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" REVIEW BODY ON TOP SALARIES

On 15 January 1975, the Review Body on Top Salaries was invited by the
Prime Minister toreview and recommend changes:

(1) in the emoluments, allowances and expenses of Ministers of the Crown
and Members of the House of Commons including Mr Spedker and
other holders of remunerated offices in both Houses of Parliament
together with the relevant pension arrangements, and

(ii) in the rates and conditions of payment of the Peers’ expenses allowance.

Part of this remit was discharged in Report No. 7 which covered the salary of
Members of Parliament, the Parliamentary salary of Ministers and paid office
holders and the main allowances and facilities avallable to Members of the .
House of Commons.

The members of the Review Body are:
The Rt. Hon. Lord Boyle 6f Handsworth Chairman
H. W. Atcherley!
Sir George Coldstream, KCB, KCVO, QC
Lord Hirshfield?
A.J.L.Lloyd,QC
Lord Pritchard, DL?
Baroness Seear

The Secretariat is provided by the Office of Manpower Economics.

Lord Beeching resigned hlS membership following completion of his period
of appomtment in May 1975. Sir Mark Turner resigned his membeiship on his
appointment in December 1975 as Chairman of the Rio Tinto-Zinc Corporation
and did not takepart in the later stages of this review.

1 Also Chairman of the Review Body-on Armed Forces Pay.

2 Lord Hirshfield and Lord Pritchard were appointed to the Review Body by the Prime Minister
in Novembeér 1975. Lord Pritchard was unable to take part in the later stages of this review.
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MINISTERS OF THE CROWN AND MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT
AND THE PEERS’ EXPENSES ALLOWANCE: PART I

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The background

1. We were invited by the Prime Minister on 15 January 1975 to review the
remuneration and pensions of Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parlia-
ment, and the Peers’ expenses allowance. Initially we intended to submit our
recommendations in a single report but, in view of the extent to which a real
financial burden had already fallen on many Members, we decided to deal first
with those remuneration problems that we saw as meriting urgent action..
Consequently, the first part of our report on this remit, submitted in June 1975
and published in July 1975, dealt with the salary of Members, the Parliamentary
salary of Ministers and paid office holders, and with the main allowances and
facilities. At that time, it was our intention to complete the remainder of our
remit in a second repoft. But as this is the first occasion on which we have
reviewed the working of the Peers’ experses allowance, and as that part of our
task raises issues that are different in kind from the rest, we have decided to put
- forward our conclusions and recommendations on the Peers’ expenses allowance
separately. We will do so shortly. In this report, therefore, we deal with three
items: first, certain matters related to Members’ allowances and facilities which
were held over from Report No. 7 for further consideration; second, the
Parliamentary pension scheme; and finally, the pay and pensions of Ministers
and other paid office holders in both Houses of Parliament.

2. In our Report No. 7, we recommended that the pay of Members of
Parliament should be increased to £8,000, to bring it up to date since the last
review in 1971 and to allow for some necessary fevaluation of the job; that the
Parliamentary salary of Ministers and paid office holders who are Members of
the House of Commons should be increased to £5,000; and that in future salaries
should be subject to biennial review. We also recommended that the maximum
of the secretarial allowance should be increased to £3,200 a year to provide
opportunity for the einployment of a full-time secretary whetfe necessary, and
that it should bé available to provide either secretarial or research assistance ora
combination of both; that the-additional costs allowance, which helps to defray
the cost of living away from home when engaged in Parliamentary duties, should
be increased to a maximum of £1,350 a year; that the London supplement,
payable to Ministers and paid office- holders and to Members whose con-
stituencies are within the Greater London Council area, should be increased to
£340 a year; that the car mileage allowance should be increased to 10-2p per
miile; and that the maximum number of vouchers available to wives or husbands
of Members for travel between Westrninster and the constituéncy or Westminster
and home should be increased from 10 to 15 a year. We also recommended that,
in future, the maximum of the additional costs allowance, the London supple-
ment and the car mileage allowance should be adjusted automatically in line
with changes in relevant civil servicé rates. In accordance with this recom-
mendation, the maximum of the additional costs allowance has now been

I Review Body on Top Salariés, Report No. 7: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament and the Peers’ expenses allowance:Part I- Cmnd. 6136, July 1975.
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increased to £1,814 and the London supplement to £385 (both with effect from
1 July 1975). '

3. In putting forward our recommendations, we made clear that we
attached the highest importance to their early and full implementation. They
were considered by the Government and discussed in the House of Commons.
Those that affected allowances and facilities were implemented in full, but the
revised salary for Members was restricted to £5,750 against £8,000 recommended,
providing an increase of £1,250 over the previous rate of £4,500; the Govern-
ment proposed, however, and the House of Commons accepted, that Members’
pensions should be based on our recommended figure of £8,000 and this decision
is in course of being put into effect. The Parliamentary salary has been increased
to £3,700 against £5,000 recommended, an increase of £700 over the previous
rate of £3,000; Cabinet Ministers, however, did not accept the increase (it had
already been announced that they would accept no increase before 1 January
1976) and they continue to receive the £3,000 level that was appropriate in 1972.

4. Qur recommendations were designed as a coherent package. We under-
stand the difficulties that arise when Members of Parliament are seen to give
themselves substantial increases in pay, especially in times such as the present.
But we feel bound to express our concern at the consequences of continuing to.
undervalue the demands on those elected to govern the country. In particular
we are perturbed that, whereas our recommendations for increased allowances
have been accepted in full, Members’ salaries have been increased by little more
than one-third of what we recommended. We consider this imbalance between
salaries and allowances to be wrong in principle and unwise in practice. We are
also perturbed by the establishment of two different levels of salary for pension
purposes and other purposes. We can sympathise with the reasoning which lay
behind this decision, but we nevertheless regard it as anomalous. The only way
to avoid these and other difficulties, awkward though it may be, is for Members
to vote themselves a realistic salary. If they fail to do so, as they did in 1975 when
wages and salaries in the community generally had risen rapidly between 1971
and 1974, they only store up greater difficulties for their successors in the future.

5. We note that, in the Debate! which followed publication of our recom-
mendations, Members accepted it as desirable in principle that a permanent link
should be created between their pay and a point on the salary scale of the
Assistant Secretary grade in the civil service, the minimum of which is higher
than the salary which we recommended. We were aware from the evidence sub-
mitted to us in the course of the current review that some Members felt strongly
on this point. We said in our first review of Members’ pay in 1971 that we did not
see this as an appropriate solution to the problem: and for our part we do not see
it as appropriate now. In our view, the level of remuneration for Members of
Parliament should continue to be judged on the demands of the job itself and
against all the factors relevant to it: Members ought not to be insulated from
these factors (or, indeed, from public discussion of their pay) by a link with
negotiated pay in a totally different employment situation. We continue to
regard the frequency of review as the key to this.problem.

The implications of the current pay restraint measures

6. The recommendations in this report have been put forward, of course,
against the continuing background of the pay restraint measures that were out-

" House of Commons Hansard, Volume 896, 22 July 1975.
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lined in the White Paper “The Attack on Inflation” (Cmnd. 6151, July 1975).
The White Paper indicated (paragraph 13) that the threé independent Review
Bodies would be asked to ensure that any recommendations put forward during
the period of operation of the restraint measures (which are due to expire at the
end of next month) comply with the requirements of the policy. These require-

. ments provide that increases in remiuneration are to-be restricted-on an individual

basis to 2 maximum.of £6 a week; that a 12 month interval between major pay
increases-continues to apply; and that no increase at all may be paid during the
currency of the restraint measures to those whose total earnings from all sources
exceed £8,500 a year.

7. The issues with which we are concerned in our current remit do not fit '
conveniently into the circumstances for which the pay restraint measures were
directly designed. Nevertheless, it is clear that those measures apply to the
outstandmg matters in our review of Parliamentary remuneration (including the
Peers’ expenses allowance, on which we will be putting forward separate
recommendatlons) notwithstanding the fact that all of them are part of an
overall review which was begun (and partly completed) before the measures were’
introduced; and that the salaries with which we are concerned here have remained
unchanged since 1 April 1972. The detailed implications for the aspects of our
remit dealt with in this report are described in the note that follows this chapter.
The current measures expire shortly and new onés will take théir place. We have
taken the view that, although the greater part of the fecommendations that we
now subihit cannot be implemented 1mmed1ately, it is right to put them forward
in order to complete a further part of the review that wé began in early 1975 but
had not completed when the current measures were introduced. Furthermore, it
will make it possible for future reviews of Parliamentary remuneration to start
from a common point of reference. Our present recommendations represent the
levels of remuneration which would have been appropriate at 13 June 1975 (the
time of our earlier récommendations).

Qur inquiries

8. We have referréd already, in-our Report No. 7, to the questionnaire
which we sent to each Member of Parliament designed to secure information
and views on matters related both to salary and to allowarices; the response rate
was 70 per cent. A summary of the results of the survey is in Appendix A.

9, We are grateful to all those who have made themselves available for
discussions with us in the course of our inquiries and to the many people from
whom we have received written evidence. A list of the individual Members of
Parliament, Ministers, office holders and others who gave ofal evidence is in
Appendix B.
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE CURRENT PAY RESTRAINT MEASURES
FOR THE RECOMMENDATIONS

(Note to Chapter 1)

(a) Ministers and paid office holders: any increase under the current measures has
to be restricted to a maximum of £6 a week and can be paid only to those whose
total earnings (including the increase) would not exceed £8,500 a year. Total
earnings for Ministers and office holders who are Members of the House of
Commons include the current Parliamentary salary of £3,700 (£3,000 for
Cabinet Ministers) and the London supplement of £385. Consequently, all
Ministers in the House of Commons currently receive more than £8,500 and
none is entitled to an increase at present. Of the paid office holders in the
House of Commons, only those currently paid £4,000 a year (some Government
and Opposition Whips) are eligible for any increase: the maximum permissible
increase of £6 a week could be paid under the present measures following the
completion of 12 months from the effective date (13 June 1975) of the increase
in the Parliamentary salary which resulted from the restricted implementation
of our earlier recommendations. Ministers and office holders in the House of
Lords are not eligible for the Parliamentary salary but receive the London
supplement of £385 and are now entitled to claim against the Peers’ expenses
allowance up to a maximum of £700 a year (the first £100 of which is free of
taxation). Both of these amounts have to be aggregated with the salary attribu-
table to the office to- determine total earnings. Parliamentary Secretaries and
Parliamentary Under Secretaries of State, the Chief, Deputy Chief and other
Government Whips, the Leader of the Opposition and the Opposition Chief
Whip, the Chairman of Committees and the Principal Deputy Chairman of
Committees are -eligible for an increase under the present measures, and the
maximum increase could be paid in each case following the completion of 12
months from the effective date (13 June 1975) of the introduction of limited
entitlement to claim against the Peers’ expenses allowance.

(b) Allowances for Members of Parliament: increases in allowances are subject to
the current pay restraint measures, even where they are designed to reimburse
actual expenditure within a maximum. The rates (or maxima) of such allow-
ances can be increased without having to count against the £6 a week pay limit,
provided that the increases reflect no more than movements in relevant costs.
But where the scope of an allowance (including its coverage) is extended, the
value of the increase has to be counted against the pay limits in the same way as
any new allowance that may be introduced. Thus, the changes recommended in
certain of the allowances and facilities could be implemented only following the
expiry of 12 months from the effective date (13 June 1975) of the last increase in
Members’ remuneration. Moreover, only those Members whose total earnings
from all sources are less than £8,500 would be eligible for any increase at all
under the present arrangements. Total Parliamentary earnings for backbench
MPs will be the aggregate of actual salary (£5,750), not the ndtional salary for
penston purposes of £8,000, and the London supplement for those who receive it.

(c) The Parliamentary pension scheme: improved provisions in pension schemes
generally come within the scope of the current restraint measures. Any addi-
tional cost to public funds arising from improvements in the Parliamentary
pension scheme would be treated in the same way as an employer’s extra
contribution and would be costed against the limit if implemented during the
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currency of the present measures. All the points related to the calculation of the
£8,500 total earnings limit (the actual salary of £5,750 ‘may still be used in this
context, despite the ‘notional’ salary of £8,000 for pensmn purposes) and the 12
month interval principle would apply equally.




CHAPTER 2

ALLOWANCES AND FACILITIES FOR
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT

10. Weindicated in our earlier report that further consideration would be
needed of a number of points related to the allowances and facilities that are
available to assist Members in meeting the costs incurred in the course of carry-
ing out Parliamentary duties. These points. include aspects -of the secretarial
allowance and of the additional costs allowance; travel facilities; postage and
telephone costs; and severance arrangements.

11. We have also given further consideration to the special problems of
disabled Members to which we drew attention in that report. The improvements
in the allowances and facilities which followed from our recommendations on
that occasion will have eased some of their difficulties. Any further improve-
ments in this context would have to- be related closely to particular disabilities.
and their special needs. Consideration of these aspects of the problem is not
appropriate to a general review of the total remuneration package, which is our
remit; and we have been advised that they can best be considered as and when
necessary within the machinery of Parliament itself.

Aspects of the secretarial allowance

12. The maximum of the secretarial allowance is now £3,200 a year
following implementation of our previous recommendation, and is available to
provide either secretarial or research assistance or a combination of both. This
maximum is intended to enable Members to.employ a full-time secretary where
necessary, and provides for the payment of a full-time salary which has regard to
the salary level of a Personal Secretary in the civil service who works in Central
London. The maximum of the allowance also recognises the cost incurred by the
Member as employer in payment of national insurance contributions. In recom-
mending the new maximum, we indicated that we would give further considera-
tion to the implications of a provision for occupational pension arrangements,
and to the treatment of general office.expenses.

13. Provision for occupational pension schemes is a major item in employ-
ment costs: if a suitable arrangement were to be included within the framework
of the secretarial allowance, an increase of some £500 in the maximum of the
allowance might be necessary. Provision for an item of this magnitude and
importance has to be considered against the background of the widely varying
circumstances in which MPs employ secretaries. For example, some MPs share
the services of a secretary; others have access to secretarial assistance in their
other capacities; and, although our inquiries have shown an increasing use of
secretarial help, many Members need substantially less than full-time assistance.

14. Provision is already made within the maximum of the allowance for the
present and planned arrangements for State pensions, through the inclusion of
an element to cover the employer’s national insurance (including graduated
pension) contributions. The present State scheme provides essentially for a
flat rate of pension, but the new scheme which will come into operation in April
1978 will lead t0 an earnings-related pension. A higher level of contribution will
then be requiréd of the employer, but the rate currently envisaged would not
justify an increase in the present maximum of the allowance; it contains an
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element of rounding which is sufficient to provide for the planned level of
contribution. The position might need to bereviewed if a higher rate of contribu-
tion were introduced or if the salary element within the allowance maximum
were to be increased. .

15. Therefore, although we attach imiportance to the provision of adequate
pensions arrangements for Membeérs® secretaries, we do not consider that it
would be appropnate at this stage to provide within the allowance for an
occupational pension scheme in addition to State pension arrangemeénts. We
- regard the present maximum of the allowance as the most that can be justified on
the present basis of non-accountability, and any further increase in the maxi-
mum to provide for improved superannuation arrangements would have to be
subject to some suitable accounting procedure. We have taken note of the views
expressed by the Select Committee on Assistance to Private Members in their
First Report! and particularly their concern about the accountability for the
public fiinds from which secretarial support for Members i§ provided. They
said: . :

“We are all convinced that it i$ incumbent upon the House to set standards
of accountability in the use of public funds that are above ‘any possible
public criticism. We think that arrangements which may have been suf-
ficient when allowances were comparatively low will not be sufficient if the
allowances are substantially increased.”

