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CONFIDENTIAL - CMO

PRIME MINISTER
990/91 LOCAL AUTHORITY GRANT SETTLEMENT
wing your meeting on 4 January, David Hunt and I have

a large number of backbenchers. The attached note sets out
in more detail.

The more talked to colleagues and studied the information
provided by“t ips, the more apparent it has become that there is
no neat, simpl cheap solution that will secure the support of

a large number o ls. Pe is-reason, I would prefer to let aqur
present proposals C assure us that we will
secure the vote.

It is;,-of . course;, SWto advise onh whether our present

t is not, they will have an informed
be secured by the sort of sums

Norman Lamont, Tim

/
/
/

J/

CE

/é7January 1990
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CONFIDENTIAL

1990/91 LOCAL AUTHORITY GRANT SETTLEMENT

Note by the Secretary of State for the Environment

;jf’t to meet part of the cost of safety net

contributidg

(iii) a grant 6ffset changes between GRE and SSA:;

(iv) extra trdnsitional rdiief.
2. Apart from the first, tHEre are optiong within each of these
possibilities. Detailed otes and authority by authority
exemplifications on each are attached. is note summarises the

possibilities.

(i) Costs of collecting a—community

@

3. This grant would be paid as a fixed am r adult to all
charging authorities to meet some or all e difference
between the cost of collecting rates and the c collecting
the community charge. The extra cost of collecti not more

than £200m, so that is maximum possible amount of which

could be paid - £5.61 an adult.

—
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. 4. The grant would go to reduce recorded expenditure by charging

authorities (Shire and Metropolitan Districts, London Boroughs,
the City and the 1Isles of Scilly). It would not appear
separately on the community charge bill but would reduce the
level of overspending shown on the charge bill for overspending
districts (provided they did not increase spending in response to
the new grant). The grant would be of particular benefit to
shire areas where collection costs are a relatively 1large
proportion of district spending. Those authorities have
<:::¥omplained that we have not made sufficient allowance for the

C%é%;;a costs they will face in 1990/91.

targeted. The difficult areas on the list attached to

3 January would get exactly the same in £ per adult

thority. The grant would also mean an increase in

ending (TSS), but that does not mean that there

y changes to the Settlement documents. It is

admitting that the spending-

We would be under

great pressure to/ build thi extra S and grant into the

(11) i art of safety! net contribuftions

6. This grant would go simp to offset fety net contributions

shown on the commuhity charge bill. It/would reduce charges in

those areas which a safety net co ibutors, rovidin local
X s provicl

.
authorities do not spena\up\ig_;esp6nsé£:>v

7. The maximum possible size of the grant Om, the cost of
the safety net in 1990/91. There are a num ossible ways
of distributing smaller amounts of grant. For tance £200m
could be distributed as:

(a) a 31% reduction in all contributions: <§iz;%;
(b) a reduction in the maximum contribution from £75
per adult; <gf>

(c) a £12 per adult reduction in all contributions.
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8. Of these, I would favour (a) because it is better targeted on
the difficult areas and, compared with (c), gives larger relief
to the areas with the largest contributions. Those on the £75
per adult maximum contribution would gain £23 each, reducing
their contribution by almost a third and giving an effective
maximum cohtribution of £52 (£1 a week). More than half of the
difficult areas would have some benefit from this grant.

Grant on changes between GRE and SSA

Many authorities, particularly some shire counties, have

a result of the

Some have said that they need time to

are no statutory provisions under which we could

At to the counties which would directly offset their

)e compared with SSAs. Nor can we alter the SSAs

in any way '%3§2> withdrawing the Distribution Report. But we

can pay a gran argin rities (the districts and London.

boroughs) which lps ©Offset the effect on community charges of
the move to SSAs.

10. There are number of Mays of calcylating this grant. I

favour an alculates 1 sses for individual

authorities.

amount, chdrgepayers in the area

before calculating gran give less benefit in our

difficult areas. <::>

41, I also favour paying the grant as a st percentage of
losses between GRE and SSA, rather than paying grant only
where losses exceed some threshold. This app ives more
help to the difficult areas. The losses would b
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. 12. The maximum amount of grant which could be paid in this way
would be £615m, but we could meet any proportion of that. To
meet one third of the change between GREs and SSAs would cost
£205m. This would give grant worth £8-£12 an adult to the main
losing shire areas. It would help about three quarters of our
difficult areas although it would be of no direct help to those
shire counties which are worried about being shown as

overspending.

The losses covered by this grant are already taken into
gbunt in calculating safety net contributions and receipts.

The grant would tend to undermine SSAs as a basis for

and so put a limit the extent to which spending

{2§é§ for authorities subject to capping. It could
;Eé%icult to change SSAs in future without similar

also make i

phasing arran

(iv) Transitional

14. I have algo looked furflher at th scope for improving
transitional reljef. This codWld not of gourse be targetted on
particular problem areas. Ext relief copld be provided either
by lowering the threshold for #elief or by/increasing the assumed
charges for the calculation relief. or £200-£250m of extra
relief we could ei old from £3.00 to £2.00
per household or rai ges by about 10% on

average (equivalent to raising TSS by &£

15. The second approach would have the adv f bringing the
assumed charges nearer to actual charges. Man r colleagues
think that their authorities will be judged ag e assumed
charge and have expressed concern about what they the low
levels we have set. But on the other hand it woul

recognising as unrealistic TSS at £32.8bn and the CCSS
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16. Either approach would bring about an extra 3 million
individuals into the scope of transitional relief as well as
giving extra relief to those already entitled. I have included
transitional relief amongst the possibilities since it is the
only way of giving help directly to individuals in all areas who
lose and it is the approach least likely to swell local authority
spending even further. I accept however that it will have no
effect on the RPI.

