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INTRODUCTION 

1. Report No. 13 from the Top Salaries Review Body (TSRB) on 
Parliamentary Pay and Allowances was delivered to the Prime Minister on 
15 January. It recommends an increase in MPs' secretarial allowance and 
changes in its method of payment, together with improvements in certain 
pension arrangements, in severance pay, and in the free travel arrangements. 
A new support allowance for Ministers in the House of Lords is also 
recommended. The TSRB also reiterate their earlier view that a salary link 
with an outside analogue for MPs' salary would be undesirable. 

2. A summary of the Report's recommendations is at Annex A; the terms 
of reference for the review are at Annex B. Most of the Report is 
uncontroversial but two comments which need particular examination are those 
on the secretarial allowance and the salary link. I have had preliminary 
discussions with the Executive Committee of the 1922 Committee about these 
matters. 

SECRETARIAL ALLOWANCE 

3. The TSRB comment on the growing usage of secretarial and research 
assistance by MPs, reflecting the growth in paper-werk and the need for them 
to inform themselves on increasingly technical or specialist subjects. 
Consequently, they propose that the present secretarial allowance should be 
replaced by two separate allowances with maxima of £ 5 , 500 for the 
employment of a full-time secretary, and of £1,250 for part-time research 
assistance. Together, these represent an increase of 47 per cent over the 
current £4 ,600 allowance, fixed at this level as an interim measure in 
June 1979. The introduction of these new arrangements would help MPs in 
their work, and contribute to the better functioning of Parliament. The 
TSRB consider that there should be better accountability to match these higher 
allowances and they propose that payments be made direct by the Fees Office to 
secretaries or research assistants on the MPs' behalf. 
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4. The TSRB additionally make the suggestion (rather than 
re commendation, since the matter is outside their terms oi reference) that 
the House might reconsider the question of secretaries being employees of 
the House rather than of MPs. It is envisaged that under this arrangement, 
which would be optional, MPs would still select their own personnel. How 
this would work is unclear. The advantages would be that MPs would be 
relieved of dealing with pay, tax and national insurance matters, and of 
liabilities under Employment Protection legislation, while the secretaries 
would benefit from standardised pension and redundancy pay arrangements. 
The accountability problem would be solved. There would, however, be a 
number of difficulties for the House authorities, as the new employer. They 
would find it difficult to accept responsibility for the management and perhaps 
the careers of staff they had no part in choosing. Also, there would be 
occasions when the reallocation of an unwanted secretary, due to an MP's 
departure from the House, could be difficult. The rest of the House staff 
might also feel resentful about MPs' secretaries being taken on without going 
through the normal competition procedure. The arrangement would, of 
course, tend to increase costs. 

5. It is difficult to reconcile the various views expressed on this issue, 
but I consider, on balance, that the existing arrangement whereby a secretary 
is an employee of the M P operates reasonably well most of the time. I 
would suggest therefore that the Government support the existing arrange­
ments should the House wish to debate the matter. On the accountability 
point, the Officers of the 1922 Committee were clear that existing MPs should 
continue to have the choice of whether to arrange payment through the Fees 
Office - although they were prepared to see new MPs required to do so. I 
believe that to make such a sharp distinction on this matter would be invidious, 
and I recommend that the Government should strongly urge MPs to arrange for 
payment through the Fees Office, but should not oblige them to do so. As to 
the level of the allowances, I recommend acceptance of those suggested but I 
believe it should also be possible for the individual MP to switch resources 
between the two allowances within the overall maximum of £6 , 750. 

MPs' PAY 

6. The 1979 Report of the TSRB (TSRB 12) recommended that the salaries 
of MPs should be increased to £12, 000 per annum with effect from 13 June 1979. 
We accepted this level as appropriate (so that £12, 000 is the figure used for 
pension purposes) but decided to move the actual salary to that figure in three 
stages; following the treatment for the other Review Body groups. Half the 
increase due was paid from 13 June 1979 with the remainder following in two 
equal stages. Thus, under existing Resolutions of the House, MPs' pay will 
rise as follows: 

13 June 1979 £9, 450 per annum 
13 June 1980 £10, 725 per annum 
13 June 1981 £12, 000 per annum 

2 

CONFIDENTIAL 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Again following what had happened for the other Review Body groups we 
agreed to accept and implement a further Boyle Report updating the 1980 
figure. This Report will be made to the Prime Minister in the early summer. 
No commitment was given to updating in 1981. But, mindful of the strong 
pressure in the House for some form of linkage, the Prime Minister invited 
Lord Boyle to consider further some mechanism to establish an analogue with 
one or more professions for MPs' pay. 

