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PRIME MINISTER

TAX RELIEF FOR RELOCATION

When you saw the Chancellor yesterday you urged him to

reconsider his proposal to remove tax relief from employers'

contributions to employees' additional housing costs where an

employee has been compulsorily moved by his emgloyer to a more
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expensive area.

The Treasury letter at Flag A sets out the position more
fully. Your main concern was on the potential adverse effect

on public sector employees; but it now emerges that, because

the present relief is 6;3y available when a person is moved by
his existing employer, there will be no change in the position
faced by teachers and policemen. Civil servants, and possibly

a few health authority employees, are the only public sector

groups affected.

You will also see from the second Treasury letter (Flag B)
that the Chancellor suggests that pressing ahead with the

change on housing costs would enable him to include in the

Budget a further measure of benefit to corporate businesses,
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in particular to farmers, while keeping within the overall
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Are you content to let the Chancellor proceed with the housing
costs proposal on the basis now described?
or

Do you still wish to question this? \(LA : i;\%L aﬁ(wW¢,;/1A4,
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PAUL GRAY
3 March 1989
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