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RATING MEASURES FOR SCOTLAND

0 Reference:

D-TERIM

previod

E(81) 29th Meeting, Item 2.

ee considered 2 letter from the Secretary of State for Scotland

i £ ; ;
e €0 e secretary of 28 October proposing a modification to the interim
o]
1o the B res 207 Scotland approved by the Committee at its meeting
me:
mmg&ptembﬂ (B(81) 29th Meeting). i
2
on =

(RETARY OF STATE FOR SCOTLAND said that powers under the Local Government

1laneous Provisions)
Scotland were already extensive, and in Scotland

% SE
(Misce
1 authorities in
lementary rates had never existed. , He had earlier envisaged adding a

(Scotland) Act 1981 to restrain high spending

Joca:

supp-

pover, to protect the ratepayer, through occasional referenda, from excessive

rate increases. He had however now concluded that the objective would be
st more simply and less controversially not by a referendum power but by a
sinor amendment to the 1981 Act which would enable the Secretary of State to
insist that a high spending local authority should reduce its rates poundage

as an alternative to losing grant.

The Committee —

APproved.the revised proposals for interim rating measures in Scotland
set out in the Secretary of State for Scotland's letter to the
Home Secretary of 28 October. d
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pUSTRIAL TRAINING
] " tee considered memoranda by the Secretary of State for
dide
> - (E(”) 96, 98, 99 and 100) and by the Central Policy Review
t B
it 1) S justrial training measures, and a memorandum by
9
f(E(t _; ot State for Bducation and'Sciexce (E(81) 106) on the
gpcretar
’ :E"t ok education service and the Government's training
(ks betwee
1inks
s(f"lt?p'-

ORETARY OF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that his proposals for the
§|

- e e the training objectives, which had been approved by the
develo] ' s
E ranent and by the Manpower Services Commission (MSC) earlier in the year.,
Gove

e sumarised 11 E(81) 96 and explained in more detail in his 3 other
ver!

papers. They served the dual purpose of providing for a substantial

reduction in the number of people, particularly young people, on the

“nemployment register and of providing for better training. His main

proposal was for the introduction of a comprehensive youth training scheme

fron September 1983 to replace the present Youth Opportunities Programme (YOP).

lader the new scheme, all 16 and 17 year olds unemployed on leaving school,

or becoming unemployed during their first year after school, would be

dligible for up to 1 year's training. To avoid the costs of the scheme

being too open-ended he had agreed with the Chief Secretary, Treasury, that

there would be no guarantee of places for eligible 17 year olds. Supplemen—

tary Benetit would no longer be available to 16 year olds: when unemployed

they would be regarded as dependent on their parents who would draw Child

Benefit; when on a training scheme they would get an allowance for expenses

ax:d a sun equivalent to Child Benefit which would be paid directly to them.

i; vear olds would get Supplementary Benefit plus expenses; £20 in all

Ben::ie’“ rates. The changes in the Supplementary Benefit and Child

Sension a":gem“ts would require primary legislation in the 1982-83

olds - ‘:Oula e low allowance - less than Supplementary Bemefit for 16 year

"g““i“tion:e controversial and could well be criticised by y\m\‘.h‘lil

Tstitieq oq t:nd by the trade unions; they could, hovev?r: be r:- . :h“

8 avagign, “:d“‘e‘“‘s of f’inancing a markedly better mx::ng;csu

ot taining "hic:: :OP which would be much clt.ner to ﬂ;" :h“ co:“‘::".

{) °“°°urnge b .a operated for many yen.ts in other dpto o

ifieq Voeﬂtiom:l;g for young people in jobs, he propose :
reparation (UVP) programme from 18,000 places in 1982-83

3

@




to 50,000 in 1984-85. He recommended that apprent

5 Sy ice trajpg
should be kept at around 35,000 places to September

g sy
i hat this support would be made ip i 1985 o, . Phoyy
= J i Creasing)y congjyy  en
acceptance of greater flexibility in apprenticeship ar: )
promote better adult training, and to Temedy Potentiq)
when the economy recovered, he proposed some To-allggns
MSC schemes, the introduction of an Open Tech Program,

training, and additional provision for the de"elopment e

r&ngemeﬂts

i {)
skil) shortage
8

eXigg
for techﬂicih
£ ney traiy
< He hagq #5tiant .
Annex 2 of E(81) 96 detailed proposals for St"engthening Advisory in

arrangements at both national and local level, He hag B e
0
his consultations on the Industrial Training Boards (ITBs) an:phgted
2 e

ion op

initiatives not covered by present arrangements,

recommended that the number of statutory boards shoulq o

Teduceq frop g3
to 7; the details were set out in E(81) 100. g

Government financia)
support for the operating costs of these surviving boards woulq be cut
off in March 1982 but he had agreed with the Chief Secretary, Treasury,
that some provision should be made to meet operating and wind-up costs
of the rest, To bring the present uncertainty over the future of the Im;
to an end he wished to announce his decisions on them early in November;
there would undoubtedly be a hostile reception. In the meantime he vishi
to develop the details of his other proposals with a view to a general
statement on the reform of training at around the turn of the year, Subjs'
to the Committee's approval of his training policy, he had reached agreess
with the Chief Secretary, Treasury, on the necessary additional public
expendi ture,

