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Local Government

Finance in Ireland

A Preliminary Survey

By DAVID WALKER*

INTRODUCTORY

The Institute began to carry out research into
the economic aspects of the finance of Iocal
Authorities in September, 1961. The present Paper
represents the first fruits of this work and is very
much a Preliminary Survey ; it is concerned with
only a part of the whole field and even in the part
chosen for examination it is recognised that the
analysis is incomplete. Indeed, the Paper does
little more than sketch the general background to
the research and indicate some of the problems that
are being examined. In view of the present public
interest in the subject it was thought useful to make
available this ““ Preliminary Survey ” at the present
time rather than wait for the full results of the work
now being done, .

The scope of the Paper is limited in many ways.
First, and most obviously there is no discussion of
the very extensive spending on Loan Account of
Local Authorities which amounted to £8+7 million
in 1960/61 and which was as much as £17.7 million
in 1953 /54, or with the way in which such expendi-
tures are financed. The Paper is concerned only
with the expenditure and income on Revenue
Account of Local Authorities, which are taken to
be those Authorities whose accounts are summarised
in the Returns of Local Taxation which is published
each year by the "g‘)epartment of Local Government.
The Authorities dealt with in these Returns include
the County Councils, County Borough Councils,
Borough and Urban District Councils, Town
Commissioners, separate Public Health Authorities,
Joint Mental Health Boards, Joint Burial Boards
and sundry other joint bodies. Secondly, the Paper
avoids historical and administrative and legal

The writer wishes to acknowledge the help and advice he
has received by way of comments on earlier drafts from many
people. Needless to say these friends bear no responsibility for
the errors and imperfections that may remain or for the
opinions expressed.

matters. In an introductory Paper this hardly needs
defence ; for it is so easy in this field not to see key
economic and public finance points because they
are hidden behind a great mass of other material.
For similar reasons detailed descriptive material
concerning such matters as the different sorts of
grant which are made available from the Central
Government to the Local Authorities and concern-
ing the large number of exemptions and remissions
granted to particular types of ratepayer has been
avoided. Thirdly, discussion and argument in the
Paper is, on the whole, carried out on the assump-
tion that the present structure of Local Government
continues to exist and that Local Authorities
continue to perform the services that they are now
performing. It is recognised that an examination of
such fundamental issues as whether the number of
administrative counties should be reduced, or
whether particular services at present provided by

_local Authorities would not be better carried out

by other government bodies, or whether Local
Authorities should be asked to shoulder new
responsibilities is needed, but these problems are
too basic and important to be dealt with in a Section
of a Preliminary Survey.

I. EXPENDITURE

The Local Authorities spend each year very
considerable sums of money on Revenue Account.
In the Financial Year 1959/60, about £53+3 million
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was spent and jin 1960/61 about [55:5 million.
Central Government expenditure in the same years
on Current Account was £128+7 million and
£139°6 million respectively. There is, however, an
element of double counting if we directly compare
Local Authority expenditure with Central Govern-
ment expenditure in that part of the expenditure of
the latter is a grant to the Local Authorities and
thus goes to finance part of their expenditure.

These grants amounted to £22-9 million in'1959/60



and £23'1 million in 1960/61. Thus Central Committees, Committees of Agriculture and
Government expenditure excluding grants to the Harbour Authorities and, as stated earlier, the
Local Authorities amounted to £i05-8 million in Paper is confined to Local Authorities narrowly
1959/60 and L1165 million in 1960/61 and these defined as those whose accounts are summarised in
are the figures which should be used if it is desired Returns of Local Taxation. - '

to compare Local Authority Revenue expenditure In 1950/51 the Local Authorities spent £29-0
figures with Central Government Revenue expendi- million and the net expenditures of the Central
ture figures. Local Authority expenditures in Government amounted to about f£72:4 million.
1959/60 and 1960/61, therefore, amounted to Thus. Local Authority expenditures were about
about 50% of net Central Government Revenue 409 of Central Government expenditure. | In

expenditure. ’ 1938/39 Central Government net expenditufes

To avoid confusion it may be useful to state that were about £28'4 million and at £i2-o- million
these figures do not tally exactly with the figures of - Local Authority expenditures amounted to-slightly
Central’ Government grants to Local Authorities less than 429 of this total. The proportion,
and Local Authority expenditure published in the therefore, is higher to-day than it was before the

annual- Tables in connection with the Financial war and has increased quite steeply during the
_Statement. . 'This is because the Tables include the last ten years. At the present time Local Authority

grants and the expenditure of various bodies whose expenditure is running at about f21 per capita
‘accounts are, not summarised in the Returns of and constituting some 8:5% of the Gross National
Local Taxation such as Vocational Education Product. . . ‘

Tasie 1: REVENUE EXPENDITURE OF RATING AUTHORITIES, 1939/60, £m.

Public | Mental ' Sanitary | ‘General -

" Roads | Assistance | Health | Health | Services | Housing| Purposes Total -
; L . ST
County Councils ... | 105 08 3'3 10°4 15 37 . 39 342
County Borough ' . . R
Councils o-8 02 049 T4r0° 21 44 244 | 148
U.D. and Borough | : L e - - *
Councils | 03 ) R o7 | 4 | 18 |43
ToraL ... | 116 1°0 42 14-4 .43 9°5 81 ;‘53'-2

% 22%, 2% 89, 27% | 8% |l 18% 15% "l 100

-+ NOTES ON-TABLE 1

1. Sotirce : Returns of Local Taxation, 1959/60. B PP O
i 2. Included in the General Purposes heading is expenditure on items such as Fire Brigades, Tourist Development,
Public Libraries, Rate Collection and the provision of University. and Secondary School Scholarships.. It also includes the
Grants which Local Authorities make to Vocational Education Committees and Committees of Agriculture. . ) ’

3. The County Borough Councils (which number four) are responsible in their areas for the provision of all Local
Authority services with the exception of Health and Public Assistance services which are administered by Joint (County and
County Borough) Health Authorities. The County Councils (27 Authorities) are responsible in all the parts of the county which
are not designated Urban Districts or Boroughs for all services. In the urban areas the Urban District Councils and the Borough
Councils (56 Authorities in all; including the seven Borough Councils) take responsibility for roads other than main roads, which
remain the responsibility of the County Council, and for sanitary services, housing services, and most of the items which fall
under general purpose éxpenditures. “The County Councils, however, remain responsible for the main roads and also. for health,
mental health and public assistance. It is.because of this overlap as between the Urban District Councils and the County Councils
that it is convenient and, indeed, necessary'in many comparisons of expenditure, rateable value, and revenue to add together the
expenditures, etc., of the County Councils and the Urban District Councils of the particular county, This is done in.a number
of the comparisons made later in the Paper. : T o
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Table 1 indicates the expenditure pattern of the
three types of Rating Authority. These Authorities

- accounted for over 959%, of the expenditure recorded

in Returns of Local Taxation.? 'The Table also
indicates the relative importance of the three main
types of Authority. It is also clear that the Local
Authorities are responsible for many important
services notably in the fields of health, housing,
and the provision of roads. Table 2 indicates the
pattern and growth of the expenditures of the
Local Authorities as a whole, during the past
twelve years.

of the financial position of Local Authorities then
the expected growth in their expenditure will lead
to those features becoming more marked and

“burdensome ; a review of the field at this stage is,
7 therefore, timely.

II. SOME GENERAL ARGUMENTS
AND ASSUMPTIONS

(a) Independence

Local Authorities are subsidiary and. subordinate
bodies. They derive their powers, ability to act,

Tasre 2: PATTERN AND GROWTH OF LOCAL AUTHORITY REVENUE EXPENDITURE, 1948/9~1960/61

1948/9 1951/2 1955/6 1959/60 1960/61 1960/61

- as %, of

Ao b % L Ame ) % | £} % | Ame L % | £me | % | 1948/9
Roads o | 78 30 71 21 | 11°6 25 |11°6 22 | 12°1 22 155
Public Assistance ... | 47 18 63 19 11 2 I'x 2 12 2 26
Mental Health . ... | 23 9 30 9 37 8 4°5 8 4-8 9 209
Health v | 203 9 | 41 12 | 12'3 27 | 150 28 152 27 661

Aggregate of Public
Assistance, Mental
Health and Health | 93 36 134 40

17°3 37 | 206 38 |212 | 38 | 228

Sanitary Services ... [ 20 | 8 25 8 3'4 7 1 44 8. | 47 8 235
Housing ... wo | 30 11 4'3 13 71 15 96 18 9°9 18 330
General Purposes ... | 39 15 6:2 18 7°0 15 740 13 76 14 195

ToraL - ... |26:0 | 100 [33'5 | 100 |46°4 | 100 533 | 100 |55'5 | 100 | 213

NOTES ON TABLE 2
1. Source ; Returns of Local Taxation. ‘ I

2. In considering the Health and Public Assistance figures for 1948/49 and 1951/52 on the one hand and the remaining
years on the other it should be noted that the Public Assistance figures for the two early years include certain expenditures on the

. provision of medical care which in the later years are included under the Health heading. Since July, 1960, the Mental Health

Services have been administered as part of the general Health Services. Because of these two happenings aggregate figures for
the three services have been included and for many purposes it is best to concentrate attention on the aggregate rather than the

individual figures.

The expenditure of Local Authorities is large
and has been growing. It seems likely that expendi-

‘ture will continue to rise for there is considerable

need and pressure for improvements in connection
with many of the services provided. If—as is
believed—there are certain unsatisfactory features

*Excluded is the expenditure of Town Commissioners
amounting to less than 125,000 and that of certain other
Local Authority bodies such as separate Public Assistance
Authorities and Joint Mental Health Boards, etc., but contribu-
tions to these bodies by the various Rating Authorities are
included. 1959/60 is the last year for which full statistics are
available. Since that financial year there has been a number of
changes in the system of organising the various services,
notably an amalgamation of the Health and Mental Hesalth
Services.

functions and duties from decisions of the Central
Government and Acts of the Oireachtas. Local
Authorities cannot undertake services without
legislative authorisation and—perhaps more im-
portantly—they can be compelled to develop
whatever services the government and the Oir-
eachtas may call upon them to undertake without
the Central Government having to make any
special financial provision. These two character-
istics follow, of course, from the fact that Ireland
is a unitary and not a federal Staté. . There is no
residual- sovereignty whatsoever in the Local
Authorities,



Even in a unitary State, however, there can be
differences in the effective independence of Local
Authorities or—looking at it from the other side—
in the degree of Central Government control and -
influence. At one extreme a position can exist in
which Local Authorities are little more than
executive agencies of the Central Government,
possessing little discretion as regards the level and
broad pattern of their expenditure, little financial
indepéndence, and hardly any freedom as regards
the appointment or terms of service of their officials.
On the other hand it is possible to have Local
Authorities with considerable autonomy and free-
dom of choice as regards the level and pattern of
their expenditure, with .independent sources of
revenue, and with the ability to choose staff and
fix salaries.

In considering financial matters the degree of
independence that Local Authorities have with
respect to the Central Government and the extent
to which it is desired that they should be fairly
. independent is of considerable importance. This
is so for three main reasons.

In the first place if the Local Authorities of a
country are, in essence, merely agencies for the
execution of Central Government pohcy then it
should follow that the standard of service prov1ded
by the various Authorities should be fairly similar
and that if some finance has to be provided from
local sources the burden of such local taxation
should be roughly equal from one Authority to
another. If, on the other hand, Local Authorities
are fairly independent bodies with considerable
freedom and there exists permissive legislation
enabling them to operate in many fields then there
is no particular reason why levels of service or
levels of taxation should be similar ; one Authority
may choose to have a high level of public consump-
tion and-a correspondingly high level of local
taxation ; another may take the opposite view.

The second point concerns Central Government
financial support for Local Authorities. If the
Local Authorities are regarded as executive agencies
then clearly the Central Government must keep
the same control over their expenditure as over the
expenditure of government departments ‘Money
will be made available to them only in connection:
with schemes which have been approved and
Central Government auditors and inspectors will
rieed to see that the moneys have been spent in
accordance with the approved requests. If, on the
other hand, Local Authorities are regarded as
responsible. bodies then the Central Government
should be more willing to make ‘block grants”
and leave it to the financial staff of the Local
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Authorities and the watchfulness of elected council-
lors to ensure that there is no extravagance, unwise

spending, or fraud.

The third point relates to the financial resources
at the disposal of Local Authorities. Regarded as
agencies of the Central Government Local Author-
ities do not need to have independent sources of -
revenue. If, however, Local Authorities are to be
responsible bodies with, at any rate, some power to
do things which the Central Government is not too
keen they should do then it is desirable and probably
necessary that they should have some financial
independence ; should have taxes under their
control which would enable them to ﬁnance a good
deal of expenditure.

It is not easy to fit the Irish system of Local
Authorities into either of the two rather extreme
categories we have distinguished. There is much
to suggest that the Irish system is close ‘to the
“ agency ” model. From an historical point of view
Local Authorities in Ireland are, on the whole,
fairly recent creations of the Central Government
and they were formed to do certain tasks. 'This
short history and rather subordinate role contrasts
with the position in England where many of the
Local Authorities have a long history 'and a con-
siderable tradition of independence with respect to
the Central Government. Then again the powers .
of the Central Government are very considerable.
As well as having powers of inspection and audit
the Minister may dissolve Councils and remove
officials.  Local Authorities also have limited
powers with respect to the appointment of key

‘members of staff and Cover their salaries and

conditions of employment—though they do have
to approve general increases in salaries arising, for
example, out of a change in the cost of living. The
fact that Central Government financial help to
Local Authorities is in the form of grants tied’
closely to specific services and items of expenditure
is also indicative of the desire and power of the
Central Government to control. Finally, and
perhaps most important, there is no doubt that in
certain very important spheres of activity the Central

_Government has deliberately chosen the Local

Authorities to' be the chosen instrument through
which public aid will be directed. The construction
and maintenance of the main roads of the State is
in the hands of the Local Authorities ; the Central
Government has laid upon the Local Authorities
the definite respon81b1hty of providing important
medical services; in housing, too, the Local
Authorities are the Central Government’s chosen
instruments. 'To help the Local Authorities in
these tasks the Central Government does, of course,
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make available to them considerable financial
assistance. 'This, in turn, is evidence of the view
it is desired to stress here, namely that in these
important spheres—and expenditure on health,
-main roads, and housing constitutes considerably
more than 50%, of Local Authority Revenue
expenditures—the Local Authoritiés are engaged in
implementing the decision of the Central Govern-
ment that the Local Authorities should be the
instrument or machine through which government
action or help in these spheres will flow, and the more
basic decision that there should be public action
in these fields. And Ministers are likely to be taken
to task in the Ddil for the action or inaction of
Local Authorities in implementing these decisions.

So far our arguments have suggested that Local
Authorities in Ireland have little independence
from the Central Government. There are a number
of points, however, which can be made in support
of the opposite view. First, and most important,
is the fact that Authorities do from time to time
refuse to do what the relevant Minister would like
them to do and do things which he would rather
they did not do. Many Councillors and County
Managers are very independently minded ! In this
connection it is important to note that with some
services the power of the Central Government is
much stronger than with respect to others. In the
case of health, for instance, the Minister has the
statutory power to ensure that the Local Authorities
do provide a certain minimum level of service; in
the case of housing, on the other hand, the Minister
does not have such power and can only try to get
things done by persuasion. A second point is that—
as we shall see—Local Authorities do have their
own independent sources of revenue which at the
present time finance over 509, of their expenditures.

In the light of these considerations it is hardly
possible to regard Irish Local Authorities purely as
agencies of the Central Government and the
existence of elected councils as a mere facade. On
the other hand there is no denying the power of the
Central Government and the fact that in certain
important spheres the Local Authorities are the
Central Government’s chosen instrument.

Faced with these considerations it is tempting
to meet the dilemma by arguing that Local Authority
expenditure is of two types. That part is expenditure
done at the command, request or instigation of the
Central Government and that with respect to this
“ national ” expenditure the various points we
made above concerning ‘ agency” expenditure
should apply. And that the rest of expenditure is
“local ” or “voluntary” and that with respect
to this the ‘“independent” or ‘‘autonomy”

points should apply. 'This sort of distinction>
however, is not really very useful. For in a very
real sense most of the expenditure of Local Author-

ities is both ‘‘ national ” and *‘local ”. “‘ Local”

in that though-—as in the case of main roads—
expenditures may benefit people outside the
particular area in which it is incurred, there is no

. doubt that Local Authority expenditures as a

whole are mainly of benefit to the local populations.
On the other hand most of the expenditure is
also “ national” in that it is a reflection of the
Central Government’s decision that Local Author-
ities are its chosen instrument for action in certain
fields.

What seems desirable in the Irish setting is to
try to avoid making sharp distinctions. Local
Authorities do have some independence but they
operate within a framework set by legislation, by
the decisions of the Central Government as to the
fields in which Local Authorities are to operate and
have a responsibility, by the grants which the
Central Government offers in support of particular
forms of expenditure, and by the various pressures
of Ministers. It is not profitable to discuss whether
a particular piece of expenditure or a particular
service is ““ national ” or “ local ”’. Almost always it
will be both. What is profitable is a discussion as to
the sort of services which should be operated by
Local Authorities and how they should be financed ;
and some considerations relevant to this are dis-
cussed in the next Section.

On the broad question of “independence ” and
“ autonomy ”’ it has been suggested that at present
Local Authorities in Ireland have a certain freedom
of action and should certainly not be regarded
purely as agencies of the Central Government. It
seems likely that this state of affairs will continue.
For the rest of the Paper, at any rate, it will be
assumed that a fairly independent system of Local
Authorities is likely to continue and some of the
implications and requirements for the effective
and equitable working of such a system will be
explored.

(b) Expenditure and Revenue

An important general issue is the extent to which
Local Authorities should be responsible for provid-
ing services and for spending large sums of money ;
in particular the extent to which they should provide
services and spend money rather than some other
public body, such as a Department of the Central
Government or a Public Board.

Perhaps the main criterion to have in mind in
considering this question is the extent to which it
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is administratively cheaper and more efficient to
have a service supplied by a Local Authority rather
than having it supplied directly by the Central
Government or by some other public body: If it
is cheaper this will constitute a prima facie case in
favour of the Local Authority. Local Authority
control may often be cheaper as advantage can be
taken of an existing structure and the addition of
a new responsibility may, by enabling overhead
expenses to be sprcad over a larger total expenditure,

.- permit a new service to be provided at a lower cost-

than would be required if a completely new organisa-

tion had to be created. On the other hand there

may sometimes be certain economies in providing
a service centrally. What is important in connection
with this criterion is that estimates should be made
from time to time of the cost of alternative ways of
providing various services, and the result of such

calculations should be given weight in determining .

which services should be operated by Local
‘Authorities and which by other bodies.

A number of services seem to merit examination.
Within the Local Authority framework the Health

Services are an obvious case. From a cost point of ;
view it seems quite possible that economies—in the -

sense of getting as good a service with less money
or a better service with the same money——might
follow the creation of a national or regional organisa-
tion. Outside the present Local Authorxty field it
would seem that a number- of services at present
provided in other ways might be provided more
cheaply if operated by the Local Authorities. Two

examples may indicate what is in mind. At the -
present time the Electricity Supply Board- is .

concerned with two rather separate businesses : the
production and generation of electricity on ‘the one
hand and the selling of electricity to the consumer
on the other. Now in a number of countries these
two operations are kept fairly distinct. In the case
of England, for example there is a Central Board
responsible for generation and a series of separate
Boards responsible for sales. A possibility for.
Ireland might be a central Board for the generation
of electricity and the Local Authorities having the
responsibility for selling to the consumer. This
might permit various economies as regards the
provision of office accommodation, office machines,
and clerical staff for there may well be a certain
duplication at the moment ; the E.S.B. for example,
operating over a hundred “sales and service”
establishments across the State. The second
example relates to the Employment Exchanges and
other offices operated by the Department of Social
Welfare throughout the country. Again, it seems
possible that economies might be secured by having

6

the Local Authorities acting as agents of the Central
Government ‘and taking over the work done by
these offices. - ‘

It is perhaps’ worth empha31s1ng that in no sense
is it being suggested that the Health Services
should be taken from the Local Authorities or that
the selling of electricity and the operation of the
Social Welfare schemes should be taken over by the
Local Authorities. All that is being suggested is
that there is need to be continuously'asking the
question whether the existing distribution of
services as between the Central Government and
the Local Authorities is the right one and in the

-light of the criterion we have been considering so

far——namely .economy—this involves cost com-

parisons that are difficult but nevertheless worth

‘making or attempting.

