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

-Themembers of the Review Body! are:

Sir David Nickson, KBE, DL, Chairman
Sir Terence Beckett, KBE
Louisé Botting
Sir Peter Cazalet?
Lord Chorley
Sir Cecil Clothier; KCB, QC?
Hugh Pigott
Jeremy Pope, OBE
Sir Thomas Skyrme, KCVO, CB, CBE, TD, DL
Sir Anthony Wilson?

The Secretariat is provided by the Office-ofManpower Economics..

TAt the conclusion of the lastreview Lord Plowden, who was Chairman, Sir Robin Ibbs and Sir Peter
Matthews retired from the ReviewBody; Derek Birkin résigned from the Review Body.during the course of
the latest review.
?Sir Peter Cazalet and Sir AnthonyWilsonwere appointed to the Review Body by the PrimeMinistetwith

effect from the beginning of the latest review; Sir Peter Cazaletis also Chairman of the Review Body on
Armed Forcés Pay.
3Sir Cecil Clothier was appointed to the Review Body by the Prime Minister with effect from 4 October

1989,
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Background

Chapter |

Introduction
1. Our remitgroups currently comprise about 1,170 members of the judiciary,
660.senior civil servants and 200.senior officersin the armed forces,.a total of some
2,030-individuals. Themost senior posts in our remit are the Lord Chief Justice of
England; the Secrétary of the Cabinet, and the Chief of the-Defence Staff. Below
this level, themembers.of the judiciary are in over 60 different categories ofposts,thé senior civil servants are thosein the senior open structure; and the senior
officers are those in the next top three ranks of the armed forces.

2. Theincreases in remuneration which

w

we recommendedin our last report with
effect. from 1 April 1989 were- accepted by the Government. Our basic
recommendations on salary levels provided increases of about 5 per cent. In
arriving at this figure we had to strike a balance between responding to the
undoubted upward pressure on salaries for roughly analogous jobsin the private
sector and the need to make exceptional efforts to discourage inflationary pay
increases. We also recommended additional increases for a restricted number of
posts in each of the remit groups. For the civil service, this included a
recommendation for thé introduction of a London Allowance of£2,000for Grade
3s. For the armed forces we recommended that the existing link between the.

payof two star officers and Grade 3s should be modified.

3. In our last report we said it was the Review Body’s résponsibility to
recommend salaries, including whére appropriate performance-related payments,
which would be sufficient to attract, retain and motivate adequate numbers of
people ofhigh calibre for the:‘posts in.our remit. In formingour judgments on these
matters we recognised thatin some years exceptional factors might modify the
salary levels we would otherwise recommend. It followed that our task was to
make certain that over a period, taking one year with another, the trend of salary.
‘changes met our objectives. We went On to refer to the modest generalincrease

_ whichwe thought appropriate in the lightof inflationary pressures at the time, but
emphasised that this approach must not be repeated regularly. We added that.
there were strong upward pressures. on salaries at this levélin the public services

which would havé to be recogniséd and accommodated over the next few years.

4. Our view of the Review Body’s responsibilities remains unchanged. This year
our task has been to update the salary levels recommended in our last review and
also to examine important issues arising for the groups in our remit.

5. Astosuch.issues, we said in our last report thatwe proposed this year to review
the pay of Circuit Judges and their position in the judicial salary structure in the
light ofcontinuing serious recruitment difficulties.We also said-we expected on the
basis of the Government’s consideration of possible modifications to the present
discretionary rangepay scheme for Grades 2 and 3 in the civil service.thatwemight
bein a position to make recommendations for changes this yéar. We recognised
this might have implications for the pay links. between senior civil servants and
senior officers in the armed forces. In considering these issues, we have taken
account of the sharp compression ofdifferentials arising from pay increases in the
civil service grades immediately below those.in our remit group.



Conduct of the review 6. We have sought evidence from government departments and from other
organisations and individuals (a list of those who gave oral evidence to us is at
Appendix B); and the Office of Manpower Economics (OME) has carried out
surveys on our behalfof remuneration at senior levels in the private sector and of
lawyers’ earnings. Our judicial sub-committee under the chairmanship of
Sir Thomas Skyrme has reported to us on problems of recruitment to the judiciary
with particular reference to Circuit Judges and their counterparts in Scotland and
Northern Ireland.

7. Weare grateful for all the assistance we have received.



Chapter 2

General salary levels
8. Thelastmajoradjustment to salary levels and structure forour remit groups took

‘place following our report in 1985 when. the Government accepted our
recommendation that substantial increasés wete-necessary if the differences between

- such salary levels and'salariesiin theprivate’sectorwere notto beunacceptably large. _

Sincé then we have year byyear considered what updating of salaries would be
‘appropriate for our remit groups. against the background. of general economic
considerations and theGovernment’s viewthat

4 high priority should be attached to
modérationin thegrowthofearnings.Wehave accépted theneedfot suchmoderation

- and théinicfeases insalary levelswhichwe have recommendedin our recentreports
havebeen significantly below the-increases for broadly analogous jobs.in the.private
sector. SinceApril 1985, the generalsalaryiricreases for our rémitgroupsfollowing
our recommendationsin 1986 to1989 totalled:20percent (and thus’broadly kept pace
‘with inflation); whereasaverage earningsfor thewhole economy increased by about40percent and earnings foranalogous groups atthemost senior levels inthe private
sector by-about-60.per cent. Thus theposition established by.our recommendationsin
1985, resulting'‘insalary levels for our remit

groups
which were in our view broadly

right,
has.been seriously:eroded.

9.- The trend for large iincreases: in the earnings of analogous groups at themost
. senior levels in the private sector has coritinued unabated. Oui latestregular surveyshows thatathigher levelsin thelargestnon-financial companies, themedian earnitigs
increase.in the 12months to July 1989 was 14-5 per cent. A simmiary-6f the relevant

. informationis at Tables 1 and 2. Further détailsarecontainedin.Appendix
Cc.

Table I Median salary plus bonus, commission and
profit-sharing

(non-financial .

companies)
at 1. July 1989

£per annum

Aainual
turnoverof

of

company
,

£2,000m arid'over £950-1,999m £500-949m

Chief executives 285,500 265,900 —«£50,000
Other full-time main. boardmembers 140,000: 136,600 94,500°
Heads of function reporting to main board

members 75,800 65,000 48,000

Source: OME. -

Table
2 Median percentageiincrease in earnings]shetween 1

July
1988and1 July 1989

Per
“cent

Senior posts
i
inseria Senior posts

iin
compaiies financial companies

‘Higher level
,

posts‘in-largest
All -companies*

Salary . 13-0 11-4
Salary plus bonus, commission and profit
sharing “12-7 - 45 - 163

*Full-time mainboard members and heads of function. reporting
to main

1

board membersin companies
with annual turnover of£500 million-and over. .

Sourée:. OME.



10. Current salary levels for our remit groups compare unfavourably with
earnings in the private sector where senior people in larger companies commonly

. receive £130,000 and in some cases considerably more, as the median figures in
Table 1 show. Also, in our survey ofearnings at the Bar, reported in Appendix D,
halfofQueen’s Counsel in England andWales were earning £120,000 ormore. On
the other hand, Permanent Secretaries in the civil service, four star officers in the
armed forces and High Court Judges receive £72,000; ranges of£48,100 to £59,800
and £37,600 to £47,600 apply respectively to Grade 2s and Grade 3s in the civil
service, and similar salary levels apply in the armed forces and the judiciary.

11. We have always accepted that various factors need to be taken into account
when making comparisons between salary levels for our remit groups and the
private sectorwhich have persuaded us in the past and continue to do so that there
is no case for equivalent levels of remuneration. However, we remain convinced
that salary levels for our remit groups should be based ona fair relationship with
the private sector. This is important in itself and recognises that market pressures
on posts in our remit are sensitive in different ways. The judiciary is directly subject
to outside competition with nearly all appointments being made from barristers
and solicitors in private practice. The civil service and the armed forces are career
services, where the impact ofmarket forces is less direct at senior levels, except for
specialists in the civil service such as lawyers, accountants or actuaries. However,
sufficiently attractive salary prospects at the highest levels in the civil service and
the armed forces are part of the incentive package required if the necessary
numbers with the potential to reach those levels are to be recruited and retained

_ againstmarket competition in lower grades and ranks. Beyond the influence of the
market, people in career services such as the civil service and the armed forces
should have a reasonable expectation that they will not be excluded indefinitely
from benefiting from the gains in prosperity of the nation as a whole. There is also
a need tomaintain an internal coherence to the pay structure for our remit groups.
Traditionally, there has been a link at the highest levels between the pay of the
Lord Chief Justice of England, the Secretary of the Cabinet and the Chief of the
Defence Staff, and between High Court Judges, Permanent Secretaries and four
star officers; and there are other links at less senior levels.

12. The size of the gap which has opened between private sector earnings and
those of our remit groups conflicts with our conviction that the relativities which
were established following acceptance by the Government of our
recommendations in 1985 must bemaintained in the long term if these groups are
to continue to attract and retain individuals of the highest calibre. If this disparity
is not reduced significantly therewill be damaging long term consequences, and the
quality of the people available to fill these posts, which are as demanding as those
in any walk of life, will fall.

13. However, we are equally conscious that our recommendations are highly
visible and may be used out of context by pay bargainers. We also recognise the
priority which the Government attaches to reducing the level of inflation.We note
that, with effect from 1 January 1990, Ministers and other parliamentary office
holders received increases which averaged 6-5 per cent, whilst Members of
Parliament received 10-8 per cent. We have also borne in mind that the Index of
Retail Prices showed an increase of 7-7 per cent in the year to November 1989 and
that the Government said, at the time of the Chancellor of the Exchequer’s
Autumn Statement, that it expects the annual rate of increase to remain above
7 per cent for the first half of 1990.

14. We recognise a strong need to support the Government’s current efforts to
discourage the growth of inflationary pay increases and note that the Government
does not see this as a year in which substantial increases would be appropriate for
our remit groups. Although we believe that larger increases would be justified, we
propose a basic increase in salary of 7 per cent. Whilst we tackle the most
immediate’pressure points in the rest of our report, we shall wish to explore with
the Government in the coming year how the ground lost generally since 1985 in
comparison with the private sector may be made up.
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15. Recommendation 1. We recommend that the groups in our remit should
receivea basic increase in salary of 7 per cent with effect from 1 April 1990.

16. In the following chapters we examine the case for specific, targeted increases
in pay supplementary to the basic increase for some posts in each of the remit
groups. This takes account ofmarket competition, erosion of differentials caused
by increases awarded to those immediately below our remit groups, and proposals
for performance-related pay to provide senior civil servants with effective
incentives and rewards; thereis also.the need for coherence atsenior levelsin public
service pay. We tnake recommendations accordingly. Such an approach to these
issues is piecemeal and no more than a temporary expedient. We are concerned
that a general catching-up exercise is, sooner or later, inevitable. The longer it is
postponed the greater the problems will bein the long term.



Fast-stream staff

Chapter 3

The civil service
17. The particular civil service issues we address in this report aré the supply of
fast-stream staff to fill senior posts, the development of performance-related pay
for Grades 2 and 3 and pay differentials between the grades covered by our remit
and Grades 4 and 5 immediately below them.

18. We continue to be concerned about the supply of fast-stream staff to fill
senior posts, particularly those with the potential to reach the very highest levels.
The overall resignation rate for fast-stream staff in Grades 4 to 7 has remained
broadly steady since 1985, but we are aware that individual departments with
direct contactwith outside employers have been vulnerable to the loss oftheirmost
able staff to sectors where opportunities forwell-paid employment become readily
known to them. The Office ofManpower Economics discussed with a number of
departments! the supply of staff with the potential to reach the highest grades.
There was reasonable confidence that filling top posts with suitable staff over the
next decade could be achieved without great difficulty. Beyond that period
however, the outlook was more uncertain as there had been some significant losses
of staffwith the highest potential at Grades 5 and 7. Given the small numbers of
fast-stream staff, resignations amongst them can be highly visible and can leave
gaps which are difficult to fill. Problems have been particularly acute in the loss
of specialists, for example accountants, tax inspectors and lawyers, especially in
London.

19. We have commented in our last two reports on the open competitions for
direct entry fast-stream.staffat Grade 7 in response to the loss ofgood quality staff
at that level. Against a 1987-88 target offilling 79 vacancies, 51 recruits eventually
took up duty. A further scheme in 1988-89 was far less successful with the total of
those appointed unlikely to exceed 21 against a target of 71 vacancies. The number
of applications fell by 23 per cent and the quality of the field was thought to be
lower. Few of the successful candidates were from the private sector.

