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Review Body on Top Salaries

The Review Body on Top Salaries was appointed in May 1971. Its terms of
reference are to advise the Prime Minister on the remuneration of the higher
judiciary and certain other judicial appointments; sénior civil servants; sénior
officers of the armed forces; and other groups which may be referred to it.

The members of the Review Body are:

Lord Plowden, GBE, KCB, Chairman
Sir Terence Beckett, KBE

Derek Birkin, TD

Louise Botting
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Sir Robin Ibbs, KBE
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The Secretariat is provided by the Oﬁ’ic:e~ of Manpower Economics.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1. For our last report we undertook a comprehensive review of the pay of the
groups in our remit. We looked in some depth at the question of both pay
structures and pay levels for those irivo‘lved,chrr‘ently about 1,160 members of the
Jjudiciary; 640 senior civil servant$ and 200 senior officers in the armed forces,. a
total of some 2,000 individuals. Werecommended.new salary levéls to-be effective
from 1 Apnl 1988.-Our basic recommendations provided inereases of 5-4 pércent
for senior civil servants and senior officers in the armed forces and for most
members of the judiciary. Larger increases were proposed for other members of
the judiciary as the result of changes we recommended to the judicial salary
structure; they added a further 2-0 per cent to the judicial payb111 The Government
accepted our recommendations but implemented them in two stages; 4 per cent
from 1 April 1988 and the balance from 1.October 1988.

2. The genetal increase of 5-4 per cent compared with analogous outside
increases of about double that size. Whilst we accepted that.our recommendations
should not match the increases in the private sector we concluded that increases

intended merely to match inflation, which had then fallen to an annual rate of less
* than 4 per cent, were not sufficient. In reaching this view, we took account of
" factors to which we attached great importancé. In the judiciary, there were

potential recruitment difficulties for "ngh Court Judges and difficulties already
existed for Circuit Judges. In the civil service, there was evidence of poor morale
and of retention difficulties amongst the most able fast-stream staff at Grades 5
and 7; there was thus a serious risk, confirmed by departmental managers, that the
calibre of future candidates for the top posts-would decline. In a career service, we
recognised that loss of the best staff can normally be made good only in the long-
term through recruitment at the basic entry grade. For the armed forces, similar
long-term considerations applied although the immediate pregsure appeared to be
less. We considéred that increases less than we recommended-would have sent the
wrong signal, not.only to those directly covered by our remit, but also:to those who
would eventually be neéded to fill these exacting posts, about the value put on
them and on the responsibilities they carried.

3. We believe it is our responsibility to recommend salaries, including where
appropriate performance related payments, which will be sufficient to attract, retain
and motivaté adequate numbers of high quality people for the posts.ini our remit.
Equally we recognise that salaries should be no higher than is needed to meet these
objectives and that salaries at the top of the public sector need not match those of
roughly analogous jobs in the private sector. Nevertheless we note an increasing
awareness of the salary levels that are achieved by senior people in areas where
market forces directly influence salaries. We are concerned to ensure that payments
to the groups in our remit form the final part of a satisfactory financial progréssion
which offers a fair reward to people of high ability who choose to devote their
working lives to the public sector. This applies particularly to the civil service and
the armed forces which are both career services. In forming our judgments on these
matters we recognise that in some years exceptional factors may modify, either -
downwards or upwards, the salary levels we might otherwise recommend. It follows
that our task is to make certain that over a period, taking one year with another, the
trend of salary changes meets the objectives set out above.




Our approach this year

Report by Sir Robert
Andrew

4. At the outset of our current review we saw its main purpose as being to update
the salary levels recommended in our last review and to return to particular issues
held over from that review. These were: the development of discretionary range
pay for Grades 2 and 3 in the civil service; and the salary differential between one
and two star officers in the armed forces and the possible modification of the pay
link between two star officers and Grade 3s. During the review a number of other
issues emerged to which we were asked to give particular attention. The
Government asked us to consider the possible reintroduction of some form of
London allowance for Grade 3s; the Lord Chancellor drew our attention to
continuing recruitment problems for Circuit Judges; and we were asked by the
holders of a small number of other judicial appointments to look at their position
within the judicial salary structure. With effect from this review, we have been
asked to report about three months earlier than in previous years. This has given
us less time than we would normally have expected for considering the issues raised
in this review.

5. Evidemce. We sought written evidence from the Treasury who, at our
request, included a contribution from the Office for the Minister for the Civil
Service on the Government’s ‘Agency’ programme; the Civil Service
Commissioners; the Council of Civil Service Unions; the Ministry of Defence; and
the Lord Chancellor’s Department, the Scottish Courts Administration, and the
Northern Ireland Court Service. At Appendix B we list those who gave oral
evidence to us. They include the Lord Chancelior who gave oral evidence to us on
two occasions, and the Permanent Secretaries of the Ministry of Defence, the
Department of Health, and the Home Office who assisted us on the question of the
development of discretionary range pay for Grades 2 and 3 in the civil service.

6. Judicial sub-committee. We reconvened our judicial sub-committee under
the chairmanship of Sir Thomas Skyrme. The other members of the sub-
committee were Hugh Pigott and Jeremy Pope. The sub-committee considered
representations about the position in the judicial salary structure of several
appointments. Sir Thomas Skyrme also visited Edinburgh to meet members of the
Scottish judiciary. At Appendix C we list those who gave oral evidence to the sub-
committee or separately to Sir Thomas Skyrme.

7. Consultants. We commissioned Hay Management Consultants to conduct a
study for us of performance related pay arrangements at senior levels outside the
civil service.

8. Remuneration surveys. As for previous reviews, the Office of Manpower
Economics (OME) carried out on our behalf a survey of remuneration at senior
levels in the private sector. The results are at Appendix D. We also asked the OME
to undertake a further survey of the earnings before appointment of newly
appointed judges. The results are at Appendix E.

9. Early in the new year after we had agreed our recommendations we were told
by the Government about recommendations in the Andrew Report on the
Government Legal Service that relate to the pay of government lawyers. Until then
we had not been informed about the nature of these findings or when they were to
be published. The report was subsequently published on 19 January. It proposes
substantial pay increases, on a selective basis, for government lawyers, including
those in Grades 2 and 3, who come within our remit. The Government has asked
us for our views, on those recommendations that directly concern us, as soon as
possible.

10. It would be wrong for us to offer firm conclusions on these recommendations
without considering them carefully and examining the evidence on which they are
based. Obviously there has not been time yet for us to do this and we have not
therefore made any alterations in our report. However, it is clear to us that the
implications are likely to be considerable and wide-ranging. In particular they will
affect the development of range pay for senior civil servants, where, for the reasons
given at paragraphs 38 to 43, we have decided not to recommend structural
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changes this year and the pay of CircuitJ udges and other:mémbers of the ]udxcrary
where, as we explain in paragraphs 16 to 20, we have found it necessary to carry
forward consideration of any major changes We shall return to these issues in our
next review. We shall look also at the wider implications of these issues and of the
Andrew recommendations, bearing in mind the pay links between the judiciary,
the civil service and the armed forces.

11. We have an immediate concern that selective higher salaries for one sector of
the civil service senior open structure, exposed diréctly to market forces, might
give an impression of less fair treatment for others whose work will normally be
just as exacting and responsible, but whose worth may:be. undervalued in the
absence of such direct market forces. If this were the case:it. would not only be .
demotivating for others in Grades 2 and 3 but would also'inérease difficulties of
recruitment and retention in the lower grades from which-¢andidates for-the top
appointments come: Overall, we would be concernedif salary'structures and
performance pay arrangements were modified without regard to the proper needs
of our remit groups as a whole.




Circuit Judges

Chapter 2

Particular issues

12. In this Chapter we consider particular issues arising following the
examination in our last report of pay levels and structures for the groups within
our remit.

The judiciary

13. The factors involved in setting salaries for the judiciary differ in some ways
from those for the other groups with which we are concerned. Market forces apply
directly at the recruitment stage. Most judicial posts are filled by external
candidates who are established in private practice either at the Bar or as solicitors:
there is no career structure in the conventional sense. There is also a wide diversity
of posts with over 60 separate types of appointment spread throughout the United
Kingdom.

14. The present judicial salary structure is divided into eight Groups. It
incorporates a number of minor changes which we recommended in our last report.
The salaries currently in payment, shown at paragraph 68, also reflect the
recommendation which we made in our last report that the previous: salaty
differential between Groups 7 and 6 should be reduced by a fifth by raising Group 7
in the salary structure. We were satisfied from the evidence we received that the
previous salary relativity no longer properly took into account job weight and
difficulties with recruitment.

15. For our last report we also looked closely at the recruitment position for
Circuit and High Court Judges, and their counterparts in Scotland and Northern
Ireland, in view of the signs of difficulties which we had noted in successive reports.
There has been a shortfall in the recruitment of Circuit Judges and, at the request
of the Lord Chancellor, we have looked further into their position for this review.
We have also considered representations from the holders of certain other
appointments about their position in the judicial salary structure and we comment
on the position of two of these, the Lord Justice Clerk and the immigration appeal
appointments.

16. Shortfalls in the number of Circuit Judges in post have been persistent in
recent years. In March 1983 the shortfall was 51, with improvements in the
following two years. Since then, the number of Circuit Judges in post has grown
each year, but so has the complement required. There are currently about 400 in
post, some 30 short of the total required. In Scotland, there is a comparable
shortfall with a complement of 101 for Sheriffs and 94 in post.

