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1. Summary  

 
1.1 The Mayor and Assembly jointly disposed of all but three of the recommendations contained in the 

August 2009 report of the Senior Salaries Review Body (SSRB) on the remuneration packages of the 

Authority’s elected members (SSRB Report No. 69), immediately following its publication.  The three 

remaining recommendations were referred to an Advisory Panel, jointly appointed by the Mayor and 

Assembly, and its report is now submitted for approval and adoption. 

 
 
2. Recommendations  
 

2.1 That the recommendations of the GLA Advisory Panel on the 2009 SSRB review, as set out 

in sections 3.7, 4.7 and 5.8 of the Panel’s attached report, be agreed and formally adopted 

by the Assembly, jointly with the Mayor, as the Authority’s formal response to the 

outstanding recommendations of the 2009 SSRB report.  

 

3. Background   
 

3.1 Prior to the 2008 GLA elections the Mayor and Assembly agreed to defer the triennial review of 
elected members’ remuneration until after those elections to allow the new Authority to determine 
any changes to be introduced and to reflect the extension of the Authority’s powers through the 
provisions of the GLA Act 2007, some of which were only to be implemented that spring.  
Accordingly, by a letter dated 24 September 2008, the Mayor and Assembly asked the Senior 
Salaries Review Body (SSRB) to undertake the periodic review. 

3.2 The SSRB’s report (August 2009) contained 15 recommendations that covered a range of issues 
including GLA pay, the up-rating mechanism, allowances paid by the police and fire authorities 
under their own legislation, dual mandates, salary abatement, register of interests, frequency of 
reviews, and severance arrangements. 

3.3 When dealing with the SSRB report in November 2009 the Mayor and Assembly accepted - or 
referred to the relevant functional body - the majority of the report’s recommendations, and 
established an Advisory Panel to undertake the reviews proposed or necessitated by three 
recommendations. 



        

3.4 The Advisory Panel comprised one Member from each of the political groups on the Assembly, a 
representative of the Mayor and, from the Standards Committee, the Chair and one other 
Independent Member. 

 

3.5 The Advisory Panel received information as to - 

o the statutory position 

o current practice in the national and other regional bodies in the UK 

o evidence from GLA elected members and relevant national organisations 

o published work (where it existed) on the issues raised, as well as  

o the legal implications of the SSRB’s recommendations. 

 

3.6 The Panel considered that, with - 

o its representation drawn from the Standards Committee’s independent members as well as 

Mayoral and Assembly interests,  

o the benefit of advice regarding legislative frameworks and practice in central, regional and local 

government, and 

o the views of relevant external bodies, 

it was competent to undertake a mini-review of the issues on behalf of the Authority and reach 
informed conclusions on the issues raised by the SSRB. 

 
 
4. Issues for Consideration  
 
4.1 The Advisory Panel’s consideration of the three outstanding SSRB recommendations is summarised 

below. 

Recommendation 9 – Dual Mandates 

 

4.2 The SSRB proposed that the Authority should review whether elected members should be able to 

hold other public sector positions.  The Panel concluded, for the reasons stated in its report, that 

such dual mandates could be beneficial, that members, being accountable to the electorate, could 

decide what level of activity was not detrimental to their GLA duties, and that financial remuneration 

received by members from other public sector positions should be published on a central database 

maintained by the Authority. 

Recommendation 10 – Abatement of GLA Salaries 

 

4.3 The SSRB proposed that, in the event of the above outcome, the Authority should consider whether 

to extend the current salary abatement arrangements to include other public sector positions.  The 

Panel concluded that extension of the abatement provisions beyond the existing categories was 

impracticable as there was too much ambiguity about the senior roles cited by the SSRB, and that in 

any event it was for the Secretary of State to vary the existing Order. 

Recommendation 11 – Register of Interests 

 

4.4 The SSRB proposed that members should be required to register and publish details of any time 

spent on private and public sector activities apart from GLA membership, and remuneration received 

for these roles.  The Panel concluded that the changes proposed in the Localism Bill to the standards 

regime and the registration of interests made such a decision premature, that the complexities 

inherent in the proposed regime would undermine the perceived benefits, and that therefore the 

SSRB recommendation be not approved. 



