 

12. The case for reducing the grant percentage must be seen in the 
context of a judgment on the effects of the cash limit chosen on local 
authority rating decisions. We therefore invited the Secretary of State 
for the Environment to estimat the likely impact on the rates of a cash 
limit providing for an increase in pay and prices in line with that to be 
used elsewhere in the public services. Pending decisions on this 
11 per cent has been used as a working assumption for prices and 8 per cent 
or 6 per cent for new pay settlements between November 1980 and July 1981, 
and 6 per cent or 4 per cent for new pay settlements between August 1981 
and March 198?. There are complications, depending on whether the new 
pay provision is assumed to include, or exclude, the "overhang" effect of 
the staged settlements for teachers, and also in deciding how to deal with 
the police, who have previously been index-linked. 

OVERHANG 

13. The teachers received a staged settlement in September 1980 which 
will add to their pay bil l between 1980-81 and 1981-82, independently of the 
new pay they obtain in the 1981-82 pay round. This issue is being 
separately considered by the Ministerial Committee on Economic Strategy. 
But if it were decided to offset this "overhang" against the new pay 
provision, it would reduce the cash limit inflation factor by just over 
1 per cent. However since this penalty would apply specifically to teachers, 
it would be necessary to adjust the distribution of grant, so as to reduce 
substantially the allocation to education authorities as against others. 

INDEXATION 

14. If it were decided to make additional provision of 2 per cent to allow 
for index-linking of police in 1981 mis would add 0.1 per cent to the cash 
limit inflation factor. There is a difficult point of presentation here. 
The allowance for police pay will be readily detectable from the cash limit 
of certain police authorities, particularly the Metropolitan police. If they 
receive the "standard" provision (6 per cent or 4 per cent) for 1981-82 
pay round it will immediately be taken as evidence that the commitment to 
indexation based on past pay settlements has been .dropped. We need to 
decide therefore whether or not to make an additional allowance, and how to 
present this aspect of the settlement. 
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CASH LIMITS 

15. The following table provides estimates of the overall cash l imit 
inflation factors. (The detailed assumptions are set out in Annex D. ) 

T A B L E 3 

New Pay Awards Cash l imit inflation 
factor 1980-81 to 

Cash l imit inflation 
factor 1980-81 to 

Nov. 80 Aug. 81 1981 -82 (b) (c) 
Case to to 

July 81 March 82 Including 
overhang 

Excluding . . 
overhang ' ' 

A 8 6 10. 5 9.4 

B 6 4 9.3 8.2 

(a) of staged settlements for Teachers. 

(b) allowing an extra 2 per cent for index-linking of policemen's 
award in September 1981 adds only 0.1 per cent to the 
inflition factors. 

(c) figures could change by - 0.4 percentage points when the 
definitive revaluation factors are available. 

R A T E INCREASES 

16. The Department of the Environment judge, on the basis of the past 
behaviour of the 457 local authorities in England and Wales in preparing 
their budgets and fixing rates, that they might rate on the basis of a figure 
some way above the highest cash l imit of 10. 5 per cent in Table 3 above. 
This is because they would err on the side of caution at every stage. The 
possible level of rate increases is therefore as illustrated in the following 
table. 

T A B L E 4 

Average domestic rate increases in 1981-82 

Grant Cash L imi t Inflation Factor 
percentage 1980-81 to 1981-82 (from T 

10|% 9l% 8l% 

61 16 17 19 
60 19 20 21 

(a) with a domestic rate increase of 16 per cent, the non-
domestic rate rises would be 14 per cent. With a 
domestic rise of 21 per cent the non-domestic rise would 
be 18 per cent. 
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(b) these averages would on past experience cover a very wide 
range (last year the average 27 per cent covered a range of 
11 per cent - 67 per cent). This year the changes in grant 
distribution are likely to lead to an even wider dispersion. 

17. These rate increases are well above what we want to see, and we 
must influence authorities to budget and rate more tightly by, among other 
things, the content and presentation of the grant settlement. To the 
extent that we can convince local government before mid-February that the 
cash l imit factors are realistic, rate increases will be mat much lower. 
In terms of pay settlements, which are regulated centrally, our pay 
assumption should be very influential. We need to decide how far it 
should be separately identified in announcing the settlement. 

G R A N T P E R C E N T A G E A N D DISTRIBUTION: S C O T L A N D 

18. The grant in Scotland continues to be distributed on the previous 
basis, and so the problems of changeover experienced in England and 
Wales do not arise. We recommend that the Secretary of State for 
Scotland should be left to settle the detail of his distribution bilaterally 
with the Treasury, once the overall grant, the cash limit, and the distribu­
tion method in England have been decided. 

CONCLUSION 

19. We therefore recommend that colleagues should agree on the 
following points as the basis of the Rate Support Grant settlement for 
1981-82:-

1, The proposed method of distribution of RSG in England and Wales, 
and the share of grant between the two countries. 
(Paragraphs 3 - 8). 

i i . Appropriate figures for overall grant percentage in the 
light of the cash l imit assumptions. (Paragraphs 9 - 17). 

i i i . Whether the pay assumption should be identified separately 
in the settlement (paragraph 17), and how the provision for 
future treatment of police pay groups should be presented. 
(Paragraph 14). 

iv. That the Secretary of State for Scotland and the Chief 
Secretary, Treasury, should be left to agree appropriate 
figures for Scotland to parallel those selected for England 
and Wales. (Paragraph 18). 

W W 

Home Office 

24 October 1980 
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UNCLASSIFIED ANNEX A 

HOW THE BLOCK GRANT SYSTEM WORKS 

1. Block grant has the same overall objective as the previous 

RSG system - to enable authorities to provide a comparable service 

for a comparable rate poundage. But i t does this not through two 

elements as formerly, but by a single grant payment bridging the 

gap between an authority's expenditure and the product of a specified 

rate poundage on i t s rateable resources. 

2. For each authority a bench-mark expenditure i s defined by central 

Government, cal led the "grant related expenditure" or GRE. This i s 

an assessment of the expenditure which that authority would be l ike ly 

to incur in providing a standard level of service. To do th is a 

formula i s required to relate spending need to the characteristics 

of that part icular authority. The formulae previously used to assess 

need depended too much on past patterns of expenditure, so that high 

spending was bui l t into the system. The new system endeavours to move 

away from that. 

