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1. lLast SeI was that the likely local
nat the of Rate Support Grant proposals

?vambenv ¢ hat would average around 20%.
of » enuous efforts to persuade authorities

igures implied by our assumptions,
in England are around 19%, slightly
This is lower than the 27%

ve present levels of inflation
ime that local government was
gets for this year.

H F

ysis of English local authorifies!

and plans for 1981/82. We were

nt would be reluctant to budget for
volume targets because it has been encouraged
trations to plan for annual growth in real
terms. But local government has not achieved our targets
the extent of our success should not be minimised. We appear

fo be succeeding not only in ending the irrational expectations

of unearned growth but also in reducing expenditure in real terms
by some 31-U4% over a two year period 1979/80-1981/82. The diagram
%elov illustrates this (Annex A refers).
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excess includes £100p for
unlikely to be muct

rtheless, we are faced with the quest{
= the failure to meet bhe SRasific Gergety rognlgﬁa’“’w to i)
\which derive from our public expenditure Plans, o Npar (4
facing growing discontent with the whole ratj, Systens
need to balance immediate action with a 1°nger-t Stem,

n i er,
for rates, and my proposals for this are get out sglp

E(81)53.
1980/81 ESTIMATED OUTTURN

tted volume

There

, pbudge

reduce the budgetted 5.8% ang leave
outturn of about 3% or %500 million
local authorities!' infl on

‘CessS on current account of

is time last year the original budgets fop
s.plgl‘:;ed volume excess of 5.6% against oun plans%98"0/81 i
for revised budgets and this figure was reduceqd to 2
withheld £200m from the 1950:8; rate support grant
and Wales against the p0§51b111ty that the excess
and undertook to re-consider when the outturn figu
available later this year. Under previous legisla
was necessarily indiscriminate as between authorit
of performance. It would have been.at‘cracti‘/e to
or all of this amount. But the revised estimates
do not yet provide evidence to demonstrate any furthep volun
reduction has taken place. We must therefore resepy
on the £200m. We might still reasonably hope for a
in 1982/81 of about 1i% (see Annex B) but we will no
figures until the autumn.

y judgement with a potential volume

nd we are on present flans looking

further 1% cut in 1982/83 and 33%-

ow of course considering

e are facing a crucial stage
We have achieved a considerable

will not be slow to claim

er than other major parts

to have any chance of securing

nditure targets the action

cannot let up at this stage.
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on in the expected volume

Yy - to press local government
83/84. Under existing |
ble for this is the threat

through a selective holdback |
al reduction in the settlement |

1981/82 BUDGETS

5. Last January I issued to each authority specific volume ¢ grant percen

for 1981/82 of 5.6% below their 1978/79 levels. As we agreed

:E that time, Imade it clear that any authority whi ieved
eir volume target would be exem ted from any holdback of : : '

which might be ngeded this year. g ¥ me cuts, reductions in balances,

i rates. It is the tr'ade_ |

wt i1l be crucial. If the risks

e stakes. We are dealing here with

if we are ever to make room for capital

Grant redu is a m’"kApolicy because we cannot

6. I set out at Annex C an analysis of the 1981 /82 budgets
Ilhgve now received. Briefly, the raw budgetted excess is o
similar proportions to last year - £880m (5.8%) at November o e ro : o
Prices. About 270 authorities have exceeded their volume ta Jbrovements - and I believe we should - it is in this area th
The budgets also indicate that the planned excess in cash It ot 1 anoconvinees therefore that the price we Ygube
on eurrent account above is some £1350m which, allowing for o™ | my for 5 piip hearted attempt to achieve our targets vOl{ b
budgetting, should prove to be some £950m. ite 51y damaging. The decisions which we take now Wil + ial‘ e

: aerbreted by the local authorities and by the country a ubl%c
eof the stren of our commitment to reducing p

7. The volume of authoriti ’ A Has, in Al
orities' expenditure at outtur e
;‘:geﬁtpyears, f?llen short of thegr budget plans by pet\{r;g;‘/ez @XpEn(}itupe.
€r cent (see annex B). What outturn will be in 1 u :
;ir{lonly oo 2 matter of judgement. T believe that Shortﬁéber lensu{ terefore propose to announce 5o parliament a“d.ff’.rﬁgz
o be.towards the lower eng of the range because of a tatlye Council on Local Government Finance ear})yllonger
Special factops: ‘;lng measures, together with proposals on the
(i)

°rvard in E(81)53 and E(81)54.

i . jties
‘tr_llreducmg expenditure in 1980/1 local au:’s‘“;;
1181 have made the least painful cuts. CUvZ.ip ot
901/82, even ¢ planned for, will be more

r expenditure from

Unless authorities bring down tzheiI propose to withhold

the level the d for
i ey have budgette shof
o achieve; grant for the 1981/82 rate support gri;glbybl;::g N
(18) the exist R} s set iP : Supplementar‘y Report at the end ortion ot
advances ence of individual volume targiities to aui’ﬁheme_for total and partial exemlg et
budget, tguu have encouraged some autho 1ding’ voluorities who have achieved or g0
801y £o avoid any grant withho lume tapgets;
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ii e} ish the amount o
(ii) I would publish 3 o gun
fori.each;authority if they Sbondcog ‘Y:lo
A\ their present budget plans ang o theiy
(ii) a call for the submission of reviseq

authorities by the middle of July. Tge
of total or partial exemption by payirs POs
revised budgets will give authoritjeg S cut
to attempt serious reductions, The tot
withheld will thus automatically Feduc‘ga

made. Conversely any increases ip 5
increase the total amount w““"“d.exﬁggglt» )
self-regulating adjustment to the amount :J'Ar m
propose to review the position with cOljealt.hhelc
the end of July in the light of the PeviSSSET‘?S
If overall they show a substantia)l reduct; budge
consider reducing the scale of the on we ,

withholdin

the formal Supplementary Report is Presenteg tobe

Parliament at the end of the year;

(iv) the grant percentage for 1982/83 will be Substantia,
influenced by the extent to which authoritieg a't:‘
to achieve our targets in 1981/82. 7
(v) finally, subject to final resolution of the

C legal agper
I propose to appoint members of leading firms gz‘ R
accountants as additional District Auditors to

undertake audits of the 1980-81 accounts of 2

12 The main issue is the amount of holdback. Annex D illu
two options: of about £300m ('lower holdback') and of about i3
('higher holdback') based on present budget plans and allowing

for exemptions. If there is overbudgetting on the scale suggest
in para 6 above holdback at these levels will give reductions
In the grant percentage from the 59.1% at Settlement to 54% f
the lower holdback and 51% for the higher holdback. The ratl
for £300m woulg be that it is comparable to the amount of hoi
last year; £900m woulq be more commensurate with the level of

overspending.