The Select Committee recommended optional arrangements under which
either secretaries could be employed centrally by the House authorities or
claims could continue to be madeé against the maximum of the secretarial
allowance, and said:

“We believe that the sarhe high standards' of accountability necessarily

apply to claims for the secretarial allowance and that Members should

specify the names of those to whom they have made payment for secretanal
~ assistance.”

We share the Select Committee’s eoncerh about standards,of' accountability but,
since the House has not yet considered the Select Committee’s report and
recommendations, we make no further observations at this stage.

16. We made clear in our earlier report that the recommended (now cur-
rent) maximum of the secretarial allowance madé no provision for the cost of
general office expenses, which had been:included within the maximum following
our 1971 recommendations. We were awar® that expenditure of this kind was
not necessarily confined to those Members who employ a secretary, and we
decided to consider if a separate allowarice were justified. Most Members of
Parliament have to maintain an office ‘to deal with'correspondence from
constituents and from other members of the public. The expenses associated
with this part of an MP’s work are an inescapable part of our Parliamentary
system and can arise whether or not a Member employs his own secretary.
Some of the routine but potentially substantial office expenses are already met:
for example, postage and inland telephone calls from Westminster are provided
free. But at present expenditure on equipment such as typewriters or dictating
machines has to be borne by individual Members from.their own resources.
These costs too can be substantial, particularly on first entering the House. We

.. 1 First Report from the Select Committee on Assistance to Private Members - House of
Commons Paper 375, Session 1974-75.
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consider that a separate allowance should be made available to provide for this
need which, as we have said, may arise independently of the employment of a
secretary, and that a suitable maximum amount would be £300 during any
period of three years. Claims within the- maximum of the allowance may include
the cost of maintaining office equipment and may be made at any time during a
three-year period, whether as a single claim or as a series of claims. But we
regard it as appropriate that claims against this allowance should be supported
by evidence of expenditure on particular items of equipment or on its mainte-
nance. We believe that this requirement will be acceptable to Members.

Recommendation. We recommend that a new allowance be introduced to
assist with the initial and maintenance costs of general office equipment. The
maximum of the allowance should be £300 during any period of three years and
reéimbursement of claims should be conditional upon evidence of expenditure.

Aspects of the additional costs allowance

17. The annual maximum of the allowance is derived from a formula that
applies an appropriate rate of overnight subsistence allowance for four nights a
week over the average duration of the Parliamentary session. We have con-
sidered whether the formula provides adequate recognition of the occasional
need for individual Members to attend at Westminster on Parliamentary
business during a recess. We see two points as relevant. First, the present basis
of the allowance maximum, related as it is to a notional full-time attendance at
Westminster during the average Parliamentary session, provides sufficient
leeway for the great majority of Members to meet the occasional need to attend
there during a recess; and second, the arrangements which cover the travel costs
incurred by Members are not restricted to the period of a Parliamentary
session. Although we did not confine onr 1971 recommendation for the intro-
duction of a daily subsistence allowance to the periods when Parliament is in
session, we consider that, against the background of the present arrangements,
it is not necessary to increase the maximum of the additional costs allowance
now on this account. The current maximum of £1,814 a year is in line with the
appropriate rate of overnight subsistence in the civil service, and was increased
to that amount with effect from 1 July 1975 on the basis recommended in our
Report No. 7.

Travel facilities

18. Members’ travel costs are at present reimbursed for journeys between
Westminster, home and constitueficy; within the constituency; and to central
and local Government authorities concerned with the constituency arfea, but
located outside the constituency boundaries. We understand, however, that the
meeting of Members’ costs for journeys to or from home is a taxable benefit and
consequently Members have to pay tax on the value of car mileage allowance
claimed for such journeys or, following the 1975 Finance Act, on the value of
travel warrants issued for them. The response to our questionnaire indicated a
measure of support from Members for the provision of wider facilities for
defraying the costs of travel. Many of those who made proposals on this point
suggested that all travel within the United Kingdom should qualify for the re-
imbursement of fares or for car mileage allowance. In our First Report! in 1971,
we recommended: the establishment of two funds to meet the costs of Members’

1 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament—Cmnd. 4836.
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travel where it could be shown to be of assistance to Members in carrying out
their duties effectively: one was to provide for travel within the United Kingdom
and the other for travel overseas. In the event, the recommendation wasaccepted
in principle by the Government but was not adopted by the House itself.

19. Free travel within the country on Parliamentary business is a facility
which is commonly available to Parliamentarians in other European and
Commonwealth countries. It is, moreover, a normal feature of business and
professional life. We see no objection in principle to, and many practical
advantages in the provision of a similar facility for Members of Parliamerit,,
subject to certain conditions. Clearly, qualifying travel under an arrangement
of this kind would have to be restricted to travel undertakén on Parliamentary
business. This would include constituency business of a non-political nature buit
would exclude travel for party political purposes. We recognise that travel on
‘political’ and on ‘Parliamentary’ business might overlap on occasion, but we
believe that a distinction could be"drawn and that it is not impossible for the
House to. administer such an arrangement. Members are, of course, already
provided with travel facilities which are in some ways more generous than those
normally available (for example, the cost of their travel between home and work
is met, although it i§ subject to taxation, and limited provision exists for free
travel by a wife or hiusband). But these arrangements stem from the recognised
facts of a Member’s life and, in particular, from the fact that two separate and
equally important places of work are involved. They do not, in our view, detract
from the importance of enabling Members to travel within the United Kingdom
to inform themselves on subjects that are directly relevant to the work of
‘Parliament and to effective representation of their ¢onstituency. Members
should not be constrained by financial considerations from undertaking neces-
sary travel for these purposes, and we consider that all United Kingdom.travel
on Parliamentary business should" qualify for reimbursement of costs or for
payment of car mlleage allowance.

Recormmendation. We recommend that the cost of all travel within the
United Kingdom on Parliamentary business should be reimbursed or should
qualify for payment of the car mileage allowance.

Postage andtelephbne costs

20. The present arrangements provide Members with free postagé from
Westminster to destinations within the United Kingdom. The facility is
restricted to Parliamentary business and may not be used for circulars 1o
constituents or to othér Members. Telephone calls from the Housé are free on
the same basis.

21. The greater part of the evidence put to us on these arrangements has
suggested an extension of the facilities to apply to postage and telephone calls
made from the homes or constituenciés of Members. In genéral, we consider the
facilities provided for Members at Westminster are adequate and that an exten-
sion of free postage or telephone arrangements beyond Westminster would not
be appropriate But one improvement is justified. It has been suggested to us
that telephone calls on Parliamentary business from the House to other coun-
tries of the European Economic Community should be provided free. We
consider it reasonable that both telephone calls and postage facilities should be
provided free of charge from Westminster on this basis.

9




Recommendation. We recommend that the free postage and telephone
facilities at Westminster should be extended to apply to communications with
other EEC countries on Parliamentary business.

Severance arrangements

22. We made no recommendations last year on the provisions for the
payment of a grant under the severance arrangements. These arrangements
stem from our 1971 review, when we found that the timing of general elections
left Members little time or opportunity for finding alternative employment,
because of their pre-occupation with seeking re-election. At that time, a
Member ceased to be paid from the date of the dissolution of Parliament, and
those who subsequently lost their seats could suddenly find that they had no
regular source of income. We made two recommendations to relieve this situa-
tion: that salary should continue to be paid through a period of dissolution;
and that a severance arrangement should be introduced whereby Members who
lost their seat in thése circumstances could claim a grant equivalent to three
months’ salary. At the same time, we suggested that the position of Members
under the National Insurance Act should be re-examined, as their classification
for national insurance purposes did not entitle them to unemployment benefit
or to redundancy payments. The severance payment scheme was implemented
and was applied also to Members who lost their seats because of constituency
boundary changes. In the February 1974 and October 1974 general elections, 79
of the 81 Members who were defeated claimed the severance payment; all of the
16 Members who lost their seats in February 1974 as a result of constituency
boundary changes also claimed.

23. In the course of the currént review, changes in the severance arrange-
ments have been suggested to us by many people. About half of the Members
who replied to our questionnaire suggested various improvements in the
scheme that were fairly evenly divided between suggestions for a higher level of
payment (six or twelve months’ salary), for a system based on length of service
(sometimes subject to minima and maxima), and various general proposals that
included age-related payments and application of the arrangements to cases
where a Member voluntarily resigns his seat or is not re-adopted as a candidate.!

24. However, we have to consider the severance arrangements now in the
light of a new development. Since April 1975, MPs have been re-classified for
national insurance purposes and will in due course become eligible for un-
employment benefit in the event of losing their seat at a general -election, and
may become eligible for redundancy payments if a seat disappears as a result of
re-organisation of constituencies. We weélcome this development as MPs will
now become eligible for the type of short-term assistance which we noted was
not available when we recommended the introduction of the severance arrange-
ments. We see this as an important supplement to the separate severance
arrangements, which in the appropriate situation can be regarded either as an
occupational redundancy payment scheme, or as a scheme for payment in lieu of
notice. In either case, depending on individual circumstances, the severance
arrangements may provide better compensation than the statutory minimum
provisions which would otherwise apply (and we understarid that the payment
of a grant equivalent to three months’ salary is likely to have the effect of
postponing payment of unemployment benefit for a period of three months).

I Appendix A, Table 22.
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But we also consider that, in the new circumstances, it is not necessary to increase
the level of benefit provided by the existing severance arrangements. We there-
fore make no recommendation othér than that, in any circumstances in which a
Member would qualify for redundancy payments, the severance arrangements
should be available only as an-alternative to such payments. .

Recommendation. We recommend that the grant undef the severance
arrangements should be available only as an altérnative to redundancy pay-
thents in cases where a Member becomes entitled to such payments . otherwise,
the ! severance arrangements shouild femain unchanged

11




CHAPTER 3
THE PARLIAMENTARY PENSION SCHEME

Background

25. The Parliamentary Contributory Pension Scheme for Members was
first introduced in 1965 under the provisions of the Ministerial Salaries and
Members’ Pension Act 1965, following the October 1964 recommendations of
the Lawrence Committeel. It provided a compulsory pension scheme based on a
fund managed by Trustees appointed by the House of Cominons, and effective
from the date of the October 1964 general election that brought in a new Parlia-
ment. Members who had retired before the date of the introduction of the
scheme were not covered by it. But those whose service continued into the new
Parliament could count up to 10 years of service prior to October 1964 as
reckonable for pension purposes; this also applied to Members who lost their
seats in October 1964 or earlier and who were returned subsequently to Parlia-
ment. The scheme required equal contributions in respect of current service from
Members and from public funds, and pension benefits accrued at one rate for the
first 15 years of service and at a lower rate for a further 30 years, providing a
maximum pension of 60 per cent of final salary after 45 years’ service. The
normal retirement age was 65 and pension was not payable before that age.
Other benefits were provided, including pensions for widows and dependent
children, and refund of contributions (in certain circumstances) or transfer of
pension rights.

26. Prior to the introduction of the scheme, the only form of financial
assistance available to former Members was provided through the House of
Commons Members’ Fund which had been established by Act of Parliament in
1939 to make grants (based on an assessment of need) to former Members and to -
their widows and dependent childrer. An amending Act of 1948 extended the
provision of grants to widowers. The Members’ Fund is still in being and
continues to provide for any former Member who may be in financial need,
including a Member who may have retired under the current pension scheme
with an inadequate pension and without other resources. From the outset, the
Fund has been financed by an annual levy of £24 on all serving Members, a
maximum annual contribution from public funds of £22,000, and dividends and
interest from investments. Like the Parliamentary Contributory Pension Fund,
the Members’ Fund is administered by Trustees appointed by the House of
Commons.

27. We reviewed the working of the pension arrangements in 1971, and we
made a number of recommendations in our First Report which were imple-
mented with effect from 1 January 1972, and which provided substantial
improvements in the benefits available under the pension scheme. The scheme
continues to be compulsory, and now provides for an even rate of accrual of
pension éntitlement of one-sixtieth of final salary for each year of serviceup toa
maximum of 40 years’ service,? giving a maximum pension of two-thirds of final
salary. The normal retirement age for the purpose of the scheme remains 65.
Other benefits include a death-in-service gratuity equivalent to 12 months’

1 Report. of the Committee on the Remuneration of Ministers and Members of Parliament —
Cmad. 2516: Chairman, Sir Geoffrey Lawrence.

2 In practice, we understand that the legislation which governs the scheme needs to be-clarified
on this point.
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salary; an option for early retirement at age 60 or later on immediate payment of
an actuarially reduced pension; pensions for widows and dependents; and an
option t6 commute pension entitlement to yield a lump sum of up to three-
eightieths of final salary for each year of service (which prov1des a maximum
lump sum payment of 14 times final salary together with a maximum pension
approximately equal to one-half of final salary). We.also recommended that the
rate of contribution required of a Member should be 5 per cent of salary. This
rate met approximately three-eighths of theé total current cost of the scheme at
that time; in practice, crrent costs have risen to about 15 per cent of salary and
the Member s contribution has remained 5 per cent.

28. Two main developments have affected Members’ pensions since our
1971 recommendations were implemented. The first is that they have been
brought within the scope of the Pensions (Increase) Act 1971 and, consequently,
retired Members’ pensions are increased in line with-movements in the cost of
living. We note in passing that, because of the infrequency with which Members’
salary is reviewed, this ‘provision has had the effect of requiring special admini-
strative arrangements to ensure that those Members who retired later on the
same final salary as those who had retired earlier did not in practice receive a
lower pension than their predecessors whose pensions had been increased in the
interval.

29. The second development results from our recommenda’uon last year of
a salary level of £8,000 for Members of Parliament. As we have noted (para-
graph 3) this salary was accepted by Parliament! as the appropriate rate for the
job but was not fully 1mp1emented it was decided, however, that it would be
used as a notional salary for pensmn purposes, and this decision will be given
legislative effect by the provisions of the Parliamentary and other Pensions and
Salaries Bill, currently before Parliament. Members are required to pay a
penswns contribution of 5 per cent of their pensionable salary, and they now
receive additional emoluments-of £112.50 a year to provide for the contribution
required on the difference between the pensionable salary of £8,000 and the
actual salary of £5,750. We point this out as one more mamfes’catlon of the dis-

. advantages of not paying the proper level of salary for the job.

30. 'We now discuss the issues that arise on Mémbers® pensions. Ministers
and other paid office holders are eligible to part1c1pate in a supplementary
scheme that we recommended in 1971 and that is designed to give pension en-
titlement in respect of the additional element of pay attached to Ministerial or
other office. We deal with the pensions -of Ministers and other office holders,
including the statutory pensions attached to cerftain offices, in Chapter 4.

Service prior to October 1964

31. Two distinct but related points arise in relation to the effective date of
the present form of contributory pension scheme for Members of Parliament.
The first is whether those Members who retired béfore October 1964 and who
have no subsequent service in the House of Commons should be entitled to any
benefits under the Parliamentary Contiibutory Pension Fund; and the second
is the amount of service prior to October 1964 that qualifies as reckonable
towards the pénsion entitlement of those who have been Members of the
House of Commons since that date.

I By a resolution of the House of Commons accepted in the Debate followmg pubhcatmn of
our Report No. 7 (House of Commons Hansard, Volume 896, 22 July 1975).
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32. We have received a substantial amount of evidence on the first point
and we have noted that it has been the subject of continuing Parliamentary
concern. In recommending the introduction of the present form of pension
scheme, the Lawrence Committee expressed the view unequivocally that the
principle of applying a pension scheme to those who had no service after the date
when the scheme began was not acceptable!l. The issue was re-examined in our
First Report? when we found ourselves unable to modify the conclusion of the
Lawrence Committee on this point of pensions principle and practice. We took
the view that it remained appropriate for cases of financial hardship among
former Members who had retired before October 1964 to be met by the Mém-
bers’ Fund.

