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REVIEW BODY ON TOP SALARIES 

On 28 June 1982 the Review Body on Top Salaries was invited by the Prime 
Minister to undertake a comprehensive review of parliamentary pay and 
allowances covering: the salaries of Members of Parliament, Ministers and 
other office holders; the allowance available to MPs for secretarial and research 
assistance; the severance pay and pension arrangements for MPs; the Peers' 
expenses allowance; and the secretarial allowance for Ministers and other paid 
office holders in the House of Lords. 

The members of the Review Body are: 

Lord Plowden, KCB, KBE, Chairman 

Sir Harold Atcherley 

Lord Chorley 

Lord Hirshfield 

Andrew Morritt, QC 

Sir David Orr, MC ' 

Baroness Seear 

Sir Thomas Skyrme, KCVO, CB, CBE, TD 

The Secretariat is provided by the Office of Manpower Economics. 

' Also Chairman of the Review Body on Armed Forces Pay. 

I l l 



CONTENTS 

Chapter 1: 

Chapter 2: 

Chapter 3: 

Chapter 4; 

Chapter 5: 

Chapter 6: 

Chapter 7: 

Appendix A: 

Appendix B: 

Appendix C: 

Appendix D: 

Introduction 

The salaries of Members of Parliament, 
Ministers and other office holders 

Pensions and severance pay 

Secretarial, research and office 
expenses for Members of Parliament... 

Other allowances and facilities for 
MPs 

Peers' expenses 

Conclusions and 
recommendations 

summary of 

Previous Review Body reports on par­
liamentary pay and allowances 

List of those who gave oral evidence ... 

Salaries recommended in Report No. 
15 as appropriate at 13 June 1980 and 
salaries currently in payment 

Parliamentary pensions, allowances and 
facilities ' 

Paragraph 

1 

10 

52 

107 

152 

174 

223 

Page 

1 

4 

17 

31 

42 

47 

57 

63 

64 

66 

68 

IV 



REVIEW OF PARLIAMENTARY PAY AND ALLOWANCES 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Terms of reference 

1. The terms of reference for this review were set out in a letter from the 
Prime Minister dated 28 June 1982. We were asked to undertake a 
comprehensive review of parliamentary pay and allowances covering each of 
the following items: 

(i) the salary of Members of the House of Commons; 

(ii) the salaries of Ministers and other office holders; 

(iii) the level and structure of the secretarial and research allowance for 
MPs; 

(iv) the severance pay and pension arrangements for MPs, including the 
accrual rate and the minimum retirement age; 

(v) the rates of the Peers' expenses allowance and the secretarial allowance 
for Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords. 

Background 

2. Our previous reports on parliamentary pay and allowances are listed in 
Appendix A. Our last report (Report No. 17) was published in May 1981. We 
were not asked to carry out a review for 1982 as the future method of 
determining Members' pay was the subject of an examination by a Select 
Committee of the House of Commons (the Select Committee on Members' 
Salaries). This took place against the background that Members' pay and 
allowances had repeatedly lagged behind the levels that we had judged to be 
appropriate. In the absence of recommendations from us for 1982, the 
Government proposed, and Parliament accepted, increases of 4 per cent for 
Members' pay, Ministers' pay, Members' secretarial allowance and the Peers' 
expenses allowance. 

3. The Select Committee on Members' Salaries made its report in February 
1982. It recommended that we should review Members' pay in the fourth year 
of each Parliament, and that when shortened Parliaments precluded the 
operation of this recommendation, a new review should take place not later 
than four years after the rates of salary consequent on the previous review had 
become payable. The Government and the House accepted this recommenda­
tion and we were asked to carry out the present review. 

4. The Select Committee also recommended that between such reviews 
there should be annual automatic adjustments of Members' salaries by 
reference to the nearest percentile in the New Earnings Survey. This 
recommendation was not accepted. In place of an automatic link, it was 
resolved that in the period between our reviews Members' pay should be 
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adjusted annually by the average change in the rates of pay of appropriate 
groups in the public service, and that such adjustments should require a 
resolution of the House. It therefore lies with the Government to bring forward 
proposals, as, and when appropriate between our reviews, for updating 
Members' salaries within the framework of this resolution. When recommend­
ing that we should undertake a full review in. the fourth year of each 
Parliament the Select Committee also recommended that decisions on our 
recommendations should be taken by that Parliament, but it is not clear 
whether it was envisaged that the recommendations would be implemented in 
the old Parliament or the new. The Select Committee's intention, as we 
understand it, was to ensure that the new Parliament would not be faced with 
the problem of having to determine Members' salaries at an early stage in its 
life. We have concluded that we should not attempt to make recommendations 
on levels of salary, and allowances, that would be appropriate at the start of 
the next Parliament. Quite apart from the fact that we cannot anticipate when 
the next general election might be held, it would be both inappropriate and 
impracticable for us to project our judgments too far ahead. We have decided 
that we should recommend the levels of salary and allowances tha:t we consider 
appropriate at 13 June 1983, which is the due date for any increases in the 
fourth year of the present Parliament. The acceptance of our recommendations 
and the timing of their implementation are matters for the Goverriment and 
the House itself; but if implementation is postponed substantially beyond June 
1983 some of our recommendations may need to be updated. 

Our inquiries 

5. In addition to written evidence, we have taken extensive oral evidence 
from Ministers, Members of both Houses, officials and others. We sought to 
meet a wide cross-section of MPs chosen by reference to such factors as age, 
length of service, type of constituency, region and party. Not all those we 
invited were able to attend, but we are satisfied that we received a fair 
representation of different points of view on the issues before us. A list of those 
who gave orâ l evidence is in Appendix B. 

6. We conducted five questionnaire surveys on matters relevant to our 
review. These covered: 

(i) MPs, Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of 
Commons; 

(ii) MPs' secretaries and research assistants; 

(iii) Peers who had attended the House of Lords at least once in the last 
two years; 

(iv) Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords; 

(v) MPs defeated in the 1979 general election who had not subsequently 
returned to the House or been elevated to the Peerage. 

7. We also commissioned a number of studies. 

(i) A study of the pay of MPs and Ministers by management consultants, 



with particular emphasis on the possibility of making comparisons 
with selected jobs in the public and private sectors. While we take the 
view that pay comparisons are of limited value in this area in view of 
the unique nature of the MP's job, we felt it important that with the 
help of the consultants this approach should be explored to the full . 

(ii) A study by the same management consultants of the pay arrangements 
for MPs' secretaries and research assistants. 

(iii) An examination by consulting actuaries of the pension and severance 
arrangements applying to MPs, Ministers and MPs' staff. Advice on 
pension matters was also obtained from the Government Actuary. 

(iv) Comparative studies by academic advisers of the pay, allowances, 
services and facilities of legislators in 14 countries. In these an attempt 
has been made not only to describe the relevant matters but also to 
identify the position of legislators in the general pay distribution of 
the country concerned. This enables more fruitful comparisons to be 
made than can be obtained simply by comparing absolute levels of pay 
which may reflect differing economic conditions or levels of prosperity. 

8. We refer to some of the results of these surveys and studies as appropriate 
in the following chapters, but beyond the specific references they have played 
a valuable part in forming our judgment. The findings are in Volume 2 of this 
report. 

9. We are most grateful to all those who have given their time and expertise 
to help us, either in evidence or by contributing in other ways. Although it has 
always been the convention not to make particular mention of the contribution 
made by the staff in the Office of Manpower Economics, we cannot let this 
particular review go by without a word of special thanks for the support they 
have provided. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE SALARIES OF MEMBERS OF PARLUMENT, MINISTERS AND 
OTHER OFFICE HOLDERS 

Members of Parliament 

10. In deciding an appropriate level of salary for MPs at 13 June 1983 we 
have, as in the past, taken the view that the salary of an MP should provide 
adequate remuneration for a full-time Member who has no other source of 
income. We do not mean by this that Members should not be involved in 
occupations outside the House. We accept that this can be beneficial to the 
work of the House, although the demands placed on an MP make it 
increasingly difficult to combine the job with other activities. Our concern is 
that Members should not be driven to take on additional paid employment 
simply because of financial pressures. This could undermine their independence, 
and may place an undue burden on those Members who are engaged on a 
full-tirne basis on parliamentary work. It is important that as many Members 
as possible are able to take part in committee work and in debates in the 
chamber. We also continue to see it as important that the level of salary 
should be considered separately from the various allowances which are intended 
to reimburse Members for expenses incurred. 

11. We have paid regard to a wide range of evidence. With the assistance of 
management consultants we have compared MPs' pay with that available in 
other jobs; we have considered how the pay of MPs compares with that of 
legislators in other countries; we have compared movements in MPs' pay with 
movements in earnings and prices since the time of our last full review; and we 
have sought the views of MPs. We have also drawn on the findings of our 
questionnaire survey, although they have to be used with caution because only 
just over 50 per cent of MPs returned the questionnaire. 

12. The job of an MP is unique; and the manner in which MPs undertake 
their work can vary considerably, depending on the individual's approach and 
workload. Nonetheless, job comparisons can help to provide a focus on the 
MP's job and, provided they are kept in perspective, make a useful contribution 
along with other evidence to reaching conclusions on the appropriate level of 
salary. For this review, we asked Hay Management Consultants to undertake 
a comparative evaluation on our behalf on the basis of their established 
techniques. Their report is in Volume 2. 

13. The consultants concluded after a series of full interviews with a 
representative sample of 30 Members that, although it would be wrong to 
press their established methods of comparison too far, it was possible to 
compare MPs' jobs wilh jobs elsewhere in terms of certain common elements. 
This allowed the consultants to compare MPs' pay directly with the pay for 
other jobs which had been evaluated in the same way with regard to 
information held in their extensive data bank. They were thereby able to 
provide an indication of the range of pay for jobs which they judged to be 
equivalent to that of an MP. They argued that it would be appropriate to pitch 
an MP's salary toward the lower end of the indicated range of pay; and 
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suggested a point somewhere between the lower quartile and median of the 
range. They saw this as striking a reasonable balance between a number of 
conflicting criteria: in particular the need on the one hand to provide a salary 
adequate to attract or at least not to deter suitable candidates from all walks 
of Hfe, while on the other not setting it so high that it would be considered 
over-generous and of itself become a principal reason for seeking to enter 
Parliament. They considered that, in January 1983 terms, a salary of £18,000 
would be appropriate for MPs, and they have advised that this would be 
equivalent to some £18,700 in June 1983 terms. This compares with the 
current salary of £14,510. 

14. The extent to which MPs' jobs can be compared with others must be 
open to question. Nonetheless, the exercise has provided strong support for the 
view put forward by many in evidence that on the present salary the jobs of 
MPs are undervalued in relation to the pay for equivalent jobs elsewhere. 

15. We also commissioned Dr Michael Rush of Exeter University and Dr 
Thomas Stark of the New University of Ulster to undertake a comparative 
study of the pay, allowances, services and facilities of legislators in 14 
countries. Their report is in Volume 2. We have looked at the position in 
foreign legislatures on two previous occasions, in 1971 and 1977. On both 
occasions we drew attention to the fact that it was difficult to make direct 
comparisons because of the varying demands placed on legislators in different 
countries, and differences in living standards, methods of remuneration and 
taxation. 

16. For the present review we decided that we should attempt to take 
account of such differences between countries, and to set legislators' salaries 
against the general background of earnings in their respective countries. As 
part of the study, comparisons of remuneration were made with the 10 
countries of the EEC, the United States, Australia, Canada and New Zealand 
under three broad headings: in terms of the purchasing power of MPs' salaries; 
as a ratio of certain national averages, to give an indication of the relative 
standing of MPs in the income and earnings hierarchy; and, for certain 
countries where data was available, the percentile position of MPs in the 
national distribution of earnings was estimated. Our advisers pointed out the 
many difficulties inherent in international comparisons of this kind, notably the 
extent to which legislators' expenses are met out of specific or general 
allowances, including those paid as untaxed portions of salaries, or out of 
salaries. In terms of purchasing power, United Kingdom MPs' salaries 
compared unfavourably with those of their counterparts abroad. On this 
comparison, the gross salaries of MPs in the United Kingdom were some 25 
per cent to 40 per cent below the average, depending on the conversion factors 
used and the other countries included in the calculation of the average. 
However, the position of MPs in the United Kingdom was less unfavourable 
when legislators' salaries were set against the background of earnings in their 
respective countries. The comparisons with national average earnings suggested 
that the relative position of MPs in the United Kingdom varied from some 3 
per cent to 20 per cent below the average, again depending on sources and the 
other countries considered. As regards position in national earnings distribu­
tions, in all countries for which information was available, except the 



Netherlands, legislators were in the top 10 per cent of the distributions and 
MPs in the' United Kingdom were placed marginally below most of their 
counterparts—although it should be noted that a small change in percentile 
position can involve a significant difference in salary at this level. 

17. The general conclusions drawn in the study were that MPs in the United 
Kingdom received salaries which were at best close to the average and, at 
worst, somewhat below the average for all the countries considered. The 
position of MPs in the United Kingdom compared unfavourably with that of 
legislators in almost all of those countries which were most similar to the 
United Kingdom either in terms of size or as regards form of government. 
However, the comparisons undertaken, while in our view tending to support 
the case for a significant increase, do suggest that the position of MPs is not as 
unfavourable in terms of the relationship of their salary to general levels of 
earnings in the economy as is sometimes supposed when comparisons are made 
with gross salary levels only. 

18. We have also examined the extent to which the salary we recommended 
for MPs in our last full review, in 1979, has kept pace with general movements 
in earnings and prices over the intervening period. In 1979 a salary of £12,000 
was recommended and accepted as appropriate by the Government,' although 
its implementation was deferred. To restore the relative level of that salary 
with reference to movements in earnings would require a salary of about 
£19,500 in June 1983 terms; or some £18,500 in terms of movements in prices. 
We do not suggest that an MP's salary should be automatically increased by 
reference to some general indicator. This would be wrong. Nevertheless, we 
have to consider whether the relative level of the MP's salary established by 
our recommendations in 1979 remains appropriate now, or whether some 
different level relative to that of others in the community should be established. 

19. To do this we have to consider whether there has been a change in the 
nature of the MP's job or workload that might justify some changed relativity. 
These are not matters that can be precisely defined or measured given the 
nature of an MP's job, but there are some helpful pointers. We have already 
referred to the evidence based on job evaluation which suggests that a degree 
of revaluation is now required. We have also examined the hours of work of 
MPs. Analysis of the returns to our questionnaire surveys suggests that, over 
the year to September 1982, MPs (excluding Ministers and other paid office 
holders) spent, on average, just over 62 hours a week on all forms of 
parliamentary business, including constituency work. When the House was 
sitting MPs spent, on average, some 69 hours a week on parliamentary 
business. The results of the survey have to be interpreted with caution because 
of the poor response rate, but they do indicate a heavy workload going well 
beyond the normal experience in employment elsewhere—though, allowing for 
the fact that comparisons with the results of past surveys are not straightfor­
ward, the hours worked do not appear to have changed markedly from those 
we found in our last full review. It has also been represented to us that the 
demands placed on an MP are becoming more intensive. There is more 
lobbying than previously, with an increase in the number of well-informed 
pressure groups; economic circumstances are generating a greater constituency 



workload; and the increase in the number of Select Committees in the House 
of Commons places an additional demand on some Members. 

20. The level of salary, however, is unlikely to be the primary consideration 
when individuals are deciding whether to seek election to the House of 
Commons. We see this as a healthy feature of our democracy. Some have 
argued in evidence that, as there is no shortage of parliamentary candidates, a 
significant increase in salary cannot be justified. We do not find this argument 
convincing. We have commented previously that it would be damaging in the 
long run to the overall quahty of the membership of the House, and thereby to 
the national interest, if the salary of MPs were allowed to remain too far below 
the levels available to able men and women in other walks of life. 

21. We have sought MPs' own views on the appropriate level for their 
salary. Well over half of those responding to our questionnaire suggested that 
a salary in excess of £20,000 would be appropriate for an MP. The median 
level suggested was £21,000; and a similar figure emerged in the discussions 
that we have had with MPs during the course of the review. We have also 
obtained information from our questionnaire on the levels of MPs' earnings 
prior to election, and on what MPs thought they would be earning if they had 
remained in their previous employment. There are obvious limitations to an 
exercise of this type given the range of experience in the House and the degree 
of subjectivity involved. Of those elected in 1979 or later who gave information, 
median earnings in 1978-79 were £11,000, compared with the MP's salary in 
payment at that time of under £7,000. The median of the estimates which 
Members made of what they would have been earning if they had not entered 
the House was £23,500. We also made a separate analysis of all Members' 
occupations before they became MPs and attempted to relate the results to 
such information as is available on pay levels for the various occupations 
concerned. This indicated a median level in April 1982 terms of £16,000; but 
because of the uncertainties involved in such an estimation, it must be treated 
with great caution. 

22. An appropriate level of salary for Members of Parliament is in the end 
a matter of judgment: there is no automatic formula by which it can properly 
be determined. In the light of the evidence we have outlined, and while having 
due regard to the public service element in the work of an MP and the many 
factors other than pay which draw candidates to it, we have concluded that a 
significant increase in salary is now necessary. In part the increase is a 
reflection of the fact that MPs' pay has not been kept up to date in recent 
years. In arriving at our recommendation we have taken account of the 
remuneration 'package' as a whole and of the other changes which we 
recommend in this report, particularly in respect of pensions and severance 
pay. We consider that a salary of £19,000 is appropriate for Members of 
Parliament as at 13 June 1983, and we recommend accordingly. 

23. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, a salary of 
£19,000 is appropriate for Members of Parliament. 



Ministers and other paid oflice holders 

24. In addition to the salary for their office. Ministers and other paid office 
holders in the House of Commons receive a parliamentary salary to recognise 
that they remain fully responsible as Members of Parliament for constituency 
matters throughout their period of office. However, the responsibilities of office 
inevitably limit the individual's ability to undertake the full range of 
parliamentary activities other than those entailed by the office; and we have 
concluded in the past that the parliamentary salary of a Minister should be a 
proportion of the full salary of a backbencher. It currently stands at 58 per 
cent of the full salary for a backbench MP, which was the relationship 
established by our recommendations in 1979. Ministers and other paid office 
holders in the House of Lords are not eligible to receive the parliamentary 
salary as they do not have constituency responsibilities, but the Government 
decided in 1981 that Ministers below the rank of Cabinet Minister and other 
paid office holders in the House of Lords should receive a higher salary for 
their office than their Commons colleagues. The present salary levels are set 
out in Appendix C. 

25. In determining appropriate levels for the total salaries of Ministers and 
other paid office holders, we have to judge an appropriate salary for the office, 
taking account of the responsibilities involved and the relationship to the salary 
of a backbench MP. We also have to consider how to recognise the constituency 
responsibilities df Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of 
Commons, and any special factors affecting office holders in the House of 
Lords that should be taken into account in salary. 

26. We have looked at a wide range of evidence when assessing ministerial 
salaries. Comparisons with the pay for jobs elsewhere at appropriate levels 
again provide a useful if limited aid to judgment, and we have taken into 
account the results of a comparative evaluation undertaken by Hay Manage­
ment Consultants. We have also had regard to a range of information on 
salary levels for those in senior positions in the public and private sectors. We 
have considered the relative movements in ministerial salary levels compared 
with movements in prices and earnings generally in recent years; and have 
received much evidence, both written and oral, from MPs and Ministers on the 
points at issue. 

