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(ii) Teachers (600,000): In England and Wales, of the
total overhang (equivalent to 4 per cent of pay),
1t per cent reflects the staging (on 1 January
- and 1 September 1980) of the Clegg award and about
y 1 per cent follows from the arbitrators' staging of
part of the 1980 pay award to run from September
19380. In Scotland the overhang (also 4 per cent)
is entirely attributed to the Clegg award. Taking
both together, it produces an increase in the pay
1 bill bet FY 1980-81 and FY 1981-82 equivalent
to about )0 million.
= (iii) University teachers (10,000): .The balance of the
1979 "catching-up" settlement was staged on
1 April 1980 and 1 October 1980. These staged ———

will add about 12 per cent to earnings
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On the other

only groups which

withheld from the all
those whose pay increases in the previous rou
delayed, with the concurrence of

4

reducing their cost and without

in earnings in the following pa
g g I

would be a pretext for reducing
the allowance for new pay settlements were tc¢

to reflect the increase following

necessary to be clear about the grounds for
it was defensible.

(a)
i The options for approaching this problem appea
follows:

(a)

above the standard pay factor

would be in accordance with hd

cent for the non-ir

cent for teacher

This is probably

An arbitrary and standard deduction from the pay
factor might be applied to 21l those groups. This

gets the worst of all worlds, being open, though to

ser degree, to the objections to both (a) and

(b) above.

To finance the element of overhang for some groups

but not for others.

(i) (One basis of discrimination might be
vetween Clegg and other more long-standing
awards on the one hand and new settlements

on the other. This might be defended on
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deferment of their pay incre:

ihat their 1981 increase should be that muc
BT g 4 1
F smaller and would resist this more

if other groups were not subjected

treatment.

(ii) An alternative ba of discrimination,
i 200 millsi : a9 .80 . wonild ibeREe
saving £200 million in 1981-82, would
= oy
ys well

single out the teachers (Scotland

England and

Clegg "error" which happens to colnc-

scale (4 per cent)
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i 2 The largest groups (of 30,000 or more), numbers and
iF theoretical over-provision in cash limits in financial year
198( e as follows (cash calculated on assumption that new
pay for cash limits in 1980-81 pay round is 6 per cent):
BT
F (i) Local authority manuals (700,000) £70 million
(ii) Firemen (36,000) SE7 4
f .

L (iii) NHS ancillaries (211,000) £33 !
(iv) University teachers (40,000) £33 4
£103 million

The options for tackling this problem are as follows:

(a) Recalculate cash limits in FY 1980-81 to remove

the excess provision. This would be the most direct

SS

and most effective course. There is a precedent in
that the cash limits for FY 1979-80 were set originally 123
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b, The

relating
It is
the

Government .is thie direct paymaster, Option (b) will

an adequate constraint on the possible level of pay incred
1 . 1 . 3 he e
though, in that case, it would in equal deg: :

constraint which the cash limits will exercise on the volul’ '23

expenditure during the re

(Con
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