7. The TSRB had looked at proposals for linking MPs' pay with other 
salaries or with general indices in previous Reports, but had on each 
occasion rejected the idea because in their view the special features of the 
Parliamentary salary made it unsuitable for such treatment. Report No. 12 
acknowledged the force of the arguments put for the automatic updating of 
MPs' pay without the need for public debate, and suggested that, if 
Parliament itself wanted to pursue the concept, the use of the Department of 
Employment's New Earnings Survey (NES) to reflect movement at levels of 
pay comparable to MPs afforded the best solution. However, in discussion 
last year Cabinet felt that a link with this general index might create a 
precedent too easily copied by other public sector groups; more recently, of 
course, the published Government evidence to the Clegg Commission 
specifically rejected indexation as a basis for pay determination. Having 
looked again at the position the TSRB once more conclude that there is no 
similarity between the functions and responsibilities of any professional 
groups and those of MPs, and that there is no relationship in terms of pay. 
They reiterate that in their view regular independent review remains the best 
way of dealing with Parliamentary pay, but that, if some form of automatic 
updating is required, the least unsatisfactory method is by reference to the 
NES. 

8. It is clearly difficult to recommend linkage in the light of the rejection 
fr om the TSRB, and our general views as a Government on indexation. 
However, I am equally conscious of the very considerable pressure which 
there has been in the House for the use of an analogue as an improvement in 
the way in which Parliamentary salary is updated and it might perhaps be 
argued that linkage with a comparable professional group (if one can be found) 
is not strictly "indexation". 

9. I am sure that we shall need to offer some concession to feeling in the 
House and one alternative to a salary link would be the institution of annual 
Boyle reviews of MPs' pay. As part of these annual reviews, the TSRB 
could be invited to take account of salary movements in the professional field, 
which would go at least some way towards meeting the views of our back­
benchers. (The 1922 Committee would accept this suggestion provided that 
the Government gave a commitment to implement the reports and that a 
procedural way could be found to avoid an annual pay debate.) It would 
obviously not be possible for us to give any such completely firm commitment 
with regard to the implementation of these annual recommendations, but we 
can argue that good faith has already been demonstrated by our commitments 
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to pay the full 1979 recommended salary by 1981 and to accept and implement 
whatever updating for MPs' pay the TSRB recommends for this summer. 
Annual reviews could begin in 1981. I will be exploring the procedural aspect 
further but recommend acceptance of the idea of annual Boyle reviews even if 
it involves an annual debate. 

CONCLUSIONS 

10. Accordingly, I invite the Cabinet to agree: 

i . to the acceptance of the TSRB 13 recommendations listed at 
Annex A, except that: 

i i . there should be flexibility for the individual MP to switch 
resources between the secretarial and research allowances subject to 
the overall maximum and the use of the Fees Office should be 
optional; 

iii. on the question of secretaries becoming House employees, the 
Government will support the line that the present arrangement whereby 
a secretary is the employee of the MP should continue; 

iv. on updating MPs' pay, the Government will propose annual 
TSRB reviews. 

u« I would propose that publication of the Report take place on 
Monday 11 February and that I announce our decisions in the House at the time 
°f publication. In the interim, I will make the Shadow Leader of the House 
aware of our proposals. 

N St J-S 

P r i v y Council Office 

5 February 1980 
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C O M T I U K K T I A L 

(BODY OH TOP SALARIES - REPORT HO 13 MINISTERS OF THE CROWN 
fflERS OF PARLIAMENT AND THE PEERS1 EXPENSES ALLOWANCE: PART II 

Y OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

ARIAL ALLOWANCE 

jndation that there should be two separate allowances sufficient 
We Member to employ both a full-time secretary and part-time 
ch assistant 

secretarial allowance — maximum £5,500 

I* research allowance — maximum £1 ,250 

(increase £2,150. Kaximum cost i n f u l l year £1,365,250) 

te to be made direct to secretaries or research assistants by 
ffice on behalf of Members (paragraph 18) 

ancy arrangements for secretaries 

piwoendation on provision for redundancy payments as i t i s 
bd that the cases where cost w i l l be an onerous burden on KPs 
p few (paragraph 24)• 

arrangements for secretaries 

red inappropriate "to ref lect cost to KP of contributing to 
pational pension scheme outside State scheme as costs l i k e l y 

r and no yardstick available to assess the extent to which 
osts would be reasonable (paragraph 26)*. 

of claims against the secretarial allowance during.a period of 
i o n 

red that secretarial expenses incurred during dissolution 
as now be met from KP f s pocket or party funds. Technically 
ber no longer represents the constituency from date of dissoluti* 
retarial allowance relates to constituency work (paragraph 28). 

ent of secretaries by the House 

ion that House might reconsider the question of secretaries bein* 
es of the House rather than of KPs. Considered to be to the 
benefit of secretaries and luPs. (paragraph 30)• 

(Cost unquantifiable but would exceed cost of secretarial 
llov.ance) 
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THE PARLIAKENTAHY PENSION SCHEME 

Rate of accrual 

Considered that present accrual rate is satisfactory (paragra 

Transferability 

Suggestion that in the longer term, consideration should "be e 
to extending the present l imit of 12 months within which a Me 
may decide whether or not to transfer occupational pension r i 
into the Parliamentary scheme (paragraph 45)• 

Former Members who- left before October 1964 

Suggestion that the constitution of the Members Fund be chan§j 
allow former Members without service at October 1964, and thd 
dependents, to a measure of benefit as of right (paragraph 5Q 
(Cost smell.) 

