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EXTENSION OF THE LONDON DOCKLAND LIGHT RAILWAY

@n Corporation (LDDC) and London Regional Transport (LRT) were
proposi<§§§g>seek legislation in the current session to provide for the -
extension<§zé%§ards of the London Docklands Light Railway. The draft Bill
C2;§§eposited in the Private Bill Office by LRT by 27 November,
but the necess%ffjélans were required by Standing Orders to be deposited by

would need

10.00 am that m The LDDC had estimated that the scheme would cost
£125 'million, but at it was economically justified since it would increase
land values by £200 million. Under normal circumstances he would wish to see

this propesal. But if t ernment delayed the introduction of the Bill,

the full economic case bzéiéixindicating that the Government would support
they would be accused of hiﬁﬂ’?“ng progress in the regeneration of docklands.
Formal consent from the Secre f State for Transport was not required

before the plans could be depos N\but. the LDDC and LRT would not wish to

He apologised for bringing this issue @ colleagues at such short notice

and without papers which set out the is lthough hisofficials and those

of the Department of Transport had been in” di ssion with the LDDC and LRT

for some time, he had only become aware of i;jﬁg%j the previous day.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up a short discussioggfi;id that it was impossible

to take decisions on matters that were presented to colleagues in this way.

Given the good record of the managers of the scheme and efre fact that they

however, the
being deposited provided it was clearly understood that the

not yet formed a view on their proposal and were not committed t any
way. The Secretary of State for the Environment should circulate
the following day, with a view to a discussion if necessary in the MiRI ial

ia
Sub-Committee on Economic Affairs (E(A)) very early the following week:
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The Sub-Committee -

ir discussion.

©
Cizzj>l. Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's summing up of
ﬁe

Agreed that, on the understanding indicated by the Prime Minister,
Regional Transport should not be prevented from depositing
ans before Parliament.

C;iééagd the Secretary of State for the Environment to circulate a

Cjésilowing day.
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<§zé;>i POSSIBLE EXEMPTION FOR THE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED FROM THE

OMMUNITY CHARGE

The mmittee considered the case for exempting the mentally
handi from liability for the Community Charge. They had
before tﬁ%éZ;} inute of 19 November from the Secretary of State for
Scotland t <§i§§g;ime Minister.
THE SECRETARY‘%%%égng FOR SCOTLAND said that it was an important

e

principle that ommunity charge which was to replace domestic rates
should be a universal obligation. During the passage of the Scottish
legislation there would reat pressure to exempt various categories
including for example led. It would be important to take

a robust line, although u ly it might be necessary to make

some concessions in order t e the Bill. He considered, however,
that there was a special case empting the mentally handicapped
since the principle of ;ccountab‘ could not be extended to those

unable to make rational decisions. ecognised that there would

be difficulties of definition, and ther work would be required

to draft a workable scheme, but he sou ority to indicate that

the Government were prepared to make a coO ion on this issue.

In discussion the following points were made %é%f?

as There was no general bar on those incapable of making rational

decisions from voting in local elections, and it ¥ d be unwise

to throw open the question of local government fxsgchise.

b. There was a large range of mental handicap. ose who
were less severely handicapped were as capable of exerci rational

choices as many of the ordinary population. Conversely,

OF

elderly people were incapable of making rational choices,m§§%§%%§§>
3 Z%
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Cizzj> handicap were living in hospital and would therefore be exempt
<§<§§grom the community charge in any event.

Y

mf handicapped. To provide an exempticn from the community
A

no exemption was proposed for them. Those with the most severe

The thrust of policy was towards community care for the

cha kd run contrary to this.

d. It Qg%g%?be unfortunate to introduce a fiscal incentive for
to

parents their children, certified as incapable. Many
parents struyyled hard to keep their handicapped children at

"home and to shield them from stigmatisation.

e. It would be 4 t in practice to enforce the community

charge against menta dicapped people. Each adult, would,

unless married, be indi ly responsible for paying the charge.

It would not be possible ceed against, for example, parents

in respect of their childrer@

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the diSc ion, .said that the Sub-Committee

recognised that there could well be st rliamentary pressure to make

concessions for the mentally handicapped.

if the Government were to
concede on this point at the outset, they wdé%é%?e under increasing

pressure to make wider and wider concessions her groups. The

most severely handicapped were likely to be in spital and thus would

in any case be exempt from the community charge. The Secretary of

State should make this clear, but he should not offer£22?bfurther

concession at the outset, although he should be prepa

to the debate. In the meantime, he should give further c

to how a practicable scheme of exemption might be devised
prove necessary, and in particular what degree of mental han

the basis for exemption and how this might be defined. Cj%%i

The Sub-Committee -

e ks Took note, with approval, of the Prime Minister's summing
of their discussion.
0

2 Invited the Secretary of State for Scotland to proceed accordi
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NON-DOMESTIC RATES
The mmittee considered the indexation of the proposed national
non- rate poundage. They had before them a minute of

18 Novemke om the Secretary of State for the Environment to the
in¥s

2

THE SECRETARY TE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT said that a key feature

of the new locafigza ent finance system was the setting of a uniform
national non-domeskic rate, set at the national average and thereafter
linked to a measure of inflation. Since the aggregate total of

non-domestic ratable val increased annually by about 1-2 per cent, if

the poundage increased in line with inflation the actual

yield would increase slight eal terms. Some colleagues had
suggested that industry might ieved of part of the burden of

rates either in setting the ini evel of the national average poundage,

or by increasing it by, say, 1 pe e point less than the rate of

(0:/1'. &
inflation. In his view it would no

ht to index at less than
the rate of inflation, because this WO‘J;;?%t undue pressures on local

f,__l

should be increased annually in line with in

government finance and lead in turn to pr

government grant. He therefore proposed

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the discussion, said that statutory indexation
of the national non-domestic poundage was intended to féi?%pe an important
safequard for industry and commerce. It might not alwa ‘ ppropriate

to allow local authorities the full benefit of the buoyangfziij

indexation should therefore represent the upper limit of the

increase. Within that upper limit it would be right for the

of the Exchequer to review annually the appropriate share of locxd
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c?é%g;nment finance that industry and commerce might be expected to bear.
<§§§§§tial pPoundage at the start of the new system would need to be

con§&92> d carefully nearer the date of introduction and should not
(gj;; tipulated on the face of the legislation. The legislation

the approp 22£9§;eceeding twelve month period as measured by the RPI.

The Sub-Co’ . 4

Took note, wi a

pproval, of the Prime Minister's summing up of
their discussion.

Cabinet Office

20 November 1986
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