        

 

5. Legal Implications 
 

5.1 The Assembly has the power to do what is recommended in this report.  

 
6. Financial Implications 
 

6.1 There are no direct financial implications at this stage. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
GLA Advisory Panel on the 2009 SSRB Review 
 
Report to the Mayor of London and the London Assembly 
 
 
1.  PERIODIC REVIEW OF ELECTED MEMBERS’ REMUNERATION 
 

1.1 Prior to the 2008 GLA elections the Mayor and Assembly agreed to defer the triennial review of 

elected members’ remuneration until after those elections to allow the new Authority to determine any 

changes to be introduced and to reflect the extension of the Authority’s powers through the 

provisions of the GLA Act 2007, some of which were only to be implemented that spring.  Accordingly, 

by a letter dated 24 September 2008, the Mayor and Assembly asked the Senior Salaries Review Body 

(SSRB) to undertake the periodic review, with detailed terms of reference as follows: 

 

1. To review the salary and pension provisions for the – 

o Mayor of London 

o Deputy Mayor 

o Chair of the London Assembly 

o Members of the London Assembly;  

 

2. To consider the application of relevant comparators for similar roles and 

responsibilities within the elected / public sector;  

 

3. To make alternate recommendations to the Head of Paid Service of the Greater 

London Authority for revised remuneration packages for those office holders to take 

effect on 5 May 2008 and 1 April 2009; and 

 

4. To comment on – 

o the appropriate review cycle for these remuneration packages, and 

o the appropriate cost of living mechanism for elected members’ salaries in order to 

ensure that, between reviews, they track the salaries of the preferred comparator 

group identified under 2 above. 

 

5. To review the Authority’s resettlement grant scheme for the Mayor and Assembly 

Members, having regard to the SSRB’s previous recommendations that an Authority 

scheme should be modelled on the Parliamentary scheme. 

 

1.2 In the event, the SSRB’s report (August 2009) contained 15 recommendations that covered a range of 

issues including GLA pay, the up-rating mechanism, allowances paid by the police and fire authorities 

under their own legislation, dual mandates, salary abatement, register of interests, frequency of 

reviews, and severance arrangements. 

 

2.  ADVISORY PANEL ON THE 2009 SSRB REVIEW 

 

2.1 When dealing with the SSRB report in November 2009 the Mayor and Assembly accepted - or referred 

to the relevant functional body - the majority of the report’s recommendations, and established an 

Advisory Panel to undertake the reviews proposed or necessitated by three recommendations. 



        

 

2.2 The Advisory Panel comprised one Member from each of the political groups on the Assembly, a 

representative of the Mayor and, from the Standards Committee, the Chair and one other Independent 

Member. 

 

2.3 Its terms of reference were set as follows: 

 

2. To review recommendations 9 (public sector positions), 10 (abatements) and 11 (register of 

interests) of the Senior Salaries Review Body's report (published August 2009) and the narrative 

explanation provided. 

 

3. To consider comparative practice in Parliament, other devolved assemblies and public bodies, the 

relevant sections of the Committee on Standards in Public Life’s report on MPs’ expenses and 

allowances (published 4 November 2009), and any other relevant and available research, 

whether or not published. 

 

4. To report to the Mayor and Assembly on appropriate responses to the SSRB recommendations. 

 

[The Mayor accepted that, where the SSRB recommendations referred to Assembly Members, the 

role of the Mayor should also be considered.] 

 

2.4 The Advisory Panel received information as to - 

o the statutory position 

o current practice in the national and other regional bodies in the UK 

o published work (where it existed) on the issues raised, as well as  

o the legal implications of the SSRB’s recommendations. 

 

2.5 The Panel decided that written evidence should initially be sought from the Mayor and Assembly 

Members individually, London Councils, the Local Government Association, the Audit Commission and 

the Local Government Improvement and Development Agency.  

