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Friday 15 May 1981

(Answered by the Prime Minister on Friday 15 May 1981)

UNSTARRED Mr du Cann: To ask the Prime Ministey, whether she will

NO. now publish the latest reports from the Review Bodies on
Armed Forces Pay, Doctors and Dentigts Remuneration and
Top Salaries; and if she will make A statement.

I have received Reports from the Review Body on
Armed Forces Pay, the Review Body on Doctors' and
Dentists' Remuneration, and from the Review Body on
Top Salaries both on top salarips and on the remuneration
of Ministers and Members of Payliament. All these Reports
are being published today, and copies are available in
the Vote Office. The Government is extremely grateful to
the members of the Review Bofies for these Reports, and
for bthe time and care which/they have put into their
preparation.

I should like to infprm the House of the Government's

decisions and proposals pn the Review Bodies' recommendations.

The Armed Forces

The Review Body /on Armed Forces Pay, which covers all
ranks (other than mgdical ranks) up to and including
Brigadier, has made/ its recommendations against a background
of constraints on public expenditure, but also in the light
of the Government's confirmed commitment to keep the pay
of members of the |[Armed Forces at levels comparable with

those of their civilian counterparts. The Government stands

by that commitment, and will




and will accordingly implement the Review Body's
recommendations. These represent an increase of 10.3 per
cent, or 9.4 per cent net, after taking account of increases
in food and accommodation charges. The relevant cash limits

will be adjusted to accommodate this increase.

NHS Doctors and Dentists

The pay of NHS doctors and dentists was brought fully
up to date last year, when the Government implemented the
Review Body's recommendations in full. The recommendations
which the Review Body have made this year would add some 9
per cent to the present level of expenditure on doctors'
and dentists' remuﬂeration, though because the Review Body
propose a deferred implementation date for the new level of

target average net income for general dental practitioners

the net cost in 1981-82 would be 8.3 per cent. The

Government considers that, when most groups of public
servants other than the police and the Armed Forces are
being expected to accept increases in the cost of their
remuneration within a cash limit of 6 per cent, it is bound
to ask the doctors and dentists to accept a similar
limitation. The Review Body's recommendations could be
accommodatgd within cash limits only at the cost of
significant compensating reductions in the expenditure on
the National Health Service which would entail an
unacceptable reduction in the standards of health care.
Accordingly it will implement increases for NHS doctors

and dentists within an average of 6 per cent. The scales
and rates recommended by the Review Body will be scaled
down accordingly: proposals will be put to the representatives

of the medical and dental professions.




Top Salaries

Last year the Government decided not to implement
in full the Top Salaries Review Body's recommendations on
the salaries of the judiciary, the higher Civil Service and
senior officers of the Armed Forces. 1In view of that
decision the Review Body has reached the conclusion that no
useful purpose would be served by its recommending this year
new salary levels beyond that which still remain to be
implemented from last year. Instead, it has produced an
interim report which urges the Government to implement its
last recommendations in full and as soon as possible; and has
given notice'of its intention to submit a comprehensive report
by 1 April 1982, containing recommendations on the salary

levels which are appropriate at that date.

The Review Body points out that to implement last
vear's recommendations in full from 1 April 1981 would add
about 12 per cent to the salary bill of the groups
concerned for 1981-82., The Government believes that it
would not be right to increase the salaries of these senior
people by more than the amount which has been offered for
the non-industrial Civil Service as a whole. The salaries

of these groups will accordingly be increased by 7 per cent.

This increase will, so far as the higher Civil Service is

concerned and others affected by the 6 per cent cash limit
are concerned, be accommodated within that limit. The
salaries and rates to be implemented are set out in a
schedule below; so far as the judiciary is concerned, the
distribution of the increases has been designed, in

consultation with the Review Body, to move towards




towards the relativities recommended by the Review Body's
Sub-Committee which has examined those matters. The Review
Body will be giving further consideration to the Sub-

Committee's findings in its comprehensive report next year.

Ministers and Members of Parliament

Ministers and Members of Parliament are unique in
that they still have to receive the third and final stage
of the increases recornmended for them by the Top Salaries
Review Body in 1979. Last year the Government felt
compelled to propose, and the House approved, second stage

increases which fell short of those recommended by the

Review Body; the House also approved revised rates for the

third stage, to come into effect in June 1981, which were
less than the rates which had been recommended by the Review
Body. These were embodied in a Resolution of this House and
an Order in Council approved by each House. But my right
hon. Friend the Member for Chelmsford, then the Leader of
the House, undertook that the Review Body would be asked

to review the third stage increase due'in 1981, and he said
that the Government would implement the results of the third
stage review unless there were clear and compelling reasons
not to do so.

In the event the Review Body has taken the same course
with the pay of Ministers and Members of Parliament as with
the other groups which come within their remit: it has not
recommended new rates for this year, but has urged the
implementation in full and as soon as possible of their
recommendations for the third stage. It has, however, advised
on the increase of the various Parliamentary allowances which

are within its remit.




The Government proposes that the abated salary rates
approved by the House last year to come into effect on
13 June 1981 - which reflected last year's circumstances -
should be increased by 6 per cent. This would bring the
Parliamentary salary up to £13,950 with effect from

13 June next. The proposed new rates of Ministerial salaries

are set out in a schedule below;

For Members of Parliament and all Ministers that are
outside the Cabinet these increases will just overtake the
salary levels recommended by the Top Salaries Review Body
in 1980 to come into effect in.June 1981, The salaries of
Cabinet Ministers and of the Attorney General will still be
marginally below, and those for the Prime Minister and the
Lord Chancellor still significantly below, those levels.

My right Hon Friend the Lord Chancellor and I will draw the
same salaries as other Cabinet Ministers, but this is without
prejudice to the position that the rates recommended by the
Review Body for the Prime Minister, the Lord Chancellor,
Cabinet Ministers and the Attorney General are appropriate
for their respective offices and will be brought into effect

when circumstances permit.

Parliamentary Allowances

The Government accepts the Review Body's recommendation
that supplementary provision, pro rata to the secretarial
and research allowance, should if necessary be made available
where an Honourable Member continues to pay his secretary or

research assistant for a period of absence of more than four

/ weeks




and needs to secure temporary help; and the recommendation

that the secretarial allowance should continue to be

available during periods of dissolution. As to the amounts

of the Parliamentary allowances, the Government considers

that, at a time when pay increases for other groups of

public servants are being held within cashhlimits of 6 per cent,
and Honourable Members themselves are being asked to limit to

6 per cent the amount by which the rates approved last year

are increased, increases in Parliamentary allowances should

be kept within the same limit. The Government will accordingly
invite the House to approve the following new rates for the

allowances, in place of those recommended by the Review Body:
MPs' secretarial and research allowance 8,480
Peers' secretarial allowance 1,250
Peers' expense allowances (per diem)
Overnight subsistence
Day subsistence and incidental travel
Secretarial costs, postage and certain

additional expenses

Junior Ministers in the House of Lords

In announcing last year's increases in Ministerial
salaries, I drew attention to the special problem which arises
for Ministers of State, Parliamentary Secretaries and other
office holders in the House of Lords from the fact that they

do not receive any salary specificadly ' in respect of their

Parliamentary duties, and I told the House that the Government

proposed to consider how the arrangements foritheir remuneration

should be revised to take account of this problem.




The Government now proposes to make arrangements for
the Ministerial salaries of Ministers of State, Parliamentary
Secretaries and other office holders in the House of Lords to
be increased by £3,500 over and above the general increases
which I have already described. This addition to their
remuneration, in lieu of a Parliamentary salary, is rather
less than half the amount of the Parliamentary salary payable
to Ministers in the House of Commons. In the case of Ministers
of State, this will be achieved by my exercising my discretion,
under paragraph 1(1) of Part V of Schedule 1 of the Ministerial

and Other Salaries Act 1975, to secure that Ministers of State

in the House of Lords are paid at the top of the new range of

salaries for Ministers of State, which from 13 June will run
from £€19,775 to £23,275.  Ministers of State in the House of
Commons will continue to be paid at the bottom of this range.
In the case of Parliamentary Secretaries a similar result will
be achieved by increasing the maximum salary prescribed under
the Act to £18,600; that will be the rate paid to
Parliamentary Secretaries in the House of Lords, while under
the discretion given by Section 4(2) of the 1975 Act
Parliamentary Secretaries in the House of Commons will receive
£16,100. ° The salaries of Law Officers and Whips in the House
of Lords, of the Leader of the Opposition in that House and

of the Chairman and Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees
will be set £3,500 above the third stage levels as approved

last year and increased by 6 per cent.

Implementation

The new rates for the Armed Forces (including senior
officers), NHS doctors and dentists, the judiciary, and the
higher Civil Service will be implemented with effect from

/ 1 April
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1 April 1981. The House will be invited to approve
Resolutions and an Order in Council to implement the

proposals for Members of Parliament, Peers and Ministers.

Following are the schedules:




TOP SALARIES

Salary Suggested Salary
implemented at payable from
1 April 1980 1 April 1981

Circuit Judge

Chief Metropolitan Magistrate

Member, Lands Tribunal (England
and Wales and Scotland)

Social Security Commissioner
(England and Wales and Scotland)

Judge Advocate General

Sheriff A (Scotland)

County Court Judge (Northern Ireland)

Master of the Court of Protection
Senior and Chief Masters and
Registrars of the Supreme Court

Registrar of the Court of Criminal
Appeal

President, Industrial Tribunal
(Northern Ireland)1

Member, Lands Tribunal (Northern
Ireland)l!

Social Security Commissioner
(Northern Ireland)1

N N N N N NN NN NN N NN N NN N

Sheriff B (Scotland)

Regional Chairmen, Industrial
Tribunals (England and Wales and
Scotland)

Chairman, Foreign Compensation
Commission

Vice-Judge Advocate Géneral

Masters and Registrars of the Supreme
Court

Metropolitan Magistrate

Chairmen, Industrial Tribunals
(England and Wales' and Scotland)

Provincial Stipendiary Magistrate

Resident Magistrate (Northern Ireland)

Chairman, Industrial Tribunal
(Northern Ireland)

Master, Sugreme Court (Northern

Ireland)

N N N NN N NN

County Court Registrars and District

Registrars of the High Court ) 19,250 20,500

Note: 1’Ihese appointments have been added to the remit since Report No, 14




Salary
implemented at
1 April 1980

Lord Chief Justice

Master of the Rolls

Lord of Appeal

Lord President of the Court of
Session (Scotland)

Lord Chief Justice (Northern Ireland)
President of the Family Division

Lord Justice of Appeal

Lord Justice Clerk (Scotland)

Lord Justice of Appeal (Northern
Ireland)

Vice-Chancellor

High Court Judge

Judge of the Court of Session
(Scotland)

Puisne Judge (Northern Ireland)

President, Lands Tribunal (England
and Wales)

President, Transport Tribunal
Chief Social Security Commissioner
(England and Wales and Scotland)
President, Industrial Tribunals

(England and Wales)

President, Industrial Tribunals
(Scotland)

Sheriff Principal (Scotland)

Chairman, Scottish Land Court

President, Lands Tribunal (Scotland)

Official Referee (London)
Vice-Chancellor of the County
Palatine of Lancaster

Recorder of Liverpool

Recorder of Manchester

Senior Circuit Judge, Newington
Causeway

Recorder of Belfast (Northern Ireland)

President of the Lands Tribunal

(Northern Ireland)l
Chief Social Security Commissioner
(Northern Ireland)l

P A A S S T S S

Suggested Salary
payable from
1 April 1981




SENIOR GRADES OF THE HIGHER CIVIL SERVICE

Head of Home Civil Service
Permanent Secretary to the Treasury
Secretary of the Cabinet

Permanent Secretary

Second Permanent Secretary

Deputy Secretary

Under Secretary

SENIOR OFFICERS IN THE ARMED FORCES

Admiral of the Fleet
- Field Marshal
Marshal of the Royal Air Force

Admiral
General
Air Chief Marshal

Vice Admiral
Lieutenant General
Air Marshal

Rear Admiral
Major General
Air Vice Marshal

New Salary rates

£

* The rate for the Medical equivalents of these officers will be
decided in the light of the recommendations awaited in the
Supplementary Report of the AFPRB on the pay of Service Medical

and Dental officers.
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|iNISTERIAL SALARIES
Proposed New Rates

Ministers and other Office Holders

£

Prime Minister : 27,825

Lord Chancellor 27,825
Mr Speaker 29,150
Cabinet Ministers 27,825
Ministers of State (Commons) 1OSTENS
Ministers of State (Lords) 23052175
Parliamentary Secretaries (Commons) 15,100
Parliamentary Secretaries (Lords) 18,600
Attorney General : 29,525
Solicitor General 24,375
Lord Advocate 27,875

Solicitor General for Scotland 20,925

House of Commons

Leader of the Opposition 25,550
Parliamentary Secretary to The Treasury (Chief Whip) 23,225
Deputy Chief Whip 1ORTH.S
Opposition Chief Whip % 19,775
Government Whips L2, 74®
Opposition Deputy Chief Whip HP ST D
Chairman, Ways and: Means 19,775

Deputy Chairman, Ways and Means 17,425

/House of Lords




Proposed New Rates
i

House of Lords

Chief Whip

Deputy Chief Whip
Government Whips
Opposition Chief Whip
Chairman of Committees

Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees

Leader of the Opposition in the House of Lords

MINISTERS PARLIAMENTARY SALARY




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 14 May 1981

524.4.4. it @Wj

Thank you very much for your letter of 8 May.

You may like to know that the Eleventh Report of the
Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body will be published on Friday,
15 May 1981. This provides an appropriate opportunity for me
to thank you and your colleagues formally for the time and
effort which you have put into preparing this Report. I
appreciate that this is an arduous and complex task, and it has

been undertaken most efficiently.

On the same day, I shall announce the Government's response:
as I explained at our recent meeting, we are unable to accept
your recommendations in full. I do, indeed, appreciate the
difficulties this will cause you and I am particularly grateful
for your constructive and helpful response to our decision.

Like you, we attach a very high priority to preserving the
Review Body system and the independence of the Review Body, and
I fully understand why you do not wish to be associated with
the Government's decision. Any request to you for further advice
in connection with this year's pay settlement will therefore be
made only after publication and only if the professions feel
this is the best way to proceed. As I believe Patrick Jenkin
has indicated to you, this possibility seems most likely to
arise in connection with the recalculation of fees and allowances

for general medical practitioners.

Sir Robert Clark, DSC




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SEI 6BY

Telephone 01-407 5522
From the Secretary of State for Social Services

Tim Lankester Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
LONDON SW1 /Y- May 1981

gk
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DOCTORS AND DENTISTS REVIEW BODY (DDRB)
I attach briefing for the Prime Minister's meeting with representatives
of the British Medical Association (BMA) and the British Dental
Association (BDA) on Friday 15 May 1981 at 9.30 am.
You ought to know that we have provided the BMA and the BDA with

advance copies of the DDRB Report on an "in confidence" basis.
They will therefore be informed about the recommendations.

%@g\f

MARY McVERRY (MRS)
Private Secretary




CONFIDENTIAL

DOCTORS AND DENTISTS REVIEW BODY
Meeting between the Prime Minister and the BMA and BDA

g S A note on those attending is attached at Annex A.

Background

2. At an informal meeting with the Secretary of State for Social
Services, the professions suggested that if the DDRB Report was not
to be accepted in full, it would be politic if the Prime Minister
met the professions to exg}ain the reasons personally. They did not
see this as an opportunity for the professions to make representations
against the Government's decision (though the representatives of the
55533% doctors, in particular, may try to do so); rather it is meant
aé-aﬁ-gbknowledgement of the seriousness of the step being taken.
The profession attach great importance to the independent element in
fixing their pay, and will be nearly as concerned about the principle
of rejection as about the actual loss of money. The Prime Minister
is tﬁg;;}ore advised to stress that she recognises this is a highly
(’?nusual decision and one not taken lightly.

Be The profession are sensitive about suggestions that their pay
should be held down as an example to other groups - particularly

nggggg. The reasons gi;;n for not accepting the Report should therefore
be the need to keep within cash limits generally, and the fact that
others have already settled within these limits rather than the

possible consequences for other groups of a large settlement.

4, Although the professions will not be surprised that the Review
Body recommendations are to be cut back, they are probably expecting
a revised offer comparable to the 7.5 per cent settlement for local
authority manuals and NHS ancillarfgg-or to the 7 per cent offer to
the Civil Service. An explanation of the different treatment will
be expected: see notes below.

1
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Speaking Notes

50

The Prime Minister might make the following points:

a. the over-riding importance of limiting public expenditure
to what the country can afford.

b. an acknowledgement that the Review Body have taken account
of national economic circumstances in reaching their
recommendations; the Government, however, must look at these
matters from a wider perspective.

c. Last year's recommendations were paid in full; this caused
great difficultywith other groups of staff. The criticisms were
largely unfounded, in that they did not recognise the substantial
"catching up" element in the award, but as a result the
Government's reaction to this year's Report is being watched very
carefully as a key test of their determination to keep spending
within cash limits.

d. Nearly_gg.public service workers have settled within cash
limits already - and look to the Government not to give more
favoured treatment elsewhere.

e. The Government has therefore decided it cannot accept the
main recommendations and can offer no more than a 6 per cent
increase overall. Those recommendations not directly related
to overall remuneration will, of course, be accepted - eg a
survey of workload, payment of the Miscellaneous Expenses Grant
as recommended, an additional week's leave for house officers
/FThese last points are of particular concern to the junior
doctors/.

f. The Government has looked carefully to see if a larger offer
could be made consistent with cash limits - as has been possible
for other groups - but there seems to be no scope for this.

2
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8. So far as the details of a revised offer are concerned,

in the case of salaried doctors and dentists the Government's
inclination would be to scale down all the recommendations in
the Report pro rata. If the professions think some other
approach would be preferable, the Government will certainly
consider it. In the case of general medical practitioners,

the Review Body's recommendations on expenses will, of course,
be accepted. Converting these, plus a 6 per cent increase

on average net remuneration into a schedule of fees and allowances
is not totally straightforward, however, and the profession
might like to consider whether the Review Body itself should be
invited to undertake this purely technical task.

The BDA will know that the Report recommends a clawback of

previous over-payments of dentists expenses. The Prime Minister may
wish to say that the Government recognise they cannot ask the
profession to accept a clawback of the full amount recommended by the
Review Body, but that a smaller amount will have to be recouped.

The amount and how the clawback should be handled are matters which
the Government will wish to discuss with the profession when they have
had a chance to study the Report.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Supplementaries

;[ Why not offer 7 per cent, as in the case of the Civil Service?

The Civil Service offer is consistent with cash limits because of
planned manpower reductions: in the case of the professions, not only
are there no reductions planned, but the experience of recent years
suggests the numbers of doctors and dentists working the NHS will
almost certainly increase this year. This makes it impossible to
fund an offer over 6 per cent within cash limits: a larger offer would
involve less job opportunities for the professions in the NHS.
Moreover, the 7 per cent offer to the higher Civil Service - with
whom the professions might compare themselves - follows rejection

of the TSRB Report last year, whereas the professions start from

the base recommended by the DDRB as appropriate.

24 How about delaying implementation, but paying the full recommended
rates from some later date?

This would solve the problem with this year's cash limits, but it
introduces a commitment to increase spending on NHS pay next year
by a significant factor even without a further increase in rates.
There would thus be difficulty with next year's cash limits. This
approach was strongly criticised by the Select Committee on the
Treasury and the Civil Service, and the Chancellor gave them an
undertaking that phasing would no longer be used to fit large
settlements within cash limits.

e Could the full recommended rates be used for pension purposes?

Pensions should normally be based on rates acutally paid: the only
exception is where a rate has been agreed and promulgated as the
proper rate for the job, but payment has been deferred in the national
interest. This is not the case this year, and there is no provision
in the rules of the NHS pension scheme for using a figure other than
actual salary in the present circumstances.

m
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4, Could the settlement be higher if it was to last for a longer
period?

The ancillary workers settled for 74 per cent over 15 months. This
was consistent with cash limits because their pay year did not

co-incide with the financial year, so that this year's cash limit
contains provision for increases both in December 1980 and December
1981. In essence, the cost in excess of that for a 6 per cent
settlement all fell in the financial year 1980/81 (when the cash
limit was higher than 6 per cent). There is no way that a similar
arrangement could be applied to doctors pay. A longer settlement
might cost no more in the long run, but would cost more in this
financial year, and the amount of money available is limited year by
year.

B Should the clawback of past over-payment of dentists expenses
be referred back to the Review Body?

If the profession thinks this would be the best way to proceed, the
Government would be prepared to join them in a joint approach to the
Review Body.

6. Should the clawback of dentists expenses be considered by the
Dental Rates Study Group?

The DRSG is a technical body, not a negotiating forum and the amount
of the clawback would not be a matter for them. Any discussion on
the amount must be between the DHSS and the profession.

Do How are the details of a revised settlement to be agreed?
DHSS will get in touch with the professions with formal offers;
any discussion of these would be in the normal negotiating forums.