33. Wehaveagain reviewed the evidence carefully. We recognise that onlya
small, and indeed dwindling, number of Members would be involved and that
the cost of extending pension arrangements to cover them might not be pro-
hibitive. Nevertheless, there is the point of principle here, and it cannot simply
be dismissed in the wider context of pension provisions as a whole: The position
of this small number of former Members is by no-means unique: for example,
we have been told that over the years up to 1964, and indeed right up until 1973 3
there will have been hundreds of thousands in the public sector who rétired with
no pension entitlement and are therefore in the same position; there are also
many other, if smaller-scale, instances in the private sector. After much thought,
we remain ourselves unable to recommend that former Members who have no
service after the introduction of the Parliamentary pexnsion scheme should be
entitled to benefit from that scheme. Thie Members’ Fund continues in being and,
while we recognise that it cannot provide an as-of-right pension, we consider
that it remains the appropriate channel through which to provide for the needs
of former Members (and of their dependents), including those who retired
before October 1964.

34. However, we offer one further comment. If it were the desire of
Parliament as a whole that some additional provision should be made for those
Members who had retired before the introduction of the present pension
scheme, it might be appropriate to give consideration to an arrangement in
parallel to the State pension arrangements for the over-80’s, whereby some
limited benefit would be made available as of right for such Members at age 80.
Clearly, this would be a matter for Parliament to consider and we ourselves
make no formal recommendation on this matter.

. 35. The Parliamentary scheme provides for a maximum of 10 years of
service prlor to October 1964 to be counted by serving Members as reckonable
for pension purposes, as recommended by the Lawrence Committee in 1964.

The cost is met by a déficiency contribution from public funds. We did not
recommend change in this provision in our First Report: the other improvements
recommended then greatly enhanced the pensions payable to Members who had
service prior to October 1964, and we took the view that this was as far as we
should go at that time4. We have examined the posmon again in the course of

I Report of the Committee on the Remuneration of Ministers and Members of Parllament -
Cmnd. 2516 (paragraph 76).

2 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
. Parliament— Cmnd. 4836 (paragraphs 69 and 70).

3 Tt was not until 1973 that pension cover extended t6 all employees throughout the whole of the
public service field.

4 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown a.nd Members of
Parliament— Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 69).
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our current review, when it has been suggested to us, as-indeed it was.in 1971,
that all such service should be reckonable for pension purposes. We do not
regard this as appropriate, but we consider that a limited improvement is
Justified and would be acceptable against the background'of our conclusions on
the pensions arrangements as a whole. We therefore propose that the maximum
amount of reckonable service prior to October 1964 should be increased by
5 years. The benefit from this- improvement shouid be restricted to those
Members who have service in the House of Commons after its introduction and,
as at present, the cost of reckonable past service should be met from public
funds. We estimate the capital cost of this improvement to be £200,000 (in-
cluding provision for those with qualifying service of more than 10 years who
arenot Members at present but who may be returned to the House of Commons
in the future). :

_ Recommendation. We recommend that the maximum amount of service
prior to October 1964 that may be treated as reckonable service for pension
purposes should be increased from 10 years to 15 years. This improvement
should apply only to Members who are in service in the House of Commons at
the time of its implementation (or who subsequently refurn to such service).
The full cost of this recommendation should be met from. public funds.

Rate of accrual

36. During our current review, we have received a number of representa-
tions about the rate at which pension éntitlément is accrued under the
Parliamentary scheine. Some 72 pét cent of the Mémbers who replied to our
questionnaire said that they favoured 4 faster rate of accrual: and the res-
pondents who specified a particular rate of accrual were.evenly divided betwéen
those who advocated a rate of one-fortieth of final salary a year and those who
advocated other rates!. A wide range of rates of accrual was also suggested to us
in other evidence. v

37. The point most often put forwaid in support of a faster rate of accrual
is that it is rare for an MP to be able to serve in the House of Commons for the
40 years necessaty under the present arrangements to qualify for full pension
entitlement. We have beén told that the average length of service as' an MP is
17-20 years. Nevertheless, certain other points also have to be. taken into
consideration. A’ career in Parliaiment is not unique in being a late-entry career,

and a 40-year accrual period is standard elsewhere in the public services (with'

one or two exceptions that aré mainly related to particularly hazardous and
physically demanding jobs ~ for example, in'the police and fire services - and the
judiciary where it is unusual for a judge to be appointed under age 50). More-
over, it is becoming increasingly common for pension entitlement to be preserved
or transferred from one scheme to another and MPs may benefit from this in
the same way as other people. Finally, the cost of a faster rate of accrual could
be high, particularly if Members had to bear the whole cost themselves.

38. The recommendations that we make in this chapter will achiéve some
of the objectives of ‘a faster rate of accrual and will, we bélieve, prove more
beneficial to Members as a whole. We consider that the rate-of accrual under the
Parliamentary scheme should not be changed. ‘

1 Appendix A, Tables 23 and 24.
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Interest on refunded contributions

39. It has been suggested to us that the rate of interest paid on the contri-
butions refunded to a Member who leaves the Parliamentary pension scheme
before completing the four-year period of service necessary to qualify for
pension entitlement should be increased. The present rate of interest of 3 per
cent has applied since the scheme wasintroduced.

40. Clearly, the rate is low by comparison with current interest rates
generally and, indeed, it is well below the current rate of yield on the Pension
Fund’s investments. We have been told that the rate of interest for refunds has
to have regard to the trend of interest rates over a long-term period and obviously
this provides stability (which we see as important). It is even more important to
bear in mind that contributions to a pension scheme are deducted from income
before that income is assessed for tax: consequently a refund of contributions is
subject to income tax. But in these circumstances, subject to the approval of the
Inland Revenue, the tax is levied at a concessionary rate of 10 per cent. Clearly,
this concession itself compensates to some extent for the interest that might
otherwise have been earned on the money.

41. Against this background, we-do not consider that a case for an increase
in the rate of interest on returned contributions to the level of current interest
rates generally can be sustained. We consider that a limited increase is justified
and we propose that the rate should be improved from 3 per cent to 4 per cent in
respect of contributions made from a current date.

Recommendation. We recommend that the rate of interest paid on returned
contributions to the Parliamentary Contributory Pension Scheme should be
increased from 3 per cent to 4 per cent. The higher rate should apply only to the
refund of those contributions made after the effective date of implementation of
this recommendation.

Added years

42. The introduction into the Parliamentary pension scheme of a facility
for the optional purchase of added years of reckonable service has been widely
advocated during the current review. Some three-quarters of the respondents to
our questionnaire indicated support for it! and it was.also mentioned frequently
in other evidence. We see this issue as in some ways related to the question of
a faster rate of accrual of pension entitlement (paragraphs 36-38) in the sense
that it is an alternative which provides the essence of the benefit aimed at. We
have concluded that an added years scheme would be an appropriate addition to
the existing provisions under the Parliamentary pension scheme.

43. We propose that an added years arrangement should be introduced on
the following basis. It should be optional and the full cost should be borne by the
individual Member. It will apply only to those who are Members of Parliament
at the time of its introduction and to those who eater, or re-enter, the House of
Commons subsequently. The normal Inland Revenue requirements on total
contribution and maximum reckonable service will apply. We understand that
purchase of added years may normally be either by a single lump sum payment
within a period of 12 months of entry or by periodical contributions from salary
to the date of retirement.

I Appendix A, Table 23.
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44. We also propose that the added years which have actually been
purchased by the time of cessation of service as a Member should count towards
-the four-year period of service necessary to qualify for pension entitlement.
‘When the cause of cessation of service is either death or early retirement because
of ill-health, the total number of added years of service that the Member has
contracted to purchase (as distinct from the number-actually purchased at that
time) should be counted for pension purposes and the rates of contribution
should be calculated on a basis that will allow for this. We consider that the
special circumstances of a Parliamentary career justify this. On the same
grounds, in cases where a Member contracts to purchase added years by
periodical contribution and resumes a Parliamentary career after a break in
service, resumption of the purchase of added years should be at the rate that
applied previously.

45. The.details of the arrangement will need to be worked out, and a range
of contribution rates by both methods of contribution will need to be calculated
in consultation with the Government Actuary’s Department. For contribution
by single lump sum payment, we have been advised that the actuarially calcu-
lated payment factors based on the Parliamentary scheme alone are sufficiently
close to the factors that are derived from the Public Service Transfer Value
tables as to allow these factors to be used. We take the view that this should be
done.

46. We do not consider it appropriate to extend the added years option to
the supplementary pension scheme for Ministers and other paid office holders.
We discuss this point more fully in Chapter 4, where we make certain proposals
to take account of the position of Ministers and paid office holders who are
Members of the House of Lords.

'Recormendation. We recommend that the Parliamentary Contributory
Pension Scheme should include provision for the optional purchase by Members
of Parliament of added years of service that may be counted as reckonable for
pension purposes. This arrangement should apply only to those who are
Members of Parliament at the time of its introduction and to those who enter, or
re-enter, the House of Commons subsequently. The detailed arrangements
should be based on the guidelines that we have indicated.

Ny

1li-health retivement

47. We.consider that provision for early retirement on grounds of ill-
health should be introduced into the Parliamentary pension scheme, to enable a
Member to retire with immediate payment of pension in these circuinstances.
The circumstances of an MP’s ‘emiployment’ are, however, unusual. A Member
of Parliament is not an ‘employee’ in the standard sense, and it may be that
attention will need to be given to this point in working out the details of the
arrangement that we propose. Apart from stipulating the obvious requirement
that early retirement on ill-health grounds would have to be supportéd by
indepéndent medical evidence, we regard it as appropriate to leave the details of
definition and conditions to be worked out by those who are respons1b1e for the
administration of the scheme.

48. The scheme should provide for appropriate enhancements to the
amount of service that is reckonable for pension entitlement when a Member
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retires early on grounds of ill-healthl. In all cases, the enhancements should
apply only to the extent that they do not provide reckonable service in excess of
the amount that would have been reckonable if the Member had continued to
serve to age 65. A similar arrangement should be available to former Members
who have left the House of Commons but who have a pension entitlement under
the Parliamentary scheme which would normally become payable at age 65: if
such former Members should have to retire from their present employment
through ill-health before reaching age 65, they should receive immediate
payment of their ‘frozen’ pension entitlement, provided that the ill-health
requirements of the Parliamentaryscheme are met. It would not be appropriate,
however, for the enhancement arrangements for serving Members to be applied
in these cases: the responsibility for a facility of this kind would continue to lie
with the pension arrangements in the individual’s current employment.

49, We estimate the approximate capital cost of providing an ill-health
retirement arrangement on these lines to be about £400,000. We discuss later
(Chapter 4) the implications of extending a similar arrangement to thé supple-
mentary pension scheme for Ministers and other office holders. .

Recommendation. We recommend that provision should be made in the
Parliamentary Contributory Pension Scheme for early retirement on grounds of
ill-health with immediate payment of a pension based on reckonable service to
date, enhanced where appropriate. The provision should be based on the guide-
lines that we have indicated, including the counting in full towards reckonable
service of any added years a Member may have contracted to purchase (para-
graph 44). Former Members who are no longer in the House of Commons, but
who have a ‘frozen’ pension entitlement under the Parliamentary scheme,
should be entitled to immediate payment of their accrued pension (without
enhancement) if they have to retire from subsequent employment on grounds of
ill-health before age 65.

Widows’ and dependents’ pensions

50. We have examined the provisions of the Parliamentary scheme for the
payment of pensions to widows and dependent children. The present arrange-
ments provide a widow’s pension of half the pension entitlement of her husband
and an additional ore-eighth of that entitlement in respect of each dependent

child under age 16. A lump sum gratuity equivalent to one year’s salary is also
paid to the widow of a Member who dies in service.

51. We suggest a number of improvements in the widows’ pension
arrangements. First, we consider that the basic pension entitlement should be
increased in cases where a Member dies in service. Our recommendation for
enhancement of pension entitlement in cases of early retirement through ill-
health (paragraph 49) should be applied for the purpose of calculating the
amount of service reckonable for the payment of pension to the widow of a
Member who dies in service (again subject to a maximum equal to the amount of
service that would have been reckonable if the Member had continued to serve
to age 65). This use of enhancement is common in other schemes that provide an
arrangement for retirement on ill-health grounds and we consider it appropriate

. to extend the arrangement to the Parliamentary scheme. We estimate the capital
cost of this provision to be some £375,000.

1 The enhancements might be modelled on the arrangements that apply in other parts of the
public services, modified where necessary to be compatlble with the circumstances of Parliamentary
service.
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52. Second, we consider that the arrangements for short-term financial
assistance in the early months of widowhood should be improved, to include
‘certain new facilities in addition te the gratuity payable to the widow of a
Member who dies in service. In these circumstances, where the Member who
dies in service had the necessary amount of service to qualify for a pension, his
widow should continue to receive his full salary for a period of 3 months, at the
end of which the widow’s pension and, where appropriate, the pension for
dependent children will become payable. A parallel arrangement should apply
in cases of death in service where the Member had insufficient service to qualify
for a pension: in these cases, the widow should receive the Member’s full salary
for 3 months if she has no dependent children (as defined under the Parliamentary
scheme), for 4% months if she has one dependent child, and for 6 months if she
has two or more dependent children. Where a Member dies after retirement, his
widow should continue to receive the full amount of his pension for a period of
3 months. We also propose that these arrangements should apply equally in the
-case of a woman Member who dies leaving a dependent widower. We estimate the
capital cost of this provision te be approximately £150,000.

53. Wehavebeen told that clarification is needed of the pension position of
the widow of a Member who dies after retiring between age 60 and age 65 with-an
actuarially reduced pension under the existing early retirement option. The
normal choices in such cases are that where the husband takes an early pension
with the appropriate actuarial reduction, on his death the widow subsequently
receives half of the reduced pension; alternatively, a greater actuarial reduction
may be applied to the husband’s pension in order to allow the subsequent
payment of an unreduced widow’s pension (that is, based on the pension that the
husband would have received if he had ‘frozen’ his pension entitlement instead of
opting for the actuarial reduction). We have been told that the legislation which
governs the Parliamentary scheme does not make clear which of these alter-
natives is intended to be applied. But we also understand that the actuarial
reductions applied to the pensions of Members who opt for early retirement are
based on the assumption that the widow’s pension will not be reduced. We
consider the second approach preferable and we suggest that an early oppor-
tunity should be taken to clarify the governing legislation accordingly. No
additional cost will afise. .