17. When account is taken of the rate of retirement, the target has been to recruit
about 40 Circuit Judges a year. However, fewer than this"have been recruited in
each of the last five years with the single exception of 1986-87. This followed the
full implementation from 1 March 1986 of a salary increase of some 21 per cent
which we had recommended in 1985, accompanied by a special recruitment drive.
In 1987-88 only 25 were recruited and the position is little better so far this year.




Other issues relating to the
judicial salary structure

We do not doubt the sefiousness of the current pos1t1on especially as-we
understand that there is likely to be a further increase in-the: reqmrement for
Circuit.Judges in the near future.

18. We have béen told that.of those invited to apply for appointment as-a Circuit
Judge in 1987-88, there were three refusals for every one acceptance. Salary was
said to be a very important factor especially for Queen’s Counsel whom the Lord
Chancellor wishes to attract onto the Circuit Bench in greater numbers. As the
survey of Bar earnings by the OME last year demonstrated, the salary of a Circuit
Judge is significantly lower than the earnings of many of those the Lord
Chancellor wishes to attract. The results of the annual surveys.of earnings before

_ ‘appointment to the High Court and Circuit Benches are given in Appendix E.

These show that over three=quarters of the Queen’s Counsel were éarning more,
at Apnl 1988 rates, than the salary they are now paid as Circuit. Judges. Average
earnings of junior counsél appointed to the Circuit Bench weré a little higher than
the present salary. However, we recognise that the OME survey, by definition,"
excludes any information about the earnings of those who declined the
opportunity of becoming a Circuit Judge. The Lord Chancellor is also planning to
attract more solicitors to the Circuit Bench, but there is evidence, from the OME’s
survey of pre-appointment earnings and elsewhere, that the-earnings of solicitors
with appropriate experience exceed those of a Circuit Judge.

19. Ithas however been put to us.that the reasons givén by suitable candidates for
refusing, or postponing, appointment to the Circuit Bench aré not always related
exclusively to salary. They include personal factors; such as tax liabilities which-arise
from winding-up.a private practice, ora perceived relative lack of status associated
with appointment as a Circuit Judge. A further factor which affects recruitment is
the limited size of the pool of people suitable for appointment. The quahﬁcatlons for
appointment as a Circuit Judge ate to be a barrister of at least ten years’ standing,
or a solicitor of the same standmg who has subsequently served as a Recorder for at
least three years. The ten years’ standing is a minimurh qualification and in practice
an appointee to the Circuit Bench will almost invariably have béen in practicé for
between 20 and 30 years and, whether a barrister or a solicitor, will normally have
served successfully for a substantial period as a-Recorder. It is usual ‘to appoint
barristers who have had a good general practice at the Common Law Bar. Solicitors
must have equivalent experience of advocacy and litigation. The Lord Chancellor is
planning both to recruit more solicitors and to enhance the attractiveness of
appointment to the Circuit Bench by for éxample increasing the prospect of
promotion to the High Couit, but these measures are unlikely on their own to lead
in the immediate future to an increase in the size of the pool or to a sufficient
improveiert in recruitiment from the emsung pool.

20. We have considered as one pOSSlblhty an 1mprovement in the position of
Circuit Judges relative to others in the judicial salary structure. This would
potentially have wide implications on the other-post holders in Group 6, and also
on the differentials with Group 7 below them and with Groups 5, 4a and the High
Court above. In any case we do not yet have evidence which enables us to
determine what higher salary level would make it possible to recruit erough
Circuit Judges from the existing pool. More time is needed to explore all these
questions. We theréfore do not recommend any changes but we will givé priority
to this matter in our next review.

21. Lord Justice Clerk. In our report last year we recommended that the Inner
House Judges.of the Court of Session in Scotland should be raised from Group 4
to Group 3 of the judicial salary structure. In recommending this we recognised
that they would receive the same salary as the Lord Justice Clerk who was in
Group 3. We acknowleédged that there was a danger that this could be seen as
anorhalous.in that he presided over one of the two Divisions of the Inner House.
However, we noted that if he were promoted to Group 2 he would be placed on a
level with the Lord President which would also bé anomalous in view of the latter’s
position: as head of the whole Supreme Civil Court of Scotland and, as Lord
Justice General, Head of the High Court of Justiciary and an Officer of State.
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On balance we did not consider it appropriate or justified to propose any change
in the position of the Lord Justice Clerk or to create a new sub-tier of the salary
structure for his appointment. The salary differential between Groups 2 and 3 was
relatively small and we were reluctant to introduce a new salary point between the
two Groups.

22. The Lord President and the Lord Justice Clerk have nevertheless asked us
to look at this again in our current review. We accept that the Lord President has
increasingly delegated his duties to the Lord Justice Clerk over the last year, and
in the light of further clarification of the Lord Justice Clerk’s responsibilities in
relation to the Inner House we have come to the view that it would be appropriate
for him to receive a small salary lead over the salary for the other appointments in
Group 3.

23. Recommendation. We recommend that the Lord Justice Clerk should
receive a salary lead of £1,000 over the salary for other appointments in Group 3.

24. Immigration appeal appointments. The Chief Immigration Adjudicator and
the Immigration Adjudicators were late additions to our remit last year and we
were unable to make a full evaluation of where they should be placed in the judicial
salary structure. However, we recommended that they be placed in Group 7 and a
new Group 8, respectively.

25. There are 15 full-time Adjudicators, including the Chief Adjudicator, and 45
part-time. All recently appointed Adjudicators have been qualified lawyers of
some standing and it has been decided that all new appointees will be legally
qualified. The Chief Adjudicator is responsible for the work of the Adjudicators
as a whole including the allocation of appeals, training and exercising a general
management function. He sits regularly as an Adjudicator and hears appeals of
particular sensitivity.

26. The Immigration Act, 1971 provides for a two-tier appeals system against
decisions taken by the immigration authorities relating to entry to, stay in and
removal from the United Kingdom. In general appeals go at first instance to
Adjudicators and, if either party is dissatisfied with the outcome, a further appeal
lies with leave to the Immigration Appeal Tribunal. There is also a line of direct
appeal to the Tribunal in a limited number of cases, mainly those related to
deportation.

27. The Tribunal consists of a President, or a Vice-President, and two lay
Members. The qualification for appointment as President or Vice-President,
currently in Group 6 and Group 7 respectively of the judicial salary structure, is to
be a barrister, advecate or solicitor of not less than seven years’ standing. The
judicial responsibilities of the President of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal are
the same as those of the two Vice-Presidents. However, the President also has
overall responsibility for the efficient operation of the Tribunal system.

28. 'We have received further representations from the holders of immigration
appeal appointments about their positions in the judicial salary structure, and in
particular the position of the Adjudicators. Largely on grounds of job weight and
recruitment difficulties, they considered they should move from Group 8 to
Group 7.

29. With respect to job weight, about half of the part-time Adjudicators also
hold other part-time judicial appointments included in Group 7. They believed
that their responsibilities as Adjudicators were of similar or greater weight than
these other duties. The appeals which are heard by Adjudicators, against the

“decisions of the Secretary of State for the Home Department, Immigration
Officers at ports of entry into the United Kingdom and Entry Clearance Officers
at British diplomatic missions abroad, frequently relate to fundamental aspects of
human life. These include the separation of families; deportation, which can
involve applications for bail from detention pending an appeal; and claims for
political asylum. There is an increasingly large and complex case law to which the
Adjudicators have to pay regard. Further demands are made by the requirement
that determinations must be given in writing.




Fast-stream staff
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- 30. As to recruitment, some difficulties are. emerging:in ensurmg that there are '

sufficient Adjudicators fo.cope with the volume of work:involved: The number of.
appeals referred to A_d_]udlcators has increased. In the first niné Ih_onths of 1988
there was 4 total of some 10,700. appeals compared with some 6,900 in the same
penod in 1987. This ificréase ‘was largely due to an extension in the requirement -

- for a visa to visit the United Kirigdom; India, Bangladesh, Stri Lanka; Ghana and

ngena have all been added to the list of countries from which visitors require a
visa. The refusal of visas is an lmportant factor in the increase in the volume of
appeals, and there has also been an increase in political asylum cases. The increase
in workload is not expected to abate. Recent efforts to récruit more part-time
Adjudicators have met only partial success and there ‘Have. been- problems in
retalmng e)ustmg Adjudicators. .

31 We are satisfied from the fuller evidence now avaulable to us about the
Adjudlcators that the job weight of their posts is comparable to that of posts
generally in Group 7 of the judicial salary structure. Recruitment difficulties are
likely to increase if this i$ not recognised. We therefore consider that they should
be raised to Group 7 from Group 8 which would as a result be abolished. To
maintain appropriate differentials, we consider that the Chief Adjudicator and
Vice-Presidents of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal should be raised to Group 6
from Group 7. A conseéquence of this is that the Vice-Presidents and the President
would réceive the same salary. This raises a general question of differentials
between related posts where there may be small but significant differences in job
weight related mainly to administrative responsibilities. We shall return to this

‘when we next review the judicial salary structure as a whole.

32. Recommendation. We récommend that the Immigration Adjudicators should
be raised from Group 8 to-Group 7 and the Chief Immigration Adjudicator and
the Vice-Presidents of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal should bé raised from
Group 7 to Group-6.

33. Conclusion. Our revised judicial salary structure is at Append1x F. We

consider arid make recommendations on the saldry levels for this structure in the
final chapter of our report.