3* The entitlement to grant i s not open-ended: as the authority's 

expenditure increases beyond i t s assessed grant related expenditure 

the rate of grant support can be made to taper off, leaving authorities 

to raise an increasing proportion of expenditure from their own rate­

payers. It w i l l be for the ratepayers to express their views at the 

local election on whether they support well above average expenditure 

at increasing expense to themselves. The level above GRE at which 

the taper starts to bite , and the severity and form of the taper can 

be set each year in the l ight of circumstances. 

4. Block grant thus aims to provide a l ink between grant and 

expenditure for a l l authorities in such a way as to provide a f a i r 

and consistent incentive to economy. 



UNCLASSIFIED 
BLOCK GRANT GLOSSARY C? RIIS 

Block r r a n t w i l l r e p l a c e the needs and resources 
element of tli e e x i s t i n g RSG system "but 
has the same o b j e c t i v e — t h a t i s to 
eq u a l i s e expenditure needs (now c a l l e d 
' g r a n t - r e l a t e d expenditure') and r a t e a b l e 
resources. 

Domestic r a t e r e l i e f 
prant 

w i l l r e p l a c e the domestic element of 
the present system — no change. 

jVan t r e 1 at e d 
bxpenai'tura [ GRE) 

i s the l e v e l of expenditure t h a t 
a u t h o r i t i e s w i t h s i m i l a r s o c i a l and 
economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s v/ould on averag 
be l i k e l y t o i n c u r i n p r o v i d i n g a normal 
l e v e l of s e r v i c e ^ h a v i n g regard to t h e i r 
f u n c t i o n s . 

Total expenditure i s the a c t u a l expenditure which i t i s 
intended to compare w i t h grant r e l a t e d 
expenditure f o r each a u t h o r i t y . 

Basis of; e q u a l i s a t i o n 

r e l a t e d r; raTe 

i s the b a c i s upon which the poundage cost 
t o a u t h o r i t i e s of an" equal increment of 
expenditure i s e q u a l i s e d (tfcf o b j e c t i v e 
of RSG), 

— a per c a p i t a b a s i s (used i n the 
present system) e q u a l i s e ? the cost 
of an increment of expenditure per 
head (eg 5.6p f o r every £10 per 
head) 
a percentage b a s i s e q u a l i s e s the 
cost of a percentage i n c r e a s e i n 
expenditure (eg 7p f o r every 5$ 
i n c r e a s e ) , 

i s a r a t e poundage ( s e l e c t e d from the 
r a t e poundage schedule) to be a p p l i e d to 
an a u t h o r i t y ' s given r a t e a b l e value the 
product of which,, when su b t r a c t e d frorci 
t o t a l expenditure,, w i l l determine an 
au t h o r i t y ' s block grant. m 
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7o Ratc rooundarc scho dulo i s a range of grant related rate youn 
corresponding to a range of given lev 
of expenditure i n relation to GRE,, 

8c A fcaper applies to the upper end of the rate 
poundage schedule to increase the co: 
to l o c a l authorities of higher levels] 
expenditure; this increases the 
proportion of expenditure to be fundej 
l o c a l l y and reduces the proportion 
funded by grant* Two types, of taper^ 
are proposed: 

9. The constant taper which imposes the same extra cost for 
each increment of expenditure at the 
upper end of the schedule. 

10# The "oronxGssive ta"oer which imposes an increasing cost -"or 
each successive increment of expe.idr 
at the upiper er.d of the schedule* 

11- A threshold i s , the point above GRE on the rat • 
poundage schedule at which the taper 
begins to take effect© 

12* A safety ftp 

13. Multipliers 

i s a device for l i m i t i n g grant loss 
to individual l o c a l authorities exyr® 

i n terms of rate poundage equivalents 
(eg 3p}# 

w i l l be used "to adjust the block grant 
otherwise payable to a local authority 
(for example, to apply a safety net 
on grant losses). They w i l l be appl i e 

to an authority's grant-related 
poundage either to reduce or increase 
i t s contribution to a given level of 
expenditure and thus to increase or 
reduce the balance met by grant• 
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Negative marginal rates are a feature of block grant which i s 
of grant a c o n s e q u e n c e 0 f rate poundage 

equalisation. I t means that for 
some authorities with high rateable 
values to ta l grant may f a l l as expend­
i ture increases. The pattern of negative 
marginal rates of grant varies 
according to whether the d is tr ibut ion 
i s based on percentage or per capita 
equalisation and the number of author­
i t i e s affected w i l l increase the 
lower the threshold and the steeper 
the taper. But ratepayers i n 
authorit ies facing negative marginal 
rates of grant s t i l l face the same 
rate poundage for a given l eve l of 
expenditure i n re la t ion to GRE as 
ratepayers i n authorit ies not so 
affected. 

UNCLASSIFIED 3F 



ANNEX B 

SUMMARY OP CHANGES—IN GRANT ENTITLEMENT PROM 1980/81 BASE BY 
CLASS OP AUTHORITY (ENGLAND) 

1980/81 Option 1 Option 1 
base i l l Grunt iOI Grant 

ID? Safety Net 1 )r safetY Net 
It Cap 7P CIP 

(D (2) (3) 

Rate P oundage E q u i v a l e n t 

Neir met districts. J6.5r - 0.3i - J . Oi 
Nun-net I count io-; U0.3s> 1.8r -O.IP 
Heir wo J ilc:n oit-tricts 154.5r -E.Or -4.3c 
Matiwot itxn counties 33. Is* l . l p 0 .4P 

Nl» IT IllC'l I [.id] i?6.8e 1.5i- - l . i i -
Motros'ul ijiii total 187.5;> -O.St -3.9? 

CilY & [ citnii inter • 11.61- 0.9i- 0.9I 
I'tet of Timor London 73.5s> -8.4.- - 9 . 8 P 
Iimcr I ondo'ii j tit- 1LFA 48.8i- -7.8r -9 .5I 
0«tw 1 inJon 98.4;> -6.7:> - 9 . 7 P 

& Mel Police 9.5: B. i t 4.4t 
London total 75.6? *- « <_r -5.2? 

