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RATE SUPPORT GRANT SETTLEMENT 1981-82

Memorandum by the Secretary of State for the Home Department

BACKGROUND

2 Tle Cabinet agreed on 24 July on the totals of local authority

current expenditure relevant for Rate Support Grant (R5G) purposes for
1981-82 and on the totals for capital expenditure in the year

(CC(BO) 30th Conclusions, Minute 7). This report, which has been prepared
under my chairmanship by a Group (MISC Z1) of the Ministers directly
concerned with local authority expenditure, makes recommendations for

the R5G settlement in 1981-82, We invite Catinet to endorse our
recommendations for the method of grant distrioution and to decide on the
grant percentage in the light of the decision on pay and price factors to be
uged in the cash limit,

2, In England and Wales this marks the first year of the new sysatem 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 GRE, 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 thig alone will produce large swings
in grant settlement this year,

GRANT DISTRIBUTION
ENGLAND

3, We looked at the options for distribution against the background

that, under the last Administration, there was a major and deliberate shifi
of grant from 'shire' counties to London which particularly benefited Duter
London, London's percentage share of total grant rose from 13,3 in 1975-74
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 lossas.
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4, Under all 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 balan-e between the shire
counties and Outer London, Of the 5 options we =xamined we recommend
what is known as Option 1 incorporating GRE B with per capita aqualigation,
10 per ceat threshold, and 25 per cent constant taper, These technicalities
are explained in Annex A, The loecal authority associations were congulted
about 3 options for defining GRE and GRE B was the preferred choice of the
Association of County Councila, In summary the grant changes under this
distribution package from 1980-81 toc 1981-82 are:-

TABLE 1

Non-Metropolitan T Metropolitan

Counties Districts TTntn! | Counties Districts | Total

-0, 3p ! : -2,0p -0.9p
-§£1lm 1 -£2Bm | -£13m)

London

Inner i GLC and
boroughs : Met, Total

& ILEA DOTouEhs o i ice

-T.8p -6, Tp 5. lp* =-2.2p

-£8Tm - £54m £98m®* =f£43m

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

The recommended option leads to a net average gain of 1, 5p (£56 million)
to non-Metropolitan ratepayers, and an average net loss (taking account of
Greater London Council (GLC) and Metropolitan police gains) of 1, 2p

(£10 million) for Outer London ratepayers, The details for each individual
local authority are phown in Annex B: figur'tr.a are still provisional at thig
stage, but the overall pattern of the distribution is unlikely to be affected by
further changes.

5. The system of defining GREs 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 agraed 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
sz fety net system limiting the total gract loss of the acthorities in any area
to 2 maximum of 10p, and also that we should impose a limit on grant gains
of 7p. We agreed that the Secretaries of State for the Envirnnment and for
Wales should have some discretion to vary these limits, providud they
maintained consistency between countries,

WALES

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 alao 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 r=tain 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
4 more satigfactory basis,

CASH LIMITS AND GRANT PERCENTAGE

9. The exemplification of the recommended distribution package in
Annexes B and © nses 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 limit 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 limit 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 additonal
inczntive 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 will compound the presentational difficulties of introducing the new
system and the criticism 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
Z.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 ia:-
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TABLE 2

Grant Change Maximum
— ratepayer

Non-Met.| Non- All CHE
on=London Fobmidon L aathatitian grant luss

England

areas Mat, areas (safety net

limit)

Al 1. 5p =0, 9p -2.2p - 10p
&0 -l.1p -3, 9 -5.2p -2.8p 13p

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 ic the public services. Fending decisions on this

1l per cent has been used as a working assumption for prices and 3 per cent
or b 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 1987, There are complications, depending on whether the new
pay provision is assamed to include, or exclude, the "ovarhang' effect of
the ptaged settlements fcr 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 bill between 1980-81 and i981-82, 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 "ove rhang' against the new pay
provision, it would reduce the cash limit inflation factor by just over

l per cent, However since this peralty would apply specifically to teachers,
it would be necepsary 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 this 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 cask limit
of certain police authorities, particularly the Metropolitan police. I they
réceive the "standard" provigion (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 additicnal allowance, and how to
present this aspect of the settlement,

4
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CASH LIMITS

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

TABLE 3

New Pay Awards Cash limit inflation
= factor 1980-81 to
Nox. B0 Aug. 81 — 1981-82 (b) (e)
Caae to to
Jul}'ﬂl March 82

Including Excluding
overhang overhang

(2)

6 10.5 9.4

4 9.3 8,2

of staged settlements frr Teachers,

(b) allowing an exira 2 per cent for index-linking of policemen's
award in September 1981 adds c:unl'!,r 0.1 per cent to the
inflition factors,

3 z + -
(C} figures could change by - 0.4 percentage points when the
definitive revaluation factors are available.