The civil service

34. In this review, we examine two Specific issues: the development of

. discretionary range pay for Grades 2 and 3 and the possible reintroduction .of

some form of London allowance for Grade 3s. Before doing so, we comment as

background on the supply of the ‘ fast-stream” staff who will eventually ﬁll the
most senior posts in the civil servxce

35. 'We continue to be concerned about losses from the-civil servicé among the
best younger fast-stream staff, and about difficulties at the recruitment stage. We
take the view that there is a connectiori between perceptions of the attractiveness
of the civil service as.a career and both the reward opportunities available at the -
top-and the regard in which it is held. Whilst the numbers recruited recently to the
basic fast-stream entry grade have been satisfactory, we were concerned by
evidence from the Fitst Civil Service Commissioner that the civil service was not
recruiting the same proportion as before of candidates with the potential to réach -
the very highest levels. Wheréas in 1986 one in ten of those who passed the Civil
Service Selection Board were in this.category, in 1988 they accounted for-only one
in twenty-five.

36. Last year we also commented on the open competition for direct entry fast-
stream staff at Grade 7 in response to shortages of good quality staff at that level.
Against a 1987 target of 79 vacancies only 50 recruits hdve so far taken up duty
although a further 5 may yet do so. Of this 55, only 29 are from the private sector.
Of greater concern, however, is the subsequent response to a similar recruitment
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Range pay for Grades 2
and 3

scheme which was mounted in 1988. Applications for the 71 vacancies were down
by a quarter and only 24 candidates have been recommended for appointment. Of
these, none was °outstanding’ and two were ‘very good’ as opposed to the
minimum standard of ‘ acceptable’. Whilst in the previous scheme there was one
‘ outstanding’ candidate and nine were  very good’, it is clear that direct entry at
this level is not a satisfactory source of candidates with the potential to reach the
very highest levels to replace those with this potential who leave the civil service
prematurely.

37. This further evidence adds to our concern about ensuring a sufficient supply
of people with the necessary abilities and motivation to fill the senior posts within
our remit. We return to this question in our final chapter.

38. Following recommendations in our 1985 report, discretionary salary ranges
for Grades 2 and 3 in the civil service were introduced with effect from October
1987. Our main aim was to ensure that the pay system encouraged more efiective
management and recognised and rewarded sustained high performance. In our
last report we commented on the need for these arrangements to evolve so that the
pay of individuals could be determined more flexibly, and suggested some possible
ways in which this might be done: they included increasing the 25 per cent ‘ quota’
on those eligible to receive discretionary payments. We did not however
recommgnd any changes as the new arrangements had only just been brought into
operation. We said that we would return to the question in this report after asking
for the views of the Government and the staff interests, both of whom have since
given evidence to us.

39. We have given careful consideration to this evidence, and to the findings of a
survey we commissioned from Hay Management Consultants about the ways in
which remuneration is linked to performance at senior levels in different parts of
the private and public sectors. The Hay survey, which did not examine pay systems
in the civil service, concluded that there were significant potential advantages for
organisations which operated performance pay systems. In particular, the energy
of individuals was much better directed to those activities which crucially
concerned the organisation. Employees generally in the private and public sectors
alike, and especially those with the most marketable skills, increasingly expected
part of their pay to be linked to performance.

40. The Council of Civil Service Unions in its evidence emphasised that it was
opposed to over-extensive use of performance pay and that it should not be a
substitute for adequate general pay increases. It was also opposed to the 25 per
cent ‘quota’ on those eligible to receive discretionary payments. The Council
argued that as the system was still so new, comprehensive changes should not be
made this year and that a thorough appraisal should be made before changes were
contemplated.

41. Evidence from the Government also recognised the shortcomings of the
present system under which three-quarters of Grades 2 and 3 cannot earn a
discretionary award whatever their performance. It saw advantage in extending
the principle of performance pay and moving away from the payment of semi-
automatic increments on éntry to a grade. The Government was giving further
thought to possible alternative ways to modify the present scheme. However it
believed that as it would be necessary to have consultations with those concerned
including the staff interests before any new scheme was introduced, this should not
be done before 1990.

42. We are also aware of the agreement between the Government and staff
interests to introduce performance related pay arrangements analogous to those
for Grades 2 and 3, for staff immediately below them in Grades 4 to 7. These
arrangements differ primarily in that, subject to performance of an appropriate
standard, there is no overriding quota on the number of individuals who may
qualify for the first discretionary increment. We are glad to see these developments
and others similar elsewhere in the civil service, all of which strengthen links
between pay and performance.
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. 43.  TIn assessing the evidence on this. question, we: are’ keenly aware ‘that.if

employers are to stay competitive, they need to motivate not just the highest
performeis, for whom promotion prospects are normally a powerful incentive, but
al§o the sound and very satisfactory performers who are a large proportlon of the
employees in any-organisation. It follows that any system for the civil'service must
ensure that the satisfactory performers—and-at this level we believe that the
promotion arrangements ensure that the overall standards of those entering the
grades are high and that ‘average’ performance should be correspondingly
good—are adequately rewarded and able to progress at least some way through
the pay range. It should be recognised that, with 469 Grade 3s:in post compared.
with only 130 Grade 2s, thé majority of Grade 3s cdfinot reahstlcally expect
promotion to Grade 2:or-above and will spénd some 10-to 15 years in their grade.
We also believe that .any system should ensure that adequate differentials are
maintained between Grade 3s and staff in Grades-4 and 5 immediately below them.

. We believe that it would be prémature to make ¢hanges this year to the stfucture.

of the scheme, but expect that on the basis of thé Government’s considération of
possible alternative modifications to the present: scheme we may be in-a position to
make recommendations next year.

44. One change however should be made at once. We are convinced that it is

“undesirable to leave the “quota® at 25 per cent. It was intended originally as a

necessary means of controlling costs while the scherne was being introduced.
Unless the ¢ quota’ is raised, it will rapidly demotivate high pérformers who are
uniable to qualify for meérit awards until some of those currently receiving them are
promoted or retire. The existing 25 per cent ‘ quota’ for Grade 2s is used up-and
almost so for Grade 3s'where over 21 per cent of staffare in receipt-of discretionary
increments. Thus, thefe is ‘little or no scope to award further discretionary
increments whatever the merits of eligible staff, except where existing recipients

leave the grades. We consider therefore that, as an interim measure pending the

further development of the range pay system, the existing quota “should be raised
to 35 per cent, with effect from 1 October 1989 when the award of further
discretionary mcrements will be due under. the existing scheme

45. Recommendation. We recommend that the eéxisting 25 per cént ‘ quota”on
the numbers of staff in Grade 2 and Grade 3 who can bein receipt of one or more
discretionary inctements-at any .one time should beincreased to 35 per cent.

46. The Government in its evidence asked us to consider the reintroduction of
some form of London payment for Grade 3s. The need for this arises' from’
considerations of récruitment and rétention, in that any significant problems
which occur forthe gradés we cover-are at Grade 3 level, and from the'increasing
compression of differentials between Grade 3 arid Grades 4 and 5 below. Problems
are most likely to occur-in London where grades up to and including Grade 4

teceive London Weighting, curfently £1,750 in Inner London, for which since

1985 Grade 3s have not been eligible.

47. Prior to 1985, Grade 35 were the most sénior grade to receive London

Weighting, For the 1985 review, we considered a recommendation made in the
Megaw Report onicivil service pay that London Weighting should be extended to
Grades 2 and 1. The grounds for this were that three-quarters of organisations

consulted in the pfivate sector who paxd London Weighting did so to all levels
of staff.

48. The Government’s evidence t6 us in 1985, however, urged us to maintain the
existing arrangements because so féw Grade 2 and 1 posts were outside London
and the amount of pay received by those working in Inner London was in effect
the national rate. The Government also said that it had come to regard London
Weighting not as a form of cost compensation but as an aid to recruitment and
retention, and that there weré no recruitment and retention grounds for extending
it in the way proposed in the Megaw Report.
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49. Inthe face of the conflicting evidence and the fact that the majority of Grade
3 posts were in London, we concluded in 1985 that the most satisfactory outcome
would be to regard Grade 3 as predominantly London-based, as we did Grade 2
and above, and to determine salaries accordingly. Qur salary recommendations
were therefore on the basis that no civil servants whose pay fell within our terms
of reference would continue to receive London Weighting. At the same time, we
al§o recommended a three-point length of service incremental scale for Grade 3s,
through which those newly promoted were required to progress before reaching
the normally attainable maximum, to replace a single salary level. The combined
effect of these changes was some compression of differentials for Grade 3s on
promotion in London but some increase in the differential at the normally
attainable maximum.

50. Differentials have since eroded further and the current position is shown in
Table 1. Most promotions to Grade 3 are from Grade 5, although an increasing
number are promoted from Grade 4. In the past Grade 4 posts have
predominantly been of a specialist or managerial character. Whilst over recent
years the number of Grade 3s has decreased, Grade 4 posts have been used more
widely, and there have been increases in the number of fast-stream staff filling
them.

Table 1 Salary scales for Grades 5, 4 and 3 as at 1 October 1988 and the addition
of Inner London Weighting for Grades 5 and 4

Salary + London Weighting (£1,750)

for Grades 5 and 4
£ £

Grade 5 27,087 28,837

28,154 29,904

29,255 31,005

scale maximum 30,387 32,137

discretionary points 31,563 33,313

32,784 34,534

34,053 35,803

35,371 ' 37,121

Grade 4 32,219 33,969

33,019 34,769

scale maximum 33,319 35,569

discretionary point 35,457 37,207
Grade 3 35,800
37,400
normally attainable maximum 39,000
discretionary points 41,100
43,200
45,300

51. With Inner London Weighting the top two discretionary points for Grade 5
overlap the bottom point of the Grade 3 scale, although they are newly negotiated
and are not likely to be in payment for the next year or so. However, the new long-
term pay arrangements for Grades 5 to 7 may lead to a further compression of
differentials in the coming year. Under the long-term pay arrangements provision
was made for initial increases of 4 per cent from 1 April 1988, 3 per cent from
1 October 1988 and 4 per cent from 1 April 1989. This will be followed by an award
from 1 August 1989 based on outside pay evidence.