27. In the comparative evaluation of ministerial jobs (forming part of their 
report published in Volume 2) the management consultants concluded that 
there were three distinct levels of job: Junior Ministers, 'Intermediate' 
Ministers and Cabinet Ministers. These broadly reflect the present structure. 
We have in the past recommended a separate salary for Ministers in charge of 
a department, but outside the Cabinet. There are no such appointments at 
present. The consultants were not able in all cases to identify a clear distinction 
in job content between Parliamentary Secretaries and Ministers of State. They 
commented that the difference between the work of a Cabinet Minister and 
that of subordinate Ministers was one of kind, rather than of degree; and this 
is reflected in the levels of salary indicated in their report. As with MPs, the 
consultants considered that a point of reference towards the lower end of the 
range of pay for equivalent jobs would be appropriate for Junior and 
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Intermediate Ministers. On this basis they suggested that, in January 1983 
terms, a salary of £24,000 would be appropriate for a Junior Minister and 
£33,000 for an 'Intermediate' Minister. We offer no comment on the difficulties 
the consultants experienced in distinguishing between certain junior ministerial 
jobs: in general the ministerial grades of Cabinet Minister, Minister of State 
and Parliamentary Secretary are well understood and accepted and we see no 
need to depart from a salary structure related to them. At the more senior 
levels, the scope for comparison is restricted; but for a Cabinet Minister the 
consultants suggested a salary of £60,000. This figure is based, however, on 
information about pay at Board level which is already some nine months out of 
date. 

28. The clear message to emerge from the comparative evaluation is that, at 
aU levels, significant increases in ministerial salaries are indicated, over the 
levels currently in payment; and that, in the view of the consultants, some 
widening of differentials is now called for. Even taking account of the public 
service element that is involved, we do not find the levels of salary indicated by 
the consultants surprising. Ministerial jobs are highly demanding, and our own 
salary surveys show that those in senior positions in other walks of life would 
generally tend to command much higher salaries than those now in payment to 
Ministers of the Crown. I l has also been pointed out in evidence that there is 
now a considerable disparity in some cases between the salaries of Ministers 
and the salaries of others in the public service, including those whom they 
appoint to public corporations. It has to be recognised, however, that the 
factors determining salary levels differ from case to case. 

29. It is also helpful for the purpose of judgment to establish the extent to 
which ministerial salaries have kept pace with general movements in earnings 
and prices. To maintain the level of the ministerial salaries (that is excluding 
the parliamentary salary) that we recommended as being appropriate in 1979 
relative to movements in earnings over the period would require a salary of 
over £40,000 for Cabinet Ministers; of over £27,000 for Ministers of State; 
and of about £21,000 for Parliamentary Secretaries. In terms of movements in 
earnings since our first recommendations were implemented, in 1972, a salary 
of some £62,000 would be appropriate for Cabinet Ministers; a salary in the 
range f35,000-£45,000 for Ministers of State; and of £26,000 for Parliamen­
tary Secretaries. These latter figures highlight the extent to which the value of 
ministerial salaries has declined since our first report: this stems in part from 
recommendations made in our Report No. 8 in which we sought to reflect a 
narrowing of differentials that was occurring generally in society at that time. 
The position now is different: as we have commented in our most recent reports 
covering senior public servants, there is now evidence of a widening of 
differentials. Unless differentials within the ministerial salary structure are to 
be further compressed, it is necessary in this review to ensure that ministerial 
salaries are increased to broadly the same extent as the salary of MPs for 
whom we have already recommended a salary as at 13 June 1983 of £19,000. 

30. We have to consider whether, beyond ensuring that ministerial salaries 
broadly maintain their relationship to the MP's salary, a more basic revaluation 
is called for. As we have noted, the need for such a revaluation is indicated on 
the basis of job evaluation studies undertaken by the management consultants. 



We have also looked at the demands of Ministers' jobs in the light of 
information on hours of work obtained from the results of our questionnaire 
survey, making allowance for the low response rate. They indicate that 
Ministers in the House of Commons spend, on average, about 64 hours a week 
on departmental business in addition to an average of 13 hours a week on 
constituency matters. These figures are about the same as those shown by 
earlier surveys, but they underline the considerable pressures involved. As with 
MPs, however, we have to bear in mind that conventional approaches to 
judging the appropriate rate for the job are of limited application in this area. 
Ministerial office differs from other jobs in the range of demands and rewards 
which it entails arid we have to take such distinguishing characteristics into 
account. Nonetheless, when assessing the levels of salary that are appropriate 
for Ministers, we must ensure that they offer reasonable recognition for the 
demands of the job; and do not discourage the more able from accepting 
ministerial appointment. Conversely, the special factors involved in assessing 
ministerial salaries should not be used as justification for holding down below 
their appropriate level the salaries of others in the public service. 

Ministers in the House of Lords 

31. In previous reports, we have recommended that Ministers in the House 
of Lords should receive the same ministerial salaries as Ministers in the House 
of Commons, that is without the addition of the parliamentary salary. As we 
haye explained (paragraph 24), the Government decided in 1981 that Lords 
Ministers at Parliamentary Secretary and Minister of State level, and other 
paid office holders, should receive a higher ministerial salary. 

32. Our attention has been drawn to certain features of ministerial office in 
the House of Lords which it is felt justify some differential in salary. It has 
been pointed out that, on losing office. Ministers in the House of Lords 
immediately cease to receive any salary whatsoever, whereas a Commons 
Minister in similar circumstances will be able to fall back on the MP's salary 
or, if defeated at a general election, on a severance payment. The Lords 
Minister on losing office, unlike the Commons Minister who remains as an 
MP, will also cease immediately to qualify for further pension accrual. It is 
also represented that the uncertainties of ministerial office in the House of 
Lords, which cannot be viewed in parliamentary career terms in the same way 
as periods of ministerial office in the House of Commons, make it difficult to 
persuade Peers to interrupt an outside career in order to undertake a ministerial 
appointment. Moreover, Lords Ministers have in many cases, unlike their 
Commons colleagues, to speak for several departments. Our consultants saw 
this as providing some justification for a higher level of ministerial salary in 
the House of Lords, although they did not suggest that the jobs of Lords 
Ministers were more demanding in terms of overall job weight. We do not see 
this point as being of great significance in salary terms: while it is true that a 
Lords Minister may have to speak for a number of departments there are 
other sorts of pressures in the House of Commons. It has also been put to us 
that a higher salary for Lords Ministers compensates to some extent for the 
fact that they are not eligible for the same allowances as Ministers in the 
House of Commons. As we point out in Chapter 6 (paragraph 211), the 
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differences in this respect derive from the Commons Minister's dual role, as 
Minister and constituency MP; but in looking at the salary relationships we 
have borne in mind that in some instances, for example in terms of eligibility 
for the additional costs allowance, the reasons for differing treatment are not 
always clear-cut. 

33. On balance, we have concluded that there are features of office in the 
House of Lords which justify a higher ministerial salary for Lords Ministers 
than their colleagues in the House of Commons; and that this applies equally 
to Cabinet Ministers in the House of Lords (who did not benefit from the 
change introduced for other Lords Ministers by the Government in 1981) and 
the other paid office holders. We do not consider, however, that Lords 
Ministers should receive the same total salary as Ministers in the House of 
Commons, in view of the constituency responsibilities of the latter. The 
relationships between the salaries of Lords and Commons Ministers is a matter 
for judgment in the light of the considerations we have outlined: in forming 
our recommendations we have paid particular attention to the need, impressed 
upon us in evidence, to encourage younger Peers to accept ministerial office, 
with the disruption that this can involve to a career elsewhere. We recognise 
that there are limits to the part that salary alone can play but we hope that, 
taken as a whole, our recommendations will prove helpful to this end. We 
make recommendations elsewhere in the report for payment on loss of office, 
and for certain changes in pension arrangements which will be of particular 
assistance to Lords Ministers. 

The parliamentary salary 

34. The parliamentary salary recognises the constituency responsibilities of 
Commons Ministers and office holders as distinct from the responsibilities of 
their office. We have considered whether this separate element in salary should 
be retained, or whether there should be an inclusive salary, covering all aspects 
of the office holder's job. We have decided against such a change. Ministers 
and other paid office holders in the House of Commons carry out two quite 
separate jobs, one as an office holder and the other as a constituency MP. We 
have concluded that the parliamentary salary should be retained in recognition 
of this and bear broadly the same relationship to the salary of a backbench 
MP as we established in 1979. We have framed our recommendations 
accordingly. 

35. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, a parlia­
mentary salary of £11,000 is appropriate for Ministers and other paid office 
holders in the House of Commons. 

Ministerial pay structure 

36. We recommend below the total salary levels (that is including for 
Commons Ministers the parliamentary salary) that we consider appropriate as 
at 13 June 1983 for Ministers of the Crown. The levels we have recommended 
are not generous by comparison with those that may be found elsewhere in 
society for others in jobs of commensurate responsibility, although they involve 
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significant increases over the salaries in payment. We see our recommendations 
as being the minimum necessary to provide equitable salaries for Ministers, 
and to provide adequate differentials. We have also taken account of the 
general relationship between ministerial salary levels and the salaries for those 
at senior levels in the civil service with whom Ministers have a direct workirig 
relationship, though we do not think it appropriate and do not recommend that 
there should be any fixed relativities between the salaries for these two separate 
but interlocking groups. 

37. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
following salaries are appropriate for Ministers of the Crown: 

House of House of 
Commons {<•) Lords 

£ • £ 

Cabinet Minister 55,000 49,500 

Minister of State 38,000 32,500 

Parliamentary Secretary and 
Under Secretary of State 31,000 25,500 

Note. (") Including tlie parliamentary salary of £11,000 recommended for Ministers 
in the House of Commons. 

Prime Minister 

38. As with other ministerial salaries, 'we see determination of the appropri­
ate level of salary for this unique office as being essentially a matter for 
judgment. In terms of movements in earnings since our 1972 recommendations 
a salary approaching £100,000 would be appropriate, and this would not be 
unreasonable when compared with salaries available at the highest levels 
elsewhere. However, we take the view that it is more appropriate to seek 
broadly to maintain the present differential over the salary for Cabinet 
Ministers, and on this basis we recommend that the appropriate total salary 
for the office of Prime Minister as at 13 June 1983 is £65,000. This includes 
the parliamentary salary of £11,000 we have recommended for Commons 
Ministers, and an element is free of tax to recognise the special expenses which 
accompany the office and which are not defrayed out of parliamentary votes. 
The tax-free element is established between the Treasury and the Board of 
Inland Revenue. We are aware that the present Prime Minister does not draw 
the full salary attaching to the office but have taken no account of this in 
framing our recommendations. 

39. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
appropriate salary for the office of Prime Minister is £65,000, including the 
parliamentary salary of £11,000. ' 
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Mr Speaker 

40. The salary of the Speaker of the House of Commons is currently the 
same as that of a Cabinet Minister, and we consider that this relationship 
should be retained. An element of Mr Speaker's salary is tax-free to recognise 
the special expenses of the office. 

41. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
appropriate salary for Mr Speaker is £55,000, including the parliamentary 
salary of £11,000. 

Lord Chancellor 

42. As we have commented in the past, determining the salary of the Lord 
Chancellor presents difficulties because of the special nature of the job. The 
Lord Chancellor has several roles: as a Minister and as head of a department; 
as the constitutional head of the judiciary; and in presiding over the House of 
Lords. When deciding our recommendations we have to consider both the 
ministerial and the judicial pay structure. This has led us to conclude in 
previous reviews that the salary of the Lord Chancellor should be the same as 
that of the Lord Chief Justice. We have considered this relationship again in 
this review. Having regard to the pre-eminent position of the Lord Chancellor 
in the judiciary and his responsibilities as a whole, we have concluded that a 
more appropriate relationship would be established if he were to be paid rather 
more than the Lord Chief Justice. We recommend that the appropriate salary 
for the Lord Chancellor, as at 13 June 1983, is £62,000. The recommended 
salary also includes an element of £8,500 to be paid in recognition of the Lord 
Chancellor's function in presiding over the House of Lords. In making this 
recommendation we have been concerned to set the appropriate salary for the 
position, and have taken no account of the fact that the present Lord 
Chancellor does not draw the full salary. 

43. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
appropriate salary for the Lord Chancellor is £62,000, to include £8,500 in 
recognition of his function in presiding over the House of Lords. 

Law officers 

44. Comparable problems arise over the salaries of the four law officers. 
They too have a range of responsibilities, though to a lesser extent than in the 
case of the Lord Chancellor. Our concern in the past has been to provide 
salaries that are not too far out of line with current professional earnings in 
order to be able to attract lawyers of the right quality; but at the same time to 
establish a satisfactory relationship with other ministerial salaries. We have 
also been concerned (in our first and eighth reports) to narrow the differential 
between the salaries for law officers and ministerial salaries, and we have 
concluded that this process should be continued in the present review. 

45. A particular problem arises over the position of the Lord Advocate. At 
present this position is held by a Member of the House of Lords, and we have 
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considered whether he should benefit from the salary lead that Lords Ministers 
have over the salaries of Ministers in the Commons (excluding the parliamen­
tary sialary). We have taken the view previously that the Solicitor General and 
Lord Advocate should be paid equally, but this was when both were Members 
of the House of Commons. We accepted in 1980 that there would be a 
differential in total salary terms as the Lord Advocate, as a Member of the 
House of Lords, would not receive the parliamentary salary. We see no reason 
why the Lord Advocate should be treated less favourably than his ministerial 
colleagues in the House of Lords. 

46. Recommendation. We recommend the following salaries as appropriate 
at 13 June 1983: 

Salary('') 
£ 

Attorney General 55,000 

Sohcitor General 44,000 

Lord Advocate 38,500(*) 

Solicitor General for Scotland 38,000 

Notes. {") Including the parliamentary salary of £11,000 for those in the House of 
Commons. 

(*) In the event of the Lord Advocate being a Member of the House of 
Commons the appropriate salary would be £44,000, including the 
parUamentary salary of f11,000. 

The Leader of the Opposition 

47. In Report No. 12 we recommended that the salary of the Leader of the 
Opposition should be set between that of a Minister in charge of a department 
but outside the Cabinet, and that of a Cabinet Minister. We consider that the 
present relationship to the salary of a Cabinet Minister should be maintained 
and recommend that as at 13 June 1983 a total salary of £50,000 is appropriate 
for the Leader of the Opposition. 

Other office holders in the House of Commons 

4.8. We do not consider that there is any case for changing the salary 
relationships that were established for other office holders in the House of 
Commons in Report No. 12; or for remunerating any other posts. It has been 
put to us in evidence that the departmental responsibilities borne by some 
Government Whips, and the long hours of work involved, are not taken 
sufficiently into account when determining the relative levels of salary. We 
have given this point careful consideration but are not convinced that it would 
be appropriate tp introduce any major changes at this time. 
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49. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
following salaries are appropriate for office holders in the House of Commons: 

Salary('') 

£ 

Leader of the Opposition 50,000 

Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasury 

(Chief Whip) 42,000 

Deputy Chief Whip 38,000 

Opposition Chief Whip 38,000 

Government Whips 28,000 

Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 28,000 

Chairman, Ways and Means 38,000 

Deputy Chairman, Ways and Means 34,500 

Note. {") Including the parliamentary salary of £11,000. 

Office holders in the House of Lords 

50. We established salary relationships for office holders in the House of 
Lords in Report No. 12 and we consider that they remain appropriate. 
However, we have considered carefully in the light of representations that have 
been made whether more paid posts should be introduced for the Opposition in 
the House of Lords. We acknowledge the difficulties that can arise in 
encouraging Peers to accept appointment to the Opposition front bench, but 
we do not propose the creation of additional paid posts on two main grounds. 
First, this would carry implicatioris for the nature of the Upper House going 
well beyond our terms of reference: and, secondly, it would be inconsistent 
with the treatment of those on the Opposition front bench in the House of 
Commons who receive no additional remuneration for undertaking parallel 
responsibilities. However, to achieve consistency between the two Houses, we 
consider that a salary should be granted to the Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 
in the House of Lords as an additional paid post, and our recommendations 
allow for this. 
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51. Recommendation. We recommend that, as at 13 June 1983, the 
appropriate salaries for office holders in the House of Lords are as follows: 

Salary 
£ 

Chief Whip 32,500 

Deputy Chief Whip 25,500 

Government Whips 22,500 

Leader of the Opposition in the House of Lords 25,500 

Opposition Chief Whip 22,500 

Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 16,500 

Chairman of Committees 32,500 

Principal Deputy Chairman of Committees 29,000 
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CHAPTER 3 

PENSIONS AND SEVERANCE PAY 

Pensions 

52. Our terms of reference invite us to review the pension arrangements for 
MPs, including the rate of pension accrual and the minimum retirement age. 

53. Parliamentary pension arrangements were introduced under the pro­
visions of the Ministerial Salaries and Pensions Act 1965 in the light of 
recommendations made by the Lawrence Committee in 1964. We reviewed the 
arrangements in full in our first and eighth reports, and looked at certain 
aspects in our thirteenth report. Substantial improvements in the benefits 
available have been introduced as a result of our recommendations. A summary 
of the present pension arrangements for Members and Ministers is in Appendix 
D: the provisions are typical of those available in public service schemes, 
although there are differences of detail. 

54. As our last full review of pension arrangements was undertaken in 1976 
we decided to make a detailed examination of all aspects of the present 
arrangements in this review. We asked MPs for their views both in our 
questionnaire survey and in discussion; we received evidence from the 
Chairman of the Managing Trustees of the Parliamentary Contributory 
Pension Fund, and from the Treasury; we obtained information on the value of 
benefits provided under the scheme from the Government Actuary; and invited 
independent consulting actuaries, R Watson and Sons, to report on the general 
design of the scheme. The Government Actuary's evaluation, and a copy of the 
report prepared by R Watson and Sons, is in Volume 2. We have also paid 
regard to developments in pensions practice in both the public and private 
sectors. 

55. An underlying consideration is the extent to which it is reasonable for 
parliamentary pension arrangements to be modelled on those available in the 
public service. In many respects such a basis is not ideal. As we noted in our 
first report, there are particular difficulties in devising a satisfactory scheme 
for MPs. MPs are not employed in the accepted sense; their career patterns 
are very different from those of most public servants; and they do not have the 
same general degree of security of employment. The need to have regard to the 
special nature of parliamentary life when considering pension arrangements 
has been raised frequently in evidence, and we have paid close attention to this 
point in the present review. We have also been conscious, however, of the need 
to take a balanced view of the full range of benefits available to MPs, including 
the substantial benefit that pensions in payment are protected against price 
inflation. In our view it cannot be right to introduce changes in the present 
scheme which would make it more advantageous than other schemes unless 
there is clear justification for doing so in the special circumstances of 
parliamentary life. 
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The method of assessing pensions 

56. Under present arrangements an MP's pension is based on pensionable 
earnings in the final year of service. R Watson and Sons (referred to 
subsequently in this report as the consulting actuaries) have questioned 
whether this is the most appropriate approach. They argue that it is most 
suited to those working in a normal career structure where, generally speaking, 
the level of final salary is enhanced by the effect of promotion or incremental 
progression. MPs do not have such a career structure. The consulting actuaries 
have also pointed out that the level of the MP's salary is particularly subject to 
political considerations which can significantly affect its value and thereby 
pension benefits, and create anomalies in terms of the pensions available to 
those retiring at different times. On these grounds they have suggested that a 
more appropriate and equitable approach would be to base the parliamentary 
pension on "revalued career average" earnings. Under this approaich pension 
would accrue over the period of an MP's service on the basis of annual 
earnings, but each year's accrual would be revalued by reference to general 
movements in earnings over the period. This would serve to preserve the value 
of parliamentary pensions, as they would be related to movements in average 
earnings as well as to changes in MPs' salaries; and pension rights would not 
be eroded to the same extent as at present if the level of salary were not 
maintained. 

57. This proposal has much to commend it. A scheme based on revalued 
earnings would, in several important respects, provide a more satisfactory 
method for determining the level of MPs' pensions. It would be similar in 
concept to the basis for determining the earnings related part of the State 
pension; arid to that applying to general medical, and dental, practitioners in 
the National Health Service who, like MPs, have an unusual career earnings 
pattern. 

58. The. case for making such a change in the parliamentary scheme rests 
crucially On the assumption that because of political factors the value of the 
MP's salary will continue to be liable, as in the past, to considerable 
fluctuation. Our review this year, however, is taking place against the 
background of recommendations made by the Select Committee on Members' 
Salaries (paragraph 4) and the subsequent proposal by the Government, which 
was accepted by the House, that in the period between our reviews of pay in 
the fourth year of each Parliament there should be an annual adjustment with 
reference to changes, in the rates of pay of appropriate groups in the public 
service, subject to resolution of the House. Until there is an opportunity to 
assess the effect of these proposals we consider that it would be inappropriate 
to change the present basis of assessing pensions in relation to final salary; but 
the possibility of an approach based on "revalued career earnings" may need 
to be reconsidered if satisfactory means are not found for keeping MPs' 
salaries up to date. 

