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PRIME MINISTER
COMMUNITY CHARGE: ATTACHMENT OF BENEFIT

E(LF) on 4 February discussed arrangements for the closure of
income support records and the attachment of benefit. The
issue of disclosure of records has now been settled in

correspondence. But differences continue on the second issue

of attachment of benefit.

The key question is whether attachment should be achieved by

direct deductions from benefit or by obtaining an attachment
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order from the Courts. The formal minutes of E(LF) (Flag A)
e, "y e T PRI I .
Teave the position reasonably open, although my recollection
is that you summed up with a fairly strong steer towards the
court order option. Mr. Ridley (letter of 11 March at Flag B)

continues to argue for direct deductions from benefit.
Mr. Moore (letter of 14 March - Flag C) argues for the

attachment order route.

Both the protagonists seem to hold their view quite strongly,

but would I think accept a ruling from you.

Would you prefer to go down the direct deduction or court

order route?
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ensure that confidential information remained private. The Secretary of
ate for the Environment, in consultation with the Secretary of State for
1 Services should prepare the necessary provisions.

<é§§§% Sub-Committee -

1% ok note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's summing up of
thel ussion, and invited the Secretary of State for the Environment to
be guid ccordingly.

b. Direct dedi¥ftiens from benefit

THE SECRETARY OFS\STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT, said that there were potential
problems about the recovery of money from income support claimants who

fell into arrears with the.community charge. Distress against such possessions
as the person owned was|(likély to cause even greater hardship, and might not

be successful in any case therefore proposed that there should be
provisions for direct deductz from DHSS benefits to recover
arrears. Such provisions wou llel existing powers in the Local

Government Finance Bill for attact of the earnings of those in employment.

/A
main pClQ§>‘ :

a. Direct deductions from benefit k28§éybstantial_g;sadvgatages.

They were expensive to administer, and<§62vv detracted from the principle

manage their own financial affairs. ire

ductions had therefore

of the new income support system that c angs should be expected to
" 4
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been restricted to a very fewréaées where they were essential to

protect the well-being of the claimant, eg rent angd-fuel arrears.

They would also be available for repayments to ial fund, a major
and important new development of the social securit A study was
cu

rrently in progress to see if it was possible to ex
dedh id

uction to fines, which would avo the
lternative of sending defaulters to prison. To add the
charge to this list would overload the direct deductions

eductions were in any case restricted to a maximum o
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AR
. b. vas also important to consider how direct deductions might
\

influence the behaviour of claimants. They might well be advised not
<§<§§§Fo pay the community charge at all, since the worst that could happen
ijyould be direct deductions from their benefit after a substantial

ay.
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N
= ’ﬁ the other hand, specific amounts were to be added to income
supp tes to compensate claimants for the average liability to the
minimu o cent liability to the community charge. It would be
wholly table to ignore this, and to allow claimants to use the

money for

he maximum level of direct deductions for
community char " ke account of the fact that income support
rates were being ver the new 20 per cent liability.

Some addition to ; er week limit on deductions would be

e discussion, said that
’stem of deductions from
income su ; eing increased specifically to

cover the average amount of the new 20 per cer nimum contribution to the
community charge. Second, people in employment \some of whom might be
earning little more than income support claimants received, could have their
earnings attached. The Environment Secretary, in con~’f~%tion with the
Social Services Secretary, should therefore prepare p

to enable the attachment of benefit, which was broadly c

that for the attachment of earnings.

the maximum amou that might

and

for the purpose Ciii%)

CONFIDENTIAL




[CONFIDENTIAL

Sub-Committee -

Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's summing up of
heir discussion and invited the Environment Secretary to be guided
gordingly.
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