20. Recent experience in recruitment at the fast-stream trainee entry grades
mirrors that for Grade 7. After what were regarded as thrée good years for
appointment in 1986, 1987 and 1988, when the numbers recruitedwere respectively
93, 92 and 109 against targets of 104, 108 and 116, the number appointed in 1989
feli back to 78 whereas the target had risen to 122, a shortfall of 36 per cent. The
1989 figures reflect an ever-increasing demand for high quality graduates
generally. Meanwhile, more difficult problems continue to exist in the recruitment
of specialists where there is even keener competition from other employers.

21. For our current review we have sought evidence from university careers
services on the attitude of the ablest young people towards a career in the civil
service, the changes that have occurred in recent years and the factors which
influence their attitudes. The replies we received, from Oxford, Cambridge,
Durham and Aberystwyth, confirm that for well-qualified graduates there has
been an increase in the choice of alternative careers which frequently offer greater
flexibility for future employment. The civil service, like the public service generally,
is often seen by well-qualified graduates as having-suffered a loss of status and

1 HM Treasury, and the Departments ofthe Environment, Transport, Trade and Industry and, jointly,
Health and Social Security.



. Performance-related pay

public esteem. Thére was also some criticism of lengthy recruitment procedures.
However, themajor factor was. said to be pay expectations ‘by the mid-thirties
which have been regarded as low comparedwith earnings in-

banking, accountancyor the law.

22. Substantial changes have. been negotiated by. the Governmentin the pay
arrangements for fast-stream éntrants and other civil service staff at levels below
our remit, including the introduction of performance pay and additional
incrernents in London, These changes have still to be absorbed fully both in
.practice and in the perceptions of. staff and poteritial recruits. Although pay
progression does not match that in the private sector, we understand that
following recent pay increases for the civil service, pay rates for fast-stréam trainee
entrants:are at about the median for first year graduates in the private sector. We
welcome these and other improvements and will be looking for eviderice that they
-help: to ensure a sufficient supply of people with the nécessary abilities and
motivation to fill the senior posts within our remit.

23. Following recommendations in our 1985 report, discretionary salary ranges
for Grades 2 and_3 in thé civil service were introduced with effect from October
1987. Our main aim was to ensure that the pay system encouraged more effective
management and recognised:and rewarded sustainedhigh performance. In our last
two reports we commented on the need for these arrangements to evolve so that
thé pay of individuals could be determined more flexibly. Last year we
commissioned Hay. Management Consultants to survey the ways in which
remunerationwas-linkéd to performance at senior levels in different parts-of the

. private and public sectors; and we took evidence from théCouncil ofCivil'Service
Unions and the Government. Evidence from the Government recognised. the
shortcomings of the present system under which, at that time, three-quarters of
Grades 2 and 3 could not earn a discretionary award however good their
perforthance. It saw advantagein extending the principle ofperformance pay and
_moving away from the payment of semi-automatic.increments afterentry to the
grades, The Government said it was giving further thought to possible ways of
.modifying the présent scheme. However, it believed that as it would be necessary

. to have consultations with all those concerned before any new
scheme

was
introduced, this‘should not be done before 1990.

‘24. Inout last reportwe saidvwe were keenly aware that ifemployers were to stay
competitive, they needed to motivate not just the highest performers, for whom
promotion prospects were normally a powerful incentive, but also the fully
satisfactory performers who-représent a largeproportion of the employeesin any
orgahisation. We also said that any system should ensure that adequate
differentials were maintained between Grade 3s and staffiin Grades 4 and 5

_ immediately below them. We added that it would be premature to propose any
. changes to the structuré of theexisting scheme but that wemight bein a position
to do so. this year; meanwhile, we recommended that, as an interim measure, the
then-existing 25 per cent ‘quota’ on the numbers of staffwho could receiveone or
‘more.discretionary increments.at any one timeshould be increased to 35 per cent.
The Government accépted this recommendation and nearly 30 per cent of staffin
Grades 2 and.3have been receiving discretionary

increments since October 1989.

25. -The Government has now proposed to us a new scheme to replacethe
existing arrangements. The aims are to. encourage and reward good performance
by making all pay increases at these levels performance-related; to provide
opportunities for the best performers to recéive additional pay in recognition of
their high performance, whileat the same-time ensuring that this doesnot resultin
_the payof fully satisfactory:performers being depressed; and to avoid the problenis
whichcan arise.with limitations.on the number ofperformance-awatds, while still
maintaining control over the total paybill.. The present incremental scales and
discretionary increments would be abolished. Instéad, there would be a pay range
for each. grade, with set minimum and maximum points. The normal expectation
wouldbe that individuals would enter at the minimum of the range. Allmovement
‘up the rangewould depend on performance. Those performing fully satisfactorily

7
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(broadly equivalent to box 3 of the existing five box marking system for staff
assessment) or better would be awarded at least a ‘standard’ increase at each
annual review but therewould bemanagerial discretionwithin an available budget
to award larger increases where these were considered to be justified. Where an
increase would take an individual beyond the range maximum for the grade, the
amount above the range maximum would be paid as a one-off, non-pensionable
bonus. If individuals performed belowa satisfactory level, they could be awarded
less than the ‘ standard’ increase, or nothing at all. It is envisaged that each year
we would recommend the new minimum and maximum for each grade; the
“standard” pay increase for fully satisfactory performers in each grade; and the
further provision necessary in the paybill for larger performance-related increases.

26. There would be three main differences from the existing scheme. First, the
fixed scale increases and the discretionary increments would be abolished, and the
normal entry points to the grades would be higher. Second, under the new scheme
even the ‘standard’ increase would be earned only through performance. Third,
the ‘quota’ on the number of staff who could receive discretionary increments
would be replaced by a cash budget which would allow a greater element of
discretion for awarding above-standard increases. Unlike the current
arrangements this would not suffer from the problem of being restricted to a
specific percentage of staff.

27. The performance-related pay awards would not be linked automatically to
box markings: the appraisal system at these levels has wider aims. As at present,
decisions so far as possible would be delegated to departments. Each department
would have a cash budget for above-standard increases, allocated in direct
proportion to the number of staff it has at Grades 2 and 3. The Government also
told us that the new scheme was not intended to affect the system of awarding
personal pay points, used in particular tomeetmanning needs such as those where
a department has to recruit an individual from outside the civil service who cannot
be accommodated at the normal starting salary for the grade.

28. As to timing, the Government has suggested it would be preferable to make
ali increases effective from 1 April. At present general increases are paid from
1 April, scale increases on the anniversary of promotion to the grade, and
discretionary increments from 1 October.

29. In our view, the Government’s proposals embodymajor improvements over
the present performance pay arrangements. As we have already commented, the
‘quota’ on the number of staff who can receive performance awards is an
unsatisfactory feature which arbitrarily limits those who can receive an award. The
increase in the ‘ quota’ whichwas introduced last year on our recommendation has
gone some way to easing the problem, but the fact is that however good their
performance, two out of every three staff in each grade in any department cannot
be rewarded through the scheme.

30. In the summer of 1989 the Government held a ‘dummy run’ mvolving 14
departments, listed in Appendix E, to test how the proposed scheme might work
in practice. An assessment of the results suggested that it would be viable in a
variety of circumstances and provide a generally welcome flexibility in the
management of pay increases at senior levels. The exercise proceeded on the
assumption that, in addition to the ‘standard’ increase for fully satisfactory
performance, there was a notional sum of 1-5 per cent of the paybill to be
distributed as performance pay. On this basis nearly half the staffat Grades 2 and
3 were notionally awarded a generally modest additional performance increase.
Commenting on the exercise, the Permanent Secretaries involved, some ofwhom
we met, on the whole preferred the new proposals to the present arrangements.
They particularly welcomed freedom from precise quotas. However, several
commented that the new scheme would be worthwhile only if the sum ofmoney
available for additional performance increases were adequate, and that 1-5 per
cent of the paybill was verymuch aminimum figure. They felt that the budget used
in the exercise provided only limited room for discretion and that in future itwould
be important to provide sufficient resources to allow scope for adequately



differentiated awards. Other comments stressed the need for reasonable equity of
treatment across departments and the increase in top manageménttime required
_to run an essentially individual pay system.

31. We-endorse the principles of theGovernment’s proposals for a new scheme,
the essential features ofwhich would be the replacement of the existing scale and
discretionary incréments by a pay range with movement based on performarice.
However, the success of such a scheme will require skilful

management
and

adéquate funding,and we make the following observations.

32. First, we areconcerned that fully satisfactory performers, who are a high
proportion of the staffin any organisation, must be adequately rewarded and
motivated. In broadly similar schemes which we studied with outside employers
(listed at Appendix F), itis common practice to have procédureswhich providean
expectation that the fully satisfactory performerwill progressover time tO, say, the
mid-point of a pay range. No such procedures exist in the proposed new scheme,
but we.are assured that Permanent Secretaries in: the exercise of their discretion
would be able to take account of this fundamental point. Some such provision
would also be necessary to limit inequalities between individuals caused by
compressed differentials between grades and the resultant need someétimies to put
those newly promoted onto a higher pointin the range than some others already
in the grade.

33. Second, itwould bedamagirig to the success of the scheme if there wére any
wide divergence between departments over the payof individuals with the same
performance assessments. Central oversight of the new scheme will be needed to
minimiseanymarked divergences between departments, otherwise the integrity of
the

pay structure for these
grades could be undermined.

34. Third, the scherne must be properly funded. We regard it as vital that the
funding should be adequate, especiallyin the early years when the scheme must
command wide acceptance. All the evidence available to us about the ‘dummy
run’ suggested that 1-5 per cent of the paybill was very much a minimum figure.
The importance we attach to securing. a successful start. to the new scheme
convinces us.that it is prudent to invest a greatersum. We recommend therefore a

. figure of2 per cent to be available for distribution to individuals on a discretionary
basis. We would not wish to endorse the scheme if the funding were reduced
beneath this figure, whichwillin practice cost less for. thereasons explainedin the
following paragraph.

35. As with other pérformance-related schemes of this type, the net cost of
discretionary payments is likely to be significantly less than the gross cost. This
arises from the turnover ofstaffwithin these grades,with-those leaving having been
paid at a higher rate than those joining, in much the same way as normal
incremental scales are generally regarded as self-financing. We expect that as it
matures the new scheme will become largely self-financing.

36. The Governmentwishes to bring the new scheme into operation from 1 April
1990, and, subject to the observations we have made above, we agree with this
proposal. However, as: we believe that performance pay schemes. can be fully
effective only if they have the support of the greatmajority of staff, we shall wish
to keep the operation of the scheme under close review. Itmay be appropriate for
an external assessment. of staffreactions to be undertaken earlyin the life of the
scheme, and we shall wish to discuss this with the Government.

37. Recommendation 2. We recommend that the new performance-related pay
scheme proposed by the Government for Grades 2 and 3 should be introduced on
the following basis with effect from 1 April 1990. Fully satisfactory performers
should receive no less than thé basicincrease of 7 per centwhich we recommend at
paragraph 15. A cash sum of 2 per cent of the paybill for each of these grades,
excluding the London Allowance for Grade 3s, should be made available for
allocationto individuals on a discretionary basis. A similar sum should, subject to

9
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Pay differentials

review by us, bemade available in future years. Initially therewill be a net cost, but
we expect that through the turnover ofstaff in these grades the schemewill become
largely self-financing.

38. In our last report we recommended that a London Allowance of £2,000
should be paid to Grade 3s with effect from 1 April 1989, largely on the grounds
that differentials with the grades below had become increasingly compressed. The
recommendation was accepted by the Government. We said in our report that we
would see advantage in our being able to review the level ofpayment from time to
time; and we acknowledged that the allowance would have the effect ofnarrowing
the differential between Grades 3 and 2 which we regarded as undesirable,
although we did not think it necessary to deal with the question in that review.

39. A further factor which we have now had to consider is the pay settlement
which the Government reached in 1989 for Grades 5 to 7, and subsequently
applied also to Grade 4, based on pay movements outside the civil service. As a
result of this settlement, in addition to general increases from 1 August 1989, staff
in London received a further increment from 1 January 1990 worth almost 4 per
cent in addition to their London Weighting (£1,750 in Inner London). This, and
the further pay review effective from 1 August 1990 (the new annual review date
for these grades) has considerable implications for differentials between the grades
in our remit and those immediately below them. The implementation of our
recommendations from 1 April 1990 would have the result that they would be in
force for only four months before differentials will be eroded again by any pay
award which might be given to Grades 4 and 5 with effect from 1 August.

40. The compression ofdifferentials is at itsmost acute for staffin London where
themajority ofGrade 3 posts are based. The current position is shown in Table 3.
Most promotions to Grade 3 are from Grade 5, although an increasing number,
recently about a quarter, are from Grade 4.

