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LETTERS TO CHATRMEN OF PAY REVIEW BODIES

Note by the Secretaries

4 the meeting of the Committee on 16 December (E(80) 44th Meeting, Item 1)

it vas agreed that the Chairmen of each of the Pay Review Bodies should be

seen by Ministers, and that these meetings would be followed up by letters.
It vas also agreed that the terms of the letters should be considered by the

Committee.

The meetings will be held within the next few weeks so drafts of the follow-up
letters, prepared after consultation between officials of the Departments
concerned, are attached, These will require detailed amendment in the light
of the meetings, but the Committee may wish to consider at this stage whether

their general approach is right.

Signed ROBERT ARMSTRONG
P Le

D J L MOORE
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