52. Asto Grade 4, the pay structure currently fits rather uncomfortably between
those for Grades 5 and 3. Ordinary increments, at £800, are half those for Grade
3 and smaller even than those for Grade 5, which are about £1,100. Moreover, the
discretionary maximum for Grade 5 is at almost the same level as the discretionary
point for Grade 4. With Inner London Weighting this discretionary point overlaps
the bottom point for Grade 3.



53, 'Tﬁ,e‘ problem of compressed diffefentials is compoundédifbyAth‘efaét‘-:.that such T

_ récruitment and retention difficulties which do occur at the levels we cover are

. largely among Grade 3s and confined to London. We therefore conclude that the

Diﬁ'ei"entiégls and pay links:
two star officers

restoration of somé form of London payment for Grade 3s is justified. We

. considered the reintfoduction of London Weighting as paid to the civil service

generally -but are not persuaded. that this’ would be appropriate. A London
payment for Grade 3s should be aimed at improving differentials, and assisting

- recruitmient and retention; London Weighting on the other hand has commonly

been seen as compensation for the extra cost.of living and working in London. We
would also see advantage in the Review Body setting the level of the payment for
Grade .3s and being able to review it from- time to- timie.- Following our

consideration. of the Government’ s request to examine the-question, we-therefore
- favour ‘the introduction of a separate London Allowance. for.Grade 3s. This
should be a flat rate amount of £2,000, not subject to bandmg like London
. Weighting butas with London Weighting, reckonable fot pension purposes. We

recognise that the Allowance will have the effect -of narrowing the differential
between Grades 3 and 2, which we regard as undesirable. Howevér, we do not
think it necessary to deal with this in the ¢urrent réview.

54. Recommendaticn. We recommend that 2 London Allowance of £2,000
should be paid to Grade 3s with effect from 1 Apnl 1989

The armed forces

55. In our last repoit we said that our genefal approach when considering the
salaries for senior officersin the armed forces was similar to that for the higher civil
service. We commented on the various factors .involved, including salary
differentials-and existing pay links with the civil service, and also on the differences
which existed betweeil the cafeer patterns of senior officers and senior civil
sérvants. Performance related pay had been introduced in the civil service, and we
expected it.to have an increasing influénce on the pay of Grades 2 and 3; but we

~had not recommended similaf arrangements for the armed forces. As 1ndlcated in

the report, we subséquently asked for views on whether the civil service
arrangements should influénce the pay structure for two and three star officers,
bearing in mind the importance attached to widening the pay differential between

. one and two star officers and to iaintaining links between officers and civil -

servants..

56. Senior management in the Ministry of Defence continue to hold the view that

performance related-pay would be-inappropriate for senior officers and, above-all,
could weaken °esprit de corps’. They argue in partiCular that the relatively short

period of time which senior officers generally serve in any rank béfore they retire

or are promoted, would make performance pay impractical. We accept that the
career structure in the armed forces is different from that in the civil service and we
make no recomimendations about performance pay for. the afmed forces.
However, the major issues of the differential between one and two star officers and

_pay links between officérs and civil servants remain. They cannot be considered in

isolation and we discuss them below.

57.. Sinée 1979, the differential between one and two star officers has fluctuated
between nil and 15+6 per cent. For much of the-time it has béen around 10 per cent
(see Appendix G for details). The differential has fallen to its current level of
6-7 per cent as a result of the proportionately lower increases for two star officers
which have resulted from our recommendations, than have resulted for one star
officers from the recommendations by the Review Body on Armed Forces Pay.
The differential is reduced- further for officers at one star level who receive

additional pay, for example flying pay or submarine pay, to aii extent that their

total pay may exceptionally overtake that of two star officers, at which rank they
are not eligible for additional pay. Strong representations were made to us again
this year about the inadequacy of the differential.

11
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58. We accept that it is desirable that a promotion which marks a significant
change in responsibility between ranks should be more clearly recognised in the
pay structure. Last year we considered modifying the salary link between two star
officers and Grade 3 civil servants which is currently at the normally attainable
maximum point for Grade 3s. In deciding not to proceed with this, despite the
likely continued compression of the differential, we had in mind amongst other
factors possible developments over discretionary pay, particularly for Grades 3
and 2 in the civil service. However, senior management in the Ministry of Defence
now believe that whilst it would be highly desirable to preserve the link, if
necessary a higher priority should be attached to establishing an adequate
differential between one and two star officers. As we make no recommendations
for any major changes in discretionary pay for the coming year, we believe that a
modification in the link should be made without further delay.

59. In our view it is important to maintain an identifiable link and we recognise
that we may need to look again at what we recommend this year in the light of
possible changes next year in the discretionary pay arrangements for Grade 3s. We
have considered three options: the introduction of a two-point scale for two star
officers based on the existing link and the first discretionary point for Grade 3s,
which could be payable after the first tour of duty as a two star officer; modifying
the link to the mid-point between the salary on promotion and the top
discretionary point for Grade 3s, as suggestéd to us by the Government; and
modifying the link to the first discretionary point for Grade 3s. We ruled out the
first option because it would not provide a sufficient increase on promotion. We
saw advantages in the second option, but we do not consider that it would now
provide a sufficient differential. We concluded therefore that the most satisfactory
arrangement would be to alter the pay link for two star officers to the first
discretionary point for Grade 3s. In reaching this decision we have taken into
account that the median age at which one star officers are promoted to two star
rank is about five years later than the median age at which civil servants are
promoted to Grade 3, and that they spend less time in their new rank than civil
servants in Grade 3; the fact that we are recommending that the ‘quota’ on the
number of Grade 3s who cain be in receipt of a discretionary increment at any one
time should be raised from 25 per cent to 35 per cent; and that we have
recommended the introduction of a London Allowance for Grade 3s.

60. Recommendation. We recommend that two star officers should be paid the
same basic salary as Grade 3s on the first discretionary incremental point for their
grade. This recommendation is reflected in our salary recommendations at
paragraph 68 of our report. We will wish to review the position again next year in
the light of the possible development of discretionary range pay for Grades 3
and 2.

Summary of detailed proposals and recommendations

61. A summary of our detailed proposals and recommendations is as follows: -
Judiciary
(i) We propose next year to review the pay of Circuit Judges and their

position in the judicial salary structure in the light of continuing
recruitment difficulties (paragraphs 16 to 20).

(ii) We recommend that the Lord Justice Clerk should receive a salary lead
of £1,000 over the salary for other appointments in Group 3
(paragraphs 21 to 23).

(iii) We recommend that the Immigration Adjudicators should be raised
from Group 8 to Group 7 and the Chief Immigration Adjudicator and
the Vice-Presidents of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal should be
raised from Group 7 to Group 6 (paragraphs 24 to 32).

Our revised judicial salary structure,. taking account of (ii) and (iii), is at
Appendix F.



-Civil service

(iv) We believe that it would be premature to tnake changes thxs year to the‘
structure of the discretionary range pay scheme for Grades 2 and 3, but
expect that on the basis-of the Government’s consideration of possible
alternativemodifications to-the present scheme we may be in a position
to make recommendations next year (paragraphs 38 t0 43).

(v) Meanwhile, we ;ecQMenq that the existing 25 per cent ‘ quota’ on the
" numbeérs of staff in Grade 2 and Grade 3-who can be in receipt of one
or more discretionary increments at any one time should be mcreased

to 35 per cent (paragraphs 44 and 45). ]

(vi) We recommend that a London Allowance of £2, 000 should be ‘paid to
) ’Grade 3SA yvlth effect from 1.Apn1 1989 (paragraphs 4610 54)

Armed forces

(vii) We recommendthatthé éxisting link between the pay of two star oﬁicers
and Grade 3s should be miodified from. the normally attainable
maximum to the first discretionary incremental point for ‘Grade 3s.
This is reflécted -in. our salary recommendatlons at paragraph 68
(paragraphs 57 to 60).

13
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General considerations

Chapter 3

General considerations and recommendations

62. In our comprehensive review last year, we recommended increases which,
whilst more than matching inflation, were about half the size of those at senior
levels outside. This increased the gap between salary levels for the most senior jobs
in the public and private sectors but we took the view that this reflected growing
differences. between them in relation to factors such as job security and
accountability. We believed the increases would be sufficient to deal with
immediate problems of recruitment and retention.

63. This year, as set out in Chapter 2, we have considered a number of particular

- issues, two of them held over from our last review. The main recommendations we

have made are for the payment of a London Allowance to Grade 3s in the civil
service; and for a modification of the pay link between Grade 3s and two star
officers in the armed forces with the purpose of widening the differential between
two star and one star officers. With both, the compression of differentials was the
main factor which, if ignored, would have affected morale and motivation and, in
due course, recruitment and retention. At the request of the Lord Chancellor, we
also examined the continuing difficulties in recruiting Circuit Judges but did not
have evidence to enable us to make a firm proposal. We plan in our next review to
examine the issue in greater depth. Meanwhile we have recommended two
relatively minor changes to the judicial salary structure.