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EDUCATION AND SCIENCE said that he gesersly
supported the Secretary of State for Employment's proposals. —0ne b mt
best and cheapest ways of reducing youth unemployment was, howevers 9
Fiore young people to stay on in full time education and he would Helm;
cgreement in principle that around £40-50 million of the funds t ™ :iﬂﬂ
available to the MSC should, it necessary, be transferred to the ea::a 1
Programme for the Purpose of enabling more young people to stay o8 :

the development of appropriate pre-vocational courses for them: i
further recommended that it was essential to maintain the princlp:cﬁ"
in existing schemes for the unemployed that there should be an eft out ¥
Partnership between education and training interests. He st

4
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to this end in paragraph 9 in E(81) 106: in particular,
als t
pic propos® tion services to be involved in the development of UVP
apec? e educatl 5

Jis od the © the places on the steering body of the Open Tech,
be .11 half th

£ill

to

ad
shere vas general support for the Secretary of State for
: he
I discussw“ piandns Their announcement would signal a major initiative
1g pr e P
wlo.‘“"“‘ s P to bring about a long needed reform of great economic,
nment O © . .

by the Gover’ ical importance. In discussion of particular proposals the
4 itica

;1 and poll
social the main points made —
following yeriel

he assumption that a scheme of youth benefit applying both to
i t)ed to young people in full time education was not to be
frﬂiﬂz:;:" the ;xll(>wm1ces under the comprehensive youth training scheme
)::::d abo;t right. If possible, Supplementary Benefit should be
jithdrawn from 16 year olds earlier than September 1983, but this would

be defensible only if the new training scheme could be brought into
e

operation before that date.

b The proposed expansion of UVP was a further example of the State
taking on more of the responsibility, which should lie primarily with

% o foned
the private sector, of financing training. The CPRS had questione
- . ice
whether, without more financial incentive, employers would in practic
ansi take
co-operate in providing more places to enable the expansion to

place.

It vas particularl ity should be taken
P i y important that the opportuni shoul|
s ava: i ini a lever
e the fund, ilable to support apprentice training as
ing about much great i jceship arrangements.
: greater flexibility in apprentic ship ang

Ce

4. While the education services should be represented on the

steering body for the Open Tech, most Ministers thought ﬂley.Sh‘.’“ld i
10t have halt the places., It would be much better for a mn_'wnty o
the places to pe given to representatives of private sector industry.
The Open Tec, should make use of the excellent scientific programaes

*hich hag been developed by the Open University.
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THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up the disoussion, saiq that th
approved the Secretary of State for &nploment's prﬂposals : szm“ne
measures subject to the points of detail made jipn theip disCu:r, LA
the agreement reached with the Chief Secretary, Treany Vi :“n, ay,
expenditure implications. The Secretary of State s B : Dby,
discuss the details of the arrangements ang the 3110‘1&1\0“ unde:t sh""lq
comprehensive youth training scheme with the Secretal'y of State r‘he
Services. The Secretary of State for Employment had ajq, “nden:: Soegy)
discuss further with the Secretary of State for Ed“Cation ek o)

0ty
A : Clengy the
question of whether some MSC funds might be Switched o the educat;
do
services; the Committee had not, however, been Persuadeq Wi, n
ase

The Commi ttee Tecogniseq the
importance of links between the training and education Services ip

had yet been made for such a switch.,

developing the new arrangements; they had not, however, had tige to
consider these proposals in detail and the Chancellor of the Exchequer
should now arrange for his Steering Group on Government Strategy (M1sc 14)
to consider them further. The Committee did not accept that 50 per cep;
of the places on the steering body of the Open Tech should be given to

Tepresentatives of the education services.,
The Committee —

1. Endorsed the Proposals for new training measures, and for ’
B e R & 5f Garing canls ers chy i wot tein
set out in paragraphs 4 ang 6 of the Secretary of State for
Employment's memorandum, E(81) 96, subject to the Buresnert
reached with the Chief Secretary, Treasury on the public
expenditure implications of these proposals and to 2.ii.

and 3, below,

2.  Invited the Secretaxjy of State for Employment -

2 i ing
1.  to announce jin November his decisions on the financ
and future of the Industrial Training Boards.

s dops
11. to develop the details of his other Tec““?““:::om;t
consulting other Ministers as necessary and tak“." to 8

i - | CONFIDENTIAL

TIAL
Chancellor of the Exchequer Im arrﬂ.nge'fnr his

In\'i""d the . Government Strategy, \HQC 14, to consider
3 hg Group or ,1s by the Secretary of State f(?r anloy'm‘ent
szet‘”r”[he pr“l’“’\‘v Secretary of State for Educatlon'smd Science
furthe) "6, by by the Central Policy ReviewiStats in E(81) 106
in gé*lg 109 ‘u_“:"‘l“: links between full time education and
BEELS thening 1

streng
or S
training.