8. What about next year?

The Government remains committed to the Review Body system. This year
has revealed difficulties in reconciling a system of this type with

a strict cash limit, and these will have to be considered carefully
over the next few months.

>
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9. What does the Government expect the response of the Review Body

to be?

The Prime Minister has written to Sir Robert Clark to tell him of the
Government's decision and to stress the importance the Government
attaches to maintaining the Review Body system for future years.

She hopes, of course, that they will understand the reasons for the

Government's decision.

10, Why are the professions to get worse treatment than the

Armed Forces?

The Government came into office with a specific and firm commitment
to the Armed Forces. Their commitment in relation to the professions
was to give full implementation to the recommendations in the Eighth
Report of the DDRB (1978); this undertaking was discharged last year.
/Difference of treatment could also be justified on the argument that
recruitment to the Forces could be difficult if the AFRB Report was
not implemented, while there is no shortage of recruits to the
professions. The BMA and BDA would probably find this argument

provocative rather than mollifying, howevepi?

CONFIDENTIAL
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Background Factual Material

1IN Recommended Settlement

The DDRB recommend increases averaging 9 per cent, and ranging from
8.1 per cent for the highest paid (consultants with A+ merit awards)
to 9.4 per cent for the junior grades.

2e Cost

A 9 per cent settlement adds £121m to the pay bill in a full year.
Full implementation of the Report would cost only £110m (an 8.3 per
cent increase) because of the recommended clawback of dentists
expenses. The cost of implementation would be £45m in excess of
that for a 6 per cent settlement.

Bie Previous settlements in comparison with Armed Forces
Settlements over the last three years have been

Years Professions Armed Forces
% %
1978/79 10 128
1979/80 26 32.5
1980/81 24 16.8

Since 1 April 1979 the professions pay has increased by 65 per cent
(though this includes a fair element of "catching up"). Armed Forces
pay has increased by 55 per cent. :

4, Medical unemployment

Junior doctors have been concerned by an apparent doubling in the
number of unemployed doctors to 600. This is still less than one
per cent of the total number of doctors; a high proportion of those
registered as unemployed are almost certainly juniordoctors between
hospital jobs, or retired doctors supplementing their pensions.

B Remuneration of General Medical Practitioners

The Review Body set gross fees and allowances for GMPs so as to produce
an intended net average remuneration plus a contribution to practice
expenses (certain expenses are reimbursed directly). Their estimate
of expenses to be reimbursed by fees in 1981/82 is £8,500: an increase

of 24 per cent. We understand that this is partly to cover under-

7
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payment in estimated expenses over the last four years, though this
is not stated explicitly in the Report.

6. Remuneration of General Dental Practitioners

In the case of general dental practitioners on the other hand, the
Review Body only recommend net remuneration (referred to as "Target

Average Net Income" or TANI). Expenses are estimated by a separate

body - the Dental Rates Study Group. This year, however, the Review
Body recommended that the increase in TANI should be deferred until
1 October 1981, to recover £9m of an estimated £2%m overpayment of
expenses in 1977/78 and 1978/79.

CONFIDENTTIAL




BRITISH MEDICAL ASSOCIATION

Mr Anthony Grabham

Dr John Havard

BRITISH DENTAL ASSOCIATION

Mr Gil Daley

Mr Stanley Richardson

Chairman of the Council

Secretary to the
British Medical Association

Chairman of the Council

Assistant Secretary to the
British Dental Association




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY .
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SEI 6BY M o

Telephone 01-407 5522 e
From the Secretary of State for Social Services HW b

Tim Lankgster Esq R
Privete Secretary MS

10 Dowming Street
London SH1 |3 May 1981
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DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY
I attach as requested a draft letter to

Sir Robert Clark which the Prime Minister may care
to send.

Uer

MARY MCVERRY (MRS
Private Secretary
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DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ROBERT CLARK

47/ You may like to know that the Eleventh ReporV of the Doctors and Dentists Review
Body will be published on Friday 15 May 1981. This provides an appropriate
opportunity for me to thank you and your cplleagues formally for the time and
effort which you have put into preparing this Report. I appreciate that this

is an arduous and complex task, and it h@s been undertaken most efficiently.

On the same day, I shall announce the Government's response: as I explained at
our recent meeting, we are unable to cept your recommendations in full. I do,

indeed, appreciate the difficulties this will cause you and I am particularly

grateful for your constructive and h 1pful response to our decision.

Like you, we attach a very high priprity to preserving the Review Body system
and the independence of the Review/Body, and I fully understand why you do not
wish to be associated with the Government's decision. Any request to you for
further advice in connection with/ this year's pay settlement will therefore be
made only after publication and ¢nly if the professions feel this is the best
way to proceed. As I believe Pgtrick Jenkin has indicated to you, this
possibility seems most likely t6 arise in connection with the recalculation of

fees and allowances for general medical practitioners.

CONFIDENTTAL
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Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration

when we met on 5th May you told me of the Government's intention to
restrict the increases recommended in our Eleventh Report. | indicated
my own immediate reactions but undertook to consult my colleagues and let
you have our considered views.

| have now discussed the matter with my fellow members of the Review Body.
Although we continue to believe that the recommendations in our Eleventh
Report indicate appropriate levels of remuneration for doctors and dentists
at 1st April, 1981, we recognise that final decisions on our recommendations
are a matter for Government.

The difficulties arising for us from the decisions which the Government
intends to announce are self-evident and, | know, well appreciated by you.
However, we believe that the best interests of all concerned lie with our
continuing to carry on with our work as an independent Review Body.

As you know, we feel that it is essential that our independence should be
seen to remain intact and, as | indicated, we do not wish to be associated in
any way with the Government's decision. We believe we should not be
involved in any questions relating to the application of the Government's
decision in advance of the publication of our report and the Government's
statement on it.

| am grateful to you for the advance warning of the Government's decisions,
and feel sure you will understand our position. | am sending a copy of
this letter to Patrick Jenkin.

\ iy A
R&:@ & Loty

Chairman, Review Body on Doctors' and
Dentists' Remuneration

The Rt.Hon.Margaret Thatcher MP
10 Downing Street

London
SW1




Prime Minister

DDRB REFPORT

As I told you, I met representatives of the BMA and the BDA last
night to hear their reaction to the possibility of the Report
not being accepted in full. They were helpful and forthcoming,
and were obviously prepared for rejection of the Report (though

they may be expecting a more generous revised offer than we have

in mind). They stressed, however, that less generous treatment
for them than for the Civil Service could lead to difficulties.

e ]

They emphasised that presentation was all important, and suggested
that if you explained the decision to them personally, and acknow-
ledgedWWMld reassure
their members that future Reports would not be dismissed lightly.
They are keen to preserve the Review Body system and hoped that
the Review Body would not resign in protest. For the same reason
they were strongly opposed to asking the Review Body itself to re-
work their Report in any way that would change the relativities
between different groups. They would not, however, object to the
Review Body being asked to undertake the technical exercise of
recalculating the fees and allowances for general medical practi-
tioners alone, if the GPs negotiators agree. On the question of
dentists' expenses, the BDA were reluctant to commit themselves

to anything before seeing the Report itself.

You agreed you would meet the professions shortly before the
formal announcement of our decision. For my part, I have written
to Sir Robert Clark outlining the professions' views on further
advice from the Review Body, and suggesting that for the present
we would not wish to ask them to do more than the recalculation of
general medical practitioners' fees.

I am copying this to members of E Committee, George Younger,
Nick Edwards and Sir Robert Armstrong.
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Sir Robert Clark
Chairman :
Review Body on Doctors! and Dentists!
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Office of Manpower Economics
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When ycu met the Prime Minister this week you raised the possibility that,
in the event of the Government seeing clear and compelling reasons not to
accept the recommendations of your eleventh Report, the Review Body might
itself be invited to make revised recommendations within some specified
limit,

Without revealing either what is in the Report or what the Government's
response might be, I have now taken informal soundings of the professions as
to their likely response if the Report was not accepted. These suggest that
any involvement of the Review Body in producing revised scales for salaried
doctors and dentists could well be controversial and might damage the stand-
ing of the Review Body in the eyes of the profession. I therefore feel it
would be wise to leave this suggestion in abeyance until we can consult the
professions formally after publication of the Report. I gather they would
probably prefer a straight pro rata reduction in the rates recommended in the
Report, and we would obviously wish to take them along with us as far as
possible.

So. far as general practitioners are concerned, I gather there would be equal
sensitivity about involving you in recommending revised levels of net remune-
ration, The profession recognises, however, that converting agreed figures
for average net remuneration and the average practice expenses of general
medical practitioners into a schedule of fees and allowances ig a task that
cannot easily be undertaken by anyone other than the Review Body, and might
well support an approach to you to this end. I hope you would be prepared to
undertake this task if asked to do so Jjointly by the Government and the pro-
fession. If so, it would be extremely helpful if you could start to think
about the details, on the provisional basis that the maximum increase in net
remuneration which could be afforded would be six per cent,

\' ‘ b)\_,( A
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From the Permanent Secretary
Sir Patrick Nairne KCB MC
Sir Robert Armstrong kCB CVO
Cabinet Office
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NHS DOCTORS AND DENTISTS

Al

You copied to me your letter to Ian Bancroft about the preparation
of the announcement of the Cabinet's decisions on the Review Bodies
reports. :

I need to comment on only two points:-

a. In your sub-paragraph (f) you made clear that you are
leaving it to "sponsoring" Departments to prepare schedules
for the groups with which they are concerned. This will
not be practicable in relation to doctors and dentists. It
is not technically possible for the Department to produce
revised rates of fees and allowances for general mgdicel
practitioners without the help of the Review Body Cor at

any rate of OME). There is no prospect of revised figure

being available by the time of the Government .npouncene
Secondly, it would, I think, greatly add to the offence g

to the professions if, in addition to nol accepting the Heview
Body's recommendaticns, the Government substituted figures
their own without any form of consuitation with the prolessions.
For the last sentence of paragraph 4 I shall be grateful il you
will substitute:=

WProposals for revised paymentswill be put to the medical
and dental professions.'

b. The point at a. above, is reinforced by the fact that
Sir Robert Clark, when he saw the Prime linister on Tuesday,
appeared to be quite keen on the idea that the Review Body
should look again at the whole of its recommendations on the
basis of limiting the overall increase to the €J cash limib.
We would need to carry the professions with us il we were to
invite the heview Body to take another look in the way thaet
8ir Robert had had in mind. Whatever the fiual decision may
be about seeking further work Irom the DLRB, we might want the
Review Body to advise on an amended settlement for penersl
dental practitioners - in addition to assisting with revised
rates of fees and allowances for general medical practitionenrs,

q
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T therefore think that it would also be best ©o omit altogether
the penultimate sentence of paragraph 4. Thus the revised
sentence at a. above would follow immediately atfter the
sentence to the effect that the Government will implement
"increases for WHS doctors and dentists within an average ol
Eos "

Copies go to lan Bancrolt, Douglas Wass, Frank Coopen, Wilfrid Bourne,
and, for information, to David Heyhoe and Clive Whitmwore,

s aeT,
Sk
(PATRICK NAIKIE)
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From the Private Secretary 5 May 1981 i Les
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As you know, the Chairman of the Doctors' and Dentists'
Review Body, Sir Robert Clark, called on the Prime Minister
this afternoon. Your Secretary of State was also present.

The Prime Minister began by thanking Sir Robert Clark for
all the work that had been done in the preparation of the Review
Body's recent report. She accepted that they had tried to take
fully into account the overall economic circumstances in putting
forward their recommendations., However, in considering them,
she and her colleagues had had to consider their likely repercussions
on other pay groups - principally the nurses and other NHS staffs.
They also had to ensure that the public expenditure sums added up.
Over the previous two years, the Review Body's recommendations
had been implemented in full, and the increases had been extremely
generous., The nurses had taken a good deal less than the doctors
in 1980, and they and the other NHS groups were now watching the
doctors' settlement closely. The nurses had in fact refused to
enter into negotiations pending the doctors' settlement. If the
Government were now to implement the Review Body's recommendations,
there would be no prospect of holding the nurses and other NHS
groups to 6%. The extra cost of their settling at around 9% - that
is, the figure recommended by the Review Body for the doctors - would
be approximately £200 million. There was no chance of finding
this amount from the contingency reserve; the only alternative
would be to cut the health provision, but this would be unacceptable.
Against this background, the Government had decided that it had
no alternative but to reduce the increases recommended by the
Review Body so as to produce a 6% increase in the doctors'and
dentists' pay bill. In contrast to the non-industrial Civil
Service, which had been offered 7% against a 6% pay cash limit,
there did not seem any scope for manpower reductions; therefore,
the average pay increase would have to be about 6%. The Government
proposed to implement the suggested pattern of increases; thus,
their recommendations would be scaled down proportionately. If
the Review Body were agreeable, the Government would like the
Office of Manpower Economics to provide revised calculations on
the gross pay of general medical practitioners, taking into
account their expenses and consistent with a 6% increase in net
pay. As regards the dentists, the Government believed that it
would be difficult - in the circumstances of a reduced settlement -
to recover the past over-payments of expenses -on the lines the Review
Body had recommended.

/The Prime Minister

CCHE ZDEE\'TIAL




Thne Prime Minister said that she knew that the Review Body
members would be disappointed by the Government's decision. But
just as the members of the Top Salaries Review Body had accepted that
the Government had had to turn down their recommendations in 1980
(and it would not be possible to implement them this year either),
she hoped that they would understand the reasons for it.

Sir Robert Clark said that he could only speak for himself,
but he, for his part, understood that the Government had had to
take a rather wider view than the Review Body had been able to.
Nonetheless, he could not hide his disappointment that the Government
felt obliged to go back on the principle that doctors' and dentists'
pay should maintain a proper relationship with that of other groups.
It had taken three years from 1977 to bring their pay up to par - and
incidentally, roughly half of the settlement in 1980 had been to
complete previous years' staging. Even on the Review Body's latest-
recommendations, doctors' and dentists' pay would be somewhat lower
in relation to other groups': given the Government's decision, there
would now be a risk of their falling behind too far. While he believed
the Review Body would accept the Government's decision, it was
important the professions should continue to see them as independent.
Over the last year or two, the Review Body had tried hard to keep
them "on-side'"; it was essential that they should continue to have
confidence in the Review Body. He did not believe the Government's
decision would do any great harm to their relationship with the
professions; but damage would certainly be done if it were thought
that the Government had influenced their recommendations. (Mr. Jenkin
interjected at this point that there was no question of the Government
asking them to change their recommendations).

Sir Robert Clark went on to say that he did not altogether go
along with the proposal that the recommended rates should be scaled
down proportionately. If the net cost had to be kept to an extra
six per cent, he believed there might be a case for re-scaling the
Review Body's recommendations in favour of the junior doctors at the
expense of the consultants. It was important to retain the junior
doctors' confidence in the Review Body arrangements; and a re-scaling
in their favour would help this. Their concern for the junior doctors'
position was reflected in their proposal that the Office of Manpower
Economics could conduct a survey of the junior doctors' workload.

It would be sensible for the OME, in consultation with the Review Body,
to make new recommendations on the pay scale for all the groups within
the profession consistent with the six per cent limit. He also
believed it would be wrong to be too generous to the dentists in

terms of reducing the clawback of over-payment of expenses. The
Review Body had a duty to protect the taxpayer, and there was no doubt
that the dentists had been over-paid. Rather than postpone the claw-
back altogether for 1981/82, the clawback could be reduced proportion-
ately to the reduction in the overall settlement. Finally, he was
concerned that the Review Body's recommendations in future years i
might be pre-empted, as they appeared to have been this year, by an
earlier decision on cash limits. He hoped that the Government would
be able to offer greater flexibility in the operation of the cash
limit system.

/The Prime Minister said

COnElb
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The Prime Minister said that it was intended that the Review
Body's report should be published probably at the end of the following
week along with the other Review Body reports; and that the Govern-
ment's decisions on each of them should be announced simultaneously.
She had noted Sir Robert's points about the re-scaling of the Review
Body's recommendations and clawback for the dentists. It would be
helpful if the OME, in consultation with the Review Body, could make
recommendations on both of these. _She assumed that it would not be
possible to complete this further work before the announcement of the
Government's decision, but it would be helpful, nonetheless, if it
could be completed as soon as possible. As regards the future, the
Government was currently considering the relationship between the
cash limit system as it had worked hitherto and the whole range of
pay issues in the public services.

. Sir Robert Clark said that he would be holding a meeting of
the Review Body this Friday at which he would discuss with the other
members the points that the Prime Minister had made, and in particular
the suggestions for further work to be done by the OME. In the light
of the discussion, he would advise Mr. Jenkin whether, and if so in
what form, they would like to receive formal instructions from the
Government.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Wiggins (H.M.
Treasury) and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.
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DDRB: MEETING WITH SIR ROBERT CLARK

I attach a brief for this meeting prepared by officials here

but not yet seen by the Secretary of State who will attend the
Prime Minister's meeting with Sir Robert Clark at 4.30pm Tuesday
5 May. If the Secretary of State has any further comments on
the brief I will let you have them on Tuesday morning.

As I reported to you earlier today informal soundings of the
Review Body Secretariat indicate a real danger that

Sir Robert Clark will resign despite the helpful response he

gave to the Prime Minister at his earlier meeting. We understand
his attitude to be that the Review Body conscientiously honoured

his undertaking to the Prime Minister that they would give full
weight to the national economic considerations. Accordingly he
is disturbed at the suggestion that the report may be rejected
as he regards it as fulfilling the Government's objectives and
rejection implies therefore that no area of discretion is being
left to the Review Body.

I mentioned also that we have arranged for the Secretary of State
to see the Chairmen and General Secretaries of the BMA and the
BDA next Wednesday. This was in response to their expressions of
concern about reports in the Press that the Review Body report
will be unacceptable to government. The object of the meeting

is to allow Ministers to hear their views; they understand that
the Secretary of State is unable to talk about the content of

the Report or the Government's response. One point we expect
them to emphasise is that if the Government do not accept the
Report in full the decision should provide maximum scope for
considering the professions' views on how the decision should be
implemented. The intention is to follow the structure of the

CONFIDENTIAL
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DDRB report, see 4(iii) of the brief. But after the meeting
with the professions the Secretary of State may want to suggest
that this is not spelt out in detail in an announcement but put
to the professions in discussion.

I am copying this letter and the brief to John Wiggins (Treasury)
and David Wright (Cabinet Office)

\/M S
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. .PRD'IE MINISTER'S MEETING WITH SIR ROBERT CLARK, CHATRMAN OF DOCTORS' AND

DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY (DDRB)

Purpose of meeting

1145 The Prime Minister wishes to advise Sir Robert Clark, in advance of the
formal pronouncement, that the Government are unable to implement this year's

Review Body award as it stands. The report recommends increases of 9 per cent

overall in doctors' and dentists' net pay (an 8.3 per cent increase in this
year's pay bill because overpayments in previous years of dentists' practice

expenses would be recovered).

i Successive Governments have committed themselves to accepting DDRB reports

except when "clear and compelling reasons" point to the contrary. The effect,

both direct and indirect, of the recommended order of increase on NHS cash limits

provides such a reason. Accepting the report would exceed the 'pay factor!'
e i} o 0 T E Ty
provision in NHS cash limits by £26 million (Great Britain), with a further

£19 million as the increase in net remuneration for family doctors and dentists -
D

whose services are not cash-limited - over what a 6 per cent settlement woulé-
cost. It is moreover quite certain that other groups of NHS staff, with nurses
in the lead, will be unwilling to settle this year for less than the doctors.
The indirect squeeze on cash limits if the report were accepted could then be
of the order of £200 million. Such sums could not be found without very sub-

stantial cuts in patient services.

0 The Government have therefore concluded that they have no alternative but
to offer the professions a settlement consistent with the NHS cash limits. This
means reducing the recommended rates so as to produce overall a 6 per cent increase

in the pay bill.

4. In explaining the Government's decision to Sir Robert, the Prime Minister

may want to make these points:
S T




The Government are well aware of the heavy demands on time and
_—

energy which DDRB membership exacts and are grateful for all the
P i)

hard and careful work which has been put in on the report:

the Government also accept that the DDRB took account of the

)

national economic situation in reaching their conclusions, that

its members believe their recommendations to have been framed with

full regard to that situation, and that the increases recommended

are in fact moderate. In deciding not to implement the award. as

it stands, Ministers are not expressing disagreement with the view

taken by the'Review Body on what are proper rates of pay for doctors

and dentists. And if the pay of these groups could be considered

sy

in isolation, the Government might have been able to take a different
L ———

decision. But Ministers cannot easily separate a settlement for the

doctors and dentists from settlements for all the other groups of

NHS staff waiting in the wings. There was widespread ill-feeling

in the NHS about the high level of award to doctors and dentists last

——

year. The Government saw the justice of that award, but one of its
’
effects was that other NHS staff - and public sector workers elsewhere -

are this time closely watching the DDRB and are unlikely to settle

for anything less than the professions get. The potential effect

on NHS cash limits (and on patient services) is very damaging.

the Government will respect the spirit of the award by proposing

to the professions that the rates in the report should be scaled down

so as to preserve as far as practicable the relativities between

———

groups which the DDRB have recommended. The Government are also willing

to implement the structural and other changes in payments which are
i ey

recommended; to conduct or to take part in the various surveys which

the DDRB want to see launched during the next year; to pay to

hospital doctors a 'miscellaneous expenses grant' (See Annex II,

L0 %




paragraph 4) without offsetting its cost against remuneration,

. . as recommended in the report, and to pay in full recommended

practice expenses of family doctors.