64. In considering what general level of increase we should recommend, we have
noted that outside salaries for broadly analogous jobs, which were significantly
above the salaries we recommended last year, have continued to increase strongly.
However, we have this year thought it right to attach great weight to resisting and
doing what we can to discourage any addition to current inflationary pressures. The
Government attaches an overriding priority to ensuring that the economic gains of
recent years are not put at risk through inflation; and argues strongly that it would
be both self-defeating and economically damaging for negotiators to allow pay
increases to be driven upwards by what should prove to be a temporary increase in
the inflation rate. We agree with this view. We have also borne in mind that the Tax
and Price Index, which takes account of both price and tax changes, showed an
increase of only 4-4 per cent in the year to November 1988 as a result of the reduction
in income tax announced in thelast Budget; and that the reduction was of significant
benefit to the senior public servants covered by our remit.

65. Against this background we regard it as essential that our recommendations
should not set the wrong example to those respomsible for pay negotiations.
Although we do not believe that our recommendations have any material effect on
salary increases at senior levels in the private sector, they are highly visible and
may be used out of context by pay bargainers. We have noted the salary increases
announced in December 1988 for Ministers and parliamentary office holders
which averaged 4-5 per cent. We believe that a similarly modest general increase is
appropriate this year for the groups with whom we are concerned; but we must
make it clear that this results in pay levels lower than we would otherwise have
thought appropriate for them.

66. We emphasise that the approach we have adopted this year, whilst justified
in view of the need to resist inflationary pressures, must not be repeated regularly.
There are strong upward pressures on salaries at this level in the public services




which will have to be recognised and accommodated over the next few yéars. The -
salary levels which we recommended ini our last report were significantly below
outside salaries for broadly analogous jobs; and the latter-have continuéd to
inctease strongly. Pay movements at higherlevéls in large non-financial companiés
show a median increase of 12-3 per cent to July 1988 in our latest regular survey.
A summary of the survey information on salary levels and increases is shown in
Tables 2 and 3; fullef details are given in Appendix D. Increases for Grades 4 to 7
in the civil service are reducing differentials between them-and the grades in our

" remit group. The increases were agreed for-reasons including recruitment and
retention. The pay of the ranks of the armed forces iminediately below those in
‘our remit group, and: which is also influenced by recruitment and retention, has
similarly increased so that differentials have beén reduced. The recommendations
we make about a London Allowance for Grade 3s and on the pay:link bétween -
‘Gradé 3s and two star officers are targeted on these areas. They should ease the
iminediate probléms, but will in turn reduce differentials with the grades-and ranks
-abovethem. Astothe judiciary, market forces bear directly on recruitment. There.
-is evidence that the earnings of barristers and-solicitors; from whom appointments

" imust be'made;, aré corntinuing toincrease at arate 31gmﬁcantly greater than thiat we
recommend for posts in the judiciary. Moreover, as many barristers and solicitors
already earn substantially more than posts in the judiciary, the reduction in
incomie tax ratés has further widened the gap in income after tax.

Table 2 Median salary plus bonus, commlssmn and ‘profit-sharing (non-financial

compames) at 1 July 1988
£ per annum
Annual turnover of company
£1,800mand over  £904-1,799m £475-903m
- Chief executives L . 209,000 190,000 ' 110,000
Other main board mémbers 115,000 100,000 75,000
Heads of function reportmg to main board ’ ) ’
members . . 61,900 ) 53,000 46,200
Sourpe.' OME. »

Table 3 Medlan percentage increasein earmngs between 1July 1987 and 1 July 1988

Per cent
Senior posts in non-financial Senior postsin
companies ~ financial companies
" Higher level
posts in-largest
TAlL companies” 7 )
Salary 102 1-0 120
Salary plus bonus, commission and profit
sharmg 11-2 12-3 141

@ Mam board members and heads of functlon repomng to mam boaird members in compames with annual
turnover of £475 million and over.

Source: OME.

67. If increases for the posts in our remit groups are e allowed to d1verge
significantly from broad movemerits in the economy generally, there will be a
coiresponding fall in the quality of those who are available to fill thern. In recent
years we have met many people of the highest quahty, both in our rémit groups
. and among those who might aspire to appointments at these levels. We: are
disturbed,, partlcularly by-our.discussions with some of those who have left, that
the civil service will not continue to attract; retain and motivaté people of this
quality. Within a decade this could create ma]or problems when' appointments
need to be made to posts at the most senior levels. In future years therefore,
increases must adequately reflect the responsibility of the work undertaken and

15
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Recommendations

-maintain differentials of the order which were established following oui
recommendations.in 1985, Not to do so, stores up greater difficulty for the future
unless there is to be an unacceptable loss of quality; it would lead in. our view to
an unavoidable need for.a catching-up exercise of a potentially embarrassing scale
which is greater for-each year it is postponed.

68. The levels of salary we recommend as appropriate at 1 April 1989 are set out
below!. Our basic recommendations provide increases of about 5 per cent. In
arriving at this figure we have had to strike a balance between responding to the
undoubted upward pressure on salaries for roughly analogous jobs in the private
sector and the need this year to make exceptional efforts to discourage inflationary
pdy increases. The targeted increases which we have recommeénded, as summarised
in paragraph 61, will add a further 0-3 per cent to the judicial paybill, a further
2:5 pér cent to the paybill for senior civil sérvants (excluding any cost which may
arise from the increase in the ‘ quota’ for discretionary increments as the numbers
affected are unknown) and a further 3-6 per cent to the paybill for senior officers
in the armed forces; the additional cost of these targeted increases on the paybill
for our remit groups as a whole will be 1-3 per cent.

Salaries  Recommended Numbers in
currently 1 April 1989 post at
in payment salaries 30 September

£ £ " 1988°
Members of the judiciary
The recommended .composition of each
Group is given in Appendix F and the-
changes from the existing structure-are
listed in-paragraph 61. The numbers in'post
relate to the new structure.
Group 7 37,500 39,400 - 421
6 - 45,800 48,100 548
5 50,900. - 53,400 24
4a 59,700 62,700 6
4 - 68,500 72,000 103
3 75,750 79,500? 39
2 78,750 82,750 13
1 85,250 89,500 1
Senior civil servants -
Grade 3 : 469
on promotion ] 35,800 37,600
after one year’s-service in the grade 37,400 39,300
after two years’ service in the grade © 39,000 - 40.900
(normally attainable maxifnum)
41,100 43,100
discretionary 43,200 45,400
45,300 47,600
Grade 2 ] 130
on promotion 45,800 48,100
after one year’s service in the grade. 48,000 50,400
(normally attainabl¢ maximum) -~ - ) )
50,600 53;100
discretionary - 53,800 56,500
57,000 59,800
Grade 1A 62,750 66,000 15
Grade 1 68,500 72,000 24
Permanefit Secretary of the Treasury
Secretary of the Cabinet*© 79,750 83,750 1
Head of the Civil Service T
.(and Secretary of the Cabinet)? - 85,250 89,500 1

! The total cost to the payBill of what is recommended takes no account-of Earnings Related National
Insurance.Contributions or of the cost to the Government of pensions.



Salaries . Recomméiided "' Nuibers in
currently 1 April 1989  postat
in payment salaries - 30 September’
£ £ 1988°

Senior officers of the armed forces- .
Rear Admiral o
Major Géneral !

Alr Vice-Marshal
Vice-Admiral i
Lieutenant.General
Air Marshal
Admiral
- General
" Aijr Chief Marshal
Admiral of the Fleet
Field Marshal
Marshal of the Royal Air Force

39,000 43,100 150
48,000 504007 - 33
68,500  72000%. 20

85250 . 89,500 . 1¢

PLOWDEN
TERENCE BECKETT
DEREK BIRKIN
Louisk BOTTING
CHORLEY
ROBIN IBBS

PETER MATTHEWS
DAVID NICKSON
HucH PiGorT
JEREMY POPE
THOMAS SKYRME

OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS
25 January 1989

4 Numbers in post exclude the Northern Ireland.Civil Seivice.
® The Lord Justice Clerk to be paid a salary léad of £1,000.

©Paid at this lével if not aiso Head of the Civil Service (see footnote d)

4 At present a combined post.

¢ Only one officer holds.an appointment at this level at any one time as Chief of Defence Staff. .
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Appendix A -

Previoué Review Body reports on top salaries

- Intérim Report on Top Salaties—Cmnd. 5001, June 1972.

Sécond Interim Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 5372, July 1973.

Third Interim Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 5595, June 1974.

Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 5846, ‘-I_)egémber 1974.
Second Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 7253, June 1978.

Third Report on Top Salaries—Ciniid:- 7576, Juiie 1979.

Fourth Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 7952, July 1980,
Interim Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 8243, May 1981.
Fifth Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 8552, May 1982.

‘Sixth Report-ori Top Salaries—Cmnd. 8879, May 1983.
‘Seventh Report on. Top Salaries—Cmnd. 9254, June 1984.
Eighth Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 9525, July 1985.

Ninth Report on Top-Salaries—Cmnd. 9785, May 1986.
Tenth Report on Top Salaries—Cm 128, April 1987.