¢ The second criterion relates to those services in
which there is considerable scope for local variety
and initiative such as in the field of housing and in

the provision of library servicés, public parks,

swimming pools and amenity services generally. If
pubhc funds are to be devoted to these fields there
is a great deal to be said for Local Authorities being
the body which disposes of them. Similarly, those
services which are extremely important from a local
point of view and which need to be tailoréd to suit
particular local requirements such as the provxslon
of fire brigades, water, waste: dxsposal services,
street lighting, etc., are suitable services to be run
by Local Authontles Broadly speakmg then ‘it is
suggested in this context that services which touch
the citizen ‘fairly directly, and in connection with
which it is important that he should not feel they

are operated by some remote Authority outside his -

inflaence and control, should be operated by Local
Authorities.

One "of the great advantages of the Local

Authority system is that the ordinary citizen: can

contact fairly easily his councillor and make: his.

views known, and on the whole elected councils
are made aware of what the local population ! want
and—though with certain lags—are responsive to
this knowledge of what the public wants and what
it won’t stand.

_Thirdly, and linked with the precedmg argument,
there are the rather tenuous arguments in favour of
Local Authority control which emphasise that Local
Authority work provides an opportunity for the
practice of democratic government both for council-
lors and the ordinary citizen in his capacity as
voter and critic. Belief in the value of having
effective democratic control of government activity,

will, on the whole, tend to make one favour having

Local Authorities operating services which have

e e b




- Central Government.
* expected to finance all their expenditures from their
. own resources, In between, there could be vanoug}

a definite impact on citizens in the areas in which
they live rather than having them ‘operated by
public corporations, or by branches of a Central
Government Department, the ‘operations of which
it is difficult to influence through local -action.
One additional point needs to be stressed. If
Local Authorities are to do their work efficiently
they probably need to be operating on a fairly large
scale. Not only are there likely to be administrative
economies arising from size but officials of ability
will not be willing to serve nor will sufficient
numbers of able councillors be willing to offer
themselves ‘for election unless an Authority is of
a certain minimum size, in the sense of its level of
expenditure. On the assumption that the number
of Local Authorities remains as it is at present this
implies for Ireland that the Local Authorities must
be responsible for a good number of services.
Given that it is desired to have Local Authorities

.operating some:services then they probably have to

operate a good number !

Clearly a good deal of research is needed before
one could demonstrate whether in the light of the
above criteria Local Authorities are operating too
many or too few services and, if the balance is not
the appropriate one, which services should™ be
taken over or released. Such research needs to be
done but it has 7ot yet been done. For the present
Paper, therefore, it is proposed to proceed on the
basis of an assumption—which, however, represents
the writer’s present conviction~—namely that Local
Authorities are 7ot operating too many services or
spending too much money in relation to other
government agencies, though there may well be

. some services at present performed by Local

Authorities which might be better done in other
ways and vice versa.

So far we have not mentioned income or revenue.
"This has been quite deliberate. It is considered that
the various criteria that we have been discussing
are the important factors in considering the size and
scope of Local Authority spending. But, of course,
these decisions having been made revenue has to
be found !

There are many ways in which Local Authorities
may be financed. At one extreme they could receive
all their revenue in the form of grants from the
At the other they could be

combinations of Central Government help and
self-finance.

The great advantage of the first method is that it
breaks the connection between the level of services
that are provided in an area and its wealth or taxable

capacity. For the country as a whole this means
that the total amount of revenue required—for both
local and Central Government purposes—can. be
raised without paying any particular attention to the
locality in which the various taxpayers reside. If
in a State the broad principle is accepted of levying
taxation in accordance with the ability to pay or
taxable capacity of the tax payers the financing of
Local Authorities from State funds enables this

principle to be applied right across the State. In\

these circumstances a person with the same taxable
capacity will tend to pay the same amount in
taxation no matter where he lives. Such a system
also enables Local Authority expenditure to be
much more a reflection of the needs of the various.
areas than of their relative wealth.

ok
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There is thus a great deal to be said for this type S

of financial arrangement.
however, can be made. First, there is the argument
that it makes for inefficiency in administration in
that the Local Authorities are involved in spending

money which they. have no responsibility for

collecting. It is argued that the unwillingness to
increase local taxes—because of the political
unpopulanty of such action—provides an important
incentive to economy]m administration and that if
this pressure is removed—as it would be if all
revenue was provided by the State—there would be
a tendency for standards of efficiency to decline and
wasteful or extravagant expenditure to become
common. It is difficult to accept this view. If it
were true it would imply that many individual
departments of the Central Government and many
departments of large business organisations are
inefficient, for these bodies are not responsible for
raising their own revenue. In fact accounting and
budgetary procedures have been devised and are in
operation in most large scale organisations to ensure
that waste, extravagance, and inefficiency do not
occur ; and if they do occur it is the operation of
these systems and the people manning them that is
at fault and not the absence of some fairly close and
direct link between the raising and spending of
funds. And in the case of Local Authorities it
would be possible for the Central Government to
make continuing studies of the relative costs of
providing the various services in the different
Local Authorities ; and in this way both check the
performance of the Local Authorities and provide
them with some guidance as to the appropriate level
of costs for, particular services.

The second broad objection relates to the problem
of the allocation .of funds between the various Local
Authorities. This could take place in a number of
different ways,

7

Two ’cypes of objection,.
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One approach would be for the Central Govern-
ment, having determined in broad terms the total
amount of money available for the Local Authorities,
to allocate this total on—say—a population basis
between the various Authorities/ thus makmg
available to each of them a large * block’ grant ”’
and leaving them with freedom to spend it as they
wished within the framework of the existing

legislation and the instructions and declared wishes.

of the Central Government. Such a method would
give Local Authorities a great opportunity for the
exercise of local initiative and entérprise. There
are, however, two main disadvantages of such an
arrangement, -

First, is the fact that needs may vary greatly from

area to area and that a population basis might be an
unfair way of allocating the available funds: one
authority might have many miles of roads to
maintain ; another relatively few : one might have
many houses in a decrepit condition whereas another
might have few ; one area might be poor and its

people unable to afford to pay for medical atterition'

and thus require public support on this count,
whereas another might have relatively few citizens
requiring such help. Many of these objections
could, of course, be met by making the formula for
the “allocation of funds a much more complicated
one to take account of the various needs of the
different areas and, so long as good statlstxcal
information was available with respect to the position
in different parts of the country, thrs could probably
be done.

The second objectron to the “ block grant ¥’
approach is that it greatly reduces the ability.of the
Central Government to influence,. persuade, or
control Local Authorities and a Central Govern-
ment may well be unwilling.to give up its powers
in this way if the Local Authorities, as its agents,
are charged with the duty of performing important
services affecting the general public.

An alternative way of organising a hundred per
cent. State support system is for the State to
invite Local Authorities to put in fairly detailed
requests  for money for - partxcular _services or
projects and if the application is granted for the

Local Authority to be kept in its spending ‘pretty -
closely to the details of the approved apphcatlon «

This keeps a considerable amount of power in the
hands of the Central Government and, of course,
correspondingly -reduces the effective freedom of
the Local Authorities. A major difficulty of this
arrangement, however, concerns the criteria the
Central Government is going to use in determining
the allocation of funds. There is likely to be a

8

_cost of the project out of its
‘the use of ‘this.and other methods of adrmnlstratrve
“control " it would probably be possiblée’. to “make
~a hundred - per cent." grant system .work fairly

tendency for funds to flow to the Authority that
puts up the best prepared schemes rather than to
those where the need is greatest, though it should be
possible to avoid some of the worst dangers of this.
The real problem is that Local Authorities will
have every incentive in such a situation to.put up
a very largé number of schemes since, on ‘the one
hand, no costs fall upon the Authority, or, directly,
upon the local people and—on the other hand—the
local people will benefit from and the Local
Authorlty obtain credit for a high level ‘of local
services. W1th this sort of. arrangement the Central
Government ‘can never be sure just how . much

importance the ‘Local Authority attaches to a.

partrcular scheme.:
Various devices to help the Central Government

- make a rational choice such as requestmg Local-
Authoritiés to. put up their: pro_]ects in order of
priority’ can be .used, but’ they are by no means’

completely foolproof. - A great “advantage of a
system in which Jlocal resources have to. bear at

Jleast some part of the cost of a project is that in
such cases when.the Local Authority makes an -
. application for: State assistance the State does know

that the Local Authority attaches importance to the

project, for in. making an . application it has indicated .

1ts willingness to back its request with hard cash.

- Clearly it would be possible to have a compromise
hundred per cent. grant system in which part of
the State help to Local ‘Authorities is in: the form
of a “block grant”, given on the basis of either
a ‘“simple”” or * comphcated formula, and part
given on the basis. of ‘application with respect to
specrﬁc projects. To' help. meet the point-we have

just discussed ‘it would be ;possible to’ insist that -
.grant the .

in. making ‘application for-a "yspemﬁc

Local : Authority must .agree to bear part of the
‘block ‘grant”’

effectively and for a considerable amount of Local
Authority indépendence and freedom to be main-
tained—if one condition was satisfied. ‘Sucha system
could -only -operate if the Central Government,

believing in the importance of the autonomy of -

Local Authorities, was prepared to operate a self-
denying ordinance with respect to the:amount of
control it exercised. It is doubtful if many:Central
Governments would really be prepared to‘exercise
such self-restraint when providing all the funds—
though the U.K. system of umverslty finance
almost provides an:example. For thisireason it
seems doubtful if the full hundred per cent. system
is a really practlcable proposition in‘a country
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which wishes Local Authorities to have a good
deal of independence,

We must now consider the case for hundred per
cent. self-financing. The main argument in favour
of such a method is that Local Authorities are
completely independent of the Central Government
from a financial point of view. This has obvious
attractions for believers in the importance of having
an autonomous system of Local Authorities but
the disadvantages of such an arrangement seem
overwhelming. In the first place Central Govern-
ment influence and control is reduced to a minimum,
and this is inappropriate in a unitary State unless
the Local Authorities are only expected to spend
fairly small sums of money and be responsible for
a few services.

It is, in fact, probable that if Local Authorltles
had to finance their activities from their own
resources they would only be able to operate on
a fairly low level. The reason for this is that the
taxation resources which it is practicable and
desirable to leave in the hands of Local Authorities
are not likely to be sufficient to raise substantial
sums of money. In Ireland, for example, Local
Authorities have but one form of taxation at their
disposal—the local rate. In'a later Section of the
Paper we will be looking at this tax in some detail

‘but at the moment the point it is desired to stress

is that there would be strong arguments against
increasing by any very considerable amount the
yield of this tax, and yet at the moment it only
finances about 409, of local expenditures. It
would seem that if Local Authorities in Ireland
had to depend upon their own resources their
level of expenditure would have to be reduced,
and in the light of ‘our earlier discussions this
would be undesirable.

An important question here is to what extent

_ there are other possible local taxes. There is scope

for a good deal of research into this question but
a first examination of the problem suggests that
prospects are not really good. On the whole
almost all the existing Central Government taxes
that bring in large sums of money are much better
organised centrally—in the sense of keeping the
cost of the collection low. It is possible that Local
Authorities might be able to raise some revenue
by imposing a licence duty on blcycles, or a tax on

" entertainments, or on expenditure in hotels, but

it is not thought that the amount of revenue likely
to be collected in these ways would be large.?

81t is interesting to note that a very powerful committee set
up by the Royal Institute of Public Administration to consider
new sources of local revenue for the U.K. came to the con-
clusion ““having .reviewed the whole field of other potential

local taxes ” that only three could be recommended for the

The third argument against hundred per cent.
self-financing is that there may be substantial
differences in wealth between the various Authorities.
In such circumstances an effect of this method of
finance will be for there either to be a lower level of
serVice in the poorer areas with the same level of
taxation, or the same level of services with a higher
level of taxation—or a combination of these two
extremes, namely the existence in the poorer areas
of both a somewhat lower level of services and a
higher level of taxation than in the better off areas.

Now if the differences in wealth between the
various Authorities are not great and if the Central
Government is not expecting Local Authorities to
carry out many important services then such
differences would not matter very much. But in the
case of Ireland the Local Authorities are, as we
have seen, expected to carry out important duties
and—as will be suggested below—it is believed there
are important differences of wealth as between the
various Rating Authorities.

We have reached—by elimination as it were—
the conclusion that it is probably useful that the
Local Authorities should be financed both. from
resources under their own control and by the State
Grants. In the next Section we consider the ways
in which State support might be given and indigate
in broad terms some of the factors that are important
in considering how the revenue burden might be
allocated. In this discussion it will be assumed :
first, that there are differences in wealth between
the various parts of the State ; second, that Local
Authorities are expected to provide important
services likely to cost substantial;sums of money ;
and third, that the taxable capacn:y of even the
better off Local Authorities isinadequate in the
light of the work they are expected to do.

’

Q] Grants

It is useful to dlstmgq,lsh three main types of
grant which a Central Government might make to a
Local Authority or, to put itin dlﬁerent terms, three

\

U.K. %4 local income tax, a local entertainment tax, and
driving licences. See New Sources of Local Revenue, Allen
and Unwin, London, 1956. All these recommendations and
suggestions ‘#were rejected pretty emphatically by the U.K.
government (see the U.K. White Paper, Local Government
Finance, Cmnd., 209, 1957). In Irish, conditions it is doubtful
if a local income tax would be very suitable because of the
existenge of large numbers of farmers who do not pay State
Income Tax on their actual incomes but only on a notional
income. Consequently no estimates of actual taxable income
arising {h an area could be made available to a Local Authority
by the Revenue Commissioners and thus it would not be
possible for a Local Authority to operate a proper local Income
Tax. system unless an expensive -new assessing machinery
was established. This would almost certainly be quite im-
practicable. -

9
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‘main ways in which Central Government. financial
support might be given to Local Authorities.
First, there are what we may- call percentage

grants. These are grants made either with respect to_

expenditure on a particular service or with respect
to expenditure as a whole, the amount of the grant

depending on how much a Local Authority proposes

to spend from its own resources. A Central Govern-~
ment may, for example, agree to pay 50%,—or some
other percentage—of the total expenditure on a
particular project. Or again, it could agree to pay. a
given percentage of expenditure above a certain

figure. Grants of this type are particularly useful to - 3

a Central Government wishing to ‘‘ persuade’ or
control ” Local Authorities. They ‘ persuade”

because these grants, partxcularly if the percentage

is fairly high, encourage Local Authorities to
embark on expenditure in: the fields in which grants
are given, for each pound from a Local Authority’s
own resources attracts further financial support.
This type of grant also assists the Central Govern-
ment to ““ control ” because-the grant is usually
given only in connection with ‘ approved expendi-
ture ”, and it is the Central Government which
lays down what will and what will not be approved.
A disadvantage of this sort of grant is that it does
not particularly help the relatively poor Authorities ;
indeed their general tendency is in the ‘opposite

direction. Those Authorities that can afford to spend

most receive most by way of grant.

A second form of grant is an “ equalisation > or
“redistributive ” grant. 'The object of such a
grant is to make more even the resources available
to the Local Authorities by giving financial help to
those Authorities which, because they cover rela-
tively poor areas, are less well off than others. ,/The
advantage of such support to the Authorities who
receive it is obvious. -An advantage to the Central
. Government is, knowing that the resources of the
weaker Local Authorities have been strengthened,
it may feel freer to ask Local Authorities to operate
certain services which in its opinion are better
operated by Local Authorities but in the absence
of such.a grant would not have been suitable for
Local Authority operation because of the too heavy
burden they would have imposed on the poorer
Authorities. An obvious difficulty in the administra-
tion of such grants is the need for reliable and
accurate statistical information concerning the rela-

“tive income or ‘wealth or taxable capacity of the

various areas in order that- there should be a

satisfactory basis for the allocation of the grant.

~ The third type of grant we may call a * general *’
r “neutral” grant. It may be thought of as designed

to ‘meet the problem of the general lack of taxable
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capamty at the dlsposal of the Local Authorities—
even the richest ones—in the light of the obligations
laid on them by the Sfate. Such a grant is“made

“available to Local Authorities on the basis of some

fairly objective criterion such as population, though
more complicated formulae can be devised -to take
account of the relative needs of an area. It should

be noted, however, that in our terminology the:

incorporation into the grant formula of any attempt

to take account of the-different needs of the various.

Authorities has the effect of making the -grant a
“ redistributive ” rather than a ‘‘ neutral ”’ one.*
"It is considered that there is a'place in Ireland for
all three types of grant: percentage grants so that
the Central Government has the ability to persuade

"and control in those spheres where it holds very

strong views and is certain of the action it wishes
Local Authorities to take; redistributive grants so

‘as to build up the resources of the poorer Authorities’

in order that the citizens of such Authorities should

not receive a lower level of service or suffef.a higher

burden of local taxation than those living in more
fortunate parts of the State; and neutral grants
because it is believed the financial resources of even
the richer Authorities are too low given the range of

" services they are expected to provide and the

taxation resources at their disposal.

The case for *“ neutral ’ grants probably needs a
little more explanation. The case rests essentially
upon the relation between the expenditure necessary
to carry out the obligations of Local Authorities and

particularly the services'which the Central Govern- ~ °

ment -expects them to perform and -the: revenues
which it is appropriate they should raise themselves.
Given that the Local Authorities in Iréland have

only one tax at their disposal—and that as.we shall

see in the next part of the Paper one which has many
imperfections—it is probable that at. the present

' time even the better off Authorities should probably

not be raising in Local Taxation much:more than
the 409, of their present level of expenditure which
is what they raise at the moment, and ‘this level of
expenditure is judged not to be too high.. The gap
has to be filled by government grants. The particular
case for neutral grants arises out of the need to

Indeed, in the last analysis grants really fall mto two main

¥

categorxes ; specific grants, i.e., those related to’a particular

service or activity and non- specxﬁc or block grants which are
not so linked. However, it is felt that for our preserit purposes
the threefold distinction is a useful classification. " It should,
perhaps, be recognised that from certain points of view the
concept of a “neutral ” grant may be shghtly mlsIcadmg,
in that if two Authorities, one rich and -one ‘poor, receive
equal per capita grants then the effective value of the grant may
be greater to the poorer area than to the richér. Similaily an
equal per capita grant to an area with a large population may
be of greater real benefit-tian the same per capita grant to an
area with a small population. - Considerations ‘of this sort are
ignored in our conceptlon .of a *““neutral ”’ grant."
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mairntain a reasonably independent system of Local
Authorities.. Percentage grants though they may
not “formally limit their freedom—grants can be
rejected—do have a considerable persuasive in-
fluence and if it is desired to have Local Authorities
making up their own minds as to how expenditure
should be allocated then there is a case for having

the percentage rate rather low, which in the Irish

case implies the need for additional’  neutral ”
grants, _ :
The conclusion here is not very precise, It

~has been suggested that there is a case for the

cxpendxture of Local Authorities being financed
in part from local taxation and also that there is a
need for percentage grants, redistributive grants,
and neutral grants. We have argued against both a
hundred per cent. grant system and hundred per
cent. self-financing. It is difficult to go much
beyond these rather general and qualitative state-
ments with respect to local finance generally for so
much depends upon a detailed consideration of the
expenditure and the revenue position of the Local

. Authorities with which one is concerned. As

regards. Irish Local Authorities it will be better
to postpone further discussion till, in the next
parts of the Paper, we have looked in some little
detail at their revenue and expenditure patterh.

