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I.

TYNWALD, ITS MEMBERS, WHAT THEY DO, AND HOW THEY ARE PAID

1.

The High Court of Tynwald is the parliament of the Isle of Man. Tynwald is of Norse origin
and over a thousand years old. It is the oldest parliament in the world with an unbroken
existence.

2.

Tynwald Court has two Branches, the House of Keys and the Legislative Council. The House
of Keys has 24 Members, all directly elected by the people. The Legislative Council has 11
Members. Of these, eight are elected by the House of Keys while the other three (the
President of Tynwald, the Lord Bishop and HM Attorney General for the Isle of Man) sit ex
officio.1

3.

The Branches sit separately on a weekly basis in Douglas to consider primary legislation.
They sit together as Tynwald Court monthly in Douglas for other parliamentary purposes,
and annually at St John’s to conclude the Tynwald Ceremony.

4.

Nearly all Members of Tynwald hold additional offices, or roles, which carry further
responsibilities on top of attending sittings. Many of these come under one of two main
types: executive roles and scrutiny roles. Executive roles include Chief Minister,
Departmental Minister or Member, and membership of various public bodies such as the
Manx Utilities Authority or Culture Vannin. Scrutiny roles include membership of a standing,
or permanent, parliamentary committee such as the Public Accounts Committee; or
membership of a temporary ad hoc committee on a particular topic, known as a Select
Committee. As a general rule there is nothing to preclude Members from holding more than
one of these roles at the same time.2

5.

At April 2019 rates, a Tynwald Member who is a Member of a Department is entitled to a
taxable salary of £56,522 and a tax-free annual sum for expenses of £7,403, making a
headline rate of £63,926. If the annual sum for expenses is “grossed up” by an assumption
of income tax at 20%, this works out at the equivalent of a fully taxed salary of £65,777.
Taking into account extra responsibility allowances for other offices, the equivalent figure
for a Minister is £74,473, for the Speaker is £78,820 and for the Chief Minister is £87,517.3

6.

At present all but five Tynwald Members are remunerated at least at the level of a Member
of a Department.

1

We have not reviewed the remuneration of the Lord Bishop and HM Attorney General. Therefore, when we
use the terms “Member of Tynwald”, “Tynwald Member”, “Member of the Legislative Council” and “MLC” in
this report, those two Members are excluded.
2
As an exception to this general rule, section 2(2) of the Government Departments Act provides that no
Member of the Treasury may be a Member of another Department.
3
See Annex 1
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II.

THE REVIEW

7.

In February 2018, Tynwald resolved that the Emoluments Committee should establish a
review of the emoluments of Tynwald Members. In May 2019 we were appointed to
undertake the review.

8.

We have gathered a diverse range of views not only from present Members of Tynwald but
also from the public, whom we consulted between 8th July 2019 and 31st August 2019.4 We
have also sought and received technical advice from the Income Tax Division of the Treasury
and from the Public Sector Pensions Authority, for which we are grateful. We have adopted
a collaborative approach and have as far as possible considered the views of everyone from
whom we have heard.

9.

The present arrangements for Tynwald Members’ emoluments are described in an annex to
our public consultation paper.5 The word “emoluments” is used because it is a broad term
and includes all pay or salary, allowances, expenses and benefits – in other words, the entire
financial package which is made available to a Tynwald Member.

10.

These arrangements have evolved over nearly 100 years, with the first Payment of
Members’ Expenses Act having been enacted in 1922. The present basic pay formula was
arrived at in 1997. The system of percentage uplifts for different roles was put in place in
the mid-1980s. The separation between taxed and untaxed amounts dates back to 1980,
before which time the entire sum was untaxed. Pensions were introduced in 1976 and
reformed in 1980, 1985, 1996 and 2016. A system of claiming mileage for on-Island travel
was introduced in 1953 but has been moribund since October 2013; it was nevertheless
reformed in 2014.

11.

It is fair to say that this is not the starting point we would have chosen. The current system
is overly complicated. No-one really remembers why some of its elements are the way they
are. We are certain that it can be improved. In this report we present a proposal which we
believe would simplify the system and make it more transparent; and would do so in a way
that is fair, reasonable and sustainable. Our proposal is set out at Annex 2A and costed at
Annex 2B.

12.

In developing our proposal we have adhered to the terms of reference set for us by the
Emoluments Committee, which are in turn based on the Tynwald resolution of February
2018.6

4

Our public consultation paper is at Annex 5, our analysis of public responses is at Annex 6 and the responses
of those who gave permission to publish are at Annex 7.
5
Annex 5
6
Annex 3
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III. OVERALL COSTS
13.

We are required by our terms of reference to have regard to the principle that any change
to the structure for pay and allowances must not result in an increase in overall costs of
Members’ remuneration. We consider that the overall costs of Members’ remuneration
include both the present costs of pay and allowances and the future costs of pensions.

14.

In terms of the baseline for present costs, we believe that this should be taken as the
potential maximum costs under current legislation, assuming that all posts are filled and
everyone takes everything they are entitled to, and allowing for that fact that it is open to
the Council of Ministers to appoint every Tynwald Member as a Member of a Department.
At April 2019 rates this baseline works out at £2.3 million per year.7

15.

We do not have a similar figure for the Government’s future liability for the payment of
pensions to Tynwald Members. However, we have taken advice from the Public Sector
Pensions Authority and we consider in the light of that advice that our proposal will not
increase that liability.

16.

We have not taken account of:


whether the Treasury has actually budgeted for the potential maximum cost in the
next three years, as this is a matter for the Treasury and not for us;



any private arrangements which may exist between individual Members and the
Treasury such as not accepting pay rises or allowances, as these are inimical to the
principles of transparency and of having a system which allows anyone to serve;



any question of reducing the number of Members of either Branch.

IV. LEVEL OF PAY
17.

We are required by our terms of reference to have regard to the principles that the salary
and benefits must be sufficient to allow anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald; and that the
salary and benefits must be at a level to attract a diverse collection of community members.

18.

When asked what level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to achieve these things,
the respondents to our public consultation provided a range of responses, from zero to
£125,000 per year. The majority of respondents who named a figure put it between £30,000
and £60,000. Surprisingly high numbers were content with the present level (10 out of 82)
or proposed an increase (7 out of 82).

19.

Tynwald Members appeared to believe that the present level was sufficient. This is hardly
surprising given that, in every case, they have at some time in the last five years made a

7

Annex 1
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decision to stand for election or re-election; and have done so in the full knowledge of what
was available.
20.

A small number of Tynwald Members and respondents to the public consultation
commented that higher levels of pay might extend the field of candidates coming from
higher earnings brackets. While we understand this, we cannot propose an across-the-board
increase because we are prevented from doing so by our terms of reference.

V.

EXECUTIVE AND SCRUTINY ROLES

21.

We are required by our terms of reference to have regard to the principle that enhanced
executive and scrutiny roles should be recognized.

22.

Under the current system there are seven different pay levels for Tynwald Members
according to office or offices held. There are enhancements for certain “executive roles”
including Departmental Member, Minister and Chief Minister; and for the key parliamentary
roles of Speaker and President.8 There are no enhancements for “scrutiny roles” such as
membership of the Public Accounts Committee or a Policy Review Committee although
there have been calls for this since the system of Policy Review Committees was set up in
2011.

23.

It is not clear to us why some executive roles are remunerated and others are not. It is not
clear to us why some executive roles are remunerated at the 10% level, some at 30%, some
at 40% and so on. It is not clear to us why one presiding officer (the President of Tynwald) is
remunerated at the 50% level while the other (the Speaker of the House of Keys) is
remunerated at the 60% level. It is not clear to us, finally, why certain executive roles are
remunerated while numerous others are not.9

24.

A number of Members of Tynwald advocated a simplification of the current system. We
found it interesting to note that in Jersey all elected Members of the States are paid the
same, up to and including the Chief Minister.

25.

Under the Government Code there is an expectation that Members of Departments will
support the policy of their Department in public.10 From time to time a Tynwald Member
will resign from a Department because they cannot give that support. In that context, 28 of
the 82 respondents to the public consultation rejected the idea of remuneration for specific
roles on the basis that such a system could lead to a conflict of interest. Similarly, while
some Members of Tynwald were content with the status quo, others were not. Several
expressed to us their discomfort with the possibility that a Member might feel compelled to
8

The full list is set out at paragraph A5 of Annex 5.
A table showing Tynwald Members’ remunerated and unremunerated roles is included in the written
evidence of Mr Lawrie Hooper MHK within Annex 4
10
https://www.gov.im/media/1359547/the-government-code-february-2017.pdf (accessed 11th October
2019) paragraph 3.11
9
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vote with the Government solely out of fear of losing their position and associated payment
if they did not do so.
26.

A case was made to us by a number of Tynwald Members for a rebalancing of uplifts to give
greater weight to scrutiny roles. This would reflect the greater importance now attached to
the work of permanent scrutiny committees as compared with the mid-1980s when such
committees did not exist and when the present system of uplifts came into being. On the
other hand, some Members of Tynwald argued that scrutiny roles should remain
unremunerated because they were less onerous than Departmental work. One or two
Members expressed concern that reform of the kind proposed might make it harder for the
Council of Ministers to recruit Members to Departments. In the public consultation, six of
the 82 respondents included membership of scrutiny committees among the roles whose
holders should be entitled to enhanced remuneration.

27.

The duties of a Tynwald Member may at any one time include any or all of the following:


serving on a Department or Statutory Board or as a “champion” or in some other
unremunerated executive role



serving on a permanent (“Standing”) scrutiny committee or temporary (“Select”)
scrutiny committee



preparing to debate secondary legislation and financial or policy proposals in
Tynwald Court



preparing to debate primary legislation in their Branch



advocating on behalf of a member of the public as a constituency MHK or as an MLC



representing Tynwald or the Government in the community or overseas.

We have listened to views expressed by Tynwald Members about the scale and complexity
of these duties and about the degree of commitment shown by themselves and by their
peers. We have concluded that it is impossible to quantify or evaluate the amount of work
expected of a Tynwald Member. Tynwald Members are office holders, not employees. The
only evaluation of their work which matters is that undertaken by their electorate. In the
case of an MHK this evaluation is made by the public in their constituency. In the case of an
MLC it is made by the House of Keys. In the meantime the “job” is what each individual
makes it. From the point of view of workload, therefore, the only fair system would be to
pay every Member the same.
28.

That said, we believe that higher pay is justified for those Members who carry the heaviest
burden of responsibility. We consider the roles which merit additional responsibility
payment to be:
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the Chief Minister, who has to appoint and dismiss Ministers, chair the Council of
Ministers, and represent the Island;



Ministers, who as a Council of Ministers and individually carry a wide range of duties
essential to Island life, many of them statutory duties;



the President of Tynwald and Speaker of the House of Keys, whose duties are
essential to the operation of the Island’s legislature and who must be able to
command the confidence of Ministers; and



the Chairmen of the Manx Utilities Authority, the Isle of Man Post Office, the Office
for Fair Trading and the Public Services Commission who chair Statutory Boards with
functions essential to Island life;



the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee, who plays a key role in the system
of permanent parliamentary scrutiny committees.

VI. THE CIVIL SERVICE LINK
29.

We are required by our terms of reference to make recommendations which maintain the
principle of linking Members’ basic pay to civil service salary levels. Some members of the
public and some Tynwald Members suggested alternative mechanisms, including
benchmarking against other parliaments, but many accepted that the civil service link was a
convenient and transparent way of ensuring that pay levels kept pace with inflation.

30.

The existing formula is based on the scale applicable to civil servants who were appointed
before April 2016. This scale is still maintained but will apply to fewer and fewer civil
servants over time. In our proposal we have taken the opportunity to create a link to the
pay scales applicable to civil servants appointed or promoted after April 2016.

31.

In our proposal we have followed the existing practice of choosing a spine point as a basis of
calculation and deriving other rates from it. We considered whether to choose a different
spine point for each pay level but we decided against this. We consider it important that the
pay differential between the different roles undertaken by MHKs should stay the same over
time. The differential between spine points may change.

VII. EXPENSES
32.

The system of expenses is not explicitly referred to in our terms of reference but was of
concern to us. It was also raised with us both by the public and by Tynwald Members.

33.

The Isle of Man Independent dated 4 to 12 October 2018 included a survey of attitudes of
Tynwald Members under the headline “End MHKs’ expenses system say MHKs”. Four
Members offered some kind of itemised analysis of their use of the expenses. Many cited
areas of expenditure without giving figures. Of these, the most often-cited was on-Island
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travel (16 responses) followed by phone and IT costs (12 responses) and clothing (10
responses). One Member said he employed a part-time secretary.
34.

Ten Tynwald Members told the Isle of Man Independent in 2018 that they thought the
annual sum for expenses should be rolled into salary. A similar number of Members
advocated such a reform in the written or oral evidence which they presented to us.

35.

In our public consultation, the first three questions which we asked the public were derived
from our terms of reference. The fourth question was an open question inviting any other
comments. Of the 82 responses received, 30 made reference to the tax-free annual sum for
expenses. This was the topic which was raised most often in response to our fourth
question. Of the 30 who raised the topic, the vast majority rejected the principle of a fixed
annual sum for expenses.

36.

We share the view that a fixed annual sum for expenses is no longer appropriate. The
existing system is plainly anomalous in that Members receive a tax-free sum of (at April
2019 rates) £7,403.60 which is subject to employer’s and employee’s National Insurance
contributions but not to income tax; and which is not pensionable. While some Tynwald
Members undoubtedly incur some expenditure which might qualify as a business expense in
other environments, we do not think any Member incurs as much as £7,400 per year in
expenditure of this type. Moreover, in the era of Freedom of Information and in the wake of
the UK’s expenses scandal of 2008, it would appear that a fixed sum for expenses is no
longer acceptable to the public; and we agree. Therefore, our proposal does not include any
fixed annual sum for expenses.

37.

A number of respondents to the public consultation suggested that expenses could be
reimbursed on the basis of the submission of receipts for actual expenditure. These of
course would be subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Such a system
already exists for reimbursement of costs necessarily incurred when undertaking business
off the Island. It would in our view be regrettable if the use of this system were to be
expanded to cover the type of on-Island expenses listed in the Isle of Man Independent
article and in evidence to us. A much better course would be to pay Members a salary,
subject to income tax in the normal way, but on the understanding that it is designed to
enable Members to afford on-Island travel, clothing, computers, websites and so forth; and
set at a level to make this possible.

VIII. DIFFERENTIAL BETWEEN THE BRANCHES
38.

The question of a differential between the Branches is not explicitly referred to in our terms
of reference but was raised with us by around two-thirds of the Tynwald Members who
presented evidence to us. It was also mentioned by five of the 82 respondents to the public
consultation.
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39.

In favour of paying the Branches the same, we were told that MLCs do many of the things
that MHKs do; that there is a value in Tynwald Members having a shared experience and a
sense of unity; and that, at a practical level, it should be possible for an MHK to move “up”
to the Legislative Council without having to take a pay cut.

40.

On the other hand we were advised that under the existing constitutional arrangements the
Legislative Council is in a formal sense subordinate to the House of Keys in that:


no MLC can serve as Chief Minister and the Legislative Council has no formal say
over the selection of an MHK as Chief Minister;



the House of Keys can legislate without the consent of the Legislative Council but the
opposite is not the case; and



in Tynwald Court under the “combined vote” procedure, the House of Keys can
outvote the Legislative Council.

41.

We heard that while MLCs undertook some advocacy work on behalf of individuals, they
tended to spend a smaller proportion of their time doing this compared to MHKs. On the
other hand we were reminded that there were only 24 hours in the day for Members of
either Branch, and that time spent by an MHK dealing with constituency matters might well
be spent by an MLC on examining proposed legislation or on other public duties. We cannot
accept that Members of one Branch are, on the basis of their differing responsibilities,
necessarily harder-working than Members of the other. What we do accept, though, is that
MHKs are expected by their constituents to be “on call” seven days a week, and something
approaching 24 hours a day. To that extent, MHKs shoulder a burden of direct service to the
public which is greater than that shouldered by any MLC.

42.

We heard differing views on whether MHKs incurred greater expenses than MLCs because
of their constituency work. Many of the expenses which were mentioned to us could be
incurred equally by Members of both Branches. Perhaps the most significant constituency
expense is on-Island mileage. We would expect this to be a greater expense for rural MHKs
than for urban MHKs or MLCs. We note that mileage claims cannot be made for travel on
constituency business.11

43.

Taking into account the constitutional status of the Legislative Council as a “second
Chamber” and the additional burden on MHKs of providing a “24/7” service to the public,
we have concluded that it is appropriate for MLCs to be paid less than MHKs.

11

SD 2014/0356
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IX. PENSIONS
44.

Tynwald Members’ pensions are not explicitly referred to in our terms of reference and
Tynwald Members themselves did not raise the question of pensions with us. We were
advised that their pensions had been significantly reformed in 2016, at which time their
contributions had been increased and their benefits reduced.

45.

In the public consultation, pensions were raised by 20 of the 82 respondents, making
pensions the second most frequently raised topic in response to our final, open question.
The vast majority of those who raised this topic believed that Tynwald Members’
contributions to their pensions were too small, or that the benefits provided by their
pensions were too great.

46.

We took the view initially, and also following our conversations with Members of Tynwald,
that Tynwald Members’ pensions, which had been recently subject to a separate review,
were outside the scope of this review. However, in practice we found it necessary to
examine the potential impact of our proposals on Tynwald Members’ pensions, because the
pay and pensions arrangements are intrinsically linked. We would comment that more could
be done to make clear to the public the impact of the 2016 reforms of Tynwald Members’
pensions.

47.

In order to ensure that our proposal does not increase the Government’s future pension
liability, we have taken advice from the Public Sector Pensions Authority. They have advised
us that it is necessary to distinguish between two areas of cost: first, the cost of pension
benefits in respect of future service after the date when any reformed pay arrangements
are put in place; and second, the cost of pension benefits which will already have been
accrued before that date.

48.

In order to address the first area we have categorised £7,400 of every Member’s salary as
non-pensionable. The advice of the Public Sector Pensions Authority is that, as long as this is
done, the net result of the proposal will be favourable to the Treasury for some Members
and roughly cost neutral for others. For the future, we suggest that the non-pensionable
amount should be fixed at £7,400 and should not be uprated with inflation; in this way it will
become less and less significant over time, and will ultimately be able to be abandoned.
However, in the medium term, until its significance as a deduction declines, because the
non-pensionable amount does not increase each year, the net medium term effect of fixing
the non-pensionable amount is that more of the Member’s pay is pensionable. This effect is
small over short periods of time but if for example a Member served for a 20-year period,
then the effect would be more significant.

49.

In relation to the second area, an anomaly arises which will need to be resolved by means of
a technical change to the Tynwald Members’ section of the Government Unified Pension
Scheme. The anomaly is this. Under the scheme as it now stands, Tynwald Members’
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benefits are based on their “Pensionable Pay”, which is solely their current basic pay. Under
our proposal, “Final Pensionable Pay” is increased from £43,479 (for Members of both
Branches) to £57,698 (for MHKs) and £54,055 (for MLCs). This represents an increase of a
little over 30% for MHKs and a little under 30% for MLCs. Without a technical change, any
Member with accrued benefits would suddenly be entitled to a pension around 30% higher
than present (because of the increase in “Final Pensionable Pay”) with no associated historic
additional contribution to offset the additional cost to the Treasury. This is compounded by
the fact that under the current system, for example, an MHK who serves on a Department
for 5 years receives an uplift in their pensionable service rather than an uplift in pay for
pension purposes. Without changing this position the proposal to increase Pensionable Pay
without removing the service uplift for pension purposes would effectively result in them
receiving the 30% twice, which is clearly undesirable.
50.

We have discussed with the Public Sector Pensions Authority various options for resolving
this anomaly, including retaining the current (and lower) basis of calculating Pensionable
Pay for past service before the date of transition to the new pay arrangements or converting
current pensionable service into “new service” based on the proposed higher Pensionable
Pay figure. However, in our view, the most pragmatic solution is to make paid-up (or
“freeze”) all Members’ accrued benefits up until the date of transition to the new pay
arrangements. These benefits should then be protected by being index-linked in line with
the annual Treasury Pensions Increase Order until the date when the affected Members
draw their pension.

51.

In summary, having taken advice from the Public Sector Pensions Authority we are satisfied
that a solution can be found to the pensions issues arising from our proposals. It will be up
to others to work through the options in detail but we suggest that the elements of that
solution would include a non-pensionable element of basic pay, and separate treatment of
past and future service.

X.

IMPLEMENTATION AND TRANSITION

52.

We have been advised that many of our proposals relating to pay could be brought into
effect by means of secondary legislation made by the Treasury under the Payment of
Members’ Expenses Act 1989; but that the proposal to withdraw the annual sum for
expenses should be implemented by the repeal of section 3 of the Payment of Members’
Expenses Act 1989, which would need primary legislation.

53.

We understand that in order for the necessary pension changes to be implemented, the
Public Sector Pensions Authority would have to be instructed to make the appropriate
changes and would then formally consult in the manner laid out in the Public Sector
Pensions Act 2011 and would have to make secondary legislation which would be subject to
Tynwald approval.
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54.

We have developed our proposal on the basis of our terms of reference, which we have
approached at a level of principle and without reference to the potential impact on any
individual. Having arrived at a proposal, however, we recognise that this proposal affects
some Members more than others. The impact would be greatest for MLCs who are
Members of Departments.

55.

Affected individuals should be consulted and their circumstances should be taken into
account as part of any implementation plan. Although Tynwald Members are not employees
in the legal sense, they should nevertheless be treated fairly and given sufficient
opportunity to respond to developments which will affect them. As part of that,
consideration could be given to some form of temporary protection for individuals, or to
some form of phased implementation. A fair and orderly timescale might be to undertake
consultation during 2020 with the aim of legislating in time for new arrangements to be in
place for Members elected or re-elected to the House of Keys in September 2021 and to the
Legislative Council in March 2023 and March 2025.

Ian Cochrane (Chair)
Jennifer Houghton
Sir Miles Walker

18th November 2019
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ANNEX 1: COSTS UNDER THE PRESENT SYSTEM
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14

15

Base rate per SD 2014/0079
Annual sum for expenses ("ASX")

43,479.00
7,403.60

0

43,479.00

Total

30
10

43,479.00
43,479.00

Dptal Member
SB chair who is not also a Member of a
Department
Member with no remunerated office

80
60
50
40

43,479.00
43,479.00
43,479.00
43,479.00

Uplift (as
percent)

Chief Minister
Speaker
President, Minister
Treasury Member; Dptal Member who is also
Chair of Planning Cttee, MUA, Post Office,
OFT; PSC Chair who is not a Minister

Basic
(individual)

Baseline "as is", showing potential maximum cost*
April 2019 pay rates

43,479.00

56,522.70
47,826.90

78,262.20
69,566.40
65,218.50
60,870.60

Total taxable pay
including uplift
(individual)

50,882.60

63,926.30
55,230.50

85,665.80
76,970.00
72,622.10
68,274.20

Total outgoings
from
"Legislature"
budget
(individual)

33

0

14
0

1
1
9
8

Assumed
number of
individuals

2,013,077.70

791,317.80

78,262.20
69,566.40
586,966.50
486,964.80

Taxable pay
(cohort)

*Potential maximum cost assumes that all posts are filled;
there continue to be 8 Ministers in addition to the Chief Minister; and
every Tynwald Member is at least a Member of a Department.

7,403.60

7,403.60
7,403.60

7,403.60
7,403.60
7,403.60
7,403.60

Annual Sum for
Expenses
(individual)

244,318.80

103,650.40

7,403.60
7,403.60
66,632.40
59,228.80

Annual Sum for
Expenses
(cohort)

2,257,396.50

894,968.20

85,665.80
76,970.00
653,598.90
546,193.60

Total outgoings
from
"Legislature"
budget (cohort)
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ANNEX 2A: PROPOSAL
Scope
P1.

This proposal applies to 33 Members of Tynwald, namely the President of Tynwald, the 8
elected Members of the Legislative Council and the 24 Members of the House of Keys. They
do not apply to HM Attorney General or the Lord Bishop.

P2.

In this proposal the terms “Tynwald Member” and “MLC” mean only those Members to
whom the proposal applies.