Sir Robert Clark's attitude

5. It is by no means impossible that Sir Robert will react to the Government's

decision by announcing his intention to resign the Chairmanship, on the basis

that so demanding a job is no longer worthwhile if his Jjudgment is to be

overturned. He might also take the view that it will be impossible for the
DDRB system to retain the confidence of the professions unless reports are
accepted and implemented. If Sir Robert were to resign, some or all of the
eight members might follow suit. This would be a very serious matter. The
hostility of the professions to the Government's decision would be much

strengthened, and the survival of the review body system would be put in doubt.

6 He might also justify a decision to resign on the ground that outright
rejection of a DDRB report is unprecedented. The nearest parallels are a
Government decision in the 1960s to defer the operative date of an awards
and in 1970, a decision to seek the Prices and Incomes Board's view on the
DDRB report. The latter decision brought about the resignation of the

Chairman and the entire membership.

o Sir Robert might also ask:
(i) how the other two Review Body reports are to be treated;
(i1) what guarantee there can be - given a continuing cash limits
system - that the same fate would not befall the 1982 report,

should the Review Body members remain in office.

8. On (i), as regards the AFPRB, the Prime Minister will no doubt want to
remind Sir Robert of the Government's long-standing commitment on armed
forces pay. The TSRB were held back last year and any difference in
treatment between them and the doctors and dentists will in part derive

from the fact and will not be to the professions! disadvantage over the

period as a whole.

-3 -




On (ii), the PrimeMinister might say that she fully understands the
anxiety of the Review Body (and the professions) that a second report
might prove similarly difficult for the Government to accept. Ministers

value the Review Body system and want it to continue. They have already

begun to give serious thought to the problems which cash limits pose

for it - and for other groups - and will be studying them closely over

the next few months. Although she cannot as yet go further, she can
agsure Sir Robert that the Review Body will be fully consulted as proposals

develop.

Government announcement

9. No doubt Sir Robert would agree that the way in which the Government's
decision is announced will be of great importance in its effect on the
professions and on the standing of the Review Body and the attitude of its

members. He might be invited to say whether there are particular points
22 ——

which he would like the Prime Minister to stress or to omit in the announcement.

———

Other matters

General medical practitioners' expenses

10. The Review Body sets gross fees and allowances for GMPs so as to
produce the intended net average remuneration they recommend plus practice
expenses. The complexity of the fee structure for GMPs means that it is

not all straightforward to translate decisions of principle on average net pay

iy —— S—
and on reimbursement of expenses into a detailed scale of fees; and im-
s bt Mt

practicable to do so with accuracy without knowing the bgs%p on which the

DDRB has done its calculations. The Prime Minister might like to ask

Sir Robert if he will agree to the Office of Manpower Economics (the DDRB's

Secretariat) doing revised calculations (to produce a 6 per cent increase
lgjemston o M.

in net pay) on the basis already approved by the Review Body. We believe

that he will go along with this.

Dentists

ikl The Prime Minister is advised to make no firm proposal to Sir Robert on




the question of 'clawback' of past overpayments of expenses to dentists.

The Secretary of State for Social Services is minuting her about this.




ANNEX T
TERMS OF REFERENCE AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS'

REMUNERATION

The Review Body was appointed in July 1971 to advise the Prime Minister on
the remuneration of doctors and dentists taking any part in the National Health
Service.

MEMBERS ARE:

Sir Robert Clark DSC (Chairman): Chairman of Hill Samuel and a Director
of the Bank of England. Appointed 1979.

Professor R H Graveson OBE QC¥*: Professor of Law and Head of Department
of Law, Kings College, London. First
appointed 1971.

Sir Peter Menzies¥*: Former Chairman of Electricity Council
and Deputy Chairman of ICI. First
appointed 1971.

Professor P G Moore T.D.: Professor of Statistics, London
Business School. First appointed 1971.

Mrs A C R Rumbold CBE*: Deputy Leader, Kingston Borough Council
and Chairman of the Association of Metro-
politan Authorities' Education Committee.
First appointed 1979.

Sir William Slimmings: Partner, Thompson McClintock (accountants).
First appointed 1976.

Professor G F Thomason¥*: Professor of Industrial Relations,
Cardiff. TFirst appointed 1979.

Mr G J Wilkins: Chairman of Beechams Group. First
appointed 1979.

* Present term of office ends December 1981.

Secretariat is provided by the Office of Manpower Economics




ANNEX II ~ CONTENT OF THE REPORT

1« The recommended increases in net remuneration in the Report are all fairly
close to 9 per cent — slightly less for the best—paid consultants (8.1 per cent)
and slightly more for junior doctors (up to 9.4 per cent). Though well in

excess of the provision in cash limits, these are moderate compared to the
professions' claim of from 18 to 20 per cent, based on comparability. The

Review Body have obviously gone a very long way to meet the Government on the
size of the award; they have also followed the Government's evidence rather than
the professions on a number of minor points.

2.  Despite this, the Report does not give the impression the Review Body
believe it might be rejected. It does not, for example, contain any explicit
acknowledgement that the final decision is for the Government. On the contrary,
they have accepted the professions' request that they should state explicitly
that economic factors have been taken fully into account - presumably to dissuade
the Government from arguing that these justify rejection - and they mention

this several times.

2 The Report recommends a substantial increase in the payments to general medical
practitioners to cover expenses -~ this will be accepted. In the case of dentists,
they recommend deferring any increase in net remuneration until 1 October to

recover part of an overpayment of expenses in previous years. (This arises because
fees are set to cover estimated cxpenses, and in 1977/78 and 1978/79 dentists kept
actual expenses well below the rate of inflation, and hence below the estimates).

Vi The Departments asked that the cost of a planned improvement in doctors'
Terms of Service (the so-called "Miscellaneous Expenses Grant") should be offset
against increases in salaries. The Review Body have not done this, and have
argued forcibly that the improvement should be made nonetheless. It would seem
unnecessarily provocative to reject this as well, and this recommendation will be
accepted -~ the cost will make a small inroad into NHS development money.

5« The Review Body accepted the Departments argument that the professions have
a high degree of job security, and have allowed for this (though no details are
given of how this was done). They have also taken account of the value of NHS
pensions (by offsetting this against the value of other fringe benefits available
outside the public sector) though no new calculation of the benefit of index
linking has been made pending the Government's response to the Scott Report.
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Thank you for your letter of 15 April
with which you enclosed the Eleventh Report
of the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration.

I am most grateful to you and to your
colleagues for all the work put into producing
the Report. Tne Government will be consider-
ing its recommendatiohs urgently and we will

be in touch with you again when we have taken

decisions on the Report and the arrangements

%
Sir Robert Clark. J kﬁa»b;:;;zaﬁjéa

for publishing it.
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REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION:
ELEVENTH REPORT

A typing error occurred in paragraph 167 of the DDRB's
Eleventh Report as submitted to the Prime Minister on
15 April. The third sentence of that paragraph should
read:

"However, because of the deferred implementation
date for the new level of target average net income
for general dental practitioners (paragraph 148),
the effect in 1981-82 would be to add some £112m

or 8.3 per cent to the paybilll

I apologise for this slip. I have informed DHSS,and all
copies of the report (other than the 2 submitted to the
Prime Minister) have been corrected. There is therefore
no need for you to take any further action.

S reinrty
f1\4r\1 & N

R NIVEN
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- The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
10 Downing Street

London SW1A 15 April 1981
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REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION: ELEVENTH REPORT

NONI VS

I enclose the Eleventh Report of the Review Body on Doctors' and
Dentists' Remuneration, which recommends the rates of pay we judge
appropriate at 1 April 1981.

s SAMW"Q?)

| ;. K&M\r (‘D/Q

ROBERT CLARK, CHAIRMAN
REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS'
AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 15 April 1981

Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration

We have today received the Eleventh Report of the
Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration, under
cover of the attached letter to the Prime Minister from the
Chairman. The Report is to be discussed at Cabinet on
30 April. No doubt your Secretary of State will be puttlng
round a paper in due course.

I am copying this letter for information to John
Wiggins (HM Treasury), Richard Dykes (Department of
Employment), Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office), John Craig
(Welsh Office), Jim Buckley (Civil Service Department)
and David Wright (Cabinet Office). Copy addressees will
be able to obtain copies of the Report itself from the
Office of Manpower Economics.

N. J. SKFIDERS

(j'

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SEI 6BY
Telephone 01-407 5522

From the Secretary of State for Social Services

Clive Whitmore Esq :}?)zl.l;“/?"(?)

Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
LONDON SW1 Il Apriy 1981

e ol

REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION

I enclose a short draft letter which the Prime Minister
may wish to send to Sir Robert Clarke following receipt
of the Review Body's Report which is expected to arrive
shortly.

Comments on the Report's conclusions and advice on
handling will follow, but will obviously depend in part
on whether the Report is taken at E Committee.

I am copying this letter to John Wiggins (HM Treasury),
Richard Dykes (Department of Employment) Godfrey Robson
(Scottish Office) Wohn Craig (Welsh Office) Jim Buckley
(Civil Service Department) and David Wright (Cabinet

Office).
74!**\ N eV
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DON BRERETON
Private Secretary




. With the Compliments of
the Private Secretary to
the Secretary of State

|
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DEPAR+MENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House
Elephant and Castle
London, SEI 6BY



DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ROBERT CLARKE (CHAIRMAN, REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS AND
DENTISTS REMUNERATION)

-
Thank you for your letter of ZZ |< /ku’ 2? with which you enclosed the Eleventh

Report of the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration.

I am most grateful to you and to your colleagues for all the work put into
producing the report. The Government will be considering its recommendations
urgently and we will be in touch with you again when we have taken decisions on

the report and the arrangements for publishing it.

7D
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London sgt 6py
Telephone 01-407 5522

From the Minister for Health

H R Murrayshaw Esq

Iiaison Officexr

General Dental Practitioners' Association

20 Wold's End Close ;

Chipping Campden

Glos L

GLSS 6JW Jit% April 1981
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The Prime Minister has asked me to reply to your letter of March 1981 about
the Review Body on Doctors and Dentists Remuneration.

It is correct that at the beginning of this year, the Prime Minister invited each
of the Chairmen of the three Review Bodies to meet her for.an exchange of views
about their role. She was, of course, fully aware of the recommendations of the
Pilkington Committee, and of the terms of reference of the Review Body.

In fact, these terms of reference are simply "to advise the Prime Minister on the

remuneration of doctors and dentists taking any part in the National Health

Service'. It is entirely up to the Review Body itself to decide what factors it

should or should not take into account during its deliberatations. The Pilkington

Commission indicated various factors which it thought would normally be relevant,

but made very clear that it should be left to the Review Body to decide 'which
ctors might be relevant at any particular time and the weight to be attached

to them' (narﬁgvanh 431), It has always been open to the Government and the

profession to give evidence to the Review Body on this subject and it has not been

uncommon for one or other party to discuss the role of the Review Body with it.

For example, the Review Body met representatives of the professions for a genera

discussion towards the end of last year and at Lh]m meeting it was recognised

that the national economic situation would inevitably be a factor to be taken

into account. 5

The independence of the Reviecw Body consists of their freedom to make whatever
recommendations they think appropriate after considering all the evidence
presented to them. This was in no way compromised by the meeting with the

Prime Minister. The Review Body remain perfectly free to give whatever weight
they think appropriate to the arguments put forward by Mrs Thatcher, and I do not
think that asking them to hear these arguments can fairly be described
"subjecting them to pressure'l. C -

I gy W O

ey

2 /

( e ) / / /
'""::hw.;‘)_.»x._.-,._‘,..‘- —.-«gji"// 'v// ‘:',}‘_‘_..—:_/.“) (<.

g

DR GERARD VAUGHAN




25 March,1981

I am writing on behalf of the Prime
Minister to thank you for your letter of
23 March concerning the 11th Report of the
Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration. Your letter is receiving
attention and you will be sent a reply at
soon as possible.

. P. LANKESTER

H R Murray Shaw, Esq




24 March,1981

I attach a copy of a letter the Prime
Minister has received from the Liaison Officer
of the General Dental Practitioners' Association
concerning the 11th Report of the Review Body
on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration.

, I would be grateful if you could arrange
for a Minister to reply to Mr Murray Shaw on
“the Prime Minister's behalf, with a copy sent
to us here for our records please.

T. P. CANKESTER

D Brereton, Esq
Department of Health and Social
Security
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Head Office: 49 Cromwell Grove, Levenshulme, Manchester, M19 3QD

Liaison Officer e
H. R. Murray Shaw 30, Wold's End Close, “Chad-Read

Telephone: Ga=did=3002 Chipping Campden, Pinnsinal Bs=3EN
0386~840 400 Glos: GL55 6JW 2

23rd March, 1981

Awaited 11th Report of the Review Body
on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration

When it met recently the Council of the General Dental Practitioners'
Association which represents well over two thousand general dental practitioners,
was appalled to learn of your action in summoning the Chairman of the Review Body
on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration (and those of two other Review Bodius) to
a meeting at which according to 'hansard' you had "emphasized that national economic
circumstances should be taken into account in reaching their decisions."”

It is appreciated that even a Prime Minister cannot be expected to be aware
of all the relevant background circumstances relating to the original recommendations
of the Pilkington Committee, the consequential terms of reference determined for
the new Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration which had Parliamentary
approval on the clear understanding that the Body's annual reviews should be totally
'independent' in character, but it is surprising that your senior advisers failed
to draw your attention thereto and especially to the fact that whilst future proposals
and recommendations of the Review Body were still under discussion and undefined,
your ill-advised intervention at that moment was an act of Executive power contrary
to the principles under which the Review Body is required to conduct its activities
- a temptation to which so far as is known to the Association no previous Prime
Minister, Conservative or Socialist, has succumbed.

May I stress to you that the 'independent' Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration is required to act 'independently' in reaching its conclusions and
recommendations without being subjected to pressure by anybody, not even the Prime
Minister, more especially as when the Review Body's 'independent' views have been
finalized the procedure requires such to be subtmitted to the Prime Minister of the
day for acceptance, rejection, or modification, without any right of appeal against
such existing.

The Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration is required to take into
account during its deliberations a variety of circumstances, including relativity
in terms of other professions etcs, etcs, but the General Dental Practitioners'
Association can find no evidence or record that one of the circumstances so required
to be taken into account is the (political) view of a particular Govermment at a
particular time that "national economic circumstances" warrant restraint of what
otherwise might be the 'independent' conclusions and recommendations of the Review
Body based upon its terms of reference.

Of course the General Dental Practitioners' Association is very conscious of
the present state of the country, and concedes without any argument the right and
privilege of a Prime Minister to ignore or modify the recommendations of the Review
Body after its finalized independent views on what changes in remuneration (if any)
would be appropriate in relation to its terms of reference have been duly determined,
but the Association neither accepts that the consideration of "national economic
circumstances" as such comes within the Review Body's terms of reference nor that an
attempt to influence the members of the Review Body in regard to what should eventually
appear in their 'independent' Report can be justified in any way.




The attempt by 'Executive' pressure to wittle away the intended truly
'independent' thinking and judgment of its members, if successful, can only
result in the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration becoming a non -
independent creature of the Government of the day. B

Yours faithfully,

H. R. ¢4’L4A¢v~4gﬁ§;

H.R. Murray Shaw
G.D.P,A, Liaison Officer

The Rt. Hons Margaret Thatcher, P,C., M.P,
Prime Minister,

10, Downing Street,

London. S.W.1l.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 20 January 1981

I enclose a copy of my note of the
Prime Minister's meeting with Sir Robert
Clark earlier today.

I am sending copies of this letter and
enclosure to John Wiggins (HM Treasury),
Jim Buckley (Civil Service Department),
David Omand (Ministry of Defence), Michael
Collon (Lord Chancellor's Department) and
David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.

CONFIDENTAL 4
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Mr. Wolfson

NOTE OF A MEETING BETWEEN MINISTERS AND THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS'REVIEW BODY IN THE PRIME MINISTER'S ROOM
AT THE HOUSE OF COMMONS AT 1615 HOURS ON TUESDAY 20 JANUARY 1981

Present:

Prime Minister Sir Robert Clark (Chairman of
the Doctors' and Dentists'

Chancellor of the Exchequer Review Body (DDRB))

Secretary of State for
Social Services

Sir Robert Armstrong
Mr. T.P. Lankester

The Prime Minister said she had invited Sir Robert to discuss

the forthcoming review of the DDRB. She understood that Lord Plowden
had already reported to him on the meeting she had had with Lord
Plowden on the TSRB. Like the TSRB, the DDRB had very wide terms

of reference, She hoped that, in undertaking this year's review,
they would take fully into account the general economic situation.
She did not believe that their task would be as difficult as the
TSRB's since the DDRB's recommendations for 1980 had been fully
implemented. But it was still desirable for them to consider very
carefully what was happening in the private sector. Private sector

settlements were now coming in at a low level, whereas recent public

sector settlements had been very substantial; and it was essential
for the Government to contain the level of public spending. She
was concerned that the DDRB should avoid relying too much on
comparability: in so far as they felt obliged to use it, she hoped that
they would look at ongoing settlements and not just at settlements
over the last year. Other factors which she hoped they would take
into account were job security, which the figures for redundancies
going back over many years revealed was far greater for Government
employees than in the private sector, and also supply and demand
considerations.

Sir Robert Clark said that the Review Body were only Jjust

beginning discussions with interested parties. They had already
seen the British Medical Association, who had acknowledged that they

/would




would have to take into account the general economic situation.
The Review Body itself, which had received written evidence from
the Government, certainly accepted this. As the Prime Minister
had said, there would be no element of "catching up" for the
doctors and dentists this year, in contrast to TSRB groups; and
they would take into account the various factors which she had
mentioned. It was likely that they would recommend differential
rates of increase for different grades, since the supply and demand
situation had changed over the year. For example, there now
seemed to be a surplus of applications for junior doctor posts.
(Mr. Jenkin added that the same situation seemed to apply in

the case of the anaesthetists.) As regards the Government's
evidence, Sir Robert said that they strongly endorsed the
suggestion that there should be no more staging of awards.

The Prime Minister showed Sir Robert a copy of the draft

letter which had been circulated by the Cabinet Office under
cover of a minute dated 20 January (Ref: A04045). Sir Robert
indicated that there was nothing in the letter which would cause
the Review Body any difficulty. But he did not think it was
necessary or desirable for the Prime Minister to send it. One
consideration which he had to bear in mind was that the doctors
were suspicious of them, and a letter on the lines proposed -

if it got out - would add to these suspicions.

The Prime Minister said that she was grateful to Sir Robert
for what he had said. She agreed that she should not write to
him as had earlier been proposed.

—ﬂ",

20 January 1981




Ref: A04045

CONFIDENTIAL

MR, LANKESTER

Doctors and Dentists Review Body

With his minute of 16th January, Sir Robert Armstrong enclosed a

draft letter for the Prime Minister to show to the Chairman of the Doctors
and Dentists Review Body. I now enclose a revised version of this draft
to take account of an addition to the final paragraph which has been
suggested by the Department of Health and Social Services.

2, Copies of this minute go to the Private Secretaries to the Lord
Chancellor, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord President and the

Secretaries of State for Defence and for Social Services.

Clwns Cloke

(7.,. (D.J. Wright)

20th January 1981

CONFIDENTIAL
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DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ROBERT CLARK

I thought that it might be useful if, following our discussion
on January, I put on record what I said to you about the
Government's general policies and their bearing, as we see it, upon
the work of the Doctors and Dentists Review Body under its
standing terms of reference.

The Government's overriding priority is the reduction of
inflation. We seek to achieve this by means of a progressive
reduction in monetary growth. If we are to succeed in that, we
must continue to limit as strictly as we can, and to reduce
wherever possible, the demands which the public sector makes
upon the rest of the economy.

You will know that the econemic recession, and the
financial constraints that accompany it, have meant not only a
severe loss of jobs in industry but also a substantial reduction in
the rate of pay increases paid to those in industrial employment.
Those constraints do not operate directly upon the public services,
but it is no less important that the rate of pay increases should be
moderated in the public sector than in the private sector. For the
public services - the Civil Service and the National Health Service,
and local government - and for the grant to the Universities, we
are imposing cash limits which are intended to ensure that pay
increases this year are kept within levels which the country can
reasonably be asked to afford. At a time when many workers in
industry are having to accept modest pay increases or even no

increases at all, we believe that those who work in the public

services should also be, and will be, prepared to accept the need

for a considerable degree of restraint.
This applies to the pay of those who come within the
Review Body's remit no less than to that of others in the public

services concerned, Indeed, it would not in the Government's

o 1
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view be unreasonable for the Review Body, in considering their
recommendations for doctors and dentists in the National Health
Service, to have regard to the level of increases which the cash
limits imply for other groups in the National Health Service.