<§zj%:> dministrative considerations

The first three approaches described here would mean a
special grant report to be 1laid and debated during

Fe We should have to assess the opposition to such a
repor areas which do not benefit from the special grant, or
do not i hey benefit enough. Approaches (ii) and (iii) would
mean chang éﬁggkﬁhe layout of the community charge bill which we
ééﬁ% % That would give real operational difficul-

ties for local (a ities.

1.8 Any of thes&” approaches would “generate some offsetting

have said i

savings in communjty charge benefit and, possibly, transitional
relief. But sucl savings woulc € a relatively small proportion
of the total cost.

case intending to make later this m
charges and assumed rate poundages fo
scheme. Neither approach would cause si
difficulties for authorities.

DOC621LB
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Annex (i)
(i) A GRANT TO SUPPORT COMMUNITY CHARGE COLLECTION COSTS

Description

This grant would be paid as a fixed amount per registered adult
to all charging authorities (Shire and Metropolitan Districts,
London Boroughs, the City and the Isles of Scilly).

It would be paid as a specific grant to meet particular
expenditure - some or all of the difference between the cost of
collecting rates and the costs of collecting the community
arge. The grant could thus cost up to about £200m. This would
£5.61 per adult to all charging authorities.

would be paid to the charging authorities and would

:duce their expenditure and so any overspend. To avoid

ry reduction in SSAs for the same authorities it

sary to increase Total Standard Spending by the

he grant. This would not mean any changes to the

eady signed since a figure for gross TSS

(including sp grants) does not appear in any of them. It

would leave SSi%Zy i charges unchanged but reduce the

net expenditure authority (assuming their
expenditure did n ange as a result® of the grant).

Both TSS and AEF would increase by the Same amount. In this way
the grant would et eriticis by district authorities that not
enough has been /allowed for ollection cpsts in SSA or in the
spending assumptjions behind ional charges.

A new Special Grant Report @ould have to/ be laid and debated,
probably in February.

Rationale

d chosen the specific
grant route rather t i i 54 and AEF, which most
authorities would S : approach The
reasoning would be along the following

in spending assumptions. We did make an a -j? in TSS and
SSAs for about £200m of extra costs in chardqi uthorltles
But recognise that even with this extra allowa~ 3
thorities -especially the Non-Metropolitan Distr ~ may not
be able to adjust their expenditure on oths rvices
sufficiently in one year to accommodate these extr 1on
costs. We have therefore decided for one year only t ase
TSS by £200m and pay a specific grant to all a
authorities to help with these costs. This approach
distorting SSAs in the first year of the new syst
accomodate a temporary problem of adjustment." <§?>
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Distribution of Grant

The grant would be paid to a charging authority as a fixed amount
per adult. Nearly 63% would go to Shire areas. Although paid as a
flat amount per adult it would represent very different
proportions of expenditure for different types of authority (see
column 3 of table). London's share of a grant of £200m would
represent less than 1% of spending. Similarly for the Metropoli-
tan Districts. But for Shire Districts it would represent about
6% on average and over 10% in a substantial number.

Advantages

i Paid to all areas of the country;
Particularly helps shire areas:

(ii irectly compensates Shire Districts for costs which they
fee ve not sufficiently taken into account:;
(iv) spending shown on charge bill and reduces overspends.

Disadvant

(i) Need to se TSS;

(11) Difficult withdraw in latéx_years (either keep grant or
increase SSAs);

(iii) Difficult rAtionale:
(iv) Spread thinly - poorly rgetted;

(v) Need auditing and othex arrangements| to ensure that grant
did not exceed cgllection cosfs.

DOC628LB
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16 Jan 1990 Page 1

‘ (1): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant as %

of assumed

spending

(£/adult) %)

2.

{4

GREATER LONDON

City of London

Lewisham
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth
Westminster

Barking and Dagenham
Barnet

Bexley

Brent

Bromley

Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow

Havering

Hillingdon

Houns Low
Kingston-upon-Thames
Merton

Newham

Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton

Waltham Forest
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w (1): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£m) (£/adult) (%)

2

{4

GREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester

Al LI RV, BV, RV, V. RV, V. Y|

MERSEYSIDE
KnowslLey
Liverpool
St Helens
Sefton
Wirral

SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnsley
Doncaster
Rotherham
Sheffield

TYNE AND WEAR
Gateshead
Newcastle upon Tyne
North Tyneside
South Tyneside
Sunder Land

WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel L
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirklees
Leeds
Wakefield
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T‘ (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %

of assumed

spending

(£m) (£/adul t) (%)
2

AVON
Bath
Bristol

BERKSHIRE
Bracknel L
Newbury
Reading
Slough
Windsor and Maidenhead
Wokingham

BUCK INGHAMSHIRE
Aylesbury Vale
South Bucks
chiltern
Milton Keynes
Wycombe

CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdonshire
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire

CHESHIRE
Chester
Congleton
Crewe and Nantwich
Ellesmere Port and Neston
Halton
Macclesfield
Vale Royal
Warrington
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U(i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£m) (£/adul t) (%)

2

(4

CLEVELAND
Hartlepool
Langbaurgh-on-Tees
MiddLesbrough

@tmm—kes

Allerdale

Barrow in Furness
Carlisle
Copeland

Eden

South Lakeland

DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley
Bolsover
Chesterfield
Derby
Erewash
High Peak
North East Derbyshire
South Derbyshire
Derbyshire Dales

A R R BV V. T . V. B ]

DEVON
East Devon
Exeter
North Devon
PLymouth
South Hams
Teignbridge
Mid Devon
Torbay
Torridge
West Devon
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' (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) (%)

2.