(d) An Alternative View

Earlier in this part of the Paper and also in the
next two main parts a particular attitude is taken
with respect to the broad principles that should
govern the raising and spendmg of government
funds. On the whole it is taken for granted that
government revenue should be collected in accord-
ance with the ability to pay or taxable capacity
of the citizens—though it is appreciated that this
broad objective is open to a variety of interpretations.
On the expenditure side it is accepted that in so far

* as there are benefits which are available to individuals

the guiding principle should be either their general
availability to all citizens or their availability on
some assessment of need. These two principles or
assumptions—of taxation being levied in accordance
with ability to pay and services being available in
accordance with needs—underlie the whole Paper.

Now in accepting this' approach an alternative
view has been implicitly rejected, namely the view
that the benefits of government expenditure should
be enjoyed in proportion to the amount a person
contributes to the State and, similarly, that taxes
should be paid in relation to the benefits derived
from State activity. This * alternative view”
would hardly be maintained anywhere to-day in
relation to the expenditure and taxation position

of Central Governments but it is sometimes argued
that it should be the relevant approach to Local
Authorities. The supporters of the view maintain

that the activities of Local Authorities are much

more like the activities of a business than the

activities of a government ; ‘and that in connection
with the provision of such services as sewerage,
~water supply, garbage collection, street lighting,

fire brigades, etc., it is reasonable that people should
contribute to Local Authorities not in proportion
to their ability to pay but in proportion to the extent
to_ which they make use of such facilities. It is

-appreciated that it is not easy to charge directly for

such services and that it will normally be necessary
to charge indirectly and determine an individual’s
taxation responsibility with respect to some fairly
rough and ready indicator of ‘‘use of services”
such as the size or value of properties occupied—
on the assumption that the larger the property
occupied by a person the greater the use made of the
various local services. This indirect approach
somewhat blurs the issue : nevertheless there is a
fundamental difference between the ‘ cost and
benefit” and the “need and ability to pay”
approach.

It is believed that the * alternative view
though not necessarily inappropriate with respect
to the activities of Local Authorities in many
countries cannot be accepted as particularly relevant
in Irish conditions. The approach might be useful
if Local Authorities were more or less completely
independent of the Central Government and were
engaged solely in operating services of the business
type mentioned above. But if, as in Ireland, Local
Authorities are in part operating services on behalf
of the Central Government and providing such
services as main roads and medical services, a
cost/benefit approach is hardly appropriate.

There may, of course, be scope for charging in
whole or in part for some services, At the present
time the Local Authorities for instance raise over
£10 million by way of Fees, Charges, Licences,
Rents, etc., and it is possible that more should be
raised in this way. What is objected to is not the
levying of charges for certain Local Authority
services but the general acceptance of a complete
“ cost and benefit >’ approach.

”»

III. REVENUE
(a) General
The revenue of Irish Local Authontles is derived

. from three sources : rates, grants from the Central

Government and miscellaneous receipts such as
rents received for houses, water rents,-and contri-
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butxons by pat1ents towards the cost of institutional
Table 3 below sets out the

services in hospitals.

“relative contributions of these three sources of of Authonty during the past ten years.

revenue in recent years and Table 4 shows the
trends with respect to Rates in the three main types

Tasee 3 ;  INCOME. ON REVENUE ACCOUNT OF LOCAL AUTHORITIES 1938/9—1960/61
i _ : _ 1960/61 - |
[ 1938/9 1950/51 1959/60 1960/61 as % of  |1959/60
L . : —| as.%, of
e | % | Ame | % | Ame | % | Ame | % | 1938/9. | 1950/1 | T950/5T
Rates* ... 6:3| 50 | 116 | 40 | 214 | 4o _22-3 40| 354 | 192 ".;""4184
State Grants ... | 47 | 37 | 129 | 45 | 22:9| 43 | 231 | 41| 491 | 179 |6 177
Other Receipts. 17 | 13 41| 14 | 95| 18 | 107 | 19| 629 | 261 | 231
ToTAL 126 |'100 .| 2847 | 100 | 538 | 100 | 561 |100| 443 dores | 187
Rates as % of o
~ Grants - 134 90 93 96
Rates.as. % of : _ ,
G.N.P. . 34 2'9 34 34
Grants as %, of A . '
G.NP. - : 2°5 . 32 37 346
Source : Returns of Local Taxation and the Statistical Abstract.

* Includes increases in rents of small dwellmgs owned by rating authorities which are in effect the rates paxd by tenants

of Local Authorlty ‘houses.

TasLE 4: RATES COLLECTED BY VARIOUS AUTHORITIES, 1950/t AND, :;959/60 !

A B c . D
| Rates - Agricultural . "'f[‘otal
Collected - Grant* A+B | Expenditure
“fm. £m. fm. - ,gm
County Councils : T ' ’
1950/1 61 ©3'9 . 10°1 '19-.3'
1959/60 ... ‘ 117 55 17°2 342
1959/60 as % of 1950/ .. 192% 141% - 170% 177%
County Borough Counczls ’ | ' S
1950/1 36 3'6 T
1959/60 ... 6:2 62 - 14-8
1959/60 as %, of 1950/1 172% 172% | 200%
Urban District and Borough
Councils : o
© 1950/1 13 13 . 23
-1959/60 ... “ 2'0 20 A3
1959/60 as %, of 1950/1 161%, 1619, ' ;87,%_
All Three Authontzes v ,
- 1950/1 Ir-o 39 150 ‘290,
1959/60 ... 1979 55 254 .. 5373
" 1959/60 as Y, of 1950/1 _181% - 141% 169% 2184%
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Source :

lgnored

Returns of Local Taxation. »
*Urban Districts and County Boroughs received neghglble sums by way of the Agricultural Grant :

these have been’
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At this level of aggregation the following broad
trends can be distinguished. First, that during
the period 1938/39 to 1950/51 grants from the
Central Government increased considerably in
importance relatively to Rates. Since that time
Rates have maintained their position having in-
creased at roughly the same rate as Total Expendi-
ture and 'Total Revenue; during the period
1950/51—1959/60 Total Expenditure of Rating
Authorities went up. by 1849%,, Income by 1879,
and Total Rates collected by 181%,. Since 1950/51
Grants have declined in importance relatively to
miscellaneous receipts and have not kept up with
increases in expenditure.

The second trend—and this is reflected in Table 4
—is that though the level of County Council
expenditure went up by a lower percentage than
the expenditures of County Boroughs or Urban
District Councils the rate burden went up by a
significantly higher percentage. Such a change is,
of course, the product of a number of forces but
a key element has been the relatively small per-
centage increase in the Agricultural Grant. Com-
paring 1950/51 with 1959/60 the Agricultural
Grant declined from being 649 of the rates
collected to being 47% and from 20%, of the
County Council level of expenditure to 16%,. If
the Agricultural Grant had remained at the level
of 20%, of expenditure it would have amounted
to £6+8 million in 1959/60 and if the same combined
total of Rates and Agricultural Grant had been
required only some £10+4 million would have been
needed in Rates, which would have reduced to
171% (from 1929,) the ratio of rates collected in
1959/60 to rates collected in 1950/51. 'This would
have been roughly equivalent to the County Borough
and Urban District Council ratios.

In the next sections of the Paper the two main
elements on the income side—Rates and Grants—
are considered in a little detail. It is appreciated
that other receipts bring in nearly 20% of the
total revenue, that this source of finance has been
growing rapidly during theé last twenty years, and
that there is probably scope for raising even more
revenue under this heading by adjusting various
fees, charges, costs, rents and—possibly—by under-
taking more “trading activities”. Even a first
examination of this very complicated field, however,
must be deferred to a later stage.

(b) Rates : Valuations

Rates are a tax levied on certain kinds of fixed
property (including certain rights, e.g., fisheries)
which have been declared by law to be taxable in

this way. The rateable value of fixed property
which is the basis on which the tax is levied is in
theory equal to the yearly rent which would be
acceptable to both landlord and tenant on the
assumption that the former pays for insurance and
external repairs to the property and the latter pays
the rates.

The exact liability depends, of course, not only
on the rateable value but also on the rate in the
pound charged by the Local Authorities. If, for
example, the rateable value in a particular area is
one million pounds and an expenditure of one
and a half million pounds has to be financed from
Rates then a rate poundage of thirty shillings is
required. It follows that a man occupying property
valued at £20 would have to pay £30 in rates.

The valuation of rateable property is carried
out by the Commissioner of Valuation and his
Department who are Central Government officials
acting under the general control of the Minister
for Finance. This has the great advantage in theory
of ensuring that valuations throughout the State
are carried out on a similar and consistent basis.

The basic law covering valuation is the Valuation
(Ireland) Act of 1852.5 In essence the Act laid
down that all immovable property was to be valued
for the purposes of rating, i.e., buildings, land,
mines, fisheries, canals, railways, etc., and that the
basis of valuation was to be the net annual value.
As regards land the net annual value was to be
ascertained by reference to a fixed scale of prices
which were laid down in the Act for the various
agricultural products and was to take into account
the quality of the land, proximity to market, etc.®

A general valuation under the 1852 Act was
completed in 1865. The valuation of lands has not
been altered since'that time except to reallocate
them where holdings have been divided or amal-
gamated and except in the cities of Dublin and
Waterford where revaluations took place in- 1916
and 1926 respectively. During the last hundred
years some of the land has deteriorated by neglect
or flooding whereas other parts have by good
husbandry, drainage and care been much improved.
New crops have been introduced and new sets of

SFor an éxcellent discussion of the history and problems of
valuation in Ireland see: C. C. McElligott, “ The Problem
of Revaluation ”, Yournal of the Statistical and Social Inquiry
Society of Ireland, 1954/535. See also, H. Lisney, * Rating and
Valuation ”, Journal of the Statistical and Social Inguiry *
Society of Ireland, 1938/39.

SThe prices taken were in general the average of the prices
in forty Irish Market Towns during the period 1849/1851.
This was a period of considerable agricultural depression.
"The chosen prices were (per cwt.) : Wheat, 7/6 ; Oats, 4/10;
Barley, 5/6 ; Flax, 49/—; Butter, 65/4; Beef, 35/6 ; Mutton,
41/~; and Pork, 32/-. ’ :
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prices have led to changes in the composition of
‘output. 'The building of railways and roads and
the arrival of motor cars, tractors and- farm
machinery as well as the changes in-recent years
in methods of husbandry, use of fertilisers etc.,
have had great effects on farmmg throughout the
State.

Almost from the time the First Valuation was
completed there was concern about its adequacy.
It soon became clear that though valuations within
counties probably reflected fairly well the relative
productivity of the various parts? there were
discrepancies when it came to making comparisons
between Counties. One important reason for thls
was that though the valuation began in 1852 it was;
not completed until 1865. It commenced in the
South in the earlier year, when ‘conditions as
regards property were at a pretty low ebb, and
finished in 1865 in the North when conditions had
improved.. Hence there was inequality in the
valuations as between the North and the South,
valuations -in the North being relatively higher

~ than those in the South. ~ As early as 1869 the

Commissioner of Valuation was of the opinion
that a number of the Counties needed their
valuations increased by between 2/6 and 5/- an
acre in order to bring them in line with the valua-
tions of such Northern Counties as Cavan, Donegal
and Monaghan. 'These proposed increases were
substantial as the average valuation per acre in the
country as a whole was about 8/

In 1902 the Royal Commission on Local Govern-
ment Taxation recommended that there should be
a general revaluation. In 1931 the Committee -of

Enquiry into Derating was of the opinion that.the -

valuations - (absolute and relative) of Agncultural
‘Land were not in accordance with contemporary
relative " values. All the recommendations and
criticisms have been of no avail, however, and land
valuations to-day roughly remain as they were
a hundred years ago. ‘

The position as regards bulldmgs is more
complicated. 'The cities of Dublin and-Waterford
were revalued in 1916 and 1926. The valuations of
the Urban Districts of Galway and. Buncrana
were revised’ between 1947 and 1950. With these
exceptions there has been no general revision of the

"The valuing was done with very great care.. The method
was later described as follows (Report of Royal Commission on
Local Taxation, 1902): “For the 'purpose of the valuation
the whole of Ireland was divided into districts, each district
was then divided into ¢ quality lots’, i.e., areas in.which the
land was of equal value throughout, and "the valuation of the
separate holdings in each of these areas, the particulars of the
soil and sub soil, underlying rock and ‘climate as affected by
altitude, etc., were taken into account. Regard was also paid

.- to facilities for getting seaweed and bog for manure and fuel

md proximity to market towns
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valuations of buildings. This, of course, does not
mean that there have béen no changes in the total
value of hereditaments since 1865. Each year new
buildings "are completed :and occupied and are
valued for rating -purposes.  Each -year, too,
additions and modifications and extensions are
made to ex1st1ng buildings and when this happens

the valuation is often (though not always) revised. -

The procedure as regards such revisions is as
follows. Under the law rate collectors are required
each year to make out a list of all rateable properties
in their districts which require rev1s1on Such
lists are sent to the Commissioner of-Valuation
through the relevant Local Authority-who have the
rlght to give their opinion ‘as ‘to whether the
revisions are necessary—though an omission to do
this- or a recommendation that it is mot needed
does not affect the right of the Commissioner to

_revise. ‘In addition, any ratepayer in the district

may. . make out a similar hst and the propertxes
need not ‘be his own.

In practice, -however, the system works im-
perfectly and many propert1es have-not Had their
valuations revised since 1865, mcludmg many
properties which have been improved. - ‘And ‘many
properties built “after 1865 have only had thelr
single, original .valuation.

The 1852 Act laid down that the bas1s of valuatlon
would be the net rent at which the landlord could
reasonably be expected to let a property at the time

of valuation. * This has not been followed since the °

initial valuation. . Valuations have always been fixed

,at lower figures than ' those represented by the

values current at the time of fixing-in order to

preserve some uniformity with the existing valua- .

tions.. Recent practlce as regards buildings has
been to fix valuations in the case of rented property
at about one-third of the current. net reasonable
rental value and, in the case of- properties not
rented, at one-third of four per cent. -of their
capital values when occupied for trade or pro-
fessional purposes and one-third of ‘three per cent.
when occupied for residential or farm purposes.
In this way an attempt has been’made to ensure
that ‘there is some semblance of -comparability
with. properues valued in earlier years.

It is sometimes argued that the fact that - the
valuations do not represent contemporary values is
of little 1mportance from a rating point of view for all
it means is that poundages are hlgher, the real
burden of rates not being affected. This is true in a
very broad Way But the point which is of crucial
importance is that thére is no reason to suppose that
the present values even if adjusted ‘to.take account
of changes in the value of money would be fair and
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equitable. It seems most doubtful if they would
reflect contemporary relativities. The best factual
evidence for this view is the results of the revision
of valuations in Galway and Buncrana ; for relative
valuations were drastically altered.®

Nor should this surprise us. Over a long period
of years relative values are bound to get out of line
unless there are systematic revaluations. We have
noticed what happens in connection with land. It is
" similar in connection with other hereditaments.
Properties get altered and some of these get revalued
and others do not. Some of the properties which are
never altered greatly improve in value because of the
building of roads or parks or because some areas
" just do become fashionable. Others fall in value for
similar sorts of reasons. Some property owners are

quick to appeal against their valuations others are

either lethargic or ignorant as to how to proceed.
Finally there is the great difficulty of carrying out
valuations on an artificial basis. It.is difficult
enough valuing a piece of property at contemporary
values without having, as valuers had to do as late

as 1945 for example, to value at 1860 rental values..

If rates brought in small sums of money it would
not matter too much if the valuation system was not
completely equitable.
rates bring in large sums of money, over £21 m. in
1959/60. An occupier of premises in an area with
a 40/- rate poundage suffers an excess rate burden
of £10 if the valuation of his property has an upward
error of £5 and there must be many errors. of thlS
sort of order of magnitude.

Many reasons account for the present valuation
position. Probably the most meortant is that the
Commissioner of Valuation has no- initiative or
independent power with. respect to revising valua—
tions. He can only act if invited to act. -

In addition to the provisions for General Re-
valuations which now seem moribund!® the pro-
cedure of the annual revision which we noted above
(p. 14) could be used to secure a revision of valua-
tions other than land. Rate Collectors could submit
to the Commissioner of Valuation through the
relevant-Local Authority (and in fact at its instiga-

8See C.FC. McEiligott, op. cit., ppP. !06—107.

°Jt is, perhaps, interesting to note by way of comparison
that the Net Receipts from Income Tax in 1959/60 at £22-3
million were only very sllghtly more than the proceeds of the
Local Rates.

1°Sectxon 34 of the 1852 Valuation Act empowers County
Councils to request a General Revaluation but as the Courity
concerned has to meet the full cost it is not, perhaps, surprising
that a request has never been made. Section 65 of the 1808
Local Government (Ireland) Act gives the same powers to
County Borough Councils and it was under -this legislation
that the revaluations of Dublin and Waterford took place.

But—as we have seen—

tion) a list with all the properties in the area on it
with a request that valuations be revised. This is
what happened in Galway and Buncrana. No other
Local Authority has acted in this way.

They have not asked for a number of reasons.

First, because it would affect the income tax
position. Though the aggregate rate burden might
not be affected by a revaluation the amount of income
tax paid by residents would go up unless special
legislation was introduced.’* In the case of rating a
revision of valuations would increase the rate liability
of .some but would reduce the rate liability of
others. In the case of income tax all would lose
and none would gain. This constitutes a powerful
objection in any area against a revision. Then again
in the case of a single Urban District the effect of
a revision would be to increase its valuation relatively
to other parts of the county. In the case of sefvices
which the County Council runs for the whole
county the cost is usually spread over the county in
accordance with net effective rateable values. .In
the absence of special treatment a revision of
valuations in one area would, therefore, increase the
contribution it had to make towards the county
services. Thirdly, there is the problem of land which
particularly affects the County Councils.- ~Under
this - procedure land valuations cannot be revised.
If a revision of hereditaments other than’ land
took place an important effect would be that there
would be a redistribution of the rate burden from
occupiers of land to occupiers of other hereditaments.
Finally, there is the g’eneral lethargy in many Local
Authorities and belief in the pohcy of “letting
sleepmg dogs lie ”
. On a number of occasions legislation has been
before the Dail (notably in 1938) to bring. about a
reform of the present situation but—for a variety
of reasons—no new law emerged. This is un-
fortunate as even at best there are certain objecuon-
able features of rates as a tax. -

(c) Rates and Ability to Pay

It is generally agreed to-day that the taxation
demands on the citizen should be in relation to his
ability to bear the burden and that there are two
main elements that determine this taxable capacity.
First, the size of the taxpayer’s income and, second,
the number of dependents that he has to support sut
of his income. It would also be genérally agreed
that given the number of dependents the tax
system, as a whole, should be progressive, i.e., that

USince Schedule A tax liability is linked to the valuatlons,
an increase. in such. valuations would increase the taxpayer’s
taxable income and thus tend to increase hxs tax liability.
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the percentage of a-taxpayer’s income going in

taxation should rise as his income rises. --Beyond

these relatively simple propositions it - would

probably be difficult to get:general agreement. Views

as to the relief at different income.levels that a tax-

payer should enjoy per dependent tend to differ

as do views as to the extent to which the tax system

should be progresswe ; even if all are agreed that a

£1,000 a year man should pay 15%, of income in

- taxation there would be considerable disagreement
as to whether the [2, 500 a year man should pay

20%, 25%» 35%» OF more. |

Now when we talk of the tax burden on 1nd1v1dua1

. taxpayers we are, of course, referring to the total
tax burden ;. the combination of income tax, the

,various expenditure taxes, motor vehicle duties and
local rates. It is quite unrealistic and misleading

~ in this context to examine the effect of any single
tax.in isolation from'the effects of others. What is

important to a taxpayer is his aggregate tax burden
and not the amount he pays with respect to dny

single tax. 'This point is particularly important
with respect to local rates. It is often argued that
local rates are a regressive tax—that, in broad
terms, tax payers with higher incomes tend to pay
a lower percentage of their income in rates—and

that because they are not levied in accordance with

the ability to. pay doctrine they should be con-

demned and perhaps abolished. Now this sort of

" argument cannot be accepted for—as we have argued
above—what is important is the aggregate tax

position .and not the position with respect to-

individual taxes. If the rate burden on individuals
is regrwswe and.- the overall tax burden is pro-
gressive the regressiveness of the rates or of any
other tax is of no -great importance.!?