, TOTAL Limlciic! l£4.7i- -?.Si-

£ m i l l i o n 

Non-aet districts 
Non-net counties 

Metropolitan districts 
Metropolitan counties 

don-set total 
Metropolian total 

City 6 Westminster 
fast of Inner London 
Inner London inc ILEA 
(inter London 
W t Met Police 
London total 

T ( Ml Enjland 

i l 2 . i l -11.24 -37.40 
4i093.50 67.28 -3.23 

2*154.51 -28.22 -59.95 
461.82 15.27 5.01 

4.704.12 56.04 -40.63 
2f618.34 • -12.95 -54.94 

-65.58 4.74 4.74 
417.51 -47.66 -55.69 
480.21 -87.13 -106.77 
801.67 -54.39 -78.82 
183.67 98.32 85.05 

1(465.55 -43.19 -100.53 

8i790.D0 -0.10 -196.11 
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B: ORANGES IN GRANT ENTITLEMENT PROM 1980/81 BASE FOR INDIVIDUAL 
I AUTHORITIES (ENGLAND; POUNDAGE EQUIVALENTS) 

Non-metropolitan districts 
m mm i mma * — i i T""T~* ~i t 11 n r » m 

Bath 
Bristol 

Norlhavon 
South Bedford-shire 
Bracknell 
Newbury 
Read) 
Slouih 
Windsor cud Maidenhead 
Uokin-Jhaiti 
AYlc*i.burY Vole 
EhMCOlVif i ' i l ' i 
Chillern 
Nil tors KeYfle-; 
U Y C O H I K ' 

Eatt Coabridseihire 
Fenland 
Huntingdon 
Peterborough 
South Caiiibridset-hirc 
Chester 
Cono]eton 
Crave and Nantwich 
Elles-iaere Port and Nekton 
t U l t O A 

Mace] e«. field 
Vale RoYal 
Warrington 
Hartlepool 
I an*toursh 
Middles'orou jh 
Stockiorrorr-Teet 
Caradon 
Carrick 
Kerrier 
North Corneal 1 
Pern*! t h 

Allerdale 
Barrow in Fumes, 
Carlisle 

iSCO/8J Option 1 Option 1 
6IX Grant 60% Grant 

(J) 10? Safety Not 13i- safety Net 
7? Cap 7? Ca? 

(2) (3) 

20.4(> 7.0? 6.9P 
18.4? 7.0i- 7.0? 
19 .tfp -O'iS? -0.3? 
13.1? -2.3? -2.8? 
3.3? -0.2? -0.7? 
9. Si­ -3.9? -5.9i-

l l .O P 0.1? -0.4? 
S.SI - O.Si- 0.3? 
9.1? -1.0? -1.5?. 
7.4? O.SI- 0.4? 
11,2? 1.0? 0.5? 
e.Oi- -3. Si- -4.6? 
5.9? -2.0? -2.5P 
4.8i> -2 .S? -3.4? 
12.3? -4.3? -6,9? 
5.8? -3 .S? -5.8? 
5.6? 2.7? 2.2P 
15.7i- -3.9? -5,SI-
17.2? 1.1? 0.5? 
14.3i- -3.3? -3.8? 
15.4? 3.0? 2.5? 
7.4i- -2.4? -2.9? 
14.7? -3.3? -4.3? 
16.9i- -4.2? -6.2? 
22.0? 3.0? 2.5? 
7.7? 0.5? 
17.0? -0.2? -0.7? 
ii.2i- -0.4? -0.9? 
19.1? -3.9? -5.9? 
16.1? -4.0? -4.7? 
32.If 0.7? 0.2? 
£2.1? -2.7? -3.2? 
43.7? 3.7? 3.2? 
17.61- -2.2? -2.7? 
24.5? -2.7p -3.3? 
23.7? 0.2i- -0.4? 
23.2? -2.1? -2.6? 
24.6? -3,8? -4.6i-29.2? 1,5? 1.0? 
16.Si- -2.1? -2.7? 
34.3? -2.6? -3.1? 
42.4i- -2.4? -2.9? 
29.7? -5.1? -5.9? 
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Ih Lkktilanli 
[r Viillc-Y 
fcov»ir 
lerfield I 
Di-rbv-ihipo 
Dwof i 

or 
Ii Devon 
out Si 
h fkuiii. 
nbriiJ-hi 

•IY 
i foe 
D w o n 

IK'lllOUtll 

stchurch 
Ii Dor*, el 

ode 
Doriot 
wlli oiid fort!and 
ourne 
U?r-k-Slreet 
in-jton 
tMiii.S (Je 
M 
tint on 

M l 

Hon 
bourn* 
I N N 

p 
pc*n 
l«lon 
plfiH 

1(1 foint 

1980/81 Oction i Oilion 1 
ba>o 61% Gr.mt 60% Grant 
(J) 10i- &ifclY Net 13i- w f c l Y Not 

7P tip 7P C«1P 
(2) (3) 

44.8P -6.6P -8.3P 
81.7I- -1.6P 
26.1P ~0.4P -0.9P 
21.2I- 0.5i- - O . l i -
32. 2P -3.8P -4.4P 
26. II- -8.3i- -2.8i-
21.7P ~2.3P ~2.3P 
i8.li- -0.7P -1.3I-
13.5P ~0.3P -1,3P 
25.9»- 0.2i- -0.3i-
17.6P 3.2P 2.7P 
19.51- 2.1i- i.5i-
22.3P -0,5P - I . O P 
23.7i- -3.9i- -5.9r 
12.7P 5.OP 4.5P 
35.6I- 2.5i- 1.9r-
22.5P 2.OP 1.4P 
10.6I- 7.Of 7.0i 
8.7P 1.6P I . I P 
14.6I- ~3.8i- -4.6i-
9.1P 4.OP 3.5P 