The rate of pension accrual 

59. The present accrual rate for MPs' pensions is l/60th of final salary for 
each year of service, giving a maximum pension at age 65 of 2/3rds of final 
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salary after 40 years' service. There is a widespread feeling among MPs that, 
because of the particular circumstances of a parliamentary career, this rate of 
accrual is inadequate. Although the House of Commons resolved in July 1980 
that it should be raised to 1 /40th of final salary for each year of service, it was 
decided subsequently, following a debate in February 1981, that the present 
accrual rate should be retained but that there should be new arrangements for 
the purchase of added years. Many MPs have pressed us in evidence for this 
review to recommend an accrual rate of 1 /40th. 

60. We considered this question in 1980 but concluded (Report No. 13, 
paragraph 43) that the existing accrual rate should not be changed. As part of 
this review, we have re-examined the case for enhanced accrual in the light of 
the many representations we have received. 

61. The consulting actuaries have suggested that, for the purpose of 
assessing revalued career earnings (paragraph 56), the rate of accrual should 
be set at l/50th of pensionable earnings for each year of contributory service. 
However, they advise that the part of earnings which attracts a 100 per cent 
pension under the State scheme (equivalent at present to £1,690) should be 
left out of account. The effect of so doing would be to reduce the accrual rate, 
as a percentage of total salary: in terms of the salary of £19,000 we have 
recommended for MPs, the effective accrual rate under this proposal would be 
l/55th for each year of service. 

62. We have carefully examined the arguments for and against a change in 
the accrual rate. Given the relatively late ages at which entry to Parliament 
takes place, it would be extremely unusual for an MP to be able to serve the 
40 years necessary to qualify for a full pension. MPs are not alone, however, in 
this respect. The majority of occupational pension schemes have an accrual 
rate no better than 1 /60th; and in a recent report the Occupational Pensions 
Board' highlighted the problems that can arise for those who change jobs in 
mid-career in obtaining adequate transfer values into a new scheme or 
preserved rights in the previous employer's scheme—though, unlike MPs, a 
late entrant to a business or industrial organisation may sometimes be able to 
negotiate an individual pension arrangement with a new employer. What 
particularly sets a parliamentary career apart from others is the degree of 
uncertainty as to length of service, which is inherent in the nature of the 
political process and applies irrespective of the economic circumstances of the 
time. MPs must periodically, and at uncertain intervals, re-submit themselves 
to the will of the electorate and a parliamentary career can be brought to a 
sudden end because of factors over which MPs have little direct influence. 
Severance payments can help to ease the immediate problems that arise, but 
they can only provide a short term palliative. It seems to us that, if candidates 
of ability are to continue to come forward from a wide range of occupations, 
the provisions of the pension scheme must pay regard to the risks of career 
disruption and the penalties that can be involved, in terms of eventual pension 
entitlement, on becoming an MP. A Member may derive little benefit from the 

'A Report of the Occupational Pensions Board in accordance wilh Section 66 of the Social 
Security Act 1973: improved protection for the occupational pension rights and expectations of 
early leavers (Cmnd. 8271). 
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parliamentary scheme if service is relatively short and, because a change of job 
is involved both on entering and leaving Parliament, the pension obtained from 
other employment may also be reduced. 

63. If comparisons are to be drawn with other pension schemes, it is perhaps 
more appropriate to look at schemes which are designed to reflect a shorter 
than average career length than at the generality of schemes. For officers in 
the armed forces, for example, full pension accrues over 34 years; for the 
police, fire service and prison officers over 30 years; and for the judiciary over 
15 or 20 years. We acknowledge, however, that it would be wrong to press 
such comparisons too far. The case for improving the accrual rate for MPs 
rests essentially on the unique nature of a parliamentary career, with its 
inherent unpredictability and the implications of this for pensions. It is true 
that, siibject to re-election, MPs can enlarge their pensions by staying on 
beyond normal retirement age, but this can result in Members remaining in 
the House largely because they cannot afford to retire. We do not think it 
desirable that those who wish to leave at normal retirement age should feel 
compelled to stay for financial reasons. The cost of buying additional years of 
pensionable service has to be met in full by the Member without an exchequer 
subsidy and this facility does not in itself afford a satisfactory solution to the 
problems we have described. It would be possible to reflect the uncertainty in 
political life when setting the salary for MPs, but because length of service has 
a direct influence on pension entitlement we corisider that it is more appropriate 
to take it into account in the pension scheme itself. We have concluded, 
therefore, that an accrual rate of l/50th of pensionable salary as at present 
defined for each year of service would be appropriate for MPs: in our view this 
is justified having regard to the special circumstances of parliamentary life. 

64. We have decided not to recommend that the part of earnings which is 
already fully pensioned under the State scheme should be disregarded. As we 
have noted, in relation to the salary which we have recommended for MPs the 
effect would be to reduce the accrual rate to l/55th. We do not consider that 
this would represent an adequate adjustment of the present accrual rate to 
meet the special circumstances we have described. 

65. Recommendation. We recommend that the pension accrual rate for MPs 
should in future be set at l/50th of pensionable salary as at present defined for 
each year of pensionable service. 

66. We recognise that the full benefit of this recommendation will not be 
felt for some years, and we have considered whether retrospection should be 
provided. We have concluded that this would not be appropriate. Significant 
and costly improvements in occupational pension schemes are generally made 
with effect from a current date and apply to future service. Retrospection in 
this instance would add significantly to the cost of the improvement, even if 
applied to a relatively short period of service, and it would not be right in our 
view to look to the taxpayer to meet this cost by way of an exchequer 
deficiency payment into the Parliamentary Fund. It would also be difficult to 
decide on a limit for the purpose of retrospection; whatever line might be 
drawn would give rise to arbitrary differences in the treatment of individuals. 
Even without retrospection, the improvement in the rate of accrual we have 
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recommended will add significantly to the overall value of the benefits available 
under the MPs' pension scheme. We discuss in paragraph 84 the implications 
of this for the pension contribution rate. 

Retirement age 

67. Two related issues are raised by consideration of the retirement age for 
MPs under the pension seheme. The first is whether the normal retirement age 
should be reduced from the present age of 65 as has been proposed by many 
MPs and in evidence from the Chairman of the Managing Trustees of the 
Parliamentary Fund. The second is whether there should be greater flexibility 
in the present arrangements allowing the option of earlier retirement on an 
immediate pension. 

68. We looked at the case for lowering the normal retirement age in our 
first and eighth reports. In 1972 we pointed out that such a change would 
place MPs on a more favourable footing than those retiring under the State 
scheme or under the great majority of occupational schemes. In 1976 we 
pointed out that any lowering of the retirement age would reduce the number 
of MPs able to qualify for a full pension entitlement by the normal age of 
retirement, unless accompanied by a correspondingly faster accrual rate. We 
remain of the view that it would be inappropriate to lower the normal 
retirement age for MPs. The consulting actuaries have pointed out that the 
concept of "normal retirement age" has in fact little meaning in the 
parliamentary context though it is an essential factor in the design of benefits. 
They also take the view that the present age should be retained, pending 
further consideration of retirement ages for the working population as a whole. 
Any reduction in retirement age would increase further the cost of the scheme 
as pensions would be payable over a longer period. 

69. We have considered whether it might be possible to introduce greater 
flexibility in the arrangements for early retirement with an immediate pension. 
At present, MPs have an option to retire at age 60 with an actuarially reduced 
pension; and any Member who has reached the age of 62 and has completed 
25 years' service as an MP can retire with immediate payment of the accrued 
pension, without discount, at a dissolution. The consulting actuaries argue that, 
in the circumstances of parliamentary Ufe, Members should have the maximum 
flexibility as to the point from which a pension can be drawn. They have 
suggested that an immediate pension should be available at any time from age 
50, which is the earliest age from which it is possible to retire on a pension 
under the Inland Revenue rules covering occupational pension schemes; and 
that a discount should be applied for each year by which actual retirement 
precedes normal retirement age. They have proposed a discount rate of 3 per 
cent a year, which is more advantageous than the actuarial reduction that 
applies to those who opt to take their pension at age 60 under the current early 
retirement provisions. 

70. We have considered these proposals against the background of current 
practice in occupational pension schemes. There are two separate issues. The 
first is whether MPs should be able to take a pension at an earlier age than is 
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presently allowed; and the second is what rate of discount, if any, should apply. 
On the first point, we can see no reason why an immediate pension should not 
be available from an earlier age than at present and envisage circumstances in 
which this might be helpful to the individual. We consider that it is also in the 
interests of Parliament itself that MPs should have as much flexibility as 
possible in this respect. We propose that MPs should be able to draw an 
immediate pension from age 50 as allowed under Inland Revenue rules. 
However, we consider that a full actuarial reduction should apply. We 
recognise that this will involve a substantial discount but see no reason why 
MPs should be placed in a more favourable position than others in occupational 
schemes who are likely to face an actuarially based reduction in similar 
circunistances: nor do we feel that it would be appropriate to recommend a 
more favourable discount rate against the background of our recommendation 
(paragraph 101) to extend the circumstances in which MPs departing from the 
House at a general election may be eligible for a lump sum payment, related 
to length of service and age. 

71. Recommendation. We recommend that MPs should be able to take an 
immediate pension on leaving the House at age 50 and over but before normal 
retirement age, subject to full actuarial reduction; but that MPs retiring at a 
dissolution who have reached age 62 and have completed 25 years' service 
should continue to be able to take full accrued pension. 

Pensionable service 

72. At present, a minimum aggregate period of service of four years is 
needed to qualify for a pension. A Member who leaves the parliamentary 
pension scheme before completing this quahfying period may receive a refund 
of the contributions he has made, with interest, or a transfer value may be 
paid. The consulting actuaries have proposed that there should be no minimum 
qualifying period of service under the scheme: they see this as being an 
inappropriate requirement in the circumstances of Parliament. We agree that 
the concept of a minimum qualifying period is not wholly appropriate in the 
parliamentary context, where length of service is affected to a significant extent 
by factors that are outside the control of the individual Member; and the basis 
of the present qualifying period, related to the average length of a normal 
Parliament, is an arbitrary one. We have also noted that those occupational 
pension schemes which have a qualifying period of service—and many have no 
such requirement—tend to specify a shorter period than 4 years. 

73. We have concluded that the qualifying period under the parliamentary 
scheme should be abolished. We recognise that one possible effect of this 
recommendation will be to confer in some cases a relatively smaU pension 
entitlement. We consider that those with less than four years' service should, 
as at present, have the option of a refund of contributions with interest or 
payment of a transfer value as an alternative to any pension entitlement that 
may have accrued over the period. 

74. Recommendation. We recommend that the qualifying period under the 
parliamentary pension scheme should be abolished. MPs who complete less 
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than the present qualifying period of service should be able to opt, as at 
present, for a refund of contributions, or payment of a transfer value. 

Ill health retirement 

75. Under the parliamentary pension scheme an enhanced pension may be 
available in the event of retirement on grounds of ill health. The consulting 
actuaries have commented that the present formula by which pensions are 
enhanced in these circumstances is more complex than that found in the 
generality of schemes; and that it should be simplified. Whilst we accept that 
the enhancement formula is complicated, we do not consider that it is necessary 
to change it. The formula is in common use in other schemes in the public 
service and there seem to be no problems with its implementation. 

Benefits payable on death in service 

76. We have also examined the benefits payable to MPs' dependants under 
the parliamentary scheme in the event of death in service. It has been proposed 
that the lump sum payable on death in service should be increased to twice the 
annual rate of salary. Although a lump sum of this order is not uncornmon in 
other occupational schemes we do not consider that there should be any change 
in this aspect of the parliamentary scheme. The benefits available to dependants 
in the event of death in service have to be looked at as a whole: the fact that an 
index-linked pension is available to widows under the parliamentary scheme is 
a significant benefit which is not found in most other schemes except in the 
public service where, as with the MPs' scheme, the lump sum payable is 
generally equivalent to the annual rate of salary. 

77. It has been suggested that the present procedure by which married 
Members may nominate their husband or wife for the payment of a death in 
service gratuity should be extended to allow single Members to nominate 
whomsoever they choose as next of kin for this purpose. We cannot endorse 
this proposal: nominations in public service schemes are restricted to husband 
or wife only and we see no case for treating MPs exceptionally in this respect. 

78. A point has also been raised with regard to the present arrangements 
for the payment of pensions to widowers. Under these arrangements a widower 
of a Member who has qualified for pension receives a pension calculated on the 
same basis as a widow's pension if he has attained the age of 65 or is under 65 
but unable, for reasons of infirmity, to earn his own living. The argument has 
been put to us that it would be more consistent to provide a widower's pension 
on the same basis as a widow's pension, irrespective of dependency or age. 
Again, we cannot endorse the proposal. The present arrangements for 
widowers, which did not follow our recommendations but were introduced in 
1978 as a result of a House of Commons resolution, are generous by 
comparison with the treatment of widowers generally under schemes elsewhere 
in both the public and private sectors, where a test of dependency usually 
applies. We see no case for improving the present provision. 
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The treatment of service prior to 1964 

79. It has been proposed by the Chairman of the Managing Trustees of the 
Parliamentary Fund, and others in evidence, that MPs who are still sitting and 
who have service before 16 October 1964 (when the pension fund was set up) 
should be able to count all such service. As such Members may already count 
15 years' service prior to October 1964, the number affected, and the cost of 
implementing the proposal, would be small. We understand from a recent 
parliamentary question (Official Report, 17 January 1983, col. 46) that there 
are ten sitting Members who will not be able to take full credit for their years 
of service; and that the total additional cost of allowing all such service to 
count would be about £115,000. However, despite the small costs involved, we 
do not consider that this proposal is justified. In our 1975-76 review we 
recommended that the maximum amount of service reckonable under the 
parliamentary pension scheme prior to October 1964 should be increased from 
10 years to 15 years. This amount of credit for service before the introduction 
of the scheme is not ungenerous by comparison with what is permitted under 
other schemes, and we can see no special circumstances that would justify 
more favourable arrangements for sitting Members in this respect than applied 
to Members who have already retired under the existing rule. 

Commutation 

80. The scheme allows retiring Members to commute part of their pension 
to produce a lump sum of 3/80ths of final salary for each year of service. The 
commutation factors are determined by the Government Actuary. The 
consulting actuaries have suggested that it would give Members added 
flexibility if they were able to commute pension up to the maximum level 
permitted under Inland Revenue rules. We agree that greater provision for 
commutation is desirable. Broadly speaking, the proposal would enable an MP 
with 20 years' service to take, by commutation, a lump sum of up to 150 per 
cent of pensionable pay. 

81. Recommendation. We recommend that MPs should be able to commute 
pension up to the maximum level permitted under Inland Revenue rules, on 
the basis of commutation factors advised by the Government Actuary. 

Rates of contribution 

82. As part of this review the Government Actuary has provided information 
on the value of the benefits provided under the existing parliamentary pension 
scheme and has compared this with the value of benefits available in certain 
other public service schemes. His report is in Volume 2. The Government 
Actuary has also provided information on the additional costs arising from our 
recommendations for improvements to the scheme. 

83. The Government Actuary has assessed the value of the benefits available 
under the present parliamentary scheme to be equivalent on average to 18 per 
cent of a Member's pensionable salary. This is the amount which, if it were 
paid throughout a Member's service, would on average be sufficient to provide 
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the benefits of the scheme if the actuarial basis used in its calculation were to 
be borne out by events. This figure compares with an assessed value of 16 per 
cent when we last looked at the cost of the scheme in detail, in 1976. The 
difference reflects, primarily, the fact that the Government Actuary's assess­
ment of the underlying economic factors, particularly the long-term return on 
investments, has become more pessimistic in recent years. The implementation 
of our recommendations will increase the value of the benefits, when expressed 
as a proportion of pensionable pay, by some 4 per cent, mainly on account of 
the enhanced rate of accrual. This would increase the value of the benefits to 
22 per cent of pensionable pay. 

84. We have considered how the additional costs should be met. In 1976 we 
recommended that the Members' contribution rate should be increased from 5 
per cent to 6 per cent of salary so that they would bear approximately 3/8ths 
of the current cost of the scheme as then assessed. There is, in addition, a 
deficiency payment into the Parliamentary Fund which is met entirely from 
public funds: this is intended in the main to meet the costs of benefits credited 
to Members in respect of service before 1964 (paragraph 79) for which no 
contributions were made. We see no need to change the present apportionment 
of costs and, on this basis, the contribution rate for Members following 
implementation of the changes in the pension scheme recommended in this 
report should be 8 per cent of salary. 

85. Recommendation. We recommend that, subject to implementation of 
the recommendations we have made for improvements to the parliamentary 
pension scheme, a pension contribution rate of 8 per cent of salary would be 
appropriate for MPs. This represents approximately 3/8ths of the value of the 
scheme, including the proposed improvements, as assessed by the Government 
Actuary. 

The supplementary pension scheme 

86. On appointment as a Minister or other paid office holder in the House 
of Commons, Members of Parliament continue to participate in the parliamen­
tary contributory pension scheme, but they are also eligible to opt to pay 
additional contributions towards a supplementary pension entitlement in 
respect of their service as a Minister or office holder, and thereby to become 
entitled to a pension in respect of their additional salary over and above the 
pensionable salary of a backbench MP. Ministers and paid office holders in the 
House of Lords are also able to acquire entitlement to a pension related to 
their earnings in office by voluntary participation. It is our intention that the 
changes that we have recommended in the parliamentary pension scheme 
should apply also to the supplementary pension scheme and we recommend 
accordingly. 

87. The most common criticism of the present arrangements has been that 
service as an Opposition front bench spokesman in the House of Lords does 
not count for pension purposes. It is true that the pension arrangements are of 
limited value in the House of Lords given that only periods of ministerial 
office or in another paid office can count for pension purposes, but we do not 
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see how it would be possible to allow service on the Opposition front bench to 
count for pension without, at the same time, accepting the principle of payment 
for Opposition front bench spokesmen. As we explain in paragraph 182, we do 
not think it would be appropriate to take that course. It should be noted, 
however, that the removal of any minimum qualifying period under the pension 
scheme (paragraph 74) will be helpful to Lords Ministers who, unless they 
have previous qualifying service in either House, have at present to serve for 
three years before they become entitled to a pension. 

88. The contribution rate for those participating in the supplementary 
scheme for Ministers and other paid office holders is at present 5 per cent, as 
compared with 6 per cent for members of the main parliamentary scheme. 
Although the benefits are not exactly the same as under the parliamentary 
scheme we understand from the Government Actuary that they have the same 
general value, when expressed as a percentage of pensionable pay, and we see 
no case for maintaining different contribution rates. 

89. Recommendation. We recommend that the changes we have recom­
mended in the parliamentary pension scheme should apply also to the 
supplementary scheme for Ministers and other paid office holders; and, subject 
to their implementation, that the contribution rate for those participating in 
the supplementary scheme should be increased to 8 per cent of reckonable 
earnings. 

House of Commons Members' Fund 

90. The consulting actuaries have also examined the separate House of 
Commons Members' Fund. The fund was established in 1939. It is based on 
compulsory contributions from Members; an exchequer contribution; and 
dividends from investments. Grants from the fund are made to ex-Members 
and their widows and children in cases of special hardship. We endorse the 
consultants' suggestion that the level of grants should be reviewed regularly, 
and that further steps be taken to bring the benefits available to the attention 
of those who might be eligible to qualify for them. 

Severance pay 

91. MPs are eligible under certain circumstances for a payment, currently 
known as 'severance pay', to eriable them to maintain themselves and their 
families for a transitional period when they have to leave the House following 
a general election, and return to a job outside. As the purpose bf the payment 
is to ease the transitional problems that can occur when Members lose their 
seats and are faced with a sudden change in financial circumstances, it is 
better described as a 'resettlement grant'. We propose that this title should be 
used in future in place of the present term. 