RATE 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 cagh limit of 10,5 per cent in Table 3 above,
This is because they would err on the side of caution at every stage. The
poasible level of rate increases is therefore as illustrated in the following
table,

TABLE 4

Average domestic rate increaseg in 1981-82

Grant Cash Limit Inflation Factor |
percentage 1980-81 to 1981-82 (from Table 3)
104 9i% 81%

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, Witha
domestic rige of 21 per cent the non-domestic rige would
be 1B per cent.

5

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

(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 disversion.

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 ths grant settlement. To the
extent that we can convince local government before mid-February that the
cash limit factors are realistic, -ate increases will be that 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 annourcing the settlement.

GERANT PERCENTAGE AND DISTRIBUTION: S5COTLAND

18, The grant in Scotland continues to be distributed on the previous
bagis, 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 casgh limit, and the distribu-
tion method in England have been decided,

CONCLUSION
19, We therefore recommend that colleagues should agree on the

lollowing points as the basis of the Rate Support Grant settlement for
1981-82;:-

1, The proposed method of ¢istribution of RSG in England and Wales,
and the share of grant betwaen the two countries,
(Paragraphe 3 - 8).

ii. Appropriate figures for overall grant percentage in the
light of the cash limit assumptions., (Paragraphs 9 - 17).

iii, Whether the pay assumption should be identilied 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),

Home Office

24 Oetober 1980
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UNCLASSTFIED

HOW THE BLOCK GRANT SYSTEM WOBKS

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

RS5G system - to enable authorities to provide a comparable service
for a comparable rate poundage. But it deoes 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 its rateable resources.

2. For each authority a bench-mark expenditure is defined by central
Government, called the "grant related expenditure" or GRE. This is

an assessment of the expenditure which that authority would be likely
to inecur in providing a standard level of service. Tao do this a
formula is required to relate spending need to the characteristics

of that particular authority. The formulae previously used to aszsess
need depended too much on past patterns of expenditure, =o that high
spending was built into the system. The new system endeavours to move

away from that.

3. The entitlement to grant i= not open-ended: as the autharity's
expenditure inereases beyond its 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 will 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 light of circumstances.

4, Block grant thus aims to provide a link between grant and
expenditure for all authorities in such a way as to provide a fair

and consistent incentive to economy.
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Nepative marginal rates are a feature of block grant which is
of grant
— e ——

a consequence of rate poundage
egualisation. It means that for

some authoritiez with high rateable
valuez +total grant may fall as expend-
iture increases. The pattern of negative
marginal rates of grant varies
according to whether the distributien
is based on percentage or per capita
equalisation and the number of author-
ities affected will increase the

lower the threshold and the steeper
the taper. But ratepayers in
authorities facing negative marginal
rates of grant still face the same
rate poundage for a given level of
expenditure in relation to GRE as
ratepayers in authoritiesnot so
effected,

UMCLASSIFIED




-\.r---|-l"I-|FI

"Fl”.' ¥ b A \
C Jilitletoid 1 1R

MMARY OF CHANGES IN GRANT ENTITLEMENT FROM 1980/81 BASE BY
155 OF AUTHORITY (ENGLAND)

BN Y
NNEX B

hate Poundege Eguivalent

I6.5
110.3:

i54.
33.1:

Ido.gr

0.
.
-7
6.