 

2.6 In the event, responses were received only from: the Local Government Association, London 

Councils, Mike Tuffrey AM on behalf of the Liberal Democrat Group and Len Duvall AM on behalf of 

the Labour Group; and these were taken into account during the Panel’s deliberations. 

 

2.7 The Panel considered that, with - 

o its representation drawn from the Standards Committee’s independent members as well as Mayoral 

and Assembly interests,  

o the benefit of advice regarding legislative frameworks and practice in central, regional and local 

government, and 

o the views of relevant external bodies, 

it was competent to undertake a mini-review of the issues on behalf of the Authority and reach 

informed conclusions on the issues raised by the SSRB. 

 

2.8 The background to the three SSRB recommendations and the Panel’s considerations are set out in the 

following sections. 

 



        

2.9 However, at the outset the Panel notes the Government’s promotion of its Localism Bill. It is 

anticipated that the relevant provisions of the Bill will not come into effect any earlier than mid-2011.  

The Government’s announcements regarding the Bill are directly relevant to the SSRB 

recommendations under consideration: 

 

 It is proposed that the Bill will abolish the Standards Board regime, the mandatory Code of 

Conduct, and standards committees with the power to suspend elected members. 

 

 If passed in the form indicated, the provisions - when implemented – will mean that elected 

members will be required to register their interests in a public register, as they do now, but what 

interests they will be required to register (and what constitutes such an interest) will not be set out 

in the Code of Conduct that authorities are currently required to maintain. 

 

 Failure to register an interest, or deliberately seeking to mislead the public about an interest, will 

be a criminal offence. 

 

 It is unlikely that the new requirements to register interests under the Bill will cover the details set 

out in Recommendation 11.  If this is correct, whether the Authority will be able to require its 

elected members to register such details (as an enforceable matter of conduct) will depend upon 

what requirements it will be able to - and agrees to - impose on its members over and above the 

provisions of the Bill, when enacted. 

 

 The Bill’s provisions overall are likely to have implications for any future changes to the Authority’s 

Register of Interests, and its early introduction at Parliament is therefore relevant to the 

consideration of SSRB recommendations 9 and 11. 

 

 

3. SSRB RECOMMENDATION 9 – DUAL MANDATES 

 

3.1 The SSRB recommendation 9 reads as follows - 

We recommend that the Mayor and Assembly conduct a review before the next Assembly election to 

determine whether it remains appropriate for Assembly Members also to hold any public sector 

position, for example a position of special responsibility on a council, requiring their attention during 

the Assembly’s usual business hours. 

 

3.2 The preamble to the recommendation is framed by the assumption that the role of an elected member 

of the Authority is full-time and by the SSRB’s concerns regarding public sector activities that may 

require attention during the Authority’s usual business hours.  However, the SSRB report does not 

define the term ‘usual business hours’, which for most elected members of the Authority are likely to 

extend regularly into evenings and weekends, nor does the report make plain the reason for 

differentiating this activity from private sector work which features in SSRB recommendation 11 and 

for which the SSRB does not suggest a responsibility or time allocation test. 

 

3.3 Equally significantly, the SSRB report does not address the facts that the GLA Act specifically – 

 

a. places on elected members the responsibility to serve on the police and fire authorities, and 

b. provides a mechanism for the Secretary of State to legislate for a member’s GLA salary to be 

abated where he or she is also serving as, for example, a Member of Parliament or is receiving 



        

remuneration ‚in respect of their membership of any other public body (whether elected or 

appointed)‛. 

 

3.4 Clearly, the Act recognises that a member of this Authority is not prevented in principle from holding 

other elected office or other public sector appointments.  Members of the Authority may potentially 

be appointed – in their own right, and not as members of the Authority - to a wide range of public 

bodies although in practice there have been relatively few appointments other than elected office. 

 

3.5 Of the national, regional and local government institutions, only the Northern Ireland Assembly has 

moved to bar dual mandates (service as an MLA and local councillor having been deemed 

incompatible). 