5 crin hat

ie}‘}engﬁ g:ig;"ai Political issue however is a Judge"‘eﬂzlgga:ﬂ
ac i i iew A1l

at the lowep levelw:;n be most effective. In my vi which ¥l

11 be seen f that - on the PY el
hypothetica] aegis €en from Annex D tha et en
y Supplementa:;ugg'é;gn_that grant reductions will in rate

y the resultant additional cosgt‘ donest’
bills wofalr‘ly Small. Average losses in terms 5 pondor: .
beRt5 = 0koutatde: London and £10-20 i ery S
supp1 tHehievel however involves potentiallil ;030
OUbside ang gyon CerY Tates on domestic ratepayers
be in the pag"er £50 in Greater London. 2
businesg rategiyig'”‘ Qver the original rave for 135, ipercd
€S€ Wwoulq pe rep:ezould experience similar percenl

nmen* *
he extent o0 Y rate ir€d as the fault of the Gove  auced ¥
e sy

% 5
These incIeRiiey ard

A
theextent that :gl‘izse would og cg:?jerzguccion&
1 ur

. @NFIbE.NTIAL‘)

ry rates will be an inevitable consequence
but sustained grant Pressure now ang

open to us to secure complizance
I therefore recommend the

for 5 could only adopt this course if
witho® ™ o1db of convincing proposals for expendit
13!‘591‘ Jaced i i d S 1 tpenditure
it wt?’f(f. in the med (see E(81)53). k
4 rates 7 ~
an B g holdback is described in Annex D,

The I;“LVC;VD he local rate poundage cost and

d invol

for authorities which are not exempted

We should however ensure that
ding highest in relation to GRE
typical level of expenditure
should have a bigger proportionate
hieved by "steepening the slope"
ate Support Grant Report. Two
L in Annex E. (The figures are
>commend the one shown in the final

h the steepest slope (referred

ifferential" option.)

those au
(grant-T
for b - .
reduction in gr

gifferent slor :
subject to check
column of the ex
to in the Annex

15, I have considered whether it would be desirable to go even

further to incre on authorities S| ending above the

iez threshold ab mplifications of a much stegper

slope above the 1d have been prepared and are available

in bepartmems. ould produce rather more favourable results
es, but would produce such severe results for

for the shire co ce
Lgndon and the metropolitan areas (which have already lost substantial
shares of grant at the settlement, and where inner city problems

are the most acture) that I do not think these alternatives are
ceptable. I am not therefore circulating them to colleagues

a this stage.

.15. As to exemptions, I would propose to exempt alllaughorrlltles
"0 have met theip volume target, and to exempt partially o

:aizlling tariff those who are within 0-2% and 2—“5;;;:?;;
i si thet to propose e
a‘“hor‘itieshave considered also whether p gut the 125 authorities

who are substantially below GRE.
a below GRE are responsible for some £200m gfa‘ligg
s (about a quarter of the total). e :ﬁorities
hnical ang legal problems about setting au he
ative targets - one related to volume and the t favourable
}f‘-, and allowing them to aim for whichever is the mgzpose
con‘em' N my June Statement I would not therefore gonside!‘
thig rﬁede any GRE linked exemption; we could howeve{;horfLty
Pepres °r in the summer in the light of local aut

°Mtations and when we have their revised budgets.

CONSULTATION

Spending at
Ylume eyoeg
Serious teq
%"0 altepn
0 Gk

Lt
fop ¢

ority associations

I would propose
onsult

1
T g :
:grOPe ;:Eib‘élgod to consult with the local :uth
%3y in potucing a supplementary RSG Report.
0 my annOUncemegg therefore that I intend to ¢
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1 sociations on the detailg
_urgently with ;lslg fie principle of the schepe,
‘but not of Co?-opmallb’ implemented when they have
will only be a Supplementary Report in Novempe at
Parllarge;ﬁ\'é“year's RSG settlement. Sang
time a =

m;
The

CONCLUSION

8 I therefore invite colleagues to agree &
18.

> Parliament and the (5} ;
announcement to Par Onsultags,
GO June; s
" s "Op 1s in paragra h
ncorporating the proposa : graph 13
(b) ;dedpupon a_grant holdback of about £9ggp
(paragraph 12) and the method describeq in
paragraph 14.

above

MH
Department of the Environment i
2 Marsham Street
LONDON
SW1P 3EB

8 May 1981
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orecast volume of local authoritz expenditure

in planned and actyal (with
ent expenditure volume since

82 (for current Plans and forecast
only. Other figures are for England and

ge from 1980/81 to

me chani 5 R
o relates to England

v‘ltmm)

yales-

Outturn 1978/9 = 100

1974/5 1975/6  1976/7 1977/8 1978/9 1979/80 1s80/81 1981/2
VAT 99.4 39.8 100.4  101.4 103.1 104.3
- = = = = 98.4 97.5 9.y

397 [373%-987
ol 98.8 99.1 96.9 100 101.3 397 /

+ S 5 {3
Seggl‘e;xpenditure was not separately identified in the 197 /5
ent,

aph asts over the
oy Overleas Shows these plans, outturn, and forec
974 /5 to 19

81/2.
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Local authority plans
expenditure 1974/5
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B . stori ‘
g2 enditure in 1980/1; historic overbudgeting
tted revis estimates of their current
wvhich still

Show a volume excess of 2% to
>f this, my Department believes that the
will be s

S
tended to be t

icantly less than this, because

tween 1 and 23 per cent lower
(see table below).

Local authority manpower in England and Wales felj by about

nre0Vers 3 ber 19 i
pe tween March and December 1980. It is assumed to have con-

" 000 be 3 A
17,0 (. fa11 in the December 1980 to March 1981 quarter. Local
tinue

thorities are thought to have reduced their non-emplovee expenditure

;:er than manpower throughout 1980/81, and to have increased fees
narges in real terms (reducing net current expenditure). Although

’—dri—?t_(broadly the change in the mix between higher and lower

) tends to push volume up, the net effect is expected to bring

volume excess down significantly below 2% to 3 per cent.

local authorities' estimates of expenditure: budgets, revised estimates,

urn (England and Wales)

Budgets Revised Revised Outturn % ° %
budgets estimates change change
between between
1 2 3 4 3 and &4 1 and 4
96/7 ori-
22l budget  100.0 98.1 97.5 95.2 ok -4.8
;7?5/7‘r'ev1-
BtEct 1000 = 99.4 97.0 -2.4 -3.0
:;;7/3 100.0 = 97.7 96.0 -1.7 -4.0
,}72/2 100.0 = —lggeg 9737 =5tk -2.3
{iky 100.0 = 97.8 96.5 -1.4 -3.5

gat&: 5 i 1
~ Mgm from LA's at beginning of financial year; revised estimates

at end of financial year; Qutturn, at end of financial year + six
Uonths,
ely
exC“:hQ%ﬁ;al authoritieg! planned expenditure in 1981 2 siv:s : volume
oalse o {noPST cent, or gag0 million (at November p§ 3: in
log,20ove ¢ he shortfall or outturn compared with budgets i . tly
e oe :ble’ the final excess is expected to be significan

€ order of £500m.

CONTINENTIAL
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Local euthority budgets - England
51/82 y oy
198 /2 pudgets for local authoritiesin England show the
1

. e £ expendi
g 1 s plannef‘i excess of expenditure above the RSG assumptions:

£011."

Net current expenditure - Local authorities - England 1981/2

—
B | oo oo Raw Budget | Estimated Budget
ment assump- Budgets excess excess after
tions allowing shortfall
of outturn c?lggared
with budgets
Volume of
expenditure
Nov 1980
Sices £15160m £1604m | £88m [£500m_7 (3)
(5.8%) [(3.3%) 7
Inflation
factor Nov
1980 to
1981/2 (%) 6.7 9.3
\
Cash
expenditure c16180n(1)|  &1753082] £1350m [£950m )
(8-3%) (5.9%)_7

(1)

f_:f‘l‘eSponds to relevant expenditure (i.e. including non-current
venue expenditure) of £18.4.bn.

°OTresponds to relevant expenditure of £0 _ bn.

The Y I ; +tween budgeted
*able in Annex B sh the relationship betwee

i Toditure and outturn. The table above implies a Short?n
981/2 vetween budgets and outturn of about 2% per cent.