Eleventh Report on Top Salaries—Cm 359, April 1988.
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Appendix B

List of those who gave oral evidence to the Review Body

Sir Robin Butler, KCB, CVO—Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Civil
Service

Mr L Christie—General Secretary, National Union of Civil and Public Servants
Ms S Corby—Acting General Secretary, First Division Association
Admiral of the Fleet Sir John Fieldhouse, GCB, GBE—Chief of the Defence Staff

Sir Christopher France, KCB—Permanent Secretary, Department of Health

Mr D P Hornby—Civil Service Commissioner
Mr P Jones—Secretary, Council of Civil Service Unions

Mr E P Kemp, CB—Second Permanent Secretary, Office of the Minister for the
Civil Service

Mr T S Legg, CB—Deputy Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s Department

The Rt. Hon. The Lord Mackay of Clashfern—Lord Chancellor

Mr W McCall—General Secretary, Institution of Professional Civil Servants
Sir Peter Middleton, GCB—Permanent Secretary, HM Treasury

Dame Anne Mueller, DCB—Second Permanent Secretary, HM Treasury

Sir Derek Oulton, KCB—Permanent Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s Department

Sir Michael Quinlan, KCB—Permanent Under Secretary of State, Ministry of
Defence

Mr D J Trevelyan, CB—First Civil Service Commissioner
Mr B Walmsley—Second Civil Service Commissioner

Sir Clive Whitmore, GCB, CVO—Permanent Under Secretary of State, Home
Office




Appendix c

. Llst of those who gave oral evidence to
the judicial sub-committee or separately to Sir Thomas Skyrme

Seen by the judicial:sub-committee

Lady Anson—Immigration Adjudicator

Mr G- W Farmer—Vice-President of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal -
Ms Stella Hutclieson—Lord Chancellor’s Department

. Professor D-C Jackson—Vice-President of the Immigration Appeal Tnbunal
Mr D L Néve—President of the Immigration Appeal Tribunal -
. Mr M Patey—Chief Immigration Adjudicator

Ms Helen Tuffs—Lord Chancellor’s Department

Seen separéiely i)y Sir Thomas Skyrme
The Rt. Hon. The Lord Cameron of Lochbroom, QC—Lord Advocate of the
Court of Session

The Hon. Lord Elliot, MC—President of the Lands Tnbunal (Scotland) and
Chaitman of the Scottish"Land Court

The Rt. Hon: The Lord Emslie, MBE, LLD-—Lord President" of the Court of -

Session and Lord Justice General of Séotland )
Sheriff W C Henderson—Sheriffdom of Tayside; Central and Fife at Stlrhng _
Mr G Murray—Director, Scottish Courts-Administration
The Rt. Hon. The Lord Ross of Marnock MBE—Lord Justice-Clerk
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Selection of the sample

The questionnaire

Appendix D

Survey of tep salaries in the private sector, 1987—1988!

(Carried out by the Office of Manpower Economics
on behalf of the Review Body on Top Salaries)

CONTENTS
Page
Description of the survey .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 22
Summary of results .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 23
Table
1. Median, quartile and decile salary plus bonus at 1 July 1988, by level
of post and size of company .. .. .. .. .. .. 25
2. Mean salary and salary plus bonus by level of post and size of
company, at 1 July 1987 and 1 July 1988 .. .. .. . 26
3. Date of last increase in salary for each level of post .. .. .- 28
4. Response and coverage of survey . .. 29
5. Weighting of results from non-financial companies .. .. .. 30

Note: Because of rounding, rows or columns may not add exactly to the totals shown, percentages may

notadd to 100 and percentage changes may differ slightly from those which could be derived from the figures
shown.

Description of the survey

1. On behalf of the Review Body on Top Salaries, the Office of Manpower
Economics carried out a further survey of salaries and other direct remuneration
(such as bonuses, commission and profit-sharing) of board members and senior
executives in the private sector. On this occasion, pensions and fringe benefits were
not covered'. The Review Body is grateful for the co-operation of those who
contributed to the survey.

2. Non-financial companies. As in previous surveys, companies in the non-
financial sector were selected from the ¢ Times 1000’ list of the largest companies
in the United Kingdom, using turnover as the basis for stratification. To allow for
inflation, and to maintain comparability with earlier surveys, the turnover
boundaries for the sizé bands are redrawn so that each stratum contains
approximately the same number of companies each year. The sample was
expanded from 173 non-financial companies to 196 in this latest survey; the
increase was concentrated in the two lowest turnover bands to produce the
greatest reduction in the overall sampling error.

3. Financial companies. The number of companies selected was increased in 1987
from 27 to 50 in order to include a wider range of financial institutions (formerly
consisting of the clearing banks and a selection of other banks, insurance
companies and building societies) and to reduce the sampling error for this sector.
In this survey, 54 companies were included.

4. All companies selected for the survey were asked to provide data on salaries and
bonus, including commissicn and profit-sharing, for full-time members of the main
board and for senior executives who reported to a main board member. In addition,
companies in the top two size bands of the non-financial sector (those with a
turnover of at least £004 million) and all those in the financial sector were asked for
details of the pay of senior executives at the next level down and of full-time board
members of major subsidiaries. Companies with numerous senior posts below board
level could, if they wished, return details of a representative selection of such posts

! This survey was the fourteenth such inquiry. Details of previous surveys are given in the Reports listed
in Appendix A. Pensions and fringe benefits were last covered in the thirteenth survey—see Report No. 27.



but were asked t6 _Teport the total number of posts at eachi level to enable their
| returns to be scaled up in the manner described in paragraph 6. In all cases,
. companies were asked to provide the information for posts whose nature and'

responsibility had not changed in the year up to 1 July 1988.

Response 5. An overall response rate of 82 per cent was obtained. Replies were received
from over 90 pef cent of the larger non-financial companies and nearly 90 per cent
of financial companies, but this was offset by lower response from smaller
compani¢s. Table A shows.the number of compames and the response rate in each
stratum.

Table A Organisations’ response-to the salary suryey

Prov1dmg replm

Sector Number Number Number Asa Number
in * Times selected percentage used
1,0600° : of number
. . selected

) No. * . No. No. % No.

Non-financial

Turnover. (£ million) : :

1,800 and over 62 26 25 96 22
904—1,799 61 23 22 96. 20
475—903 87 28 25 89 23
206—474 138 22 - 18 82 : 24

99—205 282 46 32 .70 31
51—98 370 - 51 .35 69 : 32

All non-financial 1,000 196 157 80 152

Financial . ] 54 -48 89 48

All . . .. 250 205 82 200

- Nine companies gave mformatmn for a subsxd:ary ina lower size band, 3 of which had a turnover of less
- than £51 million. Because of organisational changes in 2 compames their replies were not-used.

Scaling the replies 6. To produce overall estimates for the whole non-financial sector for each lével
of post, the survey data for each size band have been weighted to allow for the
achieved samplé of the companies of that size in the * Times 1,000 list. In addition,
the data for all companies have been scaled up to allow for the sampling of posts -

. below board level (referred to in paragraph 4 above). The numbers of posts for
which earnings were fully reported appear in Table 4, while the weights used to
produce overall estimates for each level of post in non-financial companies and,
from these the estimates for a]l posts are given in Table 5.

- Summary of results

7. Detailed results aré given in Tables 1to3. The main pomts are described in the
following paragraphs

Levelsof pay 8. Table 1 shows the extent to which salary plus bonus rises with company size
] and the wide range of pay between the smallést and the largest compames covered
by the ‘ Times 1000’ list. For example, median pay in companies with a turnover
exceeding £1,800 million was twice that in companies with a turnover of £51 to 98"
| million. Upper quartile pay for smaller companies was below the Jower quartile for
: ‘ the largest companiés. Median pay plus bonus in the financial sector was similar
to that for the larger non-financial compames

9. Table 2 gives the means of the salaries with and without bonuses and the
increases between 1987 and 1988. Bonuses added an average of nearly 12 per cent

to basic salaries at board level in non-financial companies in 1988 and 9 per cent
for senior executives, in each case slightly more than in 1987. Of the posts reported
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Movements in pay

Date of last increase in
salary

in this survey, 55 per cent had been paid a bonus in both 1987 and 1988, 4 per cent
in 1987 only and 8 per cent in 1988 only. The numbers of posts eligible for bonuses
are‘hot known.

10. Mean basic salary showed a 13-0 per cent increase, averaged across all posts
in non-financial companies in the survey, between July 1987 and July 1988 and an
increase of 13-6 per cent in salary plus bonus, with similar increases in financial
companies. Excluding the 12 per cent of posts where a bonus was paid only in 1987
or in 1988, the increase in average salary alone in non-financial companies was
12-5 per cent and salary plus bonus rose 13-2 per cent.

Table B
Annual percentage increase® in mean pay
Non-financial companies Financial companies
Basic Salary Basic Salary
salary plus bonus salary plus bonus
September 1980-81 12:9 11-3 123 12:0
1981-82 10-4 11-3 10-8 i1-0
Sept 1982 —~ Oct83 9-5 10-8 68 57
October  1983-84 10-0 11-6 80 83
1984-85 9-5 9-2 9-1 9-1
1985-86 96 11-6 10-8 12-1
1986-87 10-6 11-6 13-7 21-3

July 1987-88 13-0 13-6 131 13-4

7 Based on a comparison with the same posts a year earlier.

11. Table 3 gives details of the timing of the last increase in salary for the different
levels of post in the survey. In 5 per cent of cases no increase had been given since
1 July 1987. For the rest, three-quarters of salary reviews occurred in one of four
months of the year—January, April, July and October.