This does not mean, of course, that the effects
of a single tax on a particular class of persons may

not be so heavy as to produce an overall regressive

effect. The total tax burden on heavy smokers
considered as a class may well be regressive over
a considerable income:range because of the heavy
taxation on this commodity. A heavy smoker
earning £500 a year may smoke as much as a heavy

13In any complete analysis it is also necessary to take into
account the effects’ of government expenditure and corisider
the total impact of the whole taxation and expenditure system
on citizens in different income categories. In the case of Ireland,
for example, any overall stitdy -of-theé effects of the public
finance system would bave to take note of the fact. that
individuals earning less than £800 a year and farmers with
properties valued at less than 350 ‘may qualify for free medical
services whereas those with larger i incomes or properties do not.
It woulcl also be desirable to take into”account the effect on’
net incomes of other forms of State actrvrty such as protective
duties, quota restrictions, or other import prohlbmons The
present Paper has left all these aspects on.one side and has
concentrated on the narrow ptoblem of the revenue aspects of
the finance of Local Authorltles. L
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smoker earninig’ £700 a year or £1,000 a year and
the tax liability arising from this activity may be so
great as to offset the “progressive” effects of other
taxes. Thus due to the operation of the tobacco
tax the tax burden, as a whole, may be regressive
over certain income ranges with' respect to this

. particular class of taxpayers (heavy smokers) and

‘ability to pay criterion” this must. be -

‘ Judged to be inequitable. .
‘Another effect of a particularly heavy rate of tax

from the ¢

on a commodity, the consumption of which -can
vary widely, is that horizontal relationships get out
of line. 'T'wo men with the same taxable capacity—

‘one a non-smoker who spends much money on

chocolates, the other a heavy spender on cigarettes—
will contribute very different amiounts to the
Revenue.

Clearly there will ‘always Be some anomalies and .

apparent 1nequ1t1es in any tax system Whlch 1s not
composed . entirely of income taxes and,. - perhaps,
general sales taxes. What is importantis to_ensure
that the inequitiés and burdens of individual taxes
do not become too great. .

In our present context we have to consrder what
inequities or anomalies are likely to arise with
local rates. It-is believed there are a number of
ways in which rates may:cause particular classes
of taxpayers to have specially heavy total or overall
tax burdens relatively to other taxpayers wrth
similar taxable capacities.

A broad class of taxpayers whrch may be aﬂ"ected
in this way might be people-who-have-just fetired
from active work but who quite. naturally-continue
to live in the house they occupied when working.
Their income is reduced and-with it their income

tax, and as their expenditure drops their contribution

by way of consumption taxes also falls. :But their
liability to rates continues unaltered and may
constitute a very-heavy drain. ‘These: people may
be forced by this heavy rate burden-to leave their
houses, but so long as they rémain the habrhty is
real ‘and’ onerous..

Another class of persons may be farmers. Agn-
‘cultural land and buildings are rated but unlike

many businesses land and buildings constitute a
substantial proportron of a farmer’s capital and a
tax which is levied on these forms ‘of capital and
none other tends to affect agnculture more than
other businesses.

Clearly this argument apphes less strongly to
those farmers whose occupation. of land is small
relatively to their output. On the other - hand it
applies’ with special force to farmers with a large
family . for—unlike income " tax——the  single man
and the family man pay the same amount of rates.
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That farmers have special problems with respect
to this type of tax has been long recognised: . i
Ireland by the existence of the Agricultural Grant
and in the U.K., for example, by the complete
derating of agricultural land.

Another general class affected may be the whole
body of ratepayers in a poor “district where heavy:~
rate burdens (with respect to incomes) may be*

imposed in the hope of raising enough revenue to
provide services at a level not too much’ below
that of richer areas in the State. In such circuni-
stances individuals with similar taxable capacities
will be maklng different total taxation contnbutrons

the taxpayer in the relatrvely richer area paymg less
than his opposite number in the relatively poor areas.

There are other objections to ratés. In recent

years there has been a great increase in the range
and variety of movable property that is on the

. market and which 'to a very substantial extent

competes for the citizens’ “expenditure with im-
movable property. People do compare and assess
the relative benefits that accrue from the acquisition
and occupation of real property—housing—with
the corresponding benefits thit follow the purchase
of different types of motor car, television set,
washing machine or refrigerator and—to some

'extent—agamst "the benefits that flow from such
-service expenditure as foreign travel, With respect

to the taxable capacity of the ordinary citizen a tax
base confined to real property excludmg movable
or personal caprtal seems rather unreal.

Similar trends have taken place over the years

with respect to- busmesses———mcludmg farms, Most
‘business- enterprises ‘aré using a good deal more

capital ‘now than they were twenty years..ago.
There are more tractors on the farms, more transport

‘equipment in ‘the form of trucks and motor cars
and. generally more capital” in 1ndustry and com-.
‘merce.  Almost certainly ‘the increase in non-

rateable. property has been far in excess of the
increase in rateablé or fixed: capital. Given that
there has to be a property tax a tax base linked to
total rather than to fixed caprtal would be much
more equltable——though much more difficult to

* "administer.
Finally there is the fact that a relatrvely well off ~

man- can limit' his liability to rates by living in
a small house (though the same argument can be
applied to any other outlay tax—a man can always
limit his liability -to ‘the tobacco tax for example

by reducing his consumption of tobacco) and. the -

fact that the family man needs greater accommoda-

tion than the single man with the same taxable capa-.. .

city and will thus suffer:a heavier burdén from rates.
In this latter case, “however; it is 1mportant not to

»'fneglect the effects of other taxes; they, partlcularly

the “fu}gome “tax, may already have operated to
€. the relevant taxable capacity—that with
respect to’ post-tax mcome However at the lower

. income levels when theincome tax is not an effective

tax this is unlikely to happen
-One other point should perhaps be made in this

.?context Though———as mentioned in the introduction
—no attempt is bemg made.in the Paper to consider

the various reliefs: and remissions that are in exis-
tence with respect to rates (except for a limited
discussion in thé next section of the role of the
Agrrcultural Grant) a brief’ me&}tlon ‘of some of
them is desirable here. There are 'a very large
number of reliefs and remissions which—with
the exception of the reliefs which are paid for out
of the Agricultural Grant financed from Stite
sources—have to be paid for by increasing the rate
burden on other properties. Some of the main
concessions are as follows : ‘any increasé in value
arising from the erection or improvement of farm
buildings is free of rates for twenty years ; a similar
concession to that just mentioned exists with respect
to -all dwelling houses built in the Gaeltacht;

"houses which have been built with assistance under

the Housing Acts 1932-1960 "do not attract full
rates till they have been up for ten years; under
the Undeveloped Areas Act premises put up for
industrial, purposes  (as ' certified by An’ Foras
Tionscal) in- undeveloped areas can qualify for a
two-thirds rebate on rates for ten years ; Electricity

. Supply Board premises used for generating and

transmission purposes are exempt from rates’;
hereditaments occupied by charitable and religious
organisations are exempt from rates and this is
interpreted very broadly. No estimate is available of
the total cost of these concessions but in total they

must amount to a very considerable sum.

Some of the concessions are, of course, only of
a temporary nature and it may'be argued that in the
long run because of?the encouragement given to
building through these various remissions the rate
position of the Local Authorities will be improved.
It must also be remembéred that a main purpose

" of many of these remissions was to encourage:”

building and economic activity generally rather than
reallocate the rate burden. However, the concessions
do reduce the income which is at the disposal of
the-vatious Local Authontres and inview of the
pressure which exists upon their resources this is
to be regretted. . Since the “remission legrslatlon

‘is the work of the Ceéntral’ Government there is

surely a case for the Cerrtral Government making

‘to. the Local Authorities
in compensatlon for their loss of rate income. In
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domg this the Central Government would' be but
following the practice that has been followed: in

“ connection with the rate remission judged desirable ™

for farimers, the State in this case making a payment
direct to the': ‘Local Authorltres through the
Agrrcultural Grant. :

The remissions also have the effect of réducing
“the total tax obligations of the ratepayers who get
‘the concessrons, relatively to other ratepayers, with
‘the same overall taxable capacrty, who do not.

' (d) Rates : Conclusnon

In drscussmg the burden of rates on the pubhc
-we are hampered by the lack of reliable statistics.
"~ 'We do not, know how the burden of taxation
generally or rates in partmular vary from income
.group . to mcome group, or between- Afarmers and
Vrndustnal workers, or between. persons in the same
~occupation with the same income in different parts
of the State.’* Due to the efforts, of . those respon-
_sible for the National Farm Survey and the work
of the farmers’ organisations ‘a good deal more
" is known about the agricultural sector than about

the position of other members of the commumty——»

though even here the picture is not entrrely clear,14
In due course it:is hoped that the work now in
progress at thé Institute will throw considerable

light on the relative- burdens of rates in different
But this -

‘areas and on different economic sectors.
work is by no means complete.

But though the material at present avallable is
not adequate to support any very firm conclusrons

there are some sources which' it is believed can be.
‘used to: rllustrate the orders: of magnitude of certain

aspects of the problem To emphasise the fact that

 the material is not really sufficiently full or reliable

to' permit generalrsatrons to be drawn, discussion
of it has been put in an Appendix. From the
arguments and statistics there deployed the followrng
very tentative conclusrons are suggested —_—

(1) That rates are a progressrve tax on farmers’

- and that the burden on the larger farms seems
to be very ‘heavy.:

- 1An herorc attempt to produce a picture of the overall tax
burdén in- relationto, particular income levels was made in a
-Paper read to the Statistical and Social Inquiry Society in
March, 1961: L. Reason;
of Non—Agrxcultural Inoome ‘and Incidence of Certain Taxes.”
This useful Paper will.be pu shed in-the 1960/61 Volume of
the Socxety s Proceedmgs .

“For some mtereetmg 1llustratxons ‘of the burden of rates

and taxation generally on farmers™see ‘the “Fotirth Report of . -~
- the Commission - on-: Income _Taxatjon, -Pt;: 5731, - especially .

pp. 81-100. It will be clear from this publlcatxon that evén

with respect to agriculture—the-best: ‘docutnented sector of
- the economy—there is.still scope_ for dxsagreement at the level -

of measurement as well as at the level of mterpretatron ’
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‘yield ‘is relatively ‘stable with respect to- short

_out-of-date system of valuation as the foundation .

_defence of the rating system becomes exceptronally
_difficult. - It would, of course, be unrealistic to think

_siderable sums of money and governments annot
- easily give up. completely important revenue raisers.
Two suggestions, however, seem- appropriate.

_hereditaments be revalued !

‘businesses’ which need 'z, high proportxon of rated

- Estimates of the sttrrbutron .
needs to. be composed of a number - .of  taxes so .
‘that in total ‘rough justice w1ll be done to all. In.
.such a complex of taxes local rates have thexr part

of one tax only and that at the higher incomies farmers may
-bénefit in comparison with. other members of the community
.,with similar incomes.in that due.to;the way. " the income tax ~
i, admmrstered they are more: or less’ relleved of such lrabrlxty

(2) That the burden of rates on. farmmg income

‘- asa whole seems to be roughly twice as high

“'as that on. the.incoine ‘of the rest of the
commumty 15

(3) ‘That," broadly speakmg, rates- are a propor- ‘
tional tax with respect to the non-farmmg
communrty :

‘Rates have many advantages as a revenue raising
instrument for:Local Authorities, They are €asy to
administer ‘and relatively cheap to collect; . they
do not grve rise-to-any demarcation problems their

period fluctuations in the level of economic activity ¥
and, perhaps most important of all, people have ™. {
become used to them if not.reconciled to_their \: o )
existence. . Yet it is ‘clear from.the previous s section | ]
that a formidable case can be built up agalnst them -
on grounds of equity and when—as in Ireland— -
there is added to all these defects a completely,

of the: whole. system the.making of a worthwhile

of the abolition _of the»local rates. or ‘even of drastic
changes in their scope.  Local rates produce, con-

First, if local rates are to continue to bring .in
large sums of money then ‘it is -important that
“enstre . equrty
on this count as between one ratepayer and another.-

The -second suggestion-is -less fundamental but ",
perhaps more important. Even: after a revaluation
there would be—as_we have seén—imperfections
in: rates as with so  many other taxes.. They are -
inflexible -with respect to changes“m ncome’; - do
not take account of family responsrbrlmes and hit
hard consumers who prefer to spend therr money’
on housing rather than®in other  directions and

to non-rated capital. ‘The existence of these imper--
fections suggests the need to keep the level of -
rates reasonably low. .. ¢

Many taxes hit certain sectrons of the commumty
particularly hard. A. good tax _system, _ therefore,

- 151t has, of course, to be remembered that thrs is the burden




to play—if only for: their: particularly "desirable
features as a tax for Local Authorities. But a
corollary is that the tax must not be pressed too
hard just because it is the only tax that the Local
Authorities have.

The key question here which has to be faced in
Ireland is ‘this. -Given the various imperfections
which exist with respect to local rates is their weight
now too heavy? As already stated a good deal
more research needs to be done before a confident
answer could be given to this question: It is sus-
pected, however, that some classes of persons—for
example, medium sized farmers with large families—
are being hit fairly severely and this; it is suggested,
implies the need—in the absence of special measureés
to relieve this particular class of ratepayer—to
keep the general burden of rates under very close
review in the hopé of ﬁndmg ways to limit any

, increases and perhaps to ﬁnd ways of brmgmg about
a reductlon 18

" (e)- Grants' General

We noted above how . 1mportant contributions
from the Central Government are in the finance of
Local Authorities ; {in 1959/60 grants amounted to
L2209 m. or 43% of the total revenue.
same year the most important single grant amounting
to over L6- 5 . was made towards the cost-of the
health service expenditure of Local Authorities
under thé authority of the Health Services (Fmanc1al
Provision) Act 1947.

l“It is sometlmes argued that. there is no need to be worried

~ about the burden of rates as with respect to the G.N.P. the
burden is no greater than it was béfore the war.

important and this increases the effective burden of Rates ;
", also-that the burden in some areas has increased more than the
’ average ; and that due to thé imperfections in the' present
rating system certain groups of ratepayers may be hit very
severely. In consxdermg ‘the’ problem of ‘the rate ‘burden
being too heavy there is the corresponding questlon—whxch is
indeed really the'same one—as to the way. in VV‘thh the short
fall in revenue is to be made up if the yield of rates is reduced
and the need, in'such cxrcumstances, to be able to show that the
new combmatlon of taxes is superlor to the ‘old.

'

In the

The Agricultural Grant -
amounted to over [5-5 m. and about [5 m; was -

It must be -
remembered, however, that other taxes are now imuch-more -

paid out to help the Local Authorities with their
expenditures on roads. Other important grants
were those of £1-9 m. towards the cost of running
the mental hospitals and about L2 m. towards the
costs of the Local Authority Housmg Programmes.
Though the detailed provisions: of ‘the Acts
under which the various grants are authorised vary
to a considerable extent, from our rather broad
point of view, almost all of them with the’ excepuon
of the agricultural grant, whose effects we examine
in some detail below, fall fairly clearly into the
“percentage” category we distinguished above.l?
A few examples may illustratc the position. In
the case of the very large grant towards the cost
of the Health Services the amount granted to each

- Authority amounts to 509, of its expenditure on

recognised Health Services. In the case of roads
there are a number of different sorts of grant!® but
amongst them is the main road upkeep .grant
which amounts to 40% of approved expenditure
on main roads.. :In connection with their housing
schemes Local Authorities may receive a grant
amounting to up to two-thirds of the annual loan
charges relating to money borrowed‘in connection
with slum clearance schemes, the relief of over-
crowding 'schemes, or schemes for- re-housing

-people living in unfit or condemned dwellings. For

houses built for more general letting the grant is
one-third of the relevant annual loan charges. - A
similar type of grant, i.e., one related to the annual

" loan charges on money borrowed is made available

in connection with expenditure on the various
sanitary services.

17Seé pp. 10-11 above.

18Including, for example, large sums_of money granted
as one hundred per cent. grants for road 1mprovement schemes.
One hundred per cent. grants have certain special characteris-

 tics, Clearly they are a very powerful guiding and persuading

instrument. On the other hand it might be thought that they
do not suffer from one of the other characteristics of percentage

- grants namely serving to help those who can help themselves.

However, in many cases tbey do, as the hundred per cent.

_grants | are really in the “nature of- capital grants and an
‘Authority’s. ability to use such grants does depénd to some

extent at any rate upon its ability in the future to afford the
higher_ level of maintenance charges which will normally—
thouvh not” always—be assocmted with new capital projects.