54. Finally, two other improvemnients in the death-in-service provisions are
justified. First, the present requirement of 12 months’ service as a Member to
qualify for the death-in-service gratuity should be abolished: as it has been in
other pension schemes throughout the public services. No significant additional
cost will arise from this. Sécond, we consider that the administrative arrange-
ments relating to the death-in-service gratuity should be simplified by allowing
a Member to nominate wife or husband as next-of-kin in order to facilitate
payment of the gratuity to a Member’s widow or widower before grant of
probate. '

55. We propose no further changes in the pension provisions for widows
and dependent children. The suggestion has been made to us that the propor-
tions of a Member’s pension payable in respect both of widows and of dependent
children should be increased. But we are satisfied that with the improvements
that we recommend, the Parliamentary scheme will provide a satisfactory level
of pension for widows and dependent children. We should add that our refer-
ences to the provisions of other public service pension schemes do not imply that
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these schemes should provide a rigid measure of the pension benefits that should
apply to Members of Parliament: this would clearly not be appropriate in
relation to particular features of the job. Nor do we imply that the provisions of
pension schemes in the private sector in general are irrelevant. But we have
considered it as right and proper to have general regard to the provisions for
pensions in other parts of the public service as a broad check on the arrangements
for Members of Parliament. - -

Recommendations. We recommend that the enhancement arrangements
proposed for the calculation of reckonable service in cases of retirement through
ill-health should be applied to the basis of calculation of the pension payable to
the widow of a Member who dies in service. The calculation of the amount of
reckonable service in such cases should include in full any added years that the
Member may have contracted to purchase. We also recommend that arrange-
ments for financial assistance to widows in the early months of widowhood
should be introduced as specified (paragraph 52); that the legislation governing
the Parliamentary scheme should be clarified to ensure that the pension of the
widow of a Member who was in receipt of an actuarially reduced pension
following early retirement under the existing arrangements is based on the
pension that her husband would have received but for the actuarial reduction
(paragraph 53); and that the requirement of 12 months’ service to qualify for
payment of the death-in-sefvice gratuity should be abolished. As a matter of
simplification and convenience, we further recommend that a Member should
be able to nominate wife or husband as next-of-kin for the purpose of payment
of the death-in-service gratuity.

Early retirement

56. The present arrangements for veluntary early retirement, which we
recommended in 1971, require a Member who takes advantage of them to
accept an actuarially reduced pension. The penalty imposed by this reduction is
heavy: for example, a Member with 20 years’ service in the House of Commons
who opts for this arrangement at age 60 would receive a pension of £1,707 a year,
compared with £2,667 a year which would be received if the pension entitlement
were ‘frozen’ until age 65 (both amounts are based on the recommended salary
of £8,000).

57. We have considered whether the normal retirement age of an MP
should be reduced —perhaps to 60 —to improve the position. But without a faster
rate of accrual of pension entitlement (which, as we have explained in para-
graphs 36-38, we do not see as appropriate) the net result is likely to be that
fewer Members would be able to serve for long enough to qualify for the full
pension entitlement by the normal age of retirement. In these circumstances, and
against the general background of the nature and pattern of a Parliamentary
career, we.do not consider that it would be right to reduce the normal retirement
age at this time. However, we consider that a new early retirement option should
be introduced. We have noted that somé other pension schemes with a similar
normal retirement age have provision for early retirement on immediate pay-
ment of the full pension accrued to the date of retirement (is without an actuarial
reduction) subject to completion of a minimum period of service (commonly,
25 years). We understand that one result of incorporating an open option of this
kind into the Parliamentary scheme would effectively be to reduce, in certain
circumstances, the normal retirement age of 65; these circumstances would

20




include the payment of preserved pension entitlement and the calculation of the
maximum pension allowable under the ill-health retirement arrangements that
we recommend. We see both these consequences — but particularly. the one
relating to retirement on ill-health grounds — as undesirable and, instead, we
propose that an option should be introduced into the Parliamentary scheme,
which could be exercised at the end of a Parliament if a Member were age 62 or
-over and had completed 25 years’ service as a Member ; the exercise of the option
in individual cases would be subject to the approval of the Trustees of the
Parliamentary Contributory Pension Fund. The existing early retirement
option should continue in being to- provide for those Members who want to
retire early but who do not qualify under the new arrangement. We estimate the
capital cost of this provision in.practice to be not much above £50,000.

- Recommendation. We recommend that an additional early retirement
_option to be exercised at the end of a Parliament should be introduced, under
which any Member who has reached the age of 62 and has completed 25 years’
service in the House of Commons would be able to retire, subject to the approval
of the Trustees of the Parliamentary Contributory Pension Fund, with im-
mediate payment of the pension entitlement accrued to the date of retirement.

Rates of contribution

58. The implementation of our recommendations for improvements to the
Parliamentary pension scheme will give rise to a total capital cost of some
£1} million (excluding the scheme for the optional purchase of added years of
reckonable service, the cost of which will be borne entirely by the individual
Member). This will require an increase of rather more than 13 per cent in the
total contribution under the scheme, and will raise it from 23} per cent to
nearly 25} per-cent of the Member’s pensionable salary. (The total contribution
includes both the current contribution from Members and from public funds—
which together amount currently to 15 per cent of pensionable salary — and the
deficiency payments met entirely from public funds).

59. We have considered how the additional cost should be met. Clearly,
Members will receive substantial benefits from the improvements that we have
recommended, and they should therefore bear some part of the cost. On the
other hand, some 1 per cent of the additional contribution will be required to
fund the improvements in respect of the past service of serving Members
(including the cost of the additional years of reckonable service prior to
October 1964 which we have recommended should be met entirely from public
funds). We propose that this part of the additional contribution should be met
from public funds, and that the balance should be met by increasing the contri-
bution required of Members. ’

60. 'We have said that we do not regard the provisions of other public
service pension schemes as an absolute standard for the Parliamentary scheme.
Nevertheless, the improvements which we have recommended will bring the
benefits of the Parliamentary scheme close to those provided in public service
schemes generally; where those schemes are contributory, a standard rate of
employee’s contribution of 6 per cent of pensionable salary is applied. In these
circumstances, we consider it appropriate that the Members’ contribution rate
should be increased to 6 per cent of pensionable salary. This will restore the
proportion of the current cost of the scheme borne by Members to approximately
three-eighths of the total.
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Recommendation. We recommend that the cost of implementing the
recommended improvements in the Parliamentary pension scheme should be
met in part by increasing the contribution required.of Members from 5 per cent

to 6 per cent of pensionable salary. The balance of the cost should be met from
public funds.

22




CHAPTER 4

THE REMUNERATION OF MINISTERS AND ‘OTHER OFFICE
HOLDERS

Background

61. 'We now consider the issues that arise on the Ministerial pay structure,
including the position of Ministers and other office holders who are Members.of
the House of Lords; the salary levels appropriate to the range of appointments
covered by our remit; and Ministerial pensions (including the statutory
pensions attached to the offices of the Prime Minister, Mr Speaker and the Lord
Chancellor). A list of the Ministerial and other appointments with which we are
concerned, and the current salaries, is in Appendix C.

62. These salaries have been in force since 1 April 1972 when, following the
introduction of the necessary legislation, the recommendations in our First
Report in November 1971 were implemented?. In addition to thesalary attached
to the particular appointment, Ministers and office holders who are Members of
the House of Commons are eligible, with certain modifications, for the allow-
ances available to MPs and are paid both the London supplemeént and the
Parliamentary salary. In our Report No. 7, we recommended that the Par-
liamentary salary should be increased from £3,000 to £5,000. This recom-
mendation has not yet been implemented in full: Cabinet Ministers have
elected to continue to be paid the 1972 Parliamentary salary of £3,000 and other
Ministers and office holders are currently paid £3,700.

63. Ministers and other office holders who are Members of the House of
Lords are not eligible for the Parliamentary salary or for the allowances (other
than the London supplernent) available to those in the House of Commons.
However, by resolution of both Houses of Parliament, since 13 June 1975 they
have been entitled to claim against the Peers’ experses allowance up to a
maximum of £700 a year: the first £100 a year of these claims is allowed free of
tax. :

Our approach

. 64, Before dealing in detail with the salary levels of Ministers and other
office holders, we describe the general considerations that we have, taken into
account in arriving at our conclusions.

65. We have already said (paragraph 7) that the salary levels which we now
recommend are those that were appropriate-at 13 June 1975, the date on which
we submiitted -our earlier recommendations. At that time, the current salary
levels for Ministers and other office holders had been in force unchanged for a
little over three years —a périod during which the general index of retail prices
rose by some 63 per cent, average salaries by some 64 per cent and average
earnings by some 74 per cent2 Obviously, these price and wage movements

1 The office of Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees in the Housé of Lords has been
created since our last review and with effect from 10 April 1974. The current salary of £5,500 a year
corresponds to the current (1 April 1972) salary of the Deputy Chairmarni of Ways and Means.

2 The movement in average salaries is based on the index of average salaries to April 1975 and
projected to June 1975 by the indéx of average earnings. Because of the-significant increase in the
index of average earnings between June and July 1975, which arose in part from agreements with
retrospective effect {o mid-June or earlier, an average of the May and July indices has been used in
place of the June index.
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cannot be considered in isolation, but they are indicators of the extent to which
the value of the pay of Ministers and office holders has been eroded during a
period of rapid inflation in which there has been no review of their salaries.
Judged against the intervening increase in retail prices, for example, the Cabinet
Minister’s April 1972 salary of £13,000 was worth some £7,975 in June 1975
(and some £6,890 today). Clearly, some account of this has to be taken in our
recommendations.

66. Other factors also have to be taken into account against this general
background. The salary that we recommended for Members of Parliament
included an element of revaluation of the job which our inquiries showed to be
justified. It is clear that the demands of Ministerial office are héavy, but this has
long been so and the evidence suggests that, in general, the weight of respon-
sibility has not changed across the whole field of Ministerial and other appoint-
ments! since our last review to an extent which would justify an overall
revaluation of the appointments with which we are concerned. Our general
approach is, therefore, to bring the salaries up to date. Nevertheless, a measure
of revaluation is appropriate for certain posts and levels of appointment either
because of changes in the nature or circumstances of the job, or because
experience has indicated that the level of salary that we recommended in 1971
did not fully reflect the position at that time. In recommending revised levels of
salary for Ministers and office holders, we have to bear in mind our earlier
recommendations for MPs’ pay and for the Parliamentary salary as well as the
salaries recommended in our Report No. 6 for senior appointments in other
parts of the public services. The level of earnings outside Parliament are also
relevant both in particular cases (for example, judicial salaries to the salary of the
Lord Chancellor, and professional earnings to the salaries of the Law Officers)
and overall: it is clear that in general salaries equivalent to levels at the upper end
of the appointments with which we are concerned here have increased signi-
ficantly more slowly between 1972 and 1975 than has’the level of average
salaries (which was approximately £2,250 in April 1972 and estimated at a little
over £3,700 in June 1975). Evidence of this is also provided in the Report on
Higher Incomes from Employment3 of the Royal Commission on the Distri-
bution of Income and Wealth. We take full account of this factor in our
recommendations.

67. Finally, as we recognised in-our First Report4, some account has to be
taken of the ‘total salary’ of Ministers and office holders which, for those who
are Members of the House of Commons, includes the Parliamentary salary
which we have recommended should be £5,000 a year. In the course of this
review, we have received representations about the position of Ministers and
office holders in the House of Lords. Most of those who have raised this matter
with us have been concerned at the difference in total remuneration between an
appointment in the House of Lords and another at the same level in the House of
Commons. There are two separate but related aspects to this problem. The first
is that Ministerial salaries in general are now more than four years out of date so

1 Although there may have been individual exceptions, most nofably in the case of the Secretary
of State for Northern Ireland — an appointment which did not exist at the time of our last review.

2 Review Body on Top Salaries, Report No. 6: Report on Top Salaries— Cmnd. 5846, December
974.

3 Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth; Report No. 3: Higher Incomes
from Employment - Cmnd. 6383, January 1976: Chairman, Lord Diamond.

4 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament— Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 91).
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that, for example, a Parliamentary Secretary or Under Secretary in the House of
Lords currently receives a lower salary (£5,500) than a backbench MP (£5,750
following the restricted implementation of the recommended salary of £8,000-in
our Report No. 7). The second is the difference in total remuneration that
stems from the fact that Ministers and office holders in the House of Commons
receive the salary attached to the office and in addition the Parliamentary salary,
whereas. Ministers and office holders in the House of Lords receive- only the
salary attached to the office and the London supplement (for which all Ministers
and office holders are eligible) and have their limited entitlement to claim against
the Peers’ expenses allowance.

68. TheParliamentary salary and the allowances available to Ministers and
office holders in the House of Commons recognise the additional burden of
constituency duties and fesponsibilities which they continue to carry and which
Members of the House of Lords.do not have. Moreover, since our 1971 review,
the Parliamentary salary has béen recognised as providing -an element .of
remuneration for the work of representing a constituency whereas, previously,
it had been related notionally to the average amount of expenses incurred in
carrying out Parliamentary duties. However, the relationship of the Parlia-
mentary salary both to the full Member’s salary and to the salaries. of Ministers
and other office holders will need to be re-examined at the time of the next
review of Parliamentary remuneration and in the light of the circumstances at
that time. :

69. It has also been suggested to us that, because of the differences in total
remuneration, a higher salary should be paid to Ministers and office holders in
the House of Lords than to the equivalent appointments in the House of
Commons. But a differential salary structure of this nature could be justified
only if the workload or level of responsibility (or both) of Ministers and office
holders in the House of Lords were generally greater than for the equivalent
appointments in the House of Commons. We have found no evidence to support
this and we do not recommend such a differential in Ministerial salaries.

70. In-the following paragraphs we discuss the detailed issues and put
forward recommendations for the Ministerial and other offices with which we
are concerned. We have also shown separately (paragraph 104) our recom-
mended salaries in net-of-tax terms, based on the June 1975 tax position of a
married man with no dependent children and with né other allowances. Levels
of taxation have not in any way influenced the level of salaries we have recom-
mended and will vary, of course, for individuals depending on their own tax
situation and on the level of taxation at any particular time, Nevertheless, our
recommendations will inevitably be the subject of much public comment, and it
is right — in our view — that such commeént should be made in the light of know-
ledge of the likely effects of taxation on the salary levels that we recommend.

Ministerial pay-structure

71.  Prior to our 1971 review, four levels of salary existed for Ministerial
appointments: Cabinet Ministers (together with certain senior Ministers outside
the Cabinet and certain Ministers of State); other senior Ministers (including
some Ministers of State); other Ministers of State; and Junior Ministers
(Parliamentary Secretaries and Under Secretaries. of State). As a result of that
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review we concluded! that Cabinet Ministers and Junior Ministers were well-
defined classes of Ministerial appointment for which fixed salary levels con-
tinued to be appropriate. But we found that the intermediate levels of appoint-
ment formed a less well-defined group covering a wide range of responsibilities.
We recommended for this group a broad salary range of £7,500 to £9,500. These
limits were intended to correspond to the higher and lower levels of intermediate
responsibility, and the range was intended to provide a measure of flexibility in
relation to the salary levels appropriate for individual appointments within the

group.

72. Our recommendation was implemented but, in practice, the Ministers
covered by it have since been paid at one or the other limit of the range. For our
part, we would still consider it appropriate for the system of a salary range for
this group of Ministers to be implemented. It is not, of course, for us to suggest
which individual Ministerial appointments should be paid at particular levels
within the range. Nevertheless, it may be helpful to give some indication of the
approach underlying our recommendation. We envisage as a general guideline
that the upper limit of the range should be reserved for senior Ministers out-
side the Cabinet: that is, senior Ministers who hold responsibility for specific
areas of work within a Department of State or who hold appointments that
carry the same status. We also consider that a somewhat narrower salary range
would be more appropriate than a simple up-dating of our 1971 recommenda-
tions would provide. We have allowed for this in our recommendations.

Ministers

73. We are satisfied that a three-tier pay structure for Ministers continues
to be appropriate (paragraphs 71-72). At the upper end of the structure, we
consider that the salary of Cabinet Ministers ought to be brought up to date,
but that revaluation by reference to changes in the weight of responsibility is not
called for at this stage: after taking account of the other considerations that we
have described, we conclude that a salary of £18,000 a year is appropriate in
June 1975 terms. On the assumption that our earlier recommendation of a
Parliamentary salary of £5,000 is implemented, this would provide a recom-
mended total salary of £23,000.