92. The subject has for long been of major concern to MPs. This is not 
surprising given the uncertainties of a parliamentary career. In recognition of 
the problems of resettlement, we recommerided iri our first report in 1971 that 
Members should continue to be paid throughout the period of a dissolution, 
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even though for constitutional reasons they cease to be Members as soon as 
Parliament is dissolved; and that a payment equivalent to three months' salary 
should be available to all Members who lost their seats at a general election if 
they wished to claim it. These recommendations were implemented and 
extended, by resolution of the House, to Members who lost their seats because 
of constituency boundary changes. 

93. We considered the matter again in 1976 (Report No. 8) and in 1980 
(Report No. 13), when we noted that it continued to be of great concern to 
MPs. Many felt that the existing arrangements were inadequate. In the light 
of the evidence we received we recommended that the amount of the payment 
should be increased for those Members over 50 years of age and with more 
than 10 years' service in the House. By resolution of the House, however, in 
March 1980, a more generous scale of payment was introduced, effectively 
doubling the scale we had recommended. This scale remains in force at present. 
It provides that Members who lose their seats at a general election, or who do 
not stand for election in circumstances where their constituency has ceased to 
exist as a result of boundary changes, should be. entitled to receive a payment 
ranging from six months' salary for those under age 50 to up to one year's 
salary for older Members with long service. 

94. It is clear from the evidence for this review that the problems that can 
occur on leaving the House continue to be a major source of anxiety to MPs. 
Of those who expressed views on the subject in their replies to our questionnaire 
survey, some 65 per cent were dissatisfied with the present severance pay 
arrangements. Many MPs have written to us or expressed their concern about 
this matter in giving oral evidence. The survey we conducted of the experience 
and views of MPs defeated in the 1979 general election (the results of which 
are set out in Volume 2) also produced many criticisms of the 
arrangements—though of course the arrangements applying when these MPs 
lost their seats were less generous than those which now apply—and illustrated 
the difficulty which many MPs experienced in finding a job on departure from 
the House, even in 1979. In the face of all this evidence, we have again 
carefully reviewed the issues, and to help us we asked the consulting actuaries 
whom we had engaged to examine the parliamentary pension scheme also to 
let us have their views. 

95. There are two main questions to be considered: first, the circumstances 
in which payment should be available; and, secondly, the level and form of 
payment. We consider each of these matters in the following paragraphs. 

The circumstances under which payment should be made 

96. In 1980 in Report No. 13 (paragraph 59) we came to the conclusion 
that the criteria under which payment was made should not be extended. It 
seemed to us that the essential purpose was to provide assistance to Members 
who were left suddenly without their regular source of income and that we 
should not seek to cater for circumstances where Members could see, some 
time in advance, that they might have to leave the House. There can be no 
doubt that many MPs are unhappy with the effects of the present criteria. 
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Many are concerned because of two relatively recent developments. First, there 
is the problem of Members who are not re-selected by their constituency 
parties, and vyho would not qualify for payment under the present rules. We 
have been told in evidence that because of the way in which the criteria are at 
present drawn, there is a temptation for a Member to stand at a general 
electiori for no other reason than to qualify for payment. Secondly, difficulties 
are arising from the "provision that a payment may be made where a 
constituency has "ceased to exist". As a result of recent changes in constituency 
boundaries, many constituencies will undergo major modification but will not 
necessarily have "ceased to exist". This raises problems of interpretation, 
which are being considered by the House authorities. 

97. It has been put to us that such difficulties could be avoided if the criteria 
were to be widened. The consulting actuaries have proposed that payment 
should be available to afl Members who leave the House on the occasion of a 
general election for whatever reason. They take the view, however, that a 
Member who withdraws from parliamentary service voluntarily other than on 
the occasion of a general election should not be eligible for a resettlement 
grant. Some MPs who have given evidence to us on the subject would go 
further than this, and have urged that resettlement grants should be available 
to all who cease to be Members other than those vacating their seats on 
retirement. 

98. To widen the criteria in this way would involve a basic change in the 
approach we have adopted in the past; but we have been impressed by the 
weight of evidence on the difficulties and anomalies which arise from the 
present criteria. While in principle it is reasonable to exclude from the scope of 
the arrangements MPs who leave Parliament entirely of their own volition, in 
practice it is impossible in all cases to distinguish clearly between the voluntary 
and the involuntary leaver; and it cannot be satisfactory that MPs are 
encouraged to stand for seats which they know they have no chance of winning 
simply in order to bring themselves within the ambit of the present rules. We 
believe that much confusion arises in the discussion of this matter because of 
the tendency to regard the payments as though they were a form of redundancy 
pay. In the case of MPs, we are concerned not so much with redundancy, 
which arises where jobs disappear (though some analogy can be drawn in this 
respect with an MP who loses his seat because his constituency has disap­
peared), but rather as we have said with the problems of resettlement. A 
parliamentary career is perhaps unique in the degree of uncertainty that may 
be involved. Some MPs with very safe seats may be able to look forward with 
confidence to a long and assured parliamentary career if they so wish, but this 
is by no means true of the generality. Moreover, MPs who lose their seats, for 
whatever reason, are more likely to face difficulties in finding alternative 
employment now than was the case at the time of previous reviews. As our 
survey of defeated MPs has shown, even in 1979 this was far from easy for 
many who left the House. Many MPs are liable to lose their seats at the next 
election because of recent boundary changes or re-selection difficulties, and the 
issue is therefore a pressing and important one. 

99. There are possible-alternatives to the present system other than altering 
its scope. The basic insecurity of an MP's life could be taken into account 
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when assessing the salary level; or a fund might be created into which all 
Members would contribute and against which they would be entitled to claim. 
A major defect of such proposals, however,, is that they would involve making 
a general provision to cover circumstances affecting only a proportion of MPs. 

100. We have concluded that having regard to the special circumstances of 
parliamentary life the present criteria should be widened, and that it would be 
impracticable to devise criteria which would clearly distinguish between those 
who could be deemed to have left Parliament voluntarily and those who had 
not. We consider, therefore, that a resettlement grant in accordance with the 
current scale should be available to all MPs who leave the House at a general 
election other than those who have reached age 65. We do not consider that 
those who have attained the normal retirement age should be able to qualify 
for both a retirement pension and a resettlement grant, as the purpose of the 
latter is to provide temporary support for those who lose their seats before they 
have reached the normal threshold for retirement and need to re-establish 
themselves in alternative employment. We propose that the new criteria should 
come into effect forthwith so that they may apply at the next general election. 

101. Recommendation. We recommend that a resettlement grant in accord­
ance with the current scale should be available to all MPs who leave the House 
at a general election, with the exception of those who have reached normal 
retirement age (65). This recommendation should be put into effect in time to 
apply to those who leave the House at the next general election. 

Level and form of resettlement payment 

102. As well as considering the circumstances under which an MP should 
be able to qualify for payment, we have given thought to the appropriate level 
of payment and the form which it should take. 

103. The consulting actuaries have suggested that rather than a lump sum 
the payment might take the form of a continued payment of salary for a 
limited period depending on length of service in the House. It seems to us, 
however, that this arrangement would be more cumbersome administratively 
and, although it would serve to underline the resettlement purpose of the grant, 
we do not see it as having any significant advantage over a lump sum payment. 

104. In evidence it has been argued that the present scale of payment, which 
is based partly on age and partly on length of service, should be simplified. It 
has been suggested, for example, that there should be three levels of payment 
according to whether a Member has served in one Parliament, two Parliaments 
or more than two Parliamerits. We think it desirable that age should be 
retained as one of the factors affecting the level of payment, as this can have 
a significant bearing on the problems of resettlement and the ability to obtain 
other employment. Moreover, we think it would be unsatisfactory to relate the 
level of payment to the number of Parliaments in which a Member has served, 
as Parliaments may vary considerably in length. 

105. As to the general level of payments, our consulting actuaries have 
proposed payments broadly in line with the existing level of provision, but with 
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shortened length of service criteria. We note that the present rates are double 
those we recommended in 1980 and overall we consider them to be adequate 
as they stand. 

106. Recommendation. We recommend that the level of resettlement grant 
should be determined in accordance with the existing scale of payment. No 
period of service should be allowed to count on more than one occasion for the 
calculation of a resettlement grant. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SECRETARIAL, RESEARCH AND OFFICE EXPENSES FOR MEMBERS 
OF PARLIAMENT 

Background 

107. We carried out a full review of the MPs' secretarial and research 
allowance in 1979. In Report No. 13 we recommended that there should be 
two allowances with separate maxima for secretarial assistance and for 
research assistance. We recommended that the maximum of the secretarial 
allowance should be £5,500 and that the maximum of the research allowance 
should be £1,250. These amounts took account of the MP's liability to pay the 
employer's national insurance contribution. We also recommended that pay­
ments against the allowance should be made direct to secretaries or research 
assistants by the Fees Office on behalf of Members. 

108. Our recommendations were accepted, but in a modified form. The 
maxima we had recommended were combined to provide an allowance with a 
single maximum, against which claims could be made for expenditure on 
secretarial assistance, research assistance and general office expenses. It was 
also decided, by resolution of the House of Commons, that a further allowance 
should be made available to Members for payments into an approved scheme 
to provide pensions for secretaries and research assistants. Our recommenda* 
tion that all payments against the allowance should be made direct to MPs' 
employees by the Fees Office has not been implemented. The facility for 
payment of staff by the Fees Office is available, but it remains optional, and at 
present is being used by over half of all MPs. 

109. Our reviews in 1980 (Report No. 15) and 1981 (Report No. 17) were 
mainly concerned with bringing the maximum of the allowance up to date. 
Our last recommendation, in Report No. 17, was that the maximum of the 
allowance should be increased to £8,600; this was not implemented in full at 
that time, but increases in 1981 and 1982 have taken the maximum to its 
current level of £8,820. 

The current review 

110. It is now over three years since our last full review of the provision for 
secretarial and research assistance and we decided that it was time to take a 
fresh look at the support arrangements for MPs. 

111. We carried out two surveys to assist us in our task. The questionnaire 
survey of MPs provided information about the number of staff employed by 
MPs, expenditure by MPs on secretarial, research and office expenses and 
MPs' views on the allowance. A survey of MPs' secretaries and research 
assistants provided information about the age and qualifications of MPs' staff" 
and the kind of work that they do. The study by Dr Rush and Dr Stark of pay, 
allowances, services and facilities of legislators overseas provided helpful 
background material which enabled us to make comparisons with practice in 
other countries. We also commissioned two other studies by consultants. Hay 
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Management Consultants were asked to make recommendations on the 
appropriate level of research and secretarial support for MPs, and on the level, 
structure and method of pay to secure and retain that support; and the 
consulting actuaries, R Watson and Sons, were asked to review the pension 
arrangements for MPs' secretaries and research assistants. Although we have 
not accepted aU the recommendations put forward by the consultants their 
reports have been of great assistance to us. Details of the surveys and analyses 
of the results are given in Volume 2, together with the reports by Dr Rush and 
Dr Stark, Hay Management Consultants and R Watson and Sons. 

112. In addition to these surveys and studies, we have received a great deal 
of evidence on the issues, both written and oral, from MPs and Ministers; from 
secretaries and research assistants and from organisations representing them; 
and from officials of the House. 

The level of support needed by MPs 

113. The recommendations in Report No. 13 were intended to provide for 
employment of a full-time secretary and a part-time research assistant. We 
had in mind, in setting the allowance for a research assistant, that an MP 
might wish to employ an assistant for a period equivalent in full-time terms to 
three months a year, or to share in the services of a full-time assistant. 

114. Information about the staff employed by MPs obtained from the 
questionnaire survey of MPs must be interpreted with caution: the response 
rate was low; and the information obtained cannot be compared directly with 
that obtained from the survey carried out for the 1979 review. Practice 
continues to vary widely among MPs: some manage with one part-time 
employee; others have several staff. There are many factors which affect the 
number of staff" employed, such as the particular role of the Member in the 
House; the size and type of constituency; the extent of a Member's special 
interests; and the individual's style and approach. However, the survey 
indicated that, of the Members who responded to the relevent questions, almost 
all had a secretary and 58 per cent had a research assistant The great majority 
of MPs would appear to have at least one full-time employee, or the equivalent 
in part-time staff. This is in line with our general assessment of MPs' staff 
needs in 1979. 

115. We have been told in evidence that the work of MPs continues to 
increase, both in the constituency and in the House, with corresponding effects 
on the need for secretarial and research support. The management consultants 
noted in their study that the role of MPs has been and is changing and that 
MPs now need more support to fulfil their commitments. Of the MPs who 
responded to the questionnaire survey, over 60 per cent made comments which 
indicated dissatisfaction with the present allowance. Many considered that the 
allowance should be higher, without suggesting that it should be designed to 
provide more staff; but a substantial number thought that the level of provision 
should allow for more staff. It is of interest that the overseas study indicates 
that the level of staff support for MPs in the United Kingdom is less than that 
for legislators in a number of comparable countries. In Australia, Canada, the 
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Federal German Republic, France, the United States and the Belgian Senate, 
legislators normally have two or more individuals on their personal staff". 

116. The proposals put forward by our management consultants would 
involve a new approach. They concluded that Shadow Ministers and Opposition 
front bench spokesmen needed more support than backbench MPs. They 
proposed that there should be five categories of 'secretary', ranging from 
Audio/Copy Typist to Executive Secretary/PA; and three categories of 
research assistant. They envisaged that Shadow Ministers and Opposition front 
bench spokesmen should have provision for a maximum of two full-time staff 
of high quality and that backbench MPs should have provision for a maximum 
of one and a half staff. 

117. We accept that Shadow Ministers and Opposition front bench spokes­
men, and leaders of minority parties, may well have a need for extra support. 
However, we do not consider that this should be provided through a higher 
level of allowance than is available to the generality of MPs. As the 
management consultants noted, under arrangements introduced in 1975 
financial assistance is made available to Opposition parties through parliamen­
tary votes to assist them in meeting expenses involved in carrying out their 
parliamentary business. The amount of assistance available to each Opposition 
party leader is related to the number of seats won at a general election, and 
the total votes cast for the party. Some members of the Opposition front bench 
use this source of assistance to enable them to obtain more staff" support. We 
see this as a better approach than attempting to define which MPs should 
qualify for a higher level of allowance. We offer some comments on the present 
arrangements, however. Although the adequacy of the financial assistance 
involved under the 1975 arrangements is a matter for the House and 
Government to decide, we believe that it should be based on a realistic 
assessment of need; and the sums involved should be regularly updated. We 
also urge that the needs of the Opposition front bench and other Opposition 
parties in the House of Lords should be clearly recognised when funds are 
apportioned. 

118. A proposal made in evidence was that MPs with large constituencies 
should be able to claim against a higher maximum. We are not convinced by 
this. There are many reasons why MPs' requirements for support may vary 
and we have no evidence that there is any one factor which could consistently 
justify a higher maximum. There is bound to be an element of rough justice in 
any general provision of this type. 

119. We have concluded that all MPs should be entitled to the same level of 
support. The evidence suggests that there is on average a need for more 
secretarial and research support for MPs than can generally be obtained within 
the current maximum allowance. This is partly because the allowance has not 
been kept fully up to date. We consider that increased provision should now be 
made to enable MPs to employ one member of staff on a full-time basis and 
one on a half-time basis. Within the limit of the allowance, MPs should be free 
to decide on their own mix of staff, but for the purpose of determining the level 
of the allowance we have assumed that the usual mix will be a full-time 
secretary and a half-time research assistant. 
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The arrangements for employing support staff 

120. We have considered whether support staff should be employed by the 
MP or centrally by the House; and, if the former, whether the allowance 
system should be retained or whether the MP should, as has been suggested by 
some in evidence, be treated as self-employed, meeting expenses out of income. 

121. To treat MPs as self-employed has certain attractions, not the least 
being that it would serve to underline their independence. However, there are 
serious drawbacks: a substantial increase in salary would be needed to ensure 
that MPs could afford to employ adequate support staff; those MPs with the 
smallest expenses would fare relatively well, which would be unfair; and such 
an approach would run counter to our general objective of maintaining a clear 
distinction between salary on the one hand and reimbursement of expenses on 
the other. 

122. A more difficult question is whether staff should be employed by the 
House. In Report No. 13 (paragraphs 29-33) we suggested central employment 
of MPs' secretaries by the House, possibly on an optional basis in the first 
instance. A similar recommendation had been made by the Select Committee 
on Assistance to Private Members in their First Report in 1976. We explained 
that MPs would be able to continue to use the services of their own secretaries 
who would become employees of the House. Although this proposal has not 
been accepted we consider that it has much to commend it: it would serve to 
harmonise conditions of employment; and it would ease doubts over accounta­
bility. Similarly, a case can be made for the central employment of research 
assistants. 

123. However, central employment raises a number of serious difficulties. 
First, there is the question of its acceptability to MPs. It has been made clear 
to us that a significant number of MPs would be unwilling to convert to such 
a system, for a variety of reasons: for example, some may wish to continue to 
make use of secretaries employed wholly or partly by companies or other 
outside organisations, or to employ members of their family; some feel that 
employmerit of a secretary in the constituency would be incompatible with 
central employment by the House; and some secretaries wish to maintain their 
self-employed status or to preserve a particular working arrangement which 
would not fit easily into a more formal scheme. There could also be problems 
at the end of a Parliament when it might be difficult to find alternative 
employment for some secretaries who were closely allied with a particular 
party. Even though it would still be possible to give MPs a choice in the 
selection of the staff who would work for them, there can be no doubt that 
many would see the central employment of such staff as inconsistent with their 
independence. It is also noteworthy that the management consultants and the 
organisations representing MPs' secretaries and research assistants all favour 
retention of the present system, albeit coupled with an improvement in 
accountability and in conditions of employment. 

124. The weight of opinion at present is clearly in favour of retaining the 
present arrangement whereby staff" are employed directly by MPs or engaged 
on a self-employed basis. We see no useful purpose for the present, therefore, 
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in pressing our earlier proposal. Our recommendations are accordingly based 
on the maintenance of the present allowance system. 

The level of the allowance for secretarial and research assistance 

125. We have no doubt that a substantial increase is necessary to bring our 
Report No. 13 recommendations on the allowance up to date, even without 
taking account of the increased level of support we think it now reasonable to 
assume (paragraph 119). However, in this review we have not attempted 
simply to bring previous recommendations up to date; as well as examining the 
number of staff required to provide MPs with satisfactory support we have 
considered what quality of staff is appropriate. 

126. The management consultants concluded that MPs need high quality 
secretarial support and suggested that the entitlement for a backbench MP 
should be based on the level of salary appropriate to executive secretaries (as 
defined in their report in Volume 2) in private sector firms. The questionnaire 
survey of MPs' secretaries gave support to this view: it indicated that on the 
basis of workload and pattern of work MPs' secretaries would generally be at 
least equivalent to a Senior Personal Secretary in the civil service. We are 
satisfied that the maximum allowance should be sufficient to enable an MP to 
employ a full-time secretary of high calibre. In determining the level we have 
taken account of salary information provided by the management consultants; 
of salaries paid to civil service secretaries, including the London weighting 
element; and of published surveys which provide information about secretarial 
salaries in central London. We have also had regard to the fact that there 
appears to be, at present, no particular problem with the recruitment and 
retention of MPs' secretaries: in many cases this no doubt reffects the special 
interest and appeal of the job. 

127. We have found it more difficult to determine the salary level that might 
be appropriate for a research assistant. The title covers a variety of individuals 
with different qualifications, experience and reasons for coming to this work: 
some are pursuing post graduate studies; others see the work as a stepping 
stone to a political career. We understand that the services of some research 
assistants are made available to MPs without charge. It appears that there is 
no shortage of suitable applicants ready to present themselves for this 
employment. In reaching our conclusions on the element of the allowance for 
research we have taken account of the information contained in the consultants' 
report, and of information on the levels of salaries for young graduates 
elsewhere, making some allowance for the fact that many research assistants 
will have had experience in other employment. There is no single definition of 
a research assistant that we can apply, and we have had to exercise our 
judgment over a wide range of information. 

