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1. Purpose of the report


Following the recent governance review completed by Campbell Tickell and approved by the Board at their meeting on 4th June 2008 it was agreed that the issue of Board Members’ remuneration be explored and recommendations made to the Board meeting today. 

2.
Introduction

In the five years that the NewHeartlands partnership has been operational there have been three governance reviews. The first in 2004 led by Pricewaterhouse Cooper recommended the change in Board composition resulting in the introduction of the three independent Board Member places. 

The second led by Ecotec in 2006 concluded that:

“…the Board has been developed over the last two years in to a membership body of a status and diligence which is effectively performing the range of roles expected of it.”

The third and most recent review concluded that:

“In terms of governance, the implication of the decision is that the Board of NewHeartlands needs to carry on working broadly as at present, but actively seeking to improve the quality of governance. This new approach will draw on the lessons of other sectors. A focused approach to Board performance, appraisal of all Board members, and a more skills based approach to succession planning will all be a part of this. This too will require a unified approach from Board members, and recognition of the limitations imposed by the current framework.”

The governance steering group comprised of local authority Lead Officers, the Accountable Body and the NewHeartlands Managing Director agreed an action plan and presented it to the Board in June for approval. Remuneration for Board Members has been a consistent message through out the last two governance reviews. This paper suggests a way forward for the Board’s consideration and approval.

3.
Making the case

Attracting and maintaining high quality Board Members is an issue nationally within all sectors. It is true to say that where Board Members are remunerated their contribution has added value to the organisations they serve. This is not to suggest that the many thousands of people who give of their time and expertise voluntarily do not add value. Rather, where organisations do remunerate they can hold Board Members to account and expect attendance at meetings and contributions that can be measured more rigorously. Many housing associations, for example, now pay their Board Members for attendance at meetings and have high expectations of members in respect of decision-making and governance more generally. The NewHeartlands Chair is remunerated, but no other positions on the Board receive a fee.

Our most recent governance report stated that:

“Consideration should be given to Board member payment for independent members to help ensure financial disadvantage does not prevent full participation, and to allow creation of a more explicit set of expectations of Board members.”  

Local Authorities generally use independent standards committees to agree the level of remuneration that elected members can claim in their various roles. It would be appropriate for such a model to be adopted by the NewHeartlands Board to ensure openness and transparency in decision-making on this issue. It will add rigour to the proposed appraisal process and will ultimately allow the Board to improve the overall quality of governance. Membership of this committee should be drawn from organisations that are completely independent of the NewHeartlands partnership. For example, from the NHS, the Merseyside Fire Service, a non-pathfinder Housing Association, a non-pathfinder local authority and possibly the Accountable Body. This committee would need to meet once a year.

A skills audit is underway that will analyse the existing skills of Board Members and identify training and support needs alongside gaps in skills that can be addressed through the recruitment of a third independent member. 

Appendix one summarises some research into Board Member remuneration across the public sector. It highlights the level of remuneration and what is expected of members in terms of time commitment. I have anonymised the information for confidentiality purposes. 


The time commitment that we expect from our Board Members is as follows:

· Attendance at six Board Meetings a year including site tours

· Attendance at two training days per year

· Attendance at various Board sub-committees such as Risk Management and Option Appraisal

· Adhoc attendance in relation to recruitment panels, Strictly Regeneration judging panels and awards ceremony, Pathfinder wide conferences etc.

· Formal Board appraisal sessions

This amounts to approximately one day a month. 

4. Recommendations

· That the Board agree to set up a Standards Committee with independent representation from organisations such as the NHS, Fire Service etc
· That the Standards Committee considers the principle of remuneration for independent and non public sector LSP members. In the event the Standards Committee concludes it would be appropriate to make some form of payment it is asked to advise whether that should comprise a fee or a loss of earnings payment.
· The Standards Committee should also indicate either a level of fee or a cap on the total to be paid under a loss of earnings approach.

Appendix One

	Organisation
	Payment
	Payment Level
	Time Commitment

	One
	Yes
	£8,300
	2.5 days a month minimum

	Two
	Yes 
	£5,000
	1.5 days a month minimum

	Three
	Yes
	£400 a meeting
	Up to a maximum of £4,000

	Four 
	Expenses only
	
	0.5 days a month

	Five
	Yes
	£5,000
	1.5 days a month

	Six
	No
	
	1 day a month

	Seven
	Yes 
	£7,595
	

	Eight
	Yes
	Loss of earnings & expenses
	1 day a year
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