Table 3 Salary scales for Grade 5, 4 and 3 non-specialists in London as at
1 January 1990 including Inner London Weighting (£1,750) for Grades 5
and 4 and London Allowance (£2,000) for Grade 3

£
Grade 5 33.026

34,355
35,741

scale maximum 37,186

discretionary points 38,568
40,004
41,496
43,046

Grade 4 40,004
scale maximum 41,496

discretionary points 43,046
44,657

Grade 3 39,600
41,300

normally attainable maximum 42,900

discretionary points 45,100
47,400
49,600

4 The salary levels recommended in Chapter 6 for Grade 3 exclude London Allowancewhich would continue
to be paid. The salaries currently in payment for Grade 3 shown in Appendix I also exclude London
Allowance.

41. The table shows that Grade 5 staff on the second and third discretionary
points, respectively earn some £400 and £1,900 more than the normal starting
salary for Grade 3. Even if a Grade 5 on the third discretionary point went direct
on promotion to Grade 3 to the normally attainablemaximum, and thus overtook
a number of other Grade 3s, an increase of only 3-4 per cent would be payable.



42. As to Grade 4staff the table shows that on the top discretionary point they:
‘would be earning over £1,700 more than Grade 3s on their normally attainable .

maximum. Evén if promotion wére to the first discretionary point an increase of .

-
- only l per cent Wouldbe payable.

43. -The récommendation last year for a London Allowance of £2,000 for’
Grade3s was aimed atimproving differentials: The Government’s proposalas.part
ofits newperformance-related payscheme, to which wé refer-at paragraph 26, for
raising the normal entry points to Grades 2 and 3, by removing, the fixed scale
increments, will provide. some further improvement. However, it is evident to us -

that additional steps are neédéd in view ofthe increases which theGovernmenthas
~

agreed at Grade 4 and below, particularly for those in London with effect from
1 January 1990, and the prospect of a further pay review for those grades with
effect from 1 August 1990.:

44. .Qutsidé London, the removal of the fixed scale increments, and the basic
in¢réase of7 per centwhich we recommendin paragraph 15, will provide adequate
differentials. For Grade 3s.in London, we believe that the new salaryrange should,
in view ofincreases received by Grades 4 and 5 in London, be raised bymore than
the basicincréasé. In addition to raising theminimum and the maxinium of the
new range by 7 per cent,we propose that the minimum and maximum points. of

_ thesalary range for Grade 3sin.London should:be supplemented byan.additional
£1,200. This. will resultin in¢réases in the range minimum, of £4,100 andin the
range maximum of £4,500, and a differential of about 5 per cent between the
highest point for Grade 4sin London and the range minimum for Grade 3s in
London. We. recognise. that these improved differentials are liable to be eroded
bothin London and elsewhere by the pay review dué from | August 1990 for
Grades 4 and 5. We will néed to review the position again next year.

45. Whilst the changes-we propose for Grade 3sin London tackle the-problemof
differentials for non-specialists, theywill do nomore than ease thegreaterproblem
which exists of differentials for government lawyers and tax inspectors. Both
groups haverecently received special incréases, that for lawyers following the
recommendations of the Andrew Report. Asa result, the normal entry point-tothe
salary range for-Grade 3s will continue to be overlapped. by the highest point for
Grade 4 governmient lawyers and only a very small differential will exist over the
highest point for Grade 4 tax inspectors.

_
46. The changes we propose for Grade 3s in London will inevitably affect
differentials between them and Grade 2s, almost all ofwhom are in London. To
offset this we consider that theminimum and themaximum of the.new salary range
for all Grade 2s should also be inéreased bymore than our recommendation for a
basic increase of 7 per cent. We propose that the new range minimum and
maximum should be supplemented by £972 and £314 respectively to give a total
increase to both points of £4,500, the same increase as we recommend for the
Grade 3 maximum in London.

,

47. The raising of the entry point to.the:salary ranges for Grades 2: and 3 and the
increases which we recommend for the minimum and the maximum of the salary
ranges will affect individualsin different ways. Our intentionis that staffwho are
currently on the fixed scale points which are being removed, should move to the
minima of the new ranges. Staffalready on or above the newminima should:receive
cash.supplements (towhichwe referin paragraphs 44 and 46), in addition to their
basicincrease, as follows. Grade 3s in Londonwould receive a cash supplemént of
£1,200. Grade 2s would receive a supplement ranging from £972 to £314in order
to provide a totalincrease of £4,500. Under the terms of the new performance-

. Telated pay scheme, payment of the basic 7 per cent iticrease would of
course

be
subject to performance being at least fully satisfactory.

48. Finally, whilst our recommendations will create a minimum differential
between Grade 4 and Grade 3 of about 5 per cent, a safeguardis needed to meet
individual circumstances which may arise from time to time. We suggest that, as
already applies for the grades below, those promoted to, or between, our remit
grades should always receive on promotion an increase of at least.5 per cent.

11
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49. Recommendation 3. We recommend, because of the sharp compression of
differentials caused by the Government’s decisions on pay for the grades
immediately below our remit group, that in addition to the basic increase of 7 per
cent which we recommend in paragraph 15 and the removal of the fixed scale
increments, the minimum and the maximum of the salary range for Grade 3s in
London should be increased by £1,200 and, for all Grade 2s, the range minimum
should be increased by £972-and the rangemaximum by £314. Our intention is that
increases. for individuals should be determined in the light of paragraph 47.



Differentials-and pay links

Chapter 4

The armed forces
50. In our last report we recommerided that the existing link between the pay of
two star officers, the lowest rank in our remit, and Grade 3s should be modified
from the normally attainablemaximum to the first discrétionary incremental point
for that,grade. However, we added thatwewouldwish to réview the position again
this year in the light of the possible development of discretionary range pay for
Grades 3 and 2.

51. In reaching our decision last year we accepted that it was desirable for a
promotion from one to two star rank to be more clearly recognisedin the pay
structure, We also took into account that themedian age atwhich one star officers
are promotedto two-star rank is about five years later than themedian age atwhich
civil servants are promoted to-Grade 3, and that they spend less time in their new
rank than civil servants in Grade 3. Other relevant factors were our
-recommendations to increase the ‘quota’ on the number of Grade 3s who can be
in receipt ofadiscretionary increment at any one time, and to introducea London
Allowance for Grade 3s. The Government accepted our salary recommendation.
which, with the pay recommendation for onestar’ officers made by the Review
Body on Armed Forces Pay, resulted in a differential between one and two star
officers of 11-2 per cent compared with only 6-7 per,centin 1988-89. However, the
Government considered that the link for two starofficers should. be expressed as
around 85 per cent of the normally attainablemaximum for Grade2 civilservarits
(and therefore also-85 per cent of the pay point. for three star officers) rather than
be linked: to a performance point for Grade 3 civil servants. The Government has
since told us that in its view it is wrong’ in principle to link pay which has no
performance element to. performance pay.

52. Weagreewith the Government’s view that it continues to behighly desirable
to maintain a link between the pay of senior civil servants and senior military
officers. The link is seen as serving both to maintain coherence in pay at senior
levels across the public service and, more particularly, to recognise the similarity(andin some instances interchangeability)in the responsibilities ofsenior civil
servants and senior military officers workingin the Ministry ofDefence. At the -

same time, senior management in theMinistry of Defence continues to hold the
view that performance-related pay would be inappropriate for senior military.
officers and could weaken ‘esprit de corps’. We accept that circiimstances in the
armed forces are materially different ftom those in the civil service and also the
argument put to us that performance pay for the armed forces would be
inappropriate. However, this leaves the problemofhow the pay links for two and
three star officers should be expressed in view of the fact that the normally
attainablemaximum salary for Grade 2s, which isnow used in expressing the links
for both two and three star officers, will cease to exist in that form under the
proposed performance-reiated pay scheme for Grades 2 and 3.

53. The new links should be simple and readily understandable. However, the
growing disparity between aperformance-relatedpay structure forthe civil service
and a pay structure for the armed forces which contains no performance-element
makes it difficult to identify an option which fullymeets these criteria. Moreover,
we recognise it may be premature, until experience of the working of the new
arrangements for civil servants has been builtup, to settle firmly on a new basis for
the links.

194181
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54. The Government has suggested to us that, for 1990, three star officers should
be treated in the same way as fully satisfactory Grade 2s currently on the normally
attainablemaximum, with the pay of two star officers set at 85 per cent of the three
star rate. It added that for subsequent years there should be a provisional
assumption, to be confirmed in future reviews, that the pay of two and three star
officers should increase broadly in linewith the pay ofGrade 3s and Grade 2s who
perform fully satisfactorily.We are not persuaded that this would bea satisfactory
basis either for this year or subsequently. But in any event, as stated above, we do
not think it sensible to come to a firm view now on any new basis.

55. For this year therefore we recommend a pay structure for senior officers
which takes full account both of our earlier recommendations about the pay of
Grade 2 and Grade 3 civil servants and of the need to maintain sensible
differentials between three star and two star officers and the ranks above and below
them. The differential between one and two star officers will be affected by the
recommendation for one star officersmade by the Review Body on Armed Forces
Pay. As a general principle, however, we consider that the differential between one
and two star officers, and between two and three star officers, should be broadly
maintained at the levels established last year.We shall examine the links again next
year when we have further Government evidence about the development of the
new performance pay scheme in the civil service.

56. Recommendation 4. We recommend pay levels for three and two star
officers as set out in Chapter 6. They take full account both of our earlier
recommendations about the pay ofGrade 2 and Grade 3 civil servants and of the
need to maintain sensible differentials between three and two star officers and the
ranks above and below them.



Chapter 5

The judiciary
57. Our judicial sub-committee, under the chairmanship.ofSir Thomas Skyrine! ;
reportedtous-for our review. We asked it to examine thenature and extent ofany
problems of recruitment.to the judiciary, with particular reference to Circuit
“Judges and their counterparts in Scotland: and Northérh Ireland: to consider the
extent.to which any, suchproblems might be attributable to pay; and to find out
whether any changesin the judicial salary structure were needed.

58. The judicial. sub-committee sought written evidence from the Lord
-

Chancellor’s Department, the Scottish Courts Administration and theNorthern
Ireland Court Service, the Lord Chief JusticeofEngland, the Lord. President-of
.the Court of Session (both the present incumbent and his predecessor), the Lord'

Advocate, theLord: Chief Justice (Northern Ireland), the.Council. ofHM Circuit
Judges, the Sheriffs’ Associationin Scotland:and-the Council ofHM CountyCouit
Judges inNorthern Ireland.Written evidencéwasalso received fiom a number of

_ other sourcésabout the position of Circuit Judgés and other appointments. A.list.
those who gave oral evidence to the sub-committee or separately to its

| Circuit Judges|

-Chairmanis at’Appendix G.The sub-committéé also ‘drew considerably on its
members’ informal contact with a wide range of individual members of the’
judiciary, barristers and solicitorswith first-hand experience relevant to theissues
under examination, particularly those factors otherthan:paywhich appear to have
a considerable bearing on recruitment difficulties for the Circuit Bench. Sir
Thomas Skyrmé wrote additionally to the presidents of a number of the larger
provincial law societiésasking for their views on the appointment of solicitors to
theCircuit Bench.

59. On our recoinmendation
i
in 1985,- there was an improvement in the relative

position of Circuit: Judges:iri the. judicial salary structure, followed-by a brief
improvement in the recruiting position. Since then however there has been
evidence of Continuing difficulty in recruitment to the Circuit Bench. The-Lord
Chancellor has, withincreasing concern, raised this with-us on several occasions..
He regards the-Circuit Bench as amainstay of the judiciary to.which it-is vital to -

attract enough lawyers of the right calibre. Sitting iin. the. Crown and County
Courts and, on occasions, as Judges of the High Court, Circuit Judges are
responsible for hearing nearly all’ serious criminal cases and a considerable
proportion of civil cases. They have a wide-ranging civil and ciiminal jurisdiction.
anda great deal ofpublicity can attach to some oftheirjudgments. The shortage of
Circuit Judges causes delaysin cases being heard which has attracted widespread
criticism. Accordingly the Lord Chancellor attaches the highest priority to
improving the:present recruitment position. He asked that the positionshould be
looked at further and-our

r judicial sub-committee has examinedin depth the factors
involved.
60: ‘In our last feport we pointed out that market forces apply directlyin
recruitment to.most juidicial posts. For example, most Circuit Tudges are recruited

' fromlawyersin private practice at the Bar or, far less frequently, as solicitors. We
said that salary-wasia

very
importantfactor;

especially for Queen’s Counsél whom

' The other members of thejudicial sub-committee were Hugh Pigott and Teremy Pope (Sir Cecil

4

Clothier
joined the judicial sub-conimittee on his appointment to-the Review Body on 4 October 1989 but this wasafter the judicial sub-committee had

reported
to us).

15
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the Lord Chancellor would like to attract to the Circuit Bench in greater numbers.
The earnings ofmost Queen’s Counsel andmany other lawyers in private practice
are higher than the salaries of Circuit Judges, as is brought out in the reference to
our latest surveys in paragraph 75. However, we added in our last report that the
reasons given by suitable candidates for refusing, or postponing, appointment to
the Circuit Bench were not always related exclusively to salary. They also included
personal factors, such as the accelerated tax liability which arises fromwinding-up
a private practice, or a perceived lack of status associated with appointment as a
Circuit Judge. A further factor was the limited size of the pool of people suitable
for appointment. Last year it was felt thatmore time was needed to explore these
questions.