11.OI 0.8i- 0.3i 
14.OP 0.5P 
22.8I 0.9P 0.4P 
9.4P 1.4P 0.9P 
38.5I- -3.9P -5.9I 
23.3P -0.6P - I . I P 
42.4I- -5.9i- -8.0i-
35.6P -5,3P -7.4P 
50.3h 0.11- -0.4F 
48.4P -0.9P -1.4P 
89.7I- -3.9i- # t -5.9P 
57.5P -3.6P -4.2P 
14.9I- 7.0i 7.Oi-
IO.3P 7.OP 7.OP 
20.9I- 6.3I 5.8P 
10.4P 7.OP 7.OP 
12.6»- 2.7i 2.2i-
13.4P 4.7P 4.2P 
15.7I- -3.4i- -4.0i 
15.7P 2.3P 2.2P 
12.2P -i.4»- -J.ti-
6.5P -0.6P -1.2P 
14.6I- -3.11- -3.6i-
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C O N H O f c l M l l A L 

1980/81 Option 1 Option 1 
61% Grant 60% Grant 

(1) 10i- Safety Net 13? i-afotv Net 
7? CUP 7? Cap 

(2) (3) 
Chelm-iford 8.3P -3.9? -5.9P 
Ctd cluster I3.3I- -3.8? -4.8? 
Eppin-j Fore-it 9.2P -2.3? -2.3? 

<3.4|N -5,3? -5.8? 
Million 10.1;> -1.0? -1,6? 
Roehford i£.4? 3.1? 2.5? 
Southend-oa-S ea 11.3? 7.OP 7,OP 
Tendri ti*> 15.9? -0.3? -0.8? 
Thurrock 7.3? -3.9? -5.4? 
Hit)e«.f urd 9.9? 3.0? 2.5? 
Cheltenhtiio 10. 2P 1.7? l.lp 
CftUMild 13.5? 2.6? 2.1? 
Forest of Dean 20. 5P 0.2p -0.3P 
61 OUC-Ci.tCT J3.5i -2.2? -2.7? 
Stroud 14. 9? -3.1? -3.6P 
Tewkc«i-|iurY -3.9? -5.9? 
ftmimtoke 13.5? -3.3? -5.1P 
East fkuitit-hire 14.6i* 3.8? 3.3? 
E-t'itleijh 11.3? -3.7P -4.3P 
FardKOfl 15.5? 3.1? 2.6? 
60*; port 16,5? 2.4? 1.9? 
rk»rt IS.Oi- -3.8? -5.1? 
rkv^nt 15.3? 2.3? 2,3P 
Now f urctl 10.Or 0.7? 0.2? 
Portsmouth 33.0? 7.0? 7.OP 
KuUdiiUOr 17. 2? 4.5? 4.0? 
Southampton 13.4? -2.9P -3.4P 
T*ft Valley 12.3? -2.8? -3.3? 
Winchester 13.1? -2.5P -3.0? 

10.4i -3.3? -3.8? 
Hereford 12.4? -3.3? -5.4P 
L earn5fitter 24.1? -3.1? -3.6? 
fklwrn Hill-; 16.2? -2.0? -2.5P 
Rt-dditdi 13.6i -0.3? -0.9? 
South Herefordshire 18*3P -2.6? -3.1? 

8.3? -1.5? -2.0? 
Wycb&von 13.7? -3.4? -3.9? 
ttrre Fo r e v t 18.2? -0.6? -1.2? 
Broxbourne 11.9? 6.2? 5.7P 
Dacorurn 9.2? -4.6? -6.6? 
E*st Hertfordshire 11.OP -1.2? -1.7p 
HerttiHCf c 10.0? -0.5? 
North Hertfordshire 7.OP -3.3? -4.4? 
81 Alkrm. 7.4? -3.2? -3.7? 
Stevern-je 11.1? -2.6? -3.1P 
Tlire* ftivm* 11.5? -3.5? -4.0? 
ifetford 10.6? 5.6P 5.1P 
Ut'lmu tfeifteld 7.9i- -4.3? -6.4? 
Severley 16.7? -3.9? -5.9P 

Cn R i r i n r R I T I A I 
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980/81 Cut i on 1 Option 1 
6IX Grant 60% Grant 

(1) lOi- Safety Net 13i- ••afotY Net 
7P Cap 7P Cap 

(2) (3) 
33.4i> -0.6P - l . l p 
22.9i- -1.9I- -2.5P 
19. 4P -4.2P -6.2P 
23.5I- 2.5r 2.0P 
22.9P -3.4P -4.OP 
33.3I- 2.4r 1.8I-
33. 7P -3.5P -4.OP 
18.3I- 7.Or 7.Or 
13.2r 0.4P - O . I P 

23.9i- -2.0r 
1 6 . O P O . I P -0.4P 
23.51- 0.3P -0.2r 
24. I P 3.9P 3.4P 

26.9r 3.4P 2.9I-
14.7P l.lp 0.5P 
17.21- 0.8i- 0.3r 
17.4P -0.7P -1.3P 
13.Or 3.4P 2.9I 
21.4P -4.1P -6.1P 
18.6i- Mi 1.2r 
uC 4 Or 1.8P 1.3P 
24.5r 7.Or 6.6I-
16.4P -3.3P -4.6P 
17.SI- -3.8r -4.3P 
52. OP 5.4P 4.3P 
25.8i- 3.6I- 3.Or 
54.3P -2.1P -2.7P 
28.6I- -3.4. -3.9r 
21 .4P -3.7P -4.2P 
49.3f -3.3r -3.8I-
34.3P -4.7P -5.6P 
60.5I- -2.2r -2.7r 
32.9P -3.6P -4.1P 
28.IP -3.9I- -5.9r 
63. I P -6.4P -8.5P 
27.6i -3.9P -5.6I-
25. 4P -3.9P -5.9P 
24.7i -3.8r -4.4P 
15. OP -3.7P -4.2P 
11.4I -0.8r -1.3i-
14. 3P - I . O P -1.5P 
12.8I- -2.5r -3.0I 
17.5P 7.OP 7.OP 
14.9I- -3.8I -4.6I-
15. I P -1.7P -2.2P 
11.7i -3.8I -4.4P 
13.4P -3.9P -5.9P 
18.61- - O . l r -0.6P 
19.2P -1.2P -1.3P 



