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6%%%§§§§FING THE COMMUNITY CHARGE
The

mmittee considered a Memorandum by the Secretary of State for the

THE FOLLOWING WERE ALSO PRESENT CONFIDENTIAL

John Wakeham MP Mr John Major MP

Secretary Minister of State, Department
of Health and Social Security
(Minister for Social Security)

Envir ut the introduction of the community chargel £(LF )(gé)7 )
Mr Mark MP Mr Michael Ancram MP
Parliament er-Secretary Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State, We %ice of State, Scottish Office THE SECRE STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT said that he had been considering
/ SECRETARIAT the case for ucing the new community charge on a timescale faster than
ﬁ the 10 year tr nal period suggested in the Green Paper 'Paying for
Sir Robert Armstron
( Mr J B Unwin 9 Local Government' 9714). He had, however, concluded that, given the
Mr A J Langdon very wide variation the likely level of the charge, to do so would lead
Mr J E Roberts
to unsustainably large changes in the bills faced by individuals. He hoped
SUBJECT that it might still be po@e to reduce the amount of variation, and the
INTRODUC COMMUNITY CHARGE : option of swifter introdu ould therefore be kept open. But he recommended

that for the time being the nt should continue to plan on the basis
of the approach described in Paper.

/@ v The key decision now was how those incomes should be assisted in paying
@ the new charge. The options were ei carry across the current rates
rebating system (as amended by the Soc urity Review) into the new regime,
@ ; | or alternatively to provide a flat rate ad to income support for those
% on the lowest incomes while requiring all ad&% o pay their charge in full.
/ If the new charge were rebated by 80 per cent/ﬁmtability would be
% greatly reduced, and there was therefore much t aid for abolising rebates.
But the range of the community charge across Engl and Wales would be too
great to make flat rate support feasible: those in areas of high charge would

be substantially out of pocket, whereas those in areas o charge would

be overcompensated. Over time electors would have the c o vote for
lower spending, thereby reducing the most excessive charge
system might be refined so that those authorities with genui
would receive greater support, leaving only true over-spending

/@ by high charges. There was therefore much to be said for keeping s for

England and Wales open, but on the basis of the existing patterns o diture

I it would be essential to introduce the community charge with a system ating.
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@;@ SECRETARY OF STATE FOR SOCIAL SERVICES said that to rebate the community
¢;¢4;3\?ould add 1.25 million new cases to the housing benefit system
T Qe because the number of local tax payers would be doubled), whereas

the nt's aim had been to reduce the extent to which people depended
on bene The broad patten of gainers and loosers would not be much
affected ving rebates, and the full effects would only emerge over a
lengthy tr period. He therefore hoped that it would be possible to
keep open the<cp of abolishing rebating.

a. If there were no rebates for those above the level of basic income

support, there would

strong disincentive for those receiving income
support. to take lower obs. Moreover, many occupational pensioners
would have incomes just

suffer substantially if reb

the income support level, and they would
were abolished.

b. Many electors who would be@ed to pay only 20 per cent of their
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d that the Scottish legislation should include provisions to enable the

ty charge to be rebated. For England and Wales, however, the issue

shou kept open in case it became possible in the light of further work

to a ifferent course. This would require careful presentation.

Further would need to be given to the precise form of rebating system.
In particulaf, shholds might be adopted to eliminate cases which would
mall rebates; and the possibilities of rebating a smaller

result in only O3

pexycent of the community charge, and applying rebates only
up to a reasonable \Kevel of community charge, might be considered. The
Sub-Committee also attached great importance to maintaining effective powers
to limit the expenditure zézfge most extravagant authorities.

The Sub-Committee - <:::>
1. Took note, with approjzzzé> the Prime Minister's summing up of their
discussion. <§§9

|

1

|

ﬁ 2. Agreed that a provision allow
|

|

|

community charge under a rebating could stand to benefit substantially ha STl Me Tootalies i 1 :gfﬁt?e ie?at%gg o s, S
if their authority increased expen n free or subsidised services, 4 E o oS ‘ e 8
and . :
TherZO::: :h:::ZO::rh:Z:i:gS:rongeinzon 4 * ::t:Of::e::Z:eih:Pe?dfng' 3. Agregd thét no commitment should b : for England and Wales about
urth minimum the way in which those on low incomes mi helped to pay. the
pgyment of 20 per cent was sufficient, al this had been judged to i GRSty Eharge. cﬁ;j>
be the most that was praeticadly feasible.
f "‘5"““"7 ( 4. Invited the Secretary of State for Scotl§, in conjunction with

¢c. The situation in Scotland was different from that in England and Wales
14

and it would be possible there to adopt an interim Propch which would

not necessarily be a binding precedent. <:::>
THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that while -Committee
Saw some attraction in moving away from a rebating system, in prac the

variation of the co i
mmunity charge was likely to be too great for a -1331- based

on a national average increase in income Support to be acceptable

it would sharply reduce work incentives. The Sub-Committee were there

<
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the Secretary of State for Social Services, the Secretary of State for
the Environment, and the Chief Secretary, Treasury t nsider further
the precise form of the rebating system in Scotlan
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