 

3.6 The Panel consider that there is a fundamental inconsistency between, on the one hand, the SSRB’s 

isolation of public sector activity in the recommendation for review of appropriateness and for possible 

salary abatement, and, on the other, recommendation 11’s broader proposal to publish details of 

private sector activity as well.  Further, it is unclear why the SSRB recommends considering restricting 

(non-GLA) public sector activity when a) functional body membership is enshrined in the GLA Act, 

recognising some degree of complementarity of roles, and b) there is no hint of restricting private/ 

third sector work, either by legislation or in the code of conduct that currently applies to members 

(noting that the Government proposes to abolish the mandatory code of conduct when the Localism 

Bill comes into effect). 

 

3.7 The Panel RECOMMENDS the Mayor of London and the London Assembly to – 

 

A. Accept its deliberations as fulfilling the SSRB recommendation 9 for “a review … to 

determine whether it remains appropriate for [elected members of the Authority] also 

to hold any public sector position, for example a position of special responsibility on a 

council, requiring their attention during the [Authority’s] usual business hours”; 

 

B. Accept that it is beneficial that elected members of the Authority hold additional roles 

as they bring with them different knowledge, skills and experience; 

 

C. Acknowledge that, providing all other public sector positions are declared, it is for 

elected members to judge what additional roles they can undertake without detriment 

to their GLA duties and it is for the electorate to decide if these additional roles are 

appropriate; and 

 

D. Agree that the financial remuneration received by elected members of the Authority 

for all the public sector roles that they hold should be published on a central database 

maintained by the Authority to aid transparency and public accountability. 

 

 

4. SSRB RECOMMENDATION 10 – SALARY ABATEMENT 

 

4.1 The SSRB recommendation 10 reads as follows – 

We recommend that if, as a result of the proposed review into public sector positions held by Assembly 

Members, the Greater London Authority decides that it is appropriate for Assembly Members to hold 

public sector positions requiring their attention during the Assembly’s usual business hours, then the 



        

Greater London Authority should consider whether to extend the current abatement arrangements to 

include other public sector positions. 

 

4.2 The GLA Act 1999 provides for the Authority to approve salaries for its elected members that 

differentiate between GLA roles (namely the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor, the Chair of the Assembly and 

other Assembly Members) but does not allow the Authority unilaterally to abate salaries for 

remuneration from external, non-GLA, public bodies. 

 

4.3 The only power within the GLA Act to abate salaries lies with the Secretary of State who may, by 

order, abate a member’s GLA salary where he or she receives relevant remuneration - a) pursuant to a 

resolution of either House of Parliament relating to the remuneration of members of that House, b) as 

a United Kingdom MEP, or c) in respect of their membership of any other public body (whether 

elected or appointed) which is specified in the order. 

 

4.4 However, the GLA (Limitation of Salaries) Order 2000 – amended in 2008 – applies this provision to 

MPs, office holders in the House of Lords and MEPs only and it is not currently applied to those 

receiving relevant remuneration by virtue of ‚membership of any other public body‛. 

 

4.5 The SSRB deals separately with allowances paid by the MPA and LFEPA and so, although its approach 

is consistent, the SSRB was presumably here focusing on roles in local authorities and other public 

bodies such as NHS trusts.  It is unclear in what ways public sector positions are materially different 

from employment / private sector etc ‚paid activity‛.  The abatement is applied to the GLA salary, 

irrespective of the pay attracted by the other role.  The abatement mechanism is not therefore 

proportional to the member’s total remuneration. 

 

4.6 There are no arrangements in the national, regional and local government institutions for their elected 

members to have their salaries abated in the event of receiving remuneration from other public body 

offices, apart from a limitation (equivalent to the GLA’s) for Welsh / Northern Ireland Assembly 

Members who are also MPs/MEPs.  Local government allowances (basic or special responsibility) are 

not abated statutorily for remuneration from other public office. 