7
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T MEASURES
LOYMENT MEAS
AL MP!

spECT
ke cun“""“"'l memoranda by the retary of State for Employment
Jttee € R 5
me Coﬂm‘i) and by the Central Policy Review Staff (CPRS) (E(81) 109) on special
WL
(Elg ures.
nt meas
gpl0¥™
o oF STATE FOR EMPLOYMENT said that, since he had circulated
> A
Tﬂgaﬁcomndum’ he had decided to withdraw and to modify a number of his
CiA Jiid 2 .
pis e 5 Though worthwhile, these were of lower priority than the
proposa=s*

o employment and training measures which he had agreed, in further
package

sion with the Chief Secretary, Treasury, was the maximum that could
cus

dis ¥
ed in the context of the current public expenditure exercise.

be recommend

fe had withdrawn his proposals for expansion of the Community Industry

Scheme and for the introduction of a new employment subsidy for the long

tern unemployed on the lines advocated by Professor Layard. The

(hief Secretary, Treasury, had accepted his proposal for net additional

expenditure to enable him to continue to provide places under the Community

Iterprise Programme (CEP) at a rate of 30,000 a year; he would be willing

to consider further the CPRS' proposal that more places might be provided

for the same sum if the CEP were based on 'benefit plus premium' instead of

avage, though he very much doubted whether this was practicable. In

preparation for the introduction in September 1983 of the comprehensive youth

training scheme he proposed to finance, from within his existing

Provision, 100,000 12-month places on the Youth Opportunities Programme (YoP)

in 1982-83.  He would increase the YOP allowance in November 1981 from £25.50

t £25, and this would represent a further reduction in the real value of the

dllovance,  Use of the Temporary Short Term Working Compensation Scheme was

¥ falling and, to provide for public expenditure savings, he recommended

:az 3’" Period of support m§er the scheme should be reduced from 9 months

'imar:i :ffect from the end of September 1982 and that the scheme should be

n Tom April 1984.  Subject to the agreement of the Chancellor of the
chy ot Lancaster, he recommended savings on the Job Release Scheme (Jms)

¥ Withdraval of 4 ; o the standard conditions

or 4, gchmeo the concession whereby, in contrast to the s

flleq yy 4,
the TR

» ¢ivil servants could use JRS even though their post was not
He recommended that

meone from the unemployment register.
and that

llovance should be up-rated from April 1982 by 9 per U
d
Anounce that the present arrangements whereby the disabled could

® shoy)
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enter the scheme from age 60 should be continyeq i
to final proposals from the Manpower Services G
he invited the Committee to approve these Proposals
an appropriate time in the new Session.

THE PRIME MINISTER, summing up & short discussion, said ¢,
at
approved the Secretary of State for &nPIDyment,'s acy the ¢,

'y
me“dﬂtions Utte,
to the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster havin syl

g the °Pp°““nit“
0
Sel’vnnts_ The
eved the Chiey g
© the publj, ,

consider the change in JRS as it applied to civi]
noted that if the savings on JRS could not be achj
Treasury, might need to reconsider his agreement t
implications of the proposals. Pendity,

The Committee -

for Employment and the Chief Secretary, Treasury, whether the
Proposal was acceptable to her and whether she agreed with their

g:timate of the public expendi ture savings which would flow fron
it.

2.  Subject to 1. above, approved the Secretary of State
for Employment's Proposals for special employment measures.

Cabinet 0ffice

3 November 1981
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VAN : INTERIM RATING MEASURES: ENGLAND AND WALES
100AL GOVERNMENT FINANCE BILL: INTER:

i i from the Seeretary of State for the
i nsidered a minute
The Committee coO

: e o
i ini £ 29 October proposing some revisions
the Prime Minister o
Fvironment to

im rating measures for England and Wales approved by the Committee on
the interim

25 September (E(81) 29th meeting).

TEE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT said that the proposal:hupl;xi‘:::d
wrlier by the Committee had envisaged two supplementary rates - the e
in the summer and the second, which would be dependent on the.outc(?me
referendum, later in the year. Consultation on the proposed mterntl

rating measures generally had, as expected, provoked a strong renctlo:;d.