My colleagues and I hope that the Review Body will take
full account of these considerations, including the cash limits set
for the National Health Service, in formulating their recommenda-
tions.

Apart from whatever recommendations the Review Body
may think it right to make as a result of their review, I asked you
whether the Review Body would be willing, if so requested, to give
advice on the appropriate distribution of a hypothetical sum which
would derive from a given average increase for doctors and
dentists in the National Health Service and, as usual, on the

amounts to be reimbursed to general medical practitioners in

respect of practice expenses, L—After consulting your colleagueg./-

you were able to let me know that the Review Body would be ready

to respond to such a request, if I thought it necessary to make it.

CONFIDENTIAL
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-98X70%2 218 2111/3

MO 4/6/2 19th January 1981

N
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With his minute of 16th January to the Prime Minister
Sir Robert Armstrong $ubmitted draft letters tOfthe Chairmen
of the DDRB and the AFPRB.

There is one passage in the draft letter to the AFPRB
-which my Secretary of State feels could be strengthened.

The normal techniques of comparability applied by the AFPRB
do allow for the current level of settlements outside to be
taken fully into account - and what the letter is, of course,

concerned with is that these assessments should be wholly
realistic. Attached to this note is a suggested re-draft

of the last page of the draft letter to make this clear. This
would also avoid - especially in what may be a published
document - the suggestion that we are trying to influence

the Review Body to depart from itsnormal processes, which is
likely to be resisted by the Review Body itself,

I am copying this to the Private Secretaries to the
Lord Chancellor, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord

President and the Secretary of State for Social Services,
and to the Private Secretary to Sir Robert Armstrong.

VNS

T P Lankester Esq

CONFIDENTIAL
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The Review Body's stending terms of reference recquire

¢S
|

them to recommend up=to~Gote milivery salaries bhased .

the levels of appropriate outside earnings. I suggested to
you that on this occasion the Review Body should, in
applying the teclniques of comparability, pay particular
attention to the levels at which pay claims in industry are
being settled: because of the constraints which I have
described these have beeﬁ falling very significantly in

the last few months and people in other pub}ic services are
being asgked to accept settlements within the levels implied
by the cagh limits which we are imposing. At such a time,
it seems to us, it is essential for the Review Body to take
a realistic view of the likely movement of earnings during
the latter part of the period under review. I asked you
also to give full qeight to the current recruitment and
rebention figures, as well as to the relative job security
'_and other benefits wﬁich members of the Armed Forces enjoy

in contrast to many of their comparators.

My colleagues and I hope that the Review Body will

feel able in formulating their recommendations to take full
account of these considerations as well as of the factors

which regularly enter into their reviews.

—2.—

CONFIDENTTAT,




Ref: A04015

CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

Your discussion with Lord Plowden yesterday took a turn which made

it unnecessary for the draft letter (which you showed to him) to be considered

further, at any rate for the time being, in the context of the Top Salaries

Review Body,

24 You are, however, to see the Chairmen of the other two Review Bodies
next week, and I expect that you will want to have by you draft letters which you
can show to them.

” -

3n I therefore attach revised versions of the draft letters to the Chairmen
of the Doctors and Dentists Review Body (Sir Robert Clark) and the Armed
Forces Review Body (Sir Harold Atcherley).

4. The draft letter for Sir Robert Clark follows closely the draft letter

prepared for Lord Plowden.
No———18
53 The draft letter for Sir Harold Atcherley presents a more difficult
problem. The Government is adhering to its commitment on Armed Forces
pay, and is prepared to adjust the pay factor in the Ministry of Defence's

cash limits to accommodate the commitment. The problem is to reconcile

with that a request to the Review Body to have regard to the current levels of
settlements in the private sector and to the implications for other public
services of the pay factors which the Government is imposing on their cash
limits., The fifth paragraph of the draft letter to Sir Harold Atcherley

represents an attempt to resolve that problem,

6. I am sending copies of this minute and of the draft letters to the
Lord Chancellor, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord President, the

Secretary of State for Defence and the Secretary of State for Social Services.

(Robert Armstrong)

16th January 1981

CONFIDENTIAL
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DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ROBERT CLARK

I thought that it might be useful if, following our
discussion on January, I put on record what I said to you
about the Government's general policies and their bearing, as
we see it, upon the work of the Doctors and Dentists Review Body
under its standing terms of reference.

The Government's overriding priority is the reduction of
inflation, We seek to achieve this by means of a progressive
reduction in monetary growth, If we are to succeed in that, we
must continue to limit as strictly as we can, and to reduce
wherever possible, the demands which the puhlic sector makes
upon the rest of the economy.

You will know that the economic recession, and the
financial constraints that accompany it, have meant not only a

severe loss of jobs in industry but also a substantial reduction
i e ot bt s ot

in the rate of pay increases paid to those in industrial employment.

Those constraints do not operate directly upon the public services,
but it is no less important that the rate of pay increases should be

moderated in the public sector than in the private sector. For the
public services - the Civil Service and the National Health Service,

and local government - and for the grant to the Universities, we

are imposing cash limits which are intended to ensure that pay
L e

increases this year are kept within levels which the country can
reasonably be asked to afford, At a time when many workers in
industry are having to accept modest pay increases or even no
increases at all, we believe that those who work in the public
services should also be, and will be, prepared to accept the need
for a considerable degree of restraint,

This applies to the pay of those who come within the
Review Body's remit no less than to that of others in the public

services concerned. Indeed, it would not in the Government's

—1-
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view be unreasonable for the Review Body, in considering their
recommendations for doctors and dentists in the National Health
Service, to have regard to the level of increases which the cash
limits imply for other groups in the National Health Service.

My colleagues and I hope that the Review Body will take
full account of these considerations, including the cash limits set
for the National Health Service, in formulating their recommenda-
tions,

Apart from whatever recommendations the Review Body
may think it right to make as a result of their review, I asked you
whether the Review Body would be willing, if so requested, to give
advice on the appropriate distribution of a hypothetical sum which
would derive from a given average increase for doctors and
dentists in the National Health Service, L-After consulting your
colleague'sj you were able to let me know that the Review Body

t:'ould be ready to respond to such a request, if I thought it

ecessary to make it.

CONFIDENTIAL
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DRAFT LETTER TO SIR HAROLD ATCHERLEY

I thought that it might be useful if, following our discussion
on January, I put on record what I said to you about the
Government's general policies and their bearing, as we see it,
upon the work of the Armed Forces Review Body under its standing
terms of reference.

The Government remains committed o maintaining the pay
of members of the Armed Forces at levels comparable with their
civilian counterparts and to strengthening the nation's defences.

At the same time our overriding economic priority is the
reduction of inflation. We seek to achieve this by means of a
progressive reduction in monetary growth, If we are to succeed
in that, we must continue to limit as strictly as we can, and to
reduce wherever possible, the demands which the public sector
makes upon the rest of the economy,

You will know that the economic recession, and the
financial constraints that accompany it, have meant not only a
severe loss of jobs in industry but also a substantial reduction in
the rate of pay increases paid to those in industrial employment,
Those constraints do not operate directly upon the public services,
but it is no less important that the rate of pay increases should be
moderated in the public sector than in the private sector. For the
public services - the Civil Service and the National Health Service,
and local government ~ and for the grant to the Universities, we
are imposing cash limits which are intended to ensure that pay
increases this year are kept within levels which the country can
reasonably be asked to afford. At a time when many workers in
industry are having to accept modest pay increases or even no
increase at all, we believe that those who work in the public
services should also be, and will be, prepared to accept the need fo

a considerable degree of restraint.

-] -
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The Review Body's standing terms of reference require
them to recommend up-to-date military salaries based on the
levels of appropriate outside earnings. I suggested to you that
on this occasion the Review Body should consider whether it is
right or sufficient to rely solely on the normal techniques of
comparability, based on comparisons over the period since the
last review, at a time like the present when, because of the
constraints I have described, the levels at which pay claims in
industry are being settled have been falling very significantly in
the last few months and people in other public services are being
asked to accept settlements within the levels implied by the cash
limits which we are imposing. At such a time, it seems to us,
it may be right for the Review Body to pay more attention than
might seem appropriate in other circumstances to current levels
of settlements both in the private sector and in other public
services, as a reflection of the constraints within which the pay
of the usual comparators is now having to be determined and
indeed to the relative job security which members of the Armed
Forces enjoy in contrast to many of those comparators,

My colleagues and I hope that the Review Body will feel
able in formulating their recommendations to take full account of
these considerations as well as of the factors which regularly,

enter into their reviews,

CONFIDENTIAL
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DRAF

I thought that it might be useful if, following our discussion
on January, I put on record what I said to you about the
Government's general policies and their bearing, as we see it, upon
the work of the Armed Forces Review Body under its standing
terms of reference.

The Government remains committed to maintaining the pay
of members of the Armed Forces at levels comparable with their
civilian counterparts and to strengthening the nation's defences.

- At the same time our overriding economic priority is the
reduction of inflation. We seek to achieve this by means of a
progressive reduction in monetary growth, If we are to succeed
in that, we must continue to limit as strictly as we can, and to
reduce wherever possible, the demands which the public sector
makes upon the rest of the economy.

You will know that the economic recession, and the financial
constraints that accompany it, have meant not only a severe loss of
jobs in industry but also a substantial reduction in the rate of pay
increases paid to those in industrial employment. Those
constraints do not operate directly upon the public services, but it
is no less important that the rate of pay increases should be
moderated in the public sector than in the private sector. For the
public services - the Civil Service and the National Health Service,
and local government - and for the grant to the Universities, we

are imposing cash limits which are intended to ensure that pay

increases this year are kept within levels which the country can

reasonably be asked to afford, At a time when many workers in
industry are having to accept modest pay increases or even no
increase at all, we believe that those who work in the public
services should also be, and will be, prepared to accept the need

for a considerable degree of restraint,

-1—
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The Review Body's standing terms of reference require
them to recommend up-to-date military salaries based on the
levels of appropriate outside earnings. I suggested to you that on
this occasion the Review Body should, in applying the techniques of
comparability, pay particular attention to the levels at which pay
claims in industry are currently being settled: because of the
constraints which I have described these have been falling very
significantly in the last few months and people in other public

services are being asked to accept settlements within the levels

implied by the cash limits which we are imposing, At such a time,

it seems to us, it is essential for the Review Body to take a
realistic view of the likely movement of earnings during the latter
part of the period under review. I asked you also to give full
weight to the current recruitment and retention figures, as well
as to the relative job security and other benefits which members
of the Armed Forces enjoy in contrast to many of their
comparators.

My colleagues and I hope that the Review Body will feel
able in formulating their recommendations to take full account of
these considerations as well as of the factors which regularly enter

into their reviews.

CONFIDENTIAL
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The Prime Minister said that there was likely to be a major %
» B

problem if the Armed Forces Review Body recommended large increases.
Because the Government was committed to implementing their recommen-
dations, this could all too easily lead to a further big squeeze

of differentials between senior officers and lower grades. There
was not same problem in respect of senior civil servants because
PRU had been suspended and the Government would be negotiating
directly with the Civil Service Unions within a low cash figure.
Lord Plowden replied that there was indeed likely to be a problem
if the AFRB were to come:ggth very high recommendations. But he
believed Sir Harold Atcherley, the Chairman of AFRB, understood
this. He would be seeing Sir Harold, along with Sir Robert Clark,

the following Monday, and he would indicate to him the Government's
general thinking on the TSRB Review.

Summing up, the Prime Minister said that she believed that

the approach he had suggested was likely to be the best available.

She suggested that Lord Plowden, after consulting the other members *'
of the Review Body, should get in touch in the first instance with e
Sir Robert Armstrong. The form of the letter which she would send

to Lord Plowden and whether or not it should be publlshed would be
for further consideration.

The meeting ended at 1900 hours.




BRIEF FOR PRIME MINISTER'S MEETING WITH SIR ROBERT CLARK

-

1.  This meeting is held at your invitation following discussion at Z(80)4bth

czting (Item 1) on the Pay Review Bodies. The roints y
are that you hope that the DDRB will

(a) continue to take account of all relevant factors in

reaching its reccmmendations, and not simply 'comparsbility';

in particular take account of economic and financial factors,

and vhat is currently happening on ray in the rest of the economy;

give advice specifically on the distribution of an increasein line

with the general pay factor for cesh limits.

Attached at Annex A is a draft of the letter you might send to the Chairman
following the meeting (this may of course need to be modified in the light of

the meeting).

22 The Government has recently submitted to ths DDRB written evidence on the

economic factors. A copy is attached at Annex B.

I

5 The DDRst terms of reference are ''to Egyise the Prime Minister on the

remuneration of doctors aad dentists takino part in the National neéltthervicg".‘1

They have hitherto regarded these terms of reference as requiring them to take
accdunt of economic and financial considerations as well as of other relevant
factors. You will wish to stress the importance of their continuing to do so on
this occasion, and indeed of their.giving them greét weight (see paragraph 8 below).
There are signs that Sir Robert Clark will personally not be unreceptive to this

approzach.

4.  The DDRB's Eighth Revort (1978) identified the extent to which the nav of
doctors and dentists had then fallen hehind that of comparable groups, and made
proposals for appropriate adjustments, spread over a period of two years with

any necessary updating. This process was completed by their Tenth Report (1980),
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and at thnat point the pay of doctors and dentists was brought up to the level

which the DDRB considered appropriate. Any complaints the professions may have

had were thus removed, and the present pay review is taking place in circumstances
tists cannot argne that there are accunmlated pay

-

deficiencies or that their pay is seriously behind that of other comparable So i =«

There is some evidence that they do in fact themselves recognise this.

B T+ is of course open to the Government 1o decline fo pive eile
Review Body's recommendations on the ground that there are clear ¢

reasons for doing so. But this has happened conly very rarely in relation to the
DDRB, and it is a course which the Government would prefer not to have to take.

They hope therefore that, in the light of the economic and financial considerations,
the Review Body will feel able to make recommendations which the Government can #
accept. This will mean that simple comparability will have to become a secondary
consideration. There is a need for a decline - and a contlnulng one - in pay
settlements. Comparability, which is packward-looking, is a major obstacle to

this, and will maintain expectations of high pay settlements for the future.

Review Body will naturally wish to take account of what is happening on pay
elsewhere, but should concentrate more on what is currently happening to pay than

on what has happened in the past.

6. You may wish to stress the need for the Review Body to take account of other
factors, such as job security, labour supply and demand, efficiency, and- job
satisfaction and attractiveness. dJob security is particularly relevant in currert
circumstances, given high unemployment and widespread plant closures and redundancies
in the private sector. You might like to give Sir Robert Clark the table at Annex
C which shows, for example, that of 1. L million redundancy payments between 1975
and 1979, only 7800 went to Government employees (including the NHS), and 11600 to
others in public administration. These two together account for less than 1.5%

of the redundancy payments but well over 10% of total employment. More recently,
the unemployment figures show a similar picture. The August 1980 figures,
classified by last recorded job, ghow an unemployment rate of 3.0% for Qentral

and local government, compared with 6.7% for the private sector.

{708 The Review Body should also bear in mind that the NHS cash limit has been

fixed on the basis of a pay factor of /7% /. There would be severe
difficulties if doctors and dentists received increases involving pay bill
increases greater than those which the cash limit makes possible for NHS staff
generally. If corresponding. “eductions could not be secured in the pay settle-

ments of other groups of NHS staff, the quality or quantity of the services
available to the public would have to be cut in the absence of economies of

CONFIDENTIAL
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Economic and financial factors

The main points you may wish to make are:

financial pressures on employers in the public and private
sectors are severe. Excessive pay increases anywhere in the
econony will lead to otherwiée avoidable losses of jobs. This

is why average pay settlement levels are already very nearly

down in single figures = and the pattern is a declining orne.
erhe latest DEm figures show that the average level of private
sector settlements had fallen again to 103% in mid-December
(compared with 113% in November and 13% in October). Most of

the settlements recorded so far were in manufacturing industry,
where the average level was just above 10%. This is not far from
the CBI's Pay Databank (of medium sized manufacturing companies)
which showed an average of 10.6% in December. These figures need

‘to be used with care, because they are still a long way from

6% or 7%./

public services pay settlements should be at levels the taxpayers
can afford, because of their direct impact on public expenditure,
and because of their effect on expectations elsewhere. The public
expenditure point is strengthened by the impact of the recession

in forcing up the PSBR, one factor in the current overspending.

to ensure that the burden of economic adjustment does not fall on
the private sector alone, public borrowing and expenditure must be
held back. Cash limits are a key part of the mechanism, and con-
siderations such as comparability have to take second place - hence
the decision to sﬁspend Py research for the non-industrial Civil
Service. No sroups can be insulated from the current difficuities

which limit the ability of employers to finance increases.

Distribution of / 7% /

9. You may wish to ask the DDRB to provide in their report recommendations about
how an overall increase in net pay of ['7%_7 - plus, as usual, the amounts to be

reimbursed to general medical practitioners in respect of practice expenses =

CONFIDENTIAL
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should be distributed. It is probably too much to expect thuat this wou

the exclusion of any otner recommendations, on a different basis, widich thne aevicsy

Body might think it right to make (but which prima facie the Government misht find

unacceptable). But it would be helpful to have reccmmendations on the 1_7%_/ pasis

. wather than to -have to ask for them separately after the

AP
in tne repori, ravacl

report had been received.

CONFIDENTIAL
4
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" THE ecoucnxc FACTORS, 1 o EVIDERCE TO DORE

The GUV“F ment welcomes the ackncwledoement by the Revzew Body that
in framxng ‘its reccmmendgtlons, it must inevitably take account of
current cconomic circumstances. ParEly because of world recessicn,
but also because of very high public sector pay increases in the last
two years (exceeding those in the private sector),financial pressures
on employers in both the public and private sectors are severe.
Profit marzins have been particularly affected in sectors that export
or compete against imports, where the strong exchange rate has acded
to the problems of poor competitivenesses caused by excessive unit
* 1abour costs; but other sectors are also experiencing e tight
Moreover at the same time real incomes and living standards heave
very substantially (largely because of the effect of North Sea oil
on the exchange rats) without a matching increase in output or
productivity. Given the further need for contlnuing firm nonetary

rand fiscal restraint to combat inflation, unrealistic pay incrsasss
s

anywhere in the econcmy will reduce competitiveness and lesad to losses

- of- jobs. So it is crucially important that public services pav
settlements snould te reached ak levelé taxpayers and the aconcmy can
afford, because of their direct impact on public expenditurs, 'and
because of their effect on expectaticns elsawhere. The cnan** in
seﬁtlement levels since the summer of 1880 is alreédy clear: these,
rather than historicel data, are what is important.® ;

2. 1N order to ensure that the burden of economic adgusbmen~ does
not continue to fall almost exclusively on the private secccr, sublic
borrowing and expenditures must be held back. A key part of the
mechaniﬁm for éontrolling spending in the public éervices is cash
limifs. In setting cash limits for the public services, the

" #The y=2r cn year Apore ln the pL:llSﬂ;G Incex ot Avereze carnings SroviZs no
gu1d° to Cb~.-ﬂt Eaoes a. it is so heavily influenced by -Vzut:
last * pay rcunu . uhe ¢ mings rcported in the New Eami ngs
while incicative of the gg al trend, . also neced very careful
In p“"‘l:"é" the pcpule .n the varicus centiles may vary
consicerzdly from ysar t z un:wdle;ngn., T g el 6 ot gierot
at the lcwer end f *he carﬂ‘n°s © cution, may also lead to en evadgcrnclcn or
points. The changes in eamings of
.part1calar fES Cﬂntllcs co noc. thc"cfore, measure directly the chenges in e’rﬁxngs
of particular greups in cmpl loyment frem year to year.,  Further, profcssicral
pcoplc in independent practice are of course not included xn this curvey.

.
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Government has to decide how much can be afforded, given the severe
problems of many sectors cf industry, the commitment to monetary
control and Failing inflation, and the need for a sustaiped reduction in
the Rublic Seetor Borrowing Requirement. There are strict limits on -
. what can be provided for increases in public services pay in 1881-82.
Considerétions such as comparability have to take secand place. No
groups, Qhether in the public or thé private sector, can be insulated
from the current difficulties which limit the ability of employers to
finance increases. The decision to suspend pay research for the
non-industrial Civil Service is one reflection of these changed

circumstances.