Uthorities' own inflation assumption of 9.3%.

is i nt from
for Not thought to be significantly differe
88t "ot a realtstie 1nr§2tion assumption.

Using 5
our own
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ANNEX C_(Contd.,) e A
. ¢ (contd:
Service analysis e~
. of volume target: analysis i
X PR enent. 0L Yo 15 by class of authopit
2. The table below shows for ea service the Sett] Ve ! ; processed to date
and the local authorities' budgeted volume exc ement aseg, M
ess o,
of the table shows the approximate cut in i & ELE.C3
the pABLE
between 1978/9 and 1981/2 implied by a e Volume o wee— ri., Y ey
P s 1 Sep, No on or N
the Settlement assumptions. (These implieq o On. of 1973/9 O;E' Ul | cass below ggtal Total no
from 5.6 per cent, but in aggregate the X’equira:lngs are 4); d"tl*- target processed | in clags
e : {
?f course, 5.6 per cent on the expenditure defi 's'avmgs are, : .
"volume targets"). Nition ygeq fopy, | [ D378 counties . e/t 39 39
Net current expenditure by service — Englang Bl s couct o2 /J - : 2
= TABLE ot, districts - 32
; =BLE ¢, qﬂ d X { 36 36
Service Approx. change Sem TLEA i 1 il
in volume over | assumptig 0 (17 0 X il g
}97?/9 outtu]x-}n n + o 0 . N
implied by 8142 (N ik - 1
Settlement (p:i"éeif)?so (Nov 1989 Imner London 3 9 12 -
Prices) outer London 10 10 20
Education % e Shire Districts 123 171 o 220
School meals and ] i 224 Isles of Scilly 0 1 1 =
m_.lk 227 | |[Ret. Police7 (&) 0 /—: 7 E
Libraries, Museums ed 15 120 = L, AT il ¥
Personal Social s 65 TOTAL
Services -~ 142 270 412
-6 1447 172 ol Totes: 414
gory health ¥ 3 =
F?il‘;ce +10 1723 -(3)9.6 e o) }“:ng number of authorities abov:
%ther Home Office +§f 384 -1k4 fg;sr?able differs siightly grgmag}dlage]s.g;lwsaigexnzg;"g da
Cg:nsig::tpr :1§ 1]2.212. 1L\g 2 B ;g%‘l‘{e;:x C*}angf slightly in future as a few authorities
TGt Bivie aeol ( o el errors they hous iLE their base figures as a result of further
Urban PI‘OST:I:I;IE i =703 2952 8 Gl 4 @ the voy ound in their 1978/9 outturn returns.
}El)nplgmnt } 3 : outturamgsrﬁirr;%ezs seek a 5.6% reduction in real terms over 1978/9
ousing (not HRa) 7 56 é a (3) Voltine ity ent expenditure, regardless of service responsibility
il = :
All services z +(2) L (ay (a) tfets differ from GREs in definition because:
[5.67 15,159 880 o] G t;e}" are set at November 1980 prices (GREs are cash)
(1) The sup of = it naiigwga"g”?ge‘& different - on average they cover 5
£880 ; =ae services ‘list the total o r definition of expenditure, since GREs are defined
Billion, mainly becauseegfdleggza:ggaio S agencies ohlurrent expenditure (as used for volume targets)
. ‘__/ STis ng‘g‘ tal financing (RCCO and gross loan chargess,
(2) on ty ( plus net to HRA, less specific and supplementary grants,
setc S Slightly bp 7ot | sed 8 9 mhe non-relevant expenditure.
€tting the Volumeoider definition of expenditure ! 138 Met, Poli
argets, rget becanes: 4 ere Dot formally requested to meet any volume
(3)  urban Programn, tif’:"':: & their budget is avoroved by the Home Secretar.
e ! ntire”
local environm%ttarget' expenditure assumed to P ;an)‘
al services ( a simplyfying 2ss%¥

CONFIDENTIAY
'83




CONFIDENTIAL

BONFINENT = 5 G,
CONFIDENTIAL S CONFIDENTIAL
ANNEX C Contd. v
¢ (contd
e
of authorit analysis z
SR ance against GREs: analysis byicldss
) fors .
4. The table below shows how the volume excesg (comparnd : MJ'
targets of 5.6 per cent below 1978/9 out turn) igq diStpWIth the M 1
the classes of authority. 1buteq / Gr claim form figures =
TABLE C&4 —
i n " '\~', c B
Analysis of "volume excess" T lass of authorit En Yang | A On or b i Above GRE Total
ey G (@11 authori-
ties covered)
. ¢ "Volume excess" s o i 1T 2
ﬁi:gzrgty s" (broad definition) gnire counties 2 39
| wet. counties 0] 6 6
£n (Nov 80 prices) % | Met. districts 6 30 36
ILEA 0 1 1
Returns received 6LC 0 1 1
to date from: | city 0 1 1
Shire Counties 353 4.9 Inner London 0 12 12
Met Counties 117 11.9 i Guter London 0 20 20
Met Districts 175 5.9 | Shire districts 100 196 296
ILEA 36 6.0 Isles of Scilly 1 0 i)
GLC 6 1.5 Met. Police(B) ik 0 Tt
City of London 8 34.6 ‘
Inner London > 4.9 Total 125 289 414
Outer London = 2.7 Notes
Shire Districts 4.8 (3
Met 2 5 al Q) '
etropolitan Police /1027 /53}] ¢ol. 1 includes authorities within 0.1fof GRE
@ cre comparisons differ from volume targets in definition
gs well as concept. GREs are defined on 'total! expenditure,
Notes roadly equal to current expenditure,plus RFC to HRA,plus
Xp "
( gggé??l financing (gross loan charges and RCCO))ESTS .
D) i e -Clllc and supplementa rarnt3, lus net non-relevan
omparison 5 . ;
(2)  the nyoy. ua ey pecaust ) E}eztgﬁﬁ for the Met. Police is defined as equal to their
o :
°°mb1n2du2§f:ﬁesse$'_' total £903m, not £880m, mainlg'e e expenditure.
8rossed) ang of of missing returns (these figures are nsecti®
double-counting of inter authority ¢
(3) The Met. Poyjc et any e
target, € Were not formally requested to M€ ,
(3
(4) The ¢ 1abl¢
igure 0
® M3y still change sligntly (see note (1)
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ANNEX D

te Support Grant Report

(Annex H) lays down a "poundage
level of rate poundages which
. ned to levy for any given level or
The higher the level of expenditure in relation to

o level (GRE) the higher the local rate set out in the

o 1 authority's grant entitlement for a

sch e 1evel of expenditure is then calculated to be the di fference
amount that would be raised locally by the notional rate

iing to that level of expenditure, and the actual

the . 518

and conversely.

part
petween the
undage correspon

expendi ture.