74. At the lower end of the Ministerial structure, we do not consider that
major revaluation is necessary for Junior Ministers, but we consider it important
to establish a proper relationship with the salary (£8,000) that we recommended
for MPs in our earlier report. It is clearly right for Junior Ministers to have a
salary lead over the remuneration of backbench MPs and this applies equally to
Junior Ministers in the House of Lords who do not receive the Parliamentary
salary. Furthermore, insofar as the movement in outside earnings at comparable
levels of salary between April 1972 and June 1975 is one indicator to which we
have some regard, it clearly supports a relatively greater increase than would be
appropriate at higher levels of salary. In the light of these considerations, we see
a salary of £8,500 a year as appropriate for Junior Ministers; this provides a
recommended total salary for Junior Ministers in the House of Commons of
£13,500 — again assuming implementation of our recommended Parliamentary
salary of £5,000.

1 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament - Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph97). :

26




75. The salaries for Ministerial appointments in-the middle group of the
structure should continue to be derived from within a range, and we have
indicated our own view on the type of appointment for which the maximum of
the salary range would be appropriate (paragraph 72). We consider that the
range should be £11,000-£13,000 a year, which would produce recommended
total salaries ranging from £16,000 to £18,000 a year.

Recommendation. We recommend the following annual salaries as appro-
priate to Ministérs of the Crown, in June 1975 terms:

Ministerial salary Totalsalary (a)
‘ £ £

Cabinet Ministérs 18,000 - 23,000

Senior Ministers not . .

in the Cabinet/ maximum 13,000 18,000
Ministers of State minimum 11,000 | 16,000
Parliamentary Secretaries

and Under Secretaries '

of State 8,500 13,500

Note. (a) Including the Parliamentary salary recorimended in our Reéport No. 7
for Ministers who are Members of the House of Commons. :

Prime Minister . . S .-

76. The present salary of the Prime Minister is £20,000 (of which £5,000 is
free of tax) and the Parliamentary salary is £3,000, giving a current total salary
of £23,000. No revaluation is-called for on this occasion and we consider that
the appropriate-salary for the office of Prime Minister is £25,000. Together with
our recommended Parliamentary salary of £5,000, this will give a total salary of
£30,000.

77. 'The tax-free element in the Prime Minister’s salary recognises the
special expenses, not defrayed out of Votes, which necessarily accompany this
unique office. Measured against the risein costs and prices since April 1972, the
tax-free element of £5,000 which was accepted as right then is no longer adequate,
and we consider that it should now be increased to £6,000.

" Recommendation. We recommend that the annual salary of the Prime
Minister should be £25,000 (providing 4 total salary of £30,000), of which £6,000
should be free of tax in recognition of the special expenses of the office.

MSpeakef '

78. The salary of the Speaker of the House of Commons is currently the
same as the salary of a Cabinet Minister (£13,000 plus the Parliamentary
salary). We endorsed this as an appropriate relationship in our 1971 reviewl,
and we take the same view now.

79. The salary of Mr Speaker, like that of the Prime Ministér, contains a
tax-free element in fecognition of the special expenses, not defrayed out of

! Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament - Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 109).
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Votes, of the office. The current tax-free element is £4,000. We consider it
appropriate for thetax-free-element to be increased to £5,000.

Recommendatz‘on. We recommend that the annual salary of Mr Speaker
should be £18,000 (providing a total salary of £23,000), of which £5,000 should
be free of tax in recognition of the special expenses of the office.

Lord Chancellor

80. The salary of the Lord Chancellor is currently £20,000 a yéar, of which
£2,500 recognises his function as Speaker of the House of Lords.

81. In our 1971 review, we noted that the office of Lord Chancellor is
unique in that it combines the function of Head of the Judiciary with the
Ministerial duties of a Cabinet Minister!. This continues to be so. We recognised
in 1971 that, in judging the appropriate level of salary, account had to be taken
of both judicial and Ministerial salaries, but we were of the opinion that the
burden of the Lord Chancellor’s functions had becomé increasingly Ministerial
in nature.

82. Wereturned to this issue in our Report on Top Salaries? following our
review of the pay in the four areas of the public services  that are within our
standing terms of reference. In considering the pay of the most senior levels of
the higher judiciary, naturally we had to have regard to the position of the
Lord Chancellor as overall head of the judiciary and, while we confirmed that
the level of Ministerial salaries must have a bearing on the salary of the Lord
Chancellor, we recognised that it would be wrong for the largely political
constraints on the level of Ministerial salaries to act as an artificial restraint to a
sensible judicial.salary structure. Our recommendations for the salaries of
High Court Judges arid more senior judicial appointments (some 100 appoint-
ments in all). consequently exceeded the salary of £20,000 then (and now) paid
to the Lord Chancellor; however, the staging of the implementation of our
recommendations has meant that 14 only of those appointments are as yet paid
more'than the Lord Chancellor. We noted also that it would be necessary for this
issue-to be considered in the next review of Ministerial pay.

83. 'We have found this to be one of the more difficult issues with which we
‘have had to deal in our consideration of Ministers’ salaries. Clearly, as. the
Lord Chancellor has a dual role, both Ministerial and judicial pay levels must
continue to be taken into account in assessing the salary of the office. But we
have given further consideration to the relative importance of Ministerial and
judicial functions in the light of the evidence given to us both in the course of the
review of judicial salaries and in relation to our present remit; and, we have
concluded that the constitutional position of the Lord Chancellor as Head of the
Judiciary is of prime importance. In this capacity, the Lord Chancellor has the
sensitive role of providing a link between the independent judiciary and
Government and as such his judicial function must influence his function as a
Cabinet Minister, It is right therefore that, while the Lord Chancellor’s salary
should not be determined in isolation from Ministerial salaries in general, it
should be pitched at a level relative to the judicial pay structure that confirms
the position of the office vis-a-vis the judiciary.

1 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Repbrt: Ministers of the Crown .and Members of
Parliament — Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 99).

% ;(geview Body on'Top Salaries, Report No. 6: Report on Top Salaries-—- Cmnd. 5846 (paragraphs
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84. We. consider that the appropriate salary for the Lord Chancellor in
June 1975 terms is £27,000. This provides parity with the salary recommended
in our Report on Top Salaries for the Lord Chief Justice (whose current salary
is£23,050 because of the staged implementation of our recommendations).

85. We have again considered the element in the Lord Chancellor’s salary
that should be attributed to his function as Speaker of the House of Lords. Our
1971 recommendations changed the balance of the two elements from £4,000
out of £14,500 to the present £2,500 out of £20,000. We conclude that the
present apportionment of the salary between the two functions remains broadly
right and that the element that recognises the Lord Chancellor’s function as
Speaker of the House of Lords should now be £3,500.

Recommendation. We recommend that the annual salary of the Lord
Chancellor should be £27,000, including £3,500 to be paid in recognition of his
_ function as Speaker of the House of Lords. .

Law Officers

86. A comparable problem arises over the salaries of the four Law Officers.
They, too, have a dual function, but to a lesser extent than in the case of the
Lord Chancellor. Nevertheless, it remains important to assess the Law Officers’
salaries in relation both to Ministerial pay and to professional earnings at the
Bars in England and Wales and in Scotland. In our 1971 review we accepted
that the salaries should be such as to emphasise the importance of the offices in
the eyes of the legal profession in each.country and thus to attract lawyers of the
right quality to Parliament, and that the salaries therefore should not be too far
out of line with current professional earnings!. It was also clear to us, however,
that a satisfactory relationship with Ministerial salaries,had to be established,
and our recommendations at that time nartowed the differential between the
salaries of the Attorney General and of Cabinet Ministers.

87. The general principles that we established in 1971 remain valid now.
But we consider it right to narrow still further the differential between the
salaries of the Attorney General and of Cabinet Ministers. We regard a salary of
£19,000 as appropriate for the Attorney General against the recommended .
salary of £18,000 for Cabinet Ministers. With the recommended Parliamentary
salary of £5,000, this provides a total salary of £24,000 for the Attorney General,
which in turn providés an appropriate relationship to cufrent professional
earnings.

88. The salaries of the Solicitor General and the Lord Advocate are cur-
rently the same and, at £11,000, lie between the top of the range for the middle
group of Ministers and the salary of Cabinet Ministers. We consider that these
two offices should continue to be paid equally, and that the same broad rela-
tionship to other Ministerial salary levels should be maintained. Against
£19,000 recommended for the Attorney General, we consider £15,000 to be
appropriate for both the Solicitor Géneral and the Lord Advocate: with the
addition of the recommended Parliamentary salary, this will provide realistic
total salaries when measured against current professional earnings.

89. The current salary of the Solicitor General for Scotland is £7,750. It
has been represented strongly to us that this is an inadequate reflection of the

_ 1 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament—Cmnd. 4836 (paragraphs 101-102).
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responsibilities and status of the job. We agree with this view. When we recom-
mended the present salary in 1971, the information then available to us on
current professional earnings pointed to £7 ,750 as an appropriate salary
level. We have since learned that earnings at the Scottish Bar increased sub-
stantially shortly thereafter, as the fees in operation at that time had been
unchanged for up to ten years. In practice, we have been told that they were
increased by 68 per cent overall shortly after the end of 1971 and by a further
28 per cent in 1974, with consequent effects upon the levels of professional
earnings. Our attention has also been drawn to the fact that the salary of
Advocate-Deputes, who are responsible to the Solicitor General for Scotland,
is £9,000 for a part-time commitment to public office which does not prevent
them from undertaking private practice. Furthermore, it seems to have become
established practice that the Solicitor General for Scotland is not a Member of
Parliament and, in consequence, he does not receive the Parliamentary salary
(neither, of course, does he have the constituency duties that the Parliamentary
salary recogmses) ‘We understand that one effect of the absence of constituency
duties is that additional work and responsibility of a Ministerial character
tends to fall on the Solicitor General for Scotland..

90. The evidence put to us clearly indicates that the current salary of
£7,750 seriously undervalues the office and, in retrospect, we take the view that
our 1971 fecommendation of that salary was — even at that time — pitched too
Tow. In the light of all the circumstances, we consider that the salary of the
Solicitor General for Scotland should be increased to £13,000

Recommendation. Wc'recbmmexl'd that the salaries of the Law Officers
should be:

Salary Total salary .( a)
£ £
Attorney General 19,000 24,000
Solicitor General 15,000 20,000.
Lord Advocate 15,000 20,000
Solicitor General for Scot}and 13,000 13,000(%)

* Notes. (a) Including the Parliamentary salary recommended in our Report No. 7
for Ministers and other paid office holders: who are Members of the House
Commons.

(b) The present Solicitor General for Scotland, like a number of his
. predecessors, is not a Member of Parliament.

Other office holders

91. Certain other paid offices in both the House of Lords and the House of
Commons fall within our remit. They range from the Leader of the Opposition
in both Houses to Opposition Whips in the House of Commons. Before we
consider the paid offices in detail, we make three general points. First, we do not
consider that there is a case for a general revaluation of the offices concerned
although some revaluation of individual offices is necessary. In general, there-
fore, we have aimed to bring salaries up to date against the same criteria as we
have applied to Ministerial salaries (paragraphs 64-66). Second, the issue of
different total salaries for office holders who are Members of the House of
Commons and those who are Members of the House of Lords again arises: we
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in the House of Commons should be:

have already made clear our views on this problem (paragraphs 67-69). Finally,
we have considered the number of paid offices. Representations have been
made to us that it should be increased: some 23 per cent of the- Members of
Parliament who responded to our questionnaire suggested that certain addi-.
tional offices should be paid: these include additional-Opposition Whips,
Opposition spokesmen and Chairmen or members of Select Committees or
Standing Committees!. We take the view, however, that the present range of
paid offices meets the needs of Parliament and that it should not be extended at
this time: indeed, we take the view that it should be reduced in one instance. We
have also given careful consideration to the suggestions that were put to us for
paying the leaders of other opposition parties in Parliament. But we continue to
see, at any rate for the present, a clear distinction in Parliamentary terms
between the Léader of the Opposition, as the leader most likely to be called upon
to provide an alternative Government, and the leaders of minority opposition
parties. We have also taken into account the fact that, since 1 January 1975,
provision has been made from public funds for financial assistance to opposition
parties on the basis of a formula related to the number of seats held and the
number of votes received: this arrangement will have helped the position of
leaders-of minority parties to some extent. '

The Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons

92. We have given consideration to. the office of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion: the current salary of £9,500 equates to the maximum of the current salary
range for the middle group of Ministers. Maintenance of that parity in our
present recommendations would provide a salary of £13,000. In our view the
time has come when it would be more appropridte to pay the Leader of the
Opposition, as the most likely alternative Prime Minister, a salary somewhat
above the top of the range for the middle group of Ministers, but below the
salary of a Cabinet Ministér. We propose an annual salary of £14,000 for the
Leader of the Opposition.

Opposition Whips

93. We propose one change from the recommendation that we made in
1971 for the payment of two Opposition Whips in addition to the Opposition
Chief Whip. Both the Opposition Chief Whip and the Deputy Opposition Chief
Whip serve not only their party but the House of Cominons as a whole; we are
clear that these offices should continue to be paid. But further evidence has
caused us to reconsider our previous proposal for the payment of a third
Opposition Whip, and we now suggest that this should cease to be a paid office
from the end of the present Parliament; meanwhile the rate of payment for the
additional Whip:should remain unaltered

Recommendation. We recommend that the annual salaries of office holders

Salary Totalsalary (a)
£ : £
Leader of the Opposition 14,000 19,000 -
Chief Whip 13,000 18,000
Opposition Chief Whip 9,500 14,500
Chairman, Ways and Means 9,500 14,500

1 Appendix A, Table21.
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Salary Total salary(a)
£ £

Deputy Chairman, Ways and

Means 8,500 13,500
Deputy Chief Whip 7,500 . 12,500
Government Whips 6,000 11,000
Opposition Deputy

Chief Whip 6,000 11,000

Note. (@) Including the Parliamentary salafy recommended in our Report No. 7
-for Ministers and other paid office holders who are Members of the House
of Commons.

We further recommend that the additional Opposition Whip post should cease
to be a paid office from the end of the present Parliament; untﬂ then the current
salary should remain in payment. :

Office holders in the House of Lords

94. We have examined the office-of Leader of the Opposmon in the House
of Lords and have concluded that a salary of £6,000 would be appropriate in
June 1975 terms. For the remaining paid offices in the House of Lords only a
general up-dating of salaries is called for.

Recommendation. We recommend that the annual salaries of other office
holders in the House.of Lords should be:

Salary
£

Chairman of Committees 9,500
.Chief Whip 9,500
Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees 8,500
Deputy Chief Whip 7,500
Government Whips - : 7,000
Leader of the Opposition 6,000
Opposition Chief Whip 4,000

Ministers’ pensions

95. Two aspects of the pensions of Ministers and other paid office holders
need to be considered : the optional supplementary pension scheme for Ministers
and office holders which was introduced following our recommendations in
1971; and the statutory pensions attached to the offices of Prime Minister,
Mr Speaker and the Lord Chancellor.