S The Government has announced that thé RSG cash limit for 1831-82

wili provide for increases in earnings of 6 per cent from due

settlement dates, and that other cash limits will be set within breagly
the same financial disciplines. The cash limit for hospital and
community health. services for the financial year is fixed by converting
. the agreed vclume cf expenditure for the services concerned (shown in
the annual Wnite Paper cn public expenditure) to cash terms. It allows
for pay end price increases across the services as & whole. It coes
not make separate provision for the pay of individual groups. '

4, %here are two points related to this which the Government hopes
the Review Body will take into account in reaching its recommendaticns.
First, if any individual item in the health service budgst - and this
includes the pay bill of any particular group - increases faster than
provided for in the cash limit, this will heve to be offset by. cuts
in other elements of the Budget - which could imply an undesirable
reduction in the plenned quality or quantity of service, loss of jcbs
or lower pay increeses for other groups., Second, in the light of
this, the view of NHS management, which has besen endorsad by the
Secretaries of State, is that there would be severe difficulties cver
- recommencdations in relation to doctors and dentists which enviséged
pay bill ﬁncreases greater than those which the cash limit makes
possible for NHS staff generally, including those who work in close
conjuncticn with docters end dentists., A pay settlement of this
nature would necessarily imply corresponding reductions in the pay
settlements of other groups of NHS staffs. Should a position of this
*nature arise, it would  in curfent circumstances intreduce e divisive

-‘element into health service industrial relations which would be in




|

the interest neither of the health service nor, in the long run, of

the medical and dental professians themselves.

-

5. . The Chancellor of the Exchequer made clear on 24 November 1280
that the Government thinks it desirable for the future to avoid the
delay or ‘staging of pay awards and will avoid it where it is

jtself the employer. The Treasury and Civil Service Committee
have taken the seme view in their Fthh Report (Session 1878- -380).
Staging in some cases in the past has resulted in a higher rate
of pay being werrieda forward into subsequent years than would
otherwise .have been ccn51stent with the cash limit, so eroding
the effectiveness of the ‘cash limit system. Where in future a
public services employer does delay or stage en award, thé relevant
cash limits for the subsequent year will not allow for the elemant
of the .award made compatible with the cash limit only through aelay

or staging.

6. The Family Practitioner Services are - in common with otner
"demand-cetarmined” services - not subject to a cash limit. But
the need for restrzint in cost increases, including pay settlements,
is no less here than in the other parts of the NHS,

S —

7; 'Finally, as noted in péfagraph A8 vf the earlier evidence,
the Governmen: ccnsiders that at a time of high unemployment, and
widespread plant closurss and redundancies in the privete sector,
it would be appropriate for the Review Body to give substantial
weight to the degree of job security enjoyed by the professions.
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CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

Letters to Chairmen of Pay Review Bodies
(E(81) 4 - and the Lord Chancellor's minute
to you of 12th January)
BACKGROUND
It was agreed at the meeting on 16th December (E(80) 44th Meeting,

Item 1) that the Government should adopt a three~pronged approach to try to
persuade the Pay Review Bodies to produce more acceptable findings this year.
This would involve meetings with the individual chairmen, to be followed up by
letters, and also the submission of written Government evidence on the
economic sitwation, The Committee was particularly anxious to have an
opportunity to discuss the texts of the letters against the possibility of their
publication. Drafts for the letters to the three different Review Bodies are
attached to thepaper., They may of course need some amendment before
despatch to take account of the course of discussion at the meetings with the
Chairmen,

2. You have decided to meet the Chairmen yourself at separate meetings,

and to be accompanied by the Chancellor of the Exchequer pn each occasion,
together with the relevant Departmental Minister. The first meeting with
Lord Plowden for the Top Salaries Review Body is on the 15th, and the others
follow on about the 20th-21st January,

3. In this operation there is a difficult path to be trodden between saying
enough to influence the bodies towards more moderate recommendations, while
notappearing to question their independence of view, When you had lunch with
the TSRB before Christmas, there were signs of a fairly robust approach on
their part, and it wi]l be important that the tone of the letter to them does not
cause them to adopt a hard-line position. The DDRB and the AFPRB are also
touchy and need careful handling.

4. The letters assume that the Government will wish to ask the TSRE and
the DDRB to help in allocating a fixed sum of mongy, based on an average
increase of about 6 per cent (or whatever other cash limit is adopted by E),

wle
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This follows up a suggestion from your previous meeting with the TSRB, when
they offered to allocate a fixed sum, if their original recommendation proved
unacceptable. You may have to work harder to get the DDRB to undertake

a similar tagk, though the remuneration package is complex and the help of the
Review Body in deciding upon distribution would be of great value.

5. The AFPRR is to be asked, in fulfilment of the Government's commite
ment, to recommend up-to-date military salaries based on the levels of
appropriate outside earnings - but to be mindful of the importance of not
widening the transition to cover levels of inflation and of the relative job
security enjoyed by members of the Armed Forces.

6. You may also want to use this meeting to obtain the Committee's view
on whether they are prepared to sece the Judiciary exempt from the pay cash
limit constraint in the interest of maintaining quality (see the Lord Chancellor's
minute to you of 12th January). This need not necessarily involve asking fci a
separate report on them - at any rate this time round - but it would be helpful
if you could forewarn Lord Plowden of the Government's intention. Itis a
matter of choice whether any such decision needs to be referred to in your
present letter; but I think that it would probably be better to deal with it
separately.

HANDLING

7.  You might ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer who will be involved in
all the meetings, to introduce the draft letters, and then hear comments from
colleagues, starting with the Departmental Ministers principally involved, the

Lord Presgident, the Sccretary of State for Defence and the Secretary of State for

8ocial Services,
CONCLUSION

8. You will want to seck approval to the general approach tobe adopted in
the letter with detailed drafting left for consideration with the Ministers
primarily concerned - or in the Sub-Committee on Public Service Pay (E(PSP) -
when the meetings have taken place. You will also want to record a specific
conclusion in favour of pyblication of the letters at some suitable time (with
tactical handling reserved for you). You may also wish to record a conclusion
on the pay of the Judiciary.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

13 2. (Robert Armstrong)
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DOCTORS' AD DENTISTS' REZVIEW 30DY REPORT: PAY INCREASES 1930/81 TOR
NES DOCTORS AID DEUTISTS

BRIZFING FOR COVERNMENT MINISTERS

Al The Prime Minister announced on Monday 19 Mey the Government's decision to
accept the Tenth Report of the Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body (Cmnd 7903).
4 copy of her Written Answer and the DHSS Press Release, giving details of the '

increases, are attached. Further background briefing is set out below.

(2) The Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body

2 This is an independent body which, since the early 'sixties, has recommended
gppropriate levels of remuneration for NHS doctors and dentists, having regard to
the earnings of other professions and comparable groups. Successive CGovernments
have pledged themselves té'implement their recommendations except where there were
nclear and compelling reasons™ not to do-soj their reports have almost invariably

been accepted in the past (and always accepted by Conservative Governments ).

(b) Specific Commitments to Implement this year's award

3. In 1978 the Review Body pointed out thét the pay of doctors and dentists in

the NHS had been falling seriously behind that of other comparable groups since

1975, This was the result of the last Government's pay policies. They regarded it

as essential to the wellbeing of the ﬁES that this was put right as soon 2s possible.
The Labour Government committed itself to bringing doctors' and dentists' pay fully
up to date by L April 1980. The Conservatives in Opposition gave a similar commitment
which they repeated on their return to office. The Government's decision to implement

this year's award honours that undertakinge.

(¢c) Size of the Increase

4. The increases given fall into two halves:

(1) +the increase (10.7%) necessary to bring doctors' and dentists' existing
salaries to the level they should have been a year 2go if their pay had
been brought up to date then;j

the further increase (18.7%) necessary to bring it up to date at 1 April
1530.




So a considerable part represents deferred peyments. Over the years doctors and
dentists have foregone thousands of pounds because their pay had fallen behind 2nd
this is lost forever Zﬁhe BMA recently estimated for example that a gp had lost
zbout £8600 in present day values since 1975 and the figures for consultants are
probably highe;7. No element of retrospection is involved as with some of the
Clegg Commission Reports (see (d) below). The doctors and dentists have hed to
wait longer than other NHS groups whose pay has been staged.

(d) Impact on Other NHS Groups

He This award is in some ways analogous to other pay increases to NHS staff
resulting from reports from the Clegg Commission on Pay Comparability (nurses,
professions supplementary to medicine, ancillary staff and ambulance staff),
implemented since the Government. came to office, honouring commitments of the
Labour Government. These awards were, however, all implemented during the last
pay round and aimed to bring staff up to the right level of pay for 1979. The
Review Body award relates specifically to the commitment to bring doctors and
dentists up to the right 1980 level. Other NHS staff in 1980 will be expected to
settle at levels in line with the overall 14% cash limit - there are no other
groups with comparable outstanding pay commitments which would justify increases

in excess:of 14%.

6e Complaints about the size of the increases for doctors and dentists have come
most strongly from the nurses' unions and professional bodies. The nurses have
still to settle in the current round and negotiations are at an advanced stage.

But nurses have bénefited from a special Clegg award last year. Comparisons with
other groups are difficult, but, when account is taken of changes in conditions of
service for nurses eg higher special duty payments and shorter hours, then
agsuming a settlement this year for nurses around 14%, in wage bill terms their
increases will be comparable to'doctors and dentistse Siﬁce Apr11'1,-1978, the pay

bill for doctors and dentists will have increased by 66 per cent. If the current
negotiations with the nurses and midwives result in a settlement of 14 per cent, their
pay bill will have increased by 65% per cent over the same period.

(e) Cash Limits

7. The NHS cash limit included full allowance for the deferred payment (10.7%)
necessary to bring doctors' and dentists' pay up to 1979 levels, as well as allowing
for pay settlements generally in the NHS of 14%, and realistic provision for price
increases the doctors' and dentists' increase of lS.f% exceeds that generzl level.
However, the cash limit must be regerded as a global sum and its adequacy viewed as

s whole. Given responsible wage bergaining elsewhere in the MNHS for all outstanding




settlements, the cash limit should be adequate, especially when allowance is
made for the financial geins from increased efficiency in the NHS. Zﬁhe family
practitioner services (family doctors and dentists) are not cash limited. The
cost of the Review Body recommendations will require a Supplementary Estimate in

due course to meet the excess cost over the provision made in the 1980/31

Estimates/

(f) Implications for other Review Body Reports

The Top Salaries Review Body Report on nationalised industry members, senior
Civil Servants and senior ranks of the Armed Forces and the judiciary has not yet
been received. These groups have not received the same undertaxking to fully-up-
to-date pay at 1 April 1980. The Report will be considered on its merits, as also
will be the Report on MPs' and Ministers' pay. Both are expected shorﬁly;

Paymaster General's Office

23 May 1980
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Doctors' and Dentists'’ Review Dody Report - Publlicatioa

Thank you for your letter of 14 lay.

The Prime Minister bhas agreed that the Review Body's
Report should be published on Monday, and she has approved
the attached, slightly amended Written Aanswer and Press
Notice.

I am writing to 8Sir Robert Clark warning him that the
Report will be published on Monday as you suggest, ;

I ar sending copies of this letter and enclosure to
Richard Dykes (Department of Employmeant), Geoffrey Greea
(Civil Service Departmeat), Alastair Pirie (Chief Secretary's
Office), Richaard Prescott (Faymaster General's Office),

Roy Harriangton (Northeran Ireland Office), Codfrey Rohson
(Scottisn Office), John Cralg (Welsh Office), Johu Stevens
(Office of the Chancellor Of the Duchy of Lancaster) and
David Wright' (Cabinet Office).

T P LANKESTER

Don Brereton, Isa., :
Department of Heanlth and Sociml Security.

\
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16 May 1880

The Prime Minister has asked me to
tell you that she expects to announce in
the House on Monday, 12 May, the Government's
response to the Doctors' and Dentists'
Review Body Report and the arrangements
for its publication.

T P LANKESTER

Sir Robert Clark, DSC.




PRIME MINISTER

I would be grateful if you
would approve the attached
Written Answer which will go out
under your name on Monday on

doctors' and dentists' pay, and

B®lso the draft press notice.

This has been approved by Mr. Jenkin

and we have made one or two

drafting improvements.

Content? \i;/O % {
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CONFIDENTIAL

PARLIAMENTARY WRITTEN ANSWER ANNOUNCING PUBLICATION OF THE DDRB'S
TENTH REPORT

Question:

Answer:

To ask the Prime Minister, when she will publish the
Report of the Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body; and
whether she will make a statement concerning the

Government's response.

The Tenth Report (1980) of the Review Body on Doctors'
and Dentists' Remuneration is published today as
Command 7903.

I am grateful to the Review Body, under its new Chairman,
Sir Robert Clark, for completing the task begun in 1978
of bringing doctors' and dentists' pay fully up to date
by 1980. Our predecessors were committed to that
objective and we undertook to honour that commitment.

The Review Body's recommendations this year comprise

two elements: i) the increase necessary to bring the
remuneration of doctors and dentists into the proper
relationship with those of other professions and comparable
groups at 1 April 1979, and ii) the further increase
necessary to take account of developments since then.

A considerable part of the total increase this year is
therefore a deferred payment.

The Government is ready to accept the Review Body's

e

recommendations.
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DRAFT PRESS NOTICE

REVIEW BODY COMPLETES UPDATING OF DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' PAY

The independent Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration
in its Tenth Report* published today as a Command paper recommends
the third and final stage needed to bring doctors' and dentists'
pay fully up to date.

In 1978 the Review Body pointed out that the pay of doctors and
dentists in the NHS had fallen seriously behind that of other
comparable groups. The increases it considered appropriate were
staged on the understanding that doctors and dentists would have
their pay brought:fully up to date by 1 April 1980. Both this
Government and their predecessors were committed to this objective.

Last year doctors' and dentists' pay was brought half way to fully
up to date levels. The Review Body's 1980 Report completes the

process.

It makes two recommendations: i) an increase of 10.7 per cent on
average to bring doctors and dentists into the proper relationship
with the earnings of other professions and comparable groups at

1 April 1979; and ii) a further increase, averaging 18.7 per cent,
to take account of developments since then.

A considerable part of this year's increase therefore represents
deferred payment. Noneof the catching-up payments are
retrospective beyond 1 April 1980.

As from 1 April 1980 the basic salary of a House Officer (the most
Junior grade of hospital doctor) will be from £5,400 to £6,100 and
that of a consultant between £15,510 and £19,870. The target
average net remuneration (ie after deducting practice expenses) for
general medical practitioners will become £16,290 and a general
dental practitioner's target average net income will be CAlSA NG 7
(detailed rates are appended).

/The

*Cmnd 7903 price £2.75p
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The Review Body estimate that the effect of their recommendations

to bring remuneration up to date at 1 April 1980 will add £206 million
to the pay bill for NHS doctors and dentists, in addition to the

cost of implementing the 1 April 1979 fully up to date level

(£106 million), and the cost of contractual changes for

consultants agreed between the Government and the profession which
were introduced on 1 January 1980. The cash limit is expected

to be adequate, especially when allowance is made for savings

through greater efficiency in the NHS.

The Government is ready to accept the Review Body's recommendations;

a copy of the Prime Minister's statement in the House today is
attached.




DETAILS OF SOME OF THE RECOMMENDED INCREASES IN PAY

Rates in force at Fully up to date Recommended
31 March 1980 rates appropriate rates payable
to 1 April 1979 from 1 April 1980

Hospital doctors and dentists (main grades) (Basic salaries only)

£ £

House Officer 4164 4494
4710 5082

Senior House Officer 5175, 5580
5829 63%6

Registrar ' 5829 6336
7086 7698

Senior Registrar 6720 7290
8550 9330

Consultants i 11859 13050
Max 15279 17034

Medical Assistants Min 7233 7866

and Assistant Dental Max 11859 13050
Surgeons

Family Practitioner Services

General Medical
Practitioners (in-
tended average net
remuneratioi?

General Dental
Practitioners (tar-
get sverage net

i rcome)

Ophthalmic Medical
Practitioners (net re-
muneration element

of sight test fee)
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SE1 6BY

Telephone 01-407 5522
From the Secretary of State for Social Services

Tim Lankaster Esq

Private Secretary

Prime Minister's Office

10 Downing Street

LONDON SW1 |Lf May 1980

;’T' ) “’ji~\ ;

DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY REPORT - PUBLICATION

E Committee decided on 7 April that the Government should implement the Doctors'
and Dentists' Review Body Report for 1980/81 submitted to the Prime Minister by
the Chairman of the Review Body in April. My Secretary of State was asked to
clear a Parliamentary Answer announcing that decision with the Secretaries of
State for Employment, Scotland and Wales, the Minister of State, CSD, and the
Chief Secretary, Treasury and then to submit it to the Prime Minister with advice
on when it should be given.

There has been discussion between Number 10, the Paymaster General's Office and
our Department about publication. The outcome is that the earliest suitable date
appears to be Monday 19 May at 2.30 pm. My Secretary of State recommends
publication on that date.

The usual procedure is for the Prime Minister's Written Answer to be relatively
brief, with more detail being given in a Press Notice issued from here. I attach
drafts accordingly, cleared at official level with the Departments concerned.
Both the Answer and the Press Notice reflect the conclusion in E Committee that a
considerable part of the increases completes a staging process accepted by the
last Government and is thus a carry over from previous rounds.

I think it would be a helpful courtesy if you could also write 6n the Prime Minister's
behalf to the Chairman of the Review Body, Sir Robert Clark, giving him advance
notice of the Government's decision. A copy of a letter for that purpose is also

appended.

R q%Wulﬁxwxccgbb

I am copying this letter to Richard Dykes (Employment),|Alastair Pirie (Chief
Secretary's Office) Richard Prescott (Paymaster General's Office), Roy Harrington
(N Ireland), Geoffrey Robson (Scottish Office) George Craig (Welsh Office),

John Stevens (Office of the Ducly of Lancaster) and David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Yours sincerely

CONFIDENTIAL




DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ROBERT CLARK

The Prime Minister has asked me tell you that she expects to announce in the

House on Monday 19 May, the Gévernment's response to the Doctors' and Dentists'

Review Body Report and thé arrangements for its publication.
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PARLIAMENTARY WRITTEN ANSWER ANNOUNCING PUBLICATION QF THE DDRB'S TENTH REPORT

Question: To ask the Prime Minister, when she w}il publish the Report of the

Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body; ﬁnd whether she will make a

statement concerning the Government's response.

Answer: The Tenth Report (1980) of gﬁe Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration is published 76day as Command 7903.

I am grateful to the Revigw Body, under its new Chairman,

Sir Robert Clark, for cdhpleting the task begun in 1978 of bringing
doctors' and dentists'/pay fully up to date by 1980. Our predecessors
were committed to thaf objective and we undertook to honour that
commitment. f

Uw bt i) )

The Review Body's vacommendations this year comprlsélthe increase

necessary to brlng the remuneration of doctors and dentists into the
proper relationshnp with t ose of other professions and comparable
groups at 1 April 197Q,and(the further increase necessary to take
account of developments since then. Se Q-con81derable part of the
total increase fhls year isléeaéferred payment.

_:

The Governmentfis ready to accept the Review Body's recommendations.
[

)3
|
{
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DRAFT PRESS NOTICE
REVIEW BODY COMPLETES UPDATING OF DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' PAY

The independent Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration in its Tenth
Report* published today as a Command paper recommends the third and final stage

needed to bring doctors' and dentists' pa§ fully up to date.

It 1978 the Review Body pointed out thay'the pay of doctors and dentists in the NHS
had fallen seriously behind that of ot ér comparable groups. The increases it
considered appropriate were staged on fthe understanding that doctors and dentists
would have their pay brought fully up’to date by 1 April 1980. Both this Government
and their predecessors were committed to this objective. / Last year doctors' and
dentists' pay was brought half way tp fully up to date levels. The Review Body's
1980 Report completes the process.”;It 222%&5%84%?23*333?23§e f 10.7 per cent
on average to bring doctors and dentists into the proper relationship w1th the
earnings of other professions and ZEmparable groups at 1 April 1979, and a further
increase, averaging 18.7 per cent{ to take account of developments since then. 5o~
/ Qrcon31derab1e part of this yearﬁb 1ncrease[represents deferred payment. None of the

catching-up payments are retrospgctlve beyond 1 April 1980. Eﬁha—e@#oc#—o@—%he

As from 1 April 1980 the ba51c£sa1ary of a House Officer (the most junior grade of
hospital doctor) will be from,£5 4LOO to £6,100 and that of a consultant between
£15,510 and £19,870. The int d average net erunmz%lem med&bé'fu)
practitioners will become £1,'290 and a general dental practitioner's target

average net income will be 7%4,675 (detailed rates are appended).