2, Under the Report the schedule has been constructed so t hat for
each additional £ per head of expenditure up to a threshold level the
local rate poundage will increase by 0.56p. Above the threshold

jevel of expenditure there is a 25% higher local poundage cost of
0.70p for each extra £1 per head of expenditure. The threshold level
of expenditure for each class of authorities is set at 10% above the
average GRE per head for that class. The poundage for spending at
GRE, and the threshold level above that a re set out in the

following table:

Grant-related poundages for expnd:.’ure ai the level af
grant-related experditure and exg firesholds

) @
Grant-related Thresheld:
poundage for Expenditure
expenditure per head 2bove
equal to GRE | GRE per head
()] £
Soghng [ TEAN ST 1342 | 3660
Non-metropoitan districts. . b 17-50 477
i °“‘mdr0pollt:m counties o 116:92 31-83
: Met.oroltan districtst SR 109-70 2987
G .Ctropolitan counties . o 2472 673
! T London bl 6001 1634
i &:'f' LOndon borm.rhs A 2N 48:60 13:23
| LF” LOndon boroughs .. .. 10574 2879 .
GLC S .. . -, 5714 - 15:56
Mot » AT 1727 470
Metropolitan pojjes 1 1141 311
© of seilly > 13442 36:60

‘__d
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Changes to the Poundage Schedule at Su Blementay i
<8R0
3, The poundage schedule c: e PEdEtEPmined o Supblrt
Report, snd this provides the nain means of changing‘xra:“:w
entitlements at that stage. Thy t

re e basic methoqg oir e
schedule are available: 8ing the
(i) Increasing the pound: costs of any give
expenditure by the same amount,
the schedule (ie the 0.56p

expendi ture) unchanged;

D leve] 4o
but leaving the SlOpe of
and 0.70p costg of mapginalor

(ii) Increasing the poundage costs ot 30V given levg o
expenditure up to the threshola by the same amoynt, but
steepening the slope-of the schedule above the thresnog, &
making marginal expenditure above the thresholq Llevel pop
éxpensive t local authorities in terms oT'rates. Thig gy,
remove more grant from those spending above the thresnolg 3
level, and woula but greater pressure on them than o
authorities.

D other
(iii) Steepening the slope or the schedule at all levels

of expenditure, but by a greater amount above tne threshols,
This would remove much less grant from those spending below
GRE, and more from all those above GRE,

on those spending above the threshola,

with particular presus

Clawback of Grant
===¥0acX of Grant

T 3 A 8hift of the boundage schedule will be needed at_ i
Supplementary Report in ordep to limit the amount of grant pai¢®
%o the cash-limiteq total already determined. This is because‘,,i:
autaorities have initially over-claimed grant corresponding t°,;:,=
€x0€88 spending plans. It is proposed to make this chargé byn;"esf:’
of a parallel ghyrs OT the schedule (as at 3(i)) which will 1bcuz ]
the local Beindagsicost it r a1l Jevels of expenditare M °
Tnis arrangement is reco

i th the
mmended so as not to interfere ¥
incentiveg in the holdba

CK proposals.

CONFIDEN L

M grant, le to reduce the total amount of g pant
0 deef‘. uted, it will be necessary to make a rurthep shirt or

/ es asetrid Since the necessity Br holdback arises from high

i,, schedule' A roposed to implement the holdback by
.':ending s the slope or the schedule (3(11) or

v a shift

40858 most grant from those spending highest
,{ui)) B! from those below GRE. There ape a

relatiod " receive little or no grant at present: some
o of autno and IL7A. It will not be possible

yy large SPer
are VerY ing reductions on such authorities in

snis waye

ction and Partial Protection from Holdback
protect -

¢, Authorities have already been assured that if they meet the

wlume target they will not suffer from any withholding of grant.
Inorder to give them this protection it is necessary that they should
stay on the original post-clawback poundage schedule, ie that the

local rate poundage cost ot their expendi ture shoula notbe increased
of the schedule as at para 5. This can be achieved by
giving such authorities indi vidual multipliers which have the effsct
of returning them to the lower schedule.

by a shif't

Partial protection for

duthorities that have got some way to the target can oe given in a
sailar way by giving them different multipliers that effectively
Wt them on an intermediate schedule.

Exemnlificatisns

A large number or vermutations of the above changes
by shitting the Poundage schedule by dirferent amounts, or by
Chenging the slope or the main schedule or of the taper above the

thresmld' Or by giving protection or partial protection to aifferent
Eroyy »

are possible

Mougs op authorities, The tables which rollow have been constructed
9 shoy 5
% Tour main possibilities:
i;) A lower level of Holdback (about £€300m) W th a small
n
STease in the slope of the schedule;
(14 :
inl) A lower 1eyel of holdback (about £3C0m) with a larger
C 3
g85e in the Slope of the schedule;
(114 ' 1 ol
k. ) higher level of holdback (about £900m) with a mo
( Tease ip the slope
lv) ; 3
h a steepe
{nopg © Plgher 1eye) ot holaback (avout £900m) Wit

ase

in the Slope,
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8. In each case the figures illustrate the offeoy, - =

for those authorities which meet the ta!‘get - = exem:,tl
b 0
. and bartia]l exe’ﬂption o
have moved some way towards their target, Any authoz-ity th%e W
% ot its target races only 25% or t he holabaey 5 Whi ey Whiop ,
otherwise have been subject ana any autho

ri i i Y
Mty wi thip 2ol tfwgu;:
of ¢,
gy,

is subject to only 60% holdback

9. The slopes oI the schedule } each option are show, po
S Ow: .

Rate Cogt of Extrg

£10 der
head or eXpengy

ture

Below

= Aboy,
Threshold Thl’es;*:::‘

At settlement 5.6p I
Lower holdback

(1) Small GRE aifferential 6p 75

(2) Larger GRE differential 6.4p 8p
Higher holaback

(1) small gre dirferential 6.4p 8p
(2) Larger GRm differential 7.2p %
10. Table 1 1ll‘ust‘rat;§vtﬁéd\ifrerent incidence of holdback
summa

rised for classes of authority. Table 2 shows the effsct : |
the holdback options op individual authorities in cash terms, ':‘e?-:
the effect in pate Poundage terms. Table 4 illustrates the gos?f?;’
effect on average rate bills of holdback on both upper and ]O'.v'f- ¥
authorities i they chose to Dass on the whole loss of grent :»::
Sueplementary pateg rather than cutting expenditure or dmwjnzsé o
balances, 1Tap), 5 illustrates the share of grant betweed c;ie e
authority aftep €ach of the holdback options compared With n;.
the distrivyutyon agreed for the main RSG settler®

. e
:i whe sumnary ty 8hows that as t he aifferential ck t
u—i is increaseq ,p increasing proportion of the MMbiamn arest
i ﬁgh Sbenders (ip relation to GREZ) in the metropolis 1ncress®

ndon, N ck ne!
o8 turden g However, o4 the total amount ot holdba the ot,aas
o 8ly onto the shire areas: 7

£rect e 0
118 O

1s incpe,
asin o shire 5t

tlal SXemption
they make ¢y,
Ve the greate

hang tpe Dap: t
& efit
and Provigeq Scheme tends to ben

Y
areas whjep

a
tiof

the.
e
erfort to cut expenditurl o
St potential for further

ATNEX E
ons 2
gummary page 1
el cla y: shares
180> for -
g an ck
of overspen
foldback options for each authority(gm) pages 2-19
Holdback OF
o H
ngbl€
« options for each authority
Holdback opt L
rable 7 ( te poundage equ lents) Pages 11-19
- rate pound 1
. Holdback *ach authority
feble (average 1ls effects
average
Rate Bill 2 shown against pages 20-28
the rating authority and include the
L v
effects of holdback on the precenting
authority)
5. .G res before and after holdback
Table 5 Grant sha et
summary by class of authority
Motnote

! . e ad of
't tebles 2 and 3 performance against GRE is in £ per he
Mpulation of the authority.

. lume targets
By 228 2, 3 and i 4 {natcatesian overspendiagaiBatiis s

°F ORE; - indicates an underspend.



