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unions are unenimously recommending to their members
base retes scross the board (6% - 7.8% on

ihis is the same smount in cash termns as they

but it represents 6.9% on the current pay bill.

ommitment to reduce working hours next November by one hour was

pparently conceded as the only way of securing scceptence of the pay
the 2 sides egreed TO examine how this can be achieved 'without

of jobs', which I understand the employers construe as 'at no extra

. There are 2lso some small concessions on holidays with only 8
inal cost.
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Thece developments asre of course quite different from what we were

1 to suppose might heppen when we discussed the pay situetion with
TA0SAB in October st their request; it is slso at varisnce with what
[ had been told privetely was the outcome of LACSAB's survey of
individual local suthorities’ views.

derstand that the initiel line-up of the employers reflected the
-ore robust line I hed been led to expect but as the negotiastions were
on s cleer party divide emerged. In the event the matter was settled
on straight party politicel lines. The Labour Leader of South Yorkshire
tropolitan County used his casting vote ageinst & solid block of
Conservative representatims, every one of those being eligible toO attend

=

heing present.

explenation given is thet the decision to go for a settlement was
.ven becsuse it was felt that the manusls group have been steadily
fslling behind, and have not received any benefit from the fact thet
sheir outturn waege bill costs have been much lower over the last 2

ye thap the levels of settlement becsuce they have borne the brunt
of the reductions in jobs and hours; it is generally sssumed thet this
will continue to be the case.

further said thzt the employers' strategy is to isolate the

s' settlement from the other groubs snd I understsnd that state-

made by LACESAB sfter the negotiations were directed to thet

Tt seems now thst the employers are, contrary to what they sgid
October, contemplating differential and lower settlement levels

teachers znd white collar grades. 1 am very sceptical about

- -’ t
oy Ethe
+i11 of the employers to see through a policy of this sort.

the W
have to report thet the level of the final offer was said to heve

. influenced by the robustness of the unions' clgim IoT 2n
increase accentusted by the play they made of the incressed costs to
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‘ SCHOL{AR cc Mr Ingham

LOCAL AUTHORITY MANUALS

The Department of the Environment have drawn

my attention to a mistake in the letter of

11 December from Mr Heseltine to the Chancellor
which reports the local authority manuals'
settlement. The unions are not '"unanimously
recommending' the offer; they have unanimously
agreed to put it to their members without

recommendation.
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Mr Whitmore
Mr Scholar/
Mr Pattison

Mr Hoskyns /
Press Office b//

LOCAL AUTHORITY MANUALS' PAY

I know you are already well briefed for this afternoon's
lobby on the Local Authorities' pay offer to Manual. Workers, but it
may be helpful to you and others who have expressed an interest if

I set out some of the points we need to get across:-

(1) Negotiations are continuing: the Government is not a party to them,

and we must therefore be careful that we are not drawn in. The employers
have made their offer (I have not yet seen authoritative details, but

it is widely reported as 7.8% on basic rates). The unions have not
formally accepted 6 it although they are clearly pleased; there will be a
period of consultation;and a decision will be given by the unions at a

meeting with the employers on 25 January.

(2) The employers themselves (viz.ITV News at Ten last night) have
said that they cannot afford the offer. So it will have to be paid for

either by increased rates or more redundancies. That cannot be good news

for anyone.

(3) This is not the end of the 4% cash limit pay factor. The 4% pay
factor is set by the Government, and does not control what non-Government
employers may do. It simply determines what the central government
assumes for pay, and to the extent that local authority employers have
gone beyond it, they will have to find the money from elsewhere. The 4%
pay factor remains in_tact for the Government's own employees. We
cannot speculate how negotiations with central government employees
(Civil Service, Health Service) may go, because their settlement is

due until 1 April.
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