128. We have concluded that as at June 1983 a maximum allowance for 
secretarial and research assistance for MPs of £13,000 is appropriate. This 
figure takes account of the need for the MP to pay employer's national 
insurance contributions. We have also taken account of the fact that the 
majority of MPs' secretaries and research assistants work at Westminster, and 

35 



the recommendation is designed to reflect rates of pay in central London. This 
seems to us preferable to recommending a specific additional allowance for 
those employed in London. We also consider that payment of this increased 
level of allowance should be subject to the condition that all payments to MPs' 
staff from the allowance must in future be made direct by the Fees Office on 
behalf of the MP. Over half of all MPs already pay their secretaries through 
the Fees Office and we are firmly of the view that in future, both in the 
interests of the staff" themselves and of public accountability, it should be 
mandatory that all staff" should be paid in this way to the extent that their 
remuneration is derived from the allowance. It must be for the Fees Office to 
ensure that the allowance is properly applied. 

129. Recommendation. We recommend that as at 13 June 1983 the 
appropriate maximum .for the aUowance available to MPs for secretarial and 
research assistance is £13,000 a year. We further recommend that eligibility 
for the allowance should be subject to the condition that all payments to MPs' 
staff against the allowance should be made by the Fees Office on behalf of the 
MP direct to the staff concerned. Claims against the allowance should be 
confined strictly to expenditure on salary and the employer's national insurance 
contributions. 

Office expenses 

130. We made no specific provision for office expenses in our Report No. 13 
recommendations. In line with our proposal that staff should be centrally 
employed, we suggested that office equipment should be provided by the 
House. This is the normal practice in all countries in the overseas comparison 
except Belgium, Greece and Luxembourg. Our proposal was not adopted and 
MPs have continued to be able, as previously, to claim general office expenses 
against the maximum of the secretarial and research allowance. At present, 
'general office expenses' are taken by the Fees Office to include normal day to 
day expenses in running an office (usually in the constituency), such as rent, 
heating and lighting; and repairs to and renewals of office equipment such as 
typewriters. The cost of purchasing equipment which the MP may need on 
entry to the House is not admissible. 

131. We are satisfied from the evidence we have received that there is a 
need to make some provision for general office expenses and for the initial 
purchase and repair arid replacement of basic office equipment. We remain of 
the view that so far as office equipment is concerned the most appropriate 
solution would be for the House to provide necessary equipment, but have been 
told that this would create severe administrative problems; and MPs themselves 
are not attracted to the idea. I f such equipment is not to be provided centrally, 
there is no alternative but to provide for it in the form of an allowance. In the 
past the objection has been raised that such an allowance would be inappro­
priate as it could enable an MP to derive some gain at public expense. 
However, it is unlikely that any equipment which an MP needs to purchase on 
entry to the House will have any great value after the life of a normal 
Parliament and any capital gain to the MP is likely to be negligible. At present 
it is open to MPs to use the secretarial, research and office expenses allowance 
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to lease equipment from the time they enter the House; it seems illogical that 
it cannot be used to buy equipment on entry. 

132. We have concluded that in the absence of central provision some 
allowance should be made to enable MPs to defray the costs of purchasing 
office equipment necessary to the carrying out of their duties. We are 
concerned, however, that the allowance for secretarial and research assistance, 
which is intended to cover staff costs, should not be used for this purpose or to 
meet other office expenses. We therefore recommend that in future there 
should be a separate allowance, with a maximum of £1,000 a year as at 13 
June 1983, to meet office expenses, including those of a capital nature. Any 
claim against the allowance for the purchase of equipment should be subject to 
production of evidence of expenditure. 

133. Recommendation. We recommend the introduction of an allowance to 
meet general office expenses including necessary capital expenditure on 
equipment; and that the appropriate maximum for the allowance as at 13 June 
1983 is £1,000 a year. Reimbursement of the costs of purchasing equipment 
should be subject to production of evidence of expenditure. 

Travel expenses of MPs' staff 

134. In 1981 we were asked to consider provision for travel costs of 
secretaries and research assistants arising from constituency business. In 
Report No. 17 (paragraph 17) we deferred consideration until a future review. 

135. Hitherto, it has been possible for MPs to claim for such expenditure 
against the allowance for secretarial and research assistance and office 
expenses. We have recommended an allowance to cover the employment costs 
for MPs' staff (paragraph 129). We have also recommended an allowance for 
office expenses (paragraph 133). To allow expenditure on travel by staff to be 
set against the allowance for employing staff" could result in lower salaries 
being paid to MPs' staff. This would not be acceptable. On the other hand, the 
level we have set for the office expenses allowance cannot reasonably be 
expected to provide fully, along with other expenses, for MPs' costs in respect 
of staff travel as these are likely to vary widely. We consider that there should 
be some provision for the cost of return journeys by MPs' staff between 
Westminster and the constituency to be met from public funds; and that up to 
nine such journeys a year should be allowed for staff in respect of each MP. 

136. Recommendation. We recommend that there should be provision for 
free travel for MPs' staff between Westminster and the constituency on 
parliamentary business; and that up to nine return journeys a year should be 
allowed for staff in respect of each MP. 

The conditions of employment of MPs' staff 

137. Our concern to ensure that staff are paid directly by the Fees Office 
(paragraph 129) arises not only because we see a need to improve standards of 
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accountability, but also because it is necessary to ensure better conditions of 
employment for MPs' staff".̂  We explained in Report No. 13 that there are 
limits to what can be achieved in this respect while the system of individual 
employment is retained, but the present situation cannot be left as it is. 

138. We have received evidence from many sources of instances where MPs 
have, not treated their staff well: our management consultants have drawn 
attention to the problems that can arise and, although much that we have 
heard is anecdotal, it is clear that some MPs have fallen far short of normal 
good employer practice and have also disregarded their statutory obligations as 
employers. This is not satisfactory. The management consultants suggested 
changes in the present arrangements which would introduce a greater degree 
of control over the conditions under which MPs employ their staff, arid which 
would involve the preparation of detailed job specifications. We do not think 
that the system which they have proposed would be entirely practicable; arid it 
is most unlikely that it would be accepted by MPs. It is clear, however, that 
improvements must be made. Parliament has a duty to set an example in these 
matters. 

139. Implementation of our recommendation that payment of all staff paid 
from the secretarial and research allowance should be made direct by the Fees 
Office will be an important step forward. It will mean that the Fees Office will 
have a register of MPs' staff and will be in a position to keep MPs and their 
staff informed of, for example, any changes in employment legislation which 
may be relevant to them. We understand that the Fees Office already provides 
information to staff" whose employing Members have opted to pay them 
through the Office. We see a need for the role of the Fees Office to be 
strengthened in this regard, and suggest that it should be empowered to play a 
more direct part in helping to ensure that the treatment of staff employed by 
MPs is improved. By this we mean that any statutory obligations placed on 
MPs as employers should be observed; and that good employer practices should 
be fostered. The Fees Office should act as a point of advice to MPs and their 
staff on questions of employment. 

140. It cannot be expected that improvements will occur overnight. We 
consider that it must be for the House itself to determine in detail how 
improvements can best be achieved with a view to ensuring more orderly 
arrangements, without undermining the personal relationships between MPs 
and those who work for them. There are two areas, however, where we think 
that some more direct change is needed: pensions for MPs' staff"; and the 
arrangements which apply when the employer dies or otherwise ceases to be an 
MP. 

Pension arrangements for MPs' staff 

141. We commissioned the consulting actuaries to carry out a study of 
pension arrangements for MPs' staff. At present, pension provision may be 
obtained either through an occupational scheme negotiated with the employing 
MP, or by an individual annuity. An annuity-based pension is the only avenue 
open to self-employed secretaries and research assistants. Under arrangements 
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introduced by resolution of the House of Commons in 1980, provision was 
made for an MP to contribute at public expense to an approved pension 
scheme subject to a limit of 10 per cent of the annual rate of salary or fees 
paid; and to an overriding limit of 10 per cent of the secretarial and research 
allowance. 

142. The consulting actuaries have drawn attention to the advantage of 
these arrangements in terms of flexibility, having regard to the varied terms 
and conditions of work of MPs' staff. They aUow schemes to be negotiated to 
suit individual circumstances. However, they saw certain shortcomings, par­
ticularly in that the benefits are not directly protected against inflation either 
before or after retirement and pensioris on ill-health retirement are not 
generally available. They suggested that a voluntary, funded group scheme 
should be established for employed staff as an alternative to the present 
individual arrangements. We do not feel able to endorse this proposal. Such a 
scheme would not be available to self-employed staff; and any voluntary fund 
would have to be underwritten by public funds if specific levels of benefit were 
to be guaranteed. An alternative would be to set up a compulsory scheme for 
all employed staff. This would have the disadvantage of forcing all MPs into a 
particular framework even though many may have made perfectly adequate 
pension provision for their staff". We have concluded, therefore, that it would 
be preferable to retain the existing, individually based arrangements, but that 
the way in which they operate should be improved. 

143. The main problem with the present arrangements is that a substantial 
number of MPs' employees derive no benefit, or a reduced benefit, from them. 
This is partly because some employees do not wish to make any pension 
provision; but it also arises from the fact that only MPs can claim the 
contribution that is available for pension purposes. This is satisfactory if the 
MP wishes to contribute towards a staff pension, but it is entirely dependent 
on an MP being prepared to do so. 

144. We consider that MPs' staff should be able, if they wish, to claim in 
their own right the contribution that is available from public funds in order to 
finance a personal scheme with a life office; and that the Fees Office should 
make payment direct to the appropriate life office on their behalf. We leave 
the House authorities to settle the detailed arrangements that will need to 
apply. 

145. In our last report we undertook to consider whether the limit of 10 per 
cent of salary that is currently available to enable MPs to contribute towards 
pensions is reasonable. We consider that such a contribution rate, when 
combined with the employee's own contribution and taking account of the 
benefits available under the State scheme (employed secretaries are 'contracted 
in' to the State scheme) is adequate, and we make no recommendation for an 
increased level of contribution from public funds. The contribution should in 
future only be available in respect of staff paid through the Fees Office, 
whether claimed by MPs or by staff themselves under the proposals we have 
set out above. 
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146. Recommendation. We recommend that MPs' staff who are paid 
through the Fees Office should be able in their own right to claim the 
contribution from public funds that is available for pension purposes, without 
the endorsement of the employing MP, and that this should be paid direct to 
the appropriate life office by the Fees Office. The detailed arrangements will 
need to be settled by the House authorities. 

Redundancy arrangements 

147. Concern has been expressed about the present redundancy arrange­
ments for MPs' staff. Under these arrangements a secretary or research 
assistant who becomes redundant may qualify for a redundancy payment under 
the provisions of the Employment Protection (Consolidation) Act, although we 
understand that the individual must have a contract of sole employment of at 
least two years' duration with a Member to establish the right to such a 
payment. 

148. We looked at the redundancy arrangements in some detail in Report 
No. 13 (paragraphs 19-24). We considered whether there should be any 
provision to increase the payments available to MPs' staff" and which would 
enable MPs to be reimbursed from public funds for any additional costs that 
they might incur in respect of redundancy payments. We concluded (Repprt 
No. 13, paragraph 22) that it would not be appropriate to change the existing 
arrangements while the system of individual employment was retained. 

149. As we pointed out then, it is difficult to devise a satisfactory way of 
improving present arrangements while there is such a broad range of 
employment practice. It would certainly be inappropriate to make redundancy 
provision for the self-employed when no such provision exists generally for 
those of equivalent status elsewhere. However, for employed staff" we think 
that some improvement is desirable. In evidence, it has been pointed out to us 
how distressing it can be for a secretary to have to make a claim against the 
estate of a former MP, given the closeness of the working relationship, and 
how long it can take to deal with such a claim. Equally, defeat at a general 
election creates its own problems which, again, discourage staff from pursuing 
their statutory rights. Many MPs' staff" are also in a particularly precarious 
situation given the insecurity of their employer's position. 

150. In employing a secretary or research assistant, the MP incurs a 
contingent liability to make a payment in the event of the employee becoming 
redundant in accordance with the Employment Protection (Consolidation) Act. 
We take the view that provision should be made from public funds to cover 
this aspect of the MP's staff costs, as it is for the direct salary cost and national 
insurance. It seems to us that the best way of doing this is to provide that, in 
the event of an MP's employee who is paid through the Fees Office from the 
secretarial and research allowance qualifying for a payment under the terms of 
the Act, payment should be made direct to the employee by the Fees Office. 
This would avoid the. administrative complications of setting up a special 
redundancy fund, as some have suggested, or creating a new allowance. 
Liability under the Act would remain with the MP as employer, but it should 
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be unnecessary for the employee to make a claim against the MP or his estate. 
Such a provision need not necessarily disrupt any individual arrangements that 
MPs may have entered into with their staff", though in some cases MPs may 
consider it appropriate to revise arrangements they have made given the 
availability of payments under the approach we now propose. Equally, it would 
remain open to MPs to make their own arrangements to supplement the 
amounts payable under the Act if they considered this desirable. 

151. Recommendation. We recommend that, in the event of an MP's 
employee who is paid through the Fees Office from the secretarial and research 
allowance qualifying for a redundancy payment under the Employment 
Protection (Consolidation) Act the payment should be made direct to the 
employee by the Fees Office from public funds. 
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CHAPTER 5 

OTHER ALLOWANCES AND FACILITIES FOR MPs 

152. In this chapter we consider certain points which have been raised about 
the other allowances and facilities available to MPs, including Ministers and 
other paid office holders in the House of Commons. We do not attempt to deal 
with all the detailed points which have beeri put to us in evidence: nor have we 
attempted to cover in this chapter every allowance and facility for MPs. We 
have confined our comments to the points which we feel we can most usefully 
deal with in this review. 

Additional costs allowance 

153. A Member has two places of work—Westminster and his constituency. 
A Member who is not a Member for a London constituency may under Inland 
Revenue rules have provision, tax-free, for the additonal costs of living away 
from home at one location or the other, but not at both, which he incurs in 
performing his parliamentary duties. 

154. In November 1971 (First Report, paragraphs 39-49) we recommended 
that there should be payment for additional costs on a daily basis, as in the 
civil service, using the 'regular visitor' 24 hour subsistence rates for senior civil 
servants. The Government decided against a daily aflowance on grounds of 
complexity and difficulty of operation and introduced, instead, an annual 
allowance based on the civil service central London 'regular visitor' subsistence 
rate for four nights a week over 34 weeks (the average period for which the 
House then sat). In 1974 (Report No. 5, paragraph 8) we endorsed this 
approach and recommended an allowance based on 36 weeks (the average 
since 1971). In 1975 (Report No. 7, paragraphs 32-35) we recommended a 
further increase in the allowance, again using 36 weeks as the average. We 
also recommended that the allowance should in future be increased in line with 
increases in the relevant civil service subsistence rate. The allowance has since 
been increased automatically by this method. The current maximum is £5,674 
a year. I f the MP necessarily incurs more expenditure, the excess can be 
claimed against tax. 

155. The present arrangements appear to work well and most MPs seem 
content with them, although some have suggested that the maximum of the 
allowance should be higher. We have obtained information about the level of 
recent claims made by MPs. For some the allowance is insufficient, particularly 
those who claim in respect of costs in London, but this is only to be expected 
with any flat rate payment designed to meet the needs of the majority of MPs. 
We conclude that there is no need for any radical change in the present 
allowance. 

156. There is, however, one proposal that we would like to make. In Report 
No. 7 (paragraph 40) and Report No. 8 (paragraph 11) we drew attention to 
the additional expenses which disabled MPs may incur in attending the House. 
We suggested that such problems could best be considered within the 
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machinery of Parliament itself. We understand that no extra provision has 
been made to meet such costs. We consider that there should be discretion in 
such cases to reimburse additional costs necessarily incurred by disabled MPs. 
We make a similar recommendation in respect of Members of the House of 
Lords (paragraph 190). 

157. Recommendation. We recommend that there should be discretion to 
reimburse additional costs necessarily incurred by disabled MPs in attending 
the House. 

158. We also wish to draw attention to a point relevant to the method of 
calculating the maximum. As we have said, the allowance is based on four 
nights a week for each week in which the House sits. In 1974 the length of the 
average session since 1971 was 36 weeks; and the allowance has been 
determined on that basis. We understand that in the last two years the House 
has sat for an average of 169 days, or 34 weeks. The average for the last six 
years has been 164 days (33 weeks). These figures suggest that the House is 
now sitting for an average of 34 weeks a year, or less, and that account should 
be taken of this when the allowance is next revised. 

159. We are concerned about accountability in respect of claims against the 
additional costs allowance. At present, all that is needed is for MPs to certify 
that expenditure has been incurred, without providing details other than the 
total amount. We do not consider that this is sufficient. The additional costs 
allowance represents a substantial charge against public funds. We understand 
that proposals were at one time put forward that the claim form for the 
additional costs allowance should be expanded to allow a more detailed 
breakdown of expenses claimed and to bring it into line with the form for 
claims against the secretarial, research and office expenses allowance; but these 
proposals did not find approval in the House. We feel that a more thorough 
claims procedure is required. 

160. Recommendation. We recommend that Members should in future 
provide a more detailed account of expenses claimed against the additional 
costs allowance, in a form suitable to the House authorities. 

161. Some Ministers and other paid office holders find the allowance 
unsatisfactory because of restrictions applied by the Inland Revenue on the 
amount which they may claim tax-free. Ministers and other paid office holders 
in the House of Commons are deemed to live in London but may make claims 
against the allowance for the costs of maintaining a home in or near the 
constituency. However, the Inland Revenue take a strict view of the amount 
that may be taken tax-free, on the grounds that they have their main place of 
work in London and can therefore spend only a proportion of their time, at 
weekends, at a home outside London. We see this as a matter between the 
Ministers and other office holders affected and the Inland Revenue, which falls 
outside our remit. We therefore offer no comment on the present position. 
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Travel 

162. The present arrangements for reimbursement of the travel expenses of 
MPs and their wives or husbands and children are set out in Appendix D. 
There has been no clear evidence of any serious shortcomings in these 
arrangements and we consider that they are broadly satisfactory. Many 
detailed points about travel have been raised by MPs; we cannot deal with 
them all here but we have taken account of them in reaching our conclusions. 
However, three particular points need to be dealt with in the light of the 
comments and evidence we have received. 

163. Car mileage allowance. Almost all MPs claim car mileage payments 
and many cover considerable distances by car on parliamentary business: the 
average mileage is about 11,000 miles a year. Payments are linked to the civil 
service standard mileage rate. 

164. Some MPs think that the present allowance is too low (this is a view 
put ill evidence by the House of Commons Motoring Club); others that it is 
too high. This divergence of opinion reffects a number of factors such as the 
nature of the constituency, and the type of car involved. We have not looked at 
the mileage allowance arrangements in detail as we have been told that the 
Government has put forward proposals for changes in the civil service 
arrangements on which present parliamentary provision is based. No agreement 
has yet been reached for the civil service and we cannot in this report anticipate 
the outcome. I f a major change is implemented we shaU be prepared to 
consider the implications for MPs in detail, if necessary outside a normal 
review. In the meantime we consider that there should be no change in the 
present arrangement. 

165. Travel overseas. Some MPs have proposed that there should be more 
provision for travel overseas. At present it is possible in certain circumstances 
for MPs to travel abroad at public expense, for example as members of Select 
Committees, but the MP with special interests abroad must otherwise travel at 
his own expense, or find a sponsor. It has been suggested that there should be 
a fund for overseas travel with applications subject to scrutiny by a committee 
of MPs. We made a recommendation to this effect in 1971 in our First Report 
(paragraph 42). The recommendation was not adopted by the House. Should 
the House now decide that it would like to make provision of this kind, we 
would see no objection in principle. We make no formal recommendation. 