96. On appointment as a Minister or other paid office holder in the House
of Commons, Members of Parliament ¢ontinue to participate in the pension
arrangements under the Parliamentary Contributory Pension Scheme, but they
are also eligible to.opt to pay additional contributions towards a supplementary
pension entitlement in respect of their Ministerial service and salary. Under this

" arrangement, they become entitled to pension in respect of their additional
salary over and above the pensionable salary of a backbench MP1

1 The Govemment s acceptance last year of olr recommended salary for an MP (£8,000) as a
notional salary for pension purposes could produce the situation. that Opposition Whips and
Government Whips iri the House of Commons would derive no net benefit from the. supplementary
scheme as their currerit total salary of £7,700 is lower than the £8,000 pensionable salary for a
backbench MP. This is a problem of limited cﬁ‘e_ct and temporary nature:
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97. One or two points on the working of the optional supplementary
scheme have been brought to our attention. The present provisions allow
newly-appointed Ministers or office holders 3 menths in which to decide
whether or not to participate in the scheme. It has been suggested that this time
limit is too-restrictive and that a longer period for decision is desirable (subject
to the deduction of the additional contributions automatically until the decision
is taken, when they could be refunded in full for individuals who opt out of the
supplementary scheme). We have not inquired closely into the detail of an
arrangement of this kind, as it seems to us to be largely a matter of the admini-
stration of the existing arrangements that does not call for a specific recom-
mendation from us. Nevertheless, the proposal seems both sensible and
practical, and we suggest that it should be-examined further.

98. The position under the supplementary scheme of Ministers and other
pald office holders in the House of Lords has also given rise to some difficulty. It
is a requirement of the basic Parliamentary pension scheme that members must
serve a period of four years before they have any entitlement to a pension. A
period of qualifying service is a basic requirement in all pension schemes. The
same limitation applies to the supplementary scheme, but Ministers and office-
holders who are (or have been) Members of Parliament can réckon their
previous service in the House of Commons towards the qualifying period of four
years. Those who have no such service conséquently have to serve as a Minister
or office holder for the full four years before they become entitled toa pensmn
although their contributions may be refunded if they cease to participate in the
supplementary schemie before completion of the qualifying period. It has been
suggested to us that four years is an unduly long qualifying period in the
context of Ministerial or other appointment, and that a shorter period should be
applied to Ministers and office holders to allow for the posmon of those who are
Members of the House of Lords.

99. We have some sympathy for this point of view. We have already
indicated (paragraph 46) that we do not consider it appropriate to extend to the
supplementary schemie the provisions for the optional purchase of added years
that we have recommended for introduction into the basic scheme for Members
of Parliament. Such an extension would give those Ministers and office holders
who are Members of the House of Commons the-opportunity to purchase added
years in respect of both their jobs. In our view, this would not be proper. But we
have considered whether it would be pos31ble to provide for the position of
Ministers and office holders who are Members of the House of Lords by
recommending a shorter period of qualifying service for pension entitlement in
relation to the supplementary scheme than the 4 years that currently applies.
Such an arrangement would make little or no difference to Ministers and office
holders who are Members of the House of Commons as, in the great majority of
cases, their previous service as MPs would count for this-purpose. But it-could
be of advantage to those in the House of Lords. We recognise the difficulties
inherent in this course: the basic qualifying period of 4 years in recognition of
the peculiar nature of Parliamentary employment, is in itself more favourable
than applies generally. But we believe that for this purpose, a qualifying period
of 3 years would be acceptable. We make no specific recommendation at this
time, but we suggest that the possibility of introducing ‘such an arrangement
should be examined further.
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100. We have considered whether the ill-health retirement arrangements
that we have recommended for Members of Parliament (paragraph 49) should
also be applied to the supplementary scheme for Ministers and office holders.
We have concluded that the service enhancement arrangements would not be
appropriate for the same reason as we have not recommended an extension of
the added years provisions (paragraph 99). But it would be right for a limited
benefit to apply, and we propose that, subject to satisfying the requirements of
the ill-health arrangements recommended for Members, participants in the
supplementary scheme should be entitled to immediate payment of their
pension entitlement accrued to date as Ministers or office holders.

Recommendation. We recommend that Ministers or office holders who are
obliged to retire early on grounds of ill-health should receive immediate pay-
ment of the pension entitlement accrued to date under the supplementary
scheme, subject to the other requirements of the ill-health retirement arrange-
ments for Members of Parliament being met. This arrangement will also apply
to former Ministers or office holders who are no longer in office but who have a
pension entitlement under the supplementary scheme.

101. Statutory pensions are attached to the offices of the Prime Minister,
Mr Speaker and the Lord Chancellor. The current levels of pensions, following
our 1971 recommendations, are:

Prime Minister £7,500
Mr Speaker £6,500
Lord Chancellor £8,500

We suggested in our First Report! that consideration should be given in the
future to fixing each statutory pension as a percentage of the salary of the
office, thereby removing the need to reconsider the amount each time the salary
is revised. The Parliamentary and other Pensions Act 1972 (section 29) puts this
recommendation into effect. The Parliamentary and other Pensions and
Salaries Bill currently before the House 6f Commons further provides that the
statutory pensions could also be paid in relation to a notional salary for pension
purposes, as for MPs’ and Ministers’ pensions.

102. The statutory pensions are very different in concept from normal
pension arrangements. They are payable on leaving the relevant office, irrespec-
tive of the length of service in it. On the other hand, holders of the three offices
lose entitlement to participate in the normal Parliamentary scheme (our 1971
recommendation? that, where appropriate, they should be allowed to continue
participation in the basic Parliamentary scheme was not put into effect).
Furthermore, by well-established convention, former Lord Chancellors do not
return to practice at the Bar and, by custom, former Speakers of the House of
Commons do not return to the backbenches for more than a minimal period.
Former Prime Ministers may return to the backbenches but, if they accept the

* statutory pension when they leave office, they are entitled only to the Parlia-
‘mentary salary of a Minister and not to the full salary of a Member of Parlia-
ment.

1 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament—Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 118).

2 Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament— Cmnd. 4836 (paragraph 119).
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<103. The existing arrangéments applied to the salaty recommendations

. that:we put forward will provide the following statutory pensions:

Prime Minister £ 9,375
Mr Speaker £ 9,000
. Lord Chancelior £11,475

We cornisider that these Tevels of statutory pension are reasonable and that ‘no
further recommendatmn on-our part is necessary at this stagg.

‘The: eﬂ'ects of taxation .
104. Wehavealready explamed (paragraph 70). our purpose in referrmg to »

our salary recommendations in nét-of-tax terms. We think it right that the

"+ récommended salaries should not be judged entirely in isolation from the effects

of taxation, although thie assumptions we have mad¢ in arriving at post-tax
figures are perforce arbitraiy and individual tax positions may, of course, vary
quite widely. Nevertheless, our figures provide some indication of.the likely
impact of taxation. On thls basis, .the salaries that we now recommend will
produce the following levels of net annual salaty:

~ Office : . Recommended Recommended Recommended \

' salary total total'salary
salary (a) netof tax (b)

£

Prime Minister 25 ooof 30, 000 (c 15,848(c)
Lord Chancellor 27,00 ( (\27 000 () L0358 -/
Mr Speaker 18,00 ( 3,000 (e) 3 591:(e)
Cabinet Ministers 18,00 000 9 678"i
Senior Ministers not in maximum 13,00 8 591
the Cabinet/Ministers miniinum 1,0 0 8 091

of State \
Parliamentary Secretaries

and Under Secretaries-of N i

State 8,500 7,3;44
Attorney General ‘ 19@00 9,8!48
Solicitor General . 15 '000' 9,091
Lord Advocate 151000 9,061 -
Solicitor General for ‘ .

Scotland 7,194
House.of Commons
Leader of the Opposition: 8,84
Chief Whip 8,591
Opposition Chief Whlp 7,%44
'Chairman, Ways-and. Means . 7l644
Depuity Chairman, Ways and

Mears 7,344
Deputy Chief Whip 7,021
Government Whips ‘ 2,496
Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 496




Office Recommended Recommended Reconimended
salary total ‘total salary
salary (a) net of tax (b)
£ £

5 89%
589

£

House of Lords

‘Chairman of Committees
Chief Whip

Principal Députy Chairman of

Committees 5,475
Deputy Chief Whip 5,002
Government Whips 4/75‘2
Leader of the Opposition ;203
Opposition Chief Whip 2,934

Notes. (4) Including, for thos¢ Ministers and office holders who are Members of the House. of

of Commons, theParliame ry of £5800recommended-irour-Report-Neo~Z-

s ~alded) (£ .
(b) Assuming t position of a married man with no dependent children and
no other allowances.

(¢) Including £6,000 free of tax in recognition of the special expenses of the office.

(d) Including £3,500 to be paid in recognition of the Lord Chancellor’s function as Speaker
of the House of Lords.

(e) Including £5,000 free of tax in recognition of the special expenses of the office.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“105. We have dealt with a number of questions that relate to the allow-
ances and facilities for Members of Parliament and that were left over from-our
Report No. 7; with the Parliamentary pension scheme; and with the pay and
pensions of Ministers and paid office holders in both Houses.of Parliament. We
shall be putting forward our recommendations on the Peers’ €xpenses allow-
ance $eparately.

106. Chapter 2 of this report deals with the remaining issues on the allow-
ances and facilities available to Members of Parliament. The recomimendations
- on allowances and facilities in our Report No. 7 have been implemented in full,
and we have now considered whether the miaximum of the secretarial allowance
should be fufther increased to provide for occupational pension arrangements
and for general office expenses. We have concluded that, in present circum-
stances, a higher maximum should not be introduced for these purposes: the
present maximum makes provision for a Membeér’s contribution as an employer
to the State pension scheme.(paragraph 15). Nor do we regard it as appropriate
to increase the maximum of the allowance to provide for general office expenses.
Such expenses are an inescapable part of our Parliamentary system, and can
arise whether or not a Member employs a secretary. We have concluded that
separate provision for them should be made and we have recommended a new
allowance to assist with the initial and maintenance costs of general office
equipment, with a2 maximum of £300 during any period of 3 years, the payment
of claims.to be conditional upon evidence of expenditure (paragraph 16).

107. The present maximum of the additional costs allowance remains
adequate, in our view, to meet the occasional need for a Member to attend at
Westminster on Parliamentary business during a Parliamentary recess (para-
graph 17). But we have recommended an extension of the travel arrangements
for.Members so that the cost of all travel within the United Kingdom on Parlia-
mentary business will be reimbursed or will qualify for payment of the car
mileage allowance (paragraph 19). We have also recommended that the free
telephone and postage facilities at Westminster should be extended to apply to
communications on Parliamentary business with other countries of the Euro-
pean Economic Community (paragraph 21).

108. We have examined the arrangements. for paymeént of a grant equiva-
lent to 3 months’ salary to Members who lose their seat at a general election or
because of constituency boundary changes. Against the background that
Members -are now becoming eligible for the standard forms of short-term
assistarice in such circumstances, we consider that the existing severance
arrangements remain adequate, although we recommend that a grant under
these arrangements should be available only as an alternative to redundancy
payments in any circumstances where a. Member becomes eligible for such
payments (paragraph 24). :

109. In Chapter 3 we discuss the existing provisions for the pensions pay-
able to Members of Parliament. We have again reviewed carefully the position
of Members who retired prior to thé introduction of the present form of pension
scheme in October 1964. But we have felt unable ourselves to recommend that
these Members should be entitled to any benefit under the Parliamentary

37




pension scheme (paragraph 33). We suggest, however, that the possibility of a
limited provision for such Members at age 80 might be given further considera-
tion (paragraph 34). We recommend that the maximum amount of service prior
to October 1964 that may be treated as reckonable for pension purposes by
serving Members should be extended from 10 to 15 years (paragraph 35): this
extension should apply only to Members who have service in the House of
Commons after the effective date:of implementation of our recornmendation.

110. 'We do not accept the argument for a faster rate of accrual of pension
entitlement for Members (paragraph 38), but we recommend a number of
changes in the Parliamentary pension scheme that together will provide a
substantial improvement in the pensions arrangements for Members. We recom-
mend an increase to 4 per cent in the rate of interest payable on returned
contributions (paragraph 41); the introduction of an arrangement for the
optional purchase by Members of added years of reckonable service (paragraph
46); the introduction of a facility for early retirement on grounds of ill-health
(subject to medical evidence) with immediate payment of pension accrued to
date and enhanced in certain cases (paragraph 49); a similar arrangement, but
without enhancement of pension entitlement, should apply to former Members
who have a “frozen’ pension entitlement that would not normally be payable
until age 65 (paragraph 49). We also recommend improvements in widows’
pensions (paragraph 55) so that the enhancement arrangements recommended
for ill-health retirements will also apply to the pension of the widow of a
Member who dies in service; the short-term arrangement for financial assistance
in the early months of widowhood will be improved considerably; clarification
of the governing legislation so that the pension of thé widow of a retired
Member who opted for early retirement on an actuarially reduced pension will
be based on the Member’s full pension; and improvements in the arrangements
for payment of the death-in-service gratuity.

111. We do not consider that the present normal retirement age of 65
should be reduced (paragraph 57), but we have examined the existing provisions
for early retirement on immediate payment of pension. The present arrange-
ment which requires an actnarial reduction of pension entitlement should
continue and, in addition, we recommend the introduction of an additional early
retirement option under which the pension entitlement accrued to date may be
paid without actuarial reduction for Members who retire at age 62 or over at the
end of a.Parliament and subject to the completion of 25 years’ service as a
Member (paragraph 57).

112. We estimate that the cost of our recommended improvements in
Members’ pension arrangements will necessitate an increase in the total
contribution payable into the Pension Fund of rather more than 13 per cent of
the pensionable salary of a Member. Some 1 per cent will be néeded to fund the
improvements in respect of the past service of serving Members and we recom-
mend that this part of the cost should be met from public funds. The balance in
respect of ‘current’ costs should be met by an increase in the contribution of each
Member. We consider that these costings and the improvements in the scheme
bring the Parliamentary pension arrangements sufficiently close to contributory
schemes elsewhere in thé public services as to justify an increase in the Members’
contribution to 6 per cent of pensionable salary (paragraphs 58-60).

113. In Chapter 4. we consider the salaries and pension arrangements
applicable to Ministers and other paid office holders in both Houses of Parlia-
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ment. We detail the general background factors that we have borne in mind in
arriving at our salary recommendations (paragraphs 64-66), and we conclude
that a differential between the salaries attached to the offices of Ministers and
other office holders who are Members.of the House of Commons and those who
are Members of the House of Lords is. not justified and cannot be recommended
(paragraphs 67-69).

114. We con31der that a three—tler pay structuré for Ministerial appoint-
ments remains appropriate, with.-a continuation of a flexible salary range for the
group of Ministers at the intermediate level (paragraphs 71-72). Our salary

' regommendations for Mmlsters are in paragraph 75.

115. 'We recominend an increase in the salary of the Prime Minister and in
the amount of his salary that is paid free of tax in recognition of the special
expenses of the office- (paragraph 77). We also recommend an increase in the
salary of Mr Speaker, and in the tax-frée element within that salary (paragraph
79).

116. We have found the considerations affecting the salary of the Lord
Chancellor to be among the more difficult that we have had to deal with in the
course of this review. . We have concluded that, while the Lord Chancellor’s
salary should not be determined in isolation from Ministerial salaries in general,
it should be pitched at a level relative to the Jud1c1a1 pay structure that confirms
the position and dignity of the office vis-a-vis the judiciary (paragraph 83). We
recommend the appropriate salary and the amount within it to be paid in
recognition' of the Lord Chancellor’s function as Speaker of the House of
Lords (paragraph 85). ‘

117. 'We recommeiid salaries for the four Law Oﬂicers that narrow further
the salary differential between the. Attorney General and Cabinet Ministers, that
retain equal salaries for the Solicitor General and the Lord Advocate, and that
reflect a correction of the substantial undervaluation of the oiﬁce of Solicitor
General for Scotland (paragraph 90).