- Table 1" Median, quartile and decilesalary plus bonus® at 1 J uly 1988, b& level _of posf and size of company

Non-financial 3 . Financial
Tutnover (£ million) . All
Level of post 1,800 904 475~ 206~ 99— 51-
and 1799 903 474 205 98
over
Main board members .
1. Chief execiitives
Highest decile £000 4151 * 165-0 185-8 1163 130:6 200-0 288-1
Upper quartile £000 276:1 * 1550 1500 110-6 93-2 1306 209-6
Median £000 209-0 190-0 110-0 1186 91-5 790 932 150-0
Lower quartile £000 198-9 * 91-5 850 763 61-0 70-0 1054
Lowest decile - . £000 140:9 L * 64-0 689 66-0 - 450 . 602 897
Mean - : £000 241-0 214-8 1207 . 1213 938 - 84:1 114:4 1663
. 2. Deputy chief executives ’ .
Highest décile £000 * * * * * * 1759 *
Upper quartile £000 * * * * * * 115:0 170-9
Median £000 170-0 * * * * * 990 - 1357
Lower quartile £000 * * * * * * 69-2 87-3-
Lowest decile £000- * * * * * * 59-5 *
Mean £000 189-0 188-8 90-3 770 884 95-0 109-0 129-3
3. Other main board members ' — . "
Highest decile £000 190:0 146:2 105-5 90-0 ‘857 68-7 109-5 205-0
Uppér quartile £000 140:0 1200 91-6 749 76:0 55-0 80-5 144-0
Median £000 1150 100-0 750 578 61-6 486 ‘600 102+0
Lower quartile £000 90-0 753 569 44-8 525 43-6 473 738
Lowest decile £000 80-0 590 449 375 434 380 41-0 524
* Mean £000 123-4 -103-8 739 60-7 64-3 52:6 693 1209
Sénior executives
4. Heads of function-reporting to main
board members: . i -
Highest decile £000 20-0 90-5 71-8 54-0 512 460 657 112:5
Upper quartile £000 744 659 57-5 45-8 43.5 38-0 51-5 768
Median £000 619 530 462 385 39:1 30-0 402 587
Lower quartile £000 51-3 39:5 40-0 315 32:8 257 32:2 443
Lowest decile £000 42-5 30-6 342 275 280 - 2146 269 331
Mean £000 64-1 54- 49-5 40-0 397 324 43-6 65-8
5. Othersreporting to main board members . .
Highest decile £000 76:8 104-3 60-5 56-1 54-6 36-2 627 80-1
Upper quartile £000 -67:6 712 48-4 45-5 50-7 335 48-4 717
Median £000 583 588 422 385 395 273 375 588
Lower quartile £000 44-3 38-5 359 29-4 30-5 230 294 371
Lowest decile £000 42:2 270 31-5 26-2 23-0 20-8 246 331
Mean £000 584 582 43-7 394 39-1 282 40-9 57-6
6. Executives reporting to.heads of function
at4 above .
Highest decile £000 629 533 1 [ 60-3 872
Upper quartile: £000 54-5 455 53-0 63:2
Median £000 485 384 s b J 450 50-2
Lower quartile £000 425 309 377 377
Lowest decile £000 351 26-8 30-0 320
Mean £000 487 404 | L 457 553
7: Executives-reporting to thosé at 5 above
Highest decile £00 * * N 1 52-8 *
Upper quartile £000 * * 50-7 54-9
Median £000 360 440 4 5 360 43-8
. Lower quartile £000 * *. 355 404
Lowest decile £000 * * 340 *
Mean £000 41-9 43-7 J

43-1 456

For numbers of posts reported see Table 4.

2Incliding commission and profit-sharing. .

>Information dbout these posts was not:sought from non-financial
companies'whose turnover was under £904 million.

*Too few posts reported to provide reliable figurés.
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Table 2 Mean salary and salary plus bonus?, by level of post and size of company,
at 1 July 1987 and 1 July 1988

Level of post and sector Mean salary Mean salary plus bonus, etc. |

1987 1988 Percent- 1987 1988 Percent-
age age

) increase increase
£000 £000 % £000 £000 % ‘

Main board members

1. Chief executives on

main board
Non-financial
Turnover (£m)

1,800 and over 1836 2175 18-5 198-1 241-0 21-6 ‘
904-1799 156-1 1831 17-3 169-1 214-8 27-1 ‘
475-903 94-1 111-0 179 106-8 120-7 13-0
206474 84-0 102-1 21-7 96-8 1213 252 |

99-205 760 833 9-6 85-0 93-8 10-4 |
51-98 639 783 22:5 769 84-1 9-3
All non-financial 869 102-3 17-6 98-9 1144 157
Financial 1159 1334 15-1 146-1 166-3 13-8
2. Deputy chief executives
on main board
Non-financial
Turnover (£m)

1,800 and over 143-5 1753 22-2 1572 189-0 202
904-1799 1567 177-8 135 166-2 188-8 13:6
475-903 70-7 82-8 17-1 780 90-3 159
206474 65-6 71-5 9-0 70-2 770 9-7

99-205 730 84-0 15-1 747 88-4 184
51-98 755 842 11-6 831 950 143
All non-financial 876 1012 155 93-8 1090 162
Financial 91-0 106-9 17'5 134-5 1293 -39
3. Other main board members
Non-financial
Turnover (£m)

1,800 and over 957 111-8 16:8 1036 1234 19:2
904-1799 77-8 91-3 173 832 103-8 24-8
475-903 572 65-6 14-6 653 739 13-1
206474 460 52-1 134 534 60-7 13-6

99-205 50-7 58-2 14-9 556 643 156
51-98 422 479 135 469 52:6 12-1
All non-financial 539 619 14-9 59-8 69-3 15-8
Financial 773 87-4 130 1134 12009 - 66
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" Table 2 continued * Mean salary and salary plus borius®, by levél of post and size of

company, at 1 July. 1987 and 1 July 1988

Level of post and sector Mean salary i ] Mez}n salary plus bonus, etc. _
1987 1988 Percent- =~ 1987 1988 Percent-
age age
increase increase
. £000 £000 % £000 £000 %
-Senior executives

4. Heads of function feporting
to main board members

‘Non-financial

Turnover (£m) )

1,800 and over 54-1 60-7 12-1 566 . 641 133
9041799 43-4 48-8 12-4 478 549 14-8
475-903 379 426 12-4 43-4 49-5 14-1
206474 329 367 11:6 362 40-0 10-5

99-205 330 367 112 35-0 397 135
51=98 276 303 97 29:5 | 324 9-8
All non-financial 358 399 11-5 387 43-6 12-7

Financial 51-2 578 128 - 575 658 145
5. Others reporting ’ ‘

to main board members

Non-financial

Turnover (£m)

1,800 and over 44-5 48-7 94 54-2 58-4 77
904-1799 49-0 53-8 99 52-2 582 11-6
475-903 37-0 40-9 10-§ 39-3 43-7 11-2
206474 327 361 10-4 359 394 99

99-205 320 35-5 10-9 352 39-1 il-1
51-98 . 234 261 11-6 25-6 282 104
All nori-financial . 339 374 10-5 37-1 409 104

Financial 44-6 516 156 50-7 576 13:6
6. Senior executives reporting ’ ’ T
to those at 4 above

Non-financial

Turnover (£m) . .
1,800 and-over 406 465 147 424 487 150
904-1799 327 368 12-5 359 40-4 12-5
904 and over” 377 430 14-0- 40-0 45-7 142
Financial 46 498 L1-8 470 . 553 . 176

7. Senior executives.reporting
to those at 5-above

Non-financial

Turnover (£m)

1,800 and over 347 381 9-7 39-1 41-9 72
904-1799 363 40-2 107 376 437 16-4
904 arid over® : 35-8 395 104 " 381 431 131
Fihancial 35-8 412 152 386 456 181

8. Others* : )
Non-financial 61-5 714 160 668 777 162
Finanéial 1012 116:5 152 108-4 1192 10-0

All posts

Non-financial 41-5 469 130 453 51-5 13-6

Financial 521 58-9 131 60-7 68-9 13-4

For numbers of posts reported sée Table 4
“Including commission and-profit-sharing.

*Information about these posts was not sought from non-financial
companies whose turnover was.under £904 million.

“See note 4 to Table 4.
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Table 3 Date of last increase in salary for each level of post

Percentage of posts with salary increase in

Level of post July June May April  March Feb Jan Dec Nov Oct Sept Aug July June Total
1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 1987 1987 1987 1987 1987 1987 1987
or
earlier
Main board members
1. Chief executives 139 2:5 42 206 4:2 36 239 05 24 89 1-4 2:5 15 97 100-0
2. Deputy chief executives 53 — . 47 242 —_ 1-2 341 0:6 69 114 — 55 — 6-1 100-0
3. Other main board members 13-5 30 40 20:2 2:2 34 238 1-0 32 10-9 2:8 56 1-6 4.8 100-0
Senior executives
4. Heads of function reporting to main 16-3 29 39 199 28 38 219 07 28 15.7 0-5 1-6 45 2:8 100-0
board members .
5. Others reporting to main board members 23-5 10 4.1 157 " 25 40 21-5 39 48 131 16 34 03 0-5 100-0
6. Executives reporting to heads of function 299 2:5 50 321 2-1 31 19:5 02 — 30 09 03 0-6 08 100-0
at 4 above ¢
7. Executives reporting to those at 5 above? 63-6 1-4 86 2:6 — — 82 — 66 — 88 —_ — — 1000
8. Other posts® 46 53 2:4 257 11 87 245 02 0-5 167 52 09 0-4 38 100-0
20-8 25 43 205 2-4 36 214 [-2 29 11-6 1-6 2-3 23 2:6 100-0

All posts

For numbers of posts reported see Table 4

«Information about these posts was not sought from non-financial companies whose turniover was under £904 million.

#See note # to Table 4.