61. There has been some improvement in recruitment in the last year. Since
1 April 1989 about 30 Circuit Judges have been, or are shortly to be, appointed
largely as a result ofa special recruitment initiative. By the end ofMarch 1990, the
Lord Chancellor hopes to be closer to his target ofmaking about 40 appointments
a year to replace those leaving the Circuit Bench and to raise the number in post.

62. The Lord Chancellor told us he was still seriously concerned about Circuit
Bench recruitment despite the improved figures in the last year. He pointed out to
us that only once in the past had 40 or more new appointments been made in one
year: this was in 1986-87 when 53 Judges were appointed. We believe it significant
that this success followed the full implementation from 1 March 1986 of a salary
increase of some 21 per cent which we had recommended in 1985. It was preceded
by one of the lowest years for new appointments, 17 in 1985-86, and was followed
by relatively poor years for new appointments, 25 in 1987-88 and 30 in 1988-89.
The Lord Chancellor concluded that it is difficult to maintain a high level of
recruitment in successive years from the available recruitment pool without an
improved financial inducement.

63. There are just over 400 Circuit Judges in England and Wales in Group 6 of
the judicial salary structure (which is set out in Appendix H). This compares with
an authorised complement of about 445, including a recent increase of 30 posts
which could be filled if the Lord Chancellor were able to recruit sufficient suitable
candidates. He is also concerned that a further increase in posts will be necessary
over the next few years as the result ofcontinuing growth in thework of the Circuit
Bench. He remains concerned about a lack of competition for Circuit Bench
appointments; and about the difficulty in attracting Queen’s Counsel, as opposed
to junior counsel, to the Circuit Bench.

64. As to the size of the recruitment pool, a simple count of those eligible for the
Circuit Bench does not give an accurate indication of either willingness to accept,
or suitability for, appointment. The statutory requirement for appointment as a
Circuit Judge is to be a barrister or solicitor ofat least ten years’ standing, and also,
in the case ofa solicitor, to have sat on the CircuitBench in a part-time capacity as
a Recorder for three years, although it has been proposed that this latter
requirement be dropped. In practice the pool from which recruits are drawn
consists broadly of practising barristers and solicitors of ten years’ standing who
have also been sitting as Recorders, and before that as Assistant Recorders,
preferably for a total of at least five years. So defined, the pool consists at any one
time of a comparatively small number, perhaps about half of the current solicitor
and barrister Recorders who are aged between 45 and 60. From these 200 or so
must be subtracted those Queen’s Counsel who are, or feel they may come, under
consideration for the High Court, or are known or presumed not to be interested
in the Circuit Bench for other reasons. We were told by the Lord Chancellor’s
Department that this probably removes about 100 from the pool. Of the remaining
100 ox so, a significant number of the better qualified, largely consisting ofQueen’s
Counsel, turn out on enquiry either not to be interested in the Circuit Bench at all
or, more frequently, whilst not wanting to rule out the possibility, are not yet
available for appointment.



65. We have looked at ways in which the recruitment poolmight be enlarged.
The Lord Chancellor has forsome time been appointing a significant number of
candidates at only just over, andin some cases just under, the normal minimum
age of 45 years. This has helped

i
in the short.term but there iis little or no scope for

further extending the poolin this way or, with a normal retirement age of 72, of
getting Circuit Judges to serve longer. The Lord Chancelloris taking steps to
increase the number of solicitors who are asked to sit as AssistantRecorders, the
first step: to the Circuit Bench.However, given the.time between appointment as an.
Assistant Recorder and readiness for the Circuit Bench, it will clearly be sonie”
years before these initiatives can be expected to bear:fruit.

66: Our judicial sub-committée has suggested to the Lord Chancellor’s
Department detailed ways in which récruitment procedures could be more
sympathetic to solicitors’ circumstances, but from. evidence received from the
larger provincial law societies; we doubt whether it will be possible to attract
significantly ‘more solicitors to the-Circuit Benchin the foreseeable future. Several
factors are involved: first, the typical careef path for solicitors increasingly takes
them away from court advocacy work relevant to possible ‘appointment to the
Circuit Bench; second, the continuing professional obligation of senior solicitors
towards their established clientsmakes itdifficult for them.to absent themselves for
regular periods of service as. an Assistant Recorder and Recorder; third, partners
in afirm of solicitors are Often reluctant to allow one of their number to spend
periods away from the practice for:part--time service on the Circuit Bench as this
resultsin added burdens on the remaining partners andsome loss of income to the
practice as a whole. More generally, many solicitors will also be deterred from
seeking full-time judicial appointments because of loyalty to. their partners and.
long-standing clients. It follows that solicitors with aspirations to become Circuit
Judges would ideally need to plan their careers differently from an early:stage and
some may eventually be encouraged to do so as the result of the profession beingallowed greater access to advocacy ‘work.

67. Wealso.notethe-view put to thejudicial:sub--committee.onbehalfofthe County
CourtRegistrars andDistrict Registrars of theHigh Court (inGroup.7 ofthejudicial
salaty structure), who are recruited from solicitors, that they would welcome
improved prospects of promotion to the Circuit Bench on the basis of ability and
judicial experience. The existing pensionatrangements representamajorobstaclefor
them andwe discuss this and-other pension issues in paragraph 73.

68. Despite theeffort which is beingmadeto recruit more solicitors, it is clearto
us that barristers of the right age, experience and ability, are likely to remain the
main source of recruitment to the Circuit Bench for some time to come. The pool
is limited and, as wé shall discuss later, the comparison between judicial.salary and
earnings at the Bat is an important consideration for potential candidates.
However, we have always recognised that other factors are involved and our
judicial sub-committee has spent some time assessing what changesmight assist
recruitment.

69. The judicial sub-committee received evidence about the volume and
character of the work undertaken by a Circuit Judge: The progressive incréase in
‘the number of sitting days a year, a total of 30 since 1973, when added to the
considerable volume of preparatory and, in some circumstances, administrative
work out ofcourt, hasmade the jobmore stressfuland less attractive to candidates
for appointment. Thereis also a widely-held perception that the criminal case-
work becomes monotonous and repetitive and that the Circuit Judge can feel cut
off from contact with other‘Judges or with former colleagues at the Bar. The Lord
Chancellor’s Department is aware of these perceptions and the adverse. effect
which they may have.on recruitment. The Departmentis receptive to the need to
vary both the type and the place of work. Whilst we recognise the traditional
preoccupation: with maintaining the integrity and independence of individual
judges we believe thereis a need to ensure thereis appropriate: professional oradvisory support to which Circuit Judges may turn

to assist themin their work.
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70. We appreciate that the range of cases tried by Circuit Judges has been
broadened in recent years by the increasing delegation of work from the High
Court. For example, some Circuit Judges try serious criminal cases such as
murder, and others sit regularly as deputy High Court Judges. This trend is likely
to accelerate as the Civil Justice Review is implemented, and it has added to the
challenge and intellectual stimulus of the work. It has also raised the pressure on
individual judges and increased the job weight of the post generally, thus re-
inforcing the need to recruit candidates ofhigh quality to the Circuit Bench. This
has implications for the salary they should be paid.

71. There has never been a defined career structure for the Circuit Bench. The
prospects ofjudicial advancement for a Circuit Judge are very limited and compare
unfavourably with the prospects for advancement for a High Court Judge. There
are in England and Wales about 80 High Court Judges and some 40 posts above
them to which they may be promoted. In contrast there are some 400 Circuit
Judges, in Group 6 of the judicial salary structure, but only 15 posts for Senior
Circuit Judges or equivalent in Group 5, to which theymay be promoted. Very few
Circuit Judges progréss to beingHigh Court Judges: only 4 out of43 appointments
to the High Court in the last five years were from this source. We consider that
greater prospects for advancement would benefit the recruitment of Circuit
Judges. In particular we believe that if the upper tier of the Circuit Bench were to
be expanded this would have a significant effect upon the morale of the Circuit
Bench as a whole with consequent benefits to recruitment. In this context, the
judicial sub-committee has received representations from the Circuit Judges at the
Central Criminal Court that they should be paid as Senior Circuit Judges because
of the difficult and sensitivework they carry out.We have some sympathywith this
argument. However, itmust be recognised that there are other Circuit Judges who
also try difficult and sensitive cases and who have an equally strong case for
additional remuneration. We consider that this issue would be tackled best by
examining more broadly the division ofwork between Circuit and Senior Circuit
Judges with a view to increasing the number ofSenior Circuit Bench posts, rather
than looking at posts in isolation. These are issues to which we would want to
return if there were the prospect ofexpanding the upper tier of the Circuit Bench.
We await the views of the Lord Chancelior’s Department on this point with
interest.

72. The factors to which we have referred have a direct bearing on the perceived
lack of status associated with appointment to the Circuit Bench. Evidence to the
judicial sub-committee confirms that this continues to deter potential candidates
and is in sharp contrast to the sense of professional achievement associated with
appointment to the High Court. An increase in the status of the Circuit Bench, by
enhancing the work involved and improving career prospects, would in our view
greatly assist recruitment. However, status and salary are inextricably linked. An
increase in the Circuit Judges’ salary, bringing it closer in the judicial salary
structure to that for High Court Judges, would be regarded as raising the status of
the Circuit Bench. This should assist recruitment in terms ofboth numbers and the
quality of those appointed.

73. There are other factors, also financial, which do not have a direct bearing on
the status of the Circuit Bench but which may affect recruitment. The judicial
pension arrangements, which in the case ofCircuit Judges provide for a pension of
half final salary and a lump sum after 15 years’ service or at age 72, whichever is
earlier, have far fewer attractions than in the past. Much higher levels of earnings
at the Bar and greater tax incentives have encouraged successful barristers tomake
adequate pension provision of their own and many do so. The incentive to acquire
a judicial pension is therefore less strong, but there are ways in which the judicial
pension schememight bemademore attractive in amanner consistentwith normal
practice elsewhere in the public services. For example, the possibility of an
actuarially reduced pension for those wishing to complete less than fifteen years’
service might be a significant attraction for older candidates, including Queen’s
Counsel, prepared to accept appointment to the Circuit Bench for a period of, say,
five to ten years. Consideration might also be given to the position of those who
are offered promotion within the judiciary from County Court Registrar or



Other judicial’ posts

equivalent to. Circuit Judge, or from Circuit Judge to High Court Judge. In both
cases they are restricted to taking a pension based either on years of service and
final salary:in thehigher office, or on the aggregated years of service at both levels
and the salary on retirement for the lower office.We feel strongly that, as for HighCourt Judges who are promoted to the Court.ofAppeal,.all years of service in the
judiciary should count for a pension based upon final salary in payment to the
individual at the timeof retirement. We comment generally on. pension matters at
paragraph 83.

74. A further financial factor which can affect recruitment is the accelerated tax
liability, relating to the last three tax years, which can arise from winding-up a
private practice. Unless this is covered by accumulated capital, it has to be met
éither from ‘the judicial salary, which is usually lower than previous practice
earnings, and at a time when family financial commitments may still be at their
peak, or by activating existing pensions. Itwould be helpfulif this burden.could be
eased in some way, for example by instalments phased over a period of years.

75. With regard to the comparison between, earnings at the Bar and judicial
salaries, returns made by Queen’s Counsel in the OME’s sample survey (see
Appendix D) showed that in each of the three years up to April 1989, almost all
had net earnings (pension premiums not deducted) higher thar the salaries of
Circuit Judges (£45,800 in 1988-89). Earnings of about four out of five Queen’s
Counsel in England and Wales were-above High Court Judges’ salaries (£68,500 in
1988-89). While juniorcounsel generally had lower incomes, their returns showedthata rising proportion earned more than judges. Thus in 1988-89 about halfhad
earnings highér than the salary ofa-Circuit Judgeand20 per cent earnedmore than
aHigh Court Judge.

—

76. A high proportion-of the barristers with the necessary experience and stature
required for the Circuit Bench is thus likely to beearning fees whichmay bé doubleormore.the salary of a Circuit Judge; at the same time the Circuit Bench has-fewer
of theattractions, in terms ofjob satisfaction and status, which compensate those
appointed to the High Court Bench for the.drop-in remuneration which they; too,
almost always experience. Whilst consideration might be given to improving thé
non-sdlary factors which affect recruitrnent to the Circuit Bench; and our judicial
sub-committee has discussed this with the Lord Chancellor’s Department, a
substantial increase‘in salary is also required to-ensure that a sufficient number of
appointments of suitably qualified aiid experiencéd candidates can bemade. Some
parallel exists with the-special increases which the Government has.introduced for
lawyers and other specialist groups in the civil service where there are market-
related recruitment and retention problems, although we. recognise that lawyers inthe civil service are for the most part récruited froma different pool.