Members who left on or after October 1964 ^nd before Aurust 1| 

Conclusion that no improvement in amount of credit would be 
appropriate (paragraph 52)« 

OTHER PARLIAMENTARY ALLOWANCES AND FACILITIES 

Severance arrangements for MPs 

Recommendation that the basic severance payment to remain at 
annual salary, but to be increased according to a s l i d i n g sea 
members over 50 years with more than 10 years service, 

(paragraph 62). I Cost unquantifiable.) 

General office equipment 

Conclusion that the new separate sllowance recommenced in TS 
office equipment should not now be introduced (paragraph 66), 

Surgery costs 

Suggestion that matter should be taken- into account when Hou 
Beport on financial support for parties i s considered 
(paragraphs 68), 

Members * travel 

A l l travel on Parliamentary business in UK should be reimbuxn 

not just home/Westminster/constit uency travel (paragraphs 73 
(Cost unknown but might be about £2m on the basis of doublin 
present c o s t s ) « 

Travelling expenses of spouses attending o f f i c ia l functions 

The 15 vouchers currently available to spouses for travelling 
Westminster i s considered adequate. No case is seen for furt 
arrangements, except that car mileage allowance should be ma 
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lternative to r a i l v o u c h e r s . No s p e c i a l f a c i l i t i e s should be 
ntroduced f o r P e e r s ' spouses (paragraphs 79 and 8 1 ) . (Cost 
airly small^ 

import allov?3nce f o r I *iin i s t e r s i n the L o r d s 

^commendation t h a t up t o £ 1 0 0 0 p a shou ld be a v a i l a b l e towards cost 
I s e c r e t a r i a l a s s i s t a n c e needed to d e a l w i t h non-Departmenta l 
orrespondence. No f u r t h e r support a l lowance - eg f o r m a i n t a i n i n g 
ondon home - recommended. Arrangement f o r c l a i m i n g up t o £ 7 0 0 PEA 
o cease w i t h i n t r o d u c t i o n o f new a l lowance ( p a r a g r a p h 8 9 ) . (Cost 
ased on present number o f Lords M i n i s t e r s and assuming £ 7 0 0 PEA 
as phased out = £6,300 u n t i l June 1981, £ 2 1 , 0 0 0 t h e r e a f t e r . ) 

Salary l i n k 

econunendation t h a t the s a l a r y o f Members s h o u l d be rev iewed w i t h 
requency w i t h a reassessment o f the Members' job t a k i n g p l a c e 
very 4 y e a r s . Recommendation a g a i n s t any l i n k w i t h p r o f e s s i o n s on 
.rounds of un s u i t a b i l i t y . However, view r e p e a t e d t h a t i f 
arliament r e s o l v e s i n favour o f a l i n k , then updat ing by r e f e r e n c e 
o New Earn ings Survey would be l e a s t o b j e c t i o n a b l e course 
paragraph 9 8 ) . 

'WAI QUANTIFIABLE COST PER ANNUM (approx) £3.4m. 
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} October 197B| the Review Body on Top Sa lar ies W / I D inv i ted by Die ]'rjn,< 
iter lo review and m.<ke rt-commcndiiti one on: 

vi) the l e v e l of salary of Members of the House of Commons, 
including the question of a salary l inkage; ' 

(ii) the arrangements for severance pay for Members of the House 
of Commons; 

( i i i ) the scope and l e v e l of the Members' s e c r e t a r i a l allowance, 
with reference to the question of providing severance pay and 
pensions for s ecre tar i e s ; 

(iv) the l e v e l s of salary of Minis ters and other' o f f i c e holders; 

(v) the pension pos i t ion of former Members of the House of Commons 
vho left the House before .2 August 19?8; 

(vi) the ra tes o f the Peers' expenses allowance; 

(vii) the scope for and l e v e l of an allowance towards the cost 
of running constituency ' surger ies ' , and 
(viii) the scope for and l e v e l of an allowance for t r a v e l l i n g and 
subsistence for Peers' and Members of the House of Commons' spouses 
to attend o f f i c i a l functions. 

E (i), (iv) and (v i ) were dealt with i n Report No 12 which a l so included 
terin recommendation on the l e v e l of the Members* s e c r e t a r i a l allowance, 
emaining items are dealt with in th i s r epor t . Subsequently two further 
were added: 

(ix) the question o f a support allowance for Minis ters and other 
office holders i n the House of Lords analogous to the s e c r e t a r i a l 
and other allowances paid in the House of Commons; 

fx) salary l inkage , by considering further the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
elating the s a l a r y o f -a Member to one or more analogues i n the 
rofessional f i e l d . 

mbers of the Review Body are: 

he Rt Hon Lord Boyle of Handsworth, Chairman 

ir Harold Atcherley^" 

George Coldstream, KCB, KCVO, QC 

rd Hirshfield 

irew Leggatt, QC 

I'd Plovden, KCB, KBE 

oness Seear 

etariat i s provided by the Off ice of Manpower Economics. 

Clark resigned h i s membership in June 1979 and did not take part in this 

hairran of the Review Body on Armed Forces Pay. 




