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WATER INDUSTRY PAY -~ CHIEFR OFFICERS

Although the attention of the National Weter Council was specifically
drawn To the Prime Minister's statement on TSRB in order to encourage
the employers to take full account of the Government's views on
public sector pay snttlemen+s, an offer of some 20% has been made

to the Chief Officer's Group in The industry which exactly mirrors
the level of settlements earlier in the year for the more junior
staff. The offer was made without prior reference to the Department
(an omission for which the Chasirman of the Council has apoligised).
Details of the offer are attached. -

Tom King saw Sir Robert Marshall on Hondav and expressed grave
concern at the proposed settlement and requeuted him to take no
further action until he heard from us. Marshall maintains tThat
the employers did indeed give full weight to the Prime Minister's
statement on TORB and its implications for public sector pay
generally. But he is adamant that there is no way in which

a significantly lower settlement could be imposed nor grounds on
which te justify a lower offer.

He compared the 41% 'ncrease since 1978 which the proposed offer
would give the industry's chief officers with comparable settlements
(actuol or prospective) totalling about 45% in the gas industry,
45.50% in electricity, 49-59% in the ClVll Service and 47-5%% in
local government. Wh1¢st recognising the concern the Government
would attach to the high level and the timing of the proposed

water industry settlement Marshall could not agree that this
Jjustified a significantly reduced offer.

In his judgement the chief officers would certainly go to
arbitration if the employers tried to impose a much lower figure.

- There is already considerable overlap between the salary groups

within the industry, leading to inverse differentials in some

smaller authorities. Anything that added to these distortions

would be totally unacceptable to the employers. In particular
Marshall referred to the concern of a number of his Regional

Water Authority chairmen colleagues on the Council who regarded

the outcome of last year's arbitration when a settlement was 1mposed
on chief executives as creating wholly unjustifiable relativities
between the most senior staff and the rest of the industry.

Though there will be inevitably comparisons with the much lower
level of settlements likely to be reached within local government,

there is no greater scope for us to intervene in the water
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industry pay negotiations than those in any other nationalised
industry. Even if I were able to persuade the employers to change
their minds and substantially reduce the offer, they would aluost
certainly not be able to achieve a negotiated settlement, would lose
at arbitration where the award 1S binding, and the attendant
publicity would be even more embarrassing than a settlement ot on
near the present level,

I will exert the maximum pressure on the employers to reduce the
offer. But I have no power to do more than this. I am now writing
to colleagues as I understand that pay issues are likely to be
raised at Cabinet tomorrow. I would however be grateful for any
comments you and colleagues to whom I am copying this letter wish
to make. Having put the offer on the table the employers are
inevitably now under pressure to make further progress and delay
could stimulate just the sort of publicity we are seeking to avoid.
Obviously I am under considerable pressure to make my views known.

I am copying this letter and enclosure to the Prime Minister,
Cabinet colleagues and to Sir Robert Armstrong.:
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Chancellor of the Exchequer

2F




" .'_”L‘. o :.‘_".! o d il S E’;J!‘- :"‘}"'It \ | ] 4 2
LU AL - o AR

i
e e 0

o LA b b RN VL s i 2 -,

/ATER TNDUSIRY PAY - CHILF (FFICERS

1. Offex

T

a. 20.5% on current scales from 1 July 1980 plus

a further increase in line with JEC staff at

g
]
5
]
@

1 April 108]:

OR D. 22¢% on current scales, o

T

The offer at a. above corresponds with the settlements for
the junior staff groups. The offer at b. is a rationelisation

of-a.

2oe Salary Scales (devendent on size of authority)

1.7.80 +20 ¢ 555
~ Chief Executives (12) £21848 —- £26085 £26086 - £31432
Directors of Operations , -
and F%naﬁce £16629 ~ £23523 £20038 = £287%45 -
- o

Other Directors (19) £14928 -~ £2168L £17988 - £26126
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