Basic salary
P3.

Tynwald Members’ salaries are based on the payscale applicable to civil servants appointed
after April 2016.

P4.

The basic salary for an MHK is the mid-point between spine points 40 and 41. For the year
April 2019 to March 2020 this stands at £65,098.

P5.

The basic salary for an MLC is spine point 39. For the year April 2019 to March 2020 this
stands at £61,455.

Uplifts for different offices
P6.

Tynwald Members holding the following executive, parliamentary and scrutiny offices
receive the additional uplift shown here. Apart from the office mentioned in paragraph 7,
the uplift is to be applied to the basic rate for the Branch of which the office holder is a
Member.
Chief Minister
Minister or Speaker
Chair of the MUA, OFT, Post Office, PSC
and PAC

30%
15%
5%

P7.

The President’s salary is the same as the Speaker’s.

P8.

Uplifts are not cumulative. Therefore if, for example, the chairmanship of the PSC is held by
a Minister, that Member will be entitled to an uplift of 15% as a Minister but to no
additional uplift for the PSC role.

Tax and National Insurance
P9.

Tynwald Members’ salaries are subject to income tax and National Insurance contributions.
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Pensionable and non-pensionable pay
P10. Each Tynwald Member’s salary includes a non-pensionable component which is disregarded
for the purpose of calculating employer’s and employee’s pension contributions and future
pension benefits.
P11. The non-pensionable component is fixed at £7,400. It will not be subject to any future
inflationary uplift.
P12. As a result, pensionable pay is £57,698 for an MHK and £54,055 for an MLC.

Expenses
P13. There is no tax-free annual sum for expenses.
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ANNEX 2B: COSTS UNDER THE PROPOSED SYSTEM
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30
15
5

Uplift (as
percent)

84,627
74,863
68,353
65,098
61,455

Total taxable pay
including uplift
(individual)

* "Potential maximum cost" assumes that
all posts are filled;
there continue to be 8 Ministers in addition to the Chief Minister;
all Ministers are MHKs;
the chairs of MUA, PO, OFT and PSC are MHKs; and
the PSC continues to be chaired by a Minister.

-1,038
2,241
79
1,172
-2,471

Change in sum to be
paid from
"Legislature" budget
(individual)

Uplifts are non-cumulative. Individuals with more than one office receive only the highest uplift to which they are entitled.

65,098
61,455

65,098
65,098
65,098
65,098
61,455

Basic
(individual)

Remunerated chairmanships are MUA, OFT, Post Office, PSC, PAC.

Spine point 40.5 (MHK)
Spine point 39 (MLC)

Baseline "as is" total
Saving

Total

Chief Minister
Minister, President, Speaker
MHK with remunerated chairmanship
MHK
MLC

Proposal, showing potential maximum cost*
April 2019 pay rates
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1
10
4
10
8

Assumed
number of
individuals

2,257,397
8,111

2,249,286

84,627
748,627
273,412
650,980
491,640

Total outgoings
from "Legislature"
budget (cohort)
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ANNEX 3: PANEL TERMS OF REFERENCE, MEMBERSHIP AND PROCEDURE
Terms of reference
The following terms of reference were proposed by the Emoluments Committee on 30 th April
2019 and agreed to by the Independent Panel on 17th May 2019.
The Panel is commissioned by the Standing Committee of Tynwald on Emoluments (“the
Emoluments Committee”) pursuant to a Tynwald resolution of February 2018.
The functions of the Panel are to examine and report on the emoluments of Members of the
House of Keys and Legislative Council, including all pay and allowances, with
recommendations for a structure for salary and any related payments.
The Panel must have regard to the following principles:
•

the salary and benefits must be sufficient to allow anyone to be able to serve in
Tynwald;

•

the salary and benefits must be at a level to attract a diverse collection of
community members;

•

enhanced executive and scrutiny roles should be recognized;

•

any change to the structure for pay and allowances must not result in an
increase in overall costs of Members’ remuneration; and

•

the recommendations of the review should maintain the principle of linking
Members’ basic pay to Civil Service salary levels.

The Panel must give all Tynwald Members the opportunity to contribute to its review.
The report of the Panel must be in written form and must be submitted to the Emoluments
Committee. The Panel should aim to report by 31st December 2019.
Copyright in the report will belong to Tynwald and further disclosure or publication will be
at the discretion of the Emoluments Committee.
The Panel and its members may not make any public comment on the Panel’s work before
the review has been published; but this does not preclude the Panel from consulting the
public if it should choose to do so.
Panel Members may claim an allowance for meetings attended at the rates set out in the
Attendance Allowance Order 2008.
The secretariat to the Panel will be provided by the Clerk of Tynwald.
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Membership
The Emoluments Committee appointed Ian Cochrane, Jennifer Houghton and Sir Miles
Walker to the Panel. At its first meeting the Panel elected Ian Cochrane as its chair.
Ian Cochrane is a former Manx Industrial Relations Officer.
Jennifer Houghton is Chair of the Isle of Man Branch of the Institute of Directors.
Sir Miles Walker was MHK for Rushen, 1976 to 2001, and Chief Minister, 1986 to 1996.

Procedure
We met on 10 occasions. All of our meetings were held in private. Every meeting was
attended by all three Panel Members and the Panel Secretary.
We received written or oral evidence from 24 Tynwald Members. 12 Members gave both
written and oral evidence, six gave written evidence only, and six gave oral evidence only.
The 18 Members from whom we heard oral evidence were Mr President, Dr Allinson,
Miss August-Hanson, Mr Baker, Mrs Caine, Mr Cannan, Miss Costain, Mr Cregeen, Ms Edge,
Mr Harmer, Mr Henderson, Mr Hooper, Mrs Lord-Brennan, Mrs Poole-Wilson, Mr Quayle,
Mr Robertshaw, Mr Shimmins and Mr Speaker. Members’ written submissions which we
have permission to publish are reproduced in Annex 4.
On 8th July 2019 we issued a public consultation paper using the Government’s consultation
hub. We publicised the consultation by media release and also made it clear that
respondents who did not wish to use the consultation hub were welcome to write to us in
hard copy or by email. We received 82 responses in total. Of these 80 were submitted via
the consultation hub, and two by email. We have included in this report an analysis of the
responses to the consultation and we have reproduced the responses to the extent that
permission has been given by the people who submitted them.
We received expert technical advice from the Chief Executive of the Public Sector Pensions
Authority (PSPA) and from the Deputy Assessor of Income Tax. The PSPA advised us on the
basis of advice which it obtained from its actuaries at its own expense.
The cost of producing this report was £2,364.
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ANNEX 4A: WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS OF TYNWALD MEMBERS

Alex Allinson MHK
I believe that the current structure and level of pay is sufficient to attract a diverse
collection of community members to join Tynwald and am heartened by the change in the
make-up of Tynwald since the 2016 general Election and subsequent election for MLCs.
My main concern is not with the current level of the basic salary, but with the current
multiple uplifts for various offices and the question about the payment of expenses.
There are currently 7 pay levels and I would like to see that simplified to four;






Member of Tynwald who holds no additional remunerated office
Member of a Department including Treasury, Member or Chair of a scrutiny
committee, Chair of a Statutory Board and Chair of Planning Committee or PSC if not
a Minister.
Minister, President and Speaker
Chief Minister.

The extent of the uplifts would have to be calculated to be within the existing budget but
would probably not be significantly different to those at present.
There has to be a clear culture that MHKs and MLCs are paid to be members of Tynwald and
to do a job, however busy or complicated that may be without accusations of patronage or
the ethos that the more work an individual takes on, the more they should expect to be
paid.
To completely negate the accusation of patronage all Members would need to be paid the
same or the differential between Minister and Chair of a scrutiny committee would have to
be substantially reduced.
Turning to expenses, the key discussion is whether these should be awarded to MHKs and
MLCs or, if they are to be identified for constituency responsibilities, they should be just for
MHKs.
Any decision on this needs to be fair and not lead to unnecessary divisions but I do not feel
that debate has yet been settled.
I do not disagree with the conclusion that “the annual sum for expenses should be treated
as part of salary so that it becomes taxable” but clear guidance should be given from
Treasury to Members about what they can and cannot claim as additional tax deductible
expenses on their income tax return for clarity.
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If we were to agree to these changes and review after four years this would be sufficient to
ensure that they did not have any unforeseen effects on the next general election and
election of MLCs.

Tim Baker MHK
My summary observations are as follows:







I am in agreement with the underlying principles of the remuneration of Tynwald
members as set out in the 21/2/18 Tynwald resolution, which forms the basis of the
Committee’s review
There are a variety of elements which affect the workload of Tynwald members. We
need to develop a structure for remuneration which covers this adequately, without
fine tuning excessively to deal with all situations.
Simplicity, transparency and fairness are critical elements of any proposed
remuneration solution
I believe that improvements to the current arrangements can and should be made

In terms of the components of the new arrangements:











The link between Tynwald member remuneration and civil service grading structures
is transparent and helpful and we should maintain the integrity of that link for the
long term
Scrutiny is important and should be valued. However I believe that Executive roles
carry significantly greater responsibility and workload, and the remuneration
structure needs to reflect that
I believe that a distinction needs to be made between MHK and MLC remuneration
to reflect the Constituency elements of MHK roles, which is substantial. This is not
replicated by MLCs. A survey was undertaken last year by the Positive Action Group
which demonstrated the significant time involved in MHK constituency work – my
own estimate was that it accounted for somewhere between a quarter and a third of
my time, with a large element of that being outside the normal “working week”
The present arrangements are simple, clear and efficient. However the expense (tax
free) element looks high.
There are significant expenses, of differing types, incurred as a Tynwald
member. These will vary substantially between members according to their location
and also roles within government/parliament. The IOM Newspapers exercise in
Autumn 2018 usefully demonstrates this. These are also likely to be greater for
MHKs than MLCs given the different community profile of their roles.
Some of these items in reality should be paid out of salary, whilst others are genuine
expenses which are “wholly, necessarily and exclusively incurred” in performing the
role of a Tynwald member
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If the expense allowance is effectively incorporated within remuneration and treated
as taxable, then thought needs to be given to how, if at all, “true” expenses are
reimbursed.
We need to ensure that any proposed alternative arrangements do not create an
unintended bureaucratic and (indirectly) costly solution. I would also not wish to see
Members starting to claim expenses for on-Island travel etc as a consequence of any
changed arrangements, or becoming less generous in the use of their funds
My suggestion would therefore be to consider converting a proportion of the current
“annual sum for expenses” into salary and making it subject to Income Tax in the
normal way, with the remainder being a fixed sum to cover true out-of-pocket
expenses. These are genuinely incurred in carrying out the role and therefore (as is
normal in any other role) should be reimbursed by the “employer” and would not be
taxable.
The figures would need to be discussed but my initial suggestion would be to
designate around three-fifths as salary (taxable) and two-fifths as expenses (nontaxable). In current cash terms the expense allowance of c. £7,000 tax would
become around, say, £3,000, which feels appropriate.
That suggestion would provide real clarity and would also ensure that Members
knew that they were effectively being reimbursed for the genuine expenses they do
incur – but this would be simple, straight-forward and easy to administer.
As an aside, I understand that there are many other roles within IOM public life
where people carrying out roles receive “expense allowances”. In some cases this is
in reality a payment for services provided, which is untaxed. If we are changing the
arrangements for Tynwald members then it would be sensible to also address these

It is important that the Committee’s work leads us to a defined solution which can be
implemented in a timely manner. It will be unhelpful if this leads to a protracted series of
discussions or changes over a long period of time. It is therefore important to get to a
definitive solution.
I also believe that any downward adjustments to MLC remuneration should be applied from
the date of the next scheduled MLC election. This will mean that the 2018 intake of MLCs
may effectively suffer a reduction in remuneration. However this issue was fully in the
public domain when they stood for election and they were aware that the remuneration
could potentially be reduced.

Clare Barber MHK
I am content for an independent review to be commissioned but the remit must include that
any proposal fall within the current cost envelope, while making no commentary on
assumed value of our work. I feel this has been fundamental to the failing of many other
reviews both here and in other jurisdictions.
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I would personally favour a system where broadly members are paid at a similar level to
each other and people progress to make a difference (what we are all elected for) rather
than to gain any pecuniary advantage. I believe it is vital that there is no opportunity at any
time for a member to feel compelled to vote with the Government solely out of for fear of
losing their position and associated payment if they do not.
I believe the expenses payment is outdated and the expenses of each member varies
depending upon their geographical residency location, the geographical location of the
offices of their Departments, their additional responsibilities, their role (MHK/MLC) and
their ability to provide a home office.
For this reason the current tax free payment is wholly inappropriate. I appreciate that
members do incur expenses but we are currently in a position where people have tried to
shoehorn all sorts of payments into the expenses box to try and justify an outdated
payment method over which we had no control when entering this role. I would not wish to
see a payment system where the cost of administering an expenses system becomes
unreasonable, but there must be a better way than we have now.

Daphne Caine MHK
A few thoughts on restructuring Members’ remuneration.








Expenses in my opinion should be included in salary, tax paid etc
Consider if MLCs expenses should be reduced, say to £2000, to reflect the increased
burden of constituency work on MHKs. However, I am aware some significant
expenses are incurred by MLCs (note Equality Champion expenses to carry out that
role). Also, there is an expectation that all Members will contribute to charities and
other community causes.
Consideration could be given to a one off payment for new Members following their
election for essential equipment to carry out the role (perhaps £1000).
I believe a simpler structure of putting all Members on similar amount (say £60k as
now), with small uplifts only for Chief Minister (say £10k), Ministers and Standing
Committee chairs (£5k). This would enable greater freedom for Members to elect to
focus on government work or scrutiny.
I don’t believe the Planning Committee chair should have an uplift as it’s part of the
DEFA delegated responsibility. I expect equal time or more hours are spent carrying
out Equality Champion and Children’s Champion roles effectively. Likewise
appointment to the various Chief Minister committees takes hours of time – I believe
this would be better reflected in a standard 60k basic for all Members and very few
uplifts as outlined above.
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Ann Corlett MHK
Members’ expenses: I do not agree that members’ expenses should be a tax free allowance.
In fact, I do not agree that members should receive expenses that they do not have to
officially account for. At present, the sum members receive is generally considered to be
part of a member’s salary. Quite honestly I can only account for a small amount from my
expenses. (These would be things like hiring a hall for a meeting) Most of my costs I consider
appropriate to be payed from my salary. A fair and transparent way to pay out expenses
would be to have a claims system with receipts required.
Members of the Legislative Council should not receive expenses at all.
Members pay: being linked to Civil Service pay scales is always going to be contentious but
to be honest I can’t suggest a fairer way to do it. The only alternative would be a members’
pay review panel but that, I feel, could open the appointed members of any such panel up
to considerable public criticism. So I am content to leave that as it is other than the issue of
the extra pay members receive as uplifts for a Ministerial post or departmental
membership. I, and other members who didn’t feel comfortable with this have had to sort
this issue out individually and have the increase removed from our salary. The answer to
this is that any payment for responsibility is a stated amount rather than a percentage of
pay. This can still be incremental depending on the level of responsibility attached the role.
Department member’s enhancement: departmental responsibility obviously increases a
member’s work load considerably. Many members sit within more than one department
increasing their workload further. It is entirely the members choice whether to accept
departmental responsibility or not but our government could not function without members
in departments. My concern is the carrot and stick situation members are faced with when
they disagree with a departmental decision or policy. Resigning from a department in
disagreement over any issue, results in a pay cut. This is appropriate as the workload and
responsibility decreases but it could influence a member’s decision. What I’m saying is, that
it could be seen to be buying member’s support. I am highlighting this issue but In all
honesty I do not have a solution to it. I feel that it is something the committee should
consider as they may have suggestions/recommendations as to how this could be
addressed.
The enhancement for Chairs of the Statutory Boards at 10% should be reconsidered. There
is a considerable work load attached, certainly to Post Office and MUA. The workload is not
dissimilar to department members with delegated responsibility but with no Minister above
them, the chair shoulders ultimate responsibility and is held to account for actions or
decisions of the board.
Chair and members of standing, select or Chief Minister appointed committees should not
receive any salary enhancement. Scrutiny is part of every member’s role as an MHK or MLC.
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Legislative Council: I have little comment to make on pay for Legislative Council in its current
composition other than my opinion, already expressed, on expenses. I am of the opinion
that the composition of Legislative Council needs to change. It is not within the remit of
your committee to consider a change in structure of the Council so I will make no further
comment on this.

Hon Ray Harmer MHK


The link to the civil service grade works well and simple to understand.



I am in favour of scrutiny roles being valued, particularly the chair, but having seen
how difficult it is to get things done, a Government role which commands more work
and responsibility should be paid more. (Perhaps a maximum of 5% uplift for
standing committee chairs and 10% for PAC.)



A tax-free allowance should be retained for MHKs, but the value re-evaluated. For
MLCs I would suggest it is not relevant or appropriate. Rural and remote MHKs often
have many additional expenses and will always require parking should ideally reflect
this.



MLCs do not have constituency work and their pay should reflect that. There could
be taxable “Constituency work” line in the salary, particularly the tax-free allowance
was reduced.



MLCs are members of only one department; this could be reflected on as well. I
would suggest 15% per department up to a maximum of 30% uplift.



The review needs to take account of trying to attract the widest and best possible
candidates.

Bill Henderson MLC
I attach as my evidence for the Review Panel my paper which was submitted to the Tynwald
Emoluments Committee some time ago. I have reviewed this paper in the light of the Panel
being set up and wish this to form part of my evidence to the Panel.
My paper sets out various arguments, observations and benchmarks in relation to a
Tynwald Emoluments Committee discussion which is outlined within and which states that –
“That differential rates be introduced for the two Branches, with MLCs being paid less than
MHKs holding equivalent offices”.
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My paper address this point, Tynwald Members’ Pay in general, current Tynwald Policies,
Tynwald Code of Conduct, IOM Law – Equality, Discrimination and Employment. It then goes
on to discuss general best practice employment policies, Employment Law and what
constitutes employment and contracts of employment. The paper also draws on research
work that illustrates where the “Members’ Expenses” element of their pay originated from.
I think much if not all of my paper will be pertinent to this inquiry.
What I feel should be happening is that all Tynwald Members should be treated equally and
fairly in any pay review, custom and practice has to be taken into account, best employment
practice, the laws of the land and the Tynwald Code of Conduct have to be taken into
account in any assessment. Further to that, I give evidence in my paper which clearly
demonstrates that there is an implied contract of employment in place for all Members thus
giving greater credence to the observance of best employment practice in any review which
must come into play here during this process.
The paper referred to is reproduced as a separate Annex.

Lawrie Hooper MHK
As I have previously advised the Emoluments Committee I asked the Tynwald research staff
to do some digging and see if they could pull together the two documents, firstly what each
Member was currently in receipt of in respect of pay and how that was comprised and
secondly the responsibilities and appointments of each Member. I hope that the panel will
find these documents useful.
The first of these documents is relatively straightforward and is attached as a Word
document, however the second, which is an overview of the various political roles, is much
more complex and the attached spreadsheet reflects this. I am not certain the spreadsheet
is complete or that it lists all the various appointments and responsibilities of all Members
but it is sufficient to demonstrate that the responsibilities of Members are varied and
complex, irrespective of their Departmental roles and responsibilities.
The documents also serve to highlight that the vast majority of the appointments do not
attract additional pay and yet are important to the healthy functioning of both our Executive
and Parliament. The current remuneration structure places an overemphasis on specific
executive functions, but as can be seen from the spreadsheet the work undertaken outside
of specific Departmental roles can also be quite significant. These spreadsheets also do not
reflect the considerable time that proper parliamentary scrutiny requires and how essential
this is to good parliamentary governance and oversight.
I would argue therefore that whilst an uplift for Ministerial responsibility may be justifiable
on the grounds that Ministers bear ultimate responsibility for Executive decisions, uplifts for
Departmental Members are not necessary and actually serve to marginalise the work
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undertaken outside of Departments, as well as creating a financial incentive for Members to
support government policy which I believe has contributed a great deal to the public
dissatisfaction with the remuneration structure.
As can be seen from the first document, the reality is that the ‘basic pay’ for Members at
the time the documents were produced is essentially £60,763.09 as only three Members are
paid beneath this by virtue of not having specific departmental memberships. Would it
therefore not make sense to pay all Members this rate (abolishing the separate ‘expenses’
allowance which serves as simply a form of disguised salary), and only have small uplifts to
reflect additional Ministerial or Chief Ministerial responsibility? Roles for Members such as
the Speaker, President and Chairs of Policy Review Committees could all be set at the
aforementioned ‘Ministerial’ level.
This would in essence create a two tiered system – a base level of Members pay set at what
is already the real basic pay of approximately £60k with a small uplift (either calculated in
cash terms or % terms) for Executive responsibility as per the Tynwald motion. This to my
mind could include Ministers, Chairs of Policy Committees and the President and Speaker as
the Executive members of Tynwald. Having a single rate of pay that applies to all nonMinisterial roles would remove any perception or inference that serving in a government
capacity carries with it a financial benefit, or that serving in a government role has more
value or a greater workload than serving on committees or in scrutiny roles.
Essentially I am arguing that Members are elected to do a job that contains a wide variety of
functions, this requires a great deal of flexibility and so Members should have the flexibility
to serve in any capacity without having to consider the potential financial impact. i.e.
moving from one role to another (or even into or out of a role entirely) shouldn’t carry a
financial incentive or disincentive.
The documents referred to are reproduced as a separate Annex.