77. We have given careful thought to the representations we have received on
behalf of other judicial posts and have concluded that no changes would be
justified at present in their relative positionsin.the judicial salary structure.We also
considered carefully the implications for the rest of the judicial salary structure of
a special increase in the pay of Circuit Judges alone. In doing so we took the view
that such a targeted approach would need to include, in Group 6 of the judicial
salary structure, Circuit Judges and their equivalents in Scotland and Northern
Ireland, respectively Sheriffs and County Court Judges.

78. Compared with the position for Circuit Judges, recruitment of Sheriffs in
Scotland has been less of a problem because solicitors provide a major source of
recruitment, much recruitment takesplaceat an earlier age and earnings at the Bar
have been less than in England and Wales. However, there are signs that
fecruitment may be becorhing difficult and, as for County Court Judges in
Northern Ireland where vacancies that arise are always difficult to fill, we regard
the principle of parity of salary with Circuit Judges as one that should not be
disturbed lightly. We also consider that an appropriate salary differential is
necessary between Circuit Judges and Senior Circuit Judges, and between the other
posts to which we refer in Groups 6 and 5. We consider therefore that these
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Conclusions

established links and differentials should bemaintained and believe there are both
job weight and recruitment grounds for doing so. We note that Circuit Judges and
their counterparts account for 501 of the 559 posts in Group 6. In Group 5, the
targeted approach would need to include Senior Circuit Judges, the Vice-
Chancellor of the County Palatine ofLancaster, the Recorder ofLiverpool and the
Recorder ofManchester and their equivalents in Scotland and Northern Ireland,
respectively Sheriffs Principal and the Recorder ofBelfast. This would account for
17 of the 23 posts in Group 5. Our judicial sub-committee also took the view that
ifa targeted approach were pursued therewould be strong arguments for including
certain other posts as well. However, we are not persuaded that a targeted.
approach would be the right way to proceed.

79. A targeted approach would undermine the judicial salary structure created
as the result of our judicial sub-committee’s thorough-going study, published in
1985, of the relative job weight of the 60 or more types ofappointment covered by
the structure as a whole. The structure was re-examined in some detail in 1988 and
the only substantialmodificationwhich resulted was an improvement of the salary
position for Group 7 in relation to Group 6. A targeted increase for Circuit Judges
would, as well as disturbing relativities within Group 6, re-open the differential
between at least the major part of Group 6-and Group 7. We do not think this
justified, not least because ofuncertainties over the recruitment position formany
of the other appointments involved, particularly for posts such as the Chairmen of
Industrial Tribunals, Metropolitan Magistrates, Provincial Stipendiary
Magistrates, and County Court Registrars and District Registrars of the High
Court. As we emphasise earlier we are very much aware that recruitment to the
judiciary is directly affected by market forces and of the extent to which salaries
generally have fallen behind professional éarnings.

80. We have therefore come to the view that a wider approach should be
adopted, benefiting Groups 7 to 5 as a whole. This would preserve the established
relationship of posts in Groups 6 and 5 which has existed since 1985, and avoid
widening the salary differential between them and post holders in Group 7 which
we narrowed in 1988. We recognise that the differential between, on the one hand,
Groups 5, 6 and 7, and on the other hand, Groups 4a, 4 and above would be
narrowed but we attach importance to preserving the present composition of the
Groups within the judicial salary structure. We will want to keep the effect of the
changes we recommend under close review, and in particular the differential
between Circuit and High Court Judges.

81. The cost of the wider approach will be greater than that of an increase
targeted on Circuit Judges and directly related posts. However, thewider approach
is necessary both to tackle the recruitment problem for Circuit Judges and to
maintain the established satisfactory pay relationships between them and other
posts in Groups 5 to 7, against the background of the remuneration opportunities
for barristers and solicitors in private practice. We consider that the gap between
the salaries for Groups 5 to 7 and private practice earnings of lawyers must be
reduced. We believe an increase.of 10 per cent, in addition to the basic increase of
7 per cent which we recommend in paragraph 15, is the minimum adjustment
required to have any significant effect on the recruitment problems which have
been identified to us. We recognise however that current economic circumstances
make it most unlikely that the Government would be prepared to implement this
in full immediately. We have therefore considered whether to recommend that it
should be staged over 2 or 3 years, which we believe to be the only practicable
options. Our strong preference is for 2 years.

82. Recommendation 5. We recommend, in view of recruitment difficulties, the
increased earnings of lawyers in private practice, and the need to maintain the
coherence of the judicial salary structure, an adjustment of 10 per cent to salary
levels for Groups 5 to 7 in addition to the basic increase of 7 per cent; however, in
the light of the current economic circumstances, this adjustment should be staged
over 2 years with 5 per cent paid from 1 April 1990.



Judicial pensions 83. Wecommented on pensions as a factor in recruitment to the Circuit Bench at
paragraph 73 and. suggested ways in.which existing arrangements could be made

. more attractive. Our attention has been drawn more generally to differencesin
pension arrangements for the judiciary, for example, where two posts which we
would regard as being:of similar weight for salary purposes have different accrual
periods for full pension. For example, a CircuitJudge has.an accrual period of 15
yéars, whereas the equivalent period for Sheriffsin Scotlandis 20 years. In past
reports we have also referred to: the discrepanciesin pension arrangements for
different judicial posts within the same country. For example, Stipendiary

- Magistrates in England are required to serve for 20 years fora full pension. It has
been put to us ‘strongly that this is a particular disincentive to recruitmentto these

posts and not in the public interest. Our judicial sub-committee has taken the view
in the past that the properway to-deal with pensions anomalies which were seen as
clearly inequitable, was by amending the legislation concerned, not by adjusting
salary relativities. Wé have urgedin the past, as in our reports in 1982 and 1985,
that the present pension anomalies should be removed as soon as possible but no
such changes have been made. Weremain concerned about the differencesin the
present pension

arrangements
for

which
‘there can be no justification.
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Chapter 6

Summary of recommendations and salary levels
84. In this review, we make recommendations for a basic increase of 7 per cent
and for specific, targeted increases in pay for posts in each of the remit groups. Our
main concern however is about the gap which has opened between private sector
earnings and those of our remit groups since our 1985 recommendations. The
Government of the day accepted the relativities established then and which we
believe were broadly right. Further, we are convinced theymust bemaintained in
the long term if the posts we cover are to continue to attract and retain individuals
of the highest calibre.

85. This year, we recognise the strong need to support the Government’s current
efforts to discourage the growth of inflationary pay increases and note that the
Government does not see this as a year in which substantial increases would be
appropriate for our remit groups. The basic increasewe recommend isaccordingly
modest, but we will seek to explore with the Government in the coming year how
the ground lost generally since 1985 might be made up. A summary of our
recommendations, to take effect from 1 April 1990, is as follows.

Recommendation 1
We recommend that the groups in our remit should receive a basic increase
in salary of 7 per cent (paragraphs 8 to 15).

Recommendation 2: the civil service
We recommend that the new performance-related pay scheme proposed by the
Government for Grades 2 and 3 should be introduced on the following basis.
Fully satisfactory performers should receive no less than the basic increase of
7 per cent. A cash sum of 2 per cent of the paybili for each of these grades,
excluding the London Allowance for Grade 3s, should be made available for
allocation to individuals on a discretionary basis. A similar sum should, subject
to review by us, be made available in future years. Initially there will be a net
cost, butwe expect that through the turnover ofstaffin these grades the scheme
will become largely self-financing (paragraphs 23 to 37).

Recommendation 3: the civil service
We recommend, because of the sharp compression ofdifferentials caused by
the Government’s decisions on pay for the grades immediately below our
remit group, that in addition to the basic increase of 7 per cent and the
removal of the fixed scale increments, theminimum and themaximum of the
salary range for Grade 3s in London should be increased by £1,200 and, for
all Grade 2s, the range minimum should be increased by £972 and the range
maximum by £314. Our inténtion is that increases for individuals should be
determined in the light of paragraph 47 (paragraphs 38 to 49).

Recommendation 4: the armed forces
We recommend pay levels for three and two star officers as set out below.
They take full account both of our earlier recommendations about the pay
of Grade 2 and Grade 3 civil servants and of the need to maintain sensible
differentials between three and two star officers and the ranks above and
below them (paragraphs 50 to 56).



Recommendation 5: thejudiciary
We recommend, in view ofrecruitment difficulties, the increased earnings of
lawyersim private practice, and the need to maintain the coherence of the
judicial salary. structure, an adjustment of 10 per cent to salary levels for
Groups $5 to 7 in addition to the basicincrease of 7 per cent; however, in-the
lightof the currenteconomic circumstances, this adjustrient should:be staged
over 2 years with ’5 per centpaid from 1 April 1990 (paragraphs 57 to 82),

86. The levels of salary we recommend as appropriate at 1 April 1990 aré as
- follows.

£
Senior civil servants: : .

Grade 3

Outside London
| Fange minimum 43,800
range maximum - 50,900

London?
|

.

rangeminimum .
. 45,000

range maximum 52,100,

Grade 2
range minimum - | 54,900

|

range maximum
°

64,300

_
Grade lA 70,750
Grade 1.

-
: 77,000

Permanent Secretaryto the Treasury 89.500
Secretary ofthe Cabinet®

~ ,

Head of the Civil Service
(and Secretary of the Cabinet)? 95,790

‘Senior officers of the armed forces

Rear Admiral
Major General 47,300
Air Vice-Marshal
Vice-Admiral

, ,

Lieutenant General
» + $5,300:

Air Marshal
_
Admiral
General 77,000
Air ChiefMarshal
Admiral of the Fleet }
Field Marshal 95,750

- Marshal.of the Royal Air Force

Members of thejudiciary
: Group? 7 44,300

©

6 54,000
5 60,000
4a 67,000
4 77,000.
3 85,000°
20 88,500
1 95,750

aNew salary structure for Grades 2:and.3: the current structure is given inAppendix L
> Excludes London Allowance of £2,000 which.continues in payment to Grade 3s (two star officers.in the
armed forces receive.London Pay and Group 7 of the judicial salary structure receive London Weighting).
© Paid at.this level if not alsoHead of the Civil Service (sec footnote’),
4 At present a combined post.
*The composition of each Groupis given iiin Appendix H.
‘The Lord Justice Clerkis paid a salary lead of£1,000.
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Davip NICKSON
TERENCE BECKETT
LOUISE BOTTING
PETER CAZALET
CHORLEY
CECIL CLOTHIER
HuGu PIGOTT
JEREMY POPE
THOMAS SKYRME
ANTHONY WILSON

OFFICE OF MANPOWER ECONOMICS
25 January 1990
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Appendix A

Previous Review Body reports on top salaries

Interim Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 5001, June 1972.

Sécond Interim Report on Top Salaries-Cmnd_. 5372, July 1973-

Third Interim Réport on Top Salaties—Cmnd. 5595, June 1974.

Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 5846, Decémber 1974.

Second Report on Top Salaries—Cimnd. 7253, June 1978.

Third Reporton Top Salaries—Cmnd. 7576, June 1979.

Fourth Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 7952, July 1980.

Interim Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 8243, May 1981.

Fifth Report on Top Salaries—Cmind. 8552, May 1982.

Sixth Reporton Top Salariés—Cmnd. 8879, May 1983.

Seventh Report on Top Salaries—Cmnd. 9254, June. 1984.
Eighth Report on Top SalariesCmid. 9525, July:1985.
Ninth Report on Top Salaries—Cmund. 9785, May 1986.

Tenth Report on Top Salaries—Cm 128, April 1987.

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

Twelfth Report on Top Salaries—Cm 581, February 1989.
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Appendix B

List of those who gave oral evidence to the Review Body

Sir Robert Andrew, KCB—formerly Permanent Under Secretary of State,
Northern Ireland Office

Sir Alan Bailey, KCB—Permanent Secretary, Department of Transport
Mr W Brett—General Secretary, Institution of Professionals, Managers and
Specialists

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
Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir David Craig, GCB, OBE—Chief of the
Defence Staff

Sir David Hancock, KCB—formerly Permanent Secretary, Department of
Education and Science

Sir Brian Hayes, GCB—formerly Permanent Secretary, Department ofTrade and
Industry

Mr R R Hillhouse—Permanent Under Secretary of State, Scottish Office
Sir Geoffrey Holland, KCB—Permanent Secretary, Department of Employment
Mr J H Holroyd—First Civil Service Commissioner
Sir Derek Hornby—Civil Service Commissioner
Mr P D Jones—Secretary, Council ofCivil Service Unions
Mr E P Kemp, CB—Second Permanent Secretary, Office of the Minister for the
Civil Service

The Rt Hon The Lord Lane, AFC—Lord Chief Justice of England
Mr T S Legg, CB—Permanent Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s Department
Sir Richard Lloyd Jones, KCB—Permanent Secretary, Welsh Office
The Rt Hon The Lord MacKay of Clashfern—Lord Chancellor
Sir PeterMiddleton, GCB—Permanent Secretary, HM Treasury
Dame Anne Mueller, DCB—Second Permanent Secretary, HM Treasury
Mr J Nursaw, CB, QC—Treasury Solicitor
Sir Michael Quinlan, KCB—Permanent Under Secretary of State, Ministry of
Defence

Ms E Symons—General Secretary, First Division Association
Mr B Waimsley—Civil Service Commissioner
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Survey
oftop salariesin: the private sector, 1988-1989!