19SO/8J Cut ion 1 Oiti on 1 
ba->>! 61% Grant 60X Grant 
(J) 10? SiifetY Net 13? tftfelY Net 

7? Cap 7P Cap 
(2) (3) 

Lincoln 20.9? -3.3? -5.2? 
North Kesloven 22.0? -1.0? -1.6? 
South Holland 3.3? 3.3? 
South Resteven 18.1? -2.i? -2.6? 
He-it LifnJ'jeY 21,3? -0.6? - I . I P 
Bret-klano' 16.6? -2.5? -3.0? 
Bro.nJl.irtd 17.2? -3.9? -5.4? 
Great Yarmouth le.si- -0.9? -1.5? 
North Norfolk 16.3r 0.2? -0,3P 
Nor-wi tli 9.9i- 6.4? 5.9? 
South Norfolk 16,9? 0.1? -0.5? 
Host Norfolk 15.6? 0.4? -0.1? 
Corbr 10.7? -3.2? -3.7? 
Davt-ntrv S. Gi- -3.9? -5.9? 
East Northaarton-jhiro 15.3? -3.3? -4.9? 
Ketteri ns 20. Si­ 4.5? • 4.0? 
Northampton ll,6? 7.0? 7.0? 
South North&Jtrtorithire 11. Ji- -3.9? -5.9? 
Moll in-jborou-jh 13. 7? 1.3? O . S P 
Al mi t-k 28.4? 1.5? J .Oi 
Berwick-upon-Twoou" 21,1? -3.9? -5,9P 
BlYth Vol 3 Vt 39.4i- -0.1 ? -0.7? 
Ca-itlo Horpoth 17.5? -3.2? -3.3P 
TriM'da) e 24.5? 0.4? -0.1? 
Hamboek 29.7? -5.9? -3. OP 
Craven 27.5? -3.3? -3.8? 
Huribloton 18.4? -3.3? -5.0P 
Harrouale 20.7? 0.4? - O.l? 
Richaon<J->hire 28.5? -3.5? -4.1r 
Rreife] e 22.0i -3.5? -4.1? 
Scarborough 31.6? -3.5? -4.OP 
SelhY 11.6? -2.8? -3.3? 
York 20.9? 1.0? 0.5P 
Ai-hfield 28.3? -2.3? -2.8? 
8a->-;otla« 12,5? -3.4? -3,9P 
Broxtowe 20.4? -1.1? -1.7? 
Goul in-j 20.0? -3.9r -5,9P 
Hom.fi eld 36.41- 2.7? 2.2? 
Newark 21.0? -3.9? -5.6? 
Nott i nsfKMii 20.0? -0.2? -0.8? 
ftttshcliffe 14.5? -3.3? -5.0P 
Cherwel 1 8.9? — -0.5? 
Oxford 7.6? 6.3? 5.3P 
South Oxford-hire 11.3? - i . l ? -1.6? 
Val« of Whit* Hor»o 7.2? -3.7? -4.2P 
West Oxfordshire 12.it- -2.4? -3.0? 
Brio-worth 14.5? -3-9? -5.9P 
North Shropshire 23.9r -3.9? -5.9? 

23.7r -3.9? -5.9r 

http://Bro.nJl.irtd
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£0/81 Oct)on 1 Oction 1 
ba-ic 612 Grant 60% Grant 

(1) 10P Safety Net 13c wifely Not 
7? Cap 7P Cap 

(2) (3) 
14.0? -3.9? -5.9? 
28.3c -3.8? -5.1c 
23.3? -2.3? -2.3? 
14.6c -E.Oc -2.5c 
23. I P -4.2? -6.2P 
17.OP -0.5c -1.0c 
5.2? 4.4P 3.9P 

iC. l i - -3.9c -5.9c 
14.5P 1.2? 0.6P 
12. Ei- -3.8 c -5.1c 
10.4? -3.9? -5.9P 
EE.7c -4.7c -6.8c 
13.3? -3.6P -4.1P 
10.7c -0.3c -0.8c 
22.3? -4.1P -6.2P 
17.9c -E.Sc 
24.2? 2 .OP 1.5? 
18.1c 1.8c 1.3c 
22.4? -4.5? -6.5P 
12.3i- 2.5c E.Oc 
14.7? - l . l p -1.6P 
lE.Oc -3.8c -4.4c 
12.2? -1.7P -2.2? 
21.41 3.7? 3.2c 
6.1? l . lp 0.6P 
8.7 c 4.1c 3.5c 
5.4? 2.7P 2.2? 
8.7c -0.4c -S.Oc 
7.4? 0.4P -0.1? 
7.1c 3.5c 3.0c 
4.3? -2.0? -2.5? 
6.3c -1.7c -£.£? 

10.7? -1.7? -2.2? 
9.9c -0.8c -1.4c 
6.5P 7.0? 6.4? 

1E.7P -3.6c -4.1c 
26.6? -1.7? -2.2? 
15.0c 3m Hii -4.0c 
9. O P -3.9? -5.9P 
8.6? 0.9c 0.4c 

13.4P 1.2? 0.7? 
14.7c 6.6c 6.1c 
12. O P 3.3P 3.2? 
7.6c -6.1c -7.4c 

10.5? 0.6? O . I P 

10.6c J . E P 0.6c 
12.6? 4.3P 4.3? 
18.7c -3.9c -5.9c 
19.3? -1.3? -2.4P 
13.3? -2.9P -3.4? 
OO Kit C-v"i Jl — -0.5c 
14.1? -0.3? -0.3? 