166. Travel for MPs' wives, husbands and children. At present an MP's 
wife or husband may make a return journey to Westminster at public expense 
15 times a year. An MP's child may also travel at public expense but, if so, the 
child's return journey counts against the limit of 15 journeys. The provision for 
children's travel was introduced by the Government in 1982 and has been 
subject to criticism: it reduces the number of free journeys that can be made 
by the wife or husband; and the child's fare is often half the adult fare but still 
counts as the equivalent of a full adult journey against the total of 15. It has 
also been pointed out that the number of claims a wife or husband may make 
against the car mileage allowance is not reduced if they are accompanied by 
children. 
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167. It seems to us unjust that there is this distinction between those who 
drive to Westminster and those who travel by public transport; and the fact 
that the child's journey counts in full against the total when the journey is 
made by public transport seems to run counter to the original objective of 
easing problems of family separation. We consider, therefore, that some 
provision should be made for free travel to Westminster for Members' children, 
in addition to the 15 free journeys allowed for wives or husbands. 

168. Recommendation. We recommend that the limit of 15 return journeys 
a year for MPs' wives or husbands should remain but that there should be 
additional provision to enable dependent children under the age of 18 to 
accompany the wife or husband by public transport on each journey at public 
expense. 

Telephone 

169. Telephone calls within the United Kingdom are free from the House. 
In certain limited circumstances calls overseas may also be made free of 
charge. Other telephone expenses in connection with parliamentary business 
may at present be claimed against the secretarial, research and office expenses 
allowance. Costs which cannot be met within the maximum of that allowance 
may be set against tax. There have been a number of comments by MPs about 
telephone costs. We have taken account of these in determining the level of the 
office expenses allowance (paragraph 133). We see no need for any extension 
of the present free facihties. Provision of free telephone facilities at the MP's 
home or constituency office could raise administrative problems and it would 
not be practicable to distinguish between use of the telephone on parliamentary 
and other business. 

Postage 

170. MPs' postage on parliamentary business within the United Kingdom is 
free. Other postage costs in connection with parliamentary business may at 
present be claimed against the secretarial, research and office expenses 
allowance. As in the case of telephone costs, some MPs consider that there 
should be more provision. Again, we have taken account of this in determining 
the office expenses allowance (paragraph 133). We find no case for further free 
provision or a separate allowance. 

Hospitality 

171. The subject of expenditure on hospitality has been raised by a number 
of MPs in evidence and in the replies to our questionnaire. There is no doubt 
that almost all MPs must incur some expenditure on entertainment in 
connection with parliamentary business. We touched on the subject in our 
First Report (paragraphs 46 and 47), in whieh we noted that such expenses, 
along with items such as costs of periodicals and subscriptions to associations, 
are not accepted by the Inland Revenue as being wholly, exclusively and 
necessarily incurred in the performance of parliamentary duties. We made no 
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recommendation on the grounds that it was difficult to find a common 
yardstick, and this remains a problem. On balance, we think it undesirable to 
introduce an allowance for this purpose. 

172. There is a distinction to be drawn between the provision of hospitality 
by individual MPs and provision by Parliament itself: for example, in 
connection with the work of Select Committees and where hospitality has to be 
provided to overseas delegations. We understand that provision is already made 
in the House Vote for such expenditure and we have had no evidence that the 
present arrangements in this respect are unsatisfactory. 

Accommodation 

173. There has been much criticism in evidence of the standard of 
accommpdation in the House, both for MPs themselves and for their staff. 
This is a matter for the House; it lies outside our remit. But the need for 
increased secretarial and research provision which we have recognised could 
result in an increase in the number of MPs' staff at Westminster, with 
additional pressure on accommodation. It is clearly of great importance that 
MPs and their staff should be properly accommodated, and it cannot be 
regarded as satisfactory that many have to work in conditions that would not 
be considered appropriate in other areas of employment. Nor do the arrange­
ments at Westminster compare well with the facilities available to legislators 
in other countries. 
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CHAPTER 6 

PEERS' EXPENSES 

174. We have been asked to examine in this review the Peers' expenses 
allowance, and the secretarial allowance for Ministers and other paid office 
holders in the House of Lords. We also consider a number of points concerning 
allowances and facilities for Members of the House of Lords which have been 
raised in the course of our inquiries. 

Background 

175. We have explained the background to the present arrangements in 
some detail in previous reports. Peers may claim against the allowance for the 
reimbursement of expenses incurred in the course of their parliamentary 
business under three broad headings: overnight subsistence (where an overnight 
stay away from home is necessary because of attendance at the House of 
Lords on parliamentary business); daytime subsistence and incidental travel 
(other than travel for which the costs are separately reimbursed or which 
attracts payment of the car mileage allowance); and secretarial costs (includ­
ing, where appropriate, the cost of necessary equipment), postage, and certain 
additional expenses (as defined in Report No. 9, paragraph 33). 

176. The current maximum amounts which may be claimed under these 
headings are: 

(i) Overnight subsistence—£25-40 

(ii) Day subsistence and incidental travel—£1210 

(iii) Secretarial costs, postage and certain additional expenses—£1100. 

In addition to claims against the expenses allowance Peers may be reimbursed 
the costs of travel between home and the House by public transport. Costs of 
travel to the House by private car may also be reimbursed, on the basis of 
mileage travelled and at the prevailing civil service rate. 

177. Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords are not 
entitled to make claims against the Peers' expenses allowance, although they 
are entitled to reimbursement of the costs of travel to and from their homes to 
attend the House on parliamentary business. In 1979 (Report No. 13) we 
concluded that there was a case for Ministers and other paid office holders in 
the House of Lords receiving some financial help towards the cost of secretarial 
assistance needed to deal with non-departmental correspondence; and recom­
mended that they should be able to claim up to £1,000 a year for such 
expenses, subject to production of evidence of expenditure. This recommenda­
tion was implemented. The current maximum is £1,300. 

The current review 

178. It is six years since we undertook a detailed examination of these 
arrangements and we considered that it would be appropriate to review them 
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in detail now in order to check whether they were working satisfactorily-and to 
establish whether there was any need for change. To this end we carried out 
two questionnaire surveys: of Ministers and other paid office holders in the 
House of Lords; and of all Members of that House who had attended at least 
once in the two years up to September 1982. Details of the surveys and 
analyses of the results are in Volume 2. We took oral evidence from a number 
of Peers and from the Clerk of the Parliaments; and many Peers have also 
written to us. As a result, we have received a great deal of extremely helpful 
information. 

Should Peers be paid? 

179. A basic question is whether Peers should be paid for their work in the 
House of Lords, rather than reimbursed for expenses necessarily incurred, as 
at present. This question is not new. It was considered in 1964 by the Lawrence 
Committee and we looked at it in 1976 (Report No. 9; Chapter 2). We saw 
the case for remuneration as having some force, particularly in relation to 
those Peers who devote a great deal of time and effort to the work of the 
House. However, we decided for a number of reasons, partly constitutional 
and partly practical, against the introduction of direct remuneration. One of 
the main considerations which has influenced us is that the introduction of 
direct remuneration for the House of Lords would constitute a significant 
change in that House, which it would be wrong for us to initiate. We remain 
firmly of the view that we should not recommend such a change, and the 
evidence we have received suggests that most Peers are content with the 
present basis of reimbursement. However, we have received more limited 
proposals for the remuneration of certain Peers who play an active part in the 
work of the House and of Opposition spokesmen. 

180. Remuneration for Peers who take an active part in parliamentary work 
is open to the same objections as remuneration for all Peers; and there would 
also be difficulties of definition. A definition based on frequency of attendance 
could have unjust consequences as many Peers make valuable contributions to 
the work of the House without attending frequently; and it would be impossible 
to draw up a definition on the basis of an individual's contribution. 

181. It would be more feasible to link remuneration to a specific job, such 
as Opposition spokesman, leader of a minority party or Chairman of a Select 
Committee. Opposition spokesmen undoubtedly carry a heavy burden and a 
case can be made for remunerating them. This would make it easier for 
younger Peers to become active in the work of the Opposition and it might 
help to overcome the financial problems faced by some Ministers when they 
lose ministerial office. The idea has attractions, but also raises problems. 

182. The position with regard to paid office holders in the Lords reflects the 
position in the Commons: payment is made to Ministers and to those concerned 
in a specific capacity with the business of the House. Notwithstanding the fact 
that members of the Opposition in the Commons receive salaries as MPs, there 
would be constitutional and political implications in introducing more paid 
Opposition posts in the Lords than in the Commons. Moreover, it would be 
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difficult to specify the posts to be paid; at best, the recommendation might be 
that a specific number of posts should be paid. This would not be satisfactory. 
It could result in some spokesmen being paid and others not, depending on the 
decision of the Leader of the Opposition; and would also raise the question of 
payment for spokesmen for other parties. Leaders of parties other than the 
official Opposition in the Commons are not paid office holders and it would 
seem undesirable to recommend payment for such posts in the Lords unless it 
were decided that similar posts in the Commons should be paid. 

183. The posts of Opposition Leader and Chief Whip in the House of Lords 
are already paid. We think this is right; and it does not go beyond the position 
in the House of Commons. In addition, given that the Opposition Deputy Chief 
Whip in the Commons is a paid office holder, we consider that his counterpart 
in the Lords should in future be paid and we have recommended a salary for 
this appointment (paragraph 51). We do not recommend that any other 
Opposition posts in the House of Lords should attract salaries, but endorse the 
basic approach already in operation under which Peers are able to claim 
reimbursement of certain expenditure arising in connection with parliamentary 
business. 

The coverage of the expenses allowance 

184. Although there have been many comments from Peers about detailed 
points and about the levels of the current maxima for each part of the 
allowance, the present system seems to be acceptable to most Peers and to be 
working satisfactorily. In the past there has been concern about the grouping 
of eligible items of expenditure, but the present three tier system seems to be 
widely accepted. We see no need for any radical change in the present 
arrangements and we recommend that they should continue. Our concern in 
this review has been to consider whether any other items should be covered, 
and the appropriate levels of allowance. 

185. It is clear from our inquiries that many Peers incur expenses well in 
excess of the amounts which may be claimed at present. We have also received 
some suggestions that a higher level of allowance should be available for Peers 
who are particularly active in the work of the House; Chairmen or members of 
Committees; and for Opposition and other spokesmen. 

186. We can see that the present maxima, which are designed to reffect the 
average requirements of Peers, may be inadequate in certain cases. The most 
likely area of additional need for more active Peers would seem to be 
expenditure on secretarial costs, postage and certain other administrative 
expenses. Analysis of our survey results shows that there is a tendency for 
more regular attenders, and particularly life Peers, to spend more on these 
items. In many cases the amount spent is substantially above the present 
maximum. A case can be made, therefore, for making special provision to 
enable those who attend frequently to claim against a higher maximum for 
such expenses. 

187. We consider, however, that it would be wrong to differentiate in this 
way between frequent attenders and those who attend less frequently but, 

• 49 



nevertheless, make a valuable contribution. The introduction of different levels 
of allowance woiild again give rise to difficulties of definition and undoubtedly 
some injustice as between Peers on either side of whatever dividing line was 
established. It would also entail an increased administrative burden. In short, 
we do not consider that the case for a higher allowance for those Peers who 
play an especially active part in the House is sufficient to outweigh the 
disadvantages and anomalies to which it would give rise. 

188. The case for extra assistance for Opposition spokesmen and leaders 
and spokesmen of the other parties is stronger, as these can be clearly 
identified—although, as with remuneration, there would be difficulties in 
deciding how many spokesmen should benefit. Some financial assistance is 
already available to Opposition parties to enable them to carry out their 
parliamentary business (paragraph 117) and, as with the House of Commons, 
any further assistance should in our view come from this source rather than 
from any special provision under the Peers' expenses allowance. We see this as 
a matter that Parliament itself must resolve, making funds available to front 
bench spokesmen in both Houses that are adequate for the purpose. Chairmen 
and members of Select Committees and Sub-Committees receive assistance 
from the staff" of the House and specialist advisers and we are not persuaded 
that there is a strong case for extra provision for them under the Peers' 
expenses allowance. We have concluded, therefore, that the hiaximum levels of 
reimbursement should be the same for all Peers. 

189. However, attention has been drawn to the fact that disabled Peers may 
incur extra expense in attending the House which cannot be met fully under 
the present arrangements: such costs can arise from the need to hire a car, 
with driver, or to stay at hotels with special facilities, which can be more 
expensive. In Report No. 9 (paragraph 43) we suggested that problems of this 
sort could best be considered within the machinery of Parliament itself. We 
understand that while there have been some improvements in facilities in the 
House itself for disabled Peers, no provision has yet been made to cover any 
extra travel and other costs which they may incur. Clearly it is not possible to 
make general provision; the problems have to be dealt with on an individual 
basis. We recommend that the Leave of Absence and Lords' Expenses 
Committee should have discretion to reimburse in full any additional costs 
necessarily incurred in such cases. 

190. Recommendation. We recommend that the Leave of Absence and 
Lords' Expenses Committee should have discretion to authorise reimbursement 
of additional costs necessarily incurred by disabled Peers in attending the 
House. 

191. We received a number of suggestions in the replies to our questionnaire 
on items which Peers thought should be covered, in whole or in part, within the 
system of allowances and we consider below those most frequently mentioned. 

192. Postage and telephone calls in the United Kingdom. Unlike MPs, 
Peers do not have free postage, but they can claim for ppstage in connection 
with parliamentary business against the secretarial, postage and other expenses 
element of the Peers' expenses allowance. In addition. Peers can make free 
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telephone calls within the United Kingdom from the House and, in certain 
limited circumstances, overseas calls are also allowed. Similar provision is 
available to MPs. The cost of other overseas calls from the House and calls 
from home or office on parliamentary business can be claimed against the 
allowance. 

193. Some Peers have suggested that all postage and telephone facilities in 
connection with the business of the House might be provided free of charge. 
Telephone calls within the United Kingdom and some calls overseas are 
already free in the House to the extent that we have described, and it would 
not seem reasonable to make more provision for free calls overseas or to 
provide free calls from home, particularly given the problems of accountability 
which would arise in respect of the latter. We have considered the possibility 
of recommending provision of free postage facilities at the House, but this 
might not meet the needs of Peers who prefer to do their office work elsewhere. 
We conclude that postage and telephone costs should continue to be met as at 
present; but we have taken account of the comments that have been made 
when determining the level of the secretarial, postage and other expenses 
element of the allowance. 

194. Help with research. Although research assistance as such was not 
specified in the definition of items covered by the secretarial, postage and other 
expenses element of the Peers' expenses allowance (as set out in our Report 
No. 9), we understand from the Accountant of the House of Lords that the 
cost of research assistance may be claimed, and we think that this is reasonable. 
Again, although research is a factor to be taken into account in determining 
the level of the allowance, the relatively small number of Peers who have 
commented suggests that it is not a significant one for most Peers. 

195. Travel in the United Kingdom for research or meetings. MPs are 
entitled to free travel in the United Kingdom on parliamentary business. Peers 
are not, except as members of committees appointed by the House or as 
parliamentary delegates to the European Assemblies. Anomalies can occur; for 
example, when Peers travel as part of a group of MPs and Peers which has not 
been set up by the House. In such circumstances MPs are entitled to 
reimbursement of travel expenses but Peers are not. We recommend that Peers 
should be able to claim for travel in the United Kingdom on parliamentary 
business, other than that covered by the present provisions for reimbursement 
of Peers' travel costs, on the same basis as MPs may claim for such journeys. 

196. Recommendation. We recommend that, for travel within the United 
Kingdom on parliamentary business other than that covered by the present 
provisions for reimbursement of Peers' travel costs, Peers should be reimbursed 
on the same basis as MPs. 

197. Travel to London for wife or husband. MPs' wives or husbands are 
entitled to 15 free vouchers a year for first class return travel by rail, air or sea 
between Westminster and the MP's constituency or Westminster and home. 
Alternatively, they may claim car mileage allowance for 15 return journeys a 
year. Peers' wives or husbands have no entitlement to free travel. In Report 
No. 9 we considered proposals that facilities on the lines of those available to 
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MPs should be provided to enable wives or husbands of Peers to travel to 
Westminster to attend official functions. We concluded that there was a 
significant difference between the position of an MP's wife or husband and 
that of a Peer's wife or husband, arising from the regular involvement of the 
former in the practical constituency side of the MP's job (Report No. 9, 
paragraph 42). We considered the matter again in Report No. 13 (paragraph 
81), but reaffirmed our previous view. We see no reason to take a different 
view on this occasion. We discuss .separately (paragraph 216) the possibiHty of 
extending provision for free travel to the wives or husbands of Ministers in the 
House of Lords. 

198. Entertainment of guests. We examined in Report No. 9 whether the 
cost of hospitality should be an eligible item within the Peers' expenses 
allowance, and concluded that it should not. The point has been raised by 
several Peers and we have examined the issue again. 

199. We have concluded that it would not be appropriate to attempt to 
provide for reimbursement of the cost of any form of hospitality within the 
Peers' expenses allowance. It would be difficult to identify a realistic amount 
that would be appropriate for all Peers. We also have in mind the position of 
Members of the House of Commons, who incur at least as much expenditure 
of this kind as Members of the House of Lords but have no hospitality 
allowance (paragraph 171). 

200. As in the case of MPs, there is a distinction between provision-of 
hospitality by Peers acting as individuals and provision by the House itself: for 
example, in connectiori with the work of Select Committees. We understand 
that there is already some provision in the House Vote for such expenditure by 
the House, although the extent of the provision is more limited than in the 
House of Commons. They may be some case for extending the provision in the 
House of Lords to bring it more closely into line with provision in the House of 
Commons but we make no recommendation. 

201. Loss of earnings through time spent on parliamentary business. We 
considered this question in Report No. 9 (paragraph 41). We concluded that 
the inclusion of an element which would amount to a replacement of earnings 
would not be consistent with the basic concept of the Peers' expenses allowance, 
which is to reimburse the extra expenditure arising from attendance" at the 
House of Lords arid the pursuit of parliamentary business. We also considered 
that the range of earnings of individual Peers was such that the effect of a 
provision of this kind would vary widely and that it would therefore be 
impracticable. We concluded in Report No. 9 that Peers should not be able to 
claim for loss of earnings. We see no justification for departing from that view. 

202. Other items. Various other items of expenditure have been mentioned 
by Peers. A number were of a minor nature and were raised by relatively few. 
Although we have given each careful consideration, we do not think it 
necessary to refer to all of them specifically in this report; some are dealt with 
in the following paragraphs where we discuss the levels of the Peers' expenses 
allowance. 
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Levels of allowance 

203. We have recommended: that the present system of reimbursement 
should continue; that there should continue to be a single maximum applicable 
to all Peers; and that the present grouping of eligible items should remain 
unchanged. We have also recommended that there should be exceptional 
provision for disabled Peers to be reimbursed expenses above the maximum 
and that Peers who travel in the United Kingdom on parliamentary business 
should be able to claim reimbursement of their travel costs. We propose no 
other changes. We turn now to the question of the maximum levels appropriate 
for the three categories of expenditure covered by the Peers' expenses 
allowance. 

204. Overnight subsistence. The current maximum is £25-40. This was 
introduced in June 1982: in Report No. 17 we had recommended a maximum 
of £25-50 as being appropriate in 1981. We were not surprised, therefore, to 
receive comments in evidence that Peers are sometimes compelled by the 
present level of allowance to seek accommodation of a standard that falls 
below that which the allowance is intended to provide; and, in the questionnaire 
survey, the largest group of comments about the level of the Peers' expenses 
allowance concerned the overnight element. Many thought it should be higher. 
With regard to actual expenditure, the survey showed that for the year ended 
September 1982 average overnight costs, excluding those reporting nil expen­
diture, were about £30. This level of expenditure, even allowing for the fact 
that the information from the survey is already somewhat out of date, seems 
modest in the light of information we have obtained about the level of hotel 
costs in London. 

205. We decided that for this review we should take a comprehensive look 
at the cost of accommodation that might be appropriate. As an aid, we have 
examined the prices charged by a wide selection of two, three and four star 
hotels within a reasonable travelling distance of Westminster. Our survey was 
on the basis of the cost of a single room with bath, English breakfast, VAT 
and service. 