Kate Lord-Brennan MLC
As a follow up [to my meeting with the Panel], aside from the points I made about
treatment of expenses and remuneration for scrutiny committee work, I wanted to ensure
another point came across clearly. The below deals with the question of pay differentiation
between MHKs and MLCs and then goes on to make some important comments about
Legislative Council.
1. Pay differentiation between MHKs and MLCs
I recognise calls for and could accept a pay differentiation between MHKs and MLCs (but see
below) on the basis that MHKs have a greater constituency commitment which means that,
especially with social media, they have a constant public interface and must make
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themselves available to their constituents. It is that accessibility, availability and visibility
where I take the point that there is a different, pressing demand there.
That is a difference between MLCs and MHKs. I must admit, I have certainly had a taste of
what it is to deal with this, and the burden felt.
To illustrate, in the neighbourhood, at the school, at social engagements, I have found it life
changing in terms of the sort of conversations you get into with people, now I am a Tynwald
member. This is not a reluctant duty, the fact is, people have issues and difficulties or
insight that you of course want to know about and they want to tell you. These can be very
serious distressing issues, or issues that illustrate a problem with the system, or legislation,
or need for change in upcoming legislation, or something relevant from a scrutiny point of
view. Some of these are chance encounters that have greater significance because of the
role.
Some of these issues are highly personal and you meet with people in their homes or follow
up by email. Some, where there are likely other affected, you pick up on and try to assist,
usually something that takes place over many months. If it is a local area, I let the local
MHKs know and try to keep them in the loop. Both MHKs are Ministers where I live and
both men, so I have to honest and say in some ways it is just a bit easier / helpful for me to
help and follow up etc.
I have been contacted on Facebook and by email over topics I have raised in Tynwald or
which have appeared in the media.
So I have accepted that you cannot get away from this part of the duty, we are all here to
serve the people and to listen. So to my mind, that is where the point that Legislative
Council Members are to take an all island view, and play a role to represent those voices
that might not otherwise be heard. That is profound in the cases / issues I have helped
with, as they all represent issues that would be felt by more than one person.
So it is not that Mrs Smith down the road can’t get her windows replaced or an individual is
cross with something a department hasn’t done, or they need help because they need hand
holding to access a government service, it is cases that represent an issue which is felt by a
group of people, where something in law or policy is not working, or needs to be looked
at. To give examples, of the things I have been involved in looking at because of that
interaction, it is bereaved children / lone parents, fostering and adoption processes,
childcare, admissions policy for summer born children, I could go on in areas to do with
businesses or the environment.
But it is these interactions and listening to people that give insight into the systems and
make you look at things to see if things are working properly, which wearing a scrutiny hat is
entirely appropriate. I do not need to wait to see if something is enough of an issue just for
people living in one area for me to turn attention to it.
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This sort of interaction may be different of course to the sort that MHKs do, which may be
to deal with multiple and varying contacts and a whole range of matters for their
constituents. Who knows how much of that is merely signposting, or visiting etc, or
forwarding emails etc. Who knows how much of it comes by social media, late night phone
calls etc. The point is they (MHKs) really hold themselves out there, all Tynwald Members
are there for the public (how you draw this line, and communicate it, would need to be
considered, if some of us are not there to directly assist people) so on this, it is a question
for me of profile and volume.
Any pay differentiation however, between Keys and LegCo:
a) Would need to be brought in gradually.
b) Needs to recognise that it is important to have fully committed, professional people
in the LegCo role (and not just people who can afford to do it, or are at a time in
their lives to do so). For example, if there was to be a cut in pay that took it to a
level where a professional, committed person (who was mid-career, for example)
might not find it sensible / worthwhile to do the role, given the high commitment,
responsibility and exposure, then it would reduce the calibre of candidates. That is
not the direction we should be going for Legislative Council or Tynwald.
c) That remuneration should allow anyone to serve is very important.
d) Needs to recognise that members of both branches are Tynwald members and it is
imperative that a pay difference does not become an undermining factor for
Legislative Council, and serves to diminish Legislative Council Members as Tynwald
Members (see below).
e) Cannot be based on the assumption of, (or tacit requirement for) lesser workload for
Legislative Council members. (See below).
Is using the expenses debate as a proxy for uplift for Keys (ie saying that MLCs shouldn’t
have expenses but MHKs should, because MHKs have constituents) a tempting way to solve
the issue, but a fallacy? Is that actually a roundabout way of saying the Keys can / should get
paid a bit more with a specific uplift, especially as expenses are generally regarded as part of
the salary really anyway, and yes various stuff needs to be paid for as part of the unusual
role of a Tynwald member. It is very different from working for yourself, having your own
business or working for an employer. Maybe dealing with an uplift for Keys by addressing
expenses in this way is easier, but if so would need to be explained, for members and for
the public. I am relaxed about this element but wish to point it out, as that expenses
element is the one that is seem as apportioned out / up for change.
A comment about workload (e) above. Members decide how to spend their time, how and
where to apply themselves. I have certainly found more than enough to work on as a Leg Co
member. If you are not applying yourself, you are not doing the job. There have been
plenty of occasions when I have been working late, working super early and at weekends
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and of course the reading, and that detailed work is important. As we briefly discussed, yes
that depends on style, approach and personal ethics, how you commit to the role and what
you understand your role to be.
The above and below ties in to my point I made to the committee about value.
2 The Role of the Legislative Council
Although I could accept a situation where Keys members were paid more than Legislative
Council Members, it should not go as far as to undermine the role of LegCo to diminish
LegCo Members as Tynwald Members. This important constitutionally and reputationally
and key at this time because LegCo is in the process of evolving to be what many have called
for, so is a critical time.
To explain the last point, the committee may know both that there have been calls for
LegCo to play a greater scrutiny role. Much of this was brought into focus by the Lisvane
evidence and recommendations, which also made recommendation on the matter of LegCo
members serving in departments. This has all gone back and forth, but there are now three
LegCo members not in departments and I am certainly, along with other Members, (not just
in LegCo) keen that LegCo evolve further to develop a more understood approach to
scrutiny. Calls for a systematic approach to scrutiny have been happening on and off since
the 1990s. With the centralisation of government (much is moving to Cabinet Office), single
legal entity possibly on the horizon, and various concerning international matters,
developing work of LegCo and maintaining the Legislative Council, which is what makes
Tynwald a parliament, and therefore gives it legitimacy of legislature and legitimacy of
government (because the system allows government to be held to account) is very
important. This legislative oversight is incredibly important for jurisdictions. The World
Bank have reported on it.12 To cut back or reduce a scrutiny / oversight tool is a democratic
regression. This is important, not just for the historic value of Tynwald, but for the Isle of
Man in terms of international reputation etc, and it is the next step, in my view, that now us
newer LegCo members are “settled in”, that we look to see how LegCo can operate to
present the best value for the people of the Island and to carry out scrutiny work, not just in
Tynwald sittings and committees, but otherwise.
My reason for saying this is that it would be a disappointing time to unbalance the branches
(and therefore Tynwald) hugely in terms of remuneration. But I understand those who feel
instinctively that Keys should be paid more, and I respect that.
Good luck! I do not envy the committee. I enjoyed talking with you. Sorry if some of the
things I said are shocking, but I am glad, all the same.

12

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/648581468765298884/Parliamentary-Oversight-for-theGovernment-Accountability
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Marlene Maska MLC
1. To attract the good range of candidates from a variety of backgrounds, the remuneration
has to be set at a level which will enable those willing and able, to apply. I retired on a very
similar salary to that which I currently receive, but in all honesty, I am working longer hours
with a greater level of responsibility than in my last post. This is just for comparison.
2. I suspect that some of my fellow colleagues would not be in a position to undertake their
work without an acceptable level of remuneration, to make ends meet, in their individual
circumstances: having previously retired from full-time occupation, this would have been
the case for me in earlier years, when the risk of giving up a professional role to go into
politics, presented too much of a risk for me as a divorced mother of three children.
3. LegCo members have responsibilities across the whole Island: i.e. their constituency may
be seen as the whole Island and on this basis, I am not influenced in my decision-making,
with the next election in mind. This hopefully results in fair and objective assessments and
voting, without fear or favour.
4. I do get consulted on ‘constituency’ matters and happy to help if I am able: this usually is
in relation to my previous professional experience in Architecture, management of general
and sheltered housing; on Planning matters and so on.
5. I am a member of DESC; Chair of IOMAC and Vice Chair of Culture Vannin, to which I have
brought the benefit of my experience and I hope made a valuable contribution. Within the
workings of the Department I have been able to scrutinise aspects of the work with which I
am involved and added value in that way.
6. I am proud to represent the IOM Government as a Member of Tynwald and try to be
worthy of the role in all of the many public engagements and interactions with which I am
involved: again this needs a certain level of remuneration to carry out the work as befits the
role.
I trust some of these points will assist the Panel in their consideration of this matter.

Jason Moorhouse MHK
The salary and benefits must be sufficient to allow anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald: I
have no issue with the level of salary; the problem is the expectation that a professional
career background is beneficial to carry out this role effectively. However, to leave a career
for 5 years or longer can result in many options disappearing.
The salary and benefits must be at a level to attract a diverse collection of community
members: There are links with the earlier point here; I can see it being a particular issue for
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those with families and below the age of 40 and those in the latter years of their
professional careers.
Enhanced executive and scrutiny roles should be recognized: I have concerns about the time
required to carry out all aspects of this position. Having no other commitments and
thoroughly enjoying the opportunity I start work at 5.00 am each day and frequently have
evening meetings. The basic requirements of the position are significant and to do the wider
research and analysis is a challenge if done properly.
Any change to the structure for pay and allowances must not result in an increase in overall
costs of Members’ remuneration: I have claimed no extra expenses for specific reasons. I
find the pay / allowance split rather frustrating. The situation needs reform to produce such
an artificial divide benefits nobody and invites criticism.
The recommendations of the review should maintain the principle of linking Members’ basic
pay to Civil Service salary levels: I worry about this link in some respects. A particular issue
arose in the Spring when a pay increase was awarded and the calculation resulted in
Tynwald Members with Departmental Responsibility receiving an over adjustment. To
remove this ‘overpayment’ the only option for concerned Members was to ask for a ‘manual
adjustment’ to their pay. This creates potential issues for those Tynwald not aware of the
situation and simply accepting the salary they are given.

Jane Poole-Wilson MLC
There are three areas in particular I think should be resolved as part of an independent pay
review:
1. Aside from the roles of President and Speaker, our current system of enhancements
recognises only additional executive responsibility with no enhancement for additional
Parliamentary scrutiny roles. This not only results in the potential for inequality of pay for
work conducted, but may incentivise Members of Tynwald to take on Executive roles ahead
of Parliamentary Scrutiny roles with the risk that scrutiny does not get the focus, time and
resource it should. Whilst there are Members with an Executive role in one Department
that sit on Policy Review Committees scrutinising different Departments, there is the
potential for Members’ time being stretched too thinly perhaps to the detriment of
effective Parliamentary scrutiny. We should also bear in mind the potential for conflict
especially when Policy Review Committees are looking at cross Departmental
policies/strategies, such as Active Travel, which embrace a number of Departments. I think it
would help encourage Members to take on Policy Review Committee roles as an alternative
to Executive roles if we reflected the importance of both types of role in the way Members
are paid.
2. The current system of enhancements, whilst straightforward, does not necessarily reflect
the responsibility/workload of any given role at any time. For example, should there be a
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single rate of uplift for all department roles, or are some roles more substantial than others?
How does the workload of a Statutory Board Chair compare with a particular Departmental
role, or the workload of a Chair of a Policy Review Committee? From an equal pay
perspective this sort of evaluation is important. However, it may be impractical given that
the extent of particular responsibilities and workload may fluctuate. A more
straightforward solution might be to have a single pay rate for all MHKs and all MLCs that
incorporates a number of express core functions (branch and Tynwald sittings work,
perhaps an additional element for MHKs to reflect their greater constituency workload, and
the fact that Members will take on Departmental, Statutory Board and Chairs of scrutiny
Committee roles). The responsibility of a Ministerial role or significant Parliamentary
responsibility might be reflected with a level of enhancement above the single pay rate for
core functions, as described.
3. There are attractions to the current system of a lump sum expenses allowance – not least
the ability to avoid the time and costs of administration involved with processing expenses
claims. However, given the sum is paid without accounting for it, in my view it is effectively
salary and should be taxed as such. As to the amount of expenses allowance, in my
experience to date as an MLC I have not spent the full amount of my allowance and cannot
see, doing my current different roles, that I would. However, I think even for MLCs it is
important to recognise that there are expenses attached to the role that are over and above
those you might incur in many other jobs elsewhere. Examples in my personal experience
include the purchase of formal wear for the more formal events we attend, donations to
charity and to support local events, a certain amount of increased round Island travel to
attend different events (not excessive in my case but more than I have previously
experienced doing other roles) and paying for refreshments when sponsoring events. This
has occurred for me particularly in the context of my work as Equality Champion and Chair
of the IOM Constabulary Inclusion Scrutiny Group. My suggestion would be that a continued
allowance (taxable)be made for all Members of Tynwald but at a level that recognises the
sorts of likely additional expenses MHK s incur and MLCs typically incur.

Chris Robertshaw MHK
Introduction
This submission outlines, very much in brief, the case for change within the parameters set
for the Review Panel by Tynwald but I trust the opportunity will be provided to expand
further, through an oral session, on the points made below.
As someone who has dedicated my time in office as a Tynwald Member to the concept of
the reform of government, both as a minister and a back bencher, I cannot overstate the
importance I attach to the work of the Independent Review Panel in helping to assist the
continuing process of progressively moving towards a new balance between executive and
parliamentary roles. Something which will do much to ensure a more healthy and
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constructive balance is struck between Executive Government and Tynwald itself as both
continue to evolve.

The experience that helped shaped my views
Executive roles
I developed my thinking in my various executive roles which included:
As Minister of Social Care I had responsibility for Children and Families, Mental Health, Adult
and Elderly Care, the Social Security System and Housing Policy.
As Minister of Policy and Reform in the newly formed Cabinet Office I had a very wide
ranging remit indeed and for a short period of time between the above two roles as minister
of DCCL in order to close it down and reallocate the various responsibilities it carried.
I also served as Chairman of the Planning Committee in the last House.
I have never served – nor ever wished to serve, as a departmental member with delegated
powers as it encourages political Members to think (and indeed act as currently
constructed) as managers – which we are not.
Parliamentary roles
I am currently Chair of the Economic Policy Review Committee with responsibility for
scrutinising the Treasury, The Department for Enterprise, the FSA, the GSC and the Cabinet
Office which in turn includes GTS and OHR and, by extension, the Public Service
Commission.
I am also a Member of the Environmental and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee with
responsibility for scrutinising the work of those two departments. Two recent reports from
the committee include a review of the sewage infrastructure renewal programme and the
proposed National Harbour Strategy. We are currently looking at the roll out of the major
works programme on Douglas Promenade.
Having taken a successful motion to the floor of Tynwald in the current House to form a
further policy review Committee covering Constitutional, Legal and Justice matters, where it
had become clear to me that there were alarming oversight gaps from both the executive
and parliamentary perspectives, a Policy Review Committee of that name was formed – I
also sit on that committee. In trying to as it were “catch up” in these important areas the
workload has proved a little daunting but solid progress is now being made and the first key
recommendation the committee made was to identify the need for a Minister of Justice
(without forming a new department). This recommendation was unanimously agreed in
Tynwald. The formation of this committee has also been welcomed by the Judiciary as an
important step forward. It also enjoys a full engagement with the Law Society.
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The only Review Committee I do not sit on is that which focuses on Social Policy Affairs but I
obviously gained a significant insight into those important areas in the last House as
Minister of Social Care whilst in the current House COMIN asked me to be the MHK
representative on Sir Jonathan Michael's Independent Health Review — and again all 26
very significant recommendations were unanimously approved by Tynwald.
In the House before last I sat on the select committee that set up the standing Policy Review
Committees in the first instance.
Having moved a motion at the start of the current House to set up a select committee on
the concept of a government becoming a single legal entity which, by amendment, was
changed to a sub committee of the Council of Ministers, I also sit on that. It has produced it
first report and its work continues.
During my time as an MHK I have chaired and sat on a range of Select Committees with the
two most recent being the Brownfield Sites Select Committee and the Financial Initiative
and Special Projects Select Committee which I both initiated and chaired. The former
produced a set of well received recommendations whilst the latter, which amongst others
enjoyed positive input from the Treasury, was designed as a reference document without
recommendations.
Finally I am member of the Tynwald Emoluments Committee, the Tynwald Standards and
Members Interests Committee, I am also the Deputy Speaker and as a chair of a policy
review committee I sit on the Tynwald Public Accounts Committee which has done a great
deal of work concerning the role and function of the DHSC

What I believe needs to be done and why
My submission to the Independent Review is not intended to be considered in isolation or
on the basis of simple comparisons but very much in the context of both the importance of
each of the following areas as well as the interdependence and interaction of each upon the
others. Namely:
The importance of ensuring the Council of Ministers form of government continues to
evolve
The need to achieve an appropriate balance between executive government and
parliamentary process
The importance of improving the quality of scrutiny work
Ensuring increased public confidence and engagement in the political process
In many respects the current pay review is an almost inevitable consequence and a
necessary sequential step born out of the original creation of the Council of Ministers form
of Government, the subsequent 2006 Scope and Structure of Government Report, The 2012
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review of that original Report and a series of incremental changes that have taken place
since then.
The Evolving Nature of the Council of Ministers form of Government
The implementation of the Council of Ministers form of government was a very significant
step forward and although my recollection at the time was that there was an intention to
keep evolving it — it did, ultimately, rather lose momentum which in due course resulted in
the 2006 Scope and structure of Government Report.
Almost every serious error executive government has made during my time in office can,
quite alarmingly, be traced back to two root causes:
1. the weaknesses inherent in the current silo system of government in that strategic
decisions are made at the wrong level and in the wrong way.
2. a failure to consider matters in a much more cross departmental way as often (actually almost always) every decision or policy initiative has implication in many areas.
That essentially is why I brought a motion to the floor of Tynwald at the start of this house
to set up a select committee on the concept of a single legal entity. As already mentioned
the motion was then amended by CoMin to make it a subcommittee of the Council itself to
which I was appointed and have sat on ever since. Its work continues.
Both the other two crown dependencies are going through similar processes to improve the
quality and performance of their governments and eight months after our single legal entity
committee produced its first report Jersey migrated to a single legal entity specifically
mentioning the work going on in the Isle of Man. It could be said that they took the fast
track approach and are in danger of 'tripping over their own shoe laces' but they may still
recover and deliver.
Guernsey meanwhile had earlier taken a very different route back towards executive
committees but following the work in the Isle of Man and the decision taken in Jersey there
was a very significant move on their part to separate major strategic decisions from
operational divisions as well as making sure the strategic decision making process is fully
cross departmental.
The key point here is that such evolution towards much more joined up government (the
phrase referencing this here in Tynwald has moved towards naming it `One Public Service')
is that it will not work unless the balance between the executive and the parliament is
carefully adjusted and the quality of scrutiny is considerably improved but - quite simply —
it cannot and will not happen whilst the entire advantage, financially, lies with members
encouraged to migrate towards departmental `neo management' duties. This takes me to
my second point:
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The need to achieve an appropriate balance between executive government and
parliamentary process
Given that a positive response is actively sought to deal with the inherent historical
weaknesses recognised in the current systems of all three crown dependencies (of silo
thinking and the failure to separate strategic thinking from operation delivery) this
ultimately results in a move to a more unified government approach. In turn this has the
effect of adjusting the way the executive and parliamentary processes interact and this must
be given very careful attention indeed if the right balance is to be achieved.
Currently it is because high numbers of departmental Members ensure siloed departments
have the capacity to drive their, sometimes faulty, policies through Tynwald that the
weaknesses described in the previous paragraph `get right through' to delivery.
Conversely our historically very weak scrutiny system has also worked against the concept
of good government.
Any move to improve executive decision making along with ensuring it can get its business
through Tynwald is of the greatest importance but this must be balanced by a much more
highly respected contribution to good government from the scrutiny process and I turn to
that subject next:
The importance of improving the quality of scrutiny work
Almost my first role as a new Member was to sit on a select committee that was tasked with
looking at the then scrutiny system.
It was very clear that although Select Committees fulfil an important role something
significant was missing and thus the concept of standing policy review committees came
into being as a consequence of our work.
At the outset these newly set up standing policy review committees restricted their work to
looking at what historically had from time to time 'gone wrong' but as the years passed this
migrated to include considering emerging policy.
Much more recently this has evolved further into real time interaction with faulty policy
delivery as is the case with ENVIPRC involvement regarding the important work now
proceeding on Douglas Promenade.
Overall this progression has been successful but could only have been possible due to a
determination that scrutiny work has to be seen to be contributing constructively to the
process of good government.
Scrutiny work will have to evolve further as the adoption of a unified single legal entity
(where strategic assessment and executive delivery will be increasingly cross departmental)
could very well result in our current policy review committee structure being criticised for
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working in (albeit larger) silos. This is already starting to show itself where a matter a policy
review committee wishes to examine sits not only within the scope of 'its' departments but
also beyond. Twice recently the ENVIPRC has lost his chairman as he was conflicted when
the work of the committee had to extend to a department upon which he served as a
Member with delegated powers.
Because so many Members serve in Departments with delegated powers and enjoy the
additional pay that goes with it there is understandably no great appetite to serve on the
scrutiny side where to do so sees such a loss of income.
This leads to someone like me, choosing to do everything possible to improve the standing
and quality of scrutiny work, regardless of the lower pay, rather “thin on the ground”.
The benefit of this is that I am in an almost unique position, sitting on most of the scrutiny
committees, of seeing right across governments work.
Conversely the inherent weakness of this is that the system requires greater strength
through a broader committed membership than is currently the case.
This can only be achieved if the role of scrutiny work is more highly regarded as an
important contributor to good government.
Ensuring increased public confidence and engagement in the political process
In a parliament with only twenty four directly elected Members and nine indirectly elected
Members the concept of executive government being delivered through party politics would
be very damaging indeed and yet the call for such an approach is growing.
To combat this tendency and ensure the public feel a greater sense of engagement in the
policies being delivered by its government more work needs to be done.
I argued for a Programme for Government in my manifesto and although this did happen it
was too complicated and was more a conglomeration of too much management detail
rather than a clear set of lead policy priorities.
Migrating progressively to a unified government with its operational delivery and strategic
thinking separated would assist greatly in creating a sense of purpose and direction. This in
place of a 'winning political party'.
Ensuring everything possible is done enhance the standing and respect for scrutiny would be
in the stead of the idea of an opposition party that might oppose for the sake of it with
“yaboo” type posturing and contribute little to the greater good in the process.

In Conclusion
It is imperative that the current system of government continues to evolve and at the heart
of this must be a capacity to delivery high quality scrutiny work within a healthy framework

43

that ensures executive government is able to deliver its programme in a manner well
understood and respected by the public.
This cannot be achieved until scrutiny work is fully and properly recognised through a
review of the present outdated system of members’ pay.

Kerry Sharpe MLC
I agree with the principles which the Panel has been instructed to regard, namely that the
salary and benefits must be sufficient to allow anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald and
that the salary and benefits must be at a level to attract a diverse collection of community
members. I think the current salary and benefits are about right, in terms of attracting
professionals who either earn approximately the same amount or who earn more but are
willing to take a pay cut in order to serve the people of the Isle of Man.
There has been general discussion as to whether MLCs should be paid less than MHKs and I
think ultimately this is a decision for the elected representatives. However, on this topic I
think it’s important to point out that there are only 24 hours in a day in which any
individual, regardless of their role, can work. The role of MHK and MLC differs and there is
no doubt that MHKs have the added responsibility of their constituents and numerous
community events to attend, plus each House of Keys sitting is much more intense than the
majority of LegCo sittings, almost like a condensed Tynwald sitting, so it could well be
argued that MHKs incur more day-to-day pressure in their roles. That said, the actual
amount of time an individual will choose to devote to their role, whether MHK or MLC,
ultimately depends on their nature and work ethic.
Regarding enhanced executive and scrutiny roles, whilst it is true there are only a possible
24 hours in which to work each day, I think the enhanced responsibility such individuals
carry should be recognised in their pay. In terms of linking Members’ basic pay to Civil
Service salary levels, this seems sensible.