The Review Body estimate t;lt the effect of their recommendations to bring
remuneration up to date atf1 April 1980t¥111 add £206 million to the pay bill for

the Government and the profession which were introduced
Wbt perd o bR ; : waw . edlowamn

e EE 1980. M ;
on (ﬁﬁu y 1950. s
. |

The Government is readyjto accept the Review Body's recommendations; a copy of the

Prime Minister's statem&nt in the House today is attached.

v
i
<

* Cmnd 7903 price £2:75p
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
EILEEN HOUSE
80-94 NEWINGTON CAUSEWAY LONDON SE1 6EF

TELEX 883669 TELEPHONE 01%aunsexdxr 103 6380 Ext 3731

Your reference
Qur reference CONIMT DENTTATL

Paul Rayner lisq
M Treagury

Parliament Street l V- r\/{;4}
Dear f%xu& : : 5‘1‘

DDRB REPORT =~ PUBLICATION W e

As you will know Ministers agreed lust week in I Committee that the Government should
accept and implement in full the Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body Report for 1980/81,
They thought it important to emphasise publicly that a considerable part of the total
increage was to complete a staging process recommended and accepted by the last
Government ond was thus & carry over from previous rounds, My Secretary of State was
asked to clear a written Parliamentary Answer with the Secretaries of State for
Bootland and Wales, and Employment, the Chief Secretary, Treasury and the Minister of
gtate, Civil Service Department, taking account of the discussion and then to ﬂubmlt it
to the Prime Minister, with his advice on when it should be given.

T attach a draft Parliomentary Answer, and also a draft press notice which, following
usual practice, we would issue from here, tovether with a copy of the Answer, I have
followed usual practice in keeping the Answer relatively brief and putting more into
the Press Notice. But — without actually giving figures - it does cover the points
made in B Committee to which I have referred.

We will of course be giving our Press Office more detailed briefing, and will be
covering Wheie advice on handling questions related to cash limits,

I would be "1ad to have any commnents = by telephone if more convenient = by mid-afternoon
Tuesduy 13 Moy so that my Secretary of SBtate can 8 s Answer to the Prime Minister

tomorrow evening, We are aiming at publlcatlon 0 6 May.

Copien of this letter go to Kato Jenkins (D Emp), Niggl Swales (C5D), Margaret Maclean
(sHHD), J A Morgen (WO), Richard Prescott (Pay Magter|General's Office),

Tim Lonkester (No 10), and Bob Niven (omi),
WS RS 35

Yours sincerely
:': v £ : !

¢ H WILSON

co (1ntcrnn1) : P : : W
Mr Cashman ¢
Mr D IMawell ; S//

Mr Just
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DRAIM PRIGS NOTTCL
RV BODY COMPLEPIS UPDATING OF DOCTORSEY AND DENTISNS Y PAY

The independent Review Body in its Tenth Report* published today as & Command
paper regommends ‘the third and final gtage needed to bring doctors' and dentists'

pay fully up to date,

In 1978 the Review Body pointed out that whe pay of doctors and dentists in the

NHS had fallen seriously behind that of otﬁhr comparable groups, 'The increases it
recommended were stuged on the understanding that doctors and dentists would have
their pay brought fully up to date by 1 April 1980, Both this CGovernment and their
predecessors were committed to this gtogine.  Last vear their pay was brought half
way to that target. The Review .Body 's 1980 Report completes the process. It
pecommends an increase nf 10,775 on average, to bring doctors and dentists into line
with what compurable groups were earning lagt year, and a further increase, averaging
18.7%, to take account of the movement in comparable earnings since then. 5o a

considerable part of this year's increase represents deferred payment from last year.

A junior hospital doctor, & House Officer, would be paid, from 1 April 1980, between
£5,400 and £6,100 on basic salary, & congultant between £15,510 and £19,870, the

intended average net remuneration for general medical practitioners would become

£16,290 and a dentigt's torget average net income would be £14, 675 (detailed rates

are appended).

The Review Body estimate that the effect of their recommendations to bring
remineration up to date at 1 April 1980 will add £206 million to the pay bill for
NHS doctors and dentists, over and above the cost of implementing the 1 April 1979
fully up to date levels (8106 million), @nd the cost of contractual changes for
consultants agreed between the dovernmcnt and the profession which were introduced

on 1 January 1980.

The Government is ready to accept the Review Body's recommendations; a copy of the
Prime Minister's statement in the IHouse today ie attached.

L)

*C0mnd 7903 price
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PARLIAMENTARY WRITTEN ANGWIR
®

Announcing Publication of the DDRB's Tenth Report

W
Question: To ask the Prime Minister, when she will publish the Report of the

DDRB; and whether she will make a statement concerning the Government's

TEBPONEE .

Answer: The Tenth Report (1980) of the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'

Remuneration is published today as Command 7903,

I am grateful to the Review Body, under its new Chairmun, Sir Robert
Clark, Tor completing the tuslk begun in' 1978 of bringing doctors' and
dentiste' pay fully up to date by 1980, an objective to which this
Government and our predecessors were committeds

The Review Dody's recommendations this year cover both the third and
fFinnl stage needed to bring their remuncration fully into line with

whit compureble groups werc earning lagt year and the increase necessary
to muintoin thio parity. A conusiderable part of the total increase this

year ip accordingly o deferred puyment from last year,

The Government is ready to accept the Review Body's recommendations.
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DETAILS OF INCREASES IN PAY RECOMMENDED

Rates in force at ,F?l?y FP i3 49?9 F?lly up 50 dgte
31 March 1980 gcales approprlate gcales appropriate
, to 1 April 1979 to 1 April 1980
2 : :
Hospital doctors and dentists (main grades) (Basic salurieifiply) éj;
House Officer Min 4164 4494 . 5400
Max 4710 ‘\ 5082 6100
k..

Senior House Officer Min DRk 5580 6700
Max 5829 6336 7600
Registrar Min 5829 6336 7600
Max © 7086 7698 y 9260
Senior Registrar Min 6720 7290 8770
Max 8550 9330 11220
Congultants i 1189 13050 : sHalpie)
-l Max 15279 17034 19870
‘Medical Assistantg Min 7233 7866 ; 9450
and Assistant Dental Mo 11859 13050 15510

surgeons

F—(?\N?"\I\A O.q\c [NL\ O q%bluq\;

General Medical 5

Practitioners (average 12327 13695 16290
net remneration) .

General Dental :
Practitioners (average 11128, 12368 146175

net remuneration)

Ophthalmic Medical
Practitioners (net remuneration £2.63 £2,91 : £3.42
element of sight test fee)




HOME SECRETARY

{E(80) 37 and 39)
BACKGROUND

E(80) 37, by the Secretaries of State for Social Services, Scotland and
Wales, recommends acceptance of the proposzals in the Report of the Doctors
and Dentiste Review Body (DDRB). In E(80) 39, the Minister of State, Civil
Service Department supports that recommendation but poiats out the implica-
. tions for decisions on the two Reports due in June from the Top Salaries
Review Body (TSRB). :

2. The Report of the DDRB was sent to the Prime Minister on 21st April.
Largely as & result iofsm the previous Government's pay policy, the pay of
National Health Bervice doctors and dentists has fallen behind that of
comparable groups eince 1975. Following the 1976 DDRB Report, the
objective has been to bring them back into line in three stages o be completed
in April 1980. With this objective in mind the proposals in the present Report
are for average increases, to take effect from lst April 1980, ofi-

(i) 10,7 per cent to bring eernings in line with those of
comparable groups at April 1979 and so complote the

staging process; and
(i) a further 18. 7 per cent to up-date those April 1979 earnings
to April 1980 levels.

S. Both in Opposition and shortly after the Election the preseat
Government endorsed the previous Government's commitment to bring pay
fully up to date by April 1980, However, whea E discussed the 1979 DDRB
Report on lst June 1979 (E(79) 2nd Meeting, Item 3) and agreed that the staging
needed to achieve April 1979 rates by let April 1980 should be completed on
time, they also agreed that no new commitment should be given then about the
further up-dating of pay in 1980 to 1980 levels (that is, to the second part of
the present proposals). This was to avold setting a precedent for dealing

CONFIDENTIAL
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with comparable recormmendations from the TSRB. KE's reservation was not,

however, made public, and the doctors and dentists themselves undoubtedly
expect that the present proposals will be implemeated in full,

4. The TSRB Report on the Senior Civil Service, the Senior Armed Forces,
the Judiciary and the Nationalised Industry Board Members will be completed
in the second half of June. Like the doctors and dentists, the pay of these
groups is being increased in three stages from 1978 to 1980 to achieve the
rates recommended last year as appropriate at lst April 1979. Their position
differs from that of the doctors and dentists in that it has been publicly stated .
that there is no commitment to full up-dating in 1980. A Press Notice of
5th June 1979 stated that 'No decision has been taken on the Review Body's
further recommendation that the full rates applicable to 1st April 1980 should
be further adjusted next year to take account of developments in the inter-

vening period'. As the Minister of State, Civil Service Department, points
out, however, these groups will be watching closely what the Government
decides on the DDRB rocommendlﬁonﬁ for up-dating (and they will of course
also be watching what happens to the later recommendations on MP's pay).

5. . There will be a second TSRB Report in June on MPs and Ministers.
MP's pay is being increased in three stages from June 1979 to June 1981,
No public commitment has been given to up-date Ministers' pay, butina
Written Answer on 9th July, 1979, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
said of MP's pay that 'The June 1980 increass will be further up-dated, ina
manner analogous to that adopted for other Review Body Groups'. While this
statement gives some theoretical flexibility - e.g. MP's could be denied full
uprating if other Review Body Groups are also held back = in practice the
Government has little choice but to pay up because MPs undoubtedly sxpect
that the 198G Report will be implemented in full.

6. The Prime Minister announced on 29th April (WA, Hansard, Col. 414)
that the recommendations of the Armed Forces Pay Review Body (Brigadiers
and below) for pay at 1980 levels would be accepted in full. It could, if

(!

necessary, be argued that the Armed Forces are 'different'; but if fullyup to

date pay scales are also introduced for doctors and dentists, the Government
-z.

CONFIDENTIAL
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will be left with little or no scope for manceuyre on the two TSRB Groups.
Mr. Channon's paper is really designed to ensure that colleagues take their
present decisions with a clear ﬂow of these implications.
HANDLING

7. You will wish to ask the Secrs of State for Soclal Services to
lntrodu;:e the paper. As itis also in the names of the Scottish and Welsh
Sceretaries they may want to say something too. You might then ask the

Minister of State, Civil Service Department, to speak to his paper on the

repercussions. The Chief Secretary will wish to comment on the implications

for cash limits. |
8. The main points to establish in discussion arc:»

(a) Are the costs of the DDRB recommendations acceptable in cash
limit terms ?

Subject to confirmation by the Chief Secretary, the answer appears
to be yes. The increases are in line with what had been expected.
When the cash limit was set it was assumed that increases over

14 per cent could be off-set by other savings; and this remains the

position. The family practitioner service « GPs and dentists - is .

not cash limited, because expenditure is regarded as demand-

determined. But again the increases are in line with what was

assumed in Treasury forecasts.

(b) Are the repercussions acceptable?

If the DDRB recommendations are accepted in full, it does not

follow automatically that the TSRB groups must be treated in the

same way. But it will undoubtedly reinforce the expectation - already

strong - that they will be. There are, however, two points of

difficulty:= . :

(i) The implementation of PRU increases for the generality of Civil

Servants this year was delayed by five weeks to 7th May to keep
within cash limits. There is a case for {mposing a similar
delay at least for the senior civil servants covered by the TSRB
Report. It is not necessary to take a decision on this, or

“3e
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indeed on other details of the TSRE Reports now, but you may
wish to get it on record that the point remains open. !
(i) Events may be overtaking the awaited TSRB recommendations o8
nationalised industry Chd‘rmcn and Board Members. The
scale of payment involved in securing the services of
Mr. MacGregor for the British Steel Corporation - and the
flexdibility being sought by Sir Keith Joseph under Item 2 of the
agenda for the new Chairman of Telecommunications - suggest
that the TSRB system may be b1 j3king down at least as far as
the nationalised industries are concerned. But thl'l';pociﬁc
problem can be isolated from the immediate qne?ﬂon of the

doctors and dentists and from the generality of groups covered
by the TSRB. Depending on the course of discussion you may
want to make this clear,

(¢) Should a decision on the DDRB Report be deferred so that decisions

oa it could be taken at the same time as those on the TSRB Report?
There is no formal requirement on the Government to reply within

a particular time~scale to the DDRB. On the other band the doctors
and dentists regard a period of three weeks as the normal for a
decision to be taken. The report also points out that even with
back-dating to st April it is unsatisfactory if payments are held back
for too long since no interest is paid on the sums deferred. To delay
a decision from 21st April to late June, when decisions should be
taken on the TSRB reports, would be possible, but it would be likely
to cause a major row with the profession and ﬁrobahly whip up
uncertainty among the TERB groups.
(d) Wkat ~rrangements should be road~ for a Statement on the DDRBY
If the Committee agree that tha DDRB Report should be accepted the
Prime Minister will no doubt wish to make & statement herself - the DDRB
reports to her and not to the Secretary of State. It normally takes the form of
a Written Answer, and it would be for the SBecretary of State for Social Services
to agree the terms with colleagues and the timing with the Prime Minister. |

de
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10. In the light of discussion of these points t;u Committee might be
guided to reach the following conclusions:-
Either:
(2) To accept the recommendations of the DDRB's Report |
for immediate implementation, recognising that this will
be seen ap an important precedent for the TSRB groups.

Or:
(b) to defer a decision until the TSRB Reports are available in l
June; and :

In either case:

(c) to invite the Secretary of State for Socizl Servicesa to let the
Prime Minister bave a draft Written Answer cleared with the
Secretaries of State for Scotland and Wales and with the Chief
Secretary for early use (the precise timing to be agreed with

the Prime Minister).

. EOBERT ARMSTROp |
(Robert Armstrong) i 1

|

1

6th May 1980

CONFIDENTIAL
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Dear Sir Robert,

Thank you for your letter of 21 April
with which you enclosed the Tenth Report of
the Rewiew Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Kemuneration,

I am most grateful to you and to your
colleagues for all the work put into producing
the report. The Government will be considering
its recommendations urgently and we will be
in touch with you again when we have taken
decisions on the arrangements for publishing it.

Yours sincerely,

MT

Sir Robert Clark, D.S.C.




10 DOWNING STREET

"PRIME MINISTER

I attach a draft letter
for you to send to the Chairman
of the Review Body on Doctors'
and Dentists' pay, thanking
them for their latest report.

25 April 1980




CONF IDENTIAL

Ref A 02043

MR WHITMORE

The Reports of the relevant Review Bodies on the pay of the Armed Forces
and Doctors and Dentists have already been received; the Report of the
TSRB on top salaries genérally (Civil Servants, senior officers in the
Armed Forces, Judges and National Industries Board members) is :
expected in June; and the'further TSRB on MPs'! pay is also eﬁpected in
that month. We discussed these Reports this morning and Cabinet Office
officials have been considering with Departments the way in which these
Reports are to be handled, given the degree of inter-linking between

them, The position is as follows -

a, The Government is committed to accept the Report of the AFPRB
(the statement last year said that: "Having thus fulfilled its
undertaking by restoring the pay of servicemen to the levéls of
their counterparts, it is the Gpvernment's intention to maintain

it thereafter at those levels"). Mr Pym is anxious to announce
the Government's dacceptance of the new recommendations - which would
apply to forces! pay from 1 April 1980 - before the Defence debate
is concluded on Tuesda& next. For this purpose he proposes an
announcement by way of written answer on Tuesday. (HE would prefer
the answer to be in the Prime Ministers name); The form of words
of this announcement has we understand been agreed between Defence

and the Treasury to take account of the cash limit point. Mr Pym

will minute the Prime Minister tonight seeking agreement to fhis

procedure.

b. The Doctors and Dentists Report - also operative from

1 April 1980 - presents a slightly different problem.  The
Government deliberately avoided a commitment to updating in its
public announcements last year though we understand that,
insofar as they relate to cash limited expenditure, the Report's

recommendations can be accommodated within the agreed cash limit
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\ for the NHS (The pay of GP's and Dentists falls -outside the cash 11m1ted ‘ ‘
area). The intention here is that Mr Jenkin will put a paper to

E Committee towards the end of next week (which can if necessary be
conveniently discussed at the meeting arranged for 7 May),. In it he
will recommend acceptance and immediate implementation of tﬁe Report.
(Despite the Government's care last year to avoid a commitment to 3
implement this year's Report, there are pre-Election statements on |
record which support Mr Jenkin's proposal.) At the same time

Mr Channon will be advised by his officials to put a short paper to
the same E meeting looking ahead to the two TSRB Reports so that the

consequences for them of the Government's decisions on the DDRB Report

will be in colleagues' minds.

¢. The Government has rather greater freedom on handling the TSRB
Report on Civil Servants etc. The Press announcement issued last year

when the previous Report on these issues was published said explicitly:

"No decision has been taken on the Review Body's recommendation that the
full rates applicable to 1 April 1980 should be further adjusted next

year to take account of adjustments in the intervening period." Colleagues
will have to decide, when the Report is available, on the extent, if

any, to which they wish to make use of last year's disclaimer to impose
different treatment on these groups. The CSD in particular are considering
whether, given that the implementation of PRU for the generality of

Civil Servants thié year was delayed by 5 weeks to keep within cash limits,
they should recommend the imposition of a similar delay for the Civil
Servants covered by the TSRB Report. If so, and there are strong
management arguments to support such a course, it may nevertheless be .
necessary to let some of the other TSRB groups (eg senior service officers) ;
enjoy full implemehtation on the due date of 1 April., These matters

need not be decided now but Ministers will need to be aware that it may

not be possible to maintain complete consistency of treatment as between 3

all-of the Review Body Groups over the months ahead.

CONFIDENTIAL
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d. The problem of consistency of treatment may also arise with MPs'
pay. Mr St John Stevas said in the House on 9 July last: "The June
1980 increase [ie for MPs] will be further updated, in a manner

analogous to that adopted for other Review Body groups". If the pay
increase for senior Civil Servants is to be held back for 5 weeks it
might be open to the Government to impose a similar delay on Members
of Parliament - though the precedents to be set for other Review
Body groups could be argued against delay, Again there is no need
for Ministers to decide this question in advance of receipt of the
relevant Report but it is right that the point should be on the table

when the earlier decisions are taken on 7 May.,

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

25 April 1980
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24 April 1980~ &

From the Secretary of State for Social Services

el
N Sanders Esq

Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
LONDON

SW1

REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION

Thank you for your letter of 2h-April.

I enclose a short draft letter for the Prime Minister to
send to Sir Robert Clarke.

Comments on the Reports!' conclusions, and advice on
handling will follow, but will obviously depend in part,
on whether the Report is taken at E Committee.

I am copying this letter to John Wiggins (HM Treasury),
Richard Dykes (Department of Employment), Godfrey Robson
(Scottish Office), George Craig (Welsh Office),

Geoffrey Green (Civil Service Department) and David Wright
(Cabinet Office).

Yours sincerely

il

D Brereton
Private Secretary
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Thank you for your letter of 21 April with which you enclosed the Tenth Report

of the Review Body on Doctors' and\Dentists' Remuneration.

I am most grateful to you and to your colieagues for all the work put into
producing the report. The Government will b3 considering its recommendations
urgently and we will be in touch with you again‘yhen we have taken decisions on

the arrangements for publishing it.
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PRIME MINISTER “ cc: Mr. Ingham
Mr. Alexander
Mr. Hoskyns

DOCTORS AND DENTISTS AND ARMED FORCES PAY

We have now received the reports of the Review Bodies on
Doctors and Dentists and Armed Forces Pay.

Doctors and Dentists

You will remember that there is a final staging to be paid as
from 1 April on the Review Body's 1978 recommendations. This
amounts to 10.7 per cent on average. This is a belated 'catching
up' element. The new report recommends an average increase of
18.7 per cent to be paid on top of this - ranging from 16.5 to 20.5
per cent for different groups. In addition, it recommends a further
0.6 per cent increase in the pay bill in return for the changes in
consultants contracts which were introduced in January. This comes
to an increase in the total pay bill of 31 per cent.

e SR

We are of course getting advice on the haﬁaiing of this report.
DHSS tell me that they should be able to meet the increased bill
from within the 14 per cent cash limit. This sounds surprising.

However, they tell me that the Treasury agreed that the 14 per cent
increase in cash limit should be calculated on a base which assumed
that the final 10.7 per cent staging had already been paid last year.

So in effEEt, as with the Civil Service, the cash provision in 1980/
81 for non Civil Service pay in DHSS is a good deal higher than

14 per cent. I fear this is likely to be embarrassing when it comes
out, as no doubt it will. On the other hand, to hé;gwiimited the

cash limit increase strictly to 14 per cent would have meant

either not implementing this latest report or a large cut in the
number of doctors and dentists.

Armed Forces

The average increase recommended here is 16.8 per cent - ranging

el
from 14% per cent to 20 per cent for different ranks, This is

slightly lower than we were assuming in the cash limits discussion
earlier this year. We have of course agreed that the MOD cash limit
will be set so as to accommodate the Review Body's recommendations.

/ We will




We will get early advice on the handling of this report

as well.

If you would like to see the reports, I will put them in the

weekend box.