206. The information we have obtained suggests that a maximum of £40 00 
would be appropriate for the overnight element. This represents a substantial 
increase relative to our 1981 recommendation, but it is in our view a reasonable 
amount when set against the cost of hotels in London and against the 
subsistence rates available at senior levels in the civil service. It should be 
noted that this is a maximum against which a Peer may claim only expenditure 
necessarily incurred. It is for the House authorities to ensure that claims are 
made in such a manner as to uphold reasonable standards of accountability. 

207. Day subsistence and incidental travel. In reviewing this item we have 
taken account of the costs of meals, particularly in the House itself, and of 
London taxi fares. We consider that a maximum of £16-00 would now be 
appropriate. 

208. Secretarial costs, postage and certain additional expenses. The broad 
coverage of this element precludes any precise approach to calculation, but we 
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have taken account of the levels of expenditure now incurred by Peers; of 
secretarial salaries generally; of the charges made by the agency which 
provides temporary staff for MPs and Peers at Westminster; and of increases 
in postal charges. We consider that a maximum of £17 00 would be 
appropriate. 

209. Recommendation. We recommend that the following levels are appro­
priate for the Peers' expenses allowance as at 13 June 1983: 

(i) Overnight subsistence—£40-00 

(ii) Day subsistence and incidental travel—£16-00 

(iii) Secretarial costs, postage and certain additional expenses—£17-00. 

Ministers and other paid office holders 

210. House of Lords Ministers and other paid office holders who are London 
based receive a salary and London supplement, currently £852. They do not 
receive London supplement if they occupy an official residence at public 
expense. They cannot make claims against the Peers' expenses allowance but 
they are able to claim for secretarial expenses on parliamentary correspondence 
unconnected with departmental business, up to a maximum of £1,300, subject 
to evidence bf expenditure. 

211. It has been suggested that there should be greater facilities and 
allowances for Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords. 
Their position is seen as unfavourable when compared with their counterparts 
in the Commons. The latter receive a higher total salary, and can claim against 
the MPs' additional costs allowance, and against the allowance, for secretarial 
and research assistance. These additional benefits derive from their dual role, 
as office holder and as constituency MP. In both Lords and Commons loss of 
office can come suddenly but, in contrast to the position in the Commons, there 
is in the House of Lords no salary to fall back on in such circumstances, and 
there may be difficulties in resuming a former career. Those who have held 
office in the House of Commons will either receive the MP's salary or, if 
defeated at a general election, may receive a payment to assist with the 
problems of resettlement (paragraphs 91-106). 

212. Ministers and other paid office holders, with the exception at present of 
Cabinet Ministers, in the House of Lords have a higher salary for their office 
than their counterparts in the Commons (paragraphs 31-33) which to some 
extent compensates for the differences in conditions of employment, but we do 
not consider that this disposes of the problem associated with the sudden 
change in financial circumstances which can affect those in office in the House 
of Lords to a particular degree. Something needs to be done to ease the 
transitional problem. 

213. Recommendation. We recommend that all Ministers and paid office 
holders in the House of Lords who cease to hold office, for whatever reason, 
after serving for not less than two years and before they have reached normal 
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retirement age (65), should be eligible to receive a payment equivalent to three 
months' salary. 

214. With regard to allowances, the main cause of concern among Lords 
Ministers and office holders is that they cannot make claims for costs of a 
home outside London. Ministers and office holders in the House of Commons 
may make claims against the MP's additional costs allowance for the costs of 
maintaining a home in or near the constituency, although the Inland Revenue 
take a strict view of the amount that may be taken tax-free (paragraph 161). 

215. We considered the differing treatment of Lords and Commons office 
holders in this regard in Report No. 13 (paragraphs 88 and 89). We recognised 
that a Peer who had been living outside London prior to taking office would be 
unlikely to move home to London given the uncertain duration of appointment; 
but concluded that, as the differences in treatment arose largely out of the 
constituency responsibilities carried by office holders in the House of Commons, 
we could not recommend an allowance to enable office holders in the House of 
Lords to meet the costs of maintaining a home outside London. We remain of 
that view. 

216. Travel for Ministers' wives or husbands. It has been put to us that the 
wives and husbands of Ministers in the House of Lords should be entitled to 15 
free return journeys a year to Westminster in the same way as the wives or 
husbands of Ministers in the Commons and of MPs in general. We have 
concluded that the provision of free travel for the wives and husbands of Refers 
generally would not be justified (paragraph 197); but the situation with regard 
to Ministers and other paid office holders is rather different. In general their 
responsibilities tie them to London as firmly as their colleagues in the House of 
Commons and can involve a substantial degree of separation from family. We 
have concluded that provision should be made for the wives, husbands and 
children of Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords who 
have their main home outside London to travel between that home and 
Westminster at public expense to the same extent and on the same basis as 
wives, husbands and children of Ministers in the House of Commons. 

217. Recommendation. We recommend that the wives, husbands and 
children of Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords who 
have their main home outside London should be able to travel between that 
home and Westminster at public expense to the same extent and on the same 
basis as the wives, husbands and children of MPs. 

218. Secretarial allowance for Ministers and other paid office holders in 
the House of Lords. The current allowance of £1,300 is intended to cover 
secretarial expenses in connection with parliamentary correspondence as 
distinct from that arising from the Minister's departmental responsibilities. 
Claims are subject to production of evidence of expenditure. When first 
introduced, the allowance was related to the secretarial element in the Peers' 
expenses allowance and we consider that this relationship should be maintained. 

219. Recommendation. We recommend that as at 13 June 1983 the 
appropriate level of the secretarial allowance for Ministers and other paid 
office holders in the House of Lords is £2,000. 
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220. Government car pool. It has been suggested that it would be appropri­
ate for some office holders to be entitled to use the government car pool when 
attending official functions. We have taken note of this but make no formal 
recommendation. We suggest that the House authorities should consult with 
the appropriate government department to see whether there is any scope for 
extending entitlement to the use of government cars to Lords office holders in 
certain specified circumstances. 

Conclusion 

221. The allowances for Peers exist to reimburse them for expenses which 
they necessarily and directly incur as a consequence of their parliamentary 
work. They do not represent remuneration. We regret that, when we made our 
1981 recommendations, which took account of movements in relevant costs 
since the previous review, the Government decided not to implement them. 
Instead, the increase applied was the same as that which was applied to the 
pay of Ministers and MPs. This served to reinforce a commonly held view that 
Peers are paid for their parliamentary work. We believe that increases in the 
Peers' expenses allowance should reffect increases in relevant costs and should 
not be influenced by the level of increases in pay which are an entirely separate 
matter. 

222. Finally, to underline the nature of the payments made to Peers, we 
propose that the title 'Peers' Expenses Allowance' should be replaced by 'Peers' 
Reimbursement Allowance'. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

223. We have considered in the previous chapters the various matters 
referred to us in the terms of reference for this review and also a number of 
other questions which have been brought to our notice. We summarise below 
our recommendations and suggestions. We estimate that our recommendations 
on salaries for MPs, Ministers and other paid office holders will increase salary 
costs by about £3.6 million in a full year to £14.6 million. It is not possible to 
provide a reliable estimate of the additional costs arising from our other 
recommendations as these costs are dependent on the extent to which 
individuals make use of aflowances or are affected by the changes in pensions 
and other arrangements which we have proposed. 

224. It is for Government and Parliament to decide whether to accept our 
proposals and, to the extent that they are accepted, when they should be 
implemented. We are conscious that the levels of salaries and allowances we 
have recommended involve significant increases. Many will no doubt find it 
difficult to accept that they are justified against the background of present 
economic circumstances, in which restraint in wages and salary increases is 
being urged upon the community as a whole. 

225. Parliamentary and ministerial salaries are always a matter of great 
sensitivity and there is never any shortage of critics ready to attack, and 
sensationalise, increases in them. We can only say that this reinforces the need 
for an independent review of parliamentary pay and allowances; and that we 
firmly believe the salaries we have recommended to be fully justified on the 
basis of the extensive evidence we have taken and the results of the surveys 
and studies which are set out in detail in the accompanying volume to this 
report. Indeed, were we to be guided simply by the relative weight and 
demands of the jobs we have reviewed, without regard to their public service 
context, we would feel bound to propose levels of remuneration in some cases 
very much in excess of those we have recommended. The responsibilities and 
burdens imposed, for example, by senior ministerial jobs are great by any 
standard; but there can be no question of our proposing salaries for them 
which would be anywhere near the highest levels of remuneration available for 
top posts in business and industry. We have aimed to set levels of remuneration 
and allowances for those within our remit which seem to us no more than 
reasonable taking account of all the relevant factors. We hope that Government 
and Parliament will not be deterred from implementing them for fear of 
adverse reactions and that they will take positive steps to ensure that they are 
kept up to date pending our next review. To fail to do so, so far from serving 
the national interest, can in the longer term only damage it by placing at risk 
the continuing quality and standing of those charged with the vital business of 
government and legislation and by producing yet further 'catching up' problems 
such as those which have confronted us in this review. 

226. Our recommendations and suggestions are summarised below. 
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The salaries of Members of Parliament, Ministers and other paid office holders 
(Chapter 2) 

Members of Parliament 

(/) The salary appropriate for Members of Parliament as at 13 June 1983 is 
£19,000. (Paragraph 23) 

Ministers and other paid office holders 

(//) The appropriate parliamentary salary for Ministers and other paid 
office holders who are Members of the House of Commons as at 13 June 1983 
is £11,000. (Paragraph 35) 

(///') The Opposition Deputy Chief Whip in the House of Lords should in 
future be paid. (Paragraph 50) 

{iv) The appropriate salaries for Ministers and other paid office holders as 
at 13 June 1983 are as follows (paragraphs 36-51): 

Office 
Recorrimended 

total salary 
House of 

Commonsf") 

Recommended 
total salary 

House of Lords 

Prime Minister 
Lord Chancellor 
Mr Speaker 
Cabinet Minister 
Minister of State 
Parliamentary Secretary and Under 

Secretary of State 
Attorney General 
Solicitor General 
Lord Advocate 
Solicitor General for Scotland 

£ 
65,000(*) 

55,000(*) 
55,000 
38,000 

31,000 
55,000 
44,000 
44,000 
38,000 

62,000(^) 

49,500 
32,500 

25,500 
49,500 
38,500 
38,500 
32,500 

House of Commons 
Leader of the Opposition 
Parliamentary Secretary to the 

Treasury (Chief Whip) 
Deputy Chief Whip 
Opposition Chief Whip 
Government Whip 
Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 
Chairman, Ways and Means 
Deputy Chairman, Ways and Means 

50,000 

42,000 
38,000 
38,000 
28,000 
28,000 
38,000 
34,500 
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Office 

Recommended 
total salary 

House of 
Commons('') 

Recommended 
total salary 

House of Lords 

House of Lords 
Chief Whip 
Deputy Chief Whip 
Government Whip 
Leader of the Opposition in the 

House of Lords 
Opposition Chief Whip 
Opposition Deputy Chief Whip 
Chairman of Committees 
Principal Deputy Chairman of 

Committees 

32,500 
25,500 
22,500 

25,500 
22,500 
16,500 
32,500 

29,000 

Notes, (a) Including the recommended parliamentary salary of £11,000. 
(b) Including a tax-free element in recognition of the special expenses of the office. 
(c) Including £8,500 to recognise the fact that the Lord Chancellor presides over the 

House of Lords. 

Pensions and severance pay (Chapter 3) 

(v) The pension accrual rate for MPs should be set at 1 /50th of pensionable 
salary as at present defined for each year of pensionable service. (Paragraph 
65) 

{vi) MPs should be able to take an immediate pension on leaving the House 
at age 50 and over but before normal retirement age, subject to full actuarial 
reduction; but MPs retiring at a dissolution who have reached age 62 and have 
completed 25 years' service should continue to be able to take full accrued 
pension. (Paraigraph 71) 

(v(0 The qualifying period under the parliamentary pension scheme should 
be abolished. MPs who complete less than the present qualifying period of 
service should be able to opt, as at present, for a refund of contributions, or 
payment of a transfer value. (Paragraph 74) 

(v//() MPs should be able to commute pension up to the maximum level 
permitted under Inland Revenue rules, on the basis of commutation factors 
advised by the Government Actuary. (Paragraph 81) 

{ix) Subject to implementation of the recommendations made for improve­
ments to the parliamentary pension scheme, a pension contribution rate of 8 
per cent of salary is appropriate for MPs. (Paragraph 85) 

(x) The changes recommended in the parliamentary pension scheme should 
apply also to the supplementary scheme for Ministers and other paid office 
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holders; and, subject to their implementation, the contribution rate for those 
participating in the supplementary scheme should be increased to 8 per cent of 
reckonable earnings. (Paragraph 89) 

{xi) A resettlement grant should be available to all MPs who leave the 
House at a general election, with the exception of those who have reached 
normal retirement age (65). This recommendation should be put into effect in 
time to apply to those who leave the House at the next general election. 
(Paragraph 101) 

{xii) The level of resettlement grant should be determined in accordance 
with the existing scale of payment. No period of service should be allowed to 
count on more than one occasion for the calculation of a resettlement grant 
(Paragraph 106) 

Secretarial, research and office expenses for Members of Parliament 
(Chapter 4) 

{xiii) The financial assistance available, under arrangements introduced in 
1975, to assist Opposition parties in meeting expenses involved in carrying out 
their parliamentary business, should be based on a realistic assessment of need. 
The sums involved should be regularly updated. The needs of the Opposition 
front bench and other Opposition parties in the House of Lords should be 
clearly recognised when funds are apportioned. (Paragraph 117) 

{xiv) The appropriate maximum for the allowance available to MPs for 
secretarial and research assistance as at 13 June 1983 is £13,000 a year. 
Eligibility for the allowance should be subject to the condition that all 
payments to MPs' staff against the allowance should be made by the Fees 
Office on behalf of the MP direct to the staff concerned. Claims against the 
allowance should be confined strictly to expenditure on salary and the 
employer's national insurance contributions. (Paragraph 129) 

{xv) A separate allowance should be introduced to meet general office 
expenses including necessary capital expenditure on equipment. The appropri­
ate maximum for the allowance as at 13 June 1983 is £1,000 a year. 
Reimbursement of the costs of purchasing equipment should be subject to 
production of evidence of expenditure. (Paragraph 133) 

{xvi) There should be provision for free travel for MPs' staff" between 
Westminster and the constituency on parliamentary business. Up to nine return 
jou r̂neys a year should be allowed for staff in respect of each MP. (Paragraph 

{xvii) The Fees Office should be empowered to play a more direct part in 
helping to ensure that the treatment of staff employed by MPs is improved. 
The Fees Office should act as a point of advice to MPs and their staff" on 
questions of employment. (Paragraph 139) 
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{xviii) MPs' staff who are paid through the Fees Office should be able in 
their own right to claim the contribution from public funds that is available for 
pension purposes. This should be paid direct to the appropriate life office by 
the Fees Office. The detailed arrangements should be settled by the House 
authorities. (Paragraph 146) 

{xix) In the event of an MP's employee who is paid through the Fees Office 
from the secretarial and research allowance qualifying for a redundancy 
payment under the Employment Protection (Consolidatiori) Act, the payment 
should be made direct to the employee by the Fees Office from public funds. 
(Paragraph 151) 

Other allowances and facilities for MPs (Chapter 5) 

{xx) There should be discretion to reimburse additional costs necessarily 
incurred by disabled MPs in attending the House. (Paragraph 157) 

{xxi) When the MPs' additional costs allowance is next revised, account 
should be taken of any change in the number of weeks in which the House sits 
in a year. (Paragraph 158) 

{xxii) MPs should provide a more detailed account of expenses claimed 
against the additional costs allowance, in a form suitable to the House 
authorities. (Paragraph 160) 

{xxiii) The limit of 15 free return journeys a year for travel by MPs' wives 
or husbands should remain but there should be additional provision to enable 
dependent children under the age of 18 to accompany the wife or husband by 
public transport on each journey at public expense. (Paragraph 168) 

Peers' expenses (Chapter 6) 

{xxiv) The maximum levels of reimbursement should be the same for all 
Peers. Any additional assistance required by the Opposition front bench and 
spokesmen for other Opposition parties in the House of Lords should come 
from the funds available to Opposition parties in both Houses under the 
arrangements introduced in 1975. (Paragraph 188) 

{xxv) The Leave of Absence and Lords' Expenses Committee should have 
discretion to authorise reimbursement of additional costs necessarily incurred 
by disabled Peers in attending the House. (Paragraph 190) 

(xxv/) Peers should be reimbursed on the same basis as MPs for travel 
within the United Kingdom on parliamentary business other than that covered 
by the present provisions for travel by Peers. (Paragraph 196) 

(xxvn) The following levels are appropriate for the Peers' expenses allow­
ance as at 13 June 1983 (paragraph 209): 
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(i) Overnight subsistence—£40.00 

(ii) Day subsistence and incidental travel—^£16.00 
(iii) Secretarial costs, postage and certain additional expenses— 

£17.00 

{xxviii) Al l Ministers and paid office holders in the House of Lords who 
cease to hold office, for whatever reason, after serving for not less than two 
years and before they have reached normal retirement age (65), should be 
eligible to receive a payment equivalent to three months' salary. (Paragraph 
213) 

(xxix) The wives, husbands and children of Ministers and other paid office 
holders in the House of Lords who have their main home outside London 
should be able to travel between that home and Westminster at public expense, 
to the same extent arid on the same basis as the wives, husbands and children 
of MPs. (Paragraph 217) 

(xxx) The appropriate level of the secretarial allowance for Ministers and 
other paid office holders in the House of Lords as at 13 June 1983 is £2,000. 
(Paragraph 219) 

(xxx/) The title 'Peers' Expenses Allowance' should be replaced by 'Peers' 
Reimbursement Allowance'. (Paragraph 222) 

PLOWDEN 

HAROLD ATCHERLEY 

CHORLEY 

HIRSHFIELD 

ANDREW MORRITT 

D A V I D ORR 

SEEAR 

THOMAS SKYRME 

OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS 

29 April 1983 
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APPENDIX A 

PREVIOUS REVIEW BODY REPORTS ON PARLIAMENTARY 
PAY AND ALLOWANCES 

First Report: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament—Cmnd 
4836, December 1971. 

No 5: Members of Parliament: Allowances—Cmnd 5701, July 1974. 

No 7: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and th? 
Peers' expenses allowance: Part I—Cmnd 6136, July 1975. 

No 8: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance: Part II—Cmnd 6574, July 1976. 

No 9: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance: Part III—Cmnd 6749, March 1977. 

No 12: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance: Part I—Cmnd 7598, June 1979. 

No 13: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance: Part II—Cmnd 7825, February 
1980. 

No 15: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance—Cmnd 7953, July 1980. 