(Carried out by the Office ofManpower Economics
on behalfof the Review Body on Top Salaries)
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Description of the survey
|. On behalf of the Review Body on Top Salaries, the Officeof Maripower
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 inthe private sector. On this occasion, pensions and fringe benefitswere
not coveréd!. The Review

Body}
is gratéful for the. co-operation of those who:

contributed to the survey.

2. Non-firiancial companies. As in previous surveys, companiés in the non-
financial sector were selected from the‘Times 1000” list of the largest companies
in the United Kingdom, using turnover as tlie basis for:stratification. To allow for

. inflation, and to maintain coniparability with earlier sutveys, the turnover
boundaries for the size 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 196in 1988 .and theincrease was
-concentratedin the two lowest turnover bands to produce the greatest reduction -

in the overall sampling érror. The same numbers ofcompanies were sampled from
each stratum in this latest survey as in 1988.

3. Financial companies, The.number of companies selectedwas increased in 1987
from 27 to 50:inorder 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, as in 1988, 54 companies were included.

4. All conipanies selected for thesurveywere asked to provide data on salaries and
bonus, including commission and profit-sharing, for full-timemembers of themain
boardand for senior executives who reported to.a main boardmember. Questions
were includedin this survey on whether earnings were dependent, either wholly or

- partly, on individuals’ ownpérformance. In addition, companies in the toptwo size-
‘bands of the non-financial sector (thosewith.a turnoverofover £950.million) and-all.
thosein the financial sector were asked for details of tle pay of senior éxecutives 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 wishéd,

' This survey was. thefifteenth 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. .
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Response

Scaling the replies

Levels of pay

return details ofa representative selection of such posts but were asked to report the
total number of posts at each level to enable their returns to be scaled up in the
manner described in paragraph 7. 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 1989.

5. In previous surveys, any holding company in the sample was asked to report
instead on posts in its largest operating subsidiary; the return was included in the
stratum appropriate to the subsidiary’s turnover. Analysis of those returns showed
that the salaries generally were lower than those in independent companies ofsimilar
size. For that reason and to simplify, the completion of their returns, holding
companies in the latest survey were asked to report pay of their own main boards
and senior executives.

6. The overall response rate fell from 82 per cent in 1988 to 80 per cent. However,
all returns from non-financial companies were used, whereas three returns in 1988
were for subsidiaries too small for inclusion. Replies were received from 85 per cent
or more of the larger non-financial companies and of financial companies, but this
was offset by lower response from smaller companies. Table A shows the number
of companies and the response rate in each stratum.

Table A Organisations’ response to the salary survey

Providing replies

Sector Number Number Number Asa Number
in ‘ Times selected percentage used’
1,000° of number

selected

No. No. No. % No.
Non-financial
Turnover (£ million)
2,000 and over 61 26 22 85 22
950—1,999 60 23 21 91 21

500—949 88 28 25 89 25
235—499 136 22 17 77 17
110—234 287 46 39 85 39
60—109 368 51 30 59 30

All non-financial 1,000 196 154 79 154

Financial 54 46 85 45

All 250 200 80 199

“ Because of organisational changes in one financial company its reply was not used.

7. To produce overall estimates for the whole non-financial sector for each level
of post, the survey data for each size band have been weighted to allow for the
achieved sample 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 all posts are given in Table 5.

Summary of results
8. Detailed results are given in Tables 1 to 3. Themain points are described in the
following paragraphs.

9. Table | shows the extent to which salary plus bonus rises with company size
and the wide range ofpay between the smallest and the largest companies covered
by the

* Times 1000’ list. For example, median pay ofboardmembers in companies



. Movements in pay

Performance-related pay

Date of last increase in
salary

with a turnover exceeding £2,000 million was more than twice that in companieswith a turnover of £60-109 million. Upper quartile pay at all levelsin smaller
companies.was below the /ower quartile for the largest companies. Median:salary
plus bonusin the financial sector was similar to that for the larger non-financial
companies.

10. Table ‘2 gives the means. of the salaries with and without bonuses and the
increases between 1988 and 1989. Bonuses added an average ofover 18 per cent to
basic salaries at board level in non-financial companies in 1989-and 11 per cerit for

- senior executives, in each case slightly more than in 1988. Of the posts reported in
this survey, 55 per cent had been paid a bonus in both 1988-and 1989, 6 percent in
1988 only and 9 per cent in 1989 only. The numbers of posts eligible for bonuses
are not known.

ll. Mean basic salary showed a 13-0:per cent increase, averaged across.all posts
in non-financial companies in the survey, between July 1988 and July 1989 and.
there was an increaseof 15-2 per cent in salary plus bonus.(Table B).In finaricial
companies, mean basic salary rose by about 12 per cent, while salary plus bonus
rose 16:per cent. Excluding the 15 per-cent ofposts where a bonus was paid-only in
.1988 or in 1989, the increase in average salary aloné in non-financial companies
was 13-1 percent and salary plus bonus rose 14-7 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 12:3 i2-0
1981-82 10-4 113 10°8 11-0

Sept 1982 — Oct 1983 9:5 10-8 - 68 §:7
October 1983-84 10-0 11-6 8-0 83

1984-85 95 9-2 ol . 1
1985-86 . 96 11-6 10-8

1986-87 10-6 11-6 13-7 21-3
July 1987-88 13-0 13-6- 13-1 13-4

1988-89 130 15-2 12-1 159,
# Based on comparison with the same posts a year earlier.

12. A summary of the information collected about performance-related pay
(Table C) shows that:salaries ofabout four-fifths of posts weredependent.at least
partly on.appraisals of individual performance. Excluding a quarter ofposts where
bonuses weré not payable in 1989, the individual’s performance at least partly
determined bonus and other payments in half of the remainder.

Table C Performance-related pay

Salary Bonus, etc
increase

. Per cent ofposts
Wholly based on individual performance 37 “21
Partly based on individual performance: 42 17
Not dependent on individual-performance : 21 38
Not applicable 10 24

13. Table3 gives details of the timing of thé lastincrease in salary for the different
levels of post in the survey. In 3 per cent of cases no increase had been given since
July 1988. For the rest, three-quarters of salary reviews occurredin one of four
months of the year—January, April, July and October.
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Table 1 Median, quartile and decile salary plus bonus’ at 1 July 1989, by level of post and size of company

Non-financial Financial

Turnover (£ million) All

Level of post 2,000 950- 500- 235- 110~ 60-
and 1,999 949 499 234 109
over

Main board members
1. Chief executives

Highest decile £000 * * * * 145-1 158-5 238-2 410-0
Upper quartile £000 380-0 * 217-5 * 120-0 104-2 158-5 250-0
Median £000 285°5 265°9 1500 139-4 103-1 78°71 110-0 172°0
Lower quartile £000 228-2 15:5 * 84-5 66-0 80:0° 140-0
Lowest decile £000 * * * * 72-1 50-5 66-0 110-1

Mean £000 329-5 284-2 161-8 144-5 108-6 92-8 134-8 208-0

2. Deputy chief executives
Highest decile £000 * * * * * * 210-3 350°9
Upper quartile £000 * * * * * * 130-0 211-3
Median £000 196-0 * * * 91-4 *

100-0 143-2
Lower quartile £000 * * * * * * 62-5 104-6.
-Lowest decile £000 * * * * * * §1-5 761
Mean £000 217-1 2310 101-7 78-6 94-0 80-2 113+ 171-0

3. Other main board members
Highest decile £000 285-0 197-8 135-0 110-0 111-5 81-4 138-1 219-0
Upper quartile £000 188-9 157-0 112-2 85-9 84-5 64-7 103-6 168-8

Median £000 140-0 130-6 94-5 68-8 70-0 560 69°5 107°5
Lower quartile £000 115-0 107-7 75-0 54-1 57-4 476 55-2 83-4
Lowest decile £000 100-0 89-4 57-5 47-1 4T 1 41-5 46-0 68-0
Mean £000 166-3 138-8 96-9 72-9 73-3 59-4 85-1 128-5

Senior executives
4. Heads of function reporting to main

board members
Highest decile £000 107-2 100-0 75-0 58-4 60-7 767 TTT 137-7
Upper quartile £000 90-8 79-8 58-9 49-6 50-4 51:3 59-0 100-0

Median £000 7153 65-0 48-0 44-6 45-0 40-0 47-0 70-0
Lower quartile £000 60-9 47-8 39-1 38-0 38-0 29-7 38-0 54-2
Lowest decile £000 50-9 42:2 33-0 34-0 33-0 26°5 30-0 40-5
Mean £000 78-7 66°5 52:0 45-5 45-9 43-8 51-4 86-2

5. Others reporting to main board members
Highest decile £000 85:5 97-8 65:4 66-0 51-7 433 70:2 123+1

Upper quartile £000 70-0 85-7 49:5 43-1 42-9 38-3 49-5 87-2
Median £000 55°5 68:9 45°7 39-0 34-2 34-4 408 60-4
Lower quartile £000 4555 57-6 40-3 31-5 25-0 28-9 33-5 45-6
Lowest decile £000 44:5 42:7 34-1 25-9 21-0 23-6 25-4 40:0
Mean £000 61-2 11-7 47-0 40-2 34-2 33-8 44-4 74-8

6. Executives reporting to heads of function
at 4 above .

Highest decile £000 68-5 75-0 7 70-0 89-5
Upper quartile £000 575 61-0 57:5 73-7
Median £000 51-0 50-0 50-7 57-4
Lower quartile £000 44-1 45-9 5

44-9 43-9
Lowest decile £000 38-0 41-5 38-3 34-6
Mean £000 52:8 53-9 J 53-0 61:3

7, Executives reporting to those at 5 above
Highest decile £000 * * 55-0 102-2
Upper quartile £000 * * 48-5 98-6
Median £000 * 41-7

4
39-9 66-7

Lower quartile £000 * * 37-4 58-3
Lowest decile £000 * * 31-0 41-1
Mean £000 37-0 45-2 3 42-8 1-7

For numbers of posts.reported see Table 4.

“Including commission and profit-sharing.
* Information about these posts was not sought from non-financial
companies whose turnover was under £950 million.

* Too few posts reported to provide reliable figures.
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Table 2
_ Mean salary anid-salary plus bonus, by level of post

and size of
company,,

at 1 July 1988 and1 July 1989

Level ofpost and sector Mean.salary =
. Mean salary plus bonus, ete. .

,

1988 ‘1989
°

Percent- 1988 1989. Percent:
age age

_ _ inicreasé increase

£000 £000 % . £000 £000- %
Main board members .

1. -Chief executivés on
main-board
Nos-financial
Turnover (£m) .

,

.

2,000 and over 214-2 248-9 16-2 265-6 329-5 24:1

950-1:999 - 197-4 245-7 24-5 226-0 284-2. 258
500-949 119-7 143°7 20-1 132-3 161-8 22-4
235-499 106-2 124-5. 172 125-9 144-5 14-7
110-234

.
82:7 94-5 14-3 913 108-6 19-0

60-109 69:7 TFT LES 793 928 17-0

All-non-financial 92 - 1137 159
—

1126 134-8 19-7

Financial 144: 164-8 14-0 179-1 208-0 16-1

‘2: Deputy chief executives oe
on main board
Noii-financial
Turnover. (£m)
2,000 and over 16355 182-1 11-4 188-9 217-1 15-0
950-1999, . 204-0 2173 65° 2285 231-0 LT
500-949

7

83-8 98:0 16-9 88-0 101-7 _
155.

235-499 70-4 75-0
~

6-6 7374 78-6 Tl
110+234 753 86-4 14:7 82:6 94-0: 13-8

-

60-109 . 641 7B LD 792 80:2 13
- All non-financial 91:7 102-4 _ LE-7 102:3 113-0 10-4

Financial 108-5 121-300 133-1 171-0 28'5

3. Other main'bodrd méimbers

Non-financial-
Turnover (£m) .

2,000 and over 1133-1313. 15-9 134-2 166-3 23-9
950~1,999 ~ 10233 118-3) 15-6 1167 | 138-8 18-9
500-949 . 71:5 839 | 17-3 83-3 96-9. 16-3
235-499 55-5 61-8

| ‘11-2 66-2 72:9 10-1

110+234
.

57-5 65-2 13-5 .- 62°1 73:3 18-0-

60-109
.