22 April 1980
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. 21 April 1980

From the Private Secretary ) ) < {)
N RGO

Deae Don

Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration

The Prime Minister has today received the Tenth Report
of the DDRB, under cover of the attached letter from the
Chairman. I should be grateful if you could let me have as
soon as possible a draft letter for the Prime Minister to send
to Robert Clark thanking him for the report, together with
your comments on its conclusions and advice on the handling
of the report.

I am copying this letter for information to John Wiggins
(HM Treasury), Richard Dykes (Department of Employment),
Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office), George Craig (Welsh Office),
Geoffrey Green (Civil Service Department) and David Wright
(Cabinet Office). No doubt copy addressees can obtain copies
of the report itself as necessary from the Office of Manpower
Economics.

YO'Un Cot—
Nick Sodeq

Don Brereton ILsq
Department of Health and Social Security.




OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS

22 KINGSWAY
LONDON WC2B 6JY

Telephone 01-405 5944

CONFIDENTIAL

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
10 Downing Street
London SW1 21 April 1980

REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATTON

el nchked Lo C'ac
\

F 4
I enclose the Tenth Report of the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration.

Our main aim on this occasion has been to complete the process begun in 1978,
in the Eighth Report, of bringing remuneration fully up to date at 1 April
1980. Our recommendations subsume the levels of remuneration indicated in

the Ninth Report last year as being fully up to date at 1 April 1979 although
not implemented then. We realise of course that they come forward at a time
when the Government is committed to limiting public expenditure. Nevertheless,
their implementation in full, and with effect from 1 April 1980, will provide
for the first time since 1 April 1975 what we judge to be the appropriate
current reward for the work of doctors and dentists in the National Health
Service.

ROBERT CLARK, CHAIRMAN,
REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS'
AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATTION

CONFIDENTIAL
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Review Body Reports
\

We have been checking on the likely timing of receipt of the various
Wich are currently in prepai‘ation. Accordihg to the :
Civil Service Department, we can expect the following:~

(a) The Report on Doctors’ and Dentists' ;JVithin the next 2 weeks.

o ==
(b) The Armed Forces Report at the end of April.

(c) The Top Salaries Review Body: Report in mid~June.

(d) The Report on Ministers and MPs also in mid~June.
2. All of these times are more or less as expected except for the TSRB
Report on top salaries (nationalised industries, Civil Servants, Judges,

Generals, etc.) which until recently had been expected in April. Iam told

industries.

(that the delay is probably due to problems over salaries in the nationalised

3% Of the Reports, the Government is committed to more or less
automanc 1mp1emenmhon of those on the Armed Forces and on Members of
Parliament, But it will of course be necessary to consider whether there is
any need for staging of the implementation on awards, particularly in the
light of whatever settlement is reached for the Civil Service in general. There
is in addition a strong, but not inviolable, commitment to implement the

Doctors' and Dentists' and TSRB Reports,

(D.J. Wright)

2nd April 1980

CONFIDENTIAL




Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
O1-233 3000

12th March 1980

Do e, Moy

DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY -
CHANGES 'IN WORKING ARRANGEMENTS

The Chancellor has seen Don Brereton's
letter to you of 6 March, and is content
with what is proposed.

I am copying this letter to the
recipients of Don Brereton's.

LT
ML

M.A. HALL
(Private Secretary)

T.P. Lankester Esq.
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From the Private Secretary . 11 March 1980

Y
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The Prime Minister has read YOur letter of 6 March
concerning certain proposed changes in the working
arrangements of the Doctors and Dentists Review Body.

The Prime Minister is content for your Secrétary of
State to respond to the professions on the lines proposed.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Wiggins
(HM Treasury), Richard Dykes (Department of Employment),
Brian Norbury (Ministry of Defence), Godfrey Robson
(Scottish Office), George Craig (Welsh Office), Geoffrey
Green (Civil Service Department) and David Wright (Cabinet
O T icens

T. P. CANKESTER

Don Brereton, Esq., :
Department of Health and Social Security.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY %
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SE1 6BY ( /lw A M

Telephone 01-407 5522

From the Secretary of State for Social Services

Tim Lankester Esq : 71‘
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

London SW1 {, March 1980 Lﬂ;

DOCTORS! AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY - CHANGES IN WORKING ARRANGEMENTS

You will recall that the main report last year by the Doctors' and Dentists' Review
Body (the Ninth Report) was not at all well received by the doctors because of the
way it priced the new consultant contract, and that as a result the contract was
rejected. The consultants! national representative committee (the Central Committee
for Hospital Medical Services) passed a resolution urging the Government to enter
into a discussion with them on how to achieve a Review Body system which would
command the confidence of the profession. This disenchantment has to be seen also
against the background of the decision of the junior doctors in 1978 to leave the
Review Body system (though they accepted a pay award based on the Ninth Report's
recommendations last year).

The professions subsequently put to Ministers a number of proposals for changes in
the system which they agreed to consider, whilst reminding the professions that the
Review Body was responsible to the Prime Minister and that decisions affecting it
could not be taken without regard to the position of the Top Salaries Review Body
(TSRB) and the Armed Forces Pay Review Body (AFPRB).

None of the proposals put to our Ministersstrike at the principles of the Review Body
syStem or require any fundamental change of approach either by the Review Body or by
Ministers. The attachment to this letter sets out briefly what their proposals are,
together with my Secretary of State's recommendations, which are endorsed by the
Secretary of State for Wales and the Secretary of State for Scotland. Some present
little problem. Ministers cannot accept all the others; but think it is worth
going as far as they can, not so much because of the intrinsic benefit of what is
proposed as because of the wider concern to maintain good relations with the
professions and to try to ensure that they remain within the Review Body system.

A positive response to the professions' proposals will not of itself get the juniors
back into the fold; but it will help, and it will also help to reverse the very
worrying loss of confidence in the system which was building up last year among the
consultants.

The proposals attached have been agreed in detail at official level with the central
departments. In addition, the informal views of all three Review Body chairmen have
been sought, and none of the recommendations runs counter to the views they
expressed. —

/

ENC 1




I would be glad to have your confirmation that the Prime Minister is content for
my Secretary of State to respond to the professions as proposed.

Copies of this letter go to John Wiggins (HM Treasury), Richard Dykes (DE),
Brian Norbury (MOD), Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office), George Craig (Welsh Office),
Geoffrey Green (CSD) and to David Wright (Cabinet Office).

3/,wo et

R |

D BRERETON
Private Secretary




ANNEX

.he main proposals the professions put to Ministers were as follows:

a. Independence The professions want a publishable statement from us

about the independence of the Review Body.

The Secretary of State proposes to tell the professions that he can, of course,
confirm that the Review Body remains, as it has always been in the past, free
to recommend whatever levels of remuneration it considers to be appropriate
and that for his part he will continue to accept and implement these
recommendations unless there are clear and compelling reasons for not doing

80. This goes no further than the commitment made by successive Governments
and would not put the DDRB in any different position from the TSRB or AFPRB.

It may well not be all the professions want, but the Secretary of State judges
it better to repeat this undertaking rather than to refuse the professions!
request altogether.

b. Membership The professions want it to be made known publicly that they

are consulted before members of the Review Body are appointed.

There has always been informal and confidential consultation with the
professions! representatives. Ministers see no advantage to Government or
indeed to the professions in making this publicly known. It is not done in
respect of the other Review Bodies (or the Clegg Commission). The Secretary
of State proposes to put it to the professions that it is not in their best
interests to pursue this idea - which could prejudice their position when they
are dissatisfied with a report as well as running the risk of giving others
the idea that the Review Body lacks impartiality.

(175 Observers The professions want each side to be able to have an observer
———————
present when the other gives oral evidence.

Ministers have strong misgivings about this idea. It would impede the

atmosphere of frank discussion and full confidentiality which these sessions
should have. The Secretary of State proposes to tell the professions that it
is for the Review Body to settle its own procedures, but that Ministers would
be opposed to the change and understand that the Review Body themselves would
find it unacceptable.




Publication and handling of reports The professions propose that:

i. they should be told when the Prime Minister receives a report
from the Review Body;

ii. there should be a firm undertaking from Government on the timing

of publication of reports;

14406 they should see reports well enough in advance to be ready with

their own comments.

On i. the Secretary of State recommends that we should agree to volunteer this

information (which we would give anyway if a Parliamentary Question were asked).

On ii. it is impracticable to guarantee a publication date and we should stick
to the view that publication should not precede Government decisions; subject
to that, the Secretary of State proposes to tell the professions that the aim
will be to announce a decision and to publish within 4-6 weeks of receipt.

(The present understanding is that the Government aim to respond within three
weeks. Experience has shown that this is unrealistic, and therefore a source
of irritation.) On iii., the Secretary of State sympathises with the
professions' case and proposes to tell them that copies will in future normally
be made available, on a strictly confidential basis, the day before publication.
In the past they have often seen copies only a couple of hours or so before

publication and this does cause them genuine problems.

e. Publication of Health Departments! Written Evidence The professions

want us to publish our written evidence after the Review Body report has been
published.

At present the parties exchange evidence on a confidential basis before the
oral evidence stage. After the report has been published the professions
publish a summary of their evidence and make the full version available on
request. It is obviously right for the representatives of the doctors and
dentists to want to disclose to their constituents the evidence that has been-
put in on their behalf. We, on the other hand, have no such need. It is
arguable that if our evidence were published, there might be undesirable
post mortems or arguments. Theoretically it might also inhibit us in the
evidence we put on paper, though we doubt if in practice this would be a
difficulty. If we were to agree to this proposal we would want to place
responsibility for publication in full or in summary on the professions and




to insist on checking the material before publication (which would almost

certainly be in one or more of the professional journals). I imagine that

we should not want to do the same in relation to the TSRB or the AFPRB.

On balance, the Secretary of State is inclined to agree to the professions!
request, on the firm understanding that publication will not take place until

after the appearance of the Review Body report to which the evidence relates.
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From the Secretary of State for Social Services /
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DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY : SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT ON GENERAL 4
PRACTICE EXPENSES

Following the Prime Minister's agreement to my Secretary of State's minute
of 19 December which recommended acceptance of this Supplementary Report,
we would now like agreement to publication on Friday 28 December. Although
it is usual for the Government's decision on Review Body reports to be
announced by way of a Parliamentary Answer, in this case there would be a
delay until 14 January and we need to bear in mind the following:

(a) The Government's commitment to the profession to publish reports
as soon ag possible after receipt (three weeks is the normal
target);

(b) the relatively uncontroversial character of this report and its
limited scope.

For these reasons we would recommend, and my Secretary of State agrees,

that the Prime Minister should be advised, exceptionally, to publish in the
Recess by way of a Press Statement from No.10_on 28 December. As we agreed
over the telephone I enclose a copy of our draft Press Statement: this has
not yet been agreed by my Secretary of State but you wished to see it in its
present form.

I am copying this letter to the private secretaries of members of E Committee,
the Secretaries of State for Scotland and Wales and Sir Robert Armstrong.

M
%;JJ Lol O—

R WOOLLCOMBE-ADAMS
Private Secretary

CONFIDENTTIAL




DRAFT PRESS NOTICE
GP3' PRACTICE EXPENSES

The Government has today accepted the recommenditions of the Review Body on

Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration on the practice expenses of genercl medical

practitioners. They are published in the Second DBupplement* to the Review
Body's Ninth 1979/80 Report.

.

In the Ninth Report the Review Body estimated that pructice expenses for the

A
average gp would be £5000 in 1979/80. A_@_inoﬂ error in the duta for that
estimate plus increases in VAT, staff salaries and motoring costs have now led

the Review Body to increuse their estimute of pructice expenses to £5400,

The estimate made at the start of the yeur usually stunds without further
adjustment but on this occasion, exceptionally, the Review Body have felt it

. nedensany to recommend increasing certuin gross fees and allowancen puaid to
general practitioners in order to give an uppropriate increuse in the pructice
cxpenses clement they contain, The increasss are intended to ensure that
general practitioners on average do not receive less net remuneration than the
figure recommended in the Ninth Report (£12327) and accepted hy the Covernment
in June. The cost of the increases in 1979/80 for Great Britain will be

about £10 million.

#Cmnd 7790 IHMSO price: 40p
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DDRB Second Supplement to Ninth Report

Practice Expenses of General Medical Practitioners

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary of State's
minute of 19 December. She agrees with the proposals he put
forward in that minute. It is now too late to announce this
decision by written answer today. We should be glad to have
further advice whether you would prefer to announce it during
the recess or to wait until the House comes back and to announce
it then by written answer.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to
members of E Committee and to Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office),
George Craig (Welsh Office) and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

Don Brereton Esq

Dept of Health & Social Security

: . g I
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DDRB SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO NINTH REPORT
PRACTICE EXPENSES OF GENERAL MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS

You asked for advice on the Second Supplement to the Ninth
Report oi/izz/Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body submitted to

you on 29 NeVember.

The Report recommends an increase in the average practice
expenses of general medical practitioners (GPs) from £5000 to
£5400 with effect from 1 April 1979. This is not a further
salary increase - the Review Body only wants to ensure that
the average net remuneration of GPs recommended in their Ninth
Report (£12,3%27) is not unduly eroded by the exceptional cir-
cumstances which have made their earlier estimate of practice

expenses significantly too low. We accepted the Ninth Report
in June.

I consulted John Biffen and other members of E Committee in my
letter of 1% Decgmber. In his reply, dated 18 cember John
makes the point, with which I fully agree, that mid-year reports
of this kind must not become a regular feature (they have not
been in the past) and that we must make it clear publicly and
to the Review Body that we regard the circumstances of this
report as wholly exceptional. I will see that this is done. I
accept also his comment that we cannot accept any report just
because the Review Body chooses to make it. However he agrees
with me that we should accept this Supplementary Report, and I
know that George Younger and Nicholas Edwards strongly share my
view. John accepts that the cost (£10 million) will have to be
included as an addition to the Spring Supplementary Estimates.




I recommend accordingly that the Government should accept the
report. If you agree it would be most desirable to announce
our decision and to publish the report on Friday 21 December,
(a draft Parliamentary Written Answer is attached). If we
cannot meet this timetable it would in my view be better to
delay publication until the New Year.

I am sending copies of this minute to members of E Committee,
George Younger and Nicholas Edwards and Sir Robert Armstrong.

(7 Decémber 1979




DRAFT

PQ_ANNOUNCING PUBLICATION OF SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO DDRB NINTH REPORT

Q UESTION: Has the Prime Minister received a further report from the

Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists Remuneration.

The Review Body, at the request of the profession, has
reviewed the practice expenses which form part of the
remuneration of general medical practitioners. They have

recommended, in a second Supplement to their Ninth Report, an

increase of £400 for this year, 1979/80, to take account of

exceptional changes in the costs of providing services to
National Health Service patients. This increase does not
alter the intended net average remuneration of GPs.

The Government is prepared to accept the Review Body's
recommendation and the Supplement is published to-day as

Cmnd 7790, copies have been placed in the library.




Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP .
Secretary of State iTL’
Department of Health and

Social Security ‘ 14 l,v
Alexander Fleming House .
Elephant and Castle
LONDON SE1 g 18 December 1979
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DDRB SECOND SUPPLEMENT AND NINTH REPORT
PRACTICE EXPENSES OF GENERAL MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS

Thank you for your letter of }B/BZ;ember.

I must say that there are points about your proposal which trouble
me. I do not disagree that if we accept the latest report from
the DDRB it would not be possible to find offsetting savings to
meet the £10 million cost in 1979-80 which will be involved, and
the money would have to be found as you propose. But I am not so
clear why we have to accept the report at all. As I understand it,
the normal arrangements are that the DDRB makes an estimate at the
beginning of each year as to what doctors' expenses are going to
be, and then all parties live with this throughout the year. This
means that the doctors could get more or less depending on how
actual experience turns out against the estimate. This year,
however, we find the DDRB, at, I understand, the instance of the
doctors, seeking to have their original recommendations reviewed.
It looks like having two bites at the cherry. Leaving aside the
question.of the additional expenditure involved, I do not think

I can-agice with your proposition that since the DDRB thought it
right to make a supplementary report, we have no real choice but
to accept it. We cannot put ourselves unreservedly in the hands
of such bodies in this way. One wonders what the doctors would
have said if the Government had sought to re-open the settlement
the opposite direction.

Against this, however, one can recognise that the circumstances this
year were indeed exceptional, and the increases that took place -
particularly of course the increase in VAT - larger than might
reasonably have been foreseen by the Review Body. The effect of
rejecting the report would be to push doctors below the pay level
that has been agreed, and although there is something in the
argument that to make up the allowances as the DDRB propose has a




smack of indexation, it would not seem particularly fair to start
now in this area. Finally, of course, to reject the report would
cause trouble with both the Review 'Body and the Doctors, and from
the Government's point of view woulll look a little like arguing
with the umpire. 4 ey

On balance, therefore, I am with reluctance prepared to agree to
your proceeding as you propose. Nevertheless, I would hope that
you could make it clear, both publicly and to the DDRB, that our
agreement to re-opening the question of practice expenses in mid-
year is wholly exceptional, and caused by the large and quite
unpredictable increases in costs which took’ place recently. It no
way represents a general jnvitation to such'bodies to re-open these
sort of matters where it has not previously been the practice; and
the Government therefore regard the matter as no precedent at all,
whether for any other body in current circumstances, or for the
DDRB themselves.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of E Committee,
the Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales and Defence, and Sir

%

Jf&@:li««

Robert Armstrong.

JOHN BIFFEN




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SEI 6BY
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From the Secretary of State for Social Services

The Rt Hon John Biffen MP

Chief Secretary to the Treasury

Treasury Chambers

Great George Street :

London SW1 (3 December 1979
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DDRB SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO NINTH REPORT
PRACTICE EXPENSES OF GENERAL MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS

/
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The Prime Minister asked for advice on the Second Supplement to the Ninth Report
of the Doctor's and Dentists'! Review Body submitted by their Chairman on
29 Neyeﬁber; a copy is attached.

I understand that our officials here discussed the report. Briefly the Supplement
deals solely with the practice expenses of general medical practitioners. It
recommends an increase in their average practice expenses from the figure
of £5,000 per practitioner recommended in their Ninth Report to £5,400, with effect
from 1 April 1979. This recommendation is to take account of what the Review Body

" judge to be exceptional circumstances, sufficient in their view to warrant a
revision of their earlier recommendation. The Review Body's object is to ensure that
the average net remuneration of general practitioners is not reduced below the level
which they recommended in their Ninth Report (212,327) and which we accepted in June,

The exceptional circumstances to which the Review Body refer arise partly from

a technical error in the data on practice expenses which they used in making the
recommendations in the Ninth Report which led them tc undersstimate these expenses,
but mainly from increased costs attributable to VAT, higher petrol prices, and
increases in the cost of GPs! ancillary staff following the lifting of the previous
Administrations's pay limit.

It is unusual for the Review Body to make a Supplementary Report of this kind -
the last was in 1975; but since they have thought it right to do so on this
occasion, I think that we have no real choice but to accept it. The method of
paying general medical practitioners provides for their estimated practice
expenses to be met in full. The Supplementary Report aims to achieve that end and
to avoid a real cut in average net remuneration below the level already agreed as
appropriate.

CONFIDENTIAL
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My advice is accordingly that we must accept this report. The cost would be about
£10 million, falling in 1979/80. It could not be met by offsetting savings
within the Health programme, and must, I am afraid, be included as an addition

to the Spring Supplementary Estimates. May I have your agreement to advise

the Prime Minister accordingly? There is some urgency in this in that we should
publishi the report and anncunce our decision before the House rises.,

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister and members of E Committee,
the Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales, Defence and Sir Robert Armstrong.

.
4
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10 DOWNING STREET

29 November 1979

From the Private Secretary -

The Prime Minister has received the enclosed letter from
Sir Ernest Woodroofe together with the Second Supplement to
the Ninth Report of the Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'
Remuneration.

I should be grateful for advice on the substance and
handling of the Review Body's latest proposals. This will
of course need to be done in consultation with other Departments
concerned. s v

I am sending a copy of this letter and enclosure to
Martin Hall (H.M. Treasury), Jim Buckley (Civil Service Depart-
ment), Ian Fair (Department of Employment) and Martin Vile
(Cabinet Office). We have not been sent any spare copies of
the Review Body's Report; no doubt you and other copy recipients
can obtain copies as necessary from the Office of Manpower
Econonics.

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary. .29 November 1979

I am writing to acknowledge your letter
of 29 November with which you enclosed a
Second Supplement to your Review Body's Ninth
Report. Your latest proposals are being
considered and the Prime Minister will write
to you in due course.

Sir Ernest Woodroofe




OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS

22 KINGSWAY
LONDON WC2B 6JY

Telephone 01-405 5944

CONFIDENTIAL

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
10 Downing Street
London SW 1 29 November 1979

I enclose a Second Supplement to our Ninth Report 1979, in which
we recommend the revision of the provision in our Ninth Report
for the expenses of running a general medical practice in the
National Health Service. We judge from the further evidence
submitted to us that the adjustment needed is sufficiently
important to satisfy the criterion of "exceptional circumstances"
that we apply to proposals for interim adjustment. The average

net remuneration recommended for general medical practitioners
in our Ninth Report is not affected.

oo

ERNEST WOODROOFE, CHATIRMAN
REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION

CONFIDENTTAL
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From the Private Secretary 8 November 1979

‘The Prime Minister has now read
your Secretary of State's minute of
31 October about the employment of
consultants in NHS hospitals, and is
glad to note that a satisfactory
agreement has been reached.