118. Revised salaries for other paid oﬂice holders in both Houses of
Patliament. are recommended (paragraphs 93-94). The recommendations
include a measure of revaluation of the offices of Leader of the Opposition in
both Houses (paragraphs 92 and 94), and the discontinnation from the end of
the current Parliament of the present salary for a third Opposition Whip in the
House of Commons; the Opposition Chief Whip and the Opposition Deputy
Chief Whip continueto be paid offices (paragraph 93).

119. We have considered the working of the supplementary pension
scheme for Ministers and paid office holders. We suggest further examination
of the time limit of 3 months for a Minister or office holder to decide whether or
not to participate in the supplementary scheme (paragraph 97). We do not
consider it appropriate to extend the added years arrangement to the sup-
plementary scheme for Ministers and office holders, but we suggest for further
examination the possibility of a shorter basic qualifying period of service for
that scheme (paragraph 99). We recommend a more limited ill-health retire-
ment benefit for application to the supplementary scheme (paragraph 100).

120. We have considered the statutory pensions attached to the offices of
the Prime Minister, Mr Speaker and the Lord Chancellor. The statutory
arrangements now provide for each pension to be fixed as a percentage of the
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salary of the office. The levels of pensions thus produced from our salary
recommeéndations for the three offices are adequate and no separate recom-
mendation is needed (paragraphs 101-103).

121. We have explained (paragraphs 6-7) that the recommendations
which we now put forward will be affected to varying degrees by the current
pay restraint measures and they will also be affected by the pay policy arrange-
ments under the recently published guidelines that are intended to operate from
August of this year. )

122. Finally, we should like to emphasise one or two of the points that we
have made elsewhere in this report. We recognise that the levels of salary which
we recommend will be the subjéct of widespread public comment. The pay of
Ministers and Members of Parliament does not form part of our standing
terins of reference, but there are good reasons for referring the issue to an
independent body. Ministers and Members occupy positions of great responsi-
bility and influence in the conduct of our national business. They, like those who
are within our standing terms of referenceé and those who-are within the fields of
the other two independent Review Bodies, form a group to which the process of
pay negotiation does not apply. In our view, the salaty levels appropriate in this
situation should continue to be judged against all the relevant circumstances,
both in relation to the jobs themselves and in relation to external factors, by
an independent body such as we are, responsible direct to the Prime Minister.
We think it timely, in the light 6f recent comments on the nature of the commit-
ment to accept our recommendations, to répeat that, on our appointment in
1971 as one of three Review Bodiés, we were given an assurance that our
recommendations would be accepted by the Government unless there were clear
and compelling reasons for their not doing se. This assurance. was repeated in
1974. :

123. The increases that we now recommend are broadly consistent with the
scale of increases in salaries generally, at comparable levels of income, ovet the
period in question. That period is the key: the increases now appropriate (and,
we repeat, the salaries that we recommend are those that were-appropriate as at
13 June 1975) appear to be large because of the long interval since the last review
of Parliamentary and Ministerial remuneration in 1971-72. We take the
opportunity to reiterate the recommendation on this point that we made in
Report No. 7!: that the remuneration of Members of Parliament and of
Ministers and paid office holders should be subject to biennial review by an
independent body.

BoYLE oOF HANDSWORTH
HAROLD ATCHERLEY
GEORGE COLDSTREAM
HIRSHFEIELD

ANTHONY LLOYD

‘SEEAR

OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS
14 June 1976

1 Review Body on Top Salaries, Report No. 7: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament and the Peers’ expenses allowance: Part I - Cmnd. 6136 (paragraph 27).
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SURVEY OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF MEMBERS OF
PARLIAMENT AND OF THEIR VIEWS ON THEIR
REMUNERATION

Introduction

1. Questionnaires were sent to all 635 Members of Parliament on 7 March
1975 for return by 1 April 1975, and 445 Members responded. The response rate
was high (70 per cent) but not as high as in the 1971 survey! when it was 84 per
cent. The response from office holders was very much lower than in 1971, but
the decline in the number of replies from other Members was less.

2. The questionnaires returned were in general adequately completed but
difficulty arose in interpreting the period to be covered for certain expenditure in
relation to the October 1974 election. The questionnaire asked that only expendi-
ture during the current Parliament (from October 1974) to the end of February
1975 should be included, but it was apparent that many MPs had included a full
year’s expenditure. Various sources of information were used to put the results
as far as possible on to a consistent basis of an expected annual rate of expendi-
ture based on actual days of attendance at the House. There were also differences
in treatment of hours spent on departmental work between different office holders
(see footnote (b) to Table 15). : '

3. The questionnaire itself is not. reproduced in this Appendix but the order
and wording of the tables closely reflect it. There were variations in the response
rate to different questions: these are shown in the tables. Ingvitably, the replies
were influenced to some extent by the nature of the questions and must be
interpreted accordingly. For example, Table 23 shows the response to three
specific questions about the pension scheme; the modifications mentioned in
this question inevitably attracted much more support than was given to any of
the other suggestions for improvement to the pension scheme that were offered
in response to a general question (Table 24). Similarly many more Members
made proposals.in answer to the question about the intervals between adjust-
ments and review of MPs’ remuneration (Table 25) than volunteered additional
comments or proposals in response to a final general question (Table 27).

4. The response to the invitation to put forward comments or proposals
also varied: some MPs did not reply, but others made more than on¢ comment
or proposal and these are analysed separately within the same table where
appropriate. Where necessary, replies have been transferred to a more appro-
priate question (for example, particular proposals from a general question to
the appropriate specific one).

5. Between February and October 1974 the Government had no overall
Parliamentary majority and only a small one at the time of the survey in 1975,
whereas the majority in 1971 was larger. The hours of work and perhaps the
levels of expenditure in the 1975 survey by comparison with those in the 1971
survey may have been affected (although the extent cannot bé medsured) by the
different Parliamentary situations and pressures on attendance in those two
years. :

! All references to 1971 in this Appendix relate to the survey of MPs’ circumstances and views on
their remuneration carried out in 1971 by the Office of Manpower Economics on behalf of the
Review Body on Top Salaries, The results were summarised in the Review Body’s First Report,
Appendix A (Review Body on Top Salaries, First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of
Parliament - Cmnd. 4836, December 1971). .
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6. Account was taken of the results of the survey in considering the
recommendations on pay, allowances and facilities put forward in the first part
of this Report in Juné 1975, which have since been implemented on the basis
described in Chapter 1 above.

7. Totals may not precisely equal the sum of the components where figures
havebeen rounded. The following symbols are used in the tables:

‘— Nil
0 Less than half the final digit shown
.. Notavailable

TasLEL
All Membets of Parliament: Response to questionnaire
Total Number Respc;nse rate
number at returning — :
1March1975 | questionnaire | 1975 | 1971
Number Number % ) %
Office holders
Minister T 46 25 54:3 824
Parliamentary Secretary or
Under Secretary . i 32 24 . 150 100:0
Holder of other remunerated office 20 . 10- 50-0 100-0
Total office holders 98 - ‘ 59 | 602 91-7
Other Members
Former office holders:
Minister ! .. 45
Parliamentary Secretary or
Under Secretary .. 38
Holder of other remunerated office . 14
Total former office holders 127 97 764 87-8 . 4
Not former office holders 410 289 “70-5 811
Totdl other Members i 5?;7 o 386 719 | 827
All 635 | 445 | 701 | 837
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TABLE3

Meémbers of Parliament with seivice before October 1964: Perce'ntagc; distribution of
’ length of service before October 1964 .

VYears‘,of‘s'ervmebefor_eOctolgrl?M | Percentage Averlagelen gth
L N Al of of service:
| 200r . all before October,
1-9 10-14 { 15-19 | . Tanges ; H ’
. g over (100%) MPs 1964 (a)
; % ) % % - % | Number| % . " Years
Office holders 62 15 [ 15 4 8 | i3 [ 22° 8:5.
Other Membérs 58. {21 | 16 7| 4 | 122 2 | 81
All | s9 | 2t | 16 | 4 | 135 30 | 81
(a) Baséd onlyor thdse Wit_}»;“ser\%ice before Oétobér 1964. ‘
TabLE4

All Members of Patliament: Percentages with constituency in London and elsewhére

) Coﬁstifuency
. .| AIMPs
London(a) | Elséwhere | (100%)
S ‘ B B o % ER % | Number
Office holders . : ‘ f 20 80 59
_-Other Members - ’ : 1. 15+ - 85 1 386
Al _ . 16 | s | ws

(2) Whilly or partly within the GLC area.
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TABLEGA

Members of Parliament entitled to the additional costs allowance: Percentage considering
the additional costs allowance inadequate and number suggesting improvements

MPsentitled to

Numberof Members making suggestions

the additional
costs allowance
Adéquacy of tﬁe additional o
costs allowance: Repliesto question  (number) 377
Pefcentage of returns
from those entitled
) to the allowdnce (VA 95
Percentage of replies saying not adequate. V4] 79
Suggested-impfovements Number
Proposed maximum(a) A )
Less than £1,300 8
. £1,300-£1,399 15
£1,400-£1,499 3
£1,500-£1,599 44
£1,600-£1,999 13
£2,000-£2,499 24
£2,500-£2,999 3
£3,000-£3;999 3
£4,000 and over 2
. £8 per day 1
£10 per day 3
£12 per.day 1
£20 perday 2
Other
Cover full cost 50
Keep pace with rising costs 50
Provide accommodation or government hotel 5
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) 28 -
‘Total number of suggestions 255

244

(2) Percéntage improvements have been converted to amounts.
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Members of Parliament entitled to the London supplement: Percentage considering
the London supplement inadequate and number suggesting improvements

TABLE6B

MPsentitled to
the London
supplement

Adequacy of the London supplement: Repliesto questioﬁ (numbef) . 75

T Percentage of returns

from those entitled to .
. the supplement %) - 80
Percentage of replies saying not adequate ) . 8
o Suégested improvements v Number

P}oposed émoimt (ﬁ) ' ‘

Less than £400 3

£400-£499 7

£500 4

£600 1

£700—£799 3

£1,000 and over - 2
dther
Bringinto line with civil service 5
Bring into line with other professions/occupations 2
Cover true costs ’ 8 .
Keep pace with rising costs 6
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) ’ 11
Total number of suggestions 52
Number of Members making suggestions 48

(2) Percentage improvements have been converted to amounts.

"49




95

TABLE7
All Members of Parliament: Percentages employing a secretary,
'research assistant or using secretarial pool facilities
Total
Office holders | Other Members
1975 1971
% % % %
Employing or sharing YES 100 99 100 97
in the émployment of a )
secretary NO — 1 0 3
Replies to question (number) “ (58) (382) (440) . (524)
Percentage of total returns 98 99 99 100
Average hours per week for
which secretary is employed:
Under 10 3 1 .1 6.
10-19 14 12 12 32
20-29 33 31 31 31
30 or more 50 56 55 30
Replies to question (number) (58) 373) » 431) (502)
Percentage of thosé with secretary 100 98 99 99
Use of the secretarial YES 14 17 16 .13
pool facilities
. NO 86 83 84 87 °
Replies to question (number) (56) (361) @1 (513)
Percentage of total returns 95 94 94 98
Employing or sharing in the YES | 11 32 29 9
employment of a research
assistant " NO 89 68 71 91
Replies to question (number)- (56)- (368) (424) (516)
Percentage of total returns 95 95 98
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TABLESA

All Members of Parliament : Percentage considering secretarial
allowance inadequate and number suggesting improvements

AllMPs
Adequacy of'secretarial allowance: Replies to question (ﬂumber) 438
Percentage of total returns (VA 98
Percentage of replies saying not adequate (VA 88
Percentage in 1971 . VA ' 89
Suggesfed impfovements - Number
Proposedmaximum ()
£1,750-£1,999 i I
£2,000-£2,249 28
£2,250-£2,499 19
£2,500-£2,749 50
£2,750-£2,999 15
£3,000-£3,499 38
£3,500-£3,999 . 13
£4,000-£4,499 6
£6,000 : ’ 1
Unlimited . 1
Other
Enough for a full-time secretary and research assistance ' 17
Enough for a full-time secretary 45
Secretary should be on the payroll of the House 46
Cover full cost ‘ 18
Keep pace with rising costs 35
Secretary’s pay to be linked to a civil service grade
Travel expenses of secretaries to be covered
Separate allowance for office equipment (or free equipment) . 40
Extra secretary needed for constituency office 9
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) 40
Total number of suggestioﬁs 432 '
Number of Members making suggestions : 342

(a) Percentage improvements have been converted to amounts.
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TABLEOB

All Members of Parliament: Percentage considering research assistance element
within secretarial allowance inadequate and number suggesting improvements

AllMPs
Adequacy of research assistance element: ~ Replies to question (number) 355
Percentage of total returns ' (VA) 80
Percentage of replies saying not adequate (%) 81
I Suggested improvements ‘ Nurﬁber
Proposed maximum (a) )
Below £550
£550-£749
£750-£999 .
£1,000-£1,249 ) 24
| £1,250~£1,499 . 1
£1,500-£1,999 10
£2,000-£2,499 ) ‘ 7
£2,500-£2,999
£3,000 and over | 8
Other
Enough for a full-time research assistant . 18
.More for part-time research assistance: : 30
Cover full cost 11
No limit on research element within secretarial allowance 6
Should be separate from secretarial allowance ' 52
Research assistance should be provided by the House . 24
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) 36
Total number of suggestions . 255
Number of Members making suggestions 212

(a) Percentage improvements have been converted to amounts.
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TaBLE 10

All Members of Parliament: Percentage considering reimbursement of travel and subsistence expenses
for Members on Select Committees, delegations etc. inadequate and number suggesting improvements

AllMPs
A_dequécy of arréngements fo'rrtravel aﬁd
subsistence of Members on Select
Committees, delegations etc: Replies to question (number) 323
Percentage of total returns &%) 73
Percentage of replies saying not adequate VA 58
Percentagein 1971 ) 56
.Suggested improvements Number
Increase )
10 per cent 1
20 or 25 percent )
30 or 33 percent 3
40 or 50 per cent 6
70 or 100 per cent 4
£5perday 1
£7.50 per.day 1
Other
Equal'treatment with foreign delegates : : 12
Allitems of expenditure should be covered 13
Cover full'cost (of items at present covered) 15
Keep pace with rising costs 19
Extend to cover wife/husband . . 4
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) ’ . 24
Total number of suggestions 108
Number of Members making suggestions 101
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TABLE 11

All Meimbers of Parliament: Percentage considering travel facilities for wives or

hushands of Members inadequate and number suggesting improvements

AllMPs
Adeduacy of travel facilities for wives . )
or husbands of Members: ’ Replies to question (number) 399
Percentage of total returns %) 90
Percentage of replies saying not adequate . - ‘ ) - 59
Percentagein 1971 ’ . (YA} 75
Suggested improvements - Number A
Proposed r;mximum number of warrants per );ear '
12-16 23
18-20 13
24-26 7
30-40 &
50-52 4
Unlimited 13
Other
Same facilities as Members 18
Facilities to accompany Members on Parliamentary business 9
Home/constituency travel should be covered u 13
Allowance for travel by car : 23
Allowance for.children to dccompany parents 26
Choice of Ist class, or more 2nd class warrants (to equivalent cost)
Extend to cover subsistence
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) 55
Total number of suggestions 221
183

Number of Members making suggestions
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All Membeérs of Parliament: Percentage copsi"déring free facilities for postage,
‘telephone calls and stationéry ifiadequate and number suggesting improveménts

