


® %H\J o< &LJ/\/Q \\\4\‘@-

-
(ot um/\ Gt~

————

—————QZJL/’ P (/77\~ (/ﬂ‘ll t] o~ /W’ 7~ .

Jﬂ/w\\l(mkv M¢//(/MMIA4\

9
v

4

(Z«_\_c:.%z 9/}4( nev é/ﬂp)bl /e 4u44’\ A’wpw

/?M(})lnd% ﬂ/v\mmu/(\.) [1,\ )U/Zlc (/q,gﬁg}k

[ Os 8%‘7\,/‘, /\m«m/v,, /Z&L""/M\ //)/)Za« g

Il T Lomg— 5 97 St fx&-\,/:

L’w/b & (oA cm,\ W_,/Lﬁamw%w\

@/

/m\f /?zmv{« LAV /m—(/ £l Bno Yl /amw

din. b pluat B i rmwmwr

Cels

=T Ui avyr ol 72, W'Zﬂ; oz

-

/M/}/\ //X MA%(&PL Th< A /AJ(‘U 5%
OQUhsl “; . |

4 gg };f bt Ve U Tt ({/4 Lol

5
mrw\/ ﬁa-.»/ 4 /Jml o s e PP

v 04“\714\ _otfedi 2 2

W#«M—#WW

il

_4214 7 VJFM‘M@W %W % [Ars.

That é/hm [ mc % % vz 76

b A MJM/??"/‘-\ Zjat U ﬁ/zz;( P ES  )f

L. exal~, 2l h(m, M 7o Uimid




’ PINR gt

M&//\ﬁ/é\’) ‘(I/IW" ‘*/’bé/-»m“[k- ﬂ/‘H/’A //(7{ y 7/’—\ L

Yo ot @@ 742'\'\'7/' //\,\/(L MQ-

Wi :
N T R L gdid v

Zlar //x\‘, A g AT Tl i

ot 0 TSy, ettt S0 o

(/

o

0 A Ay bR il LT O Al

cxo~y/ T =

/?M rw//éu e . /ué\r A el

M\/Ln’ s UhE e b RA T A

(_,;.A.. /\f'_" ,Lc\ SR . Slr/r/\/ 2ot

R dA vm #%E v a@faak J Udnll-

W Spt- /V/b M et 4/«««\ CDayas

v

v/
7} / 5 Y Bl
Polgp—tb=p v Voo '7%(;/4, S L gt

&(/UL Mo Neaqlt N Aec

V[! /’\-J W Apas ﬂ&h\Jf- Aﬁ%,,.v e 7}

M.J/wﬂﬂ»w | SN G ¢V /Iy M/‘A/Y\ r~ W fon_
V)

/ﬁ_c,V MJJA//;/\/UAL(’Z Wﬂ'—»@dﬂﬂw\

7
“*ﬁ-/u«mwww\ St o G A

A%W




* -3- | (\"*’ “Zi ‘___,)/
ﬁua\) o FYIED R Ll 1T _

bl N do Lext 7%»/ Wﬁﬁ\“

T g a/L»\_)Wa,rVu /)u,h 37 %

ﬁu,.(f \ﬂ{——ﬂm% o Voo /L&»/ig Tl A" &

/ " ek ey _
0—\\/@%#%‘7\ Ao Y N L »\

%‘MLV al Tttt Flar dhor Py A~ 77
Ll ot et 1 A A At
Mkt\ e i 1 % f&ir\,/az.& 7t
(M W‘\”’ (/4\\/‘1« /(, T
LY SR 1 LA /\ﬂ»!\v/(ﬂ(z/%ﬂ _(‘7,/7\4

'4("

A, S & A/Uf();lw ViAsS.




CHANCELLOR

SAFETY NET ETC

I have talked to Andrew Hudson about Cranley Onslow's letter.
There are, unfortunately, no DOE exemplifications to show the
income distributiion of the community charge with and without the
safety net. The only ones available (attached) show the
distribution of rates and of the community charge after the
transition (ie with no safety net). These show that the community
charge will be (on the assumptions used) slightly lower as a
proportion of net income than rates for all the lower income
bands, mainly because of the impact of housing benefit.

25 This doesn't tell us anything about the impact of the safety
net, which affects the distribution between areas but not within
areas. The main effect of it is to slow the shift from the north
and London to the rest of the south. 1In principle, it seems
likely that this will reduce the burden on low-income families,
but the effects are not self-evident. And there will certainly be
individuals in Woking who are low-paid, will lose from the switch
from rates to the community charge, and who will have higher bills
during the transition as a result of the safety net. The only way
round this sort of problem is to have dual-running, or to have
individual safety nets, which would be horrendously complex and no
doubt horrendously expensive; but I suspect John Gummer may have
put the idea in backbenchers' minds.



CONFIDENTIAL

3 The main points to make are

- wait for Nick Ridley's statement tomorrow (since some of
the latest twiddles may be seen as welcome responses to
this sort of pressure).

- safety net cannot by definition do anything about
distribution within areas: that is inevitable consequence
of decision to abolish rates from 1/4/90.

- no good thinking that throwing more grant at the problem
will help: local authorities will just spend more.

4. Andrew has not, I'm afraid, been able to get any numbers for
housing benefit and tax thresholds. But the general point must
stand, that most of those who won't benefit from tax cuts will be
protected by housing benefit from any significant loss. It won't
of course be all - for example some will be hit by the capital
cut-off.
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