Bill Shimmins MHK
First submission
Remuneration needs to be set at the right level to attract quality Members. I am in a
fortunate financial position which enabled me to take a substantial pay cut from my
previous roles. There are at least a couple of other Members who were in a similar situation
who stood because they were concerned about the Island and wanted to change things. Not
everyone is in such a privileged position and this needs to be considered. If we want quality
people then pay needs to be at a level to attract talent.
Salaries – these should be benchmarked. My understanding is that they are currently
pegged against civil service job families. Whilst this provides some local comparables, the
jobs are very different. A political role has many facets which are not present in a civil
servant managerial position and vice versa. Perhaps we could benchmark against other
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political assemblies in the British Isles e.g. Jersey, Guernsey, Scottish Parliament, Welsh
Assembly, Stormont, Westminster and the Dail Eireann. None will be an exact comparison,
the larger ones have bigger constituencies but the flip side is more responsibility sits on
fewer shoulders. Perhaps an average or a weighted basket might be appropriate. Whatever
the outcome, there needs to be a formula rather than each year Tynwald
decides. Individual role salaries should have fewer variables. There is a concern that
Departmental Membership uplifts may unduly influence Members to vote or support a
particular cause. I have no evidence that this happens but it could be that a Member does
not wish to vote one way because this would result in them losing the financial uplift. My
preference would be for all Members to receive the same basic salary regardless of whether
or not they serve in Departments or on committees. This would remove the financial
influence concern. However, Ministerial posts do carry additional responsibility and
workload, as such these should continue to receive an additional allowance to reflect this.
The Chief Minister has the greatest responsibility so they should receive a higher allowance.
Similarly the Treasury Minister as the effective deputy to the Chief Minister and the most
senior Minister should receive a higher uplift. This should be lower than the Chief Minister
but higher than the other Ministers. The Presiding Officers (President and Speaker) should
also receive an uplift reflecting their additional responsibilities compared to ordinary
Members. I am unconvinced that the Presiding Officer roles contain responsibilities and
workload which exceeds that of Ministers. As such I would suggest that their uplift is
consistent with Ministers but lower than the Chief Minister and the Treasury Minister.
Expenses should be paid, my preference is that a flat allowance continues. This saves on
administration and avoids comparisons which could be unfair as each Member has different
circumstances reflecting constituency variables. It is the norm that you live in the
constituency which you represent but there is a requirement to attend many meetings in
Douglas and also for MHKs, to attend many meetings in the constituency. As such, those
Members who live further away from the capital incur more costs. Whilst providing receipts
etc. could cover some of this, I suspect that some Members may be wary of claiming
genuine expenses as they would wish to avoid being top of the list. The media and others
are likely to focus on who has claimed the most or who has claimed for what and draw
comparisons. I believe this would be a distraction for Members and Tynwald. In turn a
reluctance to claim may impact negatively on the desire to attract quality candidates.
MLCs versus MHKs remuneration. The workload as an MHK is higher than MLC as there is no
constituency expectation of the Council Members. The lack of constituency workload should
be reflected in overall remuneration with a higher package for MHKs than MLCs. This could
either be a % reduction or do not pay expense allowances to reflect the narrower nature of
the MLC role. It could be argued that MLCs have to attend fewer external meetings so they
should have lower expenses. I am unsure of the most expeditious way to achieve a
differential but from speaking to MLCs who were previously MHKs, they acknowledge that
the Council role has reduced workload. On this basis a differential would seem appropriate.
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Second submission
This [attached spreadsheet] presents a full picture but it is complicated with the different
systems and expense allowances. As such I have tried keep it simple but even then there are
many permutations.
If we benchmark Members pay in IOM with Jersey and Guernsey, it is broadly in line. The
key difference is that other Crown Dependency politicians do not receive expenses.
Balancing this is that IOM is much bigger than the two Channel Islands where most people
live in St Helier or St Peter Port so they can walk. There are also more politicians in Jersey
and Guernsey, so more people to shoulder responsibility than here.
One option would be to link Tynwald pay to an average of the 3 CDs plus adding expenses.
Downside of this is only 3 in the average including Tynwald so an increase feeds on itself for
the following year. A straight average of Jersey and Guernsey excluding Tynwald would be
42,115 broadly similar to IOM but by just having two feeds it could be very volatile.
Including Westminster in a benchmarking average inflates the figure significantly. I feel this
is undesirable and impractical so I have discounted this.
Including the other devolved parliaments in a measure with the CDs provides a more
balanced approach in that there are now 5 feeds in so reduces influence of Tynwald and any
one other.
You can of course leave Tynwald out of calculation, which would be my preference to avoid
distortion.
I have attached the amended spreadsheet which shows that there are multiple ways of
linking Tynwald pay to other adjacent parliaments (with or without expenses).
The advantage of doing this is that it provides a benchmark for Members pay but of course
no two systems are the same.
My personal preference is outlined in line 15 but roll in expenses to this. Overall it is a slight
reduction.
Postscript to second submission
[The second submission] needs to be read with consideration to the departmental
responsibility uplifts. Better that these are incorporated into an overall salary to remove
concerns that these influence voting.
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The Hon Juan Watterson SHK
The Recent Context
The Functioning of Tynwald Committee was established following the Report of Robert
Lisvane into the Functioning of Tynwald. His Report laid a number of suggestions before
Tynwald, some of which were sensible progressions to our democracy and some which were
novel and innovative.
Tynwald’s clear view was for incremental change on some of the matters referred by
Lisvane and more radical ideas were rejected. Perhaps the most radical was the passing of
the Council of Ministers (Amendment) Act which removed the ability of Members of
Legislative Council to vote on the election of the Chief Minister.
The pay, terms and conditions of Members did not receive a significant degree of scrutiny
from Lisvane whose focus was on the structure and scale of Government, and the balancing
power of scrutiny. Considerations of pay came after his consideration of Christian Prayers
and the Coronation Oath. He did recognise that Scrutiny Committee Chairs should be paid
the same as Ministers. He made the point of recommending a review, but without much
cause for doing so other than the enhanced scrutiny roles (Para 29, p.66).
During the Functioning of Tynwald Debates a growing narrative emerged around those who
wished to abolish or undermine the role of Legislative Council that Lord Lisvane, the
Committee and the Court generally had seen no good reason to fundamentally change. I
consider the potential outcome of this narrative to be damaging for the institution for
reasons I shall expand on later.
Simplification and the Round Sum Allowance
The Emoluments Committee saw these recommended changes as being conservative in
nature and provided the opportunity to iron out the anomaly in Members pay of there
being a tax free lump sum as an element of pay. This is anachronistic. Members do not
have to account separately for this money and for the entire period of my service in
Tynwald, Members have seen the total payment as salary and have never differentiated the
elements of pay as being for a different purpose.
Whilst the historic reasoning may be justifiable, the Emoluments Committee recommended
an approach which abolished this lump sum, made an adjustment to salary which would
increase salary and account for the taxation of the increase so that members were left in a
no-gain-no-loss situation. There is a relatively simple mechanism to ensure that this nogain, no-loss approach extends to the cost of pensions.
These were then to be equated to the nearest spine point in the PSC to ensure the link with
civil service pay was retained. It was Mr Ashford that developed what might be colloquially
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described as the “whizzo idea” of simplifying the system to create 7 new grades equating to
those receiving base pay, and 10%, 30%, 40%, 50%, 60% and 80% uplifts. These grades
would be uprated in line with civil service pay. This option did have the unanimous support
of the Emoluments Committee and I wonder whether its failure was in not giving members
an adequate opportunity to reflect on it. Those Members who wished to keep open a
separate review of the pay of Legislative Council also rejected this incremental approach,
preferring to see the whole issue of pay dealt with in a single package.
The Pay of Legislative Council
To my mind this is the most concerning part of the package that the Review Committee will
be asked to look at. It has long been the case that Members of the Legislative Council are
paid the same basic salary and uplifts as Members of the Keys. In terms of the uplift, this is
on the basis of getting the same pay for the same work. It should not be the case that an
MHK is paid more to be a Department Member (or any other role) than an MLC. That is not
a logical argument.
The rationale seems to be that a reduction in the base pay of MLCs would reflect the
perceived lack of constituency work and commitments – which are the preserve of
MHKs. Whilst it is true that MHKs incur greater expenditure in the role by virtue of standing
in a General Election, the reward for that is the dominant political mandate in the Keys. It
provides greater opportunity for executive power building on the convention that the Chief
Minister and Ministers should ordinarily be Members of that House.
Part of the argument appears predicated that as MHKs need to seek election there is an
obligation to support community events, and that their pay should reflect this. This is
perhaps a dubious moral starting point at best. This argument for differentiation does
somewhat presuppose that MLCs are somehow not high profile members of the community
within their local community, and feel equally obliged, encouraged or willing to participate
in community events.
In my observation, Members of Legislative Council take on interest areas across the Island,
as indeed do MHKs, and once identified with an issue or cause, will receive a significant
postbag on the back of it. This is no bad thing and spreads the workload more evenly. I
would argue it should be encouraged. MLCs are not barred statutorily or by any other
means of picking up issues by members of the public, championing the cause, introducing
legislation or asking questions on that area, so why would we pay a lesser sum if we are
expecting them to do the same job? They are equally bound to serve on Committees of
Tynwald and their branch. They are as electorally vulnerable as their colleagues in Keys
having only a five year term before re-election. MLCs are still capable of serving as
Department Members and Ministers, although the latter has been increasingly rare in
recent years. However, it has happened in recent history and remains an option.
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If the argument is that MHKs will spend longer on constituency work than MLCs will, the
question is what will they have less time to focus on? In the balance of parliamentary time, I
have seen far more time afforded to scrutiny of legislation in the Legislative Council and a
better product as a result. I doubt many MHKs would objectively argue this distinction. I
have no doubt that we have MLCs that are working every bit as hard as their MHK
counterparts.
At the end of the day, you get what you pay for. Do we expect MLCs to respond to letters
and emails from the public directing them to their MHK? If we want Non-Executive
directors who turn up to only deal with legislation, then reduced pay for a reduced workload
is the result. It will have a devastating effect of the ability of Tynwald to hold the executive
to account, not least of all given the participatory nature of forming Government. I believe
Tynwald is best served paying for full-time MLCs to do a full time job. A different job from
their MHK counterparts, but a no less important one.
There is an increased risk of a divisive ‘us and them’ culture between Keys and Council
which I caution the Panel not to encourage or deepen. To do so weakens the ability to
recruit, the morale of the office holders and the generally collegiate nature of Tynwald.
Recognition of Scrutiny
This is built into the remit of the Committee, so I hope that there is overwhelming support
for the concept of remunerating people for taking leading roles in scrutiny. I would
disagree with Lord Lisvane that the pay should be equal to that of a Government
Minister. The responsibilities are different, having seen it from both sides of the fence! I
would retain the Ministerial uplift at 50%, with scrutiny Chairs being paid a 30-40% uplift.
Members of a Committee should also receive an uplift in the region of 10-25%. There is an
important point, which I have seen even during the life of this House, where people are
afraid to put their Department jobs on the line on a point of principle, knowing that a
sacking would lead to a reduction in salary of over £13,000 per annum. Setting aside the
unfortunate behaviour of Ministers in raising this spectre, the quandary for Members is not
healthy for democracy, nor supportive of integrity. The purpose would be twofold, to
provide a lesser impact of patronage, whilst ensuing a fair wage for an active
politician. There may be circumstances where an MHK does not seek Departmental or
Scrutiny office. This would be a most unfortunate state of affairs, as Tynwald does not have
enough members to “carry passengers”, but it must be recognised as a potential
eventuality, and therefore mitigates against the argument of an enhanced base-pay.
We are also seeing the grown of non-traditional forms of scrutiny, roles that are not sitting
easily as executive functions, nor parliamentary positions. Two good examples of these are
Children’s Champion and Equalities Champion. Both of these are scrutiny roles, but
appointed by the executive and not remunerated. Whilst the Committee may see it as a
stretch of their remit to ascertain whether these are truly Government or Parliamentary
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roles, there is perhaps an argument for considering an element of scrutiny pay analogous to
the requirements of the role.
Cumulative Pay
It is not specifically mentioned in the remit, but may crop up during the panel’s discussions,
so I ought to expand on rules around cumulative elements of pay. Scrutiny pay should only
apply if there is no executive pay, or the executive pay is lower than that which accrues for
the scrutiny role. To illustrate, a Department Member who is on a Scrutiny Committee
would only receive their Departmental uplift. A Member whose only executive role was
Chairman of a Statutory Board, but also chairs a Scrutiny Panel would receive the higher,
scrutiny uplift, but not both!
Statutory Board Pay
Again, there is no specific reference to this in the terms of reference, but it does seem
anomalous that Chairs of Statutory Boards only receive a 10% uplift, although their
responsibilities are equally great if not more so than a Departmental Member. Not
remunerating Vice Chairmen at all seems unreasonable. If this role is needed then it should
be paid.
Transitional Arrangements
Pay changes should not take effect until the next period of election, so that people can
choose to stand for election knowing what the remuneration should be for the duration of
their mandate.
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Tynwald Members’ Salary and Pay Structure Review
November 2018
Submission to the Tynwald Emoluments Committee
by R. W. Henderson, MLC, DipMgt, CMI, RMN (rtd.)

Part 1 – Introduction and Preliminary Recommendations
The Tynwald Emoluments Committee has been charged via a Tynwald Resolution (amended)
February 2018 – to review Tynwald Members’ pay structure and report to Tynwald with its
recommendations. This came out of the report tabled by the chairman of the Tynwald Select
Committee on the Functioning of Tynwald in February 2018; in particular recommendation 3 which
was amended and accepted by the Court and identified that the Emoluments Committee should
‘take on the review of Tynwald Members’ pay.’

The wording of the amended recommendation and resolution requires the Tynwald Standing
Committee on Emoluments, not the IOM Government (original motion) to establish a review into
the Tynwald Members’ pay structure. It does not make it clear whether this review should be
conducted by the committee or an independent person or body – which leaves it open to the
committee’s discretion how to progress this matter, alone or by an independent body.

Approved Amended Resolution – That Tynwald is of the opinion:
That the Tynwald Emoluments Committee should establish a review (Isle of Man Government and
independent review being replaced / taken out) to examine and report on the emoluments of
Members of the House of Keys (House of Keys now added into the motion) and Legislative Council,
including all pay and allowances, with recommendations for a structure for salary and any related
payments; and that the review should have regard to the following principles:
• The salary and benefits must be sufficient to allow
anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald;
• The salary and benefits must be at a level to attract a
diverse cross section of the community;
• Enhanced executive and scrutiny roles should be
recognised;
• Any change to the structure for pay and allowances
must not result in an increase in overall costs of
Members’ remuneration; and
• The recommendations of the review should maintain
the principle of linking Members’ basic pay to Civil
Service salary levels.
(my underlining)
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These principles form the Emoluments Committee’s terms of reference and start of a pay and salary
structure review process: to arrive at a parliamentary resolution in which are enshrined five clear
guiding principles that the committee must abide by.
As a result of the above motion, it appears that the committee has commenced this process largely
by serving as the ‘reviewing body’ itself without recourse to any independent body, the main topic
of discussion for the committee undoubtedly being Tynwald Members’ pay structure. The
committee, as I understand it, is actively considering as part of this the following points and
questions:






Salaries;
The expenses element of those salaries;
If Tynwald Members, or a section of Tynwald be in receipt of the expenses element of
Tynwald Members’ pay, in partial receipt or subject to no expense’s element of their salary;
Should there be differentials in salaries between the House of Keys and the Legislative
Council?
Should there be a differential in pay scales between the House of Keys and the Legislative
Council – by way of a reduction in pay or salary for the Legislative Council?

In making these considerations the committee will have to have due regard to the ‘five guiding
principles’ as laid out in the Tynwald Resolution above.
In stark contrast to the above principles, it appears that the committee may have agreed to:
‘That differential rates be introduced for the two Branches, with MLCs being paid less than MHKs
holding equivalent offices’.
This issue was fully discussed by the Emoluments Committee and is indeed minuted.

Part 2 – Pay Differentials
Commentary – if this is correct, then it is grossly unfair and is in complete disregard to what Tynwald
has approved. It immediately disadvantages a minority group and highlights a distinct inequality. It is
also in direct conflict with the legislation and policies which Tynwald has approved, and which it has
stood by for many years, and which remain in force including the new Equality Act and, of course,
the above motion. Of further note is that there has been no consultation with those who could be
affected, no negotiation entered into or consideration of the effects the proposal could have on
Legislative Council Members forced to accept an arbitrary pay cut, which could be in the region of
11%. In short, a proposal that flies in the face of accepted Tynwald principles and best practice. This
includes the Tynwald Code of Practice at page 33.

It is abundantly clear that Members of the Legislative Council would be treated less than fairly in all
of
these regards were a different set of principles applied to them than to House of Keys Members,
principles which are contrary to approved Tynwald Equality and Discrimination policy, and applied
throughout our community.
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Principle points the committee must take into consideration:
In reviewing the Hansard reports of the Tynwald debates, combined vote items and one deferred
debate (I have picked through all 13 ‘Lisvane / Functions of Tynwald items mentioned on Tynwald
Order Papers since Mr. Thomas’s original 2015 inquiry debate) surrounding this whole subject from
the 19th of May 2015 to the 21st of February 2018 I can see there is no strong majority call for a
reduction of the Legislative Council salary or for a pay differential between the House of Keys and
the Legislative Council. There is virtually no mention by Members about cutting the Legislative
Council salary.

However, in the last debate - February 2018 - a handful of Members referred to the Legislative
Council Salary, but only in relation to the main pay review topic. No Member at any point has bought
forward an amendment on the matter of reducing Legislative Council salaries. So, the matter that
has been put forward by some that there is a strong political call for a reduction in Legislative
Council salary - if indeed that be true and I shall return to that point later in my paper - did not
emanate from any Tynwald debate, far from it. That being so, there is no strong or majority call from
Tynwald to implement such a measure, quite the opposite, in fact, judging by discussions I have had
with some MHKs, set out below.

In relation to the Lisvane Report a. Lisvane is completely silent on the point of any Legislative Council salary
reduction
b. Lisvane makes no recommendation on pay for MHKs / Legislative Council
Members in relation to a differential. He advocates a reproportioning of pay but
this is in recognition of new scrutiny roles he proposes. He hints that if a
Tynwald Member is not serving in a department but on a scrutiny committee,
then that oversight responsibility should be recognised and attract a pay
enhancement and also an appropriate uplift for committee chairpersons.
Lisvane envisaged a redistribution of pay elements that reflected the changing
role of Legco he was proposing, but there was no ‘pay loss’ for the Legislative
Council in his methodology.
A reduction in Legislative Council salaries: is there any reason to consider this?

a. There is no Tynwald remit or resolution requiring the committee to consider
this;
b. There is no majority call from the Tynwald debates on this matter to
consider a ‘Legco pay cut’;
c. There are no amendments from Members of Tynwald during the ‘Lisvane /
Functions debates’ to cause a ‘Legco pay cut’
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d. The Lisvane Report and, indeed, the Functions of Tynwald Committee, do
not recommend this course of action;
e. MLC’s level of work and remit has remained unchanged and have not had
any reduction in role or responsibilities, or been prevented from doing
anything as a result of the Lisvane Report or the Functions of Tynwald
Committee Reports
f. There is no difference in the levels of responsibility and parliamentary work
between MHKs and MLCs; if there is, then certainly not sufficiently disparate
to warrant a pay cut;
g. The Emoluments Committee in making the statement ‘‘That differential
rates be introduced for the two Branches, with MLCs being paid less than
MHKs holding equivalent offices’ clearly acknowledges that the roles of
MHK and MLC are virtually or completely similar – therefore – all Tynwald
Members should receive the same salary. In the interests of fairness an
‘employee’ can not just have their salary arbitrarily cut as a consequence of
a minority of views – that is wholly wrong, or when it is officially recognised
that the roles are virtually similar. How can an established Tynwald
Committee take such a juxtaposition of conflicting views? On the one hand
officially recognising and stating it in the minutes of their meeting that the
roles of MHK and MLC are virtually similar, but by the same token agree to
place a motion to Tynwald stating that a salary differential be applied?
h. As will be seen in this paper the origin of the ‘expenses’ element of Tynwald
Member’s pay was not for constituency work, nor is it currently – it is for the
Parliamentary functions that a Tynwald Member performs. Some Members
argue that the expenses element of their pay is for constituency work but
this is misleading. The expenses element was originally introduced to cover
Members for being out of pocket as a result of committing to their
parliamentary duties
i. MLCs have been mandated by Tynwald with a ‘Job Description’ from the
‘Functions Debates’ which clearly demonstrates the functions and
responsibilities of the role of an MLC – nearly identical to that of an MHK
with all the executive functions and responsibilities that go with that. See
appendix for attached Job Description – page - 37
j. The new ‘MLC Job Description’ as approved by Tynwald also includes – ‘to
act as advocates for the public and to perform ‘constituency work’’;
recognising this function of their work
k. Measuring how other parliaments remunerate their members in bicameral
institutions (see reference section at part 8) will not provide a solution.
Some have a pay differential between their upper and lower houses, the
upper house being paid less, while others pay the same to both houses.
When parliaments pay less to their upper house members it is usually in
recognition that such a position is part time and an attendance allowance is
deemed more appropriate; it is also in recognition that such members have
‘outside incomes / employment’ ;
l. In many cases such parliaments have operated with pay differentials since
they were founded, so do not constitute a useful comparator. By contrast,
what is under consideration here is an arbitrary pay cut within a well
established system;
4
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m. The position of an MLC is, and has for decades been considered to be a fulltime position and therefore worthy of commensurate remuneration;
n. Tynwald is unique among parliaments as are the parliamentary rolls within
it;
l. Tynwald is a small parliament serving a much smaller jurisdiction than many
other parliaments, therefore it has far fewer opportunities for recruiting a
‘part-time Legislative Council’ whose membership will have paid positions
elsewhere and encourage a diversity of membership
m. The role, functions and responsibilities of an MLC have been long
established practice – again recently agreed by Tynwald during the
‘Functions Debates.’
n. It has always been a guiding principle that all Tynwald Members should
be paid a ‘full-time salary’. This means they:
a. can commit to the position fully
b. have no outside conflicting interests
c. are not dependent on any additional ‘outside salary’
d. have a salary that is attractive to candidates and represents a living
wage so that Tynwald Members do not need to seek ‘outside
employment’
e. have a salary that is commensurate with their duties and levels of
responsibility.
f. ensure that Tynwald membership moves away from the original
patronage, part-time membership format, and that membership
should not be solely the preserve of those with alternative income
sources. Instead membership should be more inclusive and
representative of the community, made up of men and women
committed to the role in a full-time capacity
g. reduce the membership and reliance on people who have retired
from full-time work
h. that all Tynwald Members should be in receipt of the same basic
salary in the interests of fairness and in recognition of the similarity
and attendant responsibilities of MHKs’ and MLCs’ roles. In so doing
any potential friction or conflict between the branches is avoided.
(All these principles are mentioned to some degree in the Hansard
debates on this subject in the ‘history of Members’ salaries
document at part 8)
o. All Tynwald Members are in receipt of the same basic salary elements and
for good reason as outlined in I above.
1

It is clearly evidenced in a 2009 Tynwald Consultation Paper (reproduced at Section 8 of
this paper) that the expenses element of Tynwald Members pay was not introduced as a
‘constituency payment’. It was introduced as the first regular salary payment for all
Tynwald Members in recognition of their duties, roles and levels of responsibilities and,
in particular, in recognition of any loss of pay from outside sources a Member might
incur by performing their Tynwald duties. Furthermore, it was a cross-Tynwald
introduction to ensure a level playing field for all Members, that the principles of
fairness were adopted and that all Members had similar sets of responsibilities.
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2

In considering if any changes to the salary structure of Tynwald Members’ pay are
warranted then this will have undoubtedly caused the committee to first consider if a
contract of employment exists for Tynwald Members. As a matter of best practice, the
committee should proceed as if there were a contract in place. In my research I have
been able to clearly establish that a contract does exist as will be discussed below and
evidenced. Furthermore a contract of trust has clearly been established - the duty to
maintain mutual trust and confidence by an employer - this is the most commonly relied
upon implied term of any contract and is often cited by employees who claim to have
been constructively dismissed. The employer – in this case the Tynwald Emoluments
Committee - acting as an employer by way of inviting Tynwald to approve any
recommendations, as they are suggesting, or changes to Members’ terms and
conditions – must not conduct themselves in a way that is likely to destroy or damage
the relationship with the employee. (see below references and definitions)

3

In consideration of the Tynwald Members’ expenses element of their salary and the
conversations surrounding that, outside of the main Tynwald debates as above there is a
possible majority opinion, certainly among those MHKs I canvassed, that the expenses
element be rolled up into the salary element of Tynwald pay (for all Members), and that
tax be paid on the new total amount. The non-taxable element applied to the expenses
component is a hangover from the past. Members canvassed viewed the new proposal
as the most sensible, fair and pragmatic solution to the non-taxable pay element. It also
rids the debate of the expenses element which has generated many column inches in
Isle of Man Newspapers of late.
In keeping with the spirit of the above Tynwald resolution with which the committee is
charged, in particular that any changes should be within the current ‘Tynwald Pay
Budget’ - that is to say no increase in the total Tynwald pay budget - if we adopt this
approach, with which I concur and see as the best, fairest, proportionate and viable
option, there would be one potential problem, but one which can be easily remedied.
This method would see an increase in Tynwald Members’ pension payments – the
expenses element of Tynwald pay currently is not pensionable but if rolled up in the
main salary element it would become pensionable. This would cause an increase in
‘employee’ and ‘employer’ contributions having the knock-on effect of increasing the
‘Tynwald Salary Cost Envelope’. In short, Tynwald Members would be enjoying
enhanced pensions with the result in an increased cost burden for tax payers.
There are two ways to counter this.
A

Some sort of ‘pay offset arrangement’ where by whatever the increase in
benefits via increased pensions is likely to be for each individual, then a
Tynwald Member’s salary would have to have a deduction applied to it as
the offset for the increases in pension benefit and associated increased
contribution costs from the ‘employer’. Having looked at this in some detail
it is clear to me that this would be a hugely complicated process and not
viable for a variety of reasons, not least because individual Tynwald
Members’ pension contributions and benefits would have to be calculated.

However:
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B

A pensions disregard could easily be applied to the expenses element taken
at the point of amalgamation of the two salary components. This is an easy
payroll exercise implemented throughout government where certain
allowances are not pensionable, I cite overtime payments as one example
where a disregard is applied. This would avoid any possible increase to
pension contributions by ‘employee’ and ‘employer’ by the expenses
amount being rolled up, thus keeping the new amalgamated pay structure
within the current Tynwald Pay Cost Envelope. It would also ensure that
Tynwald Members were not in receipt of any enhancement as a result.