TOTAL Eualand

L million

4704, 12
2obl8.34

45,38
417.51
460,21
g0l.e7
18347

'II;[I

CORFCENTIAL



http://il2.il

RANT ENTITLEM awf" l""EatO?-.‘I 1980/81 BASE FOR INDIVIDUAL
ENGLAND; POUNDAGE EQUIVALENTS)

Non-metropolitan dist
th-tion } Ortion 1
e6LY Grant 60X Grant
sufely Hel 1231 safely Net
/e Cap 7¢ Car

Balh
Erivie]
BLhed gy

Nort livon

SI_II:J,I,h j:‘:l-'|]:"::||' |J',i|i e

Eracknel]
Hl:itli,llj:‘ ¥
Readine

Sloui

Winowor and M
Wokinshas
Arlecbury Vale
Boacons Finld
[.'Irili,::r-n
Milton Ky o
Hreombe
Cambrid-an

Eaet Combrigse
Fenland
Hunl i nadon
Patorbaoroysh
Soull Cambri
Chestar
Consl el on

oenhoead

thl'

gacthire

cl"l'.'iifi,' ) ”-Ll'll'.l.l'if,‘{l

Ellecmere Porl and Newton

Halton
Mece)enfield
Vale Roral
Harrinston
Hartlapgoul
Lansbaur<h
Midd]l e iray-sh

Stockion oi-Tee:

Caradan
Carrick
Kerrier

North Cori:l)
Pemngilbh
Rectorme)
Allerdale

Earrow in Furpeus

Carlisle

()
Lo |

e

—
W

il

OO0 = ol o0 D e ™ OO )

—

e
M- A
.

el

LSS0

-

o

o ~J O AD S Be D M) wd

I T . I
JC D e ny s T

e

. Aoow
Ml S =

o 00 03 OO G

- L] -
S e e .
.Y N - «.'

e

"
S

- S eSSt WpNODOOVO

oo

1

o~ U
- = =

Ay

~ £ 0O DTS

CONFD

)

i ! | b e )
o MY D D = OO DO M e

(]

¥

OO WS WM WL = ¢

i 1 I 1 :
d WM O WMRO LW

|
"~

WO OoOW o D —

C..L_I:SL[:_'\_.\I_‘!‘-\-J

L]

DO MNMNNNNOVDONO M

(2)

AR =

i
.

. - B .

[ I '
w e =

= _-

T — -

- o omm
o . 5 "

B " T R YT Nw

[,

(2)

6.9¢
7.0r
0.3p
~-2.Br
-0.7p
-3.9¢
~0.4rp
0.31
-1.9p

|

- O O
1 = ) -
e - ML

n
i
-

.;,'\\
0 WO o
- "W T Y =

i
o ‘."
1 O WO

NTIAL




jee0sel ition i htion 1
b 61% Grant 60% Grant
Cafetly Nt 131 cafely Nel

¢ i:,-t:i'

~
o
== == =p

= —

e

sy

Vol o B v It ' B 7% N B o Ny B

MOMWOOOMMWOo O — O

:i' _ I

i

.i- 1“ . ,"'.';'I
“I far '_.-L_
" l,

. B

-

cumomOoOoUo
WD — O =0 W

s N

boel

B 00t

houll and Mortland
00U e

L or-Te-Strect
L inoton

2
2,
2
1
1
4,
0.
0
0
1

i

1 SNERTHT
.. h'.!n

+ B
B 0]
.y
Wil | oy
Loy,

.I. t:""-“.'l' fi

@ 'l li41,

w ]

= W

&l

ki

ll'-.:"I:
B o

i Ihr e

-
£ MY =1 CN

1

O &M~~~ G
- = - ® E
WHE~NNOWo O

el
|

%

-

tljj,m“‘

I

-

.?h | F'uj nt

1

¥

[y

———

1
(_,._‘lt—l-l—‘-n_]_'h
OO M oM

CONFIDENTIAL



http://i8.li-

CONF]

Ortion §
61X Grant
Cafely Nel
7¢ Cai

p——l |

BENTIAL

Oition |

60X Grant
tfely Net

7¢ Cae

Chelms ford

Colchester
Erring Forest
e o
Maldun

Rochfoerd
ESIJ!'_'HI':.'
T'f.:;'rjn

Thurroch

ULierrhrd

Chel teahous

Colewelo

Forest of Doan

B) oucerier

Stroud

Tewkeshury

Basinsitoke

Eacl Hami-thire

Eastlat-h

Farelwm

Goirort

Harti

Havant

New Forect

Puftnmuulh

Rvelgmoor

SouthamzLon

Teed Valley

Hinchoiber

Erome ar e

Hareford

L eomanetior

Milvoern Hills

Redditch

Saulh Herefordshire

Worcewler

Wrchavan

Wrre Forecd

Broxbourne

Dis - ur wia

East Herbfordshire

Herlomoere

North Herbfordihire
b AL Ly

Shesepyan

Three Rivers
Walford

Helwrn Botlfield
Bawer ] v

1l-on-50a

@ (3)

