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From: The Independent Remuneration Panel To: Ian Anderson 
       Head of Legal and Democratic Services Manager 
 
 
INITIAL SUMMARY OF THE INDEPENDENT REMUNERATION PANEL’S CONSIDERATION  OF A 
SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITY ALLOWANCE FOR THE CHAIR OF THE HEALTH AND WELLBEING 
BOARD 
 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 This paper gives an initial summary of the consideration of a Special Responsibility Allowance for 
the Chair of the Health and Wellbeing Board. A fuller report will be required following reactions 
to this summary, 

 
2 BACKGROUND 

 
2.1 Following recent legislative changes, the Council has formed a Shadow Health and Wellbeing 

Board (SHWB) which will become the Health and Wellbeing Board (HWB) on 1st April 2013. A 
Chair has been appointed for the Shadow. 

 
2.2 The panel was asked to consider:-  

2.2.1 whether a Special Responsibility Allowance (SRA) should become payable to the Chair of the 
HWB 

2.2.2 if so, how much, and 

2.2.3 whether a payment should be made in the interim to the Chair of the SHWB.  

3 THE PROCESS 

3.1 The Panel met on 2nd October 2012 and considered a report from the Head of Legal and 
Democratic Services outlining issues for consideration and some potential comparator data 
within the Members Allowance Scheme. 

3.2 The Panel considered that further information was required in order to more fully consider this issue. 
It therefore resolved to request a role profile for the Chair of the HWB, together with profiles for: 

3.2.1 An Area Committee Chair 

3.2.2 A Scrutiny Chair 

3.2.3 A Cabinet Member  

3.3 These profiles were sent to the members of the Panel for consideration. The panel then also 
requested a role profile for the Chair of Overview and Scrutiny Management and further 
considered all this data. 

3.4 In informal session the Panel came to the following opinions:- 

1 Paired comparison methodology.  In the absence of strict job evaluation this involves 
comparing and contrasting different role profiles seeking to establish which is the bigger by 
way of breadth of job, span of control, end impact, budget dimensions and volume of work.  
To this end the Panel tried to undertake this exercise, finding: 
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 The Health & Wellbeing Chair role was bigger than an Area Committee Chair because 
their end impact is on only a proportion of the total population, their budget impact is only 
£3.7m and are not leading on strategy 

 When doing the comparison against an Overview and Scrutiny Commission Chair their 
end impact is only on a defined area and not the total Council, they have no budget 
responsibility and once again don’t really set forward strategy 

 In terms of the role of the Overview and Scrutiny Management Chair.  The Panel saw 
some comparisons here with the Chair of the HWB in that it leads the Scrutiny function 
for the Authority, takes the leads in developing a forward agenda, interacts with key 
decision-makers, however questioned whether its end impact on the population was as 
great as the HWB and furthermore it has no budget responsibilities.  This led to Panel to 
conclude that the HWB role is bigger 

 This then naturally led to doing the comparison against the Cabinet member finding there 
are strong comparisons given the Cabinet contributes to the development of strategic 
policy, has personal responsibility for their relevant portfolio, strong working relationship 
with other agencies, leads on the development of new policies and has a share of budget 
responsibility of £400m.  We have been told by Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
that the HWB role would be expected to exercise executive powers, assimilate new and 
developing guidance, leads the strategic direction of Health and Wellbeing in Hull, leads 
the development on relationship building and has a potential budget responsibility of 
£120m  

 
2 In light of the above the Panel were minded to recommend the linkage to a Cabinet Member, 

with an SRA of £14,553 p.a., but also considered that it is appropriate to seek feedback from 
the 3 political representatives at a Panel meeting.  The Panel further considered that it was 
important that the minutes of the Panel meeting should reflect the assumed methodology 
and, hopefully, political and executive agreement in supporting the decision. 
 

3 Finally, the panel considered the interim situation, specifically the payment, if any, for the 
Chair of the SHWB. Following the same process, the panel considered that this interim role 
had predominantly the same profile other than, prior to 1st April 2013, a budget responsibility. 
This led the Panel to recommend a similar role to that of Chair of Overview and Scrutiny 
Management (OSM) and therefore recommends a payment of the same (as Chair of OSM) 
before 1st April 2013, and starting on a date to be advised by Members and Officers. This 
SRA would therefore be £11,643 p.a. 

 
 

4 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

 The Panel considers that the funding of the recommended payments is a matter for the Council. 
 

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

5.1 That, given the process outlined above,  the Panel recommends: 
 

5.1.1 that the Council supports the methodology detailed above as assumed by the 
Panel,  

5.1.2 that  the resultant SRA for the Chair of HWB from 1st April 2013 at £14,553 p.a. is 
appropriate, and 

5.1.3 that with regard to the Chair of the Shadow HWB, the resultant SRA of 11,643 p.a., 
to start from a date set by Members, is  appropriate. 
 

5.2      It should be noted that the Panel came to these conclusions purely on the basis of the 
profiles provided. 

 