Upon enquiring into this matter with the PSPA and government payroll it appears
that this ‘disregard’ approach would be straightforward to adopt via the government
payroll division by applying a formula (electronically) to Tynwald Members’ pay (as
they already do in other areas) – to set the amount of disregard for monthly
pension contribution purposes. This would ensure that Tynwald Members and ‘the
employer’ were only paying the contributions that would have been applied to the
main salary element of the old structure rather than including the expenses element
that would be rolled up into the new structure.

This would then neatly resolve the potential problem of increased pension benefits
and tax payer expense. It would also serve to eliminate the perception that Tynwald
Members were allowing themselves an enhanced pension benefit or increase.

As I understand it, applying a disregard is not difficult; it has already been done in
other areas of pay, by way of applying a formula to Tynwald Members’ pay which
can be adjusted to allow for yearly pay increases via the Civil Service Pay Spine to
which Tynwald Members’ salaries are linked. This formula could then take into
account an annual increase in the element of the new amalgamated salary that
would equate to the old ‘expenses element’ or whatever increase was applied to
Tynwald Members’ pay at whatever point in time, importantly ensuring that the
correct amount of ‘Pension Contribution Disregard’ was being applied at all times in
the future.
The principle of applying pension contributions disregard is already a well
established practice and easy to implement for all salaries.
4

If the committee is considering changes to rates of pay, then it is entering into what is
classed as ‘variations to an employee’s terms and conditions’ or ‘variations to contract’.
If this matter arises in any employment situation laws governing employment, equality
legislation and industrial relations best practice advice and protocols come in to play and
must be taken in to account. This, in turn, should prompt careful examination into how
any ‘variances’ and associated issues are to be progressed, if at all. The committee itself
should adopt this approach as a matter of following best practice.

5

It is very clear from the evidence and research supplied by the second Clerk of Tynwald
by - ‘History of Members’ pay and salaries’ through various Hansard reports of debates,
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reviews and other reports such as the CPA undertook in 1999 that the expenses element
of Tynwald Members’ salaries was instituted as a salary not as an exception for
constituency issues – that is very clearly made in the previous debates referenced by our
Clerk.
6

In conjunction with this assessment, IOM employment law, legal and professional
advice, equality legislation, best employment practice, IOM Industrial Relations Service
advice and benchmarking with at least the IOM Government Civil Service terms and
conditions including its guidelines and handbook which Tynwald Members’ pay is linked
to – must be considered if any changes are to be contemplated and recommendations
made. Importantly, these guidelines and principles must be referenced in any
recommendation. This ensures any decision or recommendation is fully evidence based,
measured, fair, proportionate and observes best practice. Crucially, though, any
recommendations must be consistent with Tynwald established policy decisions, many
of which are based upon the above and always observed by Tynwald.

7

Furthermore, Tynwald and its committees always base any decisions on the law of the
land, legal and professional advice, precedents, benchmarking, clear evidence and best
practice: decisions which are always rooted in fairness and proportionality. Conflicts of
interests and personal beliefs are usually addressed and should not form part of the
decision-making process and evidenced as such. Decisions are made openly,
transparently and impartially. Of note though, is that Tynwald has voted upon existing
employment legislation, the Equality Act and approved best practice via policy
resolutions. This is best employment practice that should be adopted, thereby
ensuring that Tynwald follows what it has approved – and importantly – that its
committees are also seen to have had due regard to the laws of the land.
It is noted, however, that there are certain exemptions from the Equality Act, such
as political offices, but this is to do with the selection of membership of committees
not an exemption from any ‘legally compelling aspect’ in relation to this committee’s
current work. However, as the Equality Act is now ‘the law of the land’ and
promotes general anti-discriminatory legislation, including employment fairness, the
committee must have due regard to this, especially to aspects of employment
specifically outlined in the Protected Characteristics of this Act. Tynwald has also
firmly rooted its self in a parliamentary resolution which established The Tynwald
Code of Conduct, the principles of which are highly pertinent to the discussions
within this paper.

The Tynwald Code of Conduct states –
i. Members have a duty to uphold the law, including the general law
against discrimination. Duties of Members at part III of the code.
ii. Objectivity, accountability and openness. General principles of conduct
at part IV of the code.
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These points in the Tynwald Code of Conduct which are applicable to all Tynwald
Members tie the committee to the standards of the code. In particular reference to my
point – i, above which obviously obliges Tynwald Members and de facto the committee
to ‘uphold the law including the general law against discrimination’: which means that
Tynwald Members have a duty to observe the Equality Act – via the Tynwald Code of
Conduct. This ultimately ensures that Tynwald Members are acting within the standards
of the code and what is expected by Tynwald and respect the ‘law of the land.’ To do
otherwise would be a contravention of the Tynwald Code of Conduct and the Equality
Act. Legislative Council Members have the same rights as other Members of Tynwald
and to have those rights upheld and protected. Relevant piece of the Tynwald Code of
Conduct at – iii, 5 – page 34 of this document
8

It is long established practice - and with good reason in the interests of fairness, equality
and recognition of the role and responsibilities of Tynwald Members - that Tynwald
Members are treated equally and fairly. Establishing a differential endorses the principle
of unfairness, inequality and that somehow the role of the Legislative Council is inferior
and has a set of diminished responsibilities. Yet this is patently untrue as demonstrated
by Lisvane who evidenced the importance of the role of the Legislative Council and its
functions. It is, indeed, the main reason for the resounding Tynwald support of one of
the Functions of Tynwald Committee’s recommendations in highly valuing the role and
functions of the Legislative Council (recommendation 2 – Job Role – November 2017
Debate). A potential move to monetarily diminish the Legislative Council such as this is
clearly an act of discrimination, .

9

There has been no change as a consequence of any motion to Tynwald in relation to
what work an MLC performs. MLCs are still working to the same sets of functions and
levels of responsibility that they were before any ‘Lisvane debate’ and their remit has
not been reduced. So, the pay elements in force currently are applicable and
appropriate. All Tynwald Members have very similar and/or the same sets of functions
and levels of responsibilities

10 An arbitrary cut in salary for some Tynwald Members would slice through one of the
main policy decisions of the current Tynwald motion (and also through the best practice
principles and aspects of the Equality Act) in considering the recommendation on
Tynwald Members’ pay (Functions of Tynwald Committee recommendation) – that being
• The salary and benefits must be sufficient to allow anyone to be able to serve in
Tynwald
This again is critical and must be taken into account by the committee – as this wording
obviously also refers to current serving Members and the impact any changes would
have on them. In other words, would any possible proposals for a ‘deduction to salary’
have such an impact on a current serving Member that it could prevent them from
continuing to serve? That could be the effect, forcing an otherwise committed Member
to leave and seek employment elsewhere, denying them the opportunity to serve the
electorate or community. This requires very, very careful consideration.
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11 Protection of terms and conditions. In many areas of employment, and in the case of
nearly all, if not all, IOM government employees, if there are to be any changes to an
employee or group of employees’ terms and conditions, especially pay, then there are
safeguards built into their contracts. The committee must take into account areas of
IOM Government employment, and indeed elsewhere, where it is established practice to
apply ‘protections’ such as the IOM Civil Service to which Tynwald Members’ pay is
linked – ‘Ten years + 4 rule’ (10 years’ protection). I also cite the ongoing negotiations
and consultation with the work force of the MUA. Staff from the amalgamated Water
Board and MEA are working towards harmonising contracts of employment with special
attention being paid to any detriment to staff and protections being applied. This is
being done according to industrial relations best practice.
12 Also, of note are the changes to Tynwald pensions where Members were allowed
protections, as were government employees, to their pensions, albeit at a cost, but
nonetheless the principle of protection has been established for Tynwald Members’
terms and conditions. It must also be noted that Civil Service terms and conditions are
usually drawn to Tynwald’s attention when considering employment issues and policies
by way of comparator and best practice.

Part 3 - Recommendations
Recommendations – Set 1

1

As a matter of urgency to consult with Members of the Legislative Council.

2

That the Committee acknowledge that the best way forward in the first instance
dealing with issues regarding the Tynwald Members expenses element of their salary
and the fairest, pragmatic way is to roll up the expenses element into the main salary
component of pay. This is unquestionably the right and first option that should be
considered and for a ‘pensions disregard’ to be applied to the new
amalgamated
salary which will counter any perceived enhanced benefits or increased costs.

3

Recognises that it has no specific mandate from Tynwald, or Members (via amendment)
to recommend that the Legislative Council should be paid any less than House of Keys
Members, or have a pay differential imposed upon them (as evidenced by reviewing
Hansards of all of the debates). And that there is no change to the working practices of
the Legislative Council, therefore no evidence in this regard to support a pay reduction.

4

That the current Tynwald Members’ pay as amended by my recommendations is a fair
and proportionate structure for our jurisdiction. It treats all Tynwald Members equally,
does not discriminate, recognises the level of responsibility Members have and the
functions they perform. Its administration is easy, straightforward to achieve and
uncomplicated. It is open and transparent:
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o

o

o

o

o

Pay and enhancement levels for various additional roles and
responsibilities should remain the same, but can be adjusted to
reflect ‘the Lisvane Scrutiny Roles’ should a Tynwald Member wish
to be on only one of these committees;
Ostensibly, the committee should be looking at NO devaluation of
any Member’s pay, rather if there are to be any changes to pay
these recommendations should reflect a re-structuring of pay
enhancements that is fair for all Tynwald Members as per Lisvane’s
points;
Legislative Council roles have not changed in function or levels of
responsibility. Quite the contrary, the Legislative Council’s
functions and responsibilities have been fully recognised and
endorsed by Tynwald;
There seems to be a view that the role and functions of the
Legislative Council has somehow changed, or in the light of the
‘Lisvane / Functions of Tynwald that there has been a diminutions
of its responsibilities. I can’t see this, and, in fact, the role and
functions of the Legislative Council have not diminished in any way
I can assess. In addition, it should be noted that MLCs put many,
many hours into their duties;
An MLCs duties might be different to an MHKs but that does not
mean that they are any less, less responsibility or any less work
performed

5

That the committee have regard to due process, existing Tynwald policy and legislation,
best employment practice in general, employment law, the Equality Act, industrial
relations advice and above all the Tynwald Code of Conduct. In observing this, the
committee must act as if there were a contract of employment in place and observe
associated established HR protocols.

6

That the committee take careful note of Tynwald approved policies and legislation on
employment issues, the Equality Act, IOM Employment Act and the terms and conditions
of the IOM Civil Service. And that it make special reference to the apparent
recommendation it is considering, namely that the Legislative Council should be
remunerated less than Members of the House of Keys holding equivalent offices. If so,
that is promoting inequality, conflict, discrimination of a minority group and has the
potential to have a major impact on the ‘independent scrutiny role’ to which Tynwald
attaches great importance.

7

The committee acknowledge Tynwald Members have a contract of employment in the
form of an implied contract and, de facto, are employed persons and therefore, at the
very least, should enjoy all the same rights of employment as anyone else and are
entitled to have those rights observed. The same laws and principles adopted by Tynwald
apply equally to all Tynwald Members.

8

That the committee acknowledge that they should be working impartially, fairly and
observing the laws, policy and best practice as approved and followed by Tynwald.
i the committee must consult with appropriately experienced CPA officials
11
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ii the committee must consult with government HR on best practice and examine the
Civil Service pay and conditions
9

That it is the committee’s duty to uphold the rights of all Tynwald Members and ensure
that they are treated equally, fairly and in accordance with the Tynwald Code of Conduct
and approved principles of Tynwald.

10 That the committee must acknowledge that the expenses element of Tynwald pay was
not, and never has been, ‘for constituency work’ – it being introduced as the first regular
salary payment (as clearly demonstrated by the research paper concerning the expenses
element – 2009 consultation paper for all Members of Tynwald).
11 That the committee recognise that the negative perception, held by some, of the
expenses element of Tynwald Members’ pay – is just that – a perception, and personal
view of some Members. The 2009 consultation document, reproduced in the reference
section of this document, clearly sets out what the expenses element was actually paid
for: salary. The committee must emphasise this and that it was paid to all Tynwald
Members as a matter of fairness and in recognition of their roles and levels of
responsibilities in any report to be laid before Tynwald. In addition, the committee must
reproduce this 2009 report as an annex to any report to be laid before Tynwald.
12 That the committee must act impartially, especially in following the guiding principles of
the Tynwald Resolution and the Tynwald Code of Conduct, cited at the reference section
of this paper and principles above at a, ii – objectivity, openness and accountability.
13 That the committee publish an interim report containing the above points and principle
recommendation that the expenses element of the Tynwald salary and the basic salary be
rolled up and a pensions disregard applied. In recognising that Tynwald Members should be
paying tax on all of their salary it will have to acknowledge that there should be a
transitionary period and question whether there can be a way of introducing this on a ‘no
gain – no loss’ basis. This complies with the committee’s remit to report to Tynwald.
o

o
o

o

The committee has received no formal mandate from Tynwald to examine
‘differentials of pay’ or look at reducing Legislative Council Members’ pay,
therefore Tynwald is not expecting it to report on this matter. Legco’s role has not
changed in regard to a diminution of its responsibilities, duties, or work streams
The committee has, ostensibly, done its job and fulfilled its remit to a large extent
as it has examined Tynwald pay structure and is reporting with recommendations
It could be stated in any committee report that it intends at some point to look at
Tynwald salaries and to come back to Tynwald in the future with a further
assessment of/or findings from an independent pay review, as recommended by
Lisvane and in support of Mr. Hooper’s unanimous Tynwald resolution which
directed that an independent review be undertaken
The original ‘Lisvane Recommendation’ that proposes the setting up of scrutiny
committees has changed considerably after Tynwald approved that Legislative
Council Members can serve on government departments – therefore a
recommendation from the Lisvane report that a scrutiny committee should attract
a departmental uplift and that chairpersons should benefit from a ‘ministerial
12
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o

o

enhancement’ needs to be reworked in the light of point 3. (Lisvane recommended
that Legislative Council Members should not serve on government departments.)
A Tynwald Member serving on any Tynwald standing committee deemed to be
‘scrutiny’ but not on a department should be in receipt of the ‘Lisvane uplift’. This
will cost no more as the COT budget is designed to account for every Member
serving on a department – which is in keeping with the Tynwald resolution.
 An uplift that is less than this undervalues the importance of the
scrutiny role, as pointed out by Lisvane and by the Functions of
Tynwald Committee during previous debates, unless there is a way
to reward being a Member of a scrutiny committee and being a
departmental Member where overall pay is not increased
That Tynwald Members’ pay should continue pro tem, until we have an
independent review, to be linked with the current Civil Service pay spine. Any
deviation from this established process will add unnecessary complications to
what is a fair pay mechanism

So the Emoluments Committee could come back to Tynwald with an extensive suite of
recommendations and demonstrate that it has indeed followed its remit: That the Tynwald
Emoluments committee should establish a review to examine and report on the emoluments of
Members of the House of Keys and Legislative Council, including all pay and allowances, with
recommendations for a structure for salary and any related payments.
The structure of the salary element being fully addressed by way of:









The committee will have examined Tynwald Members’ pay;
The committee will have examined the ‘taxable pay issue’ and offered a solution, which is
what most Members are in favour of;
Recommending a ‘rollup’ of the basic and expenses element – completely changing the
structure of pay;
In coming to its conclusions, the committee will be able to demonstrate that it has taken
into account and benchmarked any best practice and non-discriminatory proposals;
Recommending a pension disregard be applied in future to all Tynwald Members’ pay;
Recommending that, for now, Tynwald pay is pegged to the current Civil Service pay spine
point, but indicate that this could change depending on the outcome of an independent pay
review;
That an independent pay review may be warranted.
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Part 4 - Background
In May 2015 Mr. Chris Thomas MHK moved a motion which was amended and ultimately approved
by a combined vote of Tynwald in June 2015 which stated ( including the approved amendment) –
That Tynwald is of the opinion that the Isle of Man Government should establish an independent
review using its powers under the Inquiries (Evidence) Act 2003 to examine the functioning of the
Branches of Tynwald and to consider options for reform.
This set the scene for the ‘Lisvane Review’ and its attendant scope and parameters. Lord Lisvane was
formally engaged to conduct the review on the 26th of April 2016.
There were terms of reference for this review:





Examine the functions of the Branches of Tynwald
Assess their efficacy
Consider the scrutiny structure required by the parliament
Recommend options for reform

Lord Lisvane made several critical observations at the culmination of his review:




Judged by international parliamentary standards, the Branches of Tynwald make up a
parliament that is generally in good shape. He noted many strengths;
He asserts that Tynwald should maintain two separate Branches and comments on ‘the
great strengths’ of such a system;
He does not recommend specific pay differentials between the branches of Tynwald. Rather
he recognises the absolute importance of a second chamber and the scrutiny role it plays in
several areas of his report and indeed within his recommendations. He is concerned with the
impartiality of the parliamentary scrutiny role and that this must be preserved and
enhanced. To that end he made some very specific points on pay structure (not pay cuts);
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He went on to make recommendations regarding scrutiny committees and a pay structure
for them. Lisvane would have, without a shadow of a doubt, made recommendations
concerning pay differentials if he thought they were justified during his review. He does not.
This is important for the committee to bear in mind, as Lisvane is obviously recognising the
important functions of the Legislative Council: its current levels of responsibility not a
diminution of them

Critically, Tynwald voted to accept these principals via the recommendations contained within the
reports and recommendations from the duly formed Functions of Tynwald Committee which was
tasked to examine the Lisvane proposals in more detail. Notably, there was no recommendation or
amendment proposing a salary cut, including the expenses element payment for the Legislative
Council during any of the debates or sub debates on recommendations or amendments to
recommendations.

These are important, established current principles agreed by Tynwald that the committee will have
to work with.

This committee will have due regard to - The Payment of Members’ Expenses Act (IOM) 1989 as
amended, which clearly lays out and defines (a) that Tynwald Members will be paid a yearly salary
during their election period (b) clearly sets out an expenses salary element and what that should be
(c) what a Tynwald Member’s basic pay should be, any departmental enhancements, other role
enhancements such as a ministerial enhancement. Rates and uplifts being prescribed by order. This
has been so for decades. It also links Tynwald basic pay to a certain ‘Civil Service spine point’ thereby
ensuring that if there are any yearly uplifts in Civil Service pay then Tynwald Members’ salaries
increase, this being an implied term of contract. Being attached to this pay mechanism has the
important advantage of ensuring that political Members are not debating and voting upon their own
pay scales and keeps the matter separated and impartial: in turn avoiding adverse criticism.

The expenses element does increase but it is increased “by the average percentage increase
applied to the salaries of officers in the General Service Classes of the Civil Service” – see SD 156/98,
Article 2(2):
http://www.tynwald.org.im/memoff/remall/Documents/1998-SD-0156.PDF
Latterly Tynwald agreed to the February 2018 amended resolution that the Tynwald Standing
Committee on Emoluments should take on the review of Tynwald Members’ salaries. The
committee’s remit and Tynwald instruction is clearly laid out in this resolution as above.

Part 5 - The Existence of a Contract of Employment
Every Tynwald Member when applying for election to either branch of Tynwald has also signed up
to and, in so doing, agrees to the salary arrangement as outlined in the POME Act as above, the
latter having been in place for decades making it a clearly established practice. It is what each
elected Member is expecting, is legally entitled to and rightly continues to expect to continue over
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the years of any elected period and beyond, also if they are intending to progress a career in politics
and apply for re-election, as is the case with any employee contemplating a long-term employment
commitment. This establishes a contract of trust between employee and employer, recognised in
legal and industrial relations terms.

The point of expectation is especially relevant at the time of a Member’s first election. It is fair and
reasonable to be assured of what a Tynwald Member’s level of remuneration should be, a key factor
in determining whether the individual will choose to pursue a long-term political career.

A newly elected Member of Tynwald will have made life- changing decisions to enter politics and will
have planned accordingly, some having taken into account what ‘the Tynwald salary’ is including the
expenses element via POME. The individual will also be fully cognisant of the Tynwald pension
scheme. These factors are critically important if someone is planning a career change to enter
politics. They will weigh up if the pay (in its entire package) is commensurate with what they have
been used to outside of Tynwald and will measure the pension scheme against any current scheme
they may be paying into and will consider any potential finance sacrifice.

This is what each and every potential Tynwald Member expects when standing for election and if
successful - taking their ‘Election Oaths’ and ‘Swearing in to Office’. Additionally, the Deemster
enters that Member’s name into the Liber Juramentorum, formally recording that that person has
attested to the oaths, accepted the position and become a Member of a Branch of Tynwald. In doing
so they accept the attendant conditions and these include salary and payment rights. The Deemster
also signs the Liber Juramentorum attesting that the new Member agrees to all terms and
conditions. It also follows that Members will receive their salary payable at the current rate.

All serving Tynwald Members and officers of Tynwald as well as the general public know (a) – that
Tynwald Members are paid a yearly salary (b) – what that salary is and (c) that there is an expenses
salary element attached to the Tynwald basic salary and its value. Furthermore, Members receiving
a monthly salary following election to the House of Keys or the Legislative Council clearly indicates a
contractual relationship.

It is also fair to argue that in the case of a newly elected Tynwald Member, especially one who has
given up a career elsewhere or been attracted ‘into post’ will justifiably expect such salaries and
expenses to continue to be paid over time, especially if they are planning a career in politics and
seeking re-election. Obviously, re-election is not a foregone conclusion, and that person will be fully
aware of that. Nonetheless there has been an implied condition of service, a certainty that these
scales will continue at the set rates, increasing by, most often, yearly uplifts, extending throughout
their time serving as a Member of Tynwald, all of which demonstrates that a political career in the
Isle of Man is affordable. For a Member of Tynwald, being elected and in receipt of a salary means
that a form of contract is in place. Not a written contract but an implied contract and implied
acceptance of terms and conditions.
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Of note, we should take into consideration ‘Custom and Practice’ which is also a forceful argument
in employment law when proving an element of any contract, successfully proven in many court
applications on behalf of employees. This process and salary arrangements including Tynwald
Member’s expenses have been in place for decades. This clearly illustrates that ‘Custom and
Practice’ is well established and reinforces the implied terms of a contract

In considering any changes to Tynwald Members’ salaries the committee should observe fairness,
equality, proportionality, best practice, Tynwald’s overarching policies and conduct any assessment
as if there were a contract in place.

Two other factors are important. One is mentioned in the research document provided by the
Second Clerk – Hansard Reports which indicate that by virtue of paying tax and national insurance on
Tynwald salaries (NI on the expenses element) Tynwald Members are legally classed as employed
persons, which indicates a form of contract or implied contract exists. This is a direct quote from
one of the Hansard reports referenced in the time line of ‘History of Members’ expenses’ – not a
quote from the Clerk.

The second is ‘the Legislative Council job description’ which was approved by Tynwald through
further recommendations by the Functioning of Tynwald Committee. By virtue of recognising the
existence of an official job description it follows that there is a job and employment, de facto
implying terms and conditions and a contract of some sort.

Tynwald Members’ Contract of Employment and Terms and Conditions of Employment – legal
existence / implied existence
I cite the reference material I have pulled together below – both legal and best practice guidelines
issued by the Manx Industrial Relations Service and ACAS. This documentation is very clear about
what is meant by Implied Terms and Conditions, terms and conditions implied through Custom and
Practice, Contract and Employment Law. These reference documents measured against the above
opening paragraphs clearly evidence that some sort of contract does exist for Tynwald Members and
that which exists is an implied contract built around custom and practice, all recognised and serving
as compelling factors in employment law. This is implicit regarding basic pay and the expenses
element which is enshrined in the POME Act.

Tynwald Members’ basic pay is also connected via the IOM Government relevant Civil Service pay
spine. This gives weight to the observance of Civil Service terms and conditions when examining
those of Tynwald Members, not just in respect of pay but observance of best practice when any
employment matters are under consideration. Civil Service terms and conditions are often
benchmarked by Tynwald when considering other bodies of the public service sector as well as
general employment law.
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Therefore, I think these (Civil Service) terms and conditions are highly significant for this paper when
discussing any variations to Tynwald Members’ salary. I would contend that Civil Servants’ terms and
conditions of employment and those of Tynwald Members are interlinked. This must be taken into
account if there are to be any considerations of changes in Tynwald Members’ terms and conditions
of employment. Additionally the points raised below by employment experts should also be taken
into consideration.