CONFiLENTIAL 
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Metropolitan d i s t r i c t s 
1980/81 Oil ion 1 Dili on 1 

base 61% Grant 60% Grant 
(1) JOi- Safely Net 13r tafelY Net 

7r Cap 7P Cap 
<£) (3) 

Bolton 137.2P -3.1P -5.2P 
B U T Y 165 J i -3. Or- -5.2r 
Haoehester 163. 2J> ~7.3,-> -9.9P 
03d!K«m 209.7r 7. Or 6.3i-
Rochdale 232.9P -3.1P -5.2P 
Sal ford 58i.li- -3.2r -5.3r 
Stockport 109.9P 1.5P -1-3P 
Ta*etido 217.7r -3. If -5.2r 
Trafford 64.7P 6.3P 3.4P 
US sail 194.Or 3.4i- O.Jr 
Kno&riley 175.6P - 3 . O P -5.2P 
I iverrool 173. Or -3.11- -5.21-
St Helens 143.OP 7 .OP 6.9P 
Sefton 137.0i- - i . 2r ~4.6r 
Mirral 136.2P l . lp -2.3P 
BorntlcY 273.2r -3. Or -5.2r 
Doneaster 206.8P - 3 . O P -5.2P 
Rotherlia* 238.5r -3. Or -5.1r 
Sheffield 147.tp -3.0P -5,2P 
Satethead 213. i r -3. Or -5.1r 
Newcastle upon TYne 122.OP -7.7P -9.9P 
North TYiietide 199.8r -3.Or -5.2r 
South Tyneside 264.5r ~3.1r -5.3P 
Sunderland 242.8r ~3.1r -5.2r 
Birifii n-iha® 111.4P -3.1P -5.2P 
Coventry 131.8r ~J.6r -5. Or 
Dudley 75.0P 1.5P ~1.9P 
Sofidwell 90.5i- -3. Or -5.2r 
Solihull 73.7P 7 .OP 7 .OP 
Will tall 104.3r -3. Or -5.lt-
Uolverhaiftpt on 104.5P - 3 . O P ~5.2P 
Bradford 237.9r -3 . i r -5.2r 
Caiderdale 270.7P -3.1P -5.2P 
Kirkleet 235.9r -3.Or -5.1 r 
Leeds 139.5P ~3.0P ~5.2P 
Wakefield 177.5r -3.Or -5.2r 
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U I Y I I f O L . s u i i r u L 1 
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1980/81 D i l i tin 1 Oction ] 
61% Grant 60% Grant 

(J) 10c Sofctv Net 1 3r wifely Net 
7p Ca? 7? Cap 

(8) (3) 

-16. 9? l . l p l . l p 
18. 5c -7.8c -7.8c 

104.7? -11.2P -13.3P 
118.5r - f f . f r -13.3r 
99.9? -3.4P -4.6P 
71.3c -11.2C -13.31-
27. 7P -6.0? -7.2? 
91.3r -2.4c -3.6c 

l 'K.9? -11.2? -13.3P 
86.4r -11.2c -13.3c 
63.5? -11.2P -13.3P 

117.4i -8.0c -11.1c 
-7.7? 0.6? 0.6P 

100.9r -14.8c -17.9c 
69.9? -9.1? -12.3? 

135.41- i . l c -1.8c 
113.7? -12.7? -15.3? 
101.91- -8.9c -11.8c 
30.0? -9.3? -12.4P 
89.3c 0. Jc -8.8c 
39.4? -6.9? -9.3P 

165.0c -13.3c -16.3c 
36.4? 1.1? -1.3p 

107.41- -0.3c -3.2c 
55.1? -9.7? -12,3P 
65.9p -9.2c -12.3c 
70.7? -9.2P -12,3P 
wM. -9.2c -12.3c 

159.5? 3.2? 0.3P 
107.5i- -0,4c -11.3c 
30.3? -9,3? -12.4P 
93.8c -3.0c -5.9c 

164.0? 0.3? -2.6P 

All 
inures Include once-and-for-all losses of grant to the 01X and the 

T° establish the wxe effect on the ratepayer In each borough the figures shown above must be offset by the 
Chan**es to precepting authorities. 

* • " S U T M shown in the columns above must be offset in each case by the following precepting authority grant Ganges: 

Col 2 Col 3 
Inner London Boroughs *1«6p -0.2p* 
°Jter London Boroughs • 5»5p «A»8p 

figures losses to scene inner London boroughs slightly exceed safety net limit due to rounding a d j u s t e d 
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Non-metropolitan counties 
1980/81 Oft itHi 1 Option 1 

base 6IV. Grant 60% Grant 
( J ) 10f Safety Net 13i- t.ofclY Net 

7P Cap 7 ? Car 
(2) (3) 

Avon 113.9? - - U P 

79. If 0.3r - l . i i -
Berkshire 53.4P O . I P - l . l p 
Buck) ii^lkiftiihire 57. Or 7.Or 5.3? 
C-i*bri«toeshire 90.7P 4.7P 1.2? 
diet hire* 103.4r 7.Or 5.2? 
Cleveland 149.OP — - I . I P 

Coriftftll 155.6r 0.8f - i . l r 
Cunbria 197*5P — - I . I P 

Derbyshire 150.2r — - 1 . 1 ? 

Devon 129.2P 0 , 4 ? - 1 . 1 ? 

Dorset 84.8r o.n- - 1 . 1 ? 

Durham 216.1P — -1.2P 
Eatl Sussex 73.3f — - 1 . 1 ? 

Essex 73.li> 0 . 1 ? - l . l ? 
61 oueef.teri.hi re 113.9r 0.6? - i . J r 
Hampshire 96.4;> 1 , 1 ? - I . I P 

Hereford and Worcester 100.3r 7 . 0 ? 4.5? 
Hertfordshire 57. 3P 2.8? O . S P 

Hunbeni de 180.6r — - i . 2 i -
Isle of Wi ibt 141.2i> 7 , 0 ? 7 . 0 ? 

Kent 118.9r 2.2? - 1 . 1 ? 

Lancashire 139.OP - - l . l ? 
Lei ee«ler<. hire iJ8.6r 0 . 1 ? - 1 . 1 ? 

Lincolnshire 161.3P O.tp - 1 . 1 ? 

Norfolk J08.8r - 1 . 1 ? 

Nor t ho»p t ons h i r c 101.3P 7 . 0 ? 3 . 4 ? 
Northumberland J81.5r 0 . 1 ? - i . i ? 
North Yorkshire 157.5P 0 , 1 ? - l . t ? 
Notiifi^lioffii.liire 141.9r - - 1 . 1 ? 