74

DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset

e
Pu k
et
Wi

Ei

Portland

DURHAM
Chester-L r
Darlington

Derwentside @

Durham

Easington

Sedgefield %

Teesdale
Wear Valley

L Y BV RV R RV Y 1
W oo Wwwvwuv s &~ 0o
N WO =2 NS N

EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings

Rother
Wealden

ESSEX
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Har Low
Maldon
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurrock
Uttlesford
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‘ (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) (%)

2

(4

GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Chel tenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean

ester
Str

Basi

East Ha
Eastleigh
Fareham
Gosport
Hart

Havant

New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester

AR BV, RV V. BV, B Y Y BT BN,

HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Hereford
Leominster
Malvern Hills
Redditch
South Herefordshire
Worcester
Wychavon
Wyre Forest

LR R BV RV BV V. BV BV |

HERTFORDSHIRE
Broxbourne
Dacorum
East Hertfordshire
Hertsmere
North Hertfordshire
St Albans
Stevenage
Three Rivers
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield
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T‘(i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) (%)

el

(4

HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes

ford

w
o
-

Al LI RV, BV, BV Y Y|

KENT
Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover
Gillingham
Gravesham
Maidstone
Rochester upon Medway
Sevenoaks
Shepway
Swale
Thanet
Tonbridge and Malling
Tunbridge Wells

0 ® 000~ oo

LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
ChorlLey
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle
Preston
Ribble val ley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
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w (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) (%)

2 T,
9

<

LEICESTERSHIRE
Blaby
Charnwood
Harborough
e kLe} and Bosworth

Lincoln

North Kesteven
South Holland
South Kesteven
West Lindsey

NORFOLK
Breckland
Broadland
Great Yarmouth
North Norfolk
Norwich
South Norfolk
King's Lynn and West Norfolk

NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Nor thampton
South Northamptonshire
Wel Lingborough

NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick
Berwick-upon-Tweed
Blyth valley
Castle Morpeth
Tynedale
Wansbeck
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&(‘i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant Grant as %
of assumed

spending

(£/adult) (%)

>

(4

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven
Hambleton
Harrogate

shire
RyetldLe
h

Yol

NOTT INGHAM;
Ashfield
Bassetlaw
Broxtowe
Gedling
Mansfield
Newark and Sherwood
Nottingham
Rushcliffe

Vit vt

OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwel L
Oxford
South Oxfordshire
Vale of White Horse
West Oxfordshire

SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth
North Shropshire
Oswestry
Shrewsbury and Atcham
South Shropshire
Wrekin

SOMERSET
Mendip
Sedgemoor
Taunton Deane
West Somerset
South Somerset
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TABLE (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant as %

of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) %)

2

&

STAFFORDSHIRE
Cannock Chase
East Staffordshire
Lichfield
Newcastle-under-Lyme

SUFFOLK
Babergh
Forest Heath
Ipswich
Mid Suffolk

Suffolk Coastal
Waveney

SURREY
Elmbridge
Epsom and Ewell
Guildford
Mole Valley
Reigate and Banstead
Runnymede
Spel thorne
Surrey Heath
Tandridge
Waverley
Woking

9
-7
e
5.
5.
-
b
-
S
3
-

WARWICKSHIRE
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Rugby
Stratford on Avon
Warwick
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TABLE (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant as %

of assumed

spending

(£/adult) (%)

o s

74

WEST SUSSEX

Chichester
Crawley
ham
Mi ssex
Iy

WIL
Kenne'
North Wi
Salisbury
Thamesdown

West NiLtshire/@g
Isles of Scilly C /

Q
O
Y
2
70
<

CONFIDENTIAL




16 Jan 1990

Page 1
CONFIDENTIAL — NO COPIES TO BE gI’AKEN

TABLE (i): GAIN FROM EXTRA £200m DISTRIBUTED IN PROPORTION TO RELEVANT POPULATION

Grant Grant as %

of assumed

spending

(£/adul t) (%)

2 3=

. Total England

Total Inner London

Outer London

a ire Areas
Litan Areas

ot
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Annex (ii)

(ii) A GRANT TO MEET PART OF THE COST OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
SAFETY NET

Description

This grant would be paid to some or all of the 208 receiving
authorities (Shire and Metropolitan Districts, London Boroughs,
the City and the Isles of Scilly) where chargepayers make a

QizZFontribution to the safety net.

e are three basic ways of distributing the grant:

/»reducing all contributions by a common amount per

The maximum 2%2%§j>of grant payable in this way is £650m.

Effect

The grant would simply go to reduce tha safety net contributions
shown on the community chargg bill. So\ long as authorities did
not increase spending, it wo lead to a\reduction in charges in
those authorities/. Accounta@lity would be enhanced. There would
be no change in gpending rel@ive to SSA shown on the bill.

The grant should be taken to account in calculating notional
charges which would be redu in the authgrities affected.

TSS would be unchanged but F would be increased. A new special
grant report would have to be 1laid d debated, probably in

February.