Table 4 Response and-‘covefr:age' of survey

.‘Non-ﬁnqr.lg:i_al

Turnover (£million)

‘Fi,ﬂancia] Total

All
1,800 904~ 475- 206~ 99- S5l1-
and 1,799 903 474 205 98
over
Number of organisations
in ¢ Times 1000~ . 62 61 . 87 138 - 282 370 1,000 —_ —
Quiestionnaires despatched 26 23 28 22 46 51 196 54 250
Repliés received : 25 22 25 18 32 35 7 157 48 205
Replies used” 22 20 23 24 31 32 152 48 200
Number of posts:teported
Mairi board members : )
1. Chief executives 21 15 23 21 25 25 130 41 171
2. Deputy chiéf €xecutives 8 3 5 5 5 2 28. 18 46
3, Other main board members 97 92 76 . 98 94 87 544 189 733
Senior executives
4.Heads of function reporting to . .
main-board members 179 150 132 136 147 145 889 270 1,159
5. 'Others feporting to main board. - ;
meinbers 41 60 64 102 24 62 353 88 441
6. Execiitives reporting-to heads -
of function at 4 above 95 59 154 186 340
7. Executives.reporting to.those : c
at 5 above 14 13 .27 20 47
8. Others® 30 327 24 10 719 122 18 140
Total ) 485 424 324 372 302 340 2,247 830 3,077

“Nine non-financiaj ‘companies provided information for a sibsidiaty in a smaller size band, three of
which had-a turnover of less than £51 million. Because of 0rganisational changes in two companies, their

replies were not used.

b Others’ contain any of the following posts not includeé elsewhere: chairmen and deputy chdirmen who
are not chief or deputy chief executives; chief and deputy chief executives hot on main boards; full-time

members-of boards of subsidiaries.

“Information about these posts was not sought.from non-financial companies-whose turnover was under

£904 million.
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Table 5 Weighting of results from non-financial companies

Annual turnover (£ million)

Level of post 1,800 904— 475~ 206— 99~ 51— All
and 1,799 903 474 205 - 98 sizes
over

Main board members

1. Chief executives 28 21 41 56 106 135 387

2. Deputy chief executives 11 4 9 13 21 Il 69

3. Other main board members 127 131 134 263 399 469 1,523

Senior executives

4. Heads of function reporting 495 317 660 - 561 1,281 933 4,247

to main board members .

5. Others reporting to main 118 192 333 507 212 405 1,767

board members

6. Reporting to heads of 805 462 — — — —_ 1,267

function at 4 above* )

7. Reporting to- those at 5 157 297 - — — —_ 454

above

8. Others 39 46 42 27 30 102 286

10,000

All levels of post 1,780 1,470 1,219 1,427 2,049 2,055

¢Information about these posts-was not sought from non-financial companies
whose turnover was under £904 million.

Note: Financial companies’ results are combined without weighting.



Description. of the survey

Results

Appendlx E
Survey of the pre-appointment earnings of recently appointed Judges

1. The Office of Manpower Economics, on behalf of the Review Body on Top
- Salaries, has updated its annual survey of the pre-appointment éarnings.of judges
recently appointed throughout the United Kingdom. The co-operation of those
who coinpleted questionnaires is gratefully acknowledged.

2. As in previous survey32 the judges were asked to provide figures (excluding.
VAT) of receipts from practice, receipts. from other professional activities and
expenses deductible for tax purposes. Because of the time lag between execution -
of the work dnd paymeént for it, receipts in a particulat year-will not reflect work -
done in that year. Data were therefore collected for the three most recent complete "
years before-appointment to the Bench in order to provrde a more representative
indication of a respondent’s earnings.

3. The number of appointments in any year is relatlvely sthall and results from
the latest survey have thérefore been combined with earlier surveys. All data have
been brought to a common-date of 1 April 1988 by using thé movements in average -
earnings (salary plus bonus, etc) shown by the OME survey of top salaries (see -

- Appendix D). While this is not necessarily the most relevant basis, analysis of data

from the surveys has strongly suggested that earnings at the Bar have increased at

‘similar rates to thoseat senior levels in the corporate sector. Hence, the top salaries

survey provides.a much better guide than, say, retail prices or average earmngs in
the whole economy.

4. ‘Thelatest survey prov1ded 27 uisable returrs fromi the. 40 forms sent out. When
added to previous surveys, this provides totals of 39 returns from High Court
Judges and 88 from Circuit Judges (or their equivalents'). There has been a very
good response rate of over-90 per ¢ent from High Court Judges. The response of
60 per cent from Circuit Judges means that their results.cannot be regarded asfully
representatlve of those appointed to the C1rcu1t Bench.

5. The average annual net receipts (brought to 2 common date of 1 April 1988)
are sumiarised in the table below. There are too few appointments in Scotland
and Northern Ireland for separate analysis.

Judges appointed in the United Kingdom, 1984/5<1987/8
Net recelpts puor to appomtment (standardlsed to 1 April 1988)°

ercult Judges prevxously

High — All

Court Queen’s Junior Solicjtpr Circuit

- Judges Counsel = Counsel : Judges
Numiber of returns 25 50 B . s

£ £ £ £ £ .
‘Upper quartile 244,600 87,500 - 56,800 75,200 66,700
Median - 118,800 . 65400 45300 64,700 55,100 -
Lower quartile 90,300. 49,600 38,000 51,400 42,800

Mean 7 177,100 71,900 49,400. 64,600 59,700

9Pensions:contributions not deducted.

6. Pre-appointment earnings of High Court Judges show a much-wider spréad
than those-of Circuit Judges. For those appointed to the Circuit Bench, median
net receipts of Queen’s Counsel and sohcrtors were similar and some 45 per cent
above those of Junior Counsel.

" 'From 1987, the coverage of the surveys includes Judges of the Court of Smsxon and Sheriffs in Scotland
and Puisne Judges and County Court Judges in Northern Ireland.
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Appendix F
Revised judicial salary structure

The order in which posts are listed within each Group is not intended as an
indication of relative importance or standing within the Group.

Group 1
Lord Chief Justice

Group 2

Lords of Appeal

Master of the Rolls

Lord President of the Court of Session
Lord Chief Justice (Northern Ireland)

Group 3

Lord Justice Clerk!

Lords Justices of Appeal

Inner House Judges of the Court of Session
Lords Justices of Appeal (Northern Ireland)
President of the Family Division
Vice-Chancellor

Group 4

High Court Judges
Outer House Judges of the Court of Session
Puisne Judges (Northern Ireland)

Group 4a
London Official Referees

Group 5

Sheriffs Principal

Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster

Senior Circuit Judges

Recorder of Liverpool

Recorder of Manchester

Recorder of Belfast

Chief Social Security Commissioners (England, Wales and Scotland and Northern
Ireland)

Presidents, Industrial Tribunals (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland)

Judge Advocate General

President, Social Security Appeal Tribunals and Medical Appeal Tribunals
(England, Wales and Scotland)

Chairman, Criminal Injuries Compensation Board

_ Presidents, Lands Tribunals (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)




-Group 6

Circuit Judges

Sheriffs

County Court Judges (Northern Ireland)?

Social Security Commissioners (England, Wales and Scotland and Northern
Ireland)

Chairman, Scottish Land Court?

Registrar of Criminal Appeals

Registrar of Civil Appeals

Chief Metropolitan Magistrate

Senior and Chief Masters and Registrars

Master, Court of Protection

Chairman, Foreign Compensation Comrmssmn

Regional Chairmen, Industrial Tribunals (England and Wales and Scotland)

Judge Advocate of the Fleet

Vice-Judge Advocate General

President, Value Added Tax Tribunals

President, Immigration Appeal Tribunal

Vice-Presidents, Immigration Appeal Tribunal*

Chief Immiigration Adjudicator*

Presiding Special Commissioner of Income Tax

President, Social Security Appeal Tribunals and Medical Appeal Tribunals
(Northern Ireland)

Regional Chairmen, Social Security Appeal Tnbunals and Medical Appeal
Tribunals '

Members, Lands Tribunals (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)

Group 7

Chairmen, Industrial Tribunals (England and Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland)

Metropolitan Magistrates

Provincial Stipendiary Magistrates

Resident Magistrates (Northerd Ireland)

Masters and Registrars of the Supreme Court

Masters of the Supreme Court (Northern Ireland)

County Court Registrars and District Registrars of the High Court

Circuit Registrars (Northern Ireland)

President, Pensions Appeal Tribunal

Vice-President (Scotland) and Chairmen, Value Added Tax Tribunals

Chairmen, Social Security Appeal Tribunals and Medical Appeal Tribunals

Special Commissioners of Income Tax

Immigration Adjudicators’

1To be baid a saJad lead of £1,000 over the salary for Group 3.

2 Paid the salary for Group 5 for as long as they are required to carry out significantly different work from -
their counterparts elsewheré in the United Kingdom., Circuit Judges in England and Wales and Sheriffs in
Scotland.

3 Paid as if in Group 5 when the post is combined with-that of President, Lands Tribunal (Scotland).:
4 Previously in Group 7. ’
5 Previously in Group 8 which has been abolished.
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Appendix G

Salary differential between one star officers and two star officers
in the armed forces

1. The pay of one star officers is recommended by the Review Body on Armed
Forces Pay (AFPRB); the pay of two star officers is recommended by the Review
Body on Top Salaries (TSRB). Since 1979 the differential between one and two

star officers has varied as follows:

Date Differential %
April 1979 9:6
April 1980 12-3
April 1981 50
April 1982 99
April 1983 nil
August 1983 7-0
January 1984 11-0
April 1984 11-0
November 1984 89
April 1985 0-3
July 1985 80
March 1986 156
July 1986 99
April 1987 81
October 1987 &5
April 1988 55
October 1988 6-7

« Printed by Her Majesty’s Stationery Office
DA 090158} C18 2/89 3184627

Remarks

AFPRB award but no TSRB award
TSRB interim award

TSRB second stage

TSRB and AFPRB first stage

TSRB and AFPRB second stage
AFPRB award but no TSRB award
TSRB first stage

TSRB second stage

TSRB and AFPRB deferred awards
AFPRB full award and TSRB first stage

TSRB second stage
AFPRB award and TSRB first stage
TSRB second stage
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