Oxfordshire 73. 6P 0.2? - I . I P 

Shroi-sJiire 146.5r 3.5? - 0 . 1 ? 

Somerset 132.OP 5 . 7 ? 2 . 1 P 

Staffordshire 133.8r 2.6? - 0 . 9 ? 

Suffolk 103.IP 4.5? 0 . 9 P 

Surrey 46.9f - - I . i ? 
Warwickshire 9 L 2 P 7 . 0 ? 5.2? 

67. 6I 4 . 0 ? 0 . 4 ? 

Wiltshire 140.2P 7 , 0 ? 4.3? 

http://73.li
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letropolitan counties (incl« London) 

jjMtr:r Manchester 
JiCYlJOC 

•th Yorkshire 
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J 9 C 0 / C 1 
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CJ) 

30.7r 

49.6? 
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16.6? 
44.7? 

5.9? 
11.4? 

10? S c i f o t v 

4.1? 

Oi-li on ] 
61% GiM.it 

Not 
7? Cap 

( £ ) 

1.4? 
0.8? 

-1.7? 
1.1? 
2.9? 
0.8? 
2.4? 

-3.9? 
3.1? 

Option 1 
60% Grant 

13? L f t f c l Y Not 

7? Ca? 
(3) 

0.6? 
0.1? 

-2 .4P 
0 . 4 ? 

2 .1P 
-1.5? 
2 .OP 

-5.0? 
2 .8P 
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ANNEX C 

THE WELSH DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Rate Support Grant i n Wales w i l l be d i s t r i b u t e d under arrangements 
di f f e r i n g from those i n England but p r o v i d i n g the same o v e r a l l e f f e c t . 
There w i l l be two formulae, one f o r D i s t r i c t s and one f o r Counties, 
to determine g r a n t - r e l a t e d expenditure f o r each a u t h o r i t y . The formulae 
are based on methodology developed j o i n t l y with the Welsh l o c a l 
authorities over the past three years. The b a s i s i s the c l i e n t group 
approach, l e a s t dependent on past expenditure. 

2. The threshold i n Wales w i l l be the same as i n England. There w i l l 
also be s i m i l a r arrangements f o r safety nets and l i m i t a t i o n of grant 
gains. The b a s i s of e q u a l i s a t i o n , however, w i l l be percentage rather 
than per c a p i t a and the Rate Poundage Schedule w i l l be a non-linear 
curve above the threshold with a power of 1.35: the e f f e c t of t h i s i s 
to increase the penalty as the degree of overspending increases. 

Rate Increases 

3. Welsh l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s w i l l take p a r t i c u l a r account of two1 

features of the settlement i n f i x i n g t h e i r r a t e s . The f i r s t i s the 
effective r a t e of grant support. Because of the lower l e v e l of 
rateable resources i n Wales the e f f e c t i v e r a t e i s higher i n Wales 
than the corresponding England and Wales f i g u r e . This gearing r e s u l t s 
in a proportionately l a r g e r r e d u c t i o n i n the e f f e c t i v e rate i n Wales 
for any given reduction i n the England and Wales f i g u r e . The e f f e c t i v e 
rate i n Wales corresponding to 61% England and Wales i s 74.9%, and 
corresponding to 60% England and Wales i s 73.7%. 

4. The second f e a t u r e i s the i n f l a t i o n assumption b u i l t i n to the 
cash l i m i t . The equivalent f i g u r e s to those shown i n Table 4 of the 
main paper are as f o l l o w s : 

Grant percentage 
England & Vales 
Vales 

Cash l i m i t i n f l a t i o n f a c t o r 
1980-81 to 1981-82 
104% 94% 84% 

6 1 

6 0 

74.9 
73.7 

20.3 
25.7 

22.9 
28.3 

25.5 
30.9 

Effect on i n d i v i d u a l l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s 

5. The f o l l o w i n g t a b l e s show the e f f e c t on i n d i v i d u a l a u t h o r i t i e s , 
and on the two c l a s s e s of a u t h o r i t y i n Wales, of the p r e f e r r e d package 
at the 61%/74.9% l e v e l - o f grant. 



CONFIDENTIAL 
1981/82 PREFERRED BLOCK GRANT PACKAGE AT 74.9% GRANT 
(Incqrporating the e f f e c t s of safety nets and c e i l i n g s ) 

1980/81 BASE EFFECT OF PREFERRED PACKAGE 
POSITION (10% threshold with a power 

of 1.35 above) 
I n d i v i d u a l Rating 
a u t h o r i t i e s a u t h o r i t i e s 

Pence 
(1) 

Alyn & Deeside 22.lp 
Colwyn 26.3p 
Delyn 24.7p 
Glyndwr 24.2p 
Rhuddlan 30.9p 
Wrexham Maelor 27.4p 
Carmarthen 24.4p 
Ceredigion 19.3p 
Dinefwr 20.Op 
L l a n e l l i 24.3p 
Pr e s e l i 23.8p 
South Pembrokeshire 22.9p 
Blaenau Gwent 45.4p 
Islwyn 27.lp 
Monmouth 22.9p 
Newport 24.8p 
Torfaen 30.Op 
Aberconwy 29.6p 
Arfon 27.lp 
Dwyfor 24.9p 
Meirionnydd 33.3p 
Ynys Mon 22.lp 
Cynon V a l l e y 27.5p 
Merthyr T y d f i l 36.7p 
Ogwr 28.7p 
Rhondda 36.7p 
Rhymney V a l l e y 29.2p 
Taff-Ely 39.Op 
Brecknock 13.Op 
Montgomery 18.8p 
Radnor 16.3p 
Cardiff 23.4p 
Vale of Glamorgan 20.2p 
Afan 35.5p 
Uiw V a l l e y 25.Op 
Neath 22.6p 
Swansea 36.Op 

£m Pence £m Pence 
2) (3) (4) (5) 