1.9

1 ¥
G ny S an

-
) 0
S

1

!
0r
1T
Or

ool
. I
O
v
Lr

2P

1
[y

O o~ ) e
M= WM WO MNMWUMWWEWWE~"NONU =M AWALWMOM =S M
. r "- c . . : c 4 ‘ . . -- c e ] c o L ‘. i ¢ C L] L '] . "" Y . A g |

~y
£

dp

(]
e 21

3P

]
sl

P

I

_— B O W= MO UG O M P M S =~ O FD G G L0 WM O N =t

]
] | 1 ]

1

]




—

OhFDEN DAL

bl

§200/8) (h-tion 1 Ortion §

Dl 614 Grant GO% Grant

(§) §0r Safely Nel 131 vafely Net

77 Cap 7e Cae

(2) (3)

ot 33.4¢ : -1.1P
i £ 9r '
}HW 19.4;
- | PR )
Bl rnes 2. 9r
ton viron Hull 33,31
B Lol ds 33.7:
Bt lor 1« §6.31
iu.-_ 18.2r
| £3.9r
16.0¢

v L
Fal e |

24.1r

oo, S

14.7¢

§7.2¥

17.4¢

13,01

cl.4pe

§i6. 61

22.3¢
il | 24,5\
B0 1) e and Malling 16.4¢
B G0 el 17.8
burn 52.0¢
ool 25,81
- 54.3p
g v 6. 61
A 21 .42
R 49.31
- o 34.3»
el e
¢ Vi) ey 28 1y
; ﬁ,-:;i':.'-l_] 1 63. I. P
B bl ¢ 7.6y
ed.71 -3.8r
15.0# -3.7¢
i1.4r -0.8r
i, 14.3¢ -1.0p
E:Z, }j wht Bowwort ) ie.8r -2.91
B, 17.5¢ 7.0¢

14,91 -3. 81
ki rahire 15.1» =1 IP
__1:-,'..||”'I Wigedoy & 0 4 g -3.81°
" 13.4¢ -3.9¢
16.61 -0.1r

19.2p -1.2¢

AamAaLI™IMmrFEai=Tr a

§ 85"

0w o
T | T

I | g 1 i

O e ) WD O O W W RO
wem
-

—

-
- = = - . - -

—JGL'J—fLQLI-"I

- -

o

e -

x

e

-

b

-
1

3.
0.
0
-1,
e
-6
i
1
6.
~4
4.
4

-

LOWmWoO D WM —106Lw uaw

] I
GO 00 PO 0 0N G G ~I e
d G0 S B L-E}.L 0 G O O
I
% I s O
e - |

- -
| |
£ €
- -
o O
- =

I

| I
) L M L WD
M

b
S T 9

i
L o
R SR

i rl'.'_-ln:.g“_;
; __lu'lU." TR

iJ-wﬂL|JﬁCQ1LH

1|J”¢”H




Lincoln

Norih Kewloven
South Holland
Souih Kesloeven
1'1' | i.ll
Ereckla

Br -l.'JI.I..I-J
Breal Yarmouth
North Norfolk
Norwi ch

South Norfolk
Weel Norfolk
Cor oy
Daventry
East Nort
ellordne
Northuszton

Soulh Noerihomr-tonthire

Bellinosworoush
A1 i o
Berwick-uson
Elvilh Vi)l
Castle Mo
Trneda] ¢
Hansbeck
Craven

Hamol et on
Harroealo
Eil,‘i'l;hu:‘:n].hir i

Rvedal ¢

'TIIJI_’I_'IJ

Scarbaraush

Selly

York

Erhficld
w55eblaw

Broxi pwe

Gedling

Manefield

Newirk

Notti nulum
Rusheliffe
Cherwel )

O f ard

Soulh ODxforduhire
Vale of While Horge
Reel Oefordehire
Bridanorti

Rorth Shrorelijre
Oswe bry

pumstonshire

1920/8)

LI 51

()

...._
L)

'y ]