I am sending copies of this
letter to the Private Secretaries to
the other members of E Committee,
the Secretaries of State for Defence,
Scotland and Wales and to Wartln Vile
(Cabinet Office).

T.P. LANKESTER

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG

Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP '~\’
Secretary of State \
Department of Health and Social Security

Alexander Fleming House k(\‘
£lephant and Castle

London SE1 8BY 5 November 1979

At

NHS CONSULTANT CONTRACT

Geoffrey,Hﬁﬁe has asked me to respond to your minute of
31 Octgyér to the Prime Minister.

I welcome the settlement you have negotiated with the
consultants, and note that the additional cost in 1979-80
will be contained within your existing cash limits. As
regards future years the costs will, of course, be met
from within the agreed cash limits.

I am copying this letter to the recipieﬂfs of your minute.
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PRIME MINISTER

You may recall that I sent you a m&gg;e on 10 ly about
proposals put to me by the medical and dental profession for
changes in the way consultants are employed in NHS hospitals.
Since then, negotiations have taken place with the professions
on the basis approved by colleagues, and a satisfactory agree-
ment has been reached. I attach a summary of the changes, which
will be implemented with effect from 1 January 1980.

2. The changes follow the broad pattern described in my
minute - ie:

i. maximum part-time consultants (those who devote
substantially the whole of their time to the NHS but
in return for the right to do private practice are
paid only 9/11th of the whole-time consultant's
salary) will in future be paid 10/11th of the whole-
time salary, as being a realistic estimate of the
contribution which these consultants make to the
NHS and

ii. whole-time consultants who so wish will now be

able to undertake a limited amount of private practice,
on the basis that gross private earnings should not
exceed 10 per cent of their NHS salary (plus distinction
award if applicable).

De You will see that this agreement incorporates the firm
commitment of the profession that these changes should not bring
about any reduction overall in the commitment of consultants to
the NHS or in the work done, and that health authorities are
entitled to expect no diminution in the level of service to NHS
patients as a result of the limited private practice concession
to whole-time consultants. I attach great importance to this,
both from the point of view of the NHS and to meet any criticism
that may arise on these proposals.




4, The total additional cost of the agreement must depend on

the choices made by individual consultants where they are offered
options under the new arrangements. Our present estimate of the full
year cost of the most likely combination of options is about £6-&
million (England and Wales) at current salary rates. The cost for the
remainder of this financial year (about £1% million) will be contained
within our cash limits. This will not be easy, given the existing
pressures on the service, but some of the changes will take time to
implement and actual payments may not therefore be made in some cases
until 1980-81.

5. I am copying this minute to members of E Committee, the
Secretaries of State for Defence, Scotland and Wales and Sir John Hunt.

o

| October 1979
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NEW CONSULTANT CONTRACT E£I7%

. The Government hasnow concluded and promulgated to health authorities

an agreement with the Medical and Dental Professions to modify the contract under

-

- which consultants and other senior hospital doctors and dentists are employed.

The principal changes are that

(a) whole-time practltloners will for the first time be allowed

to undertake a limited amount of private practice; and
(b) the amount of pay that "maximum part-time" consultants

(those who fill a whole~time post but are allowed to

engage in private practice without restrictions) have had

to give up in exchange for the private practice eoncession

is to be halved.
The Government consider that these important changes effective from 1 January 1980
will help to improve consultant morale after the differences that have arisen
between the professions and Government in recent years, and encourage the retention

within the NHS of consultants who might otherwise have left altogether.

At the same time, the agreement with the professions emphasises that the relaxation
of the rules governing private practice must in no way diminish the level of service
previded to NHS patients, whose care will receive priority; and that the commitment
of consultants to the NHS will not be reduced as a result of these changes. The
changes are therefore seen as an important step in Govermment's policy of ‘
encouraging a strong private sector complementing the NHS. The interests of the
NHS will also be safeguarded by the conditions attached to the concessions outlined
above. In brief, these are that there will be a 10% salary limit (subject to

andit if necessary) on the amount whole~time practitioners can earn from prlvate
practice, and that any such work must take place at or near the NHS hospital where
the consultant already works. In this way, the émount of time spent away from NHS
patients, or travelling between hospitals, can be limited. The BMA have accepted
that this extended right to private prectice should not be exercised:in such a

way as to damage working relations with other NHS staff groups. Meximum part—time
consultants will not qualify for their extra payment as of right; they must show
that their formal work commitment is at a level that justifies the increase, or

undertake an appropropriate additional commitment.




The new agreement also contains provisions that can benefit a whole time
consultant who cannot or does not wish to enéége in private practice; and, throﬁg
increased flexibility, will benefit NHS management in making use of available
medical manpower. ;
These provisions include the following:

(i) authorities will be able to pay salaries at the top of the
consultant scale as an incentive for consulfants to apply
for posts which have proved hard to fiil;

(ii) consultant posts are to be advertised in such a way that
practitioners who do not wish to work in medicine full
time can apply. This should enable, for example, the
increasing numbers of women doctors who wish to return
to NHS work to make an effective contribution towards
meeting NHS needs;
the agreement gives formal expression to current
developments in the Distinction Award system deéigned
té produce a more equitable distribution of these
Awards as between different areas of the country
and different branches of medicine.

Whole time consultants (but not those opting for the
maximum part-time contract) will be able if their
employing authority wish this, to contract for an
extra paid session to meet temporary local NHS needs.
A whole time consultant who exceeds the 10% limit in
private practice will be required not only to become

maximm part-time (so losing 1/11 of his pay) but also

to give up any'temporary extra NHS session hemmy hold.

This agreement introduces important changes in the existing consultant contract
at a modest additional cost, without introducing majof and ea¢:§£§2§£$§ changes
of the kind proposed by the "work-sensitive" contract negotiated by the last
Government and then rejected by the profession earlier this year. These new
.arrangements should have significant advantages over.the rejected proposals;
first, they will be much simpler to introduce, and thus reduce the amount of
administrative cost and effort involved; ' secondly, they should prove much less
contentious within the profession; and finally there are no implications of "cloc
watch;pg" or "work measurement" in the new arrangements, which thus retain the
professional nature of consultant work in the NHS. Overall the Government sees
these changes as introducing more freedom of choice for consultants in the way
that they wish to work. The cost is (at about £6-£Tm in a full year) notably
less than the £23m full year cost of the rejected work-sensitive contract. It
should however provide a basis for continuing future improvements in the

i anshi i i nt bernefit %
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SE1 6BY
Telephone 01-407 5522
From the Secretary of State for Social Services

T Lankester Esq

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street

LONDON SW1 1”7/ O0ctober 1979

Thank you for your letter of 15 October giving the Prime Minister's agreement
to the publication of the Supplement to the Ninth Report of the Doctors and
Dentists Review Body. It will be laid in the House today.

A Press Notice announcing the Government's acceptance of the recommendations
will be issued tomorrow, Thursday. It has been cleared with your press people.
It may be wise to let .the House know of this early next week by means of a
Question. I attach therefore the text of a Question and Written Answer that
might be suitable. It is in terms of a reply by my Secretary of State but the
reply could be given by the Prime Minister if you prefer.

I am copying this letter and its attachment to the recipients of yours.

o

4' PN
R B
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D BRERETON
Private Secretary
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IN CONFIDENCE

DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION
DDRB: SUPPLEMENT TO NINTH REPORT
75 A : o lﬁ '
Q. MHas—ae Prime Ministe;/received any further recommendations from
the Doctors' and Dentists' Review Body since accepting their Ninth Report

on 5 June 19797

A, -I-heve-beon-ssked—o Foprrs Following 2 joint submission of evidence
by the Health Departmenfs and the professions to the Review Body; the
Government have accepted a supplement to the Ninth Report, a copy of which
nas been placed in the Library of the House. These new recommendations,
which will be implemented as soon as possible, propose that the amounts
previously allocated for separate fees and allowances fqr ouwt—of=hours work
for consultants and commnity physicians should be reabsorbed ig;zp their
basic salary scales with effect from 1 April 1979. The changes involve no
extra'cost. Other adjustﬁents are recommended where these are necessary to

maintain appropriate relationships in the remuneration of practitionerse.
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10 DOWNING STREET &9

From the Private Secretary 15 October 1979

Doctors and Dentists Review Body: Supplement
to the Ninth Report

The Prime Minister has considered yout Secretary of
State's minute of 12 October in which he proposes that the
Government should accept the Review Body's latest recommend-
ations contained in the supplement to their Ninth Report.

The Prime Minister is content that the recommendations
be accepted and announced this week along with the publication
of the Report. ;

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private
Secretaries to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord
President, the Secretaries of State for Defence, Employment,
Scotland and Wales, and to Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

oL

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.
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DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REVIEW BODY : SUPPLEMENT TO THE NINTH REPORT

You will recall that I wrote to you on 18 ;, following the acceptance
by the Government of thé—ﬁeview Body's Ninth Report, indicating the
professions' reaction to the Report. You have now received the Supplement
to the DDRB's Ninth Report, which they have prepared in the light of
evidence submitted by the Government and the professions arising from the

objections of the professions to the pricing of the newly agreed emergency
recall system for hospital consultants and the parallel emergency rota
arrangements for community physicians. The purpose of this minute is to
seek your agreement to publication and acceptance of the Report.

2. The previous Government reached an agreement with the professions to
pay consultants a separate fee for individual emergency recalls. Since
this work was already paid for in the consultant's salary, the view taken
by our predecessors was that the fees should be funded from the money which
the Review Body would otherwise have judged it right to include in basic
salary. The Review Body accepted this view in their Ninth Report, but the
professions objected because they had wanted extra money to be made avail-
able for these fees, and because they regarded the recommended level of

fees as "derisory".

S The professions asked that we should abandon the agreement to 'pay

emergency recall fees and approach the Review Body jointly with evidence

EEEbmmending that the fees should be re-absorbed into basic salaries, and
consequent adjustments made to those salary rates which were linked directly
or indicated to those of consultants. In the interim, all grades would be
paid the basic salaries recommended by the Ninth Report. We agreed to

these proposals, and the Review Body have now submitted their further

recommendations.

4. The community physicians - senior medical staff concerned with
community health and medical administration - had also negotiated a
parallel scheme for emergency rota allowances (ERAs) for those among them

CONFIDENTTAL
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with out-of-hours emergency responsibilities.' Again the Review Body

accepted the Government view that these allowances should be funded from

the money which would otherwise have gone into the basic salary, and again

the professsion objected to their recommendations. The pay of this group

ig directly linked to that of the hospital consultants, and we therefore agreed
to ask the Review Body to re-integrate these allowances also into basic
salaries in parallel with the salaries of consultants.

e The profession also objected to the levels of allowances recommended

for out-of-hours duties for community doctors and trainees who were not of

consultant status, and the Department agreed to support the profession in
asking the Review Body to look at them again in view of the importance of
maintaining morale in and recruitment to community medicine, and in the light
of the decision not to proceed with the agreement on emergency rota allowances
for community physicians. Insofar as these allowances are all inter-related,
the change for community doctors of consultant status did indeed make a general
review inevitable. My private secretary has already sent to yours a separate

note about the Review Body's comments on this issue.

6. The Review Body has accepted the requests of the profession and the
Government, and has recommended new salary scales that include elements for
the recall and on-call schemes, and maintain differentials and relationships
where appropriate. There are two main points which call for comment.

(a) Finance

The Review Body indicate that no additional cost arises from the adjustments
made in the Report as compared with the sums recommended in their Eighth
Report brought up-to-date on the basis described in the Ninth Report. There
are therefore no additional costs involved in accepting the Report; indeed,

(A

given that some of the wariable elements have been removed, the ability of

health authorities to control earnings is slightly improved.

(b) The position of the Review Body itself

The DDRB are manifestly annoyed with the course of events this year, and

make a number of criticisms of the profession (and to a certain extent of

Government). There is nothing here of which we need make an issue, but the
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professions may react unfavourably when the Report is published, and it

may increase their desire to see changes in the Review Body system. I
have recently met the leaders of the professions to listen to their ideas
about this and shall consult colleagues on any changes that may seem

sensible or necessary.

Conclusion

s Since no additional costs would follow from accepting the supplementary

report, and since consultations at official level have shown agreement that
the Report should be published and accepted by the Government, it did not
seem to me that discussion in E Committee would be necessary. We are, as
you know, committed to implement the recommendations of the Review Body
unless there are "over-riding reasons" not to do so. I therefore suggest
that the Government accepts the Review Body's latest recommendations so that
_fhe revised scales, back-dated to 1 April, can be implemented as soon as

possible. It would be helpful if the announcement could be made next week,
————————
in view of the pressure we are always under from the professions to handle

DDRB reports expeditiously.

8. I am copying this minute to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the
Lord President, the Secretaries of State for Defence, Employment, Scotland
and Wales, and Sir John Hunt.

i
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER o 8 October 1979

Dear Sir Ernest

Thank you for your letter of 25 September,
enclosing a Supplement to your Ninth Report.

I am most grateiul to you and your colleagues
for undertaking the extra work this additional report
has required, especially following the large amount
‘of effort which you put into the preparation of the
Ninth Report itself. I am afraid that it must have
been very disappointing that in the event the professions
decided that they would after all not proceed with the
proposed new consultant contract. I have noted what
you say about the evidence put to you, and shall see
that the points made in the Supplement are carefully
examined.

We will let you know as soon as possible our
decisions on arrangements for publishing the Supplement.

Yours sincerely

MT.

Sir Ernest Woodroofe




PRIME MINISTER

Sir Ernest Woodroofe, Chairman of the Review Body
on Doctors' and Dentists' Remuneration, has submitted
to you a supplement to the Review Body's Ninth Report.

The Ninth Report, as you will recall, was submitted last
April; it recommended updated salaries (which were
implemented) and the pricing of a new consultants' contract.
In the event, the pricing of the new contract was rejected
by the consultants; and they opted to go back to the old
type of contract. Because of this the Review Body were
asked to produce new recommendations relating to the old
type of contract.

The principal Departments concerned are now considering
the report, and they will be advising us in due course on
what the Government's response should be. (I am not bothering
you with the report, which is extremely complex and detailed.)

I suggest you should write to Sir Ernest Woodroofeon the

lines of the attached draft, which duly recognises the extra
amount of work which the Review Body have had to putiiing

L

5 October 1979




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SECURITY
Alexander Fleming House, Elephant & Castle, London SEI 6BY

Telephone 01-407 5522
From the Secretary of State for Social Services

T Lankester Esq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street 3. October 1979

pEs

Thank you for your letter of é September, covering one from Sir Ernest Woodroofe
to the Prime Minister enclosing the supplement to the Ninth Report of the DDRB.

I enclose a draft acknowledgement which the Prime Minister might send to

Sir Ernest, In view of the comments about the evidence put to the Review Body
for the last two Reports, I enclose, in case the Prime Minister wishes to

know the background to this, a memorandum about the specific points to which
Sir Ernest refers., It is, however, very much a side issue - the real point is
that the Review Body have had a very difficult year, having put a quite
exceptional amount of work into the preparation of the Ninth Report, only to
have a large part of it unceremoniously rejected by the profession, It would be
both tactful and right for the Prime Minister's reply to recognise this,

We are in touch with other Departments at official level about the handling of
the Report, and I will be advising you about this separately.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

\MW

e
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@ DRAFT LETTER TO SIR ERNEST WOODROOFE, DDRB Wv\.

;

Thank you for your letter of 25 September,/e{closing a Supplement to your

Ninth Report.

I am most grateful to you and your/colle agues for undertaking the extra work
this additional report has requir;d, especially following the large amount
of effort which you put into t?e’" preparation of the Ninth Report itself.

I am afraid that it must have¢ been very disappointing that in the event the
professions decided that they would after all not proceed with the proposed
new consultant contra;ct. /I have noted what you say about the evidence put
to you, and shall see t t the points made in the Supplement are carefully
examined.

We will let you know ﬁs soon as possible our decisions on arrangements for

publishing the Supplement.




p MEMORANDUM ON OUT OF HOURS ALLOWANCES FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH DOCTORS AND TRAINEES
e

in the area of each health authority with a community physician of consultant status.

Responsibility for environmental health and communicable disease control rests

The service requires continuous cover round the clock, and the community physician

is assisted in providing it outside normal hours by other community physicians, by
community health doctors not of consultant status and by trainees in community
medicine who (unlike the community health doctors) are by virtue of their trainee

status, required to operate under the supervision of the responsible community
physician.

5
2. In addition, trainees (but not the community health doctors) are required
outside their normal hours of work to attend health authority committees and other
meetings at the request of their employing authority. To sum up, therefore, the
two groups share in environmental health duties, but the trainees exercise a lower
level of responsibility; while in addition the trainees have a group of duties not
shared by the community health doctors.

3. A scheme for remunerating trainees for out-of-hours duties was agreed with the
profession and submitted for pricing to the DDRB in 1978, as part of the review
leading to their Eighth Report. The evidence drew attention to both parts of the
trainees! duties, and to the level of responsibility; no comparison was drawn with
the position of community health doctors in evidence by either the health departments
or the profession. The Eighth Report indicated however (para 69) that the Review
Body took the view that the responsibility of trainees for out-of-hours environmental
health work would be no different from that of other community health medical staff
in the same circumstances (for whom a differently based temporary scheme of payment
had existed since 1975). They therefore considered that for this reason different
rates of payment should not apply. The Office of Manpower Economics have confirmed
that they have no record of evidence, written or oral, from either the health
departmepts or the profession supporting this view on the responsibility, though
there may have been unrecorded, informal discussion by telephone. The assumption
was however incorrect although for practical purposes its consequences were not

serious.

4. In evidence for the Ninth (1979) Report, the profession, challenged the assumption
made by the Review Body in para 69. The health departments and the profession put
forward a revised scheme for payment of out-of-hours allowances to community health
doctors, as part of a scheme for making such payments also to community physicians,

and the evidence of the Departments on this supported the profession in making the
point that the responsibility of the trainee for his environmental work (considered

by itself) was less than that
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for the community doctor, because the former always had a community physician

available for consultation. In their Ninth Report (para 89) the Review Body
acknowledged this difference of responsibiiity, but still took no account‘of the
extra committee work done by the trainees. The fees recommended for the trainees
in the Ninth Report were therefore substantially reduced (by about 40% compared
with 1978). '

5 Following representations by the profession to Ministers, the profession and
the health departments submitted further evidence to the Review Body which asked
them, in view of the importance of maintaining morale in and recruitment to
community medicine and in the light of the wider changes proposed in the evidence
(flowing from rejection of the new consultant.contract),to reprice the payments
4o both community health doctors and trainees. The DDRB sought, and were given,
clarification about the respective responsibilities of the two groups, in which

it was suggested that the out—of-hours commitments. of community medicine trainees

and commmity health doctors were not (taken as a whole) so different as to

require differential rates of pay.

6. GCiven the doubt attaching to the basis for the DDRB's statement in para 69
of the Eighth Report and the terms of the evidence of the profession and the
health departments for the Ninth Report, the tone of para 12 of the Supplement
Jo the Ninth Report is surprising, especially as within that paragraph they go
on to concede the essential point - that adjustments to the rates in qugstion
. flow naturally from the changes being made Qithin the Report to the pay of consultants

and community physicians.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 27 September. 1979 ‘

As I told you on the telephone,
the Prime Minister has received. the
supplement to the Ninth Report from the

. Review Body on Doctors' and Dentists'’
; Remuneration -~ under cover of the
gg?ﬁ%nﬂhenclosed ter. (I understand that
you have a copy of the supplement).

You promised to let me have early
l advice on how this should be handled.

I am sending a copy of this letter
and enclosure to Martin Hall (H.M. Treasury)
and to Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

Don Brereton, Esq.,
Department of Health and Social Security.




OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS

22 KINGSWAY
LONDON WC2B 6JY

Telephone 01-405 5944

CONFIDENTTAL

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
10 Downing Street
London S W 1 25 September 1979

Deo Trne. Mudkalle,

I enclose a Supplement to our Ninth Report 1979. The need for this
flows from the rejection by the professions of the new form of
consultant contract that had been agreed in principle last year,
subject to 'pricing' in the 1979 review.

We have made recommendations for the remuneration of consultants
under the existing contract and also for out-of-hours allowances
for community health doctors and community trainees. The latter
are quite unconnected with the issue of the consultant contract
and arise from the unsatisfactory nature of the evidence put to
us for the Ninth - and, indeed, the Eighth - Report.

Touie

ERNEST WOODROOFE, CHAIRMA
REVIEW BODY ON DOCTORS' AND DENTISTS' REMUNERATION

CONFIDENTTAL
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