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INTRODUCTION

Report No, 13 from the Top Salaries Review Body (TSRB) an
Parliamentary Pay and Allowances was delivered to the Prime Minister on
15 Jsu.nuar',r, It recommends an increase in MPs' secretarial allowance and
changes in its method of payment, tﬂgulhur 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 TSREB also reiterate their earlier view that a salary link
with an outside analogue for MPs' salary would be undesirable.

A summary of the Ruport’s recommendatione is at Annex A;: the terms
of reference for the review are at Annex B. Most of the Feport is
uncontroversial but two comments which need particular examination are those
on the secretarial allowance and the salary link., I have had preliminary
dizcussions with the Executive Committee of the 1922 Committes about these
matters.

SECRETARIAL ALLOWANCE
3 The TSRE 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,
Congequently, they propose that the present secretarial allowance should be
treplaced by two separate allowances with maxima of £5, 500 for the

employment of & 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

Tune 1979, The introduction of the se new arrangements would help MPs in

their work, and contribute to the better functioning of Parliament. The

TSEE 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 TSRPE additionally make the suggestion (rather than
recommendation, since the matter is outside their terms of reference) that
the House might reconsider the question of secretaries being employees of
the House rather than of MPs. Iiis envisaged that under this arrangement,
whizh 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 Protaction 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 authoritics, 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
seeasions 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,

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 MP operates reasonably well most of the time. 1
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 MFs required to do so. I
helisve that to make such a sharp distinction on this matter would be invidious,
and I recornmend 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
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 TSEB (TSEB 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 £igure used for
pension purposes) but decided to move the actual salary to that figure in three
stages; following the treatrnent for the other Review Body groaps., Half the
increase due vas paid from 13 June 1979 with the remalnder following in two
equal stages. Thus, under existing Resolutions of the House, MPs' pay will
rize ad follows:

13 June 1979 £9, 450 per annum

13 June 1980 £10, 725 per annum

13 June 1981 £12, 000 per annum
2
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Again following what had happened for the other Review Body groupsa 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
prissure in the House for some form of linkage, the Pirime Minister invited
Lord Boyle to consider further some machanism to establish an analogue with
one or more professions for MPs' pay.

T The TSEB had looked at proposals for linking MPs' pay with other
salaries or with peneral 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
Farliament iteelf wanted to pursue the concept, the use of the Department of
Employment's New Zarnings Survey (NES) to reflect movement at levels of
pay comparable to MPe 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
loocked 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
'_'.pdati.ng is required, the least unsatisfactory method is by reference to the
NES.

B, It is clearly difficult to recommend linkage in the light of the rejection
from 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
srgued that linkage with a comparable professional group (if one can be found)
iz not strictly "indexation''

% 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 sorne 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 regzrd 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 198] and to accept and implement
vhatever updating for MPs' pay the TSREB recommends for this summer.
finnual 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 TSREB 13 recommendations listed at
Annex A, except that:

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

iii., on the gquestion of secretaries becoming House employees, the
Government will support the line that the present arrangement whereby
a2 secretary is the employee of the MP should continue;

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

I would propose that publication of the Report take place on
\1\. iday 11 February and that I announce our decisions in the House at the time
{ publication. In the interim, I will make the Shadow Leader of the Housa
iware of our proposals,

Frivy Couneil Office

5 F nbrl;aryr 1980
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fi 200Y ON TOP SALARIES — REPORT NO 13 WINISTERS OF THE CROWN
/5ERS OF PARLIANENT AND THE PEERS' EXPENSES ALLOWANCE: PART 11

Y OF RECONMIMENRDATIONRS

jl/RIAL ALLOWANCE

endation that there should be two separate gllovances sufficient
fgble lember 1o employ both a full-iime secretary and part-time
BFch assietant

8. scerelarial allowance — maximum £5,500
§1. research allowance — maximum £1,250
(Increase £2,150, MNaximum cost in full year £1,365,250)

§le to be made direct to secretaries or research assistants by
Tire om hehalT of Kemherso {I-._-,_,-I.-._L:a-:-,:-,!-' 1?{.'!.

arrangemeénts for secretaries
niation on provision for redundancy paymenis as it is
ihat the cases vhere cost will be an onerous burden on MPs

B Tow ( paragraph 24).