No 17: Ministers of the Crown and Members of Parliament and the 
Peers' expenses allowance—Cmnd 8244, May 1981. 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF THOSE WHO GAVE ORAL EVIDENCE 

Individuals 

The Rt Hon Lord Aberdare 
The Rt Hon Erriest Armstrong MP 
The Rt Hon John Biff"en MP 

Miss Betty Boothroyd MP 
The Rt Hon Lord Cledwyn of Penrhos 
Mr George Cunningham MP 
The Rt Hon Lord Denham 

Mr J L G Dobson, Accountant, House of Commons 
Mr Jack Dormand MP 
The Rt Hon Edward du Cann MP 
Mr Michael English MP 
Mr loan Evans MP 
Sir Russell Fairgrieve CBE, TD, JP, MP 
Sir Anthony Fell MP 

Sir Charles Gordon KCB, Clerk of the House of Commons 
The Earl of Gowrie 
The Rt Hon Lord Hailsham of St Marylebone CH, FRS, DCL, LLD 
Mr Barry Henderson MP 

Sir Peter Henderson KCB, Clerk of the Parliaments 
Mr Frank Hooley MP 
Mr David Hunt MP 

The Rt Hon Earl Jellicoe DSO, MC 
The Rt Hon Patrick Jenkin MP 
The Rt Hon Roy Jenkins MP 
Mr Norman Lamont MP 
Mr Robert Maclennan MP 

The Rt Hon Maurice Macmillan MP 
Mr Hal Miller MP 
The Rt Hon Charles Morris MP 
Mr John Parker CBE, MP 
Mr Matthew Parris MP 
Lord Ponsonby of Shulbrede 
The Rt Hon Reginald Prentice JP, MP 
Mr K Harvey Proctor MP 
Mr Stephen Ross MP 
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Mrs Angela Rumbold MP 
The Rt Hon Lord Shackleton KG, OBE 

Mr Antony Speller MP 
Mr Leslie Spriggs MP 
The Rt Hon David Steel MP 
The Rt Hon Peter Thomas QC, MP 
Lord Trefgarne 
The Hon William Waldegrave MP 
Mr Mick Welsh MP 
Mr John Wheeler MP 
The Rt Hon William Whitelaw CH, MC, DL, MP 
Mrs Sheila Wright MP 
The Rt Hon Baroness Young 

Government Departments and other organisations 

The Lord Chancellor's Department 
H M Treasury 
The Association of Professional, Executive, Clerical and Computer Staf 
The Secretaries' and Assistants' Council of the House of Commons 
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A P P E N D I X C 

S A L A R I E S R E C O M M E N D E D IN R E P O R T NO. 15 AS A P P R O P R I A T E 
AT 13 J U N E 1980 AND S A L A R I E S C U R R E N T L Y IN P A Y M E N T 

A. Members of Parliament 
Salary recommended in Report No. 15: £13,750 
Salary now in payment: £14,510 

B. Ministers and other paid office holders 

Office 

Prime Minister 
Lord Chancellor 
Mr Speaker 
Cabinet Minister 
Minister in charge of a 

Department but 
outside the 
Cabinet(f) 

Minister of State 
(Commons) 

Minister of State 
(Lords) 

Parliamentary 
Secretary and 
Under Secretary of 
State (Commons) 

Pariiamentary 
Secretary and 
Under Secretary of 
State (Lords) 

Attorney General 
Solicitor General 
Lord Advocate(*) 
Solicitor General for 

Scotland 

House of Commons 
Leader of the 

Opposition 
Parliamentary 

Secretary to the 
Treasury (Chief 
Whip) 

Deputy Chief Whip 
Opposition Chief Whip 
Government Whip 
Opposition Deputy 

Chief Whip 
Chairman, Ways and 

Means 
Deputy Chairman, 

Ways and Means 

Salary recommended in 
Report No. 15 

Excluding 
parliamentary 

salaryW 

f 
38,000 
43,000W 
28,500 
28,500 

23,000 

19,500 

19,500 

15,000 

15,000 
30,500 
24,000 
24,000 

20,500 

25,000 

23,000 
19,500 
19,500 
12,500 

12,500 

19,500 

17,000 

Including 
parliamentary 

salaryf") 

£ 
46,000 
43,000('0W 
36,500 
36,500 

31,000 

27,500 

19,500W 

23,000 

15,000W 
38,500 
32,000 
32,000 

28,500 

33,000 

31,000 
27,500 
27,500 
20,500 

20,500 

27,500 

25,000 

Salary now in payment 

Excluding 
parliamentary 

salai-y(*) 

£ 
(38,200)W 
(52,500)W 
30,325 
28,950 

20,575 

24,200 

15,700 

19,350 
30,700 
25,350 
29,000 

21,750 

26,575 

24,150 
20,575 
20,575 
13,275 

13,275 

20,575 

18,125 

Including 
parliamentary 

salaryC*) 

£ 
(46,660)W 
(52,500)W('') 
38,785 
37,410 

29,035 

24,200W 

24,160 

19,350W 
39,160 
33,810 
29,000 

30,210 

35,035 

32,610 
29,035 
29,035 
21,735 

21,735 

29,035 

26,585 
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Office 

Salary recommended in 
Report No. 15 

Salary now in payment 

Office Excluding 
parliamentary 

salary'"' 

Including 
parliamentary 

salary*") 

Excluding 
parliamentary 

salary**' 

Including 
parliamentary 

salary**' 

£ £ £ f 
House of Lords'-'^) 
Chief Whip 19,500 19,500 24,200 24,200 
Deputy Chief Whip 15,000 15,000 19,350 19,350 
Government Whip 12,500 12,500 16,925 16,925 
Leader of the 

Oppositon in the 
House of Lords 15,000 15,000 19,350 19,350 

Opposition Chief Whip 12,500 12,500 16,925 16,925 
Chairman of 

Conimittees 19,500 19,500 24,200 24,200 
Principal Deputy 

Chairman of 
Committees 17,000 17,000 21,750 21,750 

Notes: (a) The parliamentary salary for Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of 
Commons recommended in Report No. 15 was £8,000. 

{b) The current parliamentary salary of Ministers and other paid office holders in the 
House of Commons is £8,460. 

(c) The salary shown is notional. The Prime Minister has elected to receive a salary equal 
to that of her Cabinet colleagues. 

{d) Includes £5,750 to recognise the fact that the Lord Chancellor presides over the House 
of Lords, 

(e) No parliamentary salary paid. 
(/) The salary shown is notional and includes £6,075 to recognise the fact that the Lord 

Chancellor presides over the House of Lords. The Lord Chancellor has elected to 
receive a salary equal to that of his Cabinet colleagues. 

{g) There are no Ministers in charge of a Department but outside the Cabinet at present. 
(h) The present Lord Advocate is a Member of the House of Lords and therefore does not 

receive a parliamentary salary. 
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APPENDIX D 

PARLIAMENTARY PENSIONS, ALLOWANCES AND FACILITIES 

I. Pensions 

1. A pension scheme for Members of the House of Commons was first 
introduced under the provisions of the Ministerial Salaries and Members' 
Pension Act 1965- following the October 1964 recommendations of the 
Lawrence Committee. The scheme was compulsory, based on a fund managed 
by Trustees appointed by the House of Commons, and was effective from the 
date of the October 1964 general election that brought in a new Parliament. In 
1972 the scheme was considerably improved and amended by the Parliamen­
tary and Other Pensions Act 1972, and pensions for Members retiring since 
that date have, been subject to that Act and the subsequent amending Acts of 
1976, 1978 and 1981. 

2. Members who retired after the introduction of the scheme 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 subsequently returned to Parliament. However, in the case of a person 
who was a Member after the Parliamentary Pensions Act 1978 was passed, 15 
years' service before October 1964 may be counted as reckonable for pension 
purposes. 

3. Membership of the scheme is compulsory. All Members with service in 
the House of Commons on or after 16 October 1964 have been required to 
participate in the scheme, with the exception of Prime Ministers, Speakers of 
the House of Commons and Lord Chancellors .who are entitled to ex-officio 
pensions from public funds. 

4. The present contribution is 6 per cent of a Member's salary. 

5. The minimum aggregate period of reckonable service needed to qualify 
for a pension is four years. 

6. The Member's annual pension is calculated as l/60th of his or her 
pensionable salary multiplied by the number of years of reckonable service. 
There is provision for part commutation of pension into a lump sum. 

7. The normal minimum pension age is 65. However, there is provision for 
a Member who has reached age 62, has served for 25 years in the House of 
Commons and does not intend to stand again for election, to retire at a 
dissolution of Parliament and receive his or her full accrued pension. An 
actuarially reduced pension may also be paid to a former Member who has 
reached age 60 and does not intend td stand again for election to Parliament. 
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Office holders 

8. The 1972 Act introduced supplementary arrangements for pensions to be 
accrued by office holders in both the House of Commons and the House of 
Lords. Benefits are related to an office holder's pensionable salary. Participation 
by office holders is voluntary, the qualifying period is three years. 

/// health pensions 

9. A Member who because of ill health ceases to be a Member of the House 
before the age of 65 may apply to the Trustees for an early pension based on 
enhanced reckonable service provided he or she would normally have been 
eligible for a pension but for not having attained the age of 65. 

Widows' and widowers' pensions 

10. The annual amount of widow's pension is half of the basic or prospective 
pension of a deceased Member. There are restrictions on payment in 
circumstances of remarriage or cohabitation. 

11. A widower of a Member is entitled to the same level of pension as a 
widow provided he has attained the age of 65 or is unable to earn his own 
living due to ill health. 

Children's pensions 

12. A pension is payable in respect of each dependent child (with a limit of 
two) under the age of 17 (or 22 if still in full-time education) of a deceased 
Member, at the rate of one quarter of the Member's pension. 

Death in service benefits 

13. If a Member dies in service a gratuity will normally be payable to his or 
her spouse equal to the greater of the Member's ordinary salary and total 
unrefunded contributions accumulated with interest from the dates of payment. 
There is also provision for the payment of pension to or in respect of a widow, 
widower or children to be at the level of a Member's ordinary salary for a 
period following the death in service of the Member. 

Added years 

14. There is provision for Members of the House of Commons in service 
after the 1978 Act to purchase additional years of reckonable service by lump 
sum or by periodical payment. 

Transferability 

15. Powers are provided to receive into the Parliamentary Contributory 
Pension Fund transfer value payments from other superannuation schemes or 
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funds when a Member enters the Fund, and'for transfer value payments to be 
paid to such schemes or funds when a Member ceases to be a Member of the 
House. 

Contracting out 

16. The scheme is contracted out of the State pension scheme. 

Increases in pensions 

17. Pensions awarded under the scheme are 'official' pensions for the 
purposes of increases under the Pensions (Increase) Act 1971. 

Actuarial provisions 

18. The Government A.ctuary performs the function of actuary to the Fund 
which includes an assessmerit of the general financial position of the Fund 
every three years. 

11. House of Commons: allowances and facilities 

Severance pay 

19. A person who immediately before a dissolution of Parliament is a 
Member of the House of Commons and who: 

(i) stands for election (whether for the same or a different constituency) 
at a general election consequent upon that dissolution and is not 
elected; or 

(ii) does not stand for such election in circumstances where the constitu­
ency, for which he was a Member immediately before that dissoliition, 
has ceased to exist: is entitled to claim a payment which ranges from 
six months' salary for those under age 50 up to one year's salary for 
older, longer serving Members. The amount is calculated as a 
percentage of the annual salary, as follows: " 

Age Length of service (completed years) 

Under 
10 10 11 12 13 14 

15 or 
over 

Under 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
50 • 50 50 52 54 56 58 60 
51 50 52 55 58 62 65' 68 
52 50 54 58 63 67 72 76 
53 50 56 62 67 73 78 84 
54 50 58 65 72 78 85 92 

55-64 50 60 68 76 84 92 100 
65 50 50 56 62 68 74 80 

66 or over 50 50 54 58 62 66 70 
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Allowance for secretarial and research assistance and general office expenses 

20. Members may claim, reimbursement of expenses incurred in the perform­
ance of their parliamentary duties on secretarial assistance, research assistance 
and general office expenses within a maximum of £8,820. This facility also 
applies during any period when Parliament is dissolved. Subject to Inland 
Revenue practice, expenditure above the maximum on such items is deductible 
for tax purposes. General office expenses include the normal day to day 
expenses of running an office, such as rent, heating and lighting, and repairs to 
and renewals of office equipment such as typewriters. Capital expenditure is 
not reimbursed, i.e. the initial outlay on setting up an office and purchasing of 
reference books and equipment for the first time. 

21. The Fees Office will, at a Member's request, pay a secretary and/or 
research assistant direct within the total of the secretarial allowance. 

Allowance for temporary assistance when a Member's secretary or research 
assistant is unable to work because of illness 

22. If as a result of illness a Member's secretary or research assistant is 
absent from work: 

(i) for a continuous period of four weeks or more; 

(ii) continues to receive a salary from the Member out of the secretarial 
allowance; and 

(iii) the Member is unable to meet the cost of obtaining temporary 
secretarial or research assistance from the annual secretarial 
allowance, 

the Member may claim reimbursement of the additional costs incurred in 
obtaining temporary help, including any expenses incurred during the initial 
four week period. Reimbursement is limited to a maximum period of 26 weeks 
during any period of 12 months, and may not exceed a total of 52 weeks in any 
period of four years or less. 

'Winding up' allowance 

23. An allowance of up to l/6th of the limit of the secretarial/research 
allowance may be paid for any work on parliamentary business undertaken on 
behalf of a deceased, defeated or retiring Member after the date of cessation. 

Pensions for MPs' staff 

24. A Member who receives the secretarial/research allowance may contrib­
ute to an approved pension scheme for his employees. Contributions are limited 
to 10 per cent of the annual rate of salary or fees which an individual Member 
may pay, subject to 10 per cent of the maximum of the allowance. The details 
of the scheme to be used are arranged by the Member, in consultation with the 
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employee; payments are normally made by the Fees Office direct to the life 
office or other institution concerned. 

Car travel 

25. Members can claim for the use of their cars on journeys between 
Westminster and home, Westminster and constituency, home and constituency, 
within the constituency, and between the constituency and central and local 
government authorities concerned with the constituency area but located 
outside the constituency boundaries. 

(i) Payment is at a flat rate, currently of 24.9 pence a mile. There is no 
separate provision for reimbursement of such expenses as garage and 
parking fees. Payment is made for personal use of the car by the 
Member, at his personal expense. 

(ii) Holders of railway season tickets issued by the Fees Office are in 
general limited to one return journey by car betweeri home and 
Westminster each week. 

(iii) Payments for journeys between home (if not in the constituency) and 
Westminster or between home and constituency are subject to income 
tax. Payments for journeys between constituency and Westminster are 
not subject to tax. Where a Member travels between Westmirister and 
his constituency via his home, tax is charged only on so much of the 
cash allowance for these journeys as exceeds the allowance which 
would have been due if he travelled between Westminster and his 
constituency direct. 

Travel by airways, railways, ships and public road transport 

26. Members are provided with travel vouchers for journeys by rail, sea or 
air on parliamentary business between: London and the Member's constituency; 
his constituency and his home; and his home and Londoii. 

(i) "Home" is defined as one other place outside a Member's constituency 
notified as being the Member's ordinary residence. 

(ii) Vouchers may also be used for the reservation of sleeping berth 
accommodation on trains or ships. 

(iii) Season tickets for use on suburban or underground railways are 
available for regular travel between London and home only. 

(iv) Members may claim reimbursement of travel costs incurred on public 
road transport. 

(v) Members are entitled to reimbursement of the cost of travel by charter 
or private aircraft up to a maximum cost of that travel by public air 
transport. 

(vi) Income tax assessments are made on the value of warrants on the 
same basis, broadly, as Members' car travel. 
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Travel within the UK other than on the Member's normal approved travel 
pattern 

27. The costs of journeys within the United Kingdom on parliamentary 
business, other than on the normal approved travel pattern, may be reimbursed. 
Where a journey starts from, or finishes at home (other than in the 
constituency) the travel costs of such a journey may be liable to a tax 
deduction. 

Spouses' and children's travel 

28. Special warrants are available for use by the spouse and child under the 
age of 18 of a Member for the purpose of making a combined total of 15 
return journeys per calendar year between London and constituency and/or 
London and home by rail, air or sea. The spouse of a Member may 
alternatively make car journeys between London and constituency and/or 
London and home and the Member may be paid the appropriate mileage 
allowance for such journeys. Any such journey counts against the total 
entitlement of 15 return journeys for the year. Spouses' journeys are liable to 
income tax assessment on the same basis as Members' travel. All journeys by 
children are liable to income tax assessment. 

Subsistence 

29. A Member may claim reimbursement of additional expenses incurred in 
staying away from home overnight for the purpose of carrying out his 
parliamentary duties. Expenses will be paid up to a maximum of £5,674 per 
annum (144 times the current civil service class (A)l London rate (regular 
visitors) for 24 hours subsistence). 

(i) Provincial Members whose registered home is in London may claim 
for expenses incurred in the constituency. 

(ii) Provincial Members with a registered home in their constituency may 
claim for expenses incurred in London. They may also claim for 
expenses within the constituency if the journey home would be 
unreasonably long. 

(iii) Members whose homes are neither in London nor their constituencies 
may make claims for expenses incurred either in London or in the 
constituency but not both. 

(iv) Ministers and other paid office holders, except those with constituen­
cies in inner London, are regarded as provincial Members with a 
London home. 

London supplement 

30. A payment of £852 a year may be paid to (i) Members for those 
constituencies within inner London and (ii) those Members (including those 
who are officers of the House) who are in receipt of a parliamentary salary as 
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holders of ministerial office except any such Member in respect, of whom an 
official residence is provided from public funds. 

31. Members for those constituericies falling wholly or partly within Greater 
London (excluding those within inner London) may receive the London 
supplement of £852 a year but if they do so will not be able to claim 
reimbursement of additional costs incurred for nights spent away from home. 

Telephone 

32. Telephone services from the House to places within the United Kingdom 
are free. Calls overseas may also be made in certain limited circumstances. 
Costs of other calls on parliamentary business may be claimed against the 
secretarial allowance. ' 

Postage 

• 33. Postage within the United Kingdom is free. Other postal costs in 
connection with parliamentary business may be claimed against the secretarial 
allowance. 

Stationery 

34. Envelopes and headed paper, and up to 12 photocopies of any document 
are provided free of charge. 

Other facilities 

35. An allowance of £200 is available to Members for assistance in draftiiig 
Private Members' Bills. Payment is limited to the first ten Members who draw 
from the ballot. 

III. House of Lords: allowances and facilities 

Peers' expenses allowance 

36. Peers may claim reimbursement of expenses incurred within prescribed 
daily maxima, as follows: 

(i) Overnight subsistence £25.40 

(ii) Day siibsistence and incidental travel £12.10 

(iii) Secretarial costs, postage and certain additional expenses £11.00 

Claims under (i) and (ii) must relate to expenditure on particular days of 
attendance at Westminster. Claims under (iii) may be arranged to recover 
expenditure over a period, whether at or away from Westminster, subject to 
claims being made within the limit represented by the product of the daily 
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maximum for the group and the number of days of attendance at sittings of 
the House or Committees of the House during the period covered by the 
claims. 

London supplement 

37. London-based Ministers and other paid office holders, provided that 
they are not entitled to occupy an official residence, may receive a London 
supplement of £852 per annum. 

Travel 

38. Peers may claim reimbursement of the actual cost of travel by rail, 
public road transport, sea and air to attend the House for the purposes of their 
parliamentary duties. Travel by car is covered by a mileage allowance currently 
of 24.9p per mile. No provision is made for travel by Peers in pursuing 
parliamentary duties (other than between main place of residence and the 
House) or for travel by their spouses and children. 

Subsistence 

39. Overnight and day subsistence expenses incurred in attending the House 
may be claimed against the Peers' expenses allowance (paragraphs 36(i) and 
(ii))-

Secretarial allowance 

40. Ministers and other paid office holders in the House of Lords are not 
eligible for the Peers' expenses allowance but they may claim secretarial 
expenses up to a maximum of £1,300 per annum. Ministers and paid office 
holders with secretaries provided by government departments may only claim 
against the allowance for expenses on parliamentary correspondence etc which 
is not within the department's field and which cannot properly, therefore, be 
handled by a civil service secretary. 

Telephone 

41. Telephone services from the House to places within the United Kingdom 
are free. Calls overseas may also be made in certain limited circumstances. 
Costs of other calls on parliamentary business may be claimed against the 
Peers' expenses allowance (paragraph 36(iii)). 

Postage 

42. There is no provision for free postage, but costs of postage in connection 
with parliamentary business may be claimed against the Peers' expenses 
allowance (paragraph 36(iii)). 
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Stationery • ,• •• i • 

43. Stationery and photocopying facilities are available free of charge at the 
House. Any expenditure under this heading in connection with parliamentary 
business may be claimed against the Peers' expenses allowance (paragraph 
36(iii)). 

• Primed in the UK for Her Majesty's Stationery Office 
Demand No. 0301881 PS3350081 C15 6/83 16413 
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HER MAJESTY'S STATIONERY OFFICE 

Government Bookshops 

49 High Holborn, London WCIV 6HB 
13a Castle Street, Edinburgh EH2 3AR 
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Southey House, Wine Street, Bristol BSl 2BQ 

258 Broad Street, Birmingham Bl 2HE 
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