CONF IDENTIAL Table 1

[ Summary incidence of holdback
Lower Holdback Hi sher Hol dback
seall GRE  Larder GRE Small 6RE  Larger GRE
Yol um differential differential differential differential
@ 4)

wer”'":’:; @ ( ®
f“
e D00 £2%9.110n  979.341 om0
o o (0.2 (4.6%  £6.07  £64,95%
it com  £142.09m  E113.06%  £460.750m  £401.506e
_,’(lb

, e R0 66,7728 £183.6%8  £193.1%8
st i fed.4%s £R.045  £67.100  £82.259e

i oobies
(ol £163.023a  £137.705  £S16.827a  £466.45
w Ol £96.567m £98.817n  £250.804n  £275.44%m
o
w-“*“::;” - [13.96a  f24.00%  £R.0%  £52.997
:m LEh 67 £18.772a £28.315a £37.7040  £57.%0%
2 fdn  £R.785e  £29.444e £62.78%n £76.140m
i f6a £3.8%n £4.428m  £11.284a  £12.%4e
w £07.0 B45.447m  £62.667m  E111.770m  £146.307m
o Mk
il 100.07 100.0% 100.02 100.0% 100.0%
dlriels 4.9 6.3% 8.2 6.4% 7.2
i 45.61 48.4% 37.8% .41 S22
P Gsiriots 0.5, 21.0L 2.1
5 . a1. : 20.97 2.
famtis 45,1 8.3t 10.7 7.60 9.3
o
bt 0.5 5.3 46.0¢ 58.8% 2.5
8.7 2.3 33.02 2.5 31,08
(ki
e Ly, 3 = o > -
) 8 i 4.7 8.0X k) 4 6.0
r 4-71 6.41 9.6% 4. 6.5
hiy -1 3 9.8 711 8.6X
. 13'3 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.4
- 15.4% 21.0¢ 2.7 16.50

Ry
U] "!bopo“h" Police




3
:"vﬂ“"

pblire
rblire

4

b

ol Kidendead
-

JeSTiE

bl
etithuashire
p
lews

2
e

arifushire
3

Budaet
total

expenditure
)

£271.597n
£4.7978
£34.577n
£2.853%
£3.916a
£2.701a
£6.626a

£169.094a
£5.761n
£8.575a
£2.764n
£4.860m

£200.161m
£3.37%
£4.9%3a
£10.500m
£5.62%
£35.182
£4.5%m

£172.147n
£4.619
£2.014n

CONF IDENT 1AL
The cash effect of holdback o

Performance asainst

Volume
target
@

£8.207m
£-.118a
£4.522n
£.2%5
£.206m
£.03%
£-.002n

£5.481n
£-.167m
£.043a
£-.07%
£.478a

£9.9%a
£.186a
£.519
£1.024a
£-.400m
£.234a
£-.008a

£17.187a
£-.032a
£
£-.013n
£.247n
£-.008n

£13.905
£-.057a
£.006a
£-.053
£-.014a
£.497
£.052n

£13.87¢a
£.825
£-.003
£-.136a
£.347
£.505a
£-.084n
£.003a
£-.482n

£33.3rh
£5.0rh
£3.3¢h
£2.5¢h
£3.5¢h

£-.4¢h
£12.4rh
£-1.90h
£23.1¢h

£-.2vh
£-5.07h
£-1.8¢h

£16.9#h
£1.6ph
£-8.0ph
£3.9¢h
£21.8¢h
£-1.5ph

£.87h
£-.1rh
£.3sh
£-4.2¢h
£-2.2rh
£23.1rh
£-8.0rh

£16.4¢h
£12.12h
£9.6rh
£6.8¢rh
£7.70h
£12.9¢h
£1.1eh
£10.5¢h
£13.5eh

individual authorities

Lower Holdback
Seall BRE  Larser GRE
differential differentia]
@

£3.470m

£1.045
£.042a

£.112
£.452

£.124a

2.%1n

£1.601n
£.01%
£.045a
£.004n

£2,945
£.058
£.151a

£4.110m
£.1%
£.06%
£.630

£.037a

£4.4%n
£-.010n
£.43

£2.95

£.008a
£.497
£-.012n
£6.336
£.2Th
£.1%a
£.27n

£.0500

dif

Table 2

Hisher Hol by
Seal] .

6 Larser G
ferential differential
©®) @

£11.023 £9.925

12,6460 B.75%

£.15%0 £.0%5
£.20% f.22on
£.0420 £.027a
£3.602n 2.76%m
£.180 £. 12;
£.4%4a £470a
£17.815 £15.125
£.391a £.429
£.3%a £.2%a