'I“ABLEL 5: DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS (PERCENTAGE TYPE), 1959—60 »
: 000
. Public Mental Sanitary . General Total .
Roads .| Assistance | Hospitals | Health Services | Housing | Purposes Grants
County Councils ~ *4,054°4° ! 534 - 1,5003 4;741°8 | -202:1 - - #7804 238:4- | 12,4798
' (397%) | (o4%) (21%) | 380%) | (16%) | (62%) | (19%) | (1000)

Urban District Councils - '105-5, 714 3799 657 6225
County Councils plus 5,050°0 © 834 1,509'3 4,741°8 2735 1,160'3 304°1 13,1023 !
U.D. Councils (386%) | (4% | Grs%) (36'2%) (x%) | (9% | (23%) | (1000) i
Coﬁnty Borough Counciis' | ﬁ_;g-fz |1 1-10_-5 T 3646 1,773'9 * 663 9546 ‘196'9 . | -3,685'9

BT %) (03%) (99%) | (481%) (x-8 %) (25:9%) | (5:3%) (100-0)
o 5,379°1 . 6379 18739 | 6,515 3398 .| 211479 | - s01°0 ° | 16,7883
Total (32:0%) (04 %) (x12%) | (388%) ! (2:0%) (x2:6 %) (3 ° %) (100°0) :

e t. . . . v v . 19




TABLE 6: GRANTS (PERCENTAGE TYPE) AND REVENUE EXPENDITURE 1959/60 o

£ mxlhon
R Public ‘Mental - S Samtary R General |~
- Roads Assistance Health | . Health Services .| Housing | Purposes | . Total
Expenditure - 105 " o8 33 104 1 L1 37 39 ‘342 0
Grants - 49 o1 - 15 47 o2 o8 o2 12°5 . .
Net Expendlture e 56 o7 1-8 57 13 29 37 ‘21
Gr:nu as- % of Expen- 6 - L R o b
" diture - 5 46% - | 12% 45 % 5% 13% 22% ... 5% 36%
o Dlstrlbutlon of Net C ? -1 ,o A5t ? . S ° ; .
Expendxturc , e f - 26% 3% 8 9% 269% 6% 13%: |2 %% |.-100% "
CountyCounal:plu:UD‘ ' - ; S
;'Expendxture " 108 o8 33 104 - A 51 . 57 | . 385
Grants 51" o't 1’5 ‘477 03 .12 03 Tz
Net Expendxture . 57 -0 - -8 - 57 19 . 39 54 .25°4
Grants .as % of Expen- o . . : . TR AR T L
.. diture 47%. 1. . 12%. 45% 45% . 14% 23% 5% 34%
% Distribution of Net R . AP I =
Expcndnture e | T 22% 3%. 7% - 22% 7% | 15% . 21% 7. | 100%

: CountyBoroughCouncds Lo s A S T RS B
Expenditure 08 | w02 o9 40 .| -, 21 T 44 7\ 2°4 - | . 14-8
Grants . . B3 RY IR - 1T T o4 S oI - No2 s 3

. Net- Expendxture 4 o5 ] o2 . o5 - 202 20 }3-5 C 202 Rl
Grants as % of Expen- A : U . SRy -
diture = = ... 1 37% % 45%- 5%, 20% 8% 25%
% Distribution of Net - o . S © IR
Expendlture 4% 2% - 4% 20% 18% - 32%- . 20% - 100 %
Expendlture 116 ©.1'0 4'2 14°4 43 95 " 81 53 2
Grants ‘ 54 -0 S 19 65 . o3 27T . o5 v ), 168
Net Expendxmre R 62 o9 - - 23 79 . 4'0 g ol e ] 364
Grants as % of Expen- | . ° C Lo . o L RN Co B2 S
diture 46% 10% _45% 45 % 7% | -22% .| 6% | 32%
" % Distribution of Net ‘ - : : R B T A :
Expendlture vl 11% 2% 6% | 22 % 11% 26%. . |- 100%
TABLE 78 DISTRIBUTION ETC OF TOTAL GRANTS 1959—60 ‘ £
o 000 .
¢ , S : o Petcentége. - 'Total .. | Percentage| ‘Total - =
- Percentage | Agricultural Other Total | Grants as Grants as | Grants as'| Grants as |
Grants, | - Grant Grants{, | Grants'- | %of Total{" - % o % of | % of
S C- Expen- Expen- - Rate ~_Rate
S : ) diture - -|. diture | .Income. | Income
: Coimty Ciounc':ila“ o | 12,4798 | 5,5447 1858 |182103 | | . B '
T ‘ (68:5%) - | (30°4%) (1-0%) - | (100-0) - | 36'5% ' | 533% ,1,04.-'5%_- 1524% . -
Urban Dlstnct Councxls 622°5 » 43-8‘.‘ ' 666-3 1‘4.-5%? - 156% 3 A2‘6:i1,% g 27°9% .
County Councils plus » , L SRR A :
¢ Urban District Councils | 13,102:3. .| -5,5447 2296 18,8766 |-, . - PR N TR
, T 69:4%) | (294%) | (1:2%) (Ioo o) | 341% |.491% 91:4% |1317%
County. Borough Councils, 3,686-9 62 227+0 3,920 1: 1o ’< P D g . .
. RS (940%) | - (0:2%) | (5¢ 8%) (100+0) 24:9% L 26.35‘%‘_ -.521% --| -354%.
;| 16,789:2 | s5,550:0 | 4566 | 22,9967 | 315% | 42:8% 78:4% | 106:5%
Total * ... | (73:6%), |. (24:4%) (z.-9°_/o); (100:0) S C

2. Other Grants in Table 7 are State Contributions in, lneu of Rates

3. The Rate Income base on which the final column in Table 7 is calculated mcludes Increases m Rents of small .

dwellmgs

. 4.'The ‘total of grants in’ Table 7 at ,sz -8 million is less th
- the grant of f101,502 made to the Separate Public Assistance Authorities for Health (

s NOTES ON TABLES 5, 6 AND' 7 -
1. Source : Retum of Local Taxation.:

an the £22+9 million i in Table" '3 as the latter ﬁgure mcludes A
see Table’ XXXIX. of Returns of Local

Taxation, 1959/60).and various other small grants such as that of £16,931 to varwus Mental Hospxtal Boards (see Table XLII®
. of Remms of Local Taxatton) . ) ) R

‘20

K

ki

Aiv
S




|
!
:
-
l
.7

T

Table 5 shows the allocation of percentage type
grants to the:various: Local Authorities and how they
were divided as:between the various services, Table

. 6 shows the importance of these. grants with- respect

- State grants do not appear in the statistics set out: -

to the level of -expenditute on.various services by
the different. Authorities. .Table 7 shows the
importance of grants-as a whole (percentage grant§
plus. the Agricultural Grant) with respect to the
level of expenditure and the level of rate income of
Local Authorities.

On the .whole the tables tell  their own story
but it is desired to emphasise two points.

Table 6 indicates the different degrees of support
which the State gives to various Local Authority
services. It is clear that in the case of Roads,
Mental Health and Health State support is heavy

. bemg about 45 per cent. of total revenue expendrture

in each-casé. In the case of housmg, too, there is a_
considerable. degree of help ‘armhounting to some
20 per cent. of Revenue Expenditures. “What is,
perhaps, surprising is the small support given
with respect to General Purposes Expendltures.“
To some extent, ‘however, this is- misleading.
Two large items under this heading are Local

Authorrty grants -to -Vocational Education..Com-.

mittees and to Commrttees of Agriculture. In
1959/60 such grants. “amounted to_Lo*7 million and
£o+3 million respectlvely In addition to these
Local Authority grants the Committees received
State grants in 1§59 /60 amounting to £1-2 million
in the case of Vocational Education and £o*3 million
in the case of Committees of- Agrlculture. These..

in Tables 5, 6 and 7 as, technically, Vocational
Education Committees and ‘Committées of Agricul-
ture are not part of the normal Local.-Authority
system. - It is, however, desirablé to note the effect
of this administrative factor. This can be done in
two ways. If the direct State grants are takén'into
account (i.e., if we th1nk of Vocational Education

'Commiittees and Committees of- Agriculture -as

being part of the - Local: ‘Authority system) then
the ratio grants @s-a percentage of total’ expendrture
for all Authorities in-Table 6 would increase in"the
case of General Purposes Expendrture from 6 per
cent. to 21 -per cent. If, on the other hand, we
completely exclude the: two ‘items (i.e., ignore
completely - the’ grants -which " Local Authorltles

- make) -then the ratro rrses from' 6 per cent. to 7 per.

cent. T :

For services: other ‘tha
and the work of- Commxttees of Agriculture the
point remams 5 State support is not great and th1s

19See Note 2 to: Table 1 for a list of some’of, the items of
expenditure mcluded under thls heading =

-of ithe effects of-the agricultural grant.
Vocational 'Education e

“must tend to reduce the expenditure which Local
Auithorities feel able to allocate to them from their

own resources.
The second point relates partrcularly to Tables 6
and 7. In Table 7 it is shown that'in the case of the
County Councils (including U.D. Councrls) .some
34 per cent. of total expenditure is financed by
percentage grants-and some 49 per cent. by Central
Government Grants as a whole. In:thé case of
County Boroughs, - however -the. - corresponding -
percentages are 25 per cent. and 26°5 per.cent. Now
the main reason. for the difference -in ‘the, overall
ﬁgure is, -of . course;, the fact that the ‘County
Boroughs hardly receive -any - support through the
Agncultural Grant, But even when it is excluded’;
there is still the difference-as between the. relative
importance of percentage .grants. Table 6 indicates’

_the reason for this. It arises mainly out of the hrgh

level of County Councrl ‘éxpenditure- on roads and
the fact that a good proportron of this expendlturc
is financed by 100 per cent. gran’cs.20 This expen-
diture attracts a large grant income which pushes

-up the average.for County Councils as a whole.

The end result is: primarily a reflection of the
different -expenditure -patterns ; whereas- County
Councils devoted over a third of their.*".Gross ”
expendrture to roads, County Boroughs devoted
about ﬁve per cent.

(f) The ‘Agricultur,al Grant®

The Aéricultural Grant is paid to County Councils
to enable them without loss to themselves(to reduce
the rate burden on the occupiers-of- agricultural

land. At the present time the total grant amounts

to the sum needed to give relief of rates on (a) three-
fifths of the general rate in ‘the pound on land
valuations up to £20 and on the: first £20 of valua-
tions over that figure—this is known as the Prxmary
Allowance—and (b) to ‘provide an, Employment
Allowance of £17 _in respect of each qualified
workman subject: to ~the limit ‘that the total of
employment allowances should not exceed the rates
on land values over- ,‘szo“ :

20See footnote 18 above.

“Thxs sectlon is not mtended to be a comprehensrve study
Here "we..are only
interested in the more or less direct effects it has on the level
of rates and no attempt’is made to consider such important

'aspects of the agricultural grant as the justification for sub-
sidising employment. No attempt is made to trace the various

changes that have been made. in the grant since it was first
introduced under section 48 of the Local Government-(Ireland)

Act 1898. Nor is there any discussion of some of the problems

which’ are faced in admmlstermg the grant.
21




‘The County Councils are authorised by State
leglslatlon to make these concessions which
amounted to over f£5'5 million in 1959/60 and
~ they are eventually reimbursed for them by the
State. Some 8o per cent. of the total agricultural
grant in 1959/60 was made available: as anary
Allowances.

: The anary Allowance

In considering how the Primary Allowance works
it will be convenient to see, first, how it operates
within a given Local Authority area and then to
look at some of the factors that are important in
bringing about' the allocation as between counties.

Within each county the Primary Allowance

operata in a very stranghtforward way as 1llustrated

in Table 8 below

suggested that the impact of rates on the medium - .

and large farmers was probably excessive relatively

to other ratepayers and that. this might justify
some special relief. It is doubtful ‘if the Primary =
Allowance can be regarded as meetmg this need °

as its assistance to this-class of farmers is not great ;
farms with rateable values of £75 only getting their

" neét rate obligations . reduced by 16 per cent.—in

our Table example—and those with rateable values
of £100 by 12 per cent. S
The points we have just made with respect to the
Primary- Allowance apply” to every County taken
separately. No matter what the rate poundage the.
percentages in the final column of Table 8 would
be the same for farms of the same rateable value.

Thus within each County the Allowance may be -
- regarded as a proportional 60 per cent. sub-

P

TABLE 8: OPERATION OF THE PRIMARY ALLOWANCE.

(A 40/- Rate Poundage is assumed.) . )

Rateable Value of Gross:.Rate - Agricultural Net'Rates Net Rates as % of

Farm - -, Obligation i Grant - ~ Payable Gross Rates !
- L £ L |

£ 10 RV, ~ e 20 ' 12 X . 8 . . 4%

L 15 RV, .0 . 30 N 18 1z | 40%

£ 20 R.V. e 40 : : 24 , S (NN < 40%

£ 30 R.V. 60 24 36 . . 60%,

£ 50 RV. 160 24 | 6 76%

£ 75 RV, I R £ 24 o 126 || 84% -

~fgroo RV. "+ ... . 200 . 24 : a6 ' 88%,

Lis0 R.V: v | 7300 1. 24 S 276 92%

f2000RV. - .| - 400 24 " 376 ' - 94%

Farms of up to £20 rateable value obtain relief
with respect to their total raté obligations ; receiving

through the Allowance 60 per cent. of their gross :.

rate obligations. Farms with valuations more than
£20 only receive by way of the Allowance 60 per

" .cent. of gross rates on [20 rateable value which,

with the ‘assumed rate poundage in the table,

amounts to a relief of £24. Thus as the size of farms -

(by rateable value) increases the ratio of net rates
payable to gross rates goes up.

It is clear that the Primary Allowance is mamly
of benefit to the smaller farmer in the sense of its
leading to a substantial percentage. reduction in the
gross rates payable.

relief on £20 of rateable.value. On the assumption
that the object of the Allowance is to help the
~small farmer this must be regarded as an
' anomaly : :

In our discussion earlxer in the Paper it was

22 \ v : .

‘However, all farmers—even-
the largest and richest in the State—benefit by the

.‘sxdy of the rates payable w1th respect to farms

having a valuation of up ito f20 and a dechmng

.percentage subsidy of the rates payable with respect

to farms with rateable values above that, figure.
This amounts to _saying that the burden of rates
on farms of up to £20 valuation is reduced propor-
tionately : an equal percentage gain accrues to the
L10 rateable value and the £20 rateable value farm.

There is thus no redistributive or equalisation

element with this group of farms. With farms with
valuations above fz20 there is a redistributive

element as the effect of the allowance is to increase:

the degree of progressiveness. in the Gross Rates
position by providing a declining - percentage
.contribution by way of relief ; the larger and richer
farmers gaining a much lower percentage relief
on his gross rates than the smaller and poorer
farmers. -

. An examination of the factors aﬁ'ectmg the
distribution of the Primary Allowance as between

~
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- Counties is less straightforward. Four rather

different considerations have their effect.

In the first place it is obvious that an important
factor is the distribution of land holdings. If the
land was distributed in such a way that no holding
was valued at more than f2o0 rateable value all land
in the State would qualify for relief from rates
through the Primary Allowance. If, however, some
land is held in holdings of more than [f20 rateable
value then a part of the land of the State and of a
County will not qualify for relief, the proportion

depending on the particular distribution of land
(measured by valuation). -

Now there are big differences in this respect
from one county to another ; at one extreme there
is Mayo where in 1960 go per cent. of total holdings
had a valuation of less than £20 rateable value and at
the other Kilkenny with only 53 per cent. of holdings
having a valuation of less than f20. Columns 1
and 2 of Table g set out some information with
respect to the distribution of land measured by
rateable value. :

TasLe 9: DISTRIBUTION OF HOLDINGS AND AGRICULTURAL GRANT, ETC.

Holdings above Distribution Distribution
% of Holdings L100 R.V. of Primary of Employment
County - under f20 R.V. _ Allowance Allowance

_ - No.. 9% - Looo fooo

1. Carlow 60 312 6 580 280
2. Cavan 69 . 106 0 1 2037 © 228
3 Clare 68 268 - 2 209°6 3I°0
4. Cork ... 62 1,438 . 4 4782 _161°1
5. Donegal ... 86 .. 274, 1 234-8 279
6. Dublin 63 723 ' 9 598 385
7. Galway . 75 . 233 | I 438+7 380
8. Kerry. 81 - 104 @ % 271°0 283
9. Kildare 64 729 9 912 50°3
10. Kilkenny ... 53 . - 667 7 115°3 622
11. Laoighis 58 - | 384 3 102°0 . 374
12. Leitrim ... 86 23 * 129-6 61
13. Limerick ... 62 769 . % - 1817 755
14. Longford ... 70 157 = 2 1117 157
15. Louth 65 A 398 6 " 690 302
16. Mayo... . ... . g0 - 83 * 324°3 . . 14'3
17. Meath . . ... T 54 , 1,206 9 126°3 69-0
18. Monaghan ... 62 . 149 1 14777 22°4
19. Offaly == ... 59 302 4 118y 33°1
20. Roscommon 70 185 I 2338 19°2
21. Sligo ... - ... 77 81 I 150°9 13°1
22, Tipperary N.R. 55 } { 1,073 5 } 130°3 42°4
-23., Tipperary| S.R. { 1255 559
24. Waterford ... 61 - . 556 7 100°1 : 414
25. Westmeath ... 58 : 564 6 1208 318
26, Wexford ... | - 61 . 582 5 138:0 73°9
27. Wicklow ... 63 439 6 766 31'0
Torar ... | - 69 11,805 ¢ 1,100°7

*Less than 0'5%.

3 45477

- NOTES ON TABLE ¢

1. Sources : Holdings. Statistics for 1960 have been supplied by the Department of Local Government. The latest
year for which information has been published is 1950 (see Table 81 of 1960 Statistical Abstract).

Agricultural Grant. ‘Statistics for 1960/61 have been supplied by the Department of Local Government. The latest year
for which information has been published is 1958/59 (see Appendix II of 1958/59 Report of Department of Local Government).

2. A Holding is defined as all land used wholly or partly for agricultural purposes that is operated as a single holding

or property.

3. Valuations in the table include land and agricultural buildings. The buildings tend to have a very iow valuation.
4. The percentage distribution of the Agricultural Grant is shown in Table 18. :
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s ‘entirely satisfactory. The citizens of B have

" ‘Other things being equal a county will receive:
.a bigger share of the Primary Allowance the higher
. the proportion of its total land valuation that qualifies

for the grant. ‘Broadly speaking; therefore, a county
of small farmers beneﬁts more - than a’ county of

large farmers. ... s .

The second" factor - whlch is 1mportant is the
amount ‘of money: which. an ‘Authority wishes to
spend. Consider two counties A-and B alike in
all respects except that B has a high level of expen-
- diture and, therefore, a higher rate poundage: -
A Table 10 sets out the problems.

‘a hlgher grant than- A, 15.'e,

‘State as the citizens of B.

‘Other things being equal, therefore, the more
a Local Authority chooses to tax its- resxdents the
more ‘that area will ‘receive through thé operation
.of the Primary Allowance—both absolutely and as a
share of the available funds. - ek

'The' third -factor concerns :the valuatxon of an
area. Earlier in the Paper reasons-were g1ven Why'

- 'TABLE 107 THE PRIMARY ALLOWANCE IN”TWO COUNTIES a "AND ‘B). '

o e * Primary © | - :
Rateable Rate'Poundage 1 GrOSS‘Rates = Allowance o N_et Rates N;tGRatesI? y %
Value of | - - N T L L. o ross‘ ates
AL B A B AL UBL LA | B _B_

: \ : R
£a5RV. |40/~ | so/- | 30 .| 375 | 18 | 225 | 12 |15 |40 ) 40
" L£20RV. | 40/~ | 50/~ 40 ' 50 | 24 | 30 | 16 | 20|40\ g0 .
£ 30 RV. 4 4o/~ | s0/- | 60 75 | 24 | 30 36 | 45 | 260
£ 50 RV. 7| 4o/~ | 50/~ | 100 | 125 24 | 30 76 | 95 76
L100 RV 40/ 50/ 200 250 | 24 | 30 | 176, |220 | 88 ;.8..8
ToraL ... | 40/~ | so/- | 430 “|s37:5 1114 | 1425 | 31600 395 I 73 5 - 73'5

As expected from our earlier- discussion the
ratios in the final columns of the table are equal.

bigger anary Allowance ;
L1 1405 an increase of 25 per cent. in line with
the increase -in rate poundage. B will, therefore,
geta bxgger share of the total available funds than A.

Looking at it from the point of view of the .

individual farm no real objectxon can be taken to the

farms in B getting the same percentage relief as the -

farms in A. Yet it is doubtful if the overall ‘result '

decided to tax -themselves more heavily than the
citizens of A in order (in our example) to have a-
higher level of services. - This is entirely the concern
of B.  But the result of the decision is that B receives

TABLE 11: PRIMARY ALLOWANCE

“it ' is hkely that ° relatlve valuatlons as - between
" counties'are now out of line; -This can affect the'
What is different and important is that. B gets-a -
L1425 instead of -

dlstrlbutlon of the Prlmary Allowance el
Cons1der two counties A and C. ‘Let A have
_the same characteristics as' A -in ‘our- prev1ous

- example; Let C be equlvalent in all respects—size . -
~ and number of farms, quallty of land, etc.—except

that for: hlstorlcal reasons valuations. (for identical

farms) are lower than in A by 20 per cent. Letus

assume——qulte reasonably—-that .C wishes to have. =~

the same expenditure and raise the same revenue

~as A, Consc1ous of the fact that her rateable value
is only 86 per cent.'that of A,\C levies the hlgher rate .

poundage necessary to bring in the same gross rate
income ;: a rate poundage 25 per cent. hlgher than
in A, i.e., 50/—. Table 11 1nd1cates the end result

IN TWO COUNTIES (A AND C)

,“that‘the. citizens of B
_ receive greater support from: the: State ‘than the
“citizens of A, whoare, after all; probably makmg the
-same contribution by way of general taxatlon to the.