2.03 -1.2p + .11 -6.1p 
2.05 - . l p + .01 -5.Op 
3.43 +1.6p -.09 -3. 3p 
1.66 -.2p + .01 -5.1p 
2.25 -2.2p + .12 -7.1p 
4.80 -2.1p + .22 -7.Op 
2.59 + l . l p -.04 +2. Op 
2.59 + .9p -.04 +1.8p 
1.57 + .3p -.01 +1.2p 
3.87 - . l p +0.8p 
2.32 -1.4p + .10 -0.5p 
1.05 + .7p -.05 +1.6p 
6.60 +6.Op -.33 +1.7p 
3.66 -.3p + .01 -4.6p 
2.75 + .9p -.06 -3.4p 
4.13 -2.1p + .42 -6.4p 
4.81 hi.5p -.13 -2.8p 
2.71 +2.5p -.13 -2.2p 
2.84 + .2p -.01 -4.5p 
1.08 -2.1p + .05 -6.8p 
1.33 +1.4p -.05 -3.3p 
2.85 + .5p -.03 -4.2p 
4.33 + .8p -.04 + 1.9p 
5.13 +4.5p -.20 +5.6p 
6.74 + 1.5p -.14 +2.6p 
6.96 +3.4p -.13 +4.5p 
7.16 +3. l p -.22 +4.2p 
5.41 +5.9p -.50 +7.Op 
1.64 + .9p -.03 +4.3p 
2.29 + .9p -.03 +4.3p 
.78 + .9p -.02 +4.3p 

10.21 -2.1p + .76 + 1.3p 
3.64 + .2p -.02 +3.6p 
2.33 +4. Op -.35 +7.2p 
2.91 + .9p -.04 +4.1p 
2.52 -1.3p + .08 +1.9p 

11.03 + l . l p -.19 +4.3p 

-1-



1980/81 BASE 
POSITION 

EFFECT OF PREFERRED PACKAGE 
(10% threshold with a power 

of 1.35 above) 
In d i v i d u a l 
a u t h o r i t i e s 

Rating 
a u t h o r i t i e 

Clwyd 
Dyfed 
Gwent 
Gwynedd 
Mid Glamorgan 
Powys 
South Glamorgan 
test Glamorgan 
District Total 
flinty Total 
Ifales Total 

Pence £m Pence £m Pence 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

112.9p 75.28 -4.9p +1.93 _ 
108.Op 70.64 + .9p -.28 li ' -
112.3p 89.58 -4.3p + 1.89 
102.9p 47.86 -4.7p + 1.05 
113.6p 133.81 +l.lp -.41 
100.2p 32.52 +3.4p -.31 
99.7p 69.39 +3.4p -1.68 -126.3p 74.89 +3.2p -1.21 
26.9p 136.03 -1.9p -.98 I -

110.5p 593.97 +3.9p + .98 f -

137.4p 730.00 +2. Op -

Safety nets 

t e i l i u g : 

Stage 1 
Stage 2 
Stage 1 

1 pence f o r d i s t r i c t s , 4 pence f o r counties; 
5 pence f o r d i s t r i c t s 
2 pence f o r d i s t r i c t s 

Poundage changes show amounts a u t h o r i t i e s wouJd r a i s e (+) or lower (-) 
rates i f spending i n accord with Government guidelines. 

}• £m changes show actual grant gain (+) or loss (-). 



j 
Case 

Assumption ||| | 
f o r new pay 
awards 

Estimated 
Implied increase i n 

p a y b i l l 1980-81 to 1981-82 
Assumption f o r 
i n c r e a s e i n 

p r i c e s 1980-81 
to 1981-82 

| t (8) 

Estimated 
Net c u r r e n t 
expenditure 

(D 

Nov 1980 
to 

J u l y 1981 
(a) 

1 (2) 

Aug 1984 
to 

Mar 1982 
(b) 

(3) 

Awards 
before 
Nov 80 
( c ) . 

(*) 

New 
Pay 

awards 

(5) 

Super­
annuation 

(d) 

(6) 

T o t a l 

(7) 

Assumption f o r 
i n c r e a s e i n 

p r i c e s 1980-81 
to 1981-82 

| t (8) 

Cash L i m i t 
I n f l a t i o n 
f a c t o r 
1980- 81 to 
1981- 82 

(9) 

Target ( e ) ( f ) 
expenditure 
i n 1981-82 at 
1981-82 cash 
l i m i t p r i c e 

(10) 

% % %; % % % % i £m 

A 8 6 2.8 6.8 0.7 10.3 11 10.5 17611 
B 6 k 2.8 5.1 0.7 8.6 11 9.3 f: 17383 

• 

(a) Assumes no s p e c i a l p r o v i s i o n f o r an i n d e x - l i n k e d firemen's (November 80) award* 

(b) Assumes no s p e c i a l p r o v i s i o n f o r i n d e x - l i n k e d p o l i c e (September 1981) and firemen's (November 1981) awards and 
London weighting awards ( A p r i l and J u l y 1981). 

(c) The d i f f e r e n c e between the p a r t year e f f e c t i n 1980-81 and f u l l year e f f e c t i n 1981-82 of agreed awards f o r teachers 
and policemen (from September 1980) and of the assumed award of 13% f o r APTC (from J u l y 1980) and of 2% f o r London 
weighting f o r APTC and manuals from J u l y 1980. 

(d) Based on cash l i m i t assumption f o r p r i c e s * 

(e) T h i s sum would be reduced by some £170m i f the A p r i l 1981 award f o r teachers was a p p l i e d to the average s a l a r y b i l l i n 
1980-81 r a t h e r than the s a l a r y b i l l a t September 1980, implying e i t h e r a need only to increase t e a c h e r s 9 s a l a r i e s from 
t h e i r September 1980 l e v e l by k°/o (case A) or 2% (case B) from A p r i l 1981 or a r e d u c t i o n i n the above new pay assumptions 
f o r everyone of 1.6%, This sum would be increased by some £12m i n both cases A and B i f the p o l i c e award i n September 
1981 was assumed to be a t the l e v e l shown f o r the November 1980 to J u l y 1981 pay round, so r a i s i n g the percentage 
a v a i l a b l e f o r policemen i n September 1981 from 6% to &/o (case A) and from 4% to 6% (case B). > 

( f ) The amount of grant payable with respect to current expenditure i s t h i s sum m u l t i p l i e d by the grant percentage W 
(eg 6l) and d i v i d e d by 100. o 