Rationale <§z :

The grant would be justified on the that safety net
contributions undermine accountability to nt and anything

to reduce them makes the relationship betwee spending and
charges clearer. The Government has deci finance the
safety net from 1991/92 onwards. This specia t helps to
finance it in 1990/91. Depending on the pre heme and
amount of grant, it would mean that many gaining a uld keep

more than half of their gains. <§2Z;>
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Distribution of Grant

The table shows the effect of spending £200m on financing safety
net contributions in the three ways described. Contributions
could be cut by 31% (columns 1 and 4); the maximum contribution
could be reduced to £32 per adult (columns 2 and 5); or all
contributions could be reduced by £12 an adult (columns 3 and 6"

With a common percentage reduction in contributions, the biggest
benefit per adult is to the maximum contributors which gain £23.
All 208 safety net contibutors benefit. Nearly 65% of the grant
oes to shire areas.

the reduction in maximum contribution the biggest benefit
adult is to the £75 maximum contributors which gain £43. Only
818 benefit, mostly in London and the Home Counties.
would receive almost £25m - 12%% of the grant

Shire areas would receive 60% of the grant.

reduction per adult all 208 contributing
up . to. - £12 "an: radult Contributions are

Advantages

(3 Meets complainpi

(ii) Can be targ

(iii) Simple;

(iv) Can be limilted to one

Disadvantages

(1)
(ii)
(iii) Should reduce notional charges;

(iv) May mean late changes to bill.

DOC5991Is
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CONFIDENTIAL

EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million
1 2 3 4 5 -6-

C] @n e
Camden
Greenwich
Hackney

Hammersmith and §

Islington
Kensington and Chelsea

Lambeth
Lewisham
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth
Westminster

Barking and Dagenham
Barnet

Bexley

Brent

BromlLey

Croydon
Ealing
Enfield

Haringey
Harrow

Havering

HilLlingdon

Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thames
Merton

Newham

Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton

Waltham Forest
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CONFIDENTIAL

EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT 7O REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million

1 2 3 4 5 7

MANCHESTER

Bol

Ma

oL
Rochda
salford @
Stockport

Tameside /

Trafford @
Wigan @
MERSEYSIDE
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens /

Sefton
Wirral

SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnsley
Doncaster
Rotherham
Sheffield

TYNE AND WEAR
Gateshead
Newcastle upon Tyne
North Tyneside
South Tyneside
Sunder Land

WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel L
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirklees
Leeds
Wakefield

1o

&
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CONFIDENTIAL

EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Reduce all contributions by 31%
Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions
£ per adult

Option 1
£ per adult

2 3

Option 2
£ per adult

Option 3
£ per adult

A g

Option 1
£ million

Option 2
£ million
7

Option 3
£ million

1

BEDFORDSHIRE
North Bedfordshi
Luton
Mid Bedfordshire
South Bedfordshire

BERKSHIRE
Bracknel L
Newbury
Reading
Slough
Windsor and Maidenhead
Wok ingham

BUCKINGHAMSHIRE
Aylesbury vale
South Bucks
Chiltern
Milton Keynes
Wycombe

CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdonshire
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire

CHESHIRE
Chester
Congleton
Crewe and Nantwich
Ellesmere Port and Neston
Halton
Macclesfield
Vale Royal
Warrington

< 2
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million
1 2 k4 VA Y A 7

(4 ) “+ 2 -0

Caradon
Carrick
Kerrier

North Cornwall
Perwith
Restormel

CUMBRIA
Allerdale
Barrow in Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland

DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley
Bolsover
Chesterfield
Derby
Erewash
High Peak
North East Derbyshire
South Derbyshire
Derbyshire Dales

DEVON
East Devon
Exeter
North Devon
Plymouth
South Hams
Teignbridge
Mid Devon
Torbay
Torridge

West Devon
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CONFIDENTIAL

EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Reduce all contributions by 31%
Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ million £ million £ million

1 5 y (.

0.959
0.384
0.372
1.9
0.378
0.324

0.729

Chester-le-Street
Darlington
Derwentside
Durham

Easington
Sedgefield
Teesdale

Wear Valley

EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings
Hove
Lewes
Rother
Wealden

ESSEX
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Maldon
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurrock
Uttlesford
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ million £ million £ million
1 5 7

Basingstoke and
East Hampshire
Eastleigh
Fareham
Gosport

Hart

Havant

New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester

HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Hereford
Leominster
Malvern Hills
Redditch
South Herefordshire
Worcester
Wychavon
Wyre Forest

HERTFORDSHIRE
Broxbourne
Dacorum
East Hertfordshire
Hertsmere
North Hertfordshire
St Albans
Stevenage
Three Rivers
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield

10K
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million

1 2 3 4 5 -5 7

ISLE OF WIGHT
Medina
South Wight

KENT
Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover
Gillingham
Gravesham
Maidstone
Rochester upon Medway
Sevenoaks
Shepway
Swale
Thanet
Tonbridge and Malling
Tunbridge Wells

0 00 ~N 0 UV W N

0 O wv

LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Chorley
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Perdle
Preston
Ribble valley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1:
Option 2:
Option 3:

Reduce all contributions by 31%
Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million

Option 3
£ million

1 2 k9 L g 7

< 9 " J -0

LINCOLNSHIRE

Boston

East Lindsey
Lincoln

North Kesteven
South Holland
South Kesteven
West Lindsey

NORFOLK
Breckland
Broadland
Great Yarmouth
North Norfolk
Norwich
South Norfolk
King's Lynn and West Norfolk

NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Northampton
South Northamptonshire
Wel Lingborough

NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick
Berwick-upon-Tweed
Blyth valley
Castle Morpeth
Tynedale
Wansbeck

CONFIDENTIAL
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0.727
1.218
0.595
0.505




Option 1:
Option 2:
Option 3:

Ashfield

Bassetlaw

Broxtowe

Gedling

Mansfield

Newark and Sherwood
Nottingham
Rushcliffe

OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwel L
Ooxford
South Oxfordshire
Vale of White Horse
West Oxfordshire

SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth
North Shropshire
Oswestry
Shrewsbury and Atcham
South Shropshire
Wrekin

SOMERSET
Mendip
Sedgemoor
Taunton Deane
West Somerset
South Somerset

CONFIDENTIAL — NO COPIES TO BE TAKEN

CONFIDENTIAL

EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Reduce all contributions by 31%
Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions
£ per adult
1

Option 1 Option 2

£ per adult £ per adult
2 2,

Option 3
£ per adult

4

Option 1
£ million
g

Option 2
£ million
A

Option 3
£ million
7

(4 =
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CONFIDENTIAL

’ EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million
1 2, 4 g & ?

o & ] -

STAFFORDSHIRE
anROck Chase
East taffordshire

SUFFOLK

Babergh

Forest Heath
Ipswich

Mid Suffolk

St Edmundsbury
Suffolk Coastal
Waveney

SURREY
Elmbridge
Epsom and Ewell
Guildford
Mole valley
Reigate and Banstead
Runnymede
Spel thorne
Surrey Heath
Tandridge
Waverley
Woking

WARWICKSHIRE
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton and Bedworth

Rugby
Stratford on Avon
Warwick
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 2 Option 3 Option 1
£ per adult £ per adult £ per adult £ million

3 4 5

Option 2
£ million
%

Option 3
£ million
7

1 3 4 5

WILTSHIRE
Kennet
North Wiltshire
Salisbury
Thamesdown
West Wiltshire

Isles of Scilly
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CONFIDENTIAL

. EFFECT OF USING £200m ADDITIONAL GRANT TO REDUCE SAFETY NET CONTRIBUTIONS

Option 1: Reduce all contributions by 31%
Option 2: Reduce maximum contribution to £32
Option 3: Reduce all contributions by £12

Contributions Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
£ per adult £ per adult f£ per adult £ per adult £ million £ million £ million

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

& >4 =0

11.130
21.730
128.932
38.176
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Annex (iii)
(iii) A GRANT TO SAFETY NET CHANGES BETWEEN GREs AND SSAs

Description

This grant would be paid to some or all receiving authorities
(Shire and Metropolitan Districts, London boroughs, the City and
the Isles of Scilly) where Standard Spending Assessments for
1990/91 will be lower than their GRE for 1989/90 adjusted for
changes in function and rescaled by a common uplift consistent
with the £32.8bn of TSS.

here are two possible ways of measuring these changes:

they can be measured at receiving authority or chargepayer
Where a county has a reduction from GRE to SSA but the
t has an increase, the two would be allowed to offset when

n be measured at notifiable authority level so that
be no offset. If the county had a reduction, all
<§é§;s area would receive grant whether they had
A

Or. not.

Within each se there are different ways of calculating
entitlements. ossibilitd

¢1.) as a commom\\percentage of the “xeductions between GRE and
SSA;

(ii) where redu¢tions betw GRE and SSA exceed a threshold
amount per adult;

(iii) where reductions betwdBn GRE and SSA exceed a threshold
percentage.

The maximum amount of grant yable at refeiving authority level
would be about £495m, offsBtting all /losses. Offsetting all
losses at notifiabla authority level wouwld cost about £615m.

Effect

All of the grant would be paid to charging

all of the reduction was incurred by the

of the grant would be to reduce charges n

ture. It would not reduce spending shown on

so would not reduce overspends by either coun xstrict, but
would appear with the safety net and other Spe rants. - I&
would thus maintain accountability.

Logically the grant should be taken into account in ating
notional charges in the same way as the ILEA special will
be. But that would only heighten criticisms by some aut i
There would be no increase in TSS but AEF would be increase

A new Special Grant Report would have to be laid and debatdd
probably in February.
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‘ Rationale

Such a scheme would be justified on the basis that there are some
major changes between GREs and SSAs which reflect changes in the
cost of providing a standard level of service. The size of the
changes reflect lack of change in the GRE formula in the last few
years. Some major elements of the old formula effectively date
back to the early 1980s. Authorities cannot adapt to some of the
larger changes in one year so this additional safety net is
provided to cushion the effect on their chargepayers in a similar
way to the inner London education grant. In the same way as that
grant, it does not go to reduce expenditure shown on the
<::>fommunity charge bill.

e difficulty with this justification is that the safety net
already have taken account of the SSA changes. An area which
from the move to SSAs will either have a smaller contribu-

: the safety net or larger receipt from the safety net,
its SSA and GRE had been the same. For those authorities

low rateable value areas, like those in
have complete protection from the effect of changes
m through the safety net and low rateable value

per adult (u But for many authorities it

the extent of double granting,
if any. i 1d be no different from the
inner London educaki grant which hassa similar effect.

To maintain some /distinction etween

special grant, i would be tter to o the calculation at
notifiable authoryity level. Infcontrast tb& the safety net, this
would mean that fthere would b@l no offsets|between losses in one
tier and gains in another. special ant would clearly be
doing a different job from th safety net.

Distribution of Grant

Approach (a) - a common percentage - is/most favourable to shire
county areas which “would receive o alf of the grant if
calculated at receivin i nd 60% at notifiable
authority 1level. Whichever ”I en, calculation at
notifiable 1level is more favourable ,,‘ ire county areas.
Threshold approaches tend to concentrate grant on fewer
authorities and shire areas do less well frdu /thgse approaches.

On balance distributing the grant as a fixed p enfage of losses
between GRE and SSA, at notifiable authority 1g looks the
best option. It is well targetted on shire areas ses, but
spreads the grant more widely within the losing
counties.