¢ Rateable Value o o L Primary - x o
o oo Gross Rates : : : _ Net Rates - . | Net Rates as %,
of zarm ‘ Rateu Poundage 4 ’ ‘Aug‘zancé IR A 'of Gross Rates
A |c| a [ c|alc|alc|ale|alc
20 Y 16| 40/— | 50/~ |, 40 40 | 24 | 24| :.16 16| 40. | 40
30 | 24| 49/~ | -50/~"| 60 60 .| 24 “30° | 36 30 | 601 50 -
so. | 40| .49/-.| 50/ | -100. | 100 24 30 | .76 | 70076 |70
100 80| 40/~ | '50/= |-200 | 200 24. 30 | 176 | 170 88 |. 8
215 ¢ | xp2| 4o | 5o/ as0 | aso” | xxa | 332 | 316 | 28] 735 | 693
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What is important is the difference in the Primary
Allowance and Net Rates columns. C receives a
higher Primary Allowance and this, of course,
reduces the Net Rates payable. 'This effect is
caused by the lower valuations in C enabling a
higher proportion of the total valuation to qualify
for the allowance. It follows that the lower the
valuation that is put on land of a given quality the
greater the gain to an area through the Primary
Allowance ; moreover the benefit does not accrue
to the smallest farms.

The fact that the allocation of the Primary
Allowance is influenced in this way underlines
again the need for a revaluation. of hereditaments.

The fourth factor concerns the role of the

Primary Allowance in helping to even out differences
in wealth or income between two Local Authorities.

TaBLE 12 (a) : 'ALTERNATIVE POSSIBILITIES FOR COUNTY D.

Consider County A again and in addition D which
is assumed to have only 8o per cent. of the rateable
value of A, the same number of inhabitants and
farms, and with its land distributed in the same
broad fashion.?? Now if D applies the same rate
poundage as A (Columns D! in Table 12) gross
rate income will be £344 which is—as in A—200
per cent. of total rateable value?3, Net Rates will
be £238:4 or 139 per cent. of rateable value com-
pared with 147/per cent' in' A and the Primary
Allowance willbe £105:6 or 61 per cent. of rateable
value compared with 53 per cent. in A,

22In this example it is assumed that relative rateable values
do represent real relative values. .

230n the assumption that rateable values do represent real
differences in quality comparisons of the relationship between
rates and rateable values may be used as a reasonably good
indicator of the relative burden of rates,

Primary Net Rates'as %,
Gross Rates | Allowance Net Rates of Gross
: .| Rate Poundage £ £ £ Rates -
Rateable {Value -
of Farms = D’ D"
As’in | To raise
£ A . same D’ | D” D’ D" D’ | D” D’ D"
income :
as A f
12 | 40/~ | 30/- 24 | 30 144 | 18 96 12 | 40 40
16 | 40/~ 50/— 32 40 19°2 24 12°8 16 40 40
24 40/- 50/~ | 48 6o 24 30 24 30 50 50
40 740/~ 50/— 8o | 100 24 30 56 70 70 70
8 40/- " 50/~ 160 | 200 24 | 30 | 136 170 85 85
Torar 172 40/~ | 50/~ 1344 |430 1056 |132 |2384 1298 | 69:3 | 693
: Tasre 12 (b): A COMPARISON OF A AND D
A D’ D"
Total Rateable Value ... £215 L7z - 172
Rate Poundage ... 40/~ 40/-- 50/-
Gross Rates e e er £430 £344 : £430
Primary Allowance - . L114 L1056 £132
Net Rates . £316 £2384 £298
Net Rates as 9 of Gross Rates 73°5 693 69+3
Gross Rates as %, of R.V. e | 200 200 250
Net Rates as 9, of R.V. Gl 147 139 173
Primary Allowance as %, of RV, 53 61 77

These figures might seem to suggest that the
Primary Allowance is having a redistributive
effect for the Allowance in D—the assumed poorer
county—is a higher proportlon of rateable value
and of gross rates than in A. It is believed that
this would not be a completely fait interpretation
of the statistics. For as the total level of Income in
D—and presumably the level of expenditure—is

lower than in A the comparison is not really

justifiable. It should also be noted that the total
allowance—and, therefore, in our example allowance

“per farm and per capita—is lower in D than in A,
* The Columns headed D"’ (m Table 12 (a)) show

the position when D’s income is the same as in A
and Table 12 (b) shows the summary position for
A, D’ and D”. To obtain the same income as A,
D must levy a poundage of 50/-. This leads to

net rates of £298 or 173 per cent. of rateable value
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and a Primary Allowance of £132 or 77 per. cent of
rateable ‘value.-

A comparison of A w1th D" is the right com-
parison to make in considering the extent to which
the Primary Allowance has a general redistributive
element. :

The grant is redistributive in the sense that a
higher total grant goes to the poorer Authority.
Other things being equal, therefore, .the poorer
county will get the bigger grant. But there is a cost
involved. To get the bigger: grant the poorer
-area has to impose a higher rate of taxation—D"
Net Rates on average are 173 per cent. of rateable
value whereas in A they are 147 per cent. The
Primary Allowance is not sufficiently redistributive
to bring about an equalisation of rate burdens at
the same level of incomes. And, as we saw in
connection with D’, if a poor Local Authority felt
it could only 1inpose thie same burden of ‘rates on
its residents as in A2¢ then not only would its
level of expenditure be less but it would receive
a smaller absolute amount and percentage share of
the available funds.

In the above discussion we have isolated four
rather different factors affecting the distribution of
the Primary Allowance. The allocation that
emerges—which is set out in- Table 9g—is the
resultant of their various pressures. By no means

.and’ Donegal, for instance, may  gain’

through
the operation of Factor 1 but lose through the

.operation of Factor 4; Kerry may gain under -

Factor 3 but lose under 4; Waterford may: gain
under 2 but lose under 1—and so on. Indeed, some

- of the rather odd features of the distribution—

which we will be looking at in more detail in the
next Section of the Paper—are probably explained
by the complex of causes operatmg to bring it
about.

The Employment Allowance N

The Employment Allowance is best regarded as
a direct offset to rates. For every man employed
the rates payable are reduced by £17 so long as this
does not reduce the rates payable on the first
£20 of valuation. To qualify for the allowance a
farmer must have -employed a workman on his

holding during the whole of the preceding calendar

year. Indeed, the main purpose of the allowance
is to persuade the farmer to keep. his workers on
for the whole year and not dispense .with them
during the winter months. . To discuss: the broad
economic arguments for and agamst attemptmg to
do this would take us too far from the main theme
of the present Paper. It seems doubtful, however,

if a payment of £17 as a subsidy in relief of rates

per- person. employed.a whole. year is likely. to- be

do they all operate in the same direction: Mayo ' 3 particularly powerful inducement for a farmer to
*That is to say the same ratio of gross rates to rateable value. keeP on Someone he would not have kept on anyway
“TABLE 13: THE EMPLOYMENT ALLOWANCE SOME EXAMPLES.. °°
Employ-" L
: ' Employ- 4| ment Net
Lo ' . Rate - | " "Gross' | Primary | “ment | Allowance Net- as" %
Type-of Holding. | Poundage | - Rates | Allowance | Allowance | as %, of | Rates : | of’ Gross
- £ B £ | Gross . L Rates
Jd ' CRates | . |
£L100 R.V. : , )
No employees ... | . 20/— 100 12 - 88 . 88
1 employee ... | 20/- 100 12 17 17 71 Lo
. 2 employees ... | 20/~ 100 12 34 17 54 | 54 -
L100 R.V. N . e
No employees ... 40/ 200 - 24 o 16 - | . 88 -
1 employee ... | 40/~ » 200 24 7 85 159 79
- 2 employees ... | * 40/~ | 200" 24 . 34 17 142 /2 U
Liso RV. - , - - _ R
No employees .. 20— . 150 | .12 .. 7 | 138 92 .
-1 employee ... | 20/~ | ‘150 . | . - 12 -1y 1143 © 121 81 .-
2 employees ... | 20/—~ | 150 12 34 227 104 69 .
3 employees ... | - 20/~ . | . 150 : 12 51 34 8 - | .58
£150 R.V.. S - : o i
No employees ... 40/- - 300’ 24 : ' C276 - - L 92
. 1 employee ... 40/- | 300" 24 17 57 | 259 86
2 employees ... 40/- | 300 24 34 I3 242 . 8
3 employees ....| 40/~ | 300 24 51 17 @ | 228 75
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Table 13 indicates how the employment allowance
works. In all cases, no matter what the rate
poundige, rateable value or the number of workers
employed, the relief per man employed is the
same.?> Since the allowance is a given sum of
money it follows that the percentage benefit per
manlis less the greater the gross rates payable. In
~ the Table, for example, the ratio net to gross rates is

higher for farms of the same size when the rate
poundage is higher and higher for farms which are
larger when the rate poundage is the same. Thus
considering those farmers that benefit from the
allowance it is probably redistributive. On the
other hand those farmers who receive it at all are
probably better off than those who do not qualify
and in this sense, the more important sense, the
allowance is the opposite of redistributory.26

It is probable, too, that the areas in which
agricultural employment is centred are richer areas
than those where one man farming is the rule, and
from this side also the element of redistribution in
the employment ‘allowance is slight.

(g) Conclusion 611 Grants

It is not easy to know where exactly to put the

agricultural grant into our classification of per-
centage, equalisation and general grants. It is not
an equalisation grant, though it does have some
redistributive features. It has, however, attributes
of both a general and a percentage grant. As
regards the former type it is not linked to expenditure
on any specific service and it is in part-—though
only in part—determined by objecnve factors|such
as the number of persons employed in agriculture,
and the proportlon of agricultural holdings which
are under 2o rateable value. On the other hand
there are attributes which one would normally
associate with percentage grants. For, as we have
seen, the amount of the grant does tend to vary
with the level of expenditure of the Authority. Thus

the more that is raised in gross rates the more is"

received by way of agricultural grant.

Having looked at the grant system generally it
is clear that it does not contain our * ideal ” com-
bination of general or neutral grants, redistributive
or-equalisation grants, and percentage grants. On
the contrary percentage grants dominate the scene;

2550 long, of course, as the operation of the allowance is
not limited by the constraint that the ratepayer must pay an
amount in rates equal to the rates on the. first £20 of rateable
value—reduced, of course, by the operation of the primary
allowance.

%It might be argued that though the allowance in the first
instance goes to better off farmers it is passed on in the form
of wages to poorer members of the commumty and thus #s
really redistributive, This argument seems foo ingenious.

moreover percentage grants -on the whole at a high
rate and on a relatively narrow range of services.
This structure of grants must have a tendency to
limit the effective freedom of action  of Local
Authorities and their willingness to spend money
on the large number of possible items of local
expenditure for which grants are not available. It
must also involve the relevant Departments of the
Central Government in a good deal of supervisory,
inspecting and approving activity.” Finally—but of
great importance—the lack of any system of redis-
tributive grants must tend to penalise those citizens
living in the poorer parts of the State.

IV. PATTERNS OF REVENUE AND
EXPENDITURE

Tables 14 to 20 which are placed at.the end of
this section illustrate the income and expenditure
position of the various Local Authorities.2” The
following are some of the key points which seem to
emerge from the statistics.

Average expenditure per head in the four County
Boroughs was [21-4 per capita with a range of
£21+6 in Dublin to £18:5 in Waterford. As regards
the counties (including the Urban Districts) the
average per capita expenditure was L17-6 with a
range of [22-3 in Waterford to £13-3 in Mayo?8.
Thus, expenditure per head in the County Boroughs
was higher than expenditure in the counties. But
a more significant point is the wide difference
existing between the counties. On a per capita
expenditure basis the top five counties from an
expenditure point of view were Waterford [22°3,
Longford f20+7, Westmeath [f20'4, South
Tipperary £19'5 and Roscommon [ig:4. The
bottom five were Mayo £13+3, Kerry £148, Donegal
£15:1, Wexford £15-6 and Sligo £16°4. These are
very substantial differences.” In Mayo, for example,
if her expenditure per head had been up to the

-average expenditure per head of [17-6—Ilet alone

the level of some of the freer spending counties—
this would have added nearly half a million pounds
to)her total expenditure and increased it by some
30 per cent.

Table 15 showing the per capita expenditure on
a variety of different services suggests that low

27Though a great deal of statistical material is included,
the tables are by no means exhaustive. In particular an attempt
has been made to avoid repetition by not always repeating in
precisely the same form tables for counties inclusive and
exclusive of the Urban Districts—even though, ideally,
this should be done.
. *3These latter (county) figures are taken from column 3
of Table 14. They refer therefore to averages with respect
to the combined total of the County Councils and the Urban
District Councils.
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aggregate- figures carry with them below average
per capita performance in most types of expenditure,
though the association is by no means complete.

It is considered that statistics of per capita

cxpenditure may be taken as indicating in a very
‘broad way the level of service being obtained by
the inhabitants of -an area ; a high per capita figure
indicating a better provision of services than a low
per capita figure. It is appreciated that many
objections can be made to this approach ; rates of
wages vary from area to area ; productivity varies ;
and costs of raw materials vary. So, too, do the
needs of areas: some Authorities, for example,
have many more miles of road per person to maintain
or have more residents needing re-housing than
others.

It is hoped eventually to build up real indicators
of the level of services in the different parts of the
State and this will be a much ‘better way of doirg
the job. than looking at statistics of per capita
expendxture. Nevertheless with all their imper-
fections it is considered that the per capita figures
do indicate the right orders of magnitude.

What is being suggested on the basis of the
per capita expenditure figures deployed in Tables
14 and 15 is, therefore, that the level of services
* provided by the different Local Authorities varies
across the State.

If we examine the income side the position is not
too dissimilar.
averaged (Table 16) £6:8 per capita with a range
from Waterford with L10-9 per capita, Westmeath
with £9-3 and Meath with £9-0 on the one hand to
Donegal with [5-1, Kerry £5-0, Leitrim £4-9 and
Mayo £4-2. Examining the figures in Tables 14,
16 and 17 it would seem that in very broad terms
expenditure per head and rate income per head
move together.

- This .poses an extremely important question.
If those counties which have relatively low per capita
expenditures and rate incomes have chosen to tax
themselves relatively lightly.and have a rélatively low
level of expenditure then this is no doubt interesting
but if we believe in a_considerable degree of local
autonomy and freedom there is little. more to be
said. If the elected representatives of the people
have chosen to have a relatively low level of public
consumption and a relatively high level of prlvate
consumption this is a matter for the electors in the
relevant areas and for no one else.

Another possibility, however, is that those areas
with low expenditures and low rate incomes are
poor areas. In such circumstances it could be that
the level of taxation which exists in these areas is
high relatively to the level of income or wealth in

28

Rate income of County Councils’

Iy

the area but that nevertheless because of their

_poverty the level of rate income per head and

expenditure per head is low. It'is extremely
important to know whether this is or is not the case.

. At the moment the information available with
respect to the income and wealth position of the
individual counties is not sufficient to allow a firm

opinion to be formed on the matter.?® However,
‘the evidence that is available tends to suggest that
this latter possibility is probably correct.

In the first place levels of rate poundage tend
to be high in those areas where the level of per

capita expenditure is low which indicates, at any’

rate to some -extent, that the Councils are trying to
provide a reasonably high level of service. It will
be clear from Table 16 that the counties with the

highest rate poundages were Kerry with 51/-,

Donegal with 48/3d:, Galway with 47/4d, Longford

with 46/~ and Mayo with 45/-. On the other hand .
the counties with the lowest rate. poundages were -

Meath with 25/, Monaghan with ‘33/~, South

Tipperary with 33/4d., Wexford .with 32/- and

Kilkenny with 31/8d. It may be noted that three
of the five counties with the lowest .per capita
expenditures are three of the counties. with the
highest rate poundages and that four of the five
counties with the lowest rate poundages have
per capita expenditures above the average. - . :

This evidence is, of course, not conclusive for

in view of the state of the valuation system it is-
not certain that valuations in.the various counties
reflect from a relative point of view the income/ .
wealth position. It follows that one cannot really

directly compare the rate poundages and-use them
as evidence of the relative burden of taxation. ~°

.- However, there is some interest “in ‘comparing .

the valuation position and some’ relevant: statistics
are set out in Tables 16 and 17. In the counties
as is indicated in Table 16 :average per capita
valuation was £5°4. The counties-with the highest

-per capita valuations were Meath with  [9-8;

Waterford with [7-2, South Tipperary with £7-8
and Westmeath with £7-4. At the bottom were
Mayo with £3-3, Donegal with £3-2 and Kerry with
£33. If we accept the average valuation figures for
the counties as an indicator of their relative income/
wealth position then it would seem that the low
expenditures and rate incomepositioh‘of'some of
the counties is a reflection of their- poverty. -
Another comparlson which © emphasises this
pamcular point is made in the final column of Table
17. Average expenditure as a percentage of rateable
value is about 340 per -cent. The three counties

A study which, it is hoped, will throw light on thls problem

‘is being undertaken at the Institute,
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with the lowest expenditure per capita figures have
high expenditure to rateable value ratios, namely, ..
Kerry, Mayo and Donegal. Sligo and Galway, too,
which have low per capita expenditures and high
rate poundages have hlgh ratios of expenditure to
rateable value. All this is suggestive that they are
holding back their expenditures because of lack

" of resources rather than because of deliberate

desire. At the other extreme a good number of
the higher per capita expenditure and low rate
poundage counties have a below average ratio of
expenditure to rateable value.

A similar picture is shown by comparing columns
five and six of Table 17. 'To a substantial extent
those counties that have below average per capita
income figures have above average ratlos of income
to rateable value.

It is interesting to note the distribution of State
grants. In Table 18 the percentage distribution of
the agricultural grant is shown by counties and
also the percentage distribution of a number of
other related statistics. It is particularly interesting
to examine the Table with respect to Mayo and
Donegal—the two counties with the lowest per
capita expenditure and rateable values. With
respect to the_value indicators—rate income,
expenditure and valuations—and to the distribution
of acreages Mayo .and Donegal get a higher
proportion of the Agricultural Grant than that

We noted earlier that the five counties with the
lowest per capita expenditure figures (Table 14)
were Mayo, Donegal, Kerry, Wexford and Sligo.
Four of these received less than average per capita
Grants (Table 20). On the other hand of the five
counties with the highest per capita expenditures,
Waterford, Longford, Westmeath, South Tipperary
and Roscommon, four of them received grants
greater than the per capita average—Longford,
Waterford, Westmeath and Roscommon.

There is a much “ better ”’ association between
grants with respect to-rate income in the sense that
the ratio tends to be bigger the lower the per capita
rate income. (See Tables 19 (a), 19 (b) and z0.)
This appearance of a redistributive effect is, however,
somewhat spurious, for two reasons. In the first
place since levels of per capita expenditures are
different it is doubtful what real meaning can be
given to the association. If County A receives a
higher proportional State grant with respect to her
level of expenditure than B but even with this
assistance is still spending much less per capita than
B and receiving less per capita by way of State
Grants it seems very doubtful if it is legitimate to
argue that the State-is helping A more than B.
The second reason is that the burden of . local
taxation is heavier with respect to rateable values
in those areas which have a high ratio of grants to
total expenditure.

to which—on that count—they are “entitled ”. On 1%-Clearly these (poorer) Authorities are being

the other hand, with respect to populatmn and
labour employed in Agriculture they get a lower
percentage.

Table 19 (a) shows the per capita distribution of -

the Agncultural Grant.” It will be noted that our
two “ low expenditure ”’ counties get below average
per capita support.from the Grant.

