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I understand that you felt that we could have produced a more far-
reaching outcome to our review of the houaﬂnﬂ (“oﬂelesu Persons) Act
1977. My initial reaction was ctly the same. I would like to
explain why I concluded that the Tﬂﬂpvgninr of thellegislation by
administrative rather than legislative means was the best way forward.
E—— [—
There are two basic ways of dealing with the housing problems of
those who find themselves literally without accommodation, and who
Governments throughout the post-war period have accepted cannot be
ignored. One can either issue general guidance to local autnorltwes
and leave it to their discretion asto how they exercise it. That
was the position that existed until the 1977 Acc and was the policy
embodied in successive circulars up to and 11ﬂ1w'1nw Circular 18/2&
issued by the last Conservative Govdrnment, which transferred
oguon51?1libx to housing authorities but still made it essentially
ﬁﬁccrpiﬂoﬂﬁry. Or one can establish a ma nﬂqTOHV scheme under which
certain cat pWOvieg of homeless people have to be rehoused by law
ahead of “other people on the waiting 115 That was the mbicon
crossed by +%p 107, Act, which of course did not vote against in

o

opposition.

There no half-way house or compromise

is _
digcretionary and mandatory systems I have outlined.
al

with ternative outcomes of the review:

1 Keep the mandatory legislation unaltered and
administratively;

Option Retain the mandatory system, but amend the legislation to
deal with alleged abuses;

Option d@mﬁ 11 the legislation and go back to a discretionary
‘_p' f.\l E,..a.

The more we went into it - and we have studied it exhaustively - the
more it became clear that Option 2 was not a genuine option at all.
The verious amendments proposed to deal with abuses effectively fell
into 2 main categories. The first would have had the effect of
denying rights under the Homeless Persons Act to those who had recently
entered the country as immigrants, but these amendments were directly
in conflict with the Treaty of Rome and/or the Race Relations Act.
The second category of amendments represented an emasculation of the
mandatory syste a reversion in many respects to a discretionary
system. 1 am ¢ te certain that there are no simple and practiecal
amendments the 7 Act that can be made without effectively
emasculating the A Option 2 had erefore to be discarded.

We were therefore ft with Options 1 and 3. I came
Option 3 (repeal) on the following grounds:

involve intensel
it would be a gift to our opponents who want t0 misrepresent
5 5

the Government as uncaring etc;
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CITY 25 56
ALIDEN 642 365
GREENWICH 236 208
EACKNEY 471 384
HAIGLARSMITH 570 382
ISLINGTON 441 385
KENSINGTON & CHELSEA 260 206
LAMBETH 349
LEISHAI 453
SOUTHVARK e
TGWER HANLETS 155
WANDSWORTH 441
WESTUINSTER .o
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BARKING - 110 91
BARNET 61 70
BEXLEY 92 T4 T4

RENT 526 625 98
107 | 149 | 05
CROYDOW 260 236 113
EALING ) 350 414 | 405
ENFIELD 170 142 94
HARTNGEY 261 482 87
HARTOW 89 128 70
HAVIRING 84 92 31
HI LLINGDON 140 166 78
HOUNSIOH 171 143 72
KINCSTON-~UPON-~THANES { 85 110 51
MEERTON 108 120 4
NEWHAYS 341 265 84
REDARIDCE 166 154 83
RICHIOND-CPON-THAHES 102 110 66
SUTTCN T 100 59
WALTHAM FOREST 251 261 84
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OUTER 1ONDON TOTAL 3545 | 3932 | 1626

LOTIDON 5 8299 7316 | 2652 302 2.9 | 1345 ’ 910 1285

—

Notes: X indicates that figures are too small for the ratio to be meaningful.

1 represents an estimate based on results for part of the period.

County totals do not include estimates for non-respondents - see
paragraph 4 of NOTES ON TABLES.
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SCOTTISH OFFICE

WHITEHALL, LONDON SWIA 2AU

COPY TO

PS/SDD
PS/Mr Rifkind
PS/US of S

The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine Mr D A Campbell, SDD

Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON

SW1P 3EB /Y March 1982
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I am writing to let you know that I see no difficulty from my point
of view in the conclusions and recommendations of the review of the
operation of the Housing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977 in England an
Wales, about which you wrote to Willie Whitelaw on 8 February. In
particular I share the conclusion that legislative change is not
required; for the rest the recommendations are compatible with the
guidance which I issued to Scottish local authorities about 18 months
ago.

T
d

I should be grateful, however, if the termsof the announcement of the
outcome of the review covering England and Wales could be circulated
in advance to my officials; it will be desirable that it leaves no

impression, by omission or otherwise, that the position in Scotland
is other than also satisfactory.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, Nicholas Edwards
and Sir Robert Armstrong.
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Stormont Castle
Belfast BT4 3ST

Secretary of Stale

The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP

Secretary of State

Department of the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON i&é

SW1P 3EB SA March 1982
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Thank you for the copies of your /letter and enclosures to Willie
Whitelaw on the Review of the Hodéing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977

and the associated Code of Guidance.

The 1977 Act does not apply to Northern Ireland - we have our own
legislation. Responsibility for housing homeless persons in Northern
Ireland rests with four Health and Social Services Area Boards and
with the Northern Ireland Housing Executive which is the Province's
sole housing authority. Within this structure few practical

difficulties are encountered and there is little pressure for

legislation equivalent to the 1977 Act.

I note that the Review largely deals with issues, such as those in
relation to local authorities, that do not arise in Northern Ireland.
But the Area Boards and the Executive are working on a Code of
Practice for Northern Ireland and my officials will continue to keep

closely in touch with developments following the Review.

In view of this I have no objection to the conclusions and

recommendations of the review.

I am sending copies of this letter to Willie Whitelaw and to the

other recipients of yours.
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From the Private Secretary : 2 March 1982

REVIEW OF THE HOUSING (HOMELESS PERSONS) ACT 1977 AND THE CODE OF
GUIDANCE

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary of State's minute
of 26 February, explaining why he feels that legislative amend-
ment to this Act is not an option at this stage. In the light of
his minute, the Prime Minister is content for him to announce in

the House the conclusions of his review of the Act which are set

out in his letter to the Home Secretary of 8 February.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Craig (Welsh Office)
and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

W, F. S. RICKETT

David Edmonds, Esq.,
Department of the Environment.

CONFIDENTIAL
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PRIME MINISTER

Are you content for

Mr. Heseltine to announce in
the House the conclusions of
his review of the Housing
(Homeless Persons) Act (at
Flag A) now that he has
explained why he feels
legislative change is not

an option (his minute below)?

Or would you like a word with

1 March 1982