The above observations are reinforced by the professional advice in the documents laid out below
from legal experts and employment specialists such as ACAS.

Part 6 - The Tynwald Decision-Making Process
Tynwald has always strived to ensure:





















Fairness
Balance
Proportionality
Equality
Not to disadvantage
Not to marginalise or partition
Opt for best practice at all times
Evidenced-based decisions
Promote opportunity
Counter discrimination in all of its forms
The use of benchmarking, which includes the use of acceptable standards and other
relevant policies, points of law and international law
Ensure fair and appropriate comparisons have been drawn in any decision-making process
Any conflicts of interests have been recognised and addressed in any decision-making
process
Due diligence has been carried out in all decision -making processes
The law of the land has been upheld
Taking into account professional advice
Parallels are drawn from relevant policies, agreements, protocols and contractual
arrangements
Effects - positive and negative - any decision may have
Mitigation of any negative effects
Applies the principles of the Tynwald Code of Conduct

The above points reinforce the importance of this Tynwald committee taking the best practice route,
especially when considering any changes to Tynwald Members’ terms and conditions of
employment. It is this committee’s duty to uphold the rights and interests of all Tynwald Members in
a fair and proportionate manner. All these factors must compel the committee to take advice from
the government HR section and abide by the above principles. In addition, the principles of
employment protocols set out in this document clearly indicate that these factors must be
embedded within any decision-making process that could alter the terms and conditions of any
18
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employment. I fail to see how any divergence from these principles can be justified. It also goes
against established practices and principles of the Tynwald decision-making process.

It would therefore be eminently prudent for the committee to follow the best practice route as
Tynwald has always done.

It would also be appropriate for the committee to follow the precedents and protocols set by
Tynwald. The committee’s decision-making process should be informed, benchmarked, and above
all follow these protocols and laws to determine any subsequent recommendations regarding any
variations to Tynwald Members’ pay and conditions which may be proposed. Similarly should the
committee indicate no change is required.
Employer Trust relationship
The duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence.
This is the most commonly relied-upon implied term (of contract), often cited by employees who
claim to have been constructively dismissed. The employer must not conduct themselves in a way
that is likely to destroy or damage the relationship with the employee (referenced from
documentation below). This also applies to what is being considered here.

Part 7 - The Effects of ‘Possible Down-Grading’ on Legislative Council Members
Overview
As has been stated in Part One of this document the Lisvane Report is silent on the matter of
restructuring the salaries of the Legislative Council to become less than those of the House of Keys.
It also makes little or no reference to the expenses element of Tynwald Members’ salaries or
whether all Tynwald Members should be in receipt of the same sum. This issue will not have escaped
Lisvane’s attention.

As far as I can recall from attending the many Tynwald debates on the Lisvane Report itself and
reviewing other reports and recommendations from the Functioning of Tynwald Committee and the
Hansard reports of all those debates I see no robust majority representation made in relation to
Tynwald Members’ expenses or reference to restructuring the Legislative Council salary so that it is
less than that of the House of Keys. Nor are there any amendments during these debates brought
forward by Members who are sufficiently concerned to highlight the point of Tynwald Members’
expenses and question who should be in receipt of this pay element. We only see commentary by a
handful of Members at the last ‘Functions’ debate in February 2018. The one exception to this being
Mr. Cannan who makes reference to this throughout, but not as a main argument in any of his
debating points, nor does he move any amendment to cause due consideration of a pay differential.

19
71

What has been highlighted by a majority of Tynwald – Members, especially those who sit in the
House of Keys, and by Lord Lisvane and the Functions of Tynwald Committee was the importance of
the Legislative Council, its role and functions. These were fundamental points endorsed by a large
Tynwald voting majority on recommendations put forward by the Functions of Tynwald Committee.
We have, therefore, full endorsement by Tynwald of the Legislative Council, its job description and
recognition of its importance.

Regarding Legislative Council pay structure, Lisvane was pointing at removing the Legislative Council
Members from serving in government departments and, instead, focusing their roles within scrutiny
committees while ensuring that these roles attracted a responsibility allowance from the ‘old
departmental role’ and that chairpersons of such committees would be entitled to a ministerial
element to their pay. It is absolutely clear by virtue of these pay enhancement recommendations
that he was not wishing to undermine the role of the Legislative Council in any way. He was
acknowledging the importance of the Legislative Council per se and the principle that it was just as
important as Keys but in different ways and cautioned that it should not be downgraded in any way.
In other words, he was ensuring that should his recommendations be followed Members of the
Legislative Council would not be financially disadvantaged. He was also ensuring that the levels of
responsibilities were not diminished.

These are fundamentally important principles for the committee to consider in conjunction with the
principles highlighted in the first part of this document. Undermining the role of the Legislative
Council will only serve as a divisive measure, ultimately affecting its ability to operate in the true
spirit of the newly created job description as overwhelmingly approved by Tynwald. A move such as
this will undoubtedly cause Members of the Legislative Council to be concerned about their ability
to operate truly independently and free to examine and test government policy to the fullest extent
as envisaged by Lisvane and the Functions of Tynwald Committee. It may very well have an impact
on the impartiality of the scrutiny role of the Legislative Council.

I point this out as Members of the Legislative Council may very well be wary - and with just cause - if
such a recommendation comes in to force as they may be inclined to reduce their scrutiny function
for fear of causing a ‘Keys / government backlash.’ This could lead to a subservient subcommittee of
the House of Keys. I make this observation in all seriousness; it is not a slight on the committee.
Obviously, this flies in the face of all the principles above and what has been agreed by Tynwald. Of
special note is that reducing Tynwald Members’ pay forms no part of the committee’s remit, nor is
the matter raised to any extent by Members in any Tynwald debate. There is no amendment during
any of the debates in question that this should be an issue. Tynwald Members, bar a handful, are
relatively silent on this matter. If it were of such importance it would have been formally
incorporated into the committee’s mandate via an amendment or indeed a Functions of Tynwald
Committee recommendation. So where does this idea emanate from?

Reducing the salaries and expenses of the Legislative Council or any combination thereof is in reality
a downgrading exercise which will only serve to undermine the principles of the Legislative Council
and pledge to accord fairness to all Tynwald Members. The whole essence of Tynwald pay (and I
include expenses here – which was the original salary) was that it was fair and did not make a
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distinction between any Member or branch. A measure obviously done in the interests of fairness,
equality and to rid the branches of any tensions or potential conflict. This is a measure which
recognised the similar levels of responsibilities for all Members. Lisvane emphasises the good
working relationship between Keys and the Legislative Council, and that the work of Tynwald was, in
the main, conducted non-confrontationally to achieve consensus.

The reasoning which ensured all Tynwald Members received the same monetary entitlement also
recognised that Legislative Council Members do incur ‘expenses of work’ which, in some cases, are
different from those of MHKs.
Expenses incurred by the author include the following: (Please note this is not an exhaustive list).








Clothing, suits, shirts, clothing hire
Public engagements, donations
Computers and software: one work office-based PC with appropriate software – Windows
10, Word 360, Dragon Speak Pro. Dictation. Home laptop for work purposes with associated
software and anti-virus / malware. Upgrades when required, new PCs over the years when
required, purchased at considerable expense
The services of professional editors when required, especially for important documents and
consultation documentation – which attract commensurate fees
Use of own car and petrol when required – in work activities – including ‘off-site meetings’,
out-of-hours meetings, weekend meetings, evening and weekend engagements
Car parking fees

Potential Tynwald candidates for Keys and Legco will unquestionably have taken the ‘Tynwald Pay
Package’ in its totality into account when considering standing for election. This was a main
consideration when I was deliberating ‘going for election.’ Yes, I was very interested in politics, but I
also had a family to consider and mortgage to service. Being the main bread winner meant I had to
ensure a political career would be financially viable. To this end I have always considered the
expenses element as part of my salary or ‘bottom line.’ I entered Tynwald from a career in the
Health Service which was a huge change. Political ambitions and a wish to contribute to our
community aside, I had to be sure I could I afford to switch to a career in politics. This dilemma has
to be in the back of every candidate or prospective candidate’s mind. The whole reasoning behind
offering full-time Tynwald salaries commensurate with their responsibilities, including expenses,
was to attract full-time Members (Mr. Hooper makes this point during the ‘Function of Tynwald
Debates’).
In short, an unrealistic level of remuneration can only but serve as a deterrent to any aspiring
Member of Tynwald.

Nevertheless: if we are really intent on promoting diversification in Tynwald; if we want to attract
Members from diverse backgrounds who are representative of our community; if we want to ensure
that serving as a Member of Tynwald is seen to be a full-time job; and if we want to reassure
aspiring candidates that they will be adequately remunerated should they choose a career in Manx
politics…are we really looking in the right direction?
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Part 8 – The Way Forward
Recommendations – Set 2
1

2

3

4

Any independent pay review could also be charged to look at other parliaments’ pay
structures and how their different chambers are paid. The review would then be
better informed to deliberate on what might be the best pay solution for Tynwald.
A scrutiny committee role should attract an enhancement, as Lisvane suggests;
committee chairperson positions should attract the same enhancement as a Minister 50%; other committee members’ enhancements as set out in the Functions of Tynwald
debate, the same rate as departmental members.
It will have to be decided if a member of a scrutiny committee can also serve as a
departmental member; if so, I would suggest only ‘one enhancement’ should be
payable under these circumstances. That said, Tynwald has already resolved that
Legislative Council Members can serve on departments
That due to the above conflicts, especially in relation to the fact that the committee
appears to be discussing possible recommendations that are directly in contradiction
of the will of Tynwald, the committee resolve to establish a completely independent
review of Tynwald Members’ pay, in accordance with Mr. Hooper’s motion on an
independent review of Members’ pay which was unanimously approved by Tynwald in
December 2018 and recommended by Lisvane. The ‘Hooper Resolution’ has not been
rescinded

Part 9 – The Reference Section
Drawn upon to inform the main paper
In researching employment issues, best employment practice, employment contracts, employment
law and industrial relations advice I have reproduced the following information and articles for
reference and inclusion in my paper. I have spent an inordinate amount of time researching these
matters, but best advice and legal advice all distil down to what I have illustrated below. There are
virtually no variances in whatever documentation I reviewed.

Employment Terms and Conditions - Protection – Isle of Man
The situation with many employers and certainly most, if not all, of IOM government is that a set of
jointly agreed employment terms and condition protections have been applied to staff contracts
through the terms and conditions of various staff groupings and employment agreements and
handbooks which are cited in an employee’s contract. This is protection offered to employees in
contract who are fulfilling roles which are deemed by management/the organisation to be:
redundant; require a reduced pay allowance to be applied; require changes to terms and conditions
which adversely affect that employee; seek to change the employee’s contract.
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Best employment practice recognises the negative effects changes to employment terms and
conditions can cause, in turn determining the introduction of pan-government ‘protections’ being
applied to various staff, employee groups and individuals’ terms and conditions of service
agreements. This is in the event it is considered a requirement to change terms and conditions.
These protections have been negotiated with the staff sides.

The key reasoning behind this jointly agreed (government/private sector/unions) principle is that it
recognises:
















The importance of the employee/employer contractual arrangements that exist based on
trust and that the contract of employment will remain unchanged and that it is a lawful
document, based on any employment legislation in force
Fairness
The negative impact any such changes may have on the employee concerned
That mitigating any such effects is a far more desirable, pragmatic solution, by way of pay
protections and offering a fair transition period, thereby minimising negative aspects, rather
than a unilateral and arbitrary decision with associated negative consequences
It is far better for the organisation, employment practice and recruitment and retention of
staff
The negative impact any changes may have on that employee; for example if they are the
only or main breadwinner in their household
The effects on an employee’s long-term career and retirement planning
The length of service, service record, loyal service
The possible negative effects on an employee’s pension
The real possibility of ‘Breach of Contract’ – and possible subsequent employment tribunal
or legal challenge, either individually or collectively through union representation
Offering compensation measures by way of protections to offset any negative effects
changes would cause to that employee and to their terms and conditions and contract of
employment; recognising the worth of the current contract and that it is based on trust and
that the terms and conditions were accepted on the understanding there would usually be
no change
That compensatory measures are a way of negotiated agreement by the organisation to gain
changes deemed necessary, all the while recognising the effects those changes might have
on its employees and to ensure change be implemented through negotiation rather than
confrontation by offering compensatory measures

Examples of good employment practice within the Isle of Man
Isle of Man Civil Service - Civil Service Handbook - C5 – Personal protection (10+4 Rule)
Where the duties of a whole grade disappear and are merged with a lower grade, civil servants on
the higher (obsolete) grade will be afforded personal protection under the provisions of the
agreement which provides for the restructuring of the scales.
If, following a review of the grading of the duties of any post, it is found that the post should be
regraded and this results in a lower salary maximum, then personal protection will be afforded to
the existing post holder under the 'Personal Protection - 10 + 4' rule taken from the date that the
regrading comes into effect.
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This rule provides that a civil servant may retain the existing salary scale/spine points at the time of
the regrading for the obsolete grade, enhanced by future general pay increases, for a maximum
period of 10 years from the date of the restructuring of the obsolete grade. Normal incremental
progression during this period will apply. Thereafter, pay identity with the pay of the lower grade
will be achieved over a period of 4 years by progressively reducing in equal instalments the pay lead
of the obsolete scale maximum over the maximum of the lower grade at the end of the 10th year so
that it merges with the lower scale maximum. Any pay lead remaining after the 14th anniversary of
the introduction of the lower grade will be held on a mark-time basis until the next pay award. An
example of the Personal Protection - 10+4 rule can be found in the Public Services Commission Civil
Service Regulations Handbook.

Isle of Man NHS - In MPTC (NHS) the protection length is 5 years to any changes to terms and
conditions and pay
Varying an Employee’s Terms and Conditions
Advice by IOM Industrial Relations Services Any changes to terms and conditions of employment should be made through discussions,
negotiations and ultimately with the agreement of employees or through a collective agreement.

ACAS - Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service UK
Guidelines set out by ACAS in varying an employee’s terms and conditions http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/k/s/Varying-a-contract-of-employment-Acas-leaflet.pdf
Relevant points –
How can contracts be varied?
● An existing contract of employment can be varied only with the agreement of both parties.
Changes may be agreed on an individual basis or through a collective agreement (ie: agreement
between employer and employee or their representatives (trade unions or workforce
representatives).


Can I impose a contract unilaterally? If you impose a new contract unilaterally you will be in
breach of contract and your employees may well:
o make legal claims against the company for constructive dismissal if the breach is
fundamental and significant
o claim damages for breach of contract at a civil court
o claim at an employment tribunal for unlawful deduction from wages if the change
affects their pay

Custom and Practice
Custom and Practice – IN Brief Legal Advisors, UK
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(InBrief - In Brief is a growing legal resource providing information on the laws of England and
Wales. It contains articles on a variety of legal issues, written in layman’s terms by our team of
writers. They have extensive legal knowledge and experience in their particular area of the law and
provide high quality information on the wide range of topics we cover.)
When does a custom become an implied term of contract?
Terms implied by custom
There may be certain terms that are customary to a particular trade profession or locality. If the
contract falls within one of these categories and certain customary terms have not been expressly
stated then they may be implied (Hutton v Warren (1836)).
https://www.inbrief.co.uk/contract-law/implied-contract-terms/

Guardian newspaper article – Varying an Employee’s Terms and Conditions
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/changing-an-employees-contract-is-a-risky-business1309728.html
Relevant point The employer's ability to effect the desired changes depends to a large extent on the strength of his
bargaining position. Every employer should, however, be aware of the potential dangers of changing
an employee's terms of employment without consultation and agreement.
The courts have established that unilateral reductions in an employee's pay, even to a small extent,
amount to a serious breach of contract. Changes in a contract, such as the loss of a car, a reduction
in salary or a suspension of employer's pension contributions, are also likely to constitute a serious
breach of contract, the consequences of which could be very expensive for the employer.

Implied Contract of Employment or Implied Terms – Rocket Lawyer, UK
(Rocket Lawyer UK, Millie Johnson Legal Editor)
Legal Definition –
Implied terms of employment contract
Not every term of an employment contract is expressly written down. Employment contracts will
sometimes need contractual terms to be implied into them to make them workable and fill gaps
where nothing was agreed between the employer and employee. Read this guide to make sure you
understand implied terms and the obligations imposed on you even when it isn't in writing.
What is an implied term?
Implied terms are terms of the employment contract that are not necessarily set out in writing or
were agreed orally, but will nevertheless form part of the agreement between the employer and
employee. No matter how well drafted the contract of employment is, there will still be implied
terms and it is important to know what obligations and duties these impose.
Legal tests for implied terms
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As implied terms are not clearly written anywhere, implied contractual terms will only be implied if
they meet certain criteria. These are:


'Business efficacy' test - This is where a term is implied in order to make the contract
workable. An example of this is the 'duty of mutual trust and confidence', as without this
implied term, the contract of employment can't work.



'Officious bystander' test - If a term is so obvious or assumed it will be implied into the
contract. For example, an implied term that the employee will not steal from the employer is
an obvious term that it doesn't need to be expressly written down.



Custom and practice - A term can be implied into the contract by virtue of the custom and
practice at the workplace or within the industry. An example of this could be where a
business closes for a trade holiday and gives staff paid holiday.



Terms implied by statute - Some legislation will automatically give employees minimum
rights that the employer can't negotiate. If the contract of employment attempts to lower or
doesn't expressly give these rights, legislation will automatically imply them into the
contract. An example of this is the employee's right to a statutory minimum notice period or
equal pay clauses.

Some important implied terms
The duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence
This is the most commonly relied upon implied term and is often cited by employees who claim to
have been constructively dismissed. The employer must not conduct themselves in a way that is
likely to destroy or damage the relationship with the employee. Examples of this include physical or
verbal abuse, sexual harassment and/or imposing unfair conditions. Although it applies to the
employee as well, it is typically relied upon by the employee as employers are more likely to rely on
express terms in the contract.

The duty of fidelity
This term requires the employee to faithfully serve the employer and must not act against the
interests of the employer. This only applies during employment and does not carry on after
termination of the employment contract. Examples of this include carrying on a business in direct
competition with the employer or misuse of the employer's customer database. Post-employment
restrictions must be expressly written down in the contract of employment to be binding on the
employee after they have left.
The duty to pay
This implied term is usually set out as an express term. However, if the contract does not expressly
say or it doesn't give the correct pay, then legislation will imply a term that the worker is entitled to
reasonable remuneration or minimum wage for the work they provide.
The duty to take reasonable care for the employee's health and safety
This duty states that the employer must ensure that the employee's physical and mental health is
taken care of during employment. This also includes a duty to provide a safe and reasonable working
environment.
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The duty to take reasonable care in giving references
An employer is not obliged to provide a reference. However, if a reference is given, there is an
implied term stating that the employer will exercise reasonable care in providing the reference. An
individual who loses out on a job because of a careless reference from a current or former employer
can recover damages for a breach of this implied term.
Express terms vs Implied terms
It is usually the express terms that override any implied terms. As the contract of employment is
personal between the employer and employee, it is unusual for terms to be implied unless necessary
from the above legal tests.
However, there are certain situations where an implied term will override any express term. An
express term which gives an employer a particular discretion (eg bonus payments), must not be
exercised irrationally or unfairly. An implied term will be imposed which restricts or qualifies such an
express term.
Terms implied by legislation (eg minimum wage, statutory minimum notice period) will always
override any express term that seeks to provide lower, or none at all, than what is set by law.
Written contract of employment
It's better to have a written contract of employment with express terms. It'll help set out clearly the
duties and obligations the employee and employer can expect from the employment relationship.
However, there is an extensive list of implied terms that don't necessarily need to be stated for it to
apply and won't always be written down in the contract.
https://www.rocketlawyer.co.uk/article/implied-terms-of-employment-contract.rl
(Rocket Lawyer is an online legal technology company founded by Charley Moore and based in San
Francisco, California. Rocket Lawyer provides individuals and small to medium-sized businesses with
online legal services—including incorporation, estate plans, legal health diagnostics, and legal
document review. The site also provides a network of attorneys that consumers and small
businesses can consult with on legal issues through its On Call service. It now has offices in the UK
and Europe.)

Implied terms
Extract – ACAS Employment Information – ‘There’s more to a contract than words on a page’
But there may be many other kinds of terms in an employment relationship that have not been spelt
out in this contractual relationship.
Firstly, there are terms that are taken for granted because they are too obvious to mention, known
as 'implied terms'.
Implied terms usually involve a faithful and trustful relationship between employee and employer.
For example, it is an implied term that an employee does not embezzle company funds.
Some implied terms might be assumed as necessary for the contract to work, such as a driver having
the correct driving licence to carry out the job.
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And others can become established over time through custom and practice, even without an explicit
agreement, such as a family firm traditionally closing early on Christmas Eve.
It's not always clear when a custom becomes a contractual term - and sometimes this can only be
determined by an employment tribunal.
(The Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service (Acas) is a UK, Crown non-departmental public
body of the Government of the United Kingdom. Its purpose is to improve organisations and working
life through the promotion and facilitation of strong industrial relations practice.)
http://www.acas.org.uk/index.aspx?articleid=5513

The Employment Contract – Invest Northern Ireland
(nibusinessinfo.co.uk, a free service offered by Invest Northern Ireland, is the official online channel
for business advice and guidance in Northern Ireland.)
Implied terms of an employment contract
As well as the oral and/or written terms you actually agree with your employee, an employment
contract can also include implied terms.
Implied terms include:


your duty to provide a secure, safe and healthy environment for the employee



the employee's duty of honesty and loyal service



an implied duty of mutual trust and confidence between you and the employee



a term too obvious to need stating, eg that your employee will not steal from you and that
you will pay the employee reasonable wages for the work you have employed them to do



any terms that are necessary to make the contract workable, eg that someone employed as
a driver will have a valid driving licence

Some terms and conditions may become implied because you have consistently done something
over a significant period, eg made enhanced redundancy payments to redundant employees. This is
known as custom and practice. See what a contract of employment (link quoted) is for further
information on terms through customs and practice.
https://www.nibusinessinfo.co.uk/content/implied-terms-employment-contract

Types of contractual provision – In Brief Legal Services
Contractual terms can be:
express – these are terms explicitly agreed between the employer and employee, whether in writing
or orally. They may be incorporated into the employment contract through the written statement of
terms and conditions, the letter of appointment or oral agreements between the parties;
implied – these terms may have not been expressly stated but are assumed to exist by both parties,
are necessary to make the contract workable, or are adopted because of the nature of the customs
and practices of the business or industry involved;
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https://www.inbrief.co.uk/employees/changing-employment-terms/

Custom and Practice – In Brief Legal Services
When does a custom become an implied term of contract?
Terms implied by custom
There may be certain terms that are customary to a particular trade profession or locality. If the
contract falls within one of these categories and certain customary terms have not been expressly
stated then they may be implied (Hutton v Warren (1836)).
https://www.inbrief.co.uk/contract-law/implied-contract-terms/

Implied terms in the employment contract – Farrer and Co., Legal Services – Alice Cave, Senior
Associate
The possibility of “implied” terms, which are not set out in a written (or even oral) contract but
which are still contractually binding on the parties, is one that can cause concern to employers and
HR professionals. In this article, I set out in overview the law on implied terms, followed by a
discussion of some key implied terms in the employment contract.
What is an implied term?
An implied term is one which is not set out expressly in the contract, but which arises because of the
circumstances in which the contract is entered into. In practice, all employment contracts —
however comprehensively drafted — will have some implied terms, and I set out below some key
common implied terms in employment contracts. Typically, implied terms are relied upon by the
employee rather than the employer, but they can also be helpful to employers in some
circumstances.