42:5 48-1 13-1 52-7 59-4 12-6

All non-financial . 62:5 71-4 14-3 73-0 - 85-1 16-6

. Financial 87-5 97:8 11-7 1148 128-5 12-0
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Table 2continued Mean salary and salary plus bonus’, by level of post and size of
company, at 1 July 1988 and 1 July 1989

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

1988 1989 Percent- 1988 1989 Percent-
age age
increase increase

£000 £000 % £000 £000 %
Senior executives
4, Heads of function reporting

to main board members

Non-financial
Turnover (£m)
2,000 and over 60-9 69-1 13-5 65-3 73-7 20-4

950-1,999 52:1 59-1 13-4 58-5 66°5 13-8

500-949 40-6 46-1 13-6 44-6 §2-0 16-6

235-499 35-5 40-9 15-1 38°5 45-5 18-1
110-234 36°6 41-3 12:9 39-3 45-9 17-0

60-109 32-9 37-8 14-6 38-1 43-8 15-2

All non-financial 39-9 45-4 13-9 43-9 51-4 17-0

Financial 62:7 70-3 12:2 73-4 86-2 17-4

5. Others reporting
to main board members

Non-financial
Turnover (£m)
2,000 and over 49-7 54-1 8-9 §5-2 61-2 10-7

950-1,999 57-4 64-1 11-7 63-4 71-7 13-2

500-949 39-7 44-4 11-9 41-6 47-0 12:9
235-499 33-3 36-1 8-2 37-9 40-2 6-0
110-234 28-0 31-6 12-9 30-0 34-2 14-0

60-109 26°1 29:0 IL-1 29-4 33-8 14-7

All non-financial 36-1 40-0 10-8 39-7 44-4 12-0

Financial 57-8 64-0 10-7 70-8 74:8 5-6

6. Senior executives reporting
to those at 4 above
Non-financial
Turnover (£m)
2,000 and over 45-9 50-5 9-8 47-2 52-8 11-9

950-1,999 44-9 50-0 11-3 49-4 53-9 9-1

950 and over* 45-7 50-4 10-1 47-6 53-0 11-4

Financial 48-0 53-7 11-9 52:2 61-3 17-5

5 7. Senior executives reporting
to those at 5 above
Non-financial
Turnover (£m)
2,000 and over 31-9 36°6 14-6 32:2 37-0 14-7

950-1,999 37-5 41-0 9-5 41:3 45-2 9-4

950 and over’ 35-8 39-7 10-8 38-7 428 10-7
Financial 53-1 59-5 12-0 60-4 Tb-7 18-7

8. Others*
Non-financial 76°5 85-7 12-1 87-9 97-4 10-8

Financial 109-8 128-0 16:5 122-6 143-4 17-0

All posts
Non-financial 471 53-2 13-0 52-4 60-4 15-2

Financial 61-7 69-2 121 72:3 83-8 15-9

For numbers ofposts reported see Table 4.

“Including commission and profit-sharing.
Information about these posts was not sought from non-financial
companies whose turnover was under £950 million.

©See note “ to Table 4.
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Table 3 Dateof 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.
1989 1989 1989 1989 1989 1989

=,
:1989 1988 1988 1988 1988 1988 . [988 . 1988

. or
earlier -

Main board members :

1. Chief executives 15-2 3-3 4:5 19-6 37 4-2 26-0, 05 2:0 4-1
_ 39 2°2) 15 94 + 100-0

2. Deputy chief executives “154 — 2:5 20 = 389. 4.8 63 4-2 11-7 2-0 E13 100-0.

3. Othermain board members
,

14-9 39 48 17-7 3-0 18 29-9" 0-8. 7:0 3-1 35 1-0 5-2 100-0

Senior executives : . .

4. Heads.of.function reporting to main 15-7 1-7 3-5 22:0 - 6-7 33 30-6 0-4 47 3200. Bel 40 0:3 0:8 - 100:0
|

board members . . .

5. Others reporting to main board members 23:0 210 + 72 19:0 0-8 10 - 20-9 6:3: 33 12:8 19 0-8 OL 0-7 100-0.

6. Executives reporting to heads of function 30:3 2-0 33 38-1 0:2' 15 16-1 _ 40 ° af 0:1 0:1 0-1 100-0: .
at 4 above ? ‘

7. Executives reporting to those:at ‘5 above“ 64-2 _— 67 Tl _
16 5 49 07 _— 100-0

8. Other posts? : 08 2:6 11 185 — 4:8. 36:2 0:2 — OG 5-6 2:6 2:4 15-9 100-0

All posts 21:3 21 4-4 21°8 35 233 25-9 1-4 3-9 5-6 2-4 2:6 0-5 2:2 100-0

For numbers ofposts reported see Table4.
Information about these posts was-not sought from non-financial companies whose turnover was-under £950 million.
'See note “to Table 4.
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Table 4 Response and coverage of survey
Non-financial Financial Total
Turnover (£ million) All

2,000 950- 500- 235- 110- 60
and 1,999 949 499 234 109
over

Number of organisations
in * Times 1000° 61 60 88 136 287 368 1,000

Questionnaires despatched 26 23 28 22 46 51 196 54 250
Replies received 22 21 25 17 39 30 154 46 200
Replies used 22 21 25 17 39 30 154 45 199

Number of posts reported

Main board members
1. Chief executives 18 15 19 12 31 25 120 4B 163
2. Deputy chief executives 8 3 4 4 9 2 30 21 5i
3..Other main board members 105 68 94 52 90 79 488 153 641

Senior executives .

4. Heads of function reporting to
main board members 172 124 174 8! 150 113 814 265 1,079

5. Others reporting to main board
members 25 60 88 37 23 51 284 77 36!

6. Executives reporting to heads
of function at 4 above 88 41 129 202 331

7, Executives reporting to those
at 5 above 5 16 21 25 46

8. Others” 25 35 23 3 7 12 115 26 141

Total 446 362 402 189 320 282 2,001 812 2,813

* Others’ contain any ofthe following posts not included elsewhere: chairmen and deputy chairmen who
are not chief or deputy chief executives; chief and deputy chief executives not on main boards; full-time
members ofboards of subsidiaries.
“Information about these posts was not sought from non-financial companies whose turnover was under -

£950 million.



Table 5- Weighting of results from non-financial companies .
Annual turnéver (£ million) :

235- 60- All

1,252 1,318 1,730

Level of post 2,000 950- "500= § 110-
and 1,999 949 499 _ 234 109 sizes

over

Main board members
1. Chiefexecutives 27 23 36 Sl 122 163 422
2, Deputy. chief executives. 12 5 7 17 35 13 89
3. Other-main board niembers 155 104 176 222 "353. 517 1,527

Senior executives 4 .

4, Headsof function reporting - 518. 260 568 687 1,012 . 1,152 4,197
_ to main board members5, Others repofting to main ul 209 422 328 141 543 ‘1,754

. board:members
‘6. Reporting to heads of 906. 215° = = _— 1,121 -

function-at-4 above?
7. Reporting to those at-5 176 423 — — — = 599

above?’
8: Others. 37. 53- 43 3 67 38 291

All levels ofpost 1,942 1,292 2,466
©

10,000

’ “4Information about:these posts was.not sought from non-financial companiés
whose turnover was under £950 million.

- Note: Financial companies’ results are combined without weighting.
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Introduction

Scope of the survey

Appendix D

Surveys of lawyers’ earnings

(Carried out by the Office of Manpower Economics
on behalfof the Review Body on Top Salaries)
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1. On behalf of the Review Body on Top Salaries, the Office of Manpower
Economics carried out three surveys of the receipts and expenses of lawyers. The
largest was a survey of barristers and advocatesin full-time practice, similar to
those conducted in 1980, 1984 and 1987. The annual survey of pre-appointment
earnings of recently-appointed judges was updated. In addition, for the first time,
information was collected from solicitors holding part-time appointments as
Recorders or Assistant Recorders in England andWales or as Temporary Sheriffs
in Scotland. The co-operation of those who completed questionnaires and of the
professional bodies which gave support is most gratefully acknowledged.

2. As in previous surveys, respondents 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
work and payment for it, receipts in a given year do not closely reflectwork done in
that year; also, particularly at the Bar, annual earningsmay fluctuate considerably.
Therefore, these surveys collect the latest three years’ data which the individual
respondent can provide: almost all returns covered either 1985/86 to 1987/88 or
1986/87 to 1988/89.

3. All data from the surveys have been brought to a common date ofApril 1989
by using the movements in average earnings (salary plus bonus, etc) shown by the
OME survey of top salaries (see Appendix C). Analysis of data from the surveys
has strongly suggested that earnings at the Bar have increased over the years at
similar rates to those at senior levels in the corporate sector.

Part A—Earnings of barristers and advocates in private practice
4. Asin 1987, the survey covered the field for possible appointment to the Bench.
A sample of 1 in 4 was selected from those barristers in England and Wales listed
in the ‘Solicitors and Barristers Directory and Diary’ as within 20 to 35 years of
call and in private practice. In addition, to take account of younger appointments



Scaling the returns

Results

to the Bench, samples.¢of 1,in20 of Junior Counsel and | in 4 ofQueen’s Counsel
*

were selected fromthose with seniority of 15 years but less than 20 years.On the
advice of the Faculty ofAdvocates:that seniority of 10 to 35 years is an appropriate
criterionin Scotland, all thosein this rangewereapproached. In Northern Ireland
all Queen’s Counsel and a small number-of Junior Counsel were, with the advice .

of thé Bar Council ofNorthern Ireland, includedin the survey.
5. The numbersselected-and the numbers of replies received are shownin Table A.
The overall response of 51 per centwas slightly lower thanin the 1987 survey and,
although broad conclusions can be reached, there

must be réservations about thedetailed results.

Fable A Barristers’ ‘response
Number Providing replies -

Number
selected. No. % response used.

England and Wales
, .

20-35 years of call: Queéen?s Counsel 85 $3 ° .62 47
_

Junior Counsel "165: 70 "42 . 61
15-19 years ofcall: Queen's Couisel 30 20 67. 20

Junior Counsel 52 24 46 21
Scotland : 88 49 56 34
Northern Ireland 29 Ho 38 10

All
, :

_ 449 227 193

The returns which were not used were frombarristers and advocates who.reported
that, in oné or more of the last three years, they had not béenin full-

time private
practice.

‘6. Where data for more than one group of barristérs have been combined, the .

returns from each group have first beenscaled up to reflect theresponse rates and,
for England and Wales, the sampling fractions. ,

7. Table 1 gives figutes of mean gross receipts, professional expenses, pension
premiums paid, and receipts net ofexpenses: Table 2 shows median and quartile
net receipts. Only the mean figures for Queen’s Counsel aré shown for Northern
Ireland because therewere few returns. Since barristers’ pénsions are self-financed,
the-value of the everitual benefits can be regarded as actuarially equal to the sum.
of the contributions; hence, themostappropriatemeasure oftotal remuneration is
net receipts before deducting pension premiums.

8. Comparison with the 1987 survey: figures (which were standardised to April
1987) shows relatively larger increases in receipts of Queen’s Counsel than of

_

Junior Counsel'in England and Wales. Scottish advocates” receipts rose more
sharply and, in particular, thejuniors’ receiptswere close to. thosein England and
Wales, having been only about three--quarters as highin the 1987 survey. About
three-quarters of the Scottish respondents in the latest survey also provided
returns in 1987 and an analysis of their returns directly confirms the relatively large
rise in éarnings. The English andWelsh barristers were sampled independently for
the two surveys from the much-larger professional groups, so that very few made
returns in both surveys and the results. cannot be directly corroborated.

9. Table 3 compares barristers’ net receipts and judges’ salariesin each of the
years beginning April 1986 to April 1988. Almost all Quéen’s Counselin England
and Wales reported net earnings which were higher than the salaries of Circuit
Judgesin all three years, while three-quartersin the first two years and 5 out of
6 in 1988/89 had earnings above High Court Judges’ salaries. Incomes of Junior
Counselin England and Wales aregénerally lower, but the returns in the latest
survey suggest accelerated growthin 1988/89, when about half had net receipts
above a Circuit Judge’s-salary, while those earningmore than the salary ofa High
Court Judge had increased from 10 per cent.to 20per cent. In Scotland, about half
ofQueen’s Counsel had earnings above the Sheriffs’ salaries, rising to 9 otit of the
12 reporting for 1988/89.
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Part B—Earningsof solicitor Recorders, Assistant Recorders
and Temporary Sheriffs

10. Solicitors, as well as barristers,may be appointed to sit on the Circuit Bench
in a part-time capacity as Assistant Recorders and later as Recorders; eligibility
for a full-time appointment as a Circuit Judge requires at least five years such
service. Solicitors in Scotland appointed as Sheriffs have all had corresponding
part-time experience as Temporary Sheriffs. An earnings survey of those who are
Assistant Recorders or Recorders in England and Wales or Temporary Sheriffs in
Scotland was therefore undertaken for the Review Body.