Tables 19 and 20 show the distribution of
grants as a whole to the Local Authorities. No very
clear positive picture emerges from the statistics .
but the negative conclusion—that there is no real
evidence to show greater State support for the
counties which are probably poorer—seems to be clear.,

Of the five County Councils with the lowest
rateable values per head, Donegal, Mayo, Kerry,
Galway ‘and Leitrim (Table 16), three of them,
Donegal, Mayo and Kerry, receive per capita grants
less than the average and the other two more than
the average (Table 19 (@)). Of the five counties
with the highest per capita rateable values, Meath,
South\Tipperary, Waterford, Westmeath and Kil-
kenny (Table 16), all receive per capita grants
greater than the average (Table 19 (a)).-

A similar conclusion is suggested by looking at
the figures of expenditure in relation to grants.

helped to some extent. ' They are better off than
they would be if the total money available for
grants was allocated simply in proportion to
expenditure. (We have already seen that there is
an- element of redistribution with the Agricultural
Grant.) Nevertheless in the light of the two points

" made above it seems doubtful if the °fact’ that

Authorities with low rate income per capita figures
have a higher proportion of their expenditure
financed by grants should be taken as implying that
the Grant system is effectively distributive, i.e.,
serves to even out differences in the wealth of the
various areas- so-as.to enable comparable services
to be provided at a similar local tax burden.
Though the basic material is hardly strong
enough to support any very firm conclusions®? it is
believed the position could be put as follows ;—

1. The level of Local Government services
provided varies widely across the State.

30This needs to be emphasised partlcularly with respect
to (2), (4) and (5) below. Until the work referred to in footnote
29 has been done statements referring to the relative wealth
of counties, and therefore to their taxation burden and to
whether or not grants go to the counties that need the most
must be treated with extreme caution.
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2. The burden of local taxation - also varles

considerably across the State when looked

- at in connection with rateable value.
3. There seems to be some evidence that the
burden of local taxation was often higher

in those areas where the level of services

4. As measured by per capita rateable values the
level of wealth varied considerably in the
State from oné Local Authority to another.

5. There is no evidence that the grants from the
Central Government particularly help the
poorer areas more than the richer areas.

was lower. - . ,
: TaBLE 14: LOCAL AUTHORITY EXPENDITURE '1959/60.
. Do County Councils : : .
< County Councils- - . and U.D.Css County Boroughs * . :
County — — _ A ——
o Total  |Per Capita)l 'Total | PerCapita’| Total '|PerCapita:
fooo | L | oo | L | keworf £
1. Carlow ... .. 509°5 19°9 580°5 .. 74 | — C—
2. Cavan . ... 1,031°§ 19°3° 1,059°§ 187 — —
3. Clare -~ ... .| 152438 | - 1971 1,304°2 7 | — —
4-Cork - ..o | 42821 | 193 . 4,446°3 S176 1,651°5 | - 21°2
5. Donegal ... ... 1,669°5 1579 | 1,722°'% 151 — —
6. Dublin 2,551°2 ‘192 3,236-8 17:9 1,548 216 -
7. Galway ... - ... | 2,394 196 2,503°4 16.7 — =
8 Kerry . ...0 .. 1,599°3 167 1,726°5 148 — =
9. Kildare: ...: ... 1,082°3 19°2 1,147°2 17:8 i—_ —
ro. Kilkenny ... 1,085°3 21°1 1,183°2 19°1 —_ . —
11. ‘Laoighis ......" ... 824°1 183 : 8241 - 18-3 L - - —
12. Leitrim ... 610°0 - 18-2 6100 182 S — —
13. Limerick ... 1,409-8 71 1,409°8 17°1 1,067°3 211
14. Longford ... 6025 22°2 . 6319 . 207 o — —_
15. Louth ver | 8589 ‘282 b 1,263°2 © 188 — C—
16. Mayo DT S N3 8 143 L 1,642°4 133 - —
17. Meath .  ..... ... 1,196%9 20.8 ©1,201°8 19°4 e -—
18. Monaghan ... ... 84677 |- 230 9096 | 193 - —
19. Offaly . ... -~ ...| =~ 82847 19*7- 890+ 17°3 s = —
20. Roscommon = ... 1,146°5 19°4 1,146°5 19°4 - =
21. Sligo e e - %821 19°4 8788 | . 164 | — | —
22. Tipperary N.R. ... . 8872 215 - 9658 | - 180 P L
23. Tipperary S.R. ... | 1,173°0 248 |- 1,367'4 19°§ = Co—
24. Waterford ... 9266 | 244 9640 22°3 " | - 5187 185
. 25. Westmeath . ... 9947 231 ©1,075°2 204 — —
26. Wexford . ... ... 1,139%7 181 1,302°5 156 S
27. Wicklow ... ... 929°3 24'3 " 1,108°'1 19°0 e
All Authorities ... = ... 34,1572 19°4 37,261°4 17°6 14,7857 214

Sources : Returns of Local Taxation for year ended 31/3/1960. Pr. 5859.
Preliminary Report on 1961 Census. Pr. 6134. :

) . NOTES ON TABLE 14 L

1. The per capita figures have been obtained by dividing the 1959/60 expenditure figures by the April 1961 Census results.
This introduces an overall upward bias in the statistics as the population of the State was higher in 1959/60 than in '1961." Nor
is the bias the same for all areas for in some Counties the population was falling more rapidly than in others ; indeed in some
Local Authority areas notably County Dublin and some of the Urban Districts the population probably increased between 1960
and 1961. However, the errors are not likely to be large and are certainly not important with respect to the sort of comparison
we are making. : . ) e . : . .

2. The Urban Districts made available in 1959/60 some £1-2 million to the County Councils as & contribution towards
County Council expenditures. In arriving at the combined totals in the Table the transfers have been eliminated to avoid double
counting.’ o ‘ ’ : : . :
" 3. In this Table and in the ones that follow totals may not add up exactly owing to rounding.
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TasLe 15: EXPENDITURE PER HEAD ON VARIOUS SERVICES BY COUNTIES.

(County Councils and Urban District Councils.) 7€

o . R General Purposes,

County Roads | Health | Housing | Mental | Sanitary: | Public Assistance

‘ Hospitals | Services and miscel.
1. Carlow ... 3-8 49 34 1°6 S 12 2'5
2. Cavan ... 6-3 55 1y 2°0 08 2'5
3. Clare 544 52 17 2°3 o7 L 24
4. Cork o 57 49 2°5 1°0 12 22
5. Donegal ... ... 55 40 15 14 o | 17
6. Dublin ... 29 3-8 6-0 06 2°3 23
7. Galway ... 5°1 54 1°4 2'3 09 .22
8. Kerry . ... 43 45 16 17 o7 L2
9. Kildare ... ...| 49 48 2:9 11 I'4 ' 27
10. Kilkenny ... 52 55 . 26 21 . 08 2'9
1. Laoighis ... ... 60 54 1-8 13 - 170 28
12. Leitrim ... ... 80 41 o8 23 o5 2°4
13. Limerick ... 48 5°4 2°0 14 09 2°5
14. Longford . = ... 55 5-8 27 19 15 32
15. Louth ... ... 37 5'0 37 15 6 33
16. Mayo . ... .. 43 41 10 16 05 18
17. Meath ... ... 58 .59 2'9 11 07 29
18. Monaghan = ... 6+6 60 - 17 1-8 o5 27
19. Offaly e 47 4'9 2°5 1°3 0'9 3°0
: 20. Roscommon 66 50 15 29 o7 27
21. Sligo ... .. 50 45 16 T2 06’ 25
‘. 22. Tipperary N.R. ... 53 5-0 2°3 13 09 32
3 23. Tipperary S.R. ... 50 57 26 15 o8 = 3'9
24. Waterford 6:5 - 63 25 20 14 36
! 25. Westmeath . ... 54 6:1 .2:9 16 12 33
/ 26. Wexford ... 4°5 43 19 1°6 07 2°5
f 27. Wicklow ... ... 54 5%0 30 15 13 29
Total ... 51 4'9 24 15 I'T . 2°5
x S

Sources : as in Table 14.
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TasLe 16 : - RATE INCOME ETC. OF COUNTY COUNCILS 1959/60.

Rateable Rate - Rate Agricultural ®
. Value Income | Poundage: Grant Income -
County - — , —
' Total . |Per Capita| 'Total - | Per Capita| “shs.in - | ‘'Total; |Per Capita’-
fooo | L1 | Aeo | L0 | A | koo | £
1. Carlow wer | 1667 6°51 196°4 767 33/6-0" 826 | 323
2. Cavan Do 2841 532 317°0 594 39/0-0 2303 | 431
3. Clare =~ ...} 3397 5e2I 4227 6-48 39/8:9 243-8 374
4 Cork ... ...| n177°9 530 | 1,659 747 | 40/88 6594 297
5. Donegal o | 3382 321 5313 505 48/3°0 2688 256 -
6. Dublin 705°1 530 934°6 7+03 34foc0 | © 1106 | ‘83
7. Galway el 49779 408 6768 554 | 47/4°5 469:1" | - 384
8. Kerry 3166 330 4830 " 503 | s5ifo's 2888 | -3-01
9. Kildare 332°8 589 4348 7470 35/0%0 1883 | 333 °
10. Kilkenny ... 3563 6+91 3834 744 | 31/86 gz | 3048
11. Laoighis 2606 - 548 3159 7+00 35/1°7 1487 | 3'30
12. Leitrim e 1478 441 164'0 4°90 40/80. | 1345 | 401
13. Limerick ... 491°1 5'95 5446 660 33/o0*0 ‘249°0 .| 302 -
14. Longford ... 1503 555 219°0 8-08 46/0-0 1289 | 476
15. Louth ° . ] 2001 656 263-8 8:65 36/0°5 "100°1 328
16. Mayo... ... 3567 328 4541 | 417 45f0c0 | 73233 | 2797 -
17. Meath = 5615 977 519'3°|  9'03 25/8-7 ‘194'5 | 0 338 -
18. Monaghan ... 251°2 6-81 2316 628 33/9-0 Tayrex | 74064
19. Offaly v | 24070 570 30073 7°13 37/9'0 | '149°9 356
20. Roscommon 322°0 544 | 3746 6-33 39/8'5 | 2550 431 -
21. Sligo ... . 2040 | 505 2181 540 38/2'0 | 1625 402
22.~T1pperaryNR 2674 649 3341 811 | 38/40 1714 416 -
23. Tipperary S.R. 3700 781 4338 9'15 33/42 | 1856 392
24. Waterford ... 2746 723 413°3 1088 40/9*0 . 144°8 381 -
25. Westmeath ... 319°5 | 741 403°1 9'35 3s/or0 | 1531 355 ..,
26. Wexford ... | - 37079 5:89 - 3888 6°17 32/9*0 20844 331 T
27. Wicklow ... 2567 670 - 329°4 8:60 - 35/8:4. | 1285 336 - . f
Total o | 956009 | 542 11,9471 677 — | 57305 325

Sources : As in Table 14.

NOTES ON TABLE 16
1. Per capita figures have been derived as in Table 14‘
2 Rate Income includes Increases in Rents of small Dwellings amounting in total to just over a quarter of a mxllxon pounds

3. Agncultural Grant Income includes the: contributions paid by the State in respect of property whlch because it is R
uaed by the State is exempt from Rates. This amounted to about £186,000. : o
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TasLe 17 : RATE INCOME AND EXPENDITURE WITH RESPECT TO RATEABLE VALUE BY COUNTIES, 1959/60.

(Aggregate of County and Urban District Councils.)

Rate plus Agricultural
Rateable Value Grant Income . Total
County - Expenditure
" Total |Per Capita| 'Total . |Per Capita| As %, of. As %, of
: ' Rateable Rateable
Looo L. Looo £ Value Value
1. Carlow ... 1881 57 324°5 97 172°5 3086
2. Cavan ... 295°3 52 5658 10°0 1916 - 358-8
3. Clare ... 3655 50 7163 97 196+0 356-8
4 Cork ... .. 1,283-8 51 2,491°0 9'9 194°0 : 346°3
5. Donegal ... 3687 32 861°1 7°6 2336 467°2
6. Dublin ... ... 9993 { 575 1,535°9 85 1537 323'9
7. Galway ... 606-8 41 1,383°9 92 228°1 412°6
8 Kerry ... ... | 3774 32 9o1°5 77 2389 457°5
9. Kildare ... 3604 546 6679 10°4 185°3 3183
1o. Kilkenny... ... 3885 63 630°2 10°2 1622 304°5
11. Laoighis ... 2606 58 464°6 10°3 178+3 3162
| 12. Leitrim ... ... | | 1478 44 298'5 89 2020 4127
| 13. Limerick :.. 491°1 6-0 7936 96 1616 287°1
14. Longford 1621 5°3 . 3722 12°2 2296 : 3898
15. Louth ... 320°6 48 6025 90 18749 394°1
16. Mayo ... 398-3 32 864°8 70 217°1 4123
; 17. Meath '~ ... 5855 90 7518 116 1284 215°5
¥ 18. Monaghan 2871 61 4609 9'8 160°5 3168
: 19. Offaly ... ... 27172 53 502°1 97 18501 3284
20. Roscommon ... 3230 55 629°6 1046 1949 355:0
2i. Sligo - ... . 2450 46 4617 86 - 1884 358+
22. Tipperary N.R. . 306°3 57 5737 107 1873 3153
23. Tipperary S.R. 4359 62 7342 10°§ 168+4 3137
24. Waterford 291°0 6+7 5895 ‘137 202°6 331°3
25. Westmeath 3460 66 6147 116 777 3107 -
26. Wexford ... ... 429°2 52 7158 86 166-8 303°5 .
27. Wicklow ... ... 339°9 58 6020 10°3 177°1 326-0
Total ... o | 10,875°2 | © 5°1 20,110°2 9'5 1849 3426
3 Sources : As in Table 14.
“ NOTES ON TABLE 17
L 1. Per capita Statistics are derived as in Table 14.

‘2. Rate Income includes the increase of rents of small dwellmgs ; and the Agricultural Grant Income includes the State
Grant paid in lieu of rates. .

. 3. Statisticsarethe aggregate of County Councils and Urban District Councils. I give on page 34the ﬁgures for the County
& Boroughs of Cork, Dublin, Limerick and Waterford,

(Notes on Table 17 continued on nextpage.)
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(Notes on Table 17 continued from previous page.)

RATE INCOME, ETC., 'FOR COUNTY BOROUGHS 1959/60

‘ Rate Plus Agncultural - Ny R
. Rateable'Value . Grant Income Total =" - -
County - - :  Rate = | Expenditure -
Boroughs Per Capita . - -Pér Capita As % of 1 Poundage ° As 9% of ’
: : o . : Rateable ) ) Rateable
£ooo ¢ B S £ooo - £ Value . Value .-
Cork .. .. 3314 43 7943 102 2397 .. 506 - 4983
Dublin e 3,139°4 - 59 | 58661 o 1868 . 39/4 - » 3678
Limerick  :.. 1861 ;3'6‘ ‘4050 " 8o 2254 . 48/9 “ " 592+6
Waterford - . ... | . 11071 39 - 542-8 86 | 520-5 46/10 ) 47101
Total .. | 37611 54 | 73091 106 1943 Co—= | sesr

TABLB 18 STATISTICS RELATING TO THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE AGRICULTURAL GRANT
h : COUNTY COUNCILS. : :

% Distribution by Counti¢és of:
Acreageof| Land' |- - Agri-© | Males".|’ Rate - | “Total -
crops and;| Valuations | Population | cultural .. | Engaged i in| Income Expen- ..
Pastures ; . . Grant', Agrxculture e diture
1. Carlow =~ ... | . 16 19 5 | . 14 | 15 16 | 13
2. Cavan = | 3y 32 30 40 39 -| 26 30
| 3. Clare el 48 -39 37 43 43 | 3% 36 o
. 4 Cotk ... .| 116 112 " 12'6 11°5 104 “13v9 | 125 Cod
5. Donegal "~ ... 36 32 60 | 47 63 | 44 49 :
6. Dublin 1§ 28 75 | 19 19 | 78 75
7. Galway 740 54 6+9 82 - | 82 | 57 70 ,
8 Kerry = ... 48 3T 54 | 50 59, 7| 407 | 47 A
‘9. Kildare 29 | 35 . | 32 33 23 | 360 32 R
- 10, Kilkenny ... 38 | 41 ‘29 T o3I 30 32 32 -
11. Laocighis ... 2-8 .29 26 26 23 | 26 27 .
12. Leitrim e 2'3 16 R O 244 25 |- 14 | 18
13. Limerick ... o | 57 47 1 44 ] 48 LT 46 | 41 ;
14. Longford ... 8 - 8 ry | .23 | 19 | 18" " 1-8 o
15. Louth I'5 " 2°1 . 17 . 18 16 | 22 | 25 ?
- 16 Mayo ... 50 37 62 56 . 82 38 4’5
. 17. Meath e 46 69 - 33 3'4 3'4 43 3’5
18. Monaghan ... 2°4 29 . 2°1 30 27 S &) C2°5
19. Offaly =~ ... 30 28" c204 26 7 2°4 2'5 2°4
20. Roscommon 41 36 3'4 4°5 . 41 31 34 !
21, Sligo 20 274 23 2-8 371 1-8 - 2:3 a }
22. Tipperary NR ' 7-3} 1 o3 23 30 {5-7} - 28 26 o §
23. Tipperary S.R. { ~ 45 27 | 32 - 36 34 oo
24. Waterford ... | . 26 30 22 25 Co200 - '3°5 .27, b
25. Westmeath ... 31 37 24 27 23 | 34 2°9 . .
26. Wexford ... 43 42 - 36 36 38 - 32 | .33 o / }
27 Wicklow ... | 22 .~ 25 22 22 L1 28 247 i
: , : 1
; Sources : As in Table 14 and the Statistical Abstract. , _ _ E
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TasLe 19 (@): GRANTS TO COUNTY COUNCILS, 1959-60.

Agricultu;'ail Grant

‘Percentage Grants

Total Grants

County - .
: Amount |Per Capita| Amount |Per Capita| Amount |Per Capita
4Looo £ Looo- L £ooo L
1. Carlow 82 . 32 171 67 254 99 . - -
2. Cavan 225 42 396 74 626 117
- 3. Clare 240 37 544 83 ~88 121
4. Cork | 637 2'9 1,549 7'0 2,209 99
5. Donegal - 262 2°5 . 762 72 1,031 98"
: 6. Dublin 100 07 614 46 725 5°4
¥ 7. Galway | 456 37 897 73 | 1,367 2
8. Kerry ; ... 285 30 - 636 66 925 96
9. Kildare | ... 137 24 387 6-8 575 1042
ro. Kilkenny | ... 175 34 386 5 565 11°0
11. Laoighis ; ... 140 31 290 6°4 439 97
12, Leitrim™ © ... 132 3'9 276 82 . 411 | 123
13. Limerick : ... 247 30 480 58 . 729 8:8
14. Longford 126 46 202 74 331 122
15. Louth 100 3'3 309 10°1 410 13.4
16. Mayo 323 30 673 6:2 996 - 9°2
17. Meath = ... 194 34 460 80 654 | 11°4
18. Monagharn ... . 168 4°5 302 82 473 12°8
19. Offaly - i ... 147 35 269 64 419 9'9
> 20. Roscommon 252 43 388 65 643 10°9
21, Sligo : 160 40 340 8:4 502 12°4
22. Tipperary N.R. 170 41 303 73 474 11°5.
23. Tippérary S.R, 182 3-8 - 389 82 . 574 12°1
24. Waterford ... 138 36 361 9°5 505 13°3
25. Westmeath 148 3'4 - 320 744 473 I1*0
26. Wexford - ... 208 33 412 65 620 9-8
27. Wicklow | .. 110 2'9 364 95 . 493 12°9
- Total —- ... “5,545. - 31 12,480 771 | 18211 103

Sources : As for Table 14.
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' TABLE 19 (5): GRANTS TO COUNTY COUNCILS, 1059/60.