The legal tests for implied terms. A term will only be implied into an employment contract if a court
decides that the intention of the parties at the time the contract was entered into must have been
that the clause be included. In order to do so, one of the following tests must be satisfied.
o

Business efficacy: where a term is necessary to give a contract business efficacy (eg a
term requiring an area sales manager supplied with a company car to hold a valid
driver's licence).

o

Custom and practice: where it is the normal custom and practice to include a
particular term in such contracts such that it is “reasonable, notorious and certain”
that it will be followed — the phrase comes from case law and “notorious” is used
neutrally, as in “well known” — and there is a sense of legal obligation to do so (eg a
term entitling employees to payment of a bonus which has been paid every year for
many years and which is well known to employees).

o

Officious bystander: the proposed term is so obvious that it goes without saying such
that, had an officious bystander suggested to the parties that it be included in the
contract, they would have said “Oh of course” (eg a term that an employer will not,
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without good reason, dismiss an employee if this would prevent him or her from
benefiting from a permanent health insurance scheme).
o

Conduct after the contract is made: the way in which the contract has been
performed demonstrates an intention to include the term (eg a term allowing an
employer to demote an employee, where that employee has been demoted in
similar circumstances on previous occasions and has not suggested that the
employer had no right to do so).

o

Characteristic terms: these are implied by law because they are a necessary part of a
particular type of contract (eg a term that an employee will service his employer
with good faith and fidelity).

o

Terms implied by statute: (eg a term setting out a minimum notice period on
termination of employment).

The relationship between express and implied terms. Generally, an implied term cannot override an
express contractual term. However, in some cases the courts have implied a term which does so, eg:


an implied term that restricts or qualifies an express term giving an employer a particular
discretion (eg a discretion to award a bonus based on individual performance must not be
exercised perversely or irrationally)



an implied term that relates to something that the parties must have overlooked when
drafting the contract (eg the implied clause mentioned above which prevents dismissal
without cause of an employee benefiting under a permanent health insurance scheme).

An express “entire agreement” clause (stating that the express contract sets out all the terms agreed
between the parties) may stop other terms being implied into the contract. However, it has been
suggested that this will only apply to terms that would otherwise be implied by custom and practice.

Where a term is implied by statute, the statute will usually state explicitly that the prescribed term
will override any conflicting express term. For example, even if an employment contract states that
an employee will be entitled to one month's notice regardless of his or her length of employment,
s.86 of the Employment Rights Act 1996 provides that this contract will be varied once he or she has
five years' service, to give him or her a week's notice per year of service (capped at 12 weeks).

Some important implied terms. The duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence. The duty to
maintain mutual trust and confidence is probably the most commonly relied upon implied term, and
is often cited by employees who claim to have been constructively dismissed. It implies a duty on the
part of an employer not, “without reasonable and proper cause”, to “conduct itself in a manner
calculated or likely to destroy or seriously damage the relationship of trust and confidence between
the parties” (Courtaulds Northern Textiles Limited v Andrew [1979] IRLR 84, EAT).

It is important to note that the duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence is not a duty to act
reasonably. Rather, it is a duty to act rationally and not so perversely as to constitute a manner in
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which no reasonable employer would act. No malice is necessary (although this may well be helpful
in showing that the implied duty has been breached), and an honest mistake can result in the duty
being breached.

The duty to maintain trust and confidence is often relied upon in the context of bonus disputes. In
such disputes, the wording of the express bonus clause (if there is one) is key as this forms a
“contractual straitjacket” in which an employer must exercise its discretion in a way which does not
destroy mutual trust and confidence by being irrational or perverse. For example, in Clark v Nomura
International plc [2000] IRLR 766, the relevant express clause stated that there was a “discretionary
bonus scheme which is not guaranteed in any way and is dependent upon individual performance”.
The court found that this meant that the employer was required to base the bonus on individual
performance and not on other factors such as the overall performance of the business. However,
there was a further implied requirement that it exercise discretion in a way that was rational. In
Midland Bank plc v McCann EAT/1041/97 the bonus clause stated that the bonus was intended to
attract, motivate and retain managers, and the EAT found that the employer was not acting
irrationally in not awarding a bonus to a manager who was shortly to leave its employment.

While the duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence is, in theory, binding on both employer and
employee, it has typically been relied upon by employees, as an employer who is trying to identify a
contractual term that has been breached is more likely to be in a position to rely upon an express
term (as employers typically dictate the content of the employment contract) or another implied
obligation on the employee such as the duty of fidelity. However, there are cases in which the
employee's breach of the implied duty to maintain mutual trust and confidence has been found to
justify dismissal, eg in the case of an employee who provided a reference for a former colleague on a
false basis. However, employers should be fairly cautious in seeking to rely on a breach of this
implied duty in seeking to terminate an employee's employment and should ensure that the
employee's misconduct is serious enough to be held to have undermined trust and confidence.

The duty of fidelity. A term requiring the employee faithfully to serve the employer is implied into all
employment contracts and means that an employee may not act against the interests of the
employer. It is particularly relevant if the employee is contemplating leaving the employer and
working for a competitor or setting up a competing business.

The duty may also be breached in circumstances where an employee derives undisclosed profits
from the employer's business or misuses the employer's property (eg by borrowing money without
permission).

The duty to provide work. While there is generally no duty for an employer to provide work for its
employees, such an obligation does arise if the employee must be allowed to work to maintain his or
her skills or public profile. Traditionally, this was found to apply predominantly in the field of the
performing arts, but more recently it has been identified in other, highly-skilled sectors, eg in
William Hill Ltd v Tucker [1998] IRLR 313 where, in the absence of an express garden leave clause,
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the employer was in found to be in breach of the duty to provide work by placing a senior dealer
working in spread betting on garden leave, even though he suffered no financial loss as a result.

The duty may also arise if the employee is deprived the opportunity to earn if he or she is not
provided with work, eg if his or her pay includes commission.
Giving references. There is no general implied duty for an employer to provide a reference for either
a current or a former employee. However, if an employer does decide to provide a reference, it must
exercise reasonable care and skill in doing so to ensure the accuracy of any facts that are contained
in it. This implied duty exists even if the employment has ended. An individual who loses out on a job
because of a careless reference from a current or ex employer can recover damages for a breach of
this implied term if he or she can show that he or she has lost a reasonable chance of employment
and therefore sustained financial loss.

This article was first published in Croner in July 2014
(Farrer & Co is a British independent law firm headquartered in London, England, serving private
individuals, charitable institutions and corporations. They have, over their more than three hundred
years of operation, acted for many of the Kings and Queens of England and later Great Britain and
the United Kingdom, including Queen Elizabeth II, as well as many leading public figures. The firm
operates in three major practice areas; businesses, individuals & families, and charities &
institutions.)
https://www.farrer.co.uk/news-and-insights/blogs/implied-terms-in-the-employment-contract/#

Explanatory and Research Papers prepared / Sourced by the 2nd Clerk of Tynwald
(which the Committee Members should have)
Paper 1 the

Timeline of motions placed to Tynwald in connection with the ‘Lisvane Report’ to
Final ‘Functions of Tynwald Committee Report. 2015 – 2018 including Hansard

Report
References
Functioning of
Tynwald Lisvane and Committee Time Line.docx

Paper 2 what

Tynwald motions, amendments and what the current Tynwald motion directing
the Emoluments Committee is –

In summary, there have been three resolutions relating to this topic: October 2017,
December 2017 and February 2018.
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In October 2017, Mr Hooper’s motion was carried. This resolution asked the Select
Committee to make recommendations for the terms of reference for a review of all Tynwald
Members’ pay.
In December 2017, Recommendation 7 of the Select Committee’s Second Report was carried.
This identified four principles (sufficiency, diversity, scrutiny and cost-neutrality) to be
observed in any review of LegCo Members’ pay.
In February 2018, Recommendation 3 of the Select Committee’s Third Report was carried in
an amended form. The resultant resolution asked the Emoluments Committee to establish a
review of pay for all Tynwald Members, having regard to the four principles previously
identified in relation to LegCo, plus a fifth principle – that of maintaining a link to the civil
service.
The position as of today is that:
The October 2017 resolution arising from Mr Hooper’s motion is “spent”. The only effect of
this resolution was to refer certain matters to the Select Committee. The Select Committee
has since reported on those matters, and on other matters, and has gone out of existence.
The December 2017 resolution still stands as a declaratory resolution. It may still be taken as
the will of Tynwald that the four principles espoused in that resolution should be observed “in
any review of LegCo Members’ pay”. This would include any review undertaken in response
to the February 2018 resolution.
The February 2018 resolution is the one on which the Emoluments Committee is now
working, because it is the only one which actually mentions the Emoluments Committee. It
goes further than the December 2017 resolution but remains consistent with it, because it
embodies the same four principles but adds a fifth principle and also extends to the House of
Keys. (assessment by the 2nd Clerk of Tynwald)

Paper 3 -

Research into the ‘Tynwald Expenses’ element and relevant Hansard Report Extracts
and reference points
Tynwald Expenses
History and Time Line Paper Word.docx

Paper 4 –

Comparisons with other parliaments and pay structures

Parliamentary Pay
Different Parliaments.docx

The Lisvane Report – June 2016 – independent review into the Functioning of Tynwald -
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https://www.gov.im/media/1352029/review-of-the-functioning-of-tynwald-gd-2016-0047.pdf

Tynwald Code of Conduct – Taken from the Tynwald Standards Committee Report and
subsequently approved by Tynwald from a Lisvane Recommendation. Lord Lisvane recommended
that:
…Tynwald introduces a single formal Code of Conduct for its Members as soon as possible. This
should be a free-standing document rather than various Standing Order provisions. In producing a
draft for Tynwald’s approval, the Standards and Members’ Interests Committee will be able to
draw upon a number of examples in other jurisdictions, which should speed up the process.

The code is replicated below -

I.

ANNEX I: A DRAFT CODE OF CONDUCT FOR MEMBERS OF TYNWALD
The Code of Conduct for Members of Tynwald
I. Purpose of the Code
1. The purpose of this Code of Conduct is to assist all Members in the discharge of their
obligations to Tynwald or its Branches, their constituents and the public at large by:

(a)

establishing the standards and principles of conduct expected of all Members in
undertaking their duties;
(b) setting the rules of conduct which underpin these standards and principles and to
which all Members must adhere; and in so doing

(c)

ensuring public confidence in the standards expected of all Members and in the
commitment of Tynwald or its Branches to upholding these rules.

II. Scope of the Code

2.

The Code applies to Members in all aspects of their public life. It does not seek to regulate
what Members do in their purely private and personal lives.

3.

The obligations set out in this Code are complementary to those which apply to all Members
by virtue of the procedural and other rules of Tynwald or its Branches and the rulings of the Chair,
and to those which apply to Members falling within the scope of the Ministerial Code.
III. Duties of Members

4.

By virtue of the oath, or affirmation, of allegiance taken by all Members when they are
elected to Tynwald, Members have a duty to be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty
the Queen, her heirs and successors, according to law.

5.

Members have a duty to uphold the law, including the general law against discrimination.
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6.

Members have a general duty to act in the interests of the nation as a whole; and a special
duty to their constituents.

7.

Members should act on all occasions in accordance with the public trust placed in them.
They should always behave with probity and integrity, including in their use of public resources.

IV. General Principles of Conduct
8. In carrying out their parliamentary and public duties, Members will be expected to observe the
following general principles of conduct identified by the Committee on Standards in Public Life in
its First Report as applying to holders of public office. These principles will be taken into account
when considering the investigation and determination of any allegations of breaches of the rules
of conduct in Part V of the Code.
Selflessness
Holders of public office should take decisions solely in terms of the public interest. They
should not do so in order to gain financial or other material benefits for themselves, their
family, or their friends.

Integrity
Holders of public office should not place themselves under any financial or other obligation
to outside individuals or organizations that might influence them in the performance of
their official duties.
Objectivity
In carrying out public business, including making public appointments, awarding contracts,
or recommending individuals for rewards and benefits, holders of public office should make
choices on merit.
Accountability
Holders of public office are accountable for their decisions and actions to the public and
must submit themselves to whatever scrutiny is appropriate to their office.
Openness
Holders of public office should be as open as possible about all the decisions and actions
that they take. They should give reasons for their decisions and restrict information only
when the wider public interest clearly demands.
Honesty
Holders of public office have a duty to declare any private interests relating to their public
duties and to take steps to resolve any conflicts arising in a way that protects the public
interest.
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Leadership
Holders of public office should promote and support these principles by leadership and
example."
V. Rules of Conduct

9.

Members are expected to observe the Standing Orders, rules and associated Resolutions of
Tynwald or its Branches.

10. Members shall base their conduct on a consideration of the public interest, avoid conflict
between personal interest and the public interest and resolve any conflict between the two, at
once, and in favour of the public interest.

11. No Member shall act as a paid advocate in any proceeding of Tynwald or its Branches.
12. The acceptance by a Member of a bribe to influence his or her conduct as a Member,
including any fee, compensation or reward in connection with the promotion of, or opposition to,
any Bill, Motion, or other matter submitted, or intended to be submitted to Tynwald or its
Branches, or to any Committee of Tynwald or its Branches, is contrary to the law of Parliament.

13. Members shall fulfil conscientiously the requirements of Tynwald or its Branches in respect
of the registration of interests in the Register of Members' Interests. They shall always be open
and frank in drawing attention to any relevant interest in any proceeding of Tynwald or its
Branches or Committees, and in any communications with Ministers, Members, public officials or
public office holders.

14. Information which Members receive in confidence in the course of their public duties should
be used only in connection with those duties. Such information must never be used for the
purpose of financial gain.

15. Members are personally responsible and accountable for ensuring that their use of any
expenses, allowances, facilities and services provided from the public purse is in accordance with
the rules laid down on these matters. Members shall ensure that their use of public resources is
always in support of their public duties. It should not confer any undue personal or financial
benefit on themselves or anyone else, or confer undue advantage on a political organisation.

16. Members shall never undertake any action which would cause significant damage to the
reputation and integrity of Tynwald or its Branches as a whole, or of its Members generally.
VI. Upholding the Code

17. The application of this Code shall be a matter for Tynwald or its Branches, and particularly
for the Tynwald Committee on Members’ Standards & Interests.

18. The Tynwald Committee on Members’ Standards & Interests may investigate a specific
matter relating to a Member's adherence to the rules of conduct under the Code. Members shall
cooperate, at all stages, with any such investigation. No Member shall lobby a member of the
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Committee in a manner calculated or intended to influence its consideration of an alleged breach
of this Code.

19. The Committee will consider any relevant matter and may report its conclusions and
recommendations to the appropriate Chamber. The Tynwald and the Branches may impose a
sanction on the Member where it is considered necessary.

20. The President of Tynwald shall ensure that Members continue to receive guidance on the
Code of Conduct.

Legislative Council Job Description – Approved in Tynwald – December 2017



Members of Legislative Council are a fundamental part of Tynwald. They also play an active role in
Government of the Island; they may be called on to take roles in Government or in Tynwald.



Members of Legislative Council are an important resource, supporting the publicly elected Members
of the House of Keys in their Governmental and parliamentary roles. They provide a distinct and
influential voice in political life on the Island, based on an understanding and experience of Island life.



Members of Legislative Council take part in debates and votes in Legislative Council and Tynwald, so
an ability to express ideas in a public forum is necessary.



Members of Legislative Council promote, examine and scrutinise legislation, so an ability to read
legislation in detail is necessary (but tuition is provided).



Members of Legislative Council scrutinise Government in Legislative Council, Tynwald and
Committees in debate and through questions and motions.



Members of Legislative Council provide advocacy for individual members of the public.
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Members of Legislative Council exercise a consultative role in the course of which they improve lines
of communication between Departments.



Members of Legislative Council take part in the roles of Government and Tynwald by assisting with
maintaining links with interest groups on and off-Island.
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ANNEX 4C: TWO DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED BY LAWRIE HOOPER MHK
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TYNWALD CHAMBER AND INFORMATION SERVICE

POLITICAL ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES - PAY
TYNWALD MEMBERS’ PAY
All Tynwald Members Remuneration and Allowances are outlined on the Tynwald website:
http://www.tynwald.org.im/memoff/remall/
With effect from 1 April 2017
Basic Salary

41,346.50

Annual sum for expenses

7,012.64

Uplifts for additional roles
Chief Minister
80%
President of Tynwald
50%
Speaker of the House of Keys
60%
Minister
50%
Member of the Treasury
40%
Member of a Department (or Departments) other than the Treasury
Chairman of the Public Service Commission
40%
Chairman of the Planning Committee
10%
Chairman of the Isle of Man Post Office
10%
Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority
10%
Chairman of the Isle of Man Office of Fair Trading
10%

30%

This information has been used to create the following:
Member

Base
Salary

Allinson MHK

41,346.50

Ashford MHK
August-Hanson MLC

41,346.50
41,346.50

Baker MHK

41,346.50

Beecroft MHK
Bettison MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50

research@tynwald.org.im

Annual
Sum for
Expenses

Role

Uplift for
additional
roles

Base
Salary plus
uplift

Total

7012.64 Member
plus Chair
MUA
7012.64 Minister
7012.64 Member

40%

57885.10

64897.74

50%
30%

62019.75
53750.45

69032.39
60763.09

7012.64 Member
plus Chair
Planning
7012.64 7012.64 Member

40%

57885.10

64897.74

0%
30%

41346.50
53750.45

48359.14
60763.09
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Boot MHK
Caine MHK
Callister MHK
Cannan MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

Minister
Member
Member
Treasury
Minister

50%
30%
30%
50%

62019.75
53750.45
53750.45
62019.75

69032.39
60763.09
60763.09
69032.39

Corlett MHK
Cregeen MHK
Cretney MLC
Crookall MLC
Edge MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50

30%
30%
30%
30%
40%

53750.45
53750.45
53750.45
53750.45
57885.10

60763.09
60763.09
60763.09
60763.09
64897.74

Harmer MHK
Henderson MLC

41,346.50
41,346.50

7012.64 Member
7012.64 Minister
7012.64 Member
7012.64 Member
7012.64 Member
plus
IOMPO
Chair
7012.64 Minister
7012.64 Treasury
member

50%
40%

62019.75
57885.10

69032.39
64897.74

Maska (Hendy) MLC

41,346.50

7012.64

Member

30%

53750.45

60763.09

Hooper MHK
Lord-Brennan MLC
Malarkey MHK
Moorhouse MHK
Peake MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50

7012.64 Member
7012.64 Member
7012.64 Minister
7012.64 Member
7012.64 Treasury
Member

30%
30%
50%
30%
40%

53750.45
53750.45
62019.75
53750.45
57885.10

60763.09
60763.09
69032.39
60763.09
64897.74

Perkins MHK

41,346.50

40%

57885.10

64897.74

Poole-Wilson MLC
Quayle MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50

7012.64 Member
plus IOM
OFT Chair
7012.64 7012.64 Chief Min

0%
80%

41346.50
74423.70

48359.14
81436.34

Robertshaw MHK
Sharpe MLC
Shimmins MHK
Skelly MHK
Thomas MHK

41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50
41,346.50

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

Member
Member
Minister
Minister

0%
30%
40%
50%
50%

41346.50
53750.45
57885.10
62019.75
62019.75

48359.14
60763.09
64897.74
69032.39
69032.39

President

41,346.50

7012.64

President

50%

62019.75

69032.39

Watterson SHK

41,346.50

7012.64

Speaker

60%

66154.40

73167.04

It should be noted that different arrangements apply to the Lord Bishop of Sodor and Man and HM Attorney
General.
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Member

Annual Sum

Standard plus
uplift

Uplift

Member
Allinson MHK
Ashford MHK

Standard plus
Annual Sum
uplift
64897.74
7012.64
57885.10 Member
69032.39
7012.64
62019.75 Minister

August-Hanson MLC
Baker MHK
Beecroft MHK
Bettison MHK
Boot MHK
Caine MHK
Callister MHK

60763.09
64897.74
48359.14
60763.09
69032.39
60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

53750.45
57885.10
41346.50
53750.45
62019.75
53750.45
53750.45

Cannan MHK
Corlett MHK
Cregeen MHK
Cretney MLC
Crookall MLC

69032.39
60763.09
60763.09
60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

62019.75
53750.45
53750.45
53750.45
53750.45

Edge MHK
Harmer MHK

64897.74
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64

40%
50%

Henderson MLC

64897.74

7012.64

57885.10 IOMPO Chair
62019.75 Minister
Treasury
57885.10 member

Maska (Hendy) MLC
Hooper MHK

60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64

53750.45 Member
53750.45 Member

30%
30%

Lord-Brennan MLC
Malarkey MHK

60763.09
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64

53750.45 Member
62019.75 Minister

30%
50%

Moorhouse MHK

60763.09

7012.64

30%

Peake MHK

64897.74

7012.64

53750.45 Member
Treasury
57885.10 Member

Perkins MHK

64897.74

7012.64

57885.10 IOM OFT Chair

40%

Poole-Wilson MLC

48359.14

7012.64

41346.50 -

Member
Member
Member
Minister
Member
Member
Treasury
Minister
Member
Minister
Member
Member

IOMG
IOMG
IOMG
Departmen Departmen Departmen IOMG
t
t
t
Department

Cabinet
Uplift Office
40% Member
50%

Infrastructure

IOMG
IOMG Boards and IOMG Boards and
Department Offices
Offices

Treasury

Gambling
Communications Supervision
Commission
Commission

IOMG Boards and
Offices

IOMG Boards and IOMG Boards and IOMG Boards and IOMG Boards
Offices
Offices
Offices
and Offices

IOM Financial
Services Authority

Manx Utilities
Authority
Chair

7012.64

74423.70 Chief Min

Robertshaw MHK
Sharpe MLC
Shimmins MHK
Skelly MHK
Thomas MHK

48359.14
60763.09
64897.74
69032.39
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

41346.50
53750.45
57885.10
62019.75
62019.75

0%
30%
40%
50%
50% Minister

President
Watterson SHK

69032.39
73167.04

7012.64
7012.64

62019.75 President
66154.40 Speaker

Public Sector
Public Services
Pensions Authority Commission

Member

IOMG Boards IOMG Boards and
and Offices
Offices

Manx National Isle of Man
Heritage
Post Office

IOMG Boards
and Offices

Road Transport
Licensing Committee Culture Vannin

Public
Appointments

Armed Forces
Champion

Public
Appointments

Arts Council

Children's
Champion

Equality
Champion

Planning
Committee

Public
Appointments

Public Appointments

War Pensions
Committee

2018 Year of Our
Island Political
Board

X

Member
Member

Public
Appointments

Public
Appointmen Public
ts
Appointments

Vice-Chair
X

Chair

Member

Minister
Member
Member

Trustee
Member

Member
Member

X

Member
Member
Member

Member
Member
Minister

Chair

Member
Member
Member

Vice-Chair

Chair

Member
Member

Vice Chair

Minister
Member

Chair
Member
Member

Member

Chair

0%

81436.34

Office of Fair
Trading

IOMG Boards
and Offices

Member

40%

Quayle MHK

Attorney-General
Lord Bishop

IOMG
Department

40%

Chief
80% Minister

Member
Member
Minister
Minister

Education,
Environment, Health
Sport and
Food and
and Social
Culture
Enterprise Agriculture
Care
Home Affairs
Member
Minister

30%
40%
0%
30%
50%
30%
30%
50%
30%
30%
30%
30%

IOMG
Departme IOMG
nt
Department

Member

Vice-Chair

X

Member

X
Member

Minister
Vice-Chair

50%
60%

Chair

Chair

X
X
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Member

Annual Sum

Standard plus
uplift

Member
Allinson MHK
Ashford MHK

Standard plus
Annual Sum
uplift
64897.74
7012.64
57885.10 Member
69032.39
7012.64
62019.75 Minister

August-Hanson MLC
Baker MHK
Beecroft MHK
Bettison MHK
Boot MHK
Caine MHK
Callister MHK

60763.09
64897.74
48359.14
60763.09
69032.39
60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

53750.45
57885.10
41346.50
53750.45
62019.75
53750.45
53750.45

Cannan MHK
Corlett MHK
Cregeen MHK
Cretney MLC
Crookall MLC

69032.39
60763.09
60763.09
60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

