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evious Reference: E(LF) (86) lst Meeting)

-Committee considered a Memorandum By the Secretary of State for

Sco about possible reliefs and tax concessions from the community
char

§§F)(86) 59«

THE PARL Y UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE, SCOTTISH OFFICE (Mr Ancram) ,
said that the Committee had agreed at their previous meeting that the
Government shogﬁé9 art from the proposition that the community charge
should be a un£5§§2§ obligation with no scheme of reliefs. It was clear,
however, that the§g§fild come under very strong pressure from various
lobby groups, and in particular those representing the disabled and
charities, to introduce iaggsfs. If a scheme were to be introduced, a

considerable amount of w

‘~§ culd be required to define the details and it

2 set in hand now. He was therefore

would be helpful if this cd
seeking the agreement of the mmittee to prepare on a contingency basis

a possible Government amendmen

which could be introduced if nece§§§§§§3uring the passage of the Bill.

This would enable the Secretary of or Scotland and him to make it
clear that their minds were not close§D ey were pressed on this point
during the second reading.

2

There would also be pressure to continue intijgé new system the tax exemption

able secondary legislation on reliefs,

currently available on rates paid by employergzégé? ployees required to
live in tied accommodation. The National Farme Union had made strong
representations, and had estimated that if there were no tax relief

by—ab

agricultural workers' wages would have to be increased out 6.5 per cent

to put them in an equivalent position to that they now ed. He recognised

that there were wider fiscal implications, but sought agr-azg that the
Secretary of State could if necessary give an undertaking t he Chancellor
of the Exchequer to consider whether any provision might be a“ future

Finance Bill.

b7
| Y
A
2
&

CONFIDENTIAL




CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTIAL

i i the
any indication was given that concesslons might be made,

o wider

%In discussion the following points were made -

n IeaSlng pIeSSLlIe to extelld ttlese t
mellt would come mlder inc

: ?‘Z,/\ d.
<ﬁi§;%§e reliefs for the community charge they would be under considerable
<3§i§jsure to extend this to a steadily wider range of groups. It was
i rtant feature of the community charge that it would be payable
b§g§§€§ dults, and once this principle was breached it would become
incf%%éé?’ y difficult to defend. Moreover, local accountability,
w5§§;>

Far groups.

f a0 ~Committee -

lI

discussg .
which

<;jjicey feature of the new approach, would be undermined.

b. if anyi; ssions were made in the Scottish legislation, it : | <gf>
would be im ible to resist doing the same for England and Wales in ,

due course.

s Although the not been agreed, there would be some means

of support for those low incomes to pay the community charge.
Many who were disabled ped in charitable institutions would A
benefit from this. But e there would be some disabled who had
incomes above the level whic qualify for support but who faced
particularly high living cost uld therefore be at a substantial
disadvantage. It would be diffi CiZZZ>resist the pressure to help
\
\

Cabinet Office

them. 2
d. As regards tax reliefs, it was wr a Minister to take
the public position of lobbying the Chanc <€?;>of the Exchequer.

THE LORD PRESIDENT OF THE COUNCIL, summing up the discussion, said that

18 September 1986

the Sub-Committee could not at this stage agree that t Yy should be
g

prepared for any scheme of exemptions from the communi e, or tax

reliefs. While this decision could be reviewed in the 1il subsequent
decisions on whether the community charge should be rebatedC%%zgﬁ

ose on
low incomes, and in the light of the reception of the Bill i ent
’
it was an important feature of the community charge that it sho a2
universal obligation, and the Sub-Committee saw no case for carryd
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