. % Distribution of “"Total Grants as %, of
County : - - :
Total - S ‘Rate Rateable
- Grants Population . | Expenditure Income: * Value -
1. Carlow I°4 15 50 130" 152
2. Cavan 3°4 30 61 S 197 220 .
3. Clare 43 37 63 . 186 . 232
4. Cork 121 © 12°6 52 S 133 187
5. Donegal A A 60 62 194 305 .
" 6. Dublin 40 g 28 78 103
- 7. Galway 75 69 57 202 275
8. Kerry 51 54 58. 191 291
9. Kildare 31 32, 53.. 132 173
10. Kilkenny 31 - 29 52 147 . 159
11. Laoighis 24 26 53 168 139 .
12, Leitrim 22 19 67 2350 278
13. Limerick ... 40 47 - 52 134 148
14. Longford ... 1-8 '1°5 © 55 151 . C 22T
15. Louth 22 17 48 155 205
16. Mayo 55 62 64 219 279
17.- Meath 36 33 54 126 11y
18. Monaghan 26 21 56 204 . 188
19. Offaly 23 24 50" 140 . 175
20. Roscommon 3'5 34 56 171 200
21. Sligo e 27 2°3 64 - 230 246 -
22. Tipperary N.R. 206 23 53 142. 177
. 23. Tipperary S,R. 31 27 49 132 155
‘24, Waterford 28 22 54 . 122 184
~25. Westmeath 26 24 47 117 148
26. Wexford - 3'4 - 36 54 159 . 167
-27. Wicklow ... 27 22 53 150 - 193
Total ... 100 100 53 152 190

36
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TasLE 20:- GRANTS TO COUNTY AND URBAN DISTRICT COUNCILS, 1959-60.

Total Grants Grants as 9, of

County - : :

Amount Per Capita Expenditure | Rateable Value

Looo L :

1. Carlow ... 274 83 47 1457
2. Cavan 630 I1°1 59 2135
3. Clare - ... 802 ' 10:8 61 2197
4. Cork e 2,242 8:9 50 . 162+0
5. Donegal ... “1,040 9°1 6o 2818
6. Dublin ... 844 47 26 845

7. Galway ... 1,420 9°5 - 57 233°9

8. Kerry 960 82 56 2546

9. Kildare ... - 590 92 .51 1639
1o. Kilkenny ... 589 9°5 50 151°8
11. Laoighis ... 439 97 53 1682
12. Leitrim ... ... ... .. 411 12°3 67 27y
13. Limerick ... T 729 88 52 148'5
14. Longford 336 110 53 2074
15. Louth e e 494 73 39 1539

16. Mayo 1,016 82 62 255°3 ...

17. Meath ... 668 10'3 53 1142
18. Monaghan 485 . 10°3 - 53 1932
19. Offaly 436 : 85 49 160+9
20. Roscommon 643 10°9 . 56 - 199°1
21. Sligo 524 ' 9-8 60 2139
22. Tipperary N.R. ... 497 92 51 1624
23. Tipperary SR. ... ... .. 614 | 87 45 140°8
24. Waterford ... ... 515 11'9 53 177°0.
25. Westmeath 492 9'3 46 142°2
26. Wexford ... 657 7°9 50 1531
27. Wicklow ... 530 9'1 48 155:9
. Total 18,877 89 51 1736

Sources : As in Table 14.

NOTES ON TABLE 2o

The statistics in the Table relate to total grants received by County Councils and Urban District Councils. Some statistics
for the four County Boroughs for 1959/60 are given below.

SR Total Grants ‘ Grants as % of
County Borough - -
Amount - Per Capita Expenditure Rateable Value
Looo £
Cork ... 498 : 64 ‘ 302 . ~ 150°4
o Dublin 3,000 56 26-0 | 95°6
i Limerick ... . 274 54 257 15240
: Waterford ... 1477 52 28:3 133'5

Total 3,919 . 57 26-5 1042
) 37




. V. CONCLUDING NOTE
(a) Summary gy | '

After indicating the many aspects of the financial - -

position ‘of Local Authotities that would not be
looked at in this Preliminary Survey (p. 1) and

stressing the large and growing sums of money being.

spent by Local Authorities (pp. 1-3) certain general
arguments relating to Local Authority finance were
considered and the following points were made :—

(a) That Local Authorities in Ireland are much
.-more than ‘‘executive 'agencies” of the
~ Central Government (pp. 3-5)- :

(5) That there were certain principles which

could be applied so as to help assess which of
the public services should be operated by,

. Local Authorities (pp. 5-7)-

" (¢) That it was desirable that the Local
" Authorities should be financed both from
 resources under their own control and from

Central Government Grants (pp. 7-9).

- (d) Three main types of grant were distinguished

and it was argued that there was a need in
Ireland for all three types—percentage, re-
* distributive and general grants (pp. 9-11).

The next sections of the Paper were concerned
with the revenue of Local Authorities. After
discussing ‘the main trends during recent years
(pp. 11-13) there was a fairly detailed discussion
of the two main forms of revenue—Rates and Grants.

‘On rates it was suggested :—

- (a) That the present system of valuation for

* rating is out’ of date arfd inadequate (pp.
1315 |

(b) That in certain instances the Local Rate is an

inequitable tax in the sense that it can so
affect the overall tax burden as to bring about

“a conflict with the acceptable principle that -
taxes should be levied in accordance with "

_ ability to pay (pp. 15-18). -~ ,
(¢) That though there was a place for the Local

Rate in the overall tax system it should not—

because of the various imperfections associated
with it-—be allowed to become too important
" a revenue raiser (pp. 18-19).

In examining the system of State support it

was pointed out’ that percentage -grants dominate .

the scene (p. 19) and their importance with

respect to the expenditure on various services by

38

~ the different' types of Authority was ﬁoted (pp.
- 20-21). The likely effects of the lack of any proper

form of redistributive or general grants were pointed
out (p. 27). The Agricultural Grant was looked
at in some detail and it was suggested :— ‘

. (@) That the Primary Allowance within a given
Authority’s area has some redistributive

effect (pp. 21—22).

" (b) That there were four factors affecting the
allocation of the Primary. Allowance as
between counties and that very often these

factors would be in conflict with each other .

- (pp- 23-26). - , ,
(c) That the Employment Allowance had little
redistributive effect (pp. 26-27). o

" In the last main part of the Paper a good number
of statistics were deployed relating to the Revenue
and Expenditure Patterns of Local "Authorities

and it was suggested that the following conclusions”

seemed to emerge :—

. (a) That the level of services provided varied -

considerably from oné Authority. to another.

(5) That the burden of local taxation also seemed
to vary from one Authority to another. .

(¢) That a high level of services seemed to” be
associated with a relatively low burden of
taxation and vice versa. I

(d) That as measured by rateable values the level
of wealth varied considerably from oné Local
Authority area to another. . o

(¢) That it did not seem “that State support

partli{:ularly‘ helped the poorer counties more
than the better-off ones.. - . - ... o

b) Concluéiohs '

Most of the cdnclusiqns of the Paper are cléarly -

mentioned in the Summary above. In. this final
Section it is desired to refer to two general matters.
A main conclusion of the work underlying this

Preliminary Survey is the need for a great-deal more
research—even on the topics covered by the Paper-
—before itis possible to establish a clear.view of the -
main problems and possible :solutions. = In’“the

Paper specific reference: has been made to the
following ‘gaps in our knowledge :— T

v, ‘(a) Thé costs of “operating s:,ervices. by dlfferent
types-of public authority (pp. 5-7). =~ '

eagioti e oot s - £
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(b) The rate and taxation burden on individuals in
different income ranges, occupations and
parts of the State (pp. 18=19).

(¢) The need for estimates of the aggregate and-

per capita income and wealth position of the
various Local Authorities (p. 27).

At -the present time the Institute is trying to
help meet this lack of knowledge by concentrating
its attention on (b) and (c) of the items listed above.

Finally it is desired to emphasise the broad
implication of some of the points made separately
in the Paper and recorded in the Summary. In
total it is believed that the points made in this
Preliminary Survey with respect to Rates and Grants
establish the need for a re-consideration of the way
in which Local Authorities should be financed,
particularly when it seems likely that Local Authority
Expenditure will continue to rise.

Important aspects’ of the Local Government
Finance system should be much clearer when the
research mentioned above is completed but even
now at least two issues seem to invite discussion.
First, should expenditure levels and local tax levels
be reasonably equal throughout the State ? Amd
if the answer is in the affirmative what sort of
equalisation grant structure (or alternative remedy)
should be introduced ? It also seems timely that
there should be discussion of the case for a general
grant—possibly offset by'a reduction in the various
percentage grants—and of the purpose in detail
the Agricultural Grant is supposed to serve. The
second issue concerns the rating system, Is it
equitable to raise the large sums of money that are
now being raised through local rates when the basis

of the tax is out of date and when there are so many
imperfections connected with it ?

APPENDIX

1. As pointed out in the text the basic statistics
that are available, at the moment, are not sufficient
to enable many statements to be made concerning
the impact of rates. T'wo publications do, however,
provide some data that can be used as illustrative
material : The Reports of the National Farm
Survey! and the Report of the Household Budget
Inquiry, 1951/2.2

2. National Farm Survey. Full details as to how
the sample of farms included in The Survey was
determined, the method of classification, and ' the
principles lying behind the definitions used for
farm revenue, costs and income can be found in the
Reports. Table A below shows in summary form
the relation between rates and family income with

respect to the various sizes and types of farms

included in the Survey. As stated above these
figures should be regarded as illustrative only.
In particular it should be remembered that they
relate only to averages and clearly there will be some
farms upon which the burden of rates falls much.
more severely and some much more lightly than is
indicated in the Table. /

1All published as Supplements to the Irish Trade Fournal
and Statistical Bulletin. In this Appendix miaterial from the
summary publication has been used ; National Farm Survey
1955/56—1957/58 : Financial Results for Farms included

hroughout the Three Years, Supplement to the December
1959 issue of the Irish Trade Yournal.

*Household Budget Inquiry, 1951—52. Compiled by the
Central Statistical Office pr. 2520, 1954. This source was

.used by Reason in the Paper cited in footnote 13 in the main

body of the paper.

TasLe A: RATES AS % OF FARM INCOME: AVERAGE OF 1955/56-1957/s8.

Size of Farm
Item
15-30 Acres | 30-50 Acres | 50-100 Acres | 100-200. Acres
Dairying : No Cash Crops
Number of Farms in Survey 43 55 73 - 29
Family income £370. £480 £694 £919
~ Rates as 9, of o
(a) Family Income 32 37 47 742
(b) Cash Income 44 48 577 . 8+6
. , Dairying : With Cash Crops
; Number 'of Farms'in Survey 49 74 55
= Family Income - £642 £881 £1,367
Rates as 9, of
() Family Income 4'4 58 83
& (b) Cash Income [ 6+6 9'2
- 39




Size of Farm
Item
' 15-30 Acres | 30-50 Acres | 50-100 Acres | 100~200 Acres
Mixed Crops . ] -
Number of Farms in Survey ... .43 . 39 51 33
Family Income £409 £579 £803 . £1,163
Rates as 9, of o ’ : '
(@) Family Income wee e 3'4 37 49 749
() Cash Income e 47 47 58 . 91
Cattle ;. Mixed ‘ o
Number of Farms in Survey 71 8s . 61 27
Family Income . ... £360 £438. £576 £916
Rates as 9, of : SRR I
(a) Family Income S| 39 50 . 6-6 122
(b) Cash Income . e 59 R _ 8:6 . 1473
Subsistence , 5-15 Acre Farms
Number of Farms in Survey ... 62 31 - - 60
Family Income ~ ... . ... £186 £1g0 £136
Rates as 9, of -
(¢) Family Income¢ ... .. |- 48 68 |- 5T
(b) Cash Income o 97 138 127

NOTES ON TABLE A

1. Source : National Farm Survey. 1955/6—1957/8 Supplement to Im-h Trade journal December 1959 Detailed

‘definitions, etc. will be found therein.
2. Family Income is taken inclusive of Rates.

3. The difference between Family Income and Cash Income represents the value (at ex-farm prlces) of the agrlcultural

productxon consumed by the Farm Family.

3. Two points may be made with respect to the
Table. First, that with respect to farmers rates
seem to be a progressive tax. The'second point is to
emphasise the very heavy burden of rates as a
percentage of incomes on the larger farms. It will

"be noted that for the hundred to two hundred acre
size group the burden of rates with respect to total

income varies from 7+2 per cent.to12+2 per cent.and -
with respect to cash income from 8-6 per cent. to

14°3 per cent. This is a very substantial burden.?
4. The statistics in Table A refer to the period
1955/56 to 1957/8. Comparing this period with

1959/60 rates had increased by some 13 per cent.in

the Counties whereas’ farm income had remained

3]t is appreciated that this is the burden of one-tax only'

and that what is important is the overall burden of taxation.
- It is also appreciated that at the higher incomes farmers may
benefit in comparison with other members of the community
with slmllar incomes in that due to the way in which the Income

Tax is administered with respect to farmers they are to all’

extent and purposes relieved of such liability. -
o

constant Thus the burden of rates with respect to
income had increased. For example, in connection

with * cattle : mixéd farms > the burden of rates

instead of being 12:2 per cent. with respect to

famlly income and 143 per cent. with respect.to. . -
cash income would have become about 14 per cent..
_ with respect to famlly income and 16 per cent. with

respect to cash income.

5. Household Budget Inguiry. In. 1951 /52 an

extensive inquiry was carried out into the ex-.

penditure pattern of households in non-rural
Ireland. As part of this work householders were
asked to state itheir expenditures on rents (inclusive

or rates) in the case of tenants and their expenditure

on rates if they were owner occupiers. Out of the
great mass of statistical information made available

in the official Report of this investigation the .

following Table has been constructed - which

indicates the burden of rates in relation to total




expenditure by households classified by size and
by per capita incomes. Again, it must be emphasised
that this material should be regarded as purely
illustrative.*

=. Between 1951/52 and 1959/60 total personal
expenditure went up by about 38 per cent. and total
rate payments went up by about 67 per cent. Itis
probable, therefore, that on average all the rate

. TasLe B: RATES AS % OF EXPENDITURE: OWNER OCCUPIERS ONLY: 1951/52.

‘ Weekly Income Per capita -,
. Size of Household

Under 30/~ | 30/~to 50/~ | 50/-to 8o/~ | 80/~ and over
One or two persons ... 107 38 28 H L 37 i
Weekly Expenditure (shillings) (44°9) (75'4) - (124°6) (229°9)
Three or four persons 54 22 33 . .3'3
Weekly Expenditure (shillings) (92-15 (146°5) (227:1) : (3 58:3)
Five or six persons - ... 1-8 31 ' 44 29
Weekly Expenditure (shillings) e (353) (218+4) (331°2) (490°1)
Seven or more persons 2°0 15 21 24
Weekly Expenditure (shillings) (175°3) (305°4) (468-2) (749°1)

NOTES ON TABLE B

1. Source : Household Budget Inquiry, 1951~52, Pr. 2520, Dublin, 1954.

2. In the material as published there is not a special breakdown showing the expenditure pattern of owner occupiers
as distinct from tenants. We are, however, told the proportion of owner occupiers in each Income Group though not also with
respect to size of Household : some 10-4 per cent. of Households in the below 30/~ Income Group, 16-4 per cent. in the 30/~
to 50/— Group, 272 per cent. in tl}e 50/ to 80/~ Grot{p and 37-9 per cent. in the Group with average incomes greater than 8o/—
(Table X of the Report). To obtain the figures given in Table B the expenditure on Rates given in Table 6A of the Report has
been grossed up by coefficients corresponding to the proportion of owner occupiers in each income group. This is a very crude

method but the material does not permit any other approach.

6. There is little evidence of progressiveness in
the Table, The best broad interpretation would be
that rates are proportional to expenditure rather
than either regressive or progressive. The second
point to notice and particularly when -bearing in
mind the figures with respect to farms that we
noticed above is the relatively low proportion of
expenditure going in rates with these nonrural
households, particularly at the higher levels. A
third point to notice is the vertical comparison.

- It is often said in theoretical terms that the relative
burden of rates increases with the size of family.
It is, of course, true that averages of this type may
conceal important instances of this but there is no
evidence of this in the material.

4The figures should indeed be treated with extreme caution
and used only as indicators of the broad order of magnitude :
see Notes to Table B.

burdens set out in Table B should be revised \‘)
upwards in order to get at approximate figures of
the rate burden in 1959/60 ; doing this for the final
column of the Table we get, reading downwards,
the following percentages: 4°5 per cent., 4°0 per
cent., 35 per cent., and 2+7 per cent.

8. Table C below sets out the relationships
between expenditure and rents (inclusive of rates)
for tenants in a similar way as Table B set out the
rate burden with respect to expenditure for owner
occupiers.” If, as is probable, there is a fairly good
relationship between gross rents payable and rates
payable the position as regards progressiveness re-
vealed in Table C is very similar to that revealed in
Table B.
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Tasre C: RENTS (INCLUSIVE OF RATES). AS % OF EXPENDITURE : TENANTS ONLY.

e ‘ . Weekly Income Per Capita
Size of Household S —
Under 30/~ | 30/-toso/- | 50/-to 80/~ | 80/-and over.
One or t§vo persons - ... e . j 10T Y s : '9-8 ‘ 9'3 ' 9'4
Three or four persons o 69 67 6~6 . 56
Five or six persons. T e e 61 47 41 s 37
Seven or eight pefsoﬁs- e i 52 40 : 3'-3- ' a 38

" Notes with respect to 'Table B all apply.

9. One final comparison. At the aggregate level it
is possible to make some very broad comparisons
using National Accounting Material. In 1959/60 it
is probable that about £8:6 million was contributed
in the form of rates by:farmers.5 The national

income figure for the gross profits and wages in

the agricultural, forestry:and fishing sector averaged

.~ about £130 million in 1959 and 1960. Thus about
63 per cent of gross farming income (before

deduction of rates) went in payment of rates.®

SAn official estimate for 1958/59 gave £8 million as the rate
burden on farmers (Dail Reports, 10/2/1960, Vol. 179, Cols.

54—56). Applying the appropriate multiplier to the 1959/60

figures would give an estimate of £8-6 million.

-#The agriculture percentage of 6-3 is with respect to Total
Income. - If subsistence non-cash income is excluded the
burden with Trespect to agricultural cash income becomes
about ¢ per cent. National Accounting data is taken"from

National Income and Expenditure, 1960, Pr. 6230, 1961, The -

63 and g-0 percentages mentioned above slightly under-
estimate the burden on farmers as the National Accounting

data used as the denominator in the ratios includes a small -

amount of income attributable to fishing ‘and forestry.

10. As regards the rest of the econoﬁxy rates

amounted to £12+6 million. It is not easy to be .

certain what is the exact figure with which this
should be compared as part of the burden falls on
business and part—by far the bigger part—falls
on the ordinary citizen in his capacity of householder.
If we relate the £12+6 million to the total domestic
income arising outside the agricultural sector then
the. burden of rates is about 3+4 percent. This,

" however, may be too small. - If we relate it not to the

total domestic product but to wages and profits
only we get a figure of about 3:6 per cent. The
point it is desired to bring out is the difference
between the average burden falling on agricultural

income and the burden with respect to the rest of

the economy. Broadly speaking it would seem that
- agricultural income bears a burden over 50 per
- cent, higher than non-farming income; and average
farming incomes were a good deal below those of

the non-farming sector.
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