 

4.7 The Panel RECOMMENDS the Mayor of London and the London Assembly to – 

 

A. Accept its deliberations as fulfilling the SSRB recommendation 10 to “consider whether 

to extend the current abatement arrangements to include other public sector positions”; 

 

B. Accept that, in regard to more senior roles, there is too much ambiguity around what 

constitutes such a role, and that this makes any extension to the current arrangements 

impracticable; and 

 

C. Accept that abatement arrangements (which, in relation to GLA salaries, can only be 

extended by the Secretary of State) do not need to be extended as elected members of 

the Authority should be able to hold other public sector roles generally, and it is, again, 

for the electorate to decide if this is appropriate; 



        

5. SSRB RECOMMENDATION 11 – REGISTER OF INTERESTS 

 

5.1 The SSRB recommendation 11 reads as follows – 

We recommend that the Standing Register of Interest be updated to include details of the average time 

spent, in hours per month, carrying out public and private sector activities, other than membership of 

the Greater London Authority, and the remuneration received for these roles. 

 

5.2 Unlike SSRB recommendations 9 and 10, this recommendation wraps up private sector activity with 

other public sector appointments, and relates to transparency rather than appropriateness or fairness.  

Although Westminster, the Scottish Parliament and the Welsh Assembly have or are moving towards 

similar provisions, the Northern Ireland Assembly and local authorities generally have no such 

requirement. 

 

5.3 Significantly, however, the Panel notes that it is understood that the Localism Bill, the relevant 

provisions of which it is anticipated will not come into effect any earlier than mid-2011, is likely to 

make it a criminal offence for prescribed interests not to be registered and that this is likely to have 

implications for any future changes to the Authority’s Register of Interests.  It is unlikely that the new 

requirements to register interests under the Bill will cover the details set out in SSRB recommendation 

11.  If this is correct, whether the Authority will be able to require its elected members to register such 

details (as an enforceable matter of conduct) will depend upon what requirements it will be able to 

and agrees to impose on its elected members over and above the provisions of the Bill, when enacted. 

 

5.4 Following the principle that members should be elected on the basis of terms that are known and 

clearly understood before their election, the Panel takes the view that any change to the Standing 

Register of Interests should be made at the beginning of a new Mayoral term.  It could be considered 

now only in principle, and initially only on the basis of a voluntary arrangement. 

 

5.5 A common-sense approach is needed in deciding what information should be made available.  There 

are practical difficulties in accounting separately for the time spent in different roles, particularly for 

Assembly Members who are also members of a functional body or a local authority.  Although the 

Mayor publishes monthly reports detailing the work he undertakes in his capacity as Mayor, it would 

not be practicable to publish detailed information on the exact hours/days spent in a particular role. 

 

5.6 Declarations should not be complicated and impractical to make, and the Panel believes that members 

would need to ask officers to prepare very clear guidance if accidental errors were to be avoided.  Even 

then, as indicated in paragraph 5.3 above, what requirements as to interests the GLA will be able to 

and agrees to impose on its elected members, over and above the provisions of the Localism Bill, will 

not be known until the relevant provisions of the Bill are enacted.  Further, there may be issues of 

commercial confidentiality in relation to non-Authority activity, for example, in relation to consultancy 

work where the employment is already registerable but not the fee or duration.  The Panel believes 

that there are sufficient transparency and accountability mechanisms already in place in the Authority, 

and takes the view that, even if the proposed legislation reduces the obligation on elected members, 

the Authority should maintain the current levels of disclosure. 

 

5.7 Having regard to these considerations, any decision at this time – and therefore ahead of Parliament’s 

consideration of the Localism Bill and the introduction of new statutory arrangements - to amend the 

Register with effect from May 2012 would be premature. 

 



        

5.8 The Panel RECOMMENDS the Mayor of London and the London Assembly that SSRB 

recommendation 11 be not approved on the grounds that the proposed legislative changes 

make a decision at this time premature, and that the complexities inherent in the proposed 

regime would undermine the perceived benefits. 

 

 

 

Claer Lloyd Jones 

Chair, GLA Advisory Panel on the 2009 SSRB Review 

November 2010  
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