1 errangements for secrelaries

fiercd inappropriate to reflect cost to EP of contributing to

furational pension scheme outside State scheme as costs likely
 and no yardstick available to assess the exient to which
frosts would be reasonable (paragraph 26). .

i of claims egainst the secrelariel allovance during a period
L ion

red that secretarial expenses incurred during dissolution

7 13
fes now be met from NP's pocket or party funds. Technically

ftocr no longer represents the constiftuency from date of dissoluti
ffretarial allowance relates to constituency work (paragraph 28).

jrent of secretaries by the House

flion that House might reconsider the question of secretaries bein,
kcs of the House rather 1han of MPs. Considered to be 1o the
Blenefit of secretaries and KPs. ( paregraph 30).

|

{ & - - . -
| [Gmat)unqu:mtlfjah]c but would exceed cost of secretarieal
B.lovance
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THE PARLIAKERTAERY ! SCHEME

Rate of accrusl

Congidered that present acerual rate is

Transferability

4 o

Suggestion thet

to extending Lthe present

may decide whether or not to tr:
into the Parliamentary scheme (par

-

Former kembers wvho left befo

Sucggestion that the constitutjon of the Eenbera Fund be
allow former ldembers without service at Octod 1”Fﬂ
dependents, to a measure of benefit as of IJLft (par
(Cost smell.)

i
1

e iy M L D -

Yexkers vho loft on or after October 10R4 and bhe

mprovement in amount of credit

Eph 52).
OTHER PARLIANENT ARY ALLOWANCES AND FACILITIES

Severance arrangements for liPs

Recommendation that the basic severance payment to rem
annual szlary, but to be increased according to a slidi:
members over 50 years with more than 10 years service,
(paragraph 62). (Cost unquantifi&ble.)

General office ecuipment

|1'r-'r‘\.nn 'rnrl-f"vf".ﬂ.'r'.n. A
ot -

ntroduced fnﬁrlfr

Surgerv costs

Suggestion that matter should be taken into account whe
Report on finencial support for parties is considered
(parﬁgrﬁpns 68).

Viembera' travel

All trevel on 9“rl1d"~ﬂtf/y business in UK should be reirhurs
C

not just home/Westminster/constituency travel (paragraph
(Cost unknown but might be about £2m on the basis of dout
present costs).

Travelling exvenses of spouses attending official

The 15 vouchers currently available to spouses for {rmvellin
Yiegiminster is considered adequate, No case is seen for
arrangements, except that car mileage allowance should
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native to raill wvouchers, Ko special faciliti e8. ahc I_J'! d be
inced Tor Peers' sponses {1‘;::::.'1'.1:]1'.‘5:1 79 and Bl). (Coat
: ¥ E

31 1)

alleble towards cost
aasistance de al with non-Depertmental
Ko Turther suppe allowance for maintai
:Il

ol prese g : da i - y € g L7700

phesed out £6, 300 until
7 nk

rndation thet the s=lary
8 reassessment
years. E"_‘D"..II'.. endation
unsuitability. How
in favour of

would be




3 Delober ]Ef'fE.. Lhic Review ]'.-_1.1:,' on 'F(\P BYurice viuo invaled 1.»:1-' Lhie 1rana
iter Lo review nund modke recornwendnlionc ond

(1) ilie level of nalary of Ferbers of the Houvce of Comnonc,
including the gquesiion of a celnry linknpe;
(ii) the arrangements for severance pay for Yermbers of the Nouse
ol Commones
i:ii::' the Ecope and level of the Merbers!' ccercturinl H‘I.-'G'---'--‘-LE',
vith reference to the question of providing severance pay and
pensions for secrelarics;
liv) the levels of salary of Hinisters and olher office holders;
(v) the pension position of former Members of the Heouvse of Commons
vhe left the House before 2 -r‘-ll\l_:.ll"-t- 1‘;?3'5:'!
(vi) the rates of the Prers! cxpcnsce allowance;
(vii) the scope for and level of an allowance towards the cost
running constitveney "surgeries’, and
viii) the scope for endlevel of an allaova yr travelling and
cuibsistence for Peers' and Menmbers of the Nouce of Commons" cpouces
to aitend official functions.
oz . - . ' Lt : Rl
{vi) were dealt with in Report Mo 12 which alsp included

="} -__'I'\l_..

idatlion on the level of the Fersbers' secretari: ‘
are dealt with in this report. Subsequently two Turthes

Lhe gue: tien of & .'.'.i]',."‘f.'IT. allovance for Minislers and other
{fice holders in the House of Lords analogous to the secretarial
nd sther allowances paid in the House of Commons;
salary 1:|r}32:|!:L'..l|]= considering fTurther ihe possibilily of
ing the salary of a Member to one or more anzlogues in the

csional field.
of the Review Body are:

Rie It Hon lord Boyle of Handsworil

ir Barold Atcherl :-3-1

ir George Coldstiream, KCB, KCVO, QC
k¢ lirshfield

birew Leppatt, QC

pd Movden, KCB, KEE
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lariat is provided by the O0ffice of Fanpower EconomicEa

Lead

tlark resigned his membership in June 1979 and did not tske part in thie

rean of the Review Body on Armed Forces Fay.