1

OO =] O B2
- - 5 -

= Py Y DY == N S MY
Y

— ) P g m
— = O

ra

g MY e Ny
S8R
- - - - -

—_—— — — M 3
e P sy s o 0D L O == T
1 . -

.
£3.9

e3.7¢

Oirtion |

6l% Gr
F Safely

Te

f I
Cad == 0D

ww -

I::t
Ned
Car
()

Cio

=T gt
b i

Wwo oo

O O ()= e OF =g S () LD

1

WO WM G =M =M Wwo ww

oo Ly M

N GO AD NS :— = g

=

= -
Mg = o0 OO W0

iy

_— e . =

-
-

-

CO M W N W WO LI LD G WD

LR Rl

AR R

B

AL

|_|‘._: '_

Ortion J

i
'\_II Jl-

afoly hl'l.
Fi s |:..l|'
(3)

-
ol
I‘

1|
P

o
O == 3~ S
- P - . BN -,

!

N O O L) €

o m
L

Y S T |
e S O
- - =

o
- =

LY WA

(% T
- -



http://Bro.nJl.irtd
http://Hom.fi
http://12.it-

i -|.||'] f‘Ht!:;l-lh'!
!"r|jTL'

ergs i o

U'.llil.'["'l Yin
Frordsntre

tre Moorlamls

Irent

chury

k Coasital

I ihg [_"_Ill"]]
L1fy

V] Bapesboadd

Hanrwv

W Heally

|J|' ll: Iy

W ) o

L
i“lﬂdhﬂlk?hirﬂ
L L g

bl

Etme]uﬂ M
i) |

jSE0/8)5

Ortion §
D 6l% Grant
(1) - Safely Net

1¢ Car

()

L

— e ] et e ] ] O =

Ly |

1 1
M L S O MY S == D) = L)

00wl =) O

VOO AN N0

e

i v
¥
O = A
.

6.3y
ie.7r
26.6¢
15,01
2.0p
.6r
13.4»
i4.7r
12.0p
7.6r
10.5»
10.6r
12.6¢
iB8.7r
19.3¢
13.3¢

-y
e

4.1

-
0

gt

(k]

-

&-Eﬁb&

I

r:_},_.r_.;;_-_-gmmca._g'
- = 5 = . . -
oy

L]

L S
i
i

-(.3r

i

CONFiLeNTIAL

31

Oition |
60% Grant

11 {('JL-‘l HL"..

7¢ Car
()

:
T N

(a0

i .
L1 LD = Oh
- -

h o
i

| 1 | 1 I ! |
WO S e = )OO & LA
- - - o L - . - b - - - L -
L . = - i -I

=

1
— N0

o
-

1 W y ¥ .
B ) & Oh = )N

™ " -
o O — B 1S
- - B i - T ¥

SO MMM &£e0 o~ W
w0
- = ®




Iafetroml itan distr

— e ol TR W ol il W R T o

Bollbon

Bury

Higehes Lep

0 gleam
Rocndale
Salford
sltockrort
Tames 6o
Traffard

Wi zan
Koow; 1 ey

L sverroo]

st Halons
Seflon

Wirral

Barne) ey
Doncaster
Bother baw
osheffield
Gotecheud
Neweastble uzon Tyane
North Tynesd de
South T e Lale
Sunderlano
Birminoham
Coventry

Dul oy
Sonowe] ]
solinull
Walvall
H-‘J}'Jlrl"rl-;:ﬂ;-i,!_s:|
Eracforo
Calderdale
Kirkl e
Land;
MWakeficeld

ict

i
1¢80/8]
(AL

(1)

137 .2p
(AT B E
163.27
0. 7

C= o IF
&I i
103,92
ci7.lr
64.77
i<4.0r
175.6:
173,01
143.07
137,01
136.2»2
cl3.cr
c06.8¢
raC R L
47.1¢
eiz. ir
122 .0;
192,61
264 . Or
Fa e 1 5
L11.4¢
§35.Er

75.07
0.5

18.7»
104. 21
104,55
cal.Sr
270.7¢
Cont I
139.952
177.5r

Ortion §
61X Grant
Safely Hel
/¢ Cas

()

E‘lr—

s P P o= O Lo

VO = O B 0D

LD et G0 G D G N G G G LD B e e a0 G G O G e )N N D

b
o,

G L L

W L W

tion |
602 Grant
afely Ned

] Cae

Lol

voP

ol I ma B s
" k-

v’-|

£ -

e

o

1 N

[
-

= T

21 LN A

n

L
=

i

o= L7 LT LT WD

B AN BN R KA Y

[
L4
-



http://58i.li-
http://-5.lt-

NRIFIMIEAITIA]
RTINS BLrLiY I L-ike

'-Lm:anhs
980,81 ODition § Orlion |}

hayie 6L% Grant 60X Grant

(1) 10 Safety Nel arr tafely Net

f¢ Cag 7 Ty

(&) €3}

Lt e donal
b

2
W

8.

o e P
165,

36 .
107,

S

6o, o

70,

of.