The table shows the effect of meeting one third of the ;5;2%
between GRE and SSA - costing £205m. Amongst shire county/a
the main beneficiaries are Cheshire, Derbyshire, Devon, D
Hereford and Worcestershire, Humberside, Lancas
Leicestershire, Northumberland, North Yorkshire, Staffordsh
and Warickshire.

10wk
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Most metropolitan districts receive some grant the exceptions
being the more central authorities 1like Manchester, Liverpool,
Birmingham, Newcastle and Bradford. In outer London, Bexley,
Bromley, Havering, Kingston and Richmond also benefit
substantially from the grant.

Advantages

1) Goes SOme way to meet criticisms of authorities adversely
affected, giving them more time to adjust;

(ii) Targetted on areas with losses:
iii) Does not directly modify SSAs;

Need not necessarily be built into baseline for later

intains accountability through comparison of expenditure

(i) Give <2;%§e protection to some areas; tenuous rationale:;

(ii) May und i SSAs as a basis for charge capping;

(iii) Should re i for transitional relief;
(iv) Could be diffifcult to withdraw afber one year;

(v) May put excéessive weighfll on partial\adjustments we have to
make to GREs for /changes in ction in orgder to make comparison;

(vi) Complex description injfhew special grant report:;
(vii) Does not neduce expenliture shown o charge bill;

(viii) May mean late chang to format ¢gf charge bill.

DOC631LB
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16 Jan 1990 Page 1

TABLE 7t GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
SCALED GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)
2

Total England

Total Shire Areas 121.949
Total Metropolitan Areas 68.360
Inner London 0.492
146.177

West Midlands
East Anglia
South West
South East

W = 00N O 0 V0 VO N

Greater Manchester
Merseyside

South Yorkshire
Tyne and Wear
West Midlands
West Yorkshire
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TABLE (iii): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2

SHIRE AREAS

Avon
Bedfordshire
Berkshire
Buckinghamshire
Cambridgeshire

Derbys %

Devon @

Dorset /

Durham

East Sussex

Essex

Gloucestershire %
Hampshire

Hereford and Worcester
Hertfordshire

Humberside 6.

Isle of Wight
Kent
Lancashire
Leicestershire
Lincolnshire

Norfolk
Northamptonshire
Nor thumber Land
North Yorkshire
Nottinghamshire

Oxfordshire
Shropshire
Somerset
Staffordshire
Suffolk

Surrey
Warwickshire
West Sussex
Wiltshire
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TABLE (iii): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
SC..:RE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2
[

GREATER LONDON
City of London

Camden
Greenwich
Hackney
smith and Fulham

Barking and Dagenham
Barnet

Bexley

Brent

Bromley

Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow

Havering

HilLlingdon

Houns Low
Kingston-upon-Thames
Merton

Newham

Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton

Waltham Forest
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TABLE (jij): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
S‘GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)
2

GREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester

W

MERSEYS
Knowsley @
Liverpool
St Helens /
Sefton
Wirral

SOUTH YORKSHIRE §
Barnsley 2.349
Doncaster 2.161
Rotherham / .666
Sheffield .89

TYNE AND WEAR
Gateshead
Newcastle upon Tyne
North Tyneside
South Tyneside
Sunder Land

WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel L
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirklees
Leeds
Wakefield
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TABLE (Jgl): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
RE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2

{4

AVON
Bath
Bristol
Kingswood
Northavon
Wansdyke
Woodspring

BERKSHIRE
Bracknell

Newbury
Reading @
SLough
Windsor and Maidenhead
Wokingham
BUCK INGHAMSHIRE <§ /

Aylesbury vale
South Bucks
Chiltern
Milton Keynes
Wycombe

CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdonshire
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire

CHESHIRE
Chester
Congleton
Crewe and Nantwich
Ellesmere Port and Neston
Halton
Macclesfield
Vale Royal
Warrington
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TABLE (jdi): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
S(‘ GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2.

<

CLEVELAND
Hartlepool
Langbaurgh-on-Tees
MiddlLesbrough
Stockton-on-Tees

Copeland
Eden

Allerdale

Barrow in Furnéss

carlisle @

South Lakeland %

DERBYSHIRE %
Amber Valley /

Bolsover

Chesterfield

Derby

Erewash

High Peak

North East Derbyshire

South Derbyshire

Derbyshire Dales

DEVON
East Devon
Exeter
North Devon
Plymouth
South Hams
Teignbridge
Mid Devon
Torbay
Torridge
West Devon
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TABLE (ii1): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
SC.GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2.

(4

DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset
Poole
Purbeck
West Dorset
outh and Portland

Easington
Sedgefield
Teesdale
Wear Valley

o000 NN O

EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings

Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow

Maldon
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurrock
Uttlesford
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TABLE {4ii): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
S‘ GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)
2

GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Chel tenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean
Gloucester
Stroud

Havant

New Forest
Portsmouth
Rushmoor
Southampton
Test Valley
Winchester

HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Hereford
Leominster
Malvern Hills
Redditch
South Herefordshire
Worcester
Wychavon
Wyre Forest

HERTFORDSHIRE
Broxbourne
Dacorum
East Hertfordshire
Hertsmere
North Hertfordshire
St Albans
Stevenage
Three Rivers
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield
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TABLE (iii): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
%GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)
2

(4

HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes
Glanford
Great Grimsby

KENT
Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover
Gillingham
Gravesham
Maidstone
Rochester
Sevenoaks
Shepway
Swale
Thanet
Tonbridge and Malling
Tunbridge Wells

LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Chorley
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle
Preston
Ribble valley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
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TABLE (i1i): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
S" GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)
2

LEICESTERSHIRE
Blaby
Charnwood
Harborough
Hinckley and Bosworth
Leicester
Melton
North West Leicestershire
and Wigston
Rut:

LI
Bo
East
Lincoln @

North Kest

South Holland /@
South Kesteven
West Lindsey @
NORFOLK
Breckland
Broadland /

Great Yarmouth
North Norfolk
Norwich

South Norfolk
King's Lynn and West Norfolk

NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Northampton
South Northamptonshire
Wel Lingborough

NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick
Berwick-upon-Tweed
Blyth valley
Castle Morpeth
Tynedale
Wansbeck
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*  TABLE jﬁ): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
g Sﬁ GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2
(4

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven
Hambleton
Harrogate
Richmondshire
Ryedale
Scarborough

Newark and She
Nottingham
Rushcliffe

OO NN O~

OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwel L
Oxford
South Oxfordshire
Vale of White Horse
West Oxfordshire

SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth
North Shropshire
Oswestry
Shrewsbury and Atcham
South Shropshire
Wrekin

SOMERSET
Mendip
Sedgemoor
Taunton Deane
West Somerset
South Somerset
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= TABLE (iii): GAIN FOR AREA FROM PROTECTING ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
S‘ GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

2

T4

STAFFORDSHIRE
Cannock Chase
East Staffordshire
Lichfield
Newcastle-under-Lyme
South Staffordshire
Stafford
Staffordshire Moorlands
e-on-Trent
th

Ta
SUF

Ba
Fores
Ipswich A

Mid Suffol
St Edmundsbury

Suffolk Coastal

Waveney @
SURREY %

Elmbridge

Epsom and Ewell
Guildford /
Mole valley

Reigate and Banstead
Runnymede
Spelthorne

Surrey Heath
Tandridge

Waverley

Woking

WARWICKSHIRE
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Rugby

Stratford on Avon
Warwick
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TABLE (ii1): GAIN FOR AREA IQQPR‘OTECTI!G ONE THIRD OF LOSSES vs
Sﬁ GRE WITH PROTECTION AT NOTIFIABLE AUTHORITY LEVEL

(£m) (£/adult)

1 2

WEST SUSSEX

Arun
Chichester
Crawley
Horsham
Mid Sussex

Isles of Scilly
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Annex (iv)
(iv) EXTRA TRANSITIONAL RELIEF

Description

There are two ways in which an extra £200m-£250m could be put
into transitional relief:

(a) reduce the threshold 1loss from £3.00 per week per
household to £2.00 a week:

(b) calculate assumed charges for transitional relief at a
level of spending higher than TSS of £32.8bn. About £1bn
could be added to the spending assumption.

elief would go to chargepayers throughout the country.
d be no targetting on particular authorities but the
be targetted on individuals in households which lose

ge to the community charge.

On either ach the extra relief would go mainly to those
entitled o present proposals but about another 3 million
individuals w e brought into relief, increasing the number
entitled from million to 9-10 million.

A reduction in \§ mean amendment to the
community charge assumed charges could be
accommodated withiy ]

not yet been laid

Rationale

With either approach the ch@firge would be a recognition that most
authorities are \likely toffspend more than we assume and set
higher charges. age about £50 a year
higher than assumed thenf households entitled to transitional
relief would face

the scheme.

reases in bi

( '4$9.ill be £1 above
this giving an actual increase of £3 a week. ‘;g:,\approach would
give extra relief to chargepayers whether o D their actual
charge was above the assumed charge and is t e slightly

less efficient.

If the spending assumption were increased it wogiggzgigﬁsthe

assumed charges closer to actual charges in most case the
assumed charge would in many cases still be different f ual

charges. So it is unlikely that a genuine £3 limit on i Cséées

in bills could be achieved.

%
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Distribution

We are not able to model transitional relief for individual local
authorities as our data is based on a relatively small sample of
households nationally. The table shows the distribution of
assumed charges if £1bn were added to assumed spending and
distributed between authorities as a percentage increase in their
present spending assumption. There are some gearing effects
because, for instance, a 1% increase in spending has a larger
effect on community charges in inner London than in shire areas.

Advantages

) Directs extra grant to individuals:

Unlikely to feed through to increases in LA spending;

directly interlinked with rest of settlement:

€ seen as greater realism;

authoriti ct to be compared.

Disadvantages<§;>

(a) Not target

Eraise the baseline charge against which most

(b) Would be
assumptions and thg

(c) Extra costs

(d) No effect or

DOC632LB
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16 Jan 1990

TABL.): EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£) (£)

GREATER LONDON

Lewisham
Southwark
Tower Hamlets
Wandsworth
Westminster

Barking and Dagenham
Barnet

Bexley

Brent

BromlLey

Croydon
Ealing
Enfield

Haringey
Harrow

Havering

Hillingdon

Houns Low
Kingston-upon-Thames
Merton

Newham

Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton

Waltham Forest
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TABL.): EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£) (£)

le
S
T.
Traff
Wigan

MERSEYSIDE

Knowsley /@
Liverpool

St Helens

Sefton

Wirral

SOUTH YORKSHIRE < /
Barnsley @

Doncaster
Rotherham
Sheffield

TYNE AND WEAR
Gateshead
Newcastle upon Tyne
North Tyneside
South Tyneside
Sunder Land

WEST MIDLANDS
Birmingham
Coventry
Dudley
Sandwel L
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

WEST YORKSHIRE
Bradford
Calderdale
KirklLees
Leeds
Wakefield
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): EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