0t those who were favourably disposed towards the proposals, sevex.'ll

irgued that it was better to have only one supplementary rate, which i
‘uld be subject to a referendum in June. This would simplify the P""P"“
i vould have certain advantages, notably in restraining high spending
“horities earlier in the year. He therefore favoured this nm:ro-ch:h‘i
“rther vork on the draft Bill had also shown that authorities vln.r f:
it Support for a supplementary rate in a referendum, b|.lt'\'151l

0 dety the Government, could not be comtrolled simply by a limit °:
e temporary borrowing., He had therefore concluded that he woul ~
i SPecific power of direction relating to the provision of '::“
:nd the level of fees and charges, including council house rants.ho
Teg; this wou1q be subject to approval by Parliament. It v::u“ %
" %0 incluge in the legislation the power to exempt ©

Hec"

[ConrpEnTAL] i

; T —



;

ST

CONFIDENTIAL ,

local authority, or local authorities satisfyiug o
x

tag
that those Councils who went over the limits e 3 in congyy
nly smaly g LU

not be obliged to hold referenda.
s Yoy
The following points were made in discussion -
a. The proposed Bill had major political ang ann
1t“ti0nﬂ
1

implications and it was becoming increasingly appa

Te
not been fully thought through. There were or Nt that theg,
ex

am
whether the revised proposals could be made to wosk l'ile doubty ag 4,
M in
transport authorities and police authorities, which y, Tespect of
€re lega] gy
itie
S @ strong case 1,
he level of Tateg
through aljy;
3 A E i
inadequate time for preparation, to put a Bill before Par“amnf
€]
could be shown to be unworkable and indefensible, and was “nli:lvlncb
ely to

be enacted without substantial amendment,

separate from local government, Althongh there wa
introducing legislation quickly, so as to affect
1982/83, it would be unwise for the Government

;£

b. T’here was serious concern among many Conservative controlled
S e ——-
e referendum procedure
l.mless they were prepared to take unpopular measures such as severe
increases in council house rents. It seemed likely that the legislatin
would have to come before Parliament before an announcement could be
made on the Government's decision about the Rate Support Grant, whick
would enmable Councils to Jjudge whether their fears were justified:

¢+ The pover to give specific directions would arouse major politic!
controversy. It would also draw the Government into difficult areas
of confrontation with local authorities which sought to defy the
outcome of a referendum. It was for consideration whether thest

additional powers were needed. So far as transport authorities
oachy

were 2
concerned, it might be preferable to return to the aPPT it

di
1iscussed by the Committee earlier, of setting External Fimnci:‘b‘

I o
df & Bover of direction were to be included in the Bill it sl gpect
1ﬂ:-n-nbla to ensure that in this respect, as well as in other ¢
e pow i
Power could be exercised differently in Wales.

2

1AL

to exclude some local authorities from the

41 though the, pover A .
: . proV"'l”“s was welcome, difficulties could arise Justifying
referend“m  uhich such exclusions were decided. There could be no
the bast® :f using the power selectively by reference to the political
q“"s“m:iou of the Councils concerned.
compost

some of the Government's supporters in both Houses had serious
So

tions of principle to the use of a referendum, on the grounds, for
objectd . y
: that it would be more difficult to resist pressure to have

examples . 3
renda on other issues such as capital punishment and reform of

refe
the House of Lords.

¢, Proposals relating to the Rate Support Grant and local authority
public expendi ture were under discussion in special Ministerial groups.

It vas possible, but not certain, that decisions could be reached on these
matters which would substantially reduce the number of local authorities

likely to be caught by the referendum provisions.

Expectations had been aroused that the Government would be taking

'
there would be a political

vigorous and early action to restrain rates;

cost in disappointing these expectations.

¥ FUE MINISTER, summing up the discussion said that the Committee was

“hyet ready to reach decisions on the Secretary of State's revised proposals

g Local Government Finance Bill. While legislation to restrict rate

s o very high priority and should, if possible, take effect in

::: :Z il;fluenée the level of rates in 1982/83, the Goverl?ment could proceed

remﬂahlee G proposals which were workable, defensible and hlﬂ: u“» ’

blmonmntmmce of acceptance by Parliament. The Secretu"y of State d:rm'im’

" partioy ¥ould need to reconsider his proposals in the hght of the. s

iopteq in :r he would vant to look again at the approach which was being
cotland and at other options for dealing with transport

CONFIDENTIAL
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authorities, and should consider whether it mjgng be poss
The Committee would Tesuy,

[cot

ti ible o
i ction.
a specific power of dire e qj w‘lhnut
scus“u
)

the proposals at its next meeting.

The Committee —

Invited the Secretary of State for the }:}wuonment %0 ro

proposals, in consultation with other Ministers concern, d _Nerh
of the Prime Minister's summing up and to TePOTt to the i in the llghl
its next meeting. O} tte,

Cabinet Office

2 November 1981