159,52 S
107, [
a0.3r o
oL.2r =

164 . 0p Q.3

.d;] -
. é[lj::"jf'ﬂ borough flrures include once=snd=for=all losses of grant to the GLC and the Metropolitsn Pollce.
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WELSH DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

Support Grant in Wales will be distributed under arrangements
ring from those in England but providing the same overall
re will be two formulae, one for Districts and one for Counties
determine grant-related expenditure for each authority. I'he 1
based on methodology developed jointly with the Welsh local
horities over the past three years. The basis is the client group
roach, least dependent on past expenditure.

The threshold in Wales will be the same as in England. There will
o be similar arrangements for safety nets and limitation of grant

ns. The basis of equalisation, however, will be percentage rather
11"

1S 1is

per capita and the Rate Poundage Schedule will be a non-lin
ve above the threshold with a power of 1.35: the effect of th
increase the penalty as the degree of overspending increases.

te Increases

Welsh local authorities will take particular account of two
atures of the settlement in fixing their rates. The first is the
ective rate of grant support. jecause of the lower level of
{eable resources in Wales the effective rate is higher in Wales
an the corresponding England and Wales figure. This gearing results
a proportionately larger reduction in the effective rate in Wales

for any given reduction in the England and Wales figure. The effective
rate in Wales corresponding to 61% England and Wales 1s 74.9%, and
rresponding to 60% England and Wales is 73.7%.

The second feature is the inflation assumption built in teo the
cash limit. The eqguivalent figures to those shown in Table 4 of the
main paper are as follows:

e e

Grant percentage Cash limit inflation factor
1980-81 to 1981-82

Eng land & Wales
1108 101%

Lffect on individual local i]]lllu'}rii_i_i;-_.;

i The following tables show the effect on individual authorities,
and on the two classes of authority in Wales, of the preferred package
at the 61%/74.9% level -of grant.
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st} Estimated
Assumption . Estimated

> Implied increase in Net current
o paybill 1980-81 to 1981-82 expenditure
awards

e ——— el

Assumption for
increase in
Nov 1980 Aug 198# Awards New Super= prices 1980-81 Cash Limit Target {e)(f)

to

to before Pay annuation to 1981-82 Inflation
Ju%y)1981 Mar 1982 Nov 80 awards (d)
a

expenditure

factor in 1981-82 at
(b) (c) : 1980-81 to 1981-82 cash

1981-82 limit price
(2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (8) () imi €§;§ s

% % % ° % % % % %

£m
6 2.8 6.8 0.7 10.3 11

4 2.8 5.1 0.7 8.6 1

Assumes no special provision for an index-linked firemen's(November 80) award.

Assumes no special provision for index-linked police (September 1981) and firemen's (November 1981) awards and
London weighting awards (April and July 1981).

The difference between the part year effect in 1980-81 and full year effect in 1981-82 of agreed awards for teachers

and policemen (from September 1980) and of the assumed award of 13% for APTC (from July 1980) and of 25% for London
weighting for APTC and manuals from July 1980,

Based on cash limit assumption for prices,

This sum would be reduced by some £170m if the April 1981 award for teachers was applied to the average salary bill in
1980-81 rather than the salary bill at September 1980, implying either a need only to increase teachers' salaries from
their September 1980 level by 4% (case A) or 2% (case B) from April 1981 or a reduction in the above new pay assumptions
for everyone of 1.6%. This sum would be increased by some £12m in both cases A and B if the police award in September
1981 was assumed to be at the level shown for the November 1980 to July 1981 pay round, so raising the percentage
available for policemen in September 1981 from 6% to 8% (case A) and from 4% to 6% (case B),

The amount of grant payable with respect to current expenditure is this sum mmltiplied by the grant percentage
(eg 61) and divided by 100,