£1.147a £l.62ln
£.45a £.2%

£15. 416 4.2

L7 .G

(2.5 £10.74%

£.0%8 .07
L. flI70w
£.1508 £.0640
£21.856m £20.534
£ L7
£.450 £.54n
£.57 £.691a
£.lla £.13a
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The cash effect of holdback on ind i T ; JEN AN T
i s, shlie ibleg The cash sffect of holdback on individual authorities e
Budset Performance asainsi Lower Hol dback p
" . o formance asainst Lower Hol dback i
total  Volume Saall 6RE [ 4p. High, Budset Res - Hisher Holdback
exrenditure  tarset GRE  differential dif::r,:r:tw  Sm]) S "“@m total ~ Voluse i Seall 6RE Larser R Saall RE  Larser GE
) @ ) @ ial ¢”'"m L"‘” expenditure target GRE differential differential differential differential
® ‘(g ﬁn".ﬁ ) @ @ @ ) ®
i
CLEVELAND £205.0%a £10.100m  £25.6¢h £4.1550 £4.046a : 176a o
Hartlerool £6.355 £.475a £14.7¢h £.135 C.l “2.6&& 5195,.?‘,? £11. 1% £3.09 £9.472 £9.427n
Lf nsbaursh £13.216a  £1.042n £36.8ph £.531n : Bgf: £.362 m.qh £2.928 £—£ ‘;;3: £.0633 £.091n £.166a £.218
Middlesbroush £15.05%  £.373 £32.9h £.373 t..sw. £1.279 (X ’(!weel 57«» cl 74;‘ i - = =
StocktomomTees f1.013  £.918  £17.00h £.3%a P £ ay £6.3000  £.7 -13la £.2%4 £.4428 £.66%
549 tior P {S.54ea  £.306a £.15m £.24n £.374n .5
CORMGALL £120.3008 £9.1040  £-5.80h £2.007 RET £5.640  £.129 £.030 £.03% £.116a 117
Caraden %00 £ 4l 5.3 £.05e; Cﬁl.g:« £6.6% " £7.47e8 £.157n £.097n £.14% £.245 £.350m
CaFich SHEEl CRRE g - 1n taim S L £.916a  £.033m £.016a £.014n £.05la £.0478
Xervier il - .074a £.27 i-g: f £4.917n  £.2%0 £.110 .17 £.274 £.400n
North Cornall by : - B K e .
Pt gg‘ cf 6‘;;: gf:: £.053 £.0460 .16 R £181.80% £1.4%a  £10.7¢h £L16%  £.0002  D.6%  £3.%%
Restormel 2.9% (0658 £2.30h - = . e £12.780m £-.1748  £i6.1eh : Z - .
4 o 8 ~ Ju - " £6.316a £.33% £18.5¢h £.211a £.306a £.5508 £.740n
CUERIA £148.207  £5.614n e .5Te 10 D9 = 3 5 .
Allerdale o e S PN Hiccta ML T e 5 v
Barrow in Furness A0 EAe! ) Dk T = % ; $4.018n  £-.07im  EA.6eh - - = ”
Carlisle T g boow ioag: Ligh g £Q.7700 .00l £.8rh - X 2 =
:é:,.l..,d FE o e 260 tdn o | £4.2650  £.0022  £2.2rh £.027n £.026n £.084 £.07%
nn o % = 2
South Lakeland 3:‘: :g_‘ £ ek - - , y £418.79% £24.691a  £-.5eh  £10.505e £7.8% 4.4 £29.071a
: ; £.6eh 5 - - &L £11.%66a  L.960m  £22.6eh £.3% S.606  fl.0l6a  EL4%m
DERBYSHIRE on £4.18%  £.267m  £-l.4rh £.0%a £.063 £.20 £.25
fmber Valler wg‘ag ”é_’:)’?: f::,': S5.019%  £M4.207 g5l oy e £2.5%  L.dla  £-4.6eh £.066 £.02 LMm LA
Bolsover 3 T Fee - - - - it £3.637a £-.057a £4.5¢h = = - =
Chesterfield g-g £ ;3;: £7.2eh £.058a £.0660 L6 fise i £4.57a  £.080  £4.2sh £.105 £.1040 £.200 £.318
Derby ) e £.18% £.271 LT L fee £4.627a  £-.035 £.4eh - = = =
Eresash i e £.4550 .66 fL1Ble  ddw it f.40m  f.o0 .6k LIS LIS L4%R L%
Hish Paak Bhe coy O ® - - - b 6.7  £.8078  £41.5h £.356 fdn i L4
North East Derbvshire 4.6 £.208 il - 5 z - B £l.632a  £.010m  £-4.80h £.009 £.003 £.034e £.021
Sauth Derbyshire Bise ooy SN £.10% £.147n £.2% L £2.34%  £.02a  £-2.60h £.0150 £.008a £.05 £.03%
West Derbyshire Bl pime o G = - & i £10.76%  f.662a  £5.0rh 5.5 £.30 fo Lo
. £-.80h £.0470 £.03% £.15 L1 : £5.560m  £-.15lm £5.30h = 3 i ¥
LEVON 2.1 : .1 £-.08n  £1.6rh - = 5 3
it ik tfl‘s.féala: i S e teTe A B 2.4 £.0Mn  £-9.50h cols  f-0l6e  L08Ia  £.0%
eler * =1,/ - - -
042700 ¢ a . ey
North Devon 2,717 E;',"af: Lok 9 g T = E47.51n 472 fe2eh D86 L3%a 5% 5.0
s”;:::';:“ £10.806 g0 cf;'z': £.061 £.053 S S BN £4.07n  £-.2878 - = X 3 3
ath Ha : & L4p £.0%50 £.000 £.135 S 2515 £-.007  £5.7eh = 5 -
Mot ﬁ?s: tt'?‘: £7.2h - £-.001n e o £2.263 £.075  £-10.5th Ll -0l £.10t :g
e EL95T g o0sq cf?'; £.01% £.0158 o6 B 2.0 £.006a  £-8.6eh o GO S5 LI
n £6.3008 sy = = = ) £3.390n  £-.11% £.6eh 2 = 0%
Wt Zem fog S £.14% £.15%a S 240 L.0Sm  £-Loh L0 £0e S
y U Cie cqen | DOM tow  EER g, e CS.6le
11,0k £.011a £-.012n £.055 ;.':e W Dy £424.654n  £9.904a  £-l.deh £5.672a uaoo- s i
B £163.079  ¢-, o i 5.3  £-.55% £10.6¢h 5 £.17%
Kl 0% Lom it = 5 3 - B R.9% a7 f2.0h Lo GO GE .
North Darset £1.7249 £.0450 20 - - L0 ) £3.440n  £-.14% £4.4vh I £.3%% £.45
Poole 1320 g ogom tf;-z;h £.030m £.02% 5.0‘%;- L £4.548  £.42m  £10.0sh £.12% :ol:: i .07
Purbeck P A c.o1l filet] : Dol Lo 4k DOl SO GESL g
= West Dorcet £1.350n £.0578 £—7.3:: = = 50908 E-""‘ g £2.953  £.426a £5.4¢h t.(ﬁ: e = -
Wermouth and Portlang 2,487 1140 Hellyb £.022 £-.001n e e 7 (o £4.884n  £-.230m £-4.90h £.06% £.30% £.25%
mbourne 2.3 g 000, o = £-.035 = £ £6.143  £.155e £-.4rh £.0%40 9o of 7e o 4
R.2%  g000 H'a’“ £.054n £.053 ";” oy £16.54%  £.640m £6.9rh .42 2] 2 -
Brh £.02% £-.0050 £ "y S.011n  £-.009  £11.2¢h > i - -
[12.98m f-.z76a  5.6rh 5 £.163 £.140n
o £3.4%  [.060m  £-.5eh £.051n £.037

