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South Lakeland District Council 

Council 

19 December 2017 

Report on proposed amendments to recruitment 
scheme for IRP members 

 

PORTFOLIO: Not applicable 

REPORT FROM: Shelagh McGregor – Assistant Director (Resources)/S151 
Officer 

REPORT AUTHOR: Anthea Lowe – Solicitor to the Council 

WARDS: Not applicable 

FORWARD PLAN: Not applicable 

 

1.0 EXPECTED OUTCOME 

1.1 It is anticipated that Members will consider the recommendations from the 
Independent Remuneration Panel (IRP) in relation to amending the eligibility criteria 
to become a member of the IRP. 

2.0 RECOMMENDATION 

2.1 It is recommended that Full Council:- 

(1) Approves the amendments to the eligibility criteria to become a member 
of the IRP as set out in this report to take effect from 1 January 2018. 

3.0 BACKGROUND AND PROPOSALS 

3.1 Under the Local Authorities (Members Allowances) (England) Regulations 2003 (the 
Regulations), the Council is required to establish and maintain an Independent 
Remuneration Panel (IRP) to review and make recommendations to the Council on 
the range and levels of remuneration for elected Members. 

3.2 The Regulations require the Council to appoint a minimum of three persons to serve 
on the IRP.  Members of the IRP cannot be members or co-opted members of any 
local authority in respect of which that panel makes recommendations.  Anyone who 
is disqualified from being an elected member of a local authority is also disqualified 
from being a member of an IRP. 

3.3 The Regulations do not specify how the Council must appoint members of its IRP.  
However, it is important that the IRP members are both independent and seen to be 
independent and that they collectively have sufficient experience of the areas within 
the IRP’s terms of reference to give weight to their recommendations. 

3.4 The Regulations are silent with regard to the length of time that IRP members may 
serve but related statutory guidance suggests that a panel may become more 
effective as Members’ knowledge and experience grows.  That guidance goes on to 
state that it might, therefore, be worthwhile appointing members for an initial period of 
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several years.  Currently, each IRP member serves for an initial term of four years 
with the option of extending this for a further 4 year period.   

3.5 In 2014, the Council amended the eligibility criteria for prospective IRP members.  
This was in response to concerns raised regarding the perceived independence of 
the IRP members.  The changes made were:- 

 a. To preclude an application from anyone who worked for any authority (as defined 
within the Regulations) anywhere within the country.  

 b. To require any member of the IRP to reside within the district of South Lakeland  

 c. To delegate authority to the Assistant Director (Resources) to appoint members to 
the IRP. 

3.6 Since those changes were implemented, there have been vacancies where the new 
criteria has been applied.  A recruitment process was commenced in Autumn 2016 
but postponed due to the low number of applications received (only 2).  A further 
recruitment process was completed in Spring 2017; whilst this was successful, there 
were again only 2 applications received, one of which was carried forward from the 
previous postponed process.  The current eligibility criteria are set out in Appendix 1 
to this report. 

3.7 Whilst the need for independence of the IRP members is recognised, there is also 
value in being able to recruit from as large a field as possible. 

3.8 Officers have obtained information relating to the eligibility criteria for IRP members 
at a random selection of other authorities throughout England and this information is 
set out at Appendix 2.  From looking at this information, it appears that most 
authorities simply adopt the requirements contained within the Regulations in that no 
IRP member can be a member or co-optee of any authority that it makes 
recommendations for.   

3.9 It can also be seen that some authorities attempt to obtain representations on the 
Panel from different sectors within the Council’s administrative area.  For example, 
Teignbridge Council appoints 2 members of the third sector/community sector, 2 
members of the business sector and 2 members with local government experience.   

3.10 It is considered that, if central government felt that there was a need to improve the 
independence of IRP panels, it would legislate to prevent certain categories of people 
from participating in making recommendations.  The Regulations set out those who 
cannot be members of an IRP and, in the 14 years since the Regulations were made, 
this has not altered.  Likewise, the statutory guidance issued in respect of IRPs does 
not go any further than reinforcing the need for independence of IRP members. 