Ii. Allsuch solicitors were.asked to provide returns, but a number havefull-time
judicial appointments in Group 7 (for example as Stipendiary Magistrates),
receiving no extra income for their part-time service. The numbers of replies are
shown in Table B; after excluding those whose replies showed that they are not in
full-time private practice, there was a high response of 76 per cent.

Table B_ Response

Number Providing replies Number

No. % response used

England and Wales
Recorders Sk 40 7 18
Assistant Recorders 61 56 92 28

Scotland
Temporary Sheriffs 65 SI 78 4l

All 177 147 83 97

12. Figures ofnet receipts (including fees for theirpart-time appointments) ofthose
in full-time private practice and ofpension premiums paid are given in Table 4.

13. Comparing these solicitors’ net receipts with judicial salaries shows that a
quarter of Recorders and Assistant Recorders had earnings above High Court
Judges’ salaries in the years 1986/87 to 1988/89 and two-thirds above Circuit
Judges’. In Scotland, relatively fewer Temporary Sheriffs had earnings above these
levels until 1988/89, when 20 out of 31 returns show earnings above Sheriffs’
salaries and 7 above Outer House Judges of the Court of Session.

Part C—Pre-appointment earnings of judges
14. The number ofjudges appointed each year is relatively small and results from
the series ofannual surveys are, therefore, combined. The latest survey produced
21 usable returns from the 35 forms sent out. When added to previous surveys,
these provide totals of 43 returns from High Court Judges and 105 from Circuit
Judges (or their equivalents!) in the United Kingdom. The response from High
Court Judges was again very high; however, the response of 60 per cent from
Circuit Judges means that their results cannot be regarded as fully representative
of those appointed to the Circuit Bench.

15. The average annual net receipts, brought to a common date ofApril 1989, are
summarised in Table 6: there are too few appointments in Scotland and Northern
Ireland for separate analysis.

16. Almost all Queen’s Counsel recently appointed to the High Court or Circuit
Bench had previously been earningmore than their new salaries, as had over half
of Circuit Judges who were Junior Counsel or solicitors.

' From 1987, the coverage of these surveys includes Judges of the Court of Session and Sheriffs in Scotland
and Puisne Judges and County Court Judges in Northern Ireland.



Table J Mean net’ receipts’ and pension ‘premiums of barristers and
advocates

.

(standardised
‘to
April 1989).

Queen’S.Counsel Junior Counsel

England: Scotland Northern United England Scotland,” United
and

. Ireland Kingdom and Kingdom
‘Wales

~ Wales

. Numbers: .
: .

retuims-used- 67 20 8. "95 82 . 14 98
scaled “526 52 . 23

°

601 1,665 36707
£ £ £ £ £ £ £

Gross receipts
* : _ :

practice 189,600 103,500 184;600 -181,900 70,600 67,300 70.800
other professional ts
activities -

4,700-
- §,000 - 200 4,600 2,000 1,400 2,000

Expenses - - 47,400 - -21,400 22,500 44,200 20,100 17,100 20,000

Net receipts
|

146,900 «87,100 162300 142,300 52,500 51,700 52:800

Personal pension .

premiums 20,500 9,100 26,500 19,700 5,100 5,000 5,100"

Table2 Median and quartile net
receipts

of barristers and
advocates (standardised‘to

‘April 1989)
‘Queen'sCounsel” Junior Counsel

England Scotland: United England Scotland United7
- and . Kingdom and Kingdom
Wales Wales

“L £ £ £ £ £
Net receipts

Upper quartile 197,600 _ 102,000 194,300 . 65,100 67,600 65,400
Median . 120,700 . 82,400 114,200 51,500 46,500 50,800

. Lower quartile 87,900 57,300 84.400 36,400 ~- 31,700 36,400

Mean (146,900 87,100 142,300 52,500 51,700 52,800

Table 3 ‘Net receipts of barristers:and advocates in relation to salaries-of judges
. ' . Number’of returns

Queen’s Counsel Junior Counsel
England: Scotland England Scotlandvo and and
Wales Wales

All barristers :

1986/87 67 20 82 14
1987/88. 7 64 19 . 82 14
1988/89 . 51 . 12 8

Above High Court Judge’s salary Lo
1986/87 (£63,500), 51 9 8 2.
1987/88 (£65,000) 47 10° 8 .

1

1988/89 (£68,500) 43 14 l

Above Circuit Judge’s salary a
1986/87 (£42,500) 63 15. 28 3
1987/88:(£43,500) 61 15, 36 5

31988/89 (£45,800) 9 "Sh g 35
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Table 4 Mean net receipts and pension premiums of solicitor Recorders, Assistant
Recorders and Temporary Sheriffs (standardised to April 1989)

Recorders Assistant Temporary
Recorders Sheriffs

Number of returns 18 28

£ £ £
Net receipts .

practice* 68,400 92,800 56,500
Other professional
activities 1,600 400 1,800

Total 70,000 93,200 58,300

Personal pension
premiums 6,800 11,500 5,600

“Including fees for duties as Recorder, Assistant Recorder or Temporary Sheriff.

Table 5 Net receipts of solicitors in relation to judicial salaries¢
Number of returns

Recorders Assistant Temporary
Recorders Sheriffs

All
1986/87 18 28 41
1987/88 17 28 41
1988/89 Il 19 > 31

Above High Court Judge’s salary
1986/87 (£63,500) 4 6 4
1987/88 (£65,000) 4 8 7
1988/89 (£68,500) I 6 7

Above Circuit Judge’s salary
1986/87 (£42,500) 10 18 19

1987/88 (£43,500) 12 21 2i
1988/89 (£45,800) 8 12 20

Above Group 7 salary
1986/87 (£32,750) 17 24 25
1987/88 (£33,500) 16 24 32
1988/89 (£37,500) 9 16 26

“Solicitors in full-time private practice who are Recorders or Assistant Recorders in England and Wales or
Temporary Sheriffs in Scotland.

Table 6 Net receipts of judges prior to appointment? (standardised to April 1989):
United Kingdom 1984/85—1988/89

High Circuit Judges, previously: All
Court Circuit

Queen’s Junior Solicitor
Judges Counsel Counsel

Judges

Number of returns 43 27 60 18 105

£ £ £ £ £
Upper quartile 255,500 101,200 65,500 79,400 75,200
Median 137,400 75,300 50,500 69,600 59,000
Lower quartile 104,900 55,000 43,800 50,300 47,100

Mean 198,000 90,600 55,900 67,100 66,800

“Pension contributions not deducted.



Appendix E
List of departments which took part.in an assessment of the proposed
performance-related pay scheme for Grades.2 and 3'in the civil service

Ministry of Agriculture, Fishéries and Food
‘Customs and Excise
Ministry of Defence
Department of Education and Science
Department of Employment
Department of the Environment
Export Credits Guarantee Department
Department of Health
Home Office

Northern Ireland Office
Scottish Office
Department of Social Security

~

Departmentof Trade and Industry
HM Treasuty

al



42

Appendix F
List of organisations with whom the Office of Manpower Economics

discussed their performance pay arrangements

Abbey National ple
American Express
British Railways Board
Halifax Building Society
National Westminster Bank plc
Scottish Development Agency
STC plc
Unilever plc



AppendixG
List of those who gaveoralevidence to

thejudicial sub-committee or separately to its Chairman

. Sir Robert Andrew, KCB—formerly Permanent Under Secretary of State,
Nortliern Ireland Office

‘HisHonout Judge Afiwyl-Davies, QC—President of the Council ofHM Circuit
Judges

Registrar F Arnold—Senior Vice-President of the
Association

of County Court-
and District Registrars

MrMC Blait—formerlyUnder Secretary; Lord Chancellor’s Departnierit
His Honour Judge Bromley, Q¢—Chief Social Security Commissioner
Registrar J R Chalkley—President of the Association of ‘County Court

and
District Registrars©

His Honour Judge
Dyet—Honorary Secretary

of
the

Council of HM Circuit
Judges .

The Rt Hon The Lord Fraser of. Carmyllie, QC—Lord Advocate
Mr V G H Hallett—Social Security Commissioner
Mr J L Heritage-——-Under Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s.Department

|

The’RtHon LordHope—LordPresident of the Courtof Session andLord Justice
General©

Sit David Hopkin—ChiefMetropolitan Stipendiary Magistrate.
Registrar R Howe—The Association of County Court and.District Registrars
MrM D Huebner—Deputy Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s Department’
The Hon Mr Justice Jowitt—High Court Jridge
The Rt Hon The Lord Latte, AFC—Lord Chief Justice of England
Mr T'S Legg, CB—Permahent Secretary,Lord Chancellor’s Department
His Honour Judge Lowry, QC—Circuit Judge at the Central Criminal CourtMr J Nursaw, CB, QC—TreasurySolicitor
Sir Derek -Oulton, KCB, QC—then Permanent Secretary, Lord Chancellor’s
Department .

Registrar J Platt—The Association ofCourityCourtand District Registrars ~

. HisHonour Judge Pownall,QC—Circuit Judge at.theCentral Criminal CourtMrD G Rice—Social Security Commissioner -

HisHonour Judge Smedley, QC—Circuit Judge-at the Central Criminal Court
Ms.H' Tuffs—Lord Charicellor’s.Department
His Honour Judge White—Senior

Vice-President
of the Council of HM Circuit

Judges
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Appendix H

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 of England

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 ofAppeal
Inner House Judges of the Court of Session
Lotds Justices ofAppeal (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 ofManchester
Recorder of Belfast
ChiefSocial Security Commissioners (England,Wales and Scotland andNorthern
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 andWales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)



Group6:
Circuit Judges
Sheriffs

- County Court Judges (Northern Ireland)?.
Social Security Commissioners (England, Wales and Scotland and Northerti
Ireland)

‘Chairman, Scottish Land Court?
Régistrar of Criminal Appeals
Registrar of Civil Appeals
Chief Metropolitan Magistrate .

Senior and ChiefMasters and Registrars
©

Master; Court of Protection
Chairman, Foreign Compensation Commission
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 Immigration Adjudicator _

Presiding Special Commissioner of Income Tax
President, Social Security Appeal Tribunals and Medical Appeal Tribunals
(Northern Ireland)

Regional Chairmen, Social Security Appeal Tribunals
and MedicalAppeal

Tribunals’
Members,Lands Tribunals (England andWales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)

Group 7

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

Metropolitan Magistrates
Provincial Stipendiary Magistrates
Resident Magistrates (Northern Ireland)
Masters and Registrars of the Supreme Court
Masters.of the Supreme Court (Northern Ireland)
County Court Registrars and District Registrarsof the High Court
Circuit Registrars (Northern Ireland)
President, Pensions Appeal Tribunals
Vice-President (Scotland) and ‘Chairmen, Value Added Tax Tribunals
Chairmen, Social Security Appeal Tribunals and.Medical Appeal Tribunals
Special Commissioners of IncomeTax
Immigration Adjudicators

' Paid a salary 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 elsewhere 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 ofPresident, Lands Tribunal (Scotland).
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Appendix I

Salaries currently in payment and numbers in post at the latest available date

Salaries Numbers in
currently post at
in payment 30 September

£ 19892
Senior civil servants

Grade 3° 495
on promotion 37,600
after one year’s service in the grade 39,300
after two years’ service in the grade 40.900
(normally attainable maximum) >

. 43,100
discretionary 45,400

47,600

Grade 2 : 126

on promotion 48,100
after one year’s service in the grade 50.400
(normally attainable maximum) ,

$3,100
discretionary 56,500

59,800
Grade 1A 66,000 12

Grade |

”

72,000 23

Permanent Secretary to the Treasury 83.750 1

Secretary of the Cabinet* ,

Head of the Civil Service
(and Secretary of the Cabinet)? 89,500 I

Senior officers of the armed forces
Rear Admiral
Major General 43,100 150
Air Vice-Marshal
Vice-Admiral
Lieutenant General 50,400 35
Air Marshal
Admiral
General 72,000 20
Air ChicfMarshal
Admiral of the Fleet
Field Marshal 89,500 1?

Marshal of the Royal Air Force

Members of the judiciary
Group/7 39,400 423

6 48,100 559
5 53,400 23
4a 62,700 6
4 72,000 104
3 79,5008 39
2 82,750 13
1 89,500 I

“Numbers in post exclude the Northern Ireland Civil Service.
+Grade 3s arc also eligible to receive London Allowance of£2,000.
© Paid at this level if not also Head of the Civil Service (see footnote *).
“At present a combined post.
«Only once officer holds an appointment at this level at any one time as Chiefof Defence Staff.
The composition of each Group is given in Appendix H.
*The Lord Justice Clerk is paid a salary lead of£1,000.

Printcd by HMSO
Dd 0001938 C17 2/90 3194181
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