£.5rh

£-.025
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he cash effect of holdback 1dividual authoritiag Table o r
CONF IDENTTAL
Budoet Performance asair L
~ he cash aff ¢ holdback on
vxnndi‘:::el :.Mt.: S“l‘l’.;i"nld:\:;:er GRE Hish The cash effect of holdback on individual authoritiss 1z
arge’ ¥ it & e D, ,
0 d o (f‘) ferential difforentiy) 4 Saal) '""Nh“ Budset Performance asainst Lower Holdback
(3 @ & dlmrenghl 'u”"ﬁ total  Volume mll G Lirser 6 S Hi sher Holdback
HEREFORD AND WORCESTER £182.4%4a £11.7700 e © dl"zmth expenditure tur-:ef 9: differential differential dil:ﬁn M ,L‘""' 3
Broasarove 625 1 ‘i'N £3.79% £2.704n n D 2) @ @ = erential differential
ilemm 1% .25 “5"3‘";' - 082.- Yty . gt o a3 ® o
2natLe (.20 L20m £ g £.1078 -ty : rh 6% e g
Kl < i £.024n £ g £.284n : .27 17,
vern Hills ©.05% L0 £-15eh £.018n 24 8 LU g2 Al
Redditch 3 e £.015 c Loy Ly P £.16a £.1%n £.420 £.630a
©2.97% LI £18.9h 010n ‘ £.54a  £20.5 £.16 £.3%4
South Herefordshire £1.63n  £.045% £ 'srh b £.21% £.05y [5‘%;. o g C-i)-»n £.172 £.277a t'% fo4m
2 o =6 N 71 B £.6¢! - .
i DM LOw e Gl s e i P fo ! mone R s
£4.4 - * .21 : e £14. 3 V - :
i s . A & - ta M f £.54n  £i4.4rh £.086 £.41 e
3 .Rls  £2.4rh £.217a £.3%0 s 13 »‘1 £-.180m £14.0rh _ B £.2%a £.300m
HERTFORDSHIRE 1 £.55 1 f.488a  £17.0rh £.090m 5 =
Ber e 2Rl 7.2 E9h M0 g £ E2lm 040 Cimen e o
th L% £2.3 4107 g p L% & L0Ma e
Reoram ot .3¢h £.07% £.042n 15,340 4, ller . £6.4¢h £.0%0m £.0% £.53%
Extifittabline 257 £-.4%a  £11.6ph 2 - £.26% L. £-.106a  £31.5¢h a ol £.087n £.0%a
e tsacee g.loo- £.265  £9.0eh £.174n € 209; z L £-.020m  £-3.6¢h A 5 = =
North Hertfordshire Mig-. £-.09  £15.6¢h Ty o DX £-.007a £.6rh = - & -
St Albans “- £-.030n £5.00h b - s £.120m £4.3¢h £.057 £.05a 2 v
Stevemse o e _ > : - LM B : tia L
Three Rivers LT £37.6¢h £.02a 3 - e . £5.25%  £-9.0rh £2.2200
Watford H.077  £.00  £10.9vh £.03n e Ll g 2.2 £-.01  £3.7¢h - flLa D4 0.5
Welwrn Hatfield 5.4 £37n  £12.4eh 5 £.042a £.105 i £4.56% (-.0038  £5.6sh = 3 -
B o 8 £.1%a £.2600 A s = - E
1%  £25.40h ¥ L5 iy [ .14  £.27m  £-3.8eh £.04a £ &
o 2712 c SO g et 2.8 f.i76a  £3.3rh T "‘g: igl;. £.10
Beverl . £13.607a il £21.016a  £2.975 g . . £.155
Boathterry £.5500  £.316 g_x.m £4.3120 £B.37 Bt £1.508  £.143 ?-11?: s £T0fl L L e
Clestheeres 2.6 £.460m -Trh £.078a £.05% clm 1.0 Bist Leicestershire £2.177n  £.2%a £4."' £.034 £.02a £.1150 £.0%8
Slanfard it ram e cam C s faa 7 D L2 Ml e
Sreat Brinshy 0.5 L5 213 A Coka Lok b | £.910  £.01%  £-2.9rh | e
Halderness 5.0 £.3%% .94 -1238 £.185 £ Lo e - £.076a £.058
Kinsston ueon Holl £L70s -.0200 g5 £.097n £.0%4n P £161.%800  £7.7%a - 275
North Nolds £9.59M 2.7 m'],': 'y = z £ T £2.05a £-.004a  E-.irh B 2.08 £8.%78 7,634
gl B Gom  fiih £.440m £.64% 4w 05 L. £4.417n £-3.243m £-.5eh £.02 .05 = =
5. £.94 s £.046a £.05% i fits £4.000n i * £.270m £.24a
o 5.0k £.1300 e £.03%  £12.6eh £.030n £.040n £.08
ISLE OF WIGHT £.200m £.310m cse L Bl 27108 £15 £ > ¢ £.102n
7 —4.5¢h £.0408 £.014n
Hedim £4.0000 2600 gy Hilttaen £2.800m  £.124a  £4.9h e £.145 £.094
Seuth Wi sht 2'17?5: GRS oo £.61% fasm e A foun (.67 £-.006a  £.3rh ol ol Ll LOTH
5 £.0 g £.072n £.077 212 [y £3.151 . & - o =
o0 i lba  £14.4ph A UL L tu v LB S-1.0vh £.050m S0 LiGe D
shford 25 £f lind £190.
Castirbory £.763 ‘f“& £4.1eh 5. i N 3‘78- £9.366  £-5.1rh £3.835 (.61 £12.687  £10.410m
Ry Pt S Y XV R e 2% 0 ST - 05 - E
g i . 2 4 E h .33% £~ 4
Dover Sos ¢ 4& £12.99h £.17% 3 N S CE gg: £-2.8¢h - = = <
6illinsham £5.929 fl(m- £18.7ph £.15% £.2%n 41 t.;' ﬂ" peypsia il s e ?ggﬂ; £.106a £.1600 £.27% £,
Braveshaa £2.5% ¢ £7.0eh £ E ? X hlk s -2.8¢! - - - =
Maidstons ol fo Tl g O A A Dua com s L@ Lo P BT
Rochester uron Medway 5.0 -0 £3.0rh 2 e e < Sl e £-9.1eh - £-.015 - -
:hwtmks .72 - 09 c_t;"""' - - © kiR . £1.4rh - - - -
ey £5. 2 .6 - 5
Saale ﬁ.?;;. L €9.7:= " = e - “‘52‘,’3"5' £-.007a  £-16.0rh < 2 U -
Thanet £5.00 2:'2‘9' £9.80h E = 3 B, “é‘f: .40 £18.9h = 5 : =
= Tonbridse and Malliny 2.3 5 -31771 £-.7ph - = 5 h:: ¢ i -71* £-.001n £3.5¢h = " = =
Tunbridse Wells Udn g Ll . ’ C Ty ] £-.000  £4.0eh = = = &
e TN iz - 2 (T, -S30n  £.06a  £-3.4rh £.048 £.0220 £.16% £.it4a
LTI 55 oy 5 A =[Sy e £9.60 f-.27%6a  £3.4rh - - = s
£.10ea £.116n .2 €l.985e  £.09 £4.8¢h £.05% £.05% £.160 i.162
273 £.215 £.50h £.05% £.0478 £.191n siea b




CONF IDENTIAL
The cash effect of haldback on individual authorities Table - CONF 1DENT
DENTIAL
" Table 2

linnist;:“‘l P;;;::ance asinst '-\,‘Ll‘;.gmﬂoldb“k The cash effect of holdback individual authorities
N oaitde Larser Hi ghe,
expenditore tarset GRE differential diffe Saq. ™ Holg Budget Performance a et Low
@ @ Al ditTerential gigpen & total  Volume WL GE L e g e elthct
® (u d,,‘mrq expenditure  tarset O differential diff S  Small BRE  Larser GRE
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Hasbleton 2.4000  £-.05% £ 6o & £.0%n ; 0,19, 'vﬂ“’l £12.510a  £.701m £6.8h £.207n ' £.2% £.200a
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ichaondshire ©.02  £.077a 5'9 . £.354a ‘ . < = -
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Vest Somerset S50 o S.1rh = - = - My £5.600 £1.06a  £36.5th - - > s
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NETROPOLITAN AUTHRITIES

SREATER MANCHESTER
Bolton
Bury
Manchester
0ldhan
Rochdale
Salford
Stockeort
Tameside
Trafford
Nisan

MERSEYSIDE
Knowsley
Liversool
St Helens
Sefton
Wirral

SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Barnsley
Doncaster
Rotherhan
Sheffield

TNE AD ER
Bateshead
Newcastle upon Tyne
North Tyneside
South Trneside
Sunderland

WEST HIDLANDS
Birsinsha
Coventry
Dudley
Sandvel]
Solihull
Walsall
Wolverhampton

WEST YORKSHITE
Bradford
Calderdale
Kirklees
Leeds
Wakefisld

The cash

Budset
total
expenditore
(6%}

£219.160m
£32.3%
£55.745%
241177
£74.200n
£76.587a

£127.417
£69.041a
£118.555
£67.571a
£39.485
£98.252

£198.765
£343.555a
£106.725
£75.791a
£104.4¢0n
£35.85%
£91.221n
£34.02%

£164.601n
£147.7310
62,1540
£115.740n
£212.454y
£95.526

CONFIDENTIAL

effect of holdback on individual authoritjeg

Performance asainst
Volume

farget BRE
@ &3]
£21.9%a £15.6¢h
£5.51a £12.8¢h
£4.320 £32.2rh
£13.624a  £133.2¢h
£2.062» £-4.7rh
£6.526a £32.9¢h
£.171n £27.6¢h
£3.70% £-.7eh
£2.64% £20.1rh
£.04%90  £-13.3¢h
£4.8%% £24.8¢h
£19.3%n £15.70h
£2.570n £5.7¢h
£14.1%5 £43.2¢h
£1.455a £34.4ph
£.730m  £-26.37h
£.77a £1.4rh
£22.280m £49.17h
£2.70a £36.8ph
£-.285 £51.5¢eh
i-.1% £28.8¢h
£14.931a £85.6rh
£11.507 £3.1rh
£3.754a £29.7¢h
£5.701s  £112.8ph
£.7Th £32.8¢h
£1.502a £30.8¢h
£7.0640  £42.35h
£19.75% £6.6¢h
£11.7%0m £15.5¢h
£5.170n £10.6¢h
£5.5%a £-9.6¢h
.27 529,71
£-467a  £-11.90h
£12.791n 41,20
£9.3500  £44.25h
£2.416a £12.8¢h
£544n  g15.5pp
£.427 £39.0ph
£10.7%49 £12.90h
£12.06% £8.0¢h
F.0000 27,7,