TABLE'12

AlIMPs
' Adequacy of facilities for postage, . ¢ S
telephone calls and stationery: Replies to question (number) " 433
Percéntage of total returns - VAT 97
Percentage of replies saying not adequate ) 34.
- - Suggested iniprovemerits - Number
Posté{gé froﬁ hénig and/or cbﬂstiiuenéy should be t:reé 14
Overseas postage from the House should be free 17
Home and/or constituency télephdne calls should be free 91
Telephone calls from anywhere outside the:‘House should be free
Telephorie calls to EEC countries should be free
Telegrams should be free )
Allstationery should bé free ) 3
More stationery.or-a wider range is needed 12
Otherimprovements (mainly unspecified) . - 14
Total number of suggéstions 1 64
133

Number of Members making suggestions . ... .
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TasLE13 )

All Members of Parliament: Percentage considering that other categories of expenditure on
Parliamentary business should be covered, numbers asking for éertain categories to be paid for and

proposals for method of payment

Proposals for method of payment (a); All MPs (b)
Cash
All MPs| allowance Free Fund Tax Un-
orreim- | facilities deductible | specified
bursement g
00
Whether other categories
of expenditure on 'YES 1 66
Parliamentary business
should be covéred NO 34-
‘Replies to question (number) | (384) ~
Percentage of total returns 86
Categories of expense{(a) Number| Number | Number | Number| Number | Number
Travelin UK: ; < N
Anywhere 68 16 28 2 — 22
Forresearch 47 17 2 3 — 25
Taxis or hire cars 16 3 2 1 10
Meals on trains 4 — 1 — — 3
Other 22 10 2 — 4 6
Travel abroad for research 35 17 3 3 1 11
Entertainment: B ,
InHouse 54 27 5 — 6 16
Constituents (place -
unspecified) 26 13 — — 4 .9
Other 14 3 1 — 4 6
Subscriptions and donations 30 11 — — 7 12 |
Books,journalsand newspapers 33 10 3 — 5 15
_ Wife’sfhusband’s expenses 12 7 — — I 4
Expenses of constituency
surgery:
Advertising, accommodation | )
etc. 40 16 3 — — 21
Assistance (non-secretarial) 20 9 1 — —-— 10 .
Mealsin House 7 4 - — 1 2
" Clothing 8 4 — — 4 —_
Capital allowance for car @
purchase 4 4 — —_ — — =
Other 7 1 — — — 6
Total number of categories/ )
. proposals | 447 172 51 8 38 178.
Number of Members specifying
categories 253

() Members were asked for categories of expenditure, amounts incurred, proposals for meeting .
these and reasons. Those naming categories did not necessarily give replies for all-or any of the
.other items. Reasons included: gives independénce from pressure groups, foreign governments
etc.; provides background information (travel for research purposes). Expenditure on some of
the categories specified is-already covered by existing arrangements in certain éircumstances, eg

meals on trains between Westminster and the constituency. -

(b) 178 Members gave 269 specific proposals for methods of payinent.
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TABLE1T7

All Members of Parliament: Number and percentage g(';ing abroad onSelect Committees,
delegations etc. in the 12 months preceding the survey and average number of days spent abroad

' Number » MPs going abroad - Average
-of MPs - - — number of days
Number Percentage |{spentabroad(a)
" Number | Number % Days
Office holders ) 1 59 - 4 24 11
Other Members: . .
‘Former office holder : 97 36 37 | a7
Not former office holder:
Less than 2 years® service 106 32 - - 30 7
" 2ormore years”service 183 83 45 23
Total other Membeis 38 | 151 39 18
All: 1975. ' 445 165 7 | 1
1971 524 ' 238 T 45 18 -

(a)Based only on those going'abrogd. ‘
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TaBLE19

Members of Parliament who are not office holders: Percentagé distributions
of hours spent on other paid occupations

Hours spent on other paid occupations Former | Notformer Al -
office holder |officeholder| 1975 1971
% % % "%
‘While the House s sitting:
Under 5 39 40 40 29
5~ 9 18 26 24 23
10-19 30 25 26 29
20-29 10 7 14
30 or.more 3 2 5
Replies to question " (number) an asy | @8 | 31
P_ercentagé of returns from those with ]
other occupations 99 98 98 98
During recess: .
Under 5 22 28 26 18
5- 9 17 12 13 13
10~19 25 23 24 18
20--29 19 16 17 24
30 or more 17 20 19 26
Replies to question (umber) | (72) a6y | @48 | (300)
Percentage of returns from those with
other occupations 92 95 94 94
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All'Members of Parliament: Percentage considering that further Parliamentary

functions shounld be treated as paid offices and number specifying functions

TaBLE2]

Other Members
Office For£ner‘ Notformer | AHMPs
holders office |  office
holders holders

Whether any f?arliamentary functions hat '
at present treated as paid offices
should be so treated: )

Replies to question {(number) 47 76 223 346

Percentage of total returns v (%) 80 78 77 8
Percentage of repliés saying YES (%) ’ 36 32 27 29

Functions specified Number Number | Number - | Number

Chairman of Committee/Chairmen’s Panel 3 20 31
Member of Select Committee 1 2 10 13
Member of Standing Committee 1 9 13
Opposition Whip - 11 11 12 34.
Opposition spokesman 4 4 9 17
Parliamentary Private Secretary — — 6
Official of a political group 2 — 5
Any function requiring full-time attendance — 1 6 7
Other — 1 3 4
Total number of functions specified 22 30 | 80 132
Number of Members specifying functions 17 24 59 100
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All Members of Parliament: Percentages considering present severance
-arrangements inadequate and number suggesting improvements

TABLE 22

Repiics Percentage |Percentage of
to oftotal  |replies saying
question returns  |notadequate
Number % %
Typeof MP
Office holders 53 90 68
Other Members:
Former office holders 88 9T 39
Not former office holders 270 93 55
Age (years) .
Under 40 91 92 57
4049 , 151 94 56
50-59 ] ) 106 90 48
60-64 - 95 56
65 and over 22 88 36
Length of service (years)
Under2 97 92 59
2-5 99 93 51
6-10 89 92 60
11-15 53 93 47
16-25 57 97 42
26 and over 16 80 56
All 411 92 53
Sugéested improvements Number
Severance payment of’:
4 months’ salary 2
-6 months’ salary 64
9 months’ salary 3
12 months’ salary . 21
Scheme related to length of service (a) 81
Schemerelated toage 17
Parliamentary allowances to continue for a period s
Statutory redundancy payments 16-
Payable-on resignation and/or failure to secure re-adoption 24
Based on personal circumstances 9
Other improvements (rnainly unspecified) 28
Total number of suggestions 270
Number of Members making suggestions 210

(a) Inclﬁdes 3 schemes based on botH age‘and length of sérvice.
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TABLE 24

All Members of Parliament: Number of suggestions for improvements in pension arrangements

Suggested improvements

Number of Members making suggestions

Office Other Total
holders | Members
Number | Number | Number
Faster accrual (a):
One-fortieth per year of reckonable service (b) 1 16 17
Other 12 17
Unspecified 19 22
Higher proportion of salary — 5 5
Earlier retirement:
60 years 2 8 10
63.years — 2 2
Death in service benéfit 1 -9 10
- Improved provision for early retirement through ill-health 8 9
Improved transference of existing pension rights 2 11 13,
Improved provision for widows/dependents 13 53 66
Additional back service credit for Members with pre-October )
1964 service ’ 1 7 8(c)
Members who retired prior to October 1964 should be
entitled to a pension — 2
Option for earlier retirement on reduced pension 4 13
Improved protection against inflation (d) i 25 26
Other improvements (mainly unspecified) 8 70 78
Total number of suggestions 42 256 298
30 192 222

(a) Includes 36 suggestioné made-by 36 Members who said that they were satisﬁe& with the present

Parliamentary pension arrangements in other respects.

(b) The current accrual rate is one-sixtieth per year of reckonable service.

(c) One Member with less than 10 years’ and 7 Members with 10 or more yedrs’ pre-October 1964

service.

(d) The Parliamentary-pension scheme falls under the provisions of the Pensions-(Increase) Act 1971.
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TABLE 25

All Members of Parliament : Percentages proposing various intervals for
adjustment of salaries and for general reviews of remuneration

Interval for adjustment

‘Whether there should bea

Interval for such a review

of salaries periodic general review of
remuneration
% % %
Annual (a) 70 YES 90 | Biennial 40
Biennial 19 { NO ' 10 | Aboutevery4years(b) 48
About every 4 years 6 Other:
Other 5 Asforcivil service or
annual ) 10
"Other 1
Replies to question 'Replies to question Replies to question
(number) (429) | (number) (401) | (number) (342)
Percentage of total Percentaée of total Percentage of those
returns returns 90

96

proposing sucha réview 95 -

(a) Includes “as for civil service”.

(b) Includes 5 per cent proposing “‘once in each Parliament”,
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TABLE 26

All Members of Parliament: Numbers suggesting adjustment of salaries between reviews by
linkage to movements in salaries or indices

Suggestions forlinkage (a) ) AllMPs
Movements in salaries in Number
Civil service 227
of which:
Above Under Secretary
Under Secretary
Assistant Secretary 26
Below Assistant Secretary 3
Unspecified 185(c)
Judiciary 18
of which:
Circuit Judge 11
High Court Judge 4(d)
Unspecified 3
Other specified professions 10
Unspecified professions 16
“Evelyn King scheme” (b) 3
OFher specified groups of professions. 4(e)
Generalindices
Index of retail prices ‘ 29
Average earnings or wages 15
‘Average salaries
Earnings and prices
Against linkage with other occupations or general indices 14
Total number of suggestions 341
Number of Members making éuggestions ) . . 325

(a) Includes 75 suggéstions from Members who proposed the same interval for adjustment of salaries
as for the general review and 39 from Members who did not say how often they wanted a review.

(b) A scheme suggested by Evelyn King MP in 1975 whereby the salary of a Member would be
calculated at 1 December each year as “x” per cent of an average of (i) average weekly earnings,
(ii) the salary level of an Assistant Secretary in the civil service and (iii) the salary level of a
Circuit Judge.

(c) Includes 33 saying “‘higher grades of the civil service™.
(d) Includes one who said that Ministers should be so linked.

(e) Civilservantand judge (1) -
Civil servant, judge and army officer (2)
Civil servant, judge, army officer and Royal Household (1).
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All Members of Parliament: Additional comments éffered by respondents

TABLE27

Office

59

386

Other Total
holders | Members
Nu@ber NumBer Number

Present peisonal firiancial situation difficult 1 14 15
‘Was bétter off before becoming an MP and/or wouldbe
better off in outside job 2! 11 13
Poorly treated in comparison with legislatures abroad — 14 14
Salary needs to accord with high standard of public service — 10 10 ’
Specific salary proposals 1 13 14
Need for this review to be speedy 1 10 11
Salary increase more important thanraising allowances 2 ‘5 7
Adequate allowances more impoftant than salary increase — 23 23
Increase should be limited by economic considerations — 10 10
Lack of family life and/or pressure on depéndents —_ 12 12
Parliamentary work is increasingly time consuming — 18. 18

* Differéntiate full and part-time Members 3 12 15
Supports concept of full-time commitment 1 9 10
Resists professionalisation/favours part-time commitment —_— 13 13
Change diﬁetentfal between Ministers and backbenc}gers — 14 14
Minister/office holder to réceive higher proportion of o o
Parliamentary salary 6 4 10
Take remuneration out of political arena 5 27 ‘ 32
Highert car mileage allowance 3 29 32
Removeincome tax/national insurance anomalies 1 13 14
Other — 8 8
Total number of comments 26 269 ) 295
Number of Members offering comments 24 176 200
Number of Members returning questionnaire

445
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANISATIONS
WHO GAVE ORAL EVIDENCE

Individuals who gave oral evidence

Mr Jack Ashley CH, MP, and Mrs Ashley.

The Rt, Hon. Lord Carrington KCMG, Leader of the Opposition in the House
of Lords.

The Rt. Hon. Edward du Cann MP.

The Rt. Hon. Loid Elwyn-Jones, the Lord Chancellor.

Mr Michael English MP.

Mrs Winifred Ewing MP.

The Rt. Hon. Lord Goronwy-Roberts. .

MTr Peter Hordern MP.

The Rt. Hon. Roy Jenkins MP.

The Rt. Hon. Ronald King Murray QC, MP, the Lord Advocate.
Sir Peter Kirk MP.

The Earl of Limerick.

" Mr John H McCluskey QC, the Solicitor General for Scotland.
. MrJohn Mackintosh MP.

Mr Peter Mills MP.

The Rt. Hon. Earl St. Aldwyn KBE, TD, DL, JP, Opposition Chief Whip in the
House of Lords.

The Rt. Hon. Lord Shackleton KG, OBE,
The Rt. Hon. Lord Shepard, Lord Privy Seal and Leader of the House of Lords.

The Rt. Hon. Edward Short MP, then Lord President of the Council and Leader
of the House of Commons.

Mr David Steel MP.

The Rt. Hon. George Strauss MP, Chairman of the Trustees of the Parliamentary
Contributory Pension Fund.

Mr Mike Thomas MP.
The Rt. Hon. Jeremy Thorpe MP.
Mr Christopher Tugendhat MP, accompanied by Miss L. Hastie (secretary).

Mr W van Straubenzee MBE, MP, Chairman of the Select Committee on Assist-
ance to Private Members.

Mr Brian Walden MP.
The Rt. Hon. William: Whitelaw CH, MC, DL, MP.
The Lord Winterbottom.

Government Departments and other organisations who gave oral evidence

Civil Service Department.
Board of Inland Revenue.
Members of the Secretaries Council of the House of Commons.
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APPENDIX C

CURRENT SALARIES OF MINISTERS AND
* PAID OFFICE HOLDERS

£
Prime Minister 20,000
Cabinet Minister . ) ' 13,000
Minister not in the Cabinet
Minister of State } 9’500_7’500_
Parliamentary Secretary or Under Secretary of State 5,500.
Lord Chancellor 20,000
Attorney General ) 14,500
Solicitor Genéral 11,000
Lord Advocate - 11,000
Solicitor General for Scotland! 7,750
Chief Whip, House of Commons 9,500
Chief Whip, House of Lords 6,500
Deputy Chief Whips, both Houses =~ 5,000
‘Other Government Whips, House of Lords - 4,500
Other Government Whips, House of Commons 4,000
Leader of the Opposition, House of Commons 9,500
Opposition Chief Whip, House of Commons 7,500
Two other Opposition Whips, House of Commons 4,000
Leader of the Opposition, House of Lords - . © 3,500
Opposition Chief Whip, House of Lords - 2,500
Mr Speaker i + 13,000
Chairman of Ways and Means, House of Commons . 6,750
Chairman of Committees, House of Lords 6,750
Deputy Chairman of Ways and Means, House of Commons 5,500
Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees, House of Lords 5,500
Notes:

Ministers and other office holders, other than those who are provided with an official residence,
receive a London supplement of £385.a year. Those who are Members of the House of Commons
receive & Parliamentary salary of £3,700 a year (except Cabinet Ministers-who receive £3,000 a year)
in addition to their Ministerial or official salary and are also eligible, with certain modlﬁcatlons to -
claim against the allowances and facilities available to all Members of Parliament. Those who are
Members of the House of Lords may claim up to a inaximum of £700 a year against the Peers’
expenses, and the first £100 of such claims is free of tax.

The salaries of the Prime Minister and of Mr Speaker include flat-rate elements of £5,000 and £4,000
ayear respectively that are free of tax in recognition of the additional expenses of the offices.

The salary of the Lord Chancellor includes £2,500 in recognition of his function as Speaker of the
House of Lords.

Statutory pensioﬂs of £7,500, £6,500 and £8,500 a year respectively are attached to the offices of the
Prime Minister, Mr Speaker, and the Lotd Chancellor.

1 The present Solicitor General for Scotland is not a Memiber of either House of Parliament.
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