3.11 Having taken into account the need to access a range of good quality candidates 
with a breadth of experience across a wide range of sectors, it is considered 
necessary to amend the eligibility criteria for those who may wish to become 
members of the IRP.  That being the case, it is recommended that the following 
changes are made to the eligibility criteria:- 

 a. require any candidates not to be a member of, any authority that the IRP makes 
recommendations for. 

 b. to have a prohibition on those working for any authority in the County of Cumbria 
rather than any authority anywhere within the country. 

 c.  allow any person who has previously been a member of the IRP but not 
completed a four year term (or a subsequent 4 year term) the ability to reapply 
without the need to wait for 4 years to have elapsed since the last term of 
membership provided that the initial term of membership will be of a period 
equivalent to the amount of time remaining in the partially completed 4 year term. 
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3.12 It is not proposed, at this stage, to make any other amendments.  Whilst, prior to the 
2014 amendments, there was a need for an IRP member to either live or work within 
South Lakeland, it is considered reasonable that the recommendations for 
allowances are made by those who are council taxpayers within the District.  The 
amended criteria are attached at Appendix 3. 

4.0 CONSULTATION 

4.1 The Monitoring Officer and Assistant Director (Resources) have been consulted on 
these proposals and are supportive. 

4.2 Representations have been received from one member of the public which can be 
summarised as follows:- 

o The eligibility criteria should preclude any person who has been a serving 
member of the authority as there is a risk of bias. 

o The eligibility criteria should also exclude Parish Clerks as they are now paid 
handsomely for their role as Clerk and should not have any involvement in 
setting of allowances for Parish Councillors. 
 

4.3 The IRP has had the opportunity of considering the recommendations in this report 
 and is content with the proposals.  It has recommended that Full Council approves 
 the changes referred to. 

5.0 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 

5.1 It is open to Full Council to choose not to make any amendments to the current 
criteria.  This is not recommended for the reasons set out in this report. 

5.2 Full Council may wish to make further amendments to the criteria which provide for 
recruitment from specified sectors operating within South Lakeland.  Whilst the 
benefits of doing so are acknowledged, there is a possibility that this will narrow the 
field of potential candidates further.  If there is a desire to target certain sectors, there 
is a possibility that this could be achieved by writing personally to certain community 
or third sector organisations and asking them to consider putting someone forward 
for any vacancy. 

6.0 LINKS TO COUNCIL PRIORITIES 

6.1 There are no direct links to Council priorities. 

7.0 IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 Financial and Resources 

7.1.1 There are no finance implications in reviewing the recruitment arrangements for IRP 
although there may be additional burdens on resources if some more targeted 
communications are required. 

7.2 Human Resources 

7.2.1 None. 

7.3 Legal 

7.3.1 As set out in this report. 

7.4 Health, Social, Economic and Environmental 

7.4.1 There are no health, social, economic or environmental issues to raise in this report.  

7.5 Equality and Diversity 

7.5.1 There are no equality issues arising out of this matter.  
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7.6 Risk 

Risk Consequence Controls required 

That the IRP is not 
established in accordance 
with relevant 
legislation/guidance 

Challenge to 
process/council decision 
making. 

Ensure Panel is meeting 
its legislative 
requirements. 

Perception that the Panel 
is not “independent” of the 
Council. 

Reputational. Ensure open and 
transparent process in 
establishing IRP. 

 

CONTACT OFFICERS 

Report Author - Anthea Lowe, Solicitor to the Council – tel: 01539 799305. 

 

APPENDICES ATTACHED TO THIS REPORT  

Appendix No.  

1 Current eligibility criteria. 

2 Comparator information  

3 Proposed updated eligibility criteria 

 

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE 

None 

TRACKING INFORMATION 

Assistant 
Director 

Portfolio Holder Solicitor to the 
Council 

SMT Scrutiny 
Committee 

22/11/2017 N/A Report author N/A N/A 

Executive 
(Cabinet) 

IRP Council Section 151 
Officer 

Monitoring 
Officer 

N/A 11/9/2017 19/12/2017 22/11/2017 22/11/2017 

Human 
Resource 
Services 
Manager 

Leader 

 

Ward 
Councillor(s) 

 

  

22/11/2017 N/A N/A   

 