CC if total Difference
spending
£1bn more
(£)

AVON
Bath
Bristol
Kingswood

BERKSHIRE
Bracknell
Newbury
Reading
Slough
Windsor and Maidenhead
Wokingham

BUCK INGHAMSHIRE
Aylesbury vale
South Bucks
Chiltern
Milton Keynes
Wycombe

CAMBRIDGESHIRE
Cambridge
East Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Huntingdonshire
Peterborough
South Cambridgeshire

22
CHESHIRE @
Chester
Congleton 2
Crewe and Nantwich 26 %
Ellesmere Port and Neston 26
Halton 26 @

Macclesfield o

Vale Royal 25 /
Warrington 26 @
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TAB dv): EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£) (£)

CLEVELAND
Hartlepool
Langbaurgh-on-Tees
Middlesbrough
tockton-on-Tees

CUMBRIA
Allerdale
Barrow in Furness
Carlisle
Copeland
Eden
South Lakeland

DERBYSHIRE
Amber Valley
Bolsover
Chesterfield
Derby
Erewash
High Peak
North East Derbyshire
South Derbyshire
Derbyshire Dales

DEVON
East Devon
Exeter
North Devon
Plymouth
South Hams
Teignbridge
Mid Devon
Torbay
Torridge
West Devon
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TAB i) : EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£) (£)

DORSET
Bournemouth
Christchurch
North Dorset
Poole

Darlington
Derwentside
Durham
Easington
Sedgefield
Teesdale
Wear Valley

EAST SUSSEX
Brighton
Eastbourne
Hastings
Hove
Lewes
Rother
Wealden

ESSEX.
Basildon
Braintree
Brentwood
Castle Point
Chelmsford
Colchester
Epping Forest
Harlow
Maldon
Rochford
Southend-on-Sea
Tendring
Thurrock
Uttlesford
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TABI ): EFFECT ON COMMUNITY CHARGES OF TOTAL SPENDING £1 BILLION MORE THAN ASSUMED

Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£)

GLOUCESTERSHIRE
Chel tenham
Cotswold
Forest of Dean

ester
Str

Basi ane
East Ha

Eastleigh

Fareham

Gosport /@

Hart

Havant

New Forest %

Portsmouth
Rushmoor

Test Valley /

Winchester

HEREFORD AND WORCESTER
Bromsgrove
Hereford
Leominster
Malvern Hills
Redditch
South Herefordshire
Worcester
Wychavon
Wyre Forest

HERTFORDSHIRE
Broxbourne
Dacorum
East Hertfordshire
Hertsmere
North Hertfordshire
St Albans
Stevenage
Three Rivers
Watford
Welwyn Hatfield
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Publ ished CC if total Difference
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HUMBERSIDE
Beverley
Boothferry
Cleethorpes

ford
Gr Grimsby

K Hull
Ea re
Scunt §

ISLE OF WIGH
Medina

e >
Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover /

Gillingham

Gravesham

Maidstone

Rochester upon Medway
Sevenoaks

Shepway

Swale

Thanet

Tonbridge and Malling
Tunbridge Wells

LANCASHIRE
Blackburn
Blackpool
Burnley
Chorley
Fylde
Hyndburn
Lancaster
Pendle
Preston
Ribble valley
Rossendale
South Ribble
West Lancashire
Wyre
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Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
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LEICESTERSHIRE

Blaby
Charnwood

Harborough

Ley and Bosworth
igepter
@ Leicestershire

Le
Oa ahd

East Lindsey
Lincoln

North Kesteven
South Holland
South Kesteven
West Lindsey

NORFOLK
Breckland
Broadland
Great Yarmouth
North Norfolk
Norwich
South Norfolk
King's Lynn and West Norfolk

NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Corby
Daventry
East Northamptonshire
Kettering
Northampton
South Northamptonshire
Wel Lingborough

NORTHUMBERLAND
Alnwick
Berwick-upon-Tweed
Blyth valley
Castle Morpeth
Tynedale
Wansbeck

CONFIDENTIAL




16 Jan 1950 CONFIDENTIAL — NO COPIES TO BE JAKEN
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Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
(£) (£)

NORTH YORKSHIRE
Craven
Hambleton
Harrogate

shire
Ryedale

h
Yo

NOTTI
Ashfield
Bassetlaw
Broxtowe
Gedling

Mansfield @
Newark and Sherwood
Nottingham %

Rushcliffe

OXFORDSHIRE
Cherwel L
oxford
South Oxfordshire
Vale of White Horse
West Oxfordshire

SHROPSHIRE
Bridgnorth
North Shropshire
Oswestry
Shrewsbury and Atcham
South Shropshire
Wrekin

SOMERSET
Taunton Deane

West Somerset
South Somerset
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Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
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STAFFORDSHIRE
Cannock Chase
East Staffordshire
Lichfield
stle-under-Lyme
South Staffordshire

SUFFOLK
Babergh

Forest Heath /@

Ipswich

Mid Suffolk

St Edmundsbury %

Suffolk Coastal
Waveney

SURREY /
Elmbridge

Epsom and Ewell
Guildford

Mole Valley

Reigate and Banstead
Runnymede

Spel thorne

Surrey Heath
Tandridge

Waverley
Woking

WARWICKSHIRE
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Rugby
Stratford on Avon
Warwick
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Publ ished CC if total Difference
assumed spending
cc £1bn more
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WEST SUSSEX

Ley
Horsham
WILTSHI
Kennet
()

North Wilt

Salisbury

Thamesdown @
West Wiltshire @
Isles of Scilly /@
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Total England 301
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