Lower Holdback

Sall GRE
differential
4)

£5.42%
£1.303
£1.072a
£6.787a

£.562a
£1.311n

£.343
£1.6%0n
£1.123

£.37%
£1.663

£3.276a
£1.020m
£3.937a
£.806a
£.315a
£.47¢a

£4.272a
£1.0%a

£5.257a

£3.150m
£1.175a
£3.7%
£.330n
£.540m
£1.557n

£5.126a
£7.725a
£2.1%4n
£1.742a
£2.783m

£2.35
£2.49%

£3.24%
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£.226m
£1.5%0n
£3.942

Largep

dxlfcrenlj.] dit
(&)

£6.905
£1.14%
£1.110n
£10. 154a
£.410
£1.55n
£.34%
£1.265
£1.060m

£.225
£1.629

£4.170a
£.831a
£4.411a
£.84%
£.122n
£.367

£7.043a
£1.175a

£7.072

£4.812n
£1.1%a
£5.466a
£.391a
£.63n
£1.734a

£5.190m
£6.9%8
£1.83%
£1.113a
£2.805a

£2.637n
£2.816a

£3.917n
£.4640
£.246a
£1.404n
£3.3050
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ey
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The cash effect of holdba 0 individul authorities
Budset Performance asainst Lower Holdback
total  Volume Seall GR‘E Larser 6RE
diture tarset GRE differential differential
Lt el @ @ @ ®
£7.581n £8:%42.7vh - =
£10.761n £232.0¢h - e
[49.90m £3.112a  £86.4¢h £1.25% £2.025
£71.040n  £2.155  £127.3¢h £2.004n £3.4%5
551,936 £.3%  £69.6¢h £.24n £.500n
£69.260m  £2.30% £125.92h £2.917a £5.015a
£%6.13m £-1.200m £17.4vh - -
£98.831a  £4.813a  £117.2sh £3.134a £5.31a
£74.206a  £3.482a  £128.0ph £1.86n £3.20%
£37.02a £-.037a  £131.9¢h - B
£60.775a  £6.10im  £190.9¢h £2.446a £4.4%2a
£60.000m £-7.084a £24.9¢h - -
£67.%27n  £.05im £47.3¢h - =
£60.384a  £1.4%a £96.82h £1.10% £1.5a
£89.052a £-2.145e £2.3¢rh = -
74.7%n  £-.031m £41.5¢h - -
£1621.4€1| £6.854m £87.5¢h £3.715% £5.075
£89.461a  £-.370m £9.8¢h = =
£101.636a £-.002m £10.9¢h = =
£105.850m  £-.120a £35.12h = =
£88.92a  £3.5¢4m £28.2rh £2.2%a £2.320m
£109.633 £3.758a  £130.4rh £3.0% £4.643
£68.35%  £2.360m £46.8ph £1.90Ca £2.201n
£31.13%a  £-.073a £35.47h = =
0670 £-1.177m £54.5ph = o
ggﬁh £5.8668 £32.4rh £3.1%n £4.2%
£43.4%0m £-1.484a £27.0ph = i
£54.48% £-2.02%a £27.0rh =
£112.187n  £8.118a  £100.1rh £2.7%m £3.544a
£70.761a  £2.377a £8.7¢h £1.48% fl.ﬁl-l
£48.7%m  £-.046m £27.6rh =
£51.69%  £1.601n £2.2rh .66l £.516a
£99.54%  £6.745a  £106.4rh 2.5 23.640
£3%6.1%08  £93.0rh £4.806a H.fﬂz:
£455.844m  £5.6060 £7.2¢h £3.8%m .

Table 2

Hisher Holdback

Seall 6RE  Larser GRE
differential differential
6 @
£3.022 .64l
£4.761a £7.63%a
£.815 £1.171m
£6.871a £11.070n
£7.4%a £11.83m
£4.376 £7.07a
£5.54% £9.52
£2.944a 3.4
£9.%1a £12.706a
£6.9220 £6.580n
£7.916a £11.022n
£5.4%6a £6.0868
£8.63% £10.8468
.3 9.0
£4.7020 £4.25
£2.13% £1.8a
£6.66% £8.87
£4.806a £4.8060
£11.284 £12.3%4a

lo



CONFIDENTIAL Table 3

The rate poundade af fect of holdback on individwl authorities
performance asainst L "a“-ir'r Holdback Hisher Holdback
Volume e : o Larser 6RE Small GE  Larser i€
tarset el differential differential differential
) @ @ 0] ) ©
2 £232.7h 1.8 7
];‘ g £4.9vh 5 23: 23’ £
/ 12,61 £-3.Ieh 6 3 i :52:
L7t £4.2eh Ar dp 9
[ S 3
y =11 £3.1rh E - - =
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=1. +bF = - - =
=9.6% £-8.0sh = =.1r = =
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CONFIDENTIAL
The rate roundase effect of holdback on indi ! Tabl
@ ral 0 individual authoritjes e3 = CONFTDENTIAL :
P;'I"""“ asainst Holdback 1 The rate soundase affect of holdback on individual authoritiss i
olume E  Lars i sh
tarsel 6RE d,,,‘:,’"f‘f Smal] g; Hu‘hck Performnce asainst Hol dback s
) @ ential differentiy L0 G Yoluse € Larser RE Seu 13her Hol dback
i m ey tarset BE ditferential differential Gtteentins e
CLEVELAND 5.0 £25.6¢h 5.60 ® W @ @ o 5 etald ualil
Hartleroal 260 El4.70h 1% Jde 17 2 ®
Lanshaursh 4.3 £%.8¢h 2.4 1.9» 317: 168 6.5L  £2B.2rh 5.4p 5.4p
Niddlesbroush 0.7 £R.9h 2.5 4.0 5.9 “n bl 841 £17.7¢h 1.5 A lg-gr 16.50
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CONF IDENTIAL

The rate roundase effect of holdback o lividual authoritiges Table 3
=
P;::::inn aninst Lover Holdback ; | CONFIDENTIAL
RE i ¢ i
tarsel GRE differential d 'L‘”" 6RE s.‘“"‘!r Hol dbg The rate poundase effect of holdback on individwl authriti Table 3
m @ i ifferential different s ies
¢ @ "“(; ai"":“" performance asainst o ol
HEREFORD AND MORCESTER 7.6 o : 1l Voluse T Hisher Holdback
Broassrove - i—ei;: il 3.3 5t ® tarset BRE d,”::::‘ﬁ dms"ll &RE L«u‘:tr &RE
eciud . £12.90h P i 8 t e ) @ @3 @ erential differential
Leominster .00 £-.2rh ‘ L.7» d ® ®
Kalvern Hills gt fod e .S i.sr L 5.0 £-.9vh 4.5 3.4
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