62019.75
53750.45
53750.45
53750.45
53750.45

Edge MHK
Harmer MHK

64897.74
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64

Henderson MLC

64897.74

7012.64

57885.10 IOMPO Chair
62019.75 Minister
Treasury
57885.10 member

Maska (Hendy) MLC
Hooper MHK

60763.09
60763.09

7012.64
7012.64

53750.45 Member
53750.45 Member

Lord-Brennan MLC
Malarkey MHK

60763.09
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64

53750.45 Member
62019.75 Minister

Moorhouse MHK

60763.09

7012.64

Peake MHK

64897.74

7012.64

53750.45 Member
Treasury
57885.10 Member

Perkins MHK

64897.74

7012.64

57885.10 IOM OFT Chair

Poole-Wilson MLC

48359.14

7012.64

41346.50 -

Quayle MHK

81436.34

7012.64

74423.70 Chief Min

Robertshaw MHK
Sharpe MLC
Shimmins MHK
Skelly MHK
Thomas MHK

48359.14
60763.09
64897.74
69032.39
69032.39

7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64
7012.64

41346.50
53750.45
57885.10
62019.75
62019.75

President
Watterson SHK

69032.39
73167.04

7012.64
7012.64

62019.75 President
66154.40 Speaker

Attorney-General
Lord Bishop

Standing
Committee
Constitutional
and Legal
Affairs and
Justice
Committee

Ecclesiastical
Committee

Standing
Committee

Standing
Committee

Standing
Committee
Environment
and
Economic
Infrastructure
Policy Review Emoluments Policy Review
Committee
Committee Committee
X

Member
Member
Member
Minister
Member
Member
Treasury
Minister
Member
Minister
Member
Member

Member
Member
Minister
Minister

Standing
Committee

Standing
Committee
House of Keys
Management
and Members'
Standards
Committee

Standing
Standing
Committee Committee

Standing
Standing
Committee Committee

Standing
Public
Social Affairs Orders of
Accounts
Policy Review the House
Committee Committee of Keys

X

Standing
Committe Standing
e
Committee

Standing
Tynwald
Orders of the Standing Ceremony
Legislative Orders of Arrangements
Council
Tynwald Committee

X

Standing
Committee

Tynwald
Honours
Committee

Standing
Committee

Tynwald
Management
Committee

X

Standing
Committee
Tynwald
Standards and
Members'
Interests
Committee

Select
Committee
Select
Committee on
Accommodation
for Vulnerable
Young People

Select
Committee

Select
Committee
on Poverty

Select
Committee
Select
Committee on
Public Service
Broadcasting
(2018)
Chair

Select
Committee

Council of
Ministers'
Working
Party

Select
Libraries
Committee on Working
Whistleblowing Party

IOM
Government
Committee

Council of
Ministers'
SubCommitt
ee

Preservation
of War
Memorials
Committee

Social Policy
and
Children’s
Committee Legislation

X

Council of
Ministers
Council of
SubCommitt Ministers
ee
SubCommittee

Council of
Ministers
SubComm
ittee

Environment National
and
Strategy
Infrastructure Group
X

Council of
Ministers
SubCommitte
e

Council
of
Ministe Chief Minister's
rs
Working Group

Regeneration Single
Steering
Legal
Group
Entity

X

National
Telecoms
Infrastructure
Working Group
X
X

Chief
Minister's
Working
Group

Zero Hours
Contracts
x
x

Chief
Minister's
Working
Group

Sub-group of
Sub-group of
National
National Strategy
Strategy Group Group

Manx Gas

International
Relations
European Union Coordination
Advisory Group Group

X
X

X
X

Chair

Alternative

X
X
X

X
X
Chair

X

X

X

Chair

X
Alternative

X

X
X

X

X

Chair

X

X

X

x

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

Chair
X

X

X
X

X

Chair

X

X

X

X

X

x

X
X

X

x

Alternative

X
X

X

X

X

X
Chair

X

X

X
X

X

Chair

x

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
Chair

Chair

Chair

Chair

Chair
X

Chair
X

X
Chair

X
Chair
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Chair

X
X

X
Chair

X

Chair

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

x

X
X

ANNEX 4D: SPREADSHEET SUBMITTED BY BILL SHIMMINS MHK

97

98

B
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Tynwald
Guernsey
Jersey
Wales
Scotland
Westminster
Average includes Tynwald
Average CDs & DPs incl Tynwald
Average all CDs
Average DPS
Weighted average 75% CDs/25% DPs incl TYN
Average all exludes Tynwald
Average CDs&DPS excl Tynwald
Weighted average 75% CDs/25% DPs excl TYN

C
Salary
43479
37629
46600
67649
63579
79468
56401
51787
42569
65614
48331
58985
53864
47990

D

E

99

F

G

H

B
Tynwald

D
Basic salary per annum
£43,479

House of Commons

£79,468

Scottish Parliament

£63,579
MSP with Dual Mandate:
£21,193

16

C
Parliament

17

E
Ministerial uplifts

F
Committee chairs

Minister of a Department: 50%
No Pariamentary
Chief Minister: 80%
Member Committee Chair pay
of the Treasury: 40%
increase.
Prime Minister:
Entitled £15,928
Salary= £79,286
Claimed
Salary=£75,440 Chancellor of
the Exchequer/Secretary of
State/Lord Chancellor:
Entitled Salary= £71,090 Claimed
Salary= £67,505 Minister of
State:
Entitled Salary=
£34,087 Claimed Salary= £31,680

18
First Minister:
No increase found
Annual Salary: 92,101
Total Salary: 155,680
Cabinet Secretary:
Annual Salary: 47,780
Total salary: 111,359
Minister:
Annual
salary: £29,931
Total
salary: £93,510
Lord
Advocate:
Annual
salary: £62,421
Total salary:
126,00

19

100

G
Presiding Officers
President: 50%
Speaker: 60%

H
Expense allowances
£7,403.60

London Area:
Speaker: £75,766 (This Accomodation costs=£22,920
is on top of salary as Office costs= £28,270
Staffing costs= £166,930
an MP).
Winding up costs=£57,150
Non-London Area:
Accomodation costs= £16,010
Office costs=£25,430
Staffing cost= £155,930
Both:
Associated accomodation costs=£5,270 Start
up supplement= £6,000
London
area living payment= £1,430
Additional
Lonon area living costs= £1,430
Accomodation uplift (MP's + dependants)=
£5,435
Travel and subsistence= No budget
Speaker: £47,780
Annual limit on entitlement to reimbursement
Deputy Speaker:
of overnight accommodation or leased
£29,931 (This is on top accommodation in Edinburgh: £14,800
of salary as an MSP). Annual limit on entitlement to reimbursement
of staff salary costs: £89,100
Annual limit on entitlement to reimbursement
of office costs for a constituency member:
£19,200
Annual limit on entitlement to
reimbursement of telecommunications costs:
£1,427
Annual limit on
entitlement to reimbursement of surgery
advertising costs: £1,881
Overnight Accommodation in UK (excluding
Greater London): £163.00 per night
Overnight accommodation in Greater London,
Brussels or Strasbourg: £190.00 per night
Overnight accommodation elsewhere outside
UK: As determined by the SPCB

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Welsh Assembly

£67,649

First Minister:
Annual salary: £80,334
Total salary: 147,983
Welsh
Minister:
Annual
salary: 38,052
Total
salary: £105,701
Counsel
Minister:
Annual salary:
£38,052
Total salary:
£105,701
Deputy
Minister:
Annual
salary: £22,197
Total salary: £89,846
Deputy Presiding Officer:
Annual salary: £22,197
Total salary: £89,846

Assmebly
Speaker:
Commissioners: Annual Annual salary: £43,338
salary: £13,741
Total salary: £110,987
Total salary: £81,390
Committee chairs
(Upper):
Annual salary: £13,741
Total salary: £81,390
Committee chairs
(Lower):
Annual salary: £9,154
Total salary: £76,803
Business committee
member:
Annual salary: £9,154
Total salary: £76,803

Office Cost Allowance: Maximum of £18,260
for office in constituency. Maximum of £4,912
for office facilities in Cardiff. Additional Costs
Allowance: Subject to Members’ Business
Support team. Travel Cost Allowance: Subject
to Members’ Business Support team.
Staffing Expenditure Allowance: Maximum of
£100,417.

States of Jersey

£46,600

No increase

States of Guernsey

£37,629
Alderney representative:
£12,288

Chief Minister: £50,902

Bailiff: £351,405
(unconfirmed)
Presidents of the
SALARY BAND
Principal Committees, £199,911 - £204,911

members no longer receive expense
allowances
members no longer receive expense
allowances

20
21

No increase

President of the
Scrutiny Management
Committee, President
of the States’ Assembly
& Constitution
Committee and
members of the Policy
& Resources
Committee: £50,837
President of the Policy
& Resources
Committee: £66,164

22

101

102

ANNEX 5: PUBLIC CONSULTATION PAPER (INCLUDES DESCRIPTION OF THE
PRESENT SYSTEM)
Tynwald, its Members, and what they do
1.

The High Court of Tynwald is the parliament of the Isle of Man. Tynwald is of Norse origin
and over a thousand years old. It is the oldest parliament in the world with an unbroken
existence.

2.

Tynwald Court has two Branches, the House of Keys and the Legislative Council. The House
of Keys has 24 Members, all directly elected by the people. The Legislative Council has 11
Members. Of these, eight are elected by the House of Keys while the other three (the
President of Tynwald, the Lord Bishop and HM Attorney General for the Isle of Man) sit ex
officio.

3.

The Branches sit separately on a weekly basis in Douglas to consider primary legislation.
They sit together as Tynwald Court monthly in Douglas, and annually at St John’s, for other
parliamentary purposes.

4.

Most Members of Tynwald hold additional offices, or roles, which carry further
responsibilities on top of attending sittings. Many of these come under one of two main
types: executive roles and scrutiny roles. Executive roles include Chief Minister,
Departmental Minister or Member, and membership of various public bodies such as the
Manx Utilities Authority or Culture Vannin. Scrutiny roles include membership of
parliamentary committees such as the Public Accounts Committee or a Select Committee on
a particular topic.

Review of emoluments by independent Panel
5.

The present arrangements for Tynwald Members’ emoluments are described at Annex 1.
The word “emoluments” is used because it is a broad term and includes all pay or salary,
allowances, expenses and benefits – in other words, the entire financial package which is
made available to a Tynwald Member.

6.

In February 2018, Tynwald resolved that the Emoluments Committee should establish a
review of the emoluments of Tynwald Members. In May 2019 an independent Panel was
appointed to undertake the review. Its members are Ian Cochrane (chair), Jennifer
Houghton and Sir Miles Walker.
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7.

The Panel has been asked produce a report with recommendations for a structure for salary
and any related payments. It is required to take account of certain principles in formulating
its recommendations. The Panel’s full terms of reference are at Annex 2.13

Consultation questions
8.

The Panel would like to know your views on the following four questions.
(Q1) What level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to allow anyone to be able
to serve in Tynwald and to attract a diverse collection of community members?
(Q2) How should Tynwald Members’ enhanced executive and scrutiny roles be
recognized?
(Q3) How should Members’ basic pay be linked to Civil Service salary levels?
(Q4) What other comments would you like to make about Tynwald Members’
emoluments?

How to respond
9.

The Panel would welcome written submissions by 31st August 2019. Submissions may be
made directly to the Panel using the contact details below, or through the Isle of Man
Government’s Consultation Hub.

10.

If there is any part of your submission which you do not wish to see published, please make
this clear.
Contact details for submissions by letter or email
[…]
Link to Government Consultation Hub for online submissions
https://consult.gov.im/

Panel Secretary
8th July 2019

13

Annex 2 to the public consultation paper is not reproduced in this Report. For the Panel’s full terms of
reference, see Annex 3 to this Report.
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Annex 1
Tynwald Members’ emoluments:
present arrangements

Number of Members and office holders
A1.

All of the arrangements under review apply to 33 Members, namely the President of
Tynwald, the eight elected Members of the Legislative Council and the 24 Members of the
House of Keys. The annual sum for expenses is also payable to the Bishop.

A2.

At any one time there is always one President of Tynwald, one Speaker of the House of Keys
and one Chief Minister. Primary legislation allows for a maximum of nine further Ministers
but it is up to the Chief Minister how many to appoint; the current number is eight.
Legislation allows for everyone else from the total group of 33 to be appointed a Member of
a Department. As at 19th June 2019 there were four who did not hold any such membership.

Basic salary
A3.

The basic salary is defined in secondary legislation as “the amount payable from time to
time in respect of the pay spine point that is mid way between the top spine point of the
Higher Executive Officer Grade and the top spine point of the Executive Officer Grade of the
Isle of Man Civil Service salary scale for those Grades”. This formula has been in place since
1997. It is calculated on the basis of the scales for civil servants appointed before 1 April
2016.

A4.

The basic salary is £43,479 per year (with effect from 1 April 2019).

Uplifts for different offices
A5.

Uplifts are payable for certain roles, as set out in the following table. In general, where a
Member holds two or more of these offices, the uplifts are not cumulative. However, a 10%
uplift can be added to a 30% uplift.
Chief Minister

80%

President of Tynwald

50%

Speaker of the House of Keys

60%

Minister

50%

Member of the Treasury

40%

Member of a Department other than the Treasury

30%

Chair of the Public Service Commission

10%

Chair of the Planning Committee

10%

Chair of the Isle of Man Post Office

10%
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Chair of the Manx Utilities Authority

10%

Chair of the Isle of Man Office of Fair Trading

10%

A6.

Members also fulfil a large number of roles which do not carry uplifts. These include
executive roles (such as membership of a Council of Ministers Subcommittee) and
parliamentary scrutiny roles (such as membership of a Policy Review Committee).

A7.

In January 2011 Tynwald resolved to establish a new system of permanent committees
which would undertake politically independent scrutiny of all areas of Government. The
new system came into operation after the General Election of September 2011. At that time
there were four such permanent scrutiny committees: the Public Accounts Committee, the
Economic Policy Review Committee, the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review
Committee and the Social Affairs Policy Review Committee. In October 2017 a Committee
on Constitutional and Legal Affairs and Justice was established which operates in a similar
way.

A8.

In May 2011 Tynwald approved an “in principle” recommendation by the Emoluments
Committee to make payments in relation to membership of the new scrutiny committees.
However, this “in principle” approval has not been implemented. The secondary legislation
which would have been necessary to give effect to it was rejected by Tynwald in July 2011.

Annual sum for expenses
A9.

The tax-free annual sum for expenses was defined 1998 as £3,906.63 per year, to be
“increased cumulatively each year by the average percentage increase applied to the
salaries of officers in the General Service Classes of the Civil Service”. Today it is £7,403.60
per year (with effect from 1 April 2019).

A10. The purpose of the annual sum for expenses is not set out in primary or secondary
legislation. It is paid on a monthly basis without the need to submit receipts. Although
exempt from income tax, it is subject to National Insurance contributions.
A11. The Isle of Man Independent dated 4 to 12 October 2018 included a survey of attitudes of
Tynwald Members under the headline “End MHKs’ expenses system say MHKs”. Ten
Members told the newspaper they thought the annual sum should be rolled into salary.

Travelling expenses
A12. Tynwald Members are entitled to claim on-Island travel costs for official business excluding
constituency business and also excluding journeys between home and the Legislative
Buildings). In practice no such claims have been made since 2013.
A13. Members can claim the actual costs of official off-Island travel and expenses on the same
basis as civil servants. The costs of Members’ off-Island travel are reported on the Tynwald
website in aggregate (since October 2009) and trip by trip (since October 2011).
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Members’ Resettlement Grant Scheme
A14. If a Member under 60 years of age who has served at least two years is unsuccessful in
seeking re-election to either the House of Keys or the Legislative Council, he or she will be
paid the equivalent of six months’ basic salary. If a person receives this grant but within six
months is elected to either Branch, or begins to draw a pension provided under the Isle of
Man Government Unified Scheme 2011, a proportion of the money must be repaid.

Pensions
A15. From 1985 to 2016, Tynwald Members had their own self-standing pension scheme. Today
they still have their own pension arrangements but these are now part of the Government
Unified Scheme (GUS). As a result, the costs of Tynwald pensions are budgeted for and
accounted for as part of the overall GUS figures.

Overall costs
A16. At April 2019 pay rates, the maximum amount required for the basic salary, uplifts for
offices and the annual sum for expenses is £2,257,397 assuming that every seat is filled for
the whole year, the Chief Minister continues to appoint only eight Departmental Ministers
and every Member of Tynwald is entitled to payment as at least a Member of a Department.
A17. In December 2018 it was announced that with effect from April 2020 pay would be
increased by 2.75%.

Further information
A18. Further information about these arrangements, with links to the underlying secondary
legislation, can be found on the Tynwald website at the following location:
http://www.tynwald.org.im/memoff/remall/Pages/default.aspx

Deputy Clerk of Tynwald
20th June 2019
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ANNEX 6: ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES TO PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Background
A6.1

In February 2018, Tynwald resolved that the Emoluments Committee should establish a
review of the emoluments of Tynwald Members. In May 2019 an independent Panel was
appointed to undertake the review. Its members are Ian Cochrane (chair), Jennifer
Houghton and Sir Miles Walker.

A6.2

The Panel issued a consultation paper which described the present arrangements, set out
the terms of reference of its review, and invited the public to submit views on the following
four questions. The first three questions were derived directly from the terms of reference
while the fourth was included to ensure that respondents could raise any concerns not
addressed in those terms of reference.
(Q1) What level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to allow anyone to be able
to serve in Tynwald and to attract a diverse collection of community members?
(Q2) How should Tynwald Members’ enhanced executive and scrutiny roles be
recognized?
(Q3) How should Members’ basic pay be linked to Civil Service salary levels?
(Q4) What other comments would you like to make about Tynwald Members’
emoluments?

A6.3

Submissions could be made directly to the Panel by email, or through the Isle of Man
Government’s Consultation Hub.

A6.4

The consultation opened on 8th July 2019 and closed on 31st August 2019.

Responses received
A6.5

The total number of responses received was 82. Of these, 80 responded through the
Consultation Hub and two submitted responses by email. The Panel is grateful to everyone
who took the trouble to respond.

A6.6

Only one response was made on behalf of an organisation (the Positive Action Group) with
the rest being made by individuals. Only one response was made by a person who did not
live in the Isle of Man (Mr Patrick Ayres) with the rest being made by Manx residents.

A6.7

Permission to publish was given as follows:
Submission may be published in full
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22

Submission may be published anonymously

46

Submission may not be published

14

Of the 22 who gave permission for their submission to be published in full, two did not
provide a name and one provided a pseudonym.

Q1: What level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to allow anyone to
be able to serve in Tynwald and to attract a diverse collection of community
members?
A6.8

Of the 82 responses received, 51 answered this question by giving a specific salary level or
range and 11 by giving a formula from which a salary level could be derived. New formulas
were suggested based on the pay scale for civil servants appointed since April 2016; the
Manx earnings index; junior doctors’ pay; teachers’ pay; the living wage; the minimum
wage; and the state pension. One respondent who did not propose a specific figure
suggested that the basic rate should be set by reference to comparators from other
jurisdictions.

A6.9

The responses varied in their proposed treatment of different roles (see Question 2 below).
In order to allow for this, we compared the level at which the different respondents
proposed to remunerate an MHK who was a Member of a Department. Of the 62 responses
who proposed a specific salary, seven would have resulted in such a Member receiving an
increase in salary, with the highest proposal being £125,000. Ten proposals favoured a
continuation of the status quo. The remaining 45 proposed a reduction. One proposed an
hourly rate. Two proposed no payment at all.

A6.10 The vast majority of proposals lay in the range £30,000 to £60,000 per year. The average
sum proposed was a little under £50,000 per year.
A6.11 Two respondents suggested that Members be paid at the level of their earnings
immediately prior to being elected. One suggested that they be paid on the basis of their
qualifications. One suggested that a means tested approach could be considered to allow
less affluent members of society to consider the role.

Q2: How should Tynwald Members’ enhanced executive and scrutiny roles be
recognized?
A6.12 Of the 82 responses received, 38 made specific proposals for various roles based on either a
percentage or a fixed sum. Some were content with the existing arrangements and some
proposed modest adjustments. Some proposed to reduce the number of roles which should
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be remunerated. Two thought that extra remuneration should be payable to the Chief
Minister alone.
A6.13 Eight respondents suggested some form of performance related pay for Tynwald Members.
One suggested that this should be linked to the delivery of Programme for Government
objectives. Another suggested that it be determined by an independent board.
A6.14 Twenty-eight respondents rejected altogether the idea of different pay levels for different
roles. Reasons given included:


“avoid the mess associated with additional payments”



“as soon as you give more for another role you create a conflict of interest”



“it invites the wrong kind of people into the position and also invites the wrong
motives”



“they should treat it as a privilege to be asked to take a seat on a Board, otherwise it
can be and is treated as a bribe to follow the Chief Minister’s wishes.”

A6.15 Of the 38 who made proposals for remunerating specific roles, six included membership of
scrutiny committees among the roles to be remunerated.
A6.16 Of the 38 who made proposals for remunerating specific roles, five proposed that Members
of the Legislative Council should be paid less than Members of the House of Keys.

Q3: How should Members’ basic pay be linked to Civil Service salary levels?
A6.17 A number of respondents answered this question by arguing that Members’ pay should not
be linked to the civil service on the basis that the roles were so different. Some were
content with the existing arrangement. Two proposed that the link should be with the scale
applicable to civil servants appointed or promoted since April 2016, as opposed to the older
scale.
A6.18 One respondent proposed a link with senior civil service managers; one said that Tynwald
Members should be paid less than senior civil servants; and one said that Tynwald Members
should be paid in line with entry level low grade workers.

Q4: What other comments would you like to make about Tynwald Members’
emoluments?
A6.19 Of the 82 responses received, 30 made reference to the tax-free annual sum for expenses.
The vast majority of the 30 responses which referred to expenses proposed that a fixed
annual sum should not be paid, but instead that any expenses should be claimed on the
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basis of submitted receipts. One respondent suggested that instead of comprehensive
receipts, each Member should submit a side or two of A4 to explain where they had spent
the money. One respondent suggested keeping the tax-free sum but reducing it by half. One
suggested incorporating it into salary.
A6.20 Of the 82 responses received, 20 commented on Tynwald Members’ pensions. Of these 20,
the vast majority believed that Tynwald Members’ contributions to their pensions were too
small, or that the benefits provided by their pensions were too great.

Panel Secretary
8th October 2019
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ANNEX 7A: PUBLIC CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Abbreviations

[1. Level]

(Q1) What level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to allow
anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald and to attract a diverse
collection of community members?

[2. Roles]

(Q2) How should Tynwald Members’ enhanced executive and
scrutiny roles be recognized?

[3. Civil Service link]

(Q3) How should Members’ basic pay be linked to Civil Service
salary levels?

[4. Other comments]

(Q4) What other comments would you like to make about Tynwald
Members’ emoluments?

RESPONSES PROPOSING AN INCREASE
Name supplied
[1. Level] £60,000
[2. Roles] 20% uplift on the basis that the enhanced role means the appointment become
essentially a full-time post where the post-holder is generally expected to perform his duties
from a specified office each working day.
[3. Civil Service link] It shouldn't.
[4. Other comments] Any appointment to an office which provides a member with an uplift
should be decided by the whole of Tynwald, not by gift of the Chief Minister.

Name supplied
[1. Level] £80k+
[2. Roles] Additional salary/pension benefits
[3. Civil Service link] Don’t know
[4. Other comments] Although many of the public complain about MHK salary, to attract
the best people to Manx politics, they have to be paid well.
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Name supplied
[1. Level] £100000.00
[2. Roles] 25000 extra
[3. Civil Service link] Fixed link
[4. Other comments] Need higher remuneration to make a little more attractive to business
people. Not everyone can afford to take a large pay cut.

Name supplied
[1. Level] A basic salary before tax of £55,000 per year would attract high calibre candidates.
Expenses capped at £10,000 should also be included.
[2. Roles] Those elected to higher office should be paid according to their level of
responsibility. Circa 20% increase. No member of Tynwald should be obliged to vote in line
with a particular Department. They must always represent their constituents’ best
interests.
[3. Civil Service link] N/A
[4. Other comments] See above

Name supplied
[1. Level] The salary needs to be determined independently bearing in mind that this is also
a privileged position. The island population of 85,000 should not need so many MHKS as
well as the massive infrastructure to deliver services and as such is out of date with current
trends in many areas especially virtual online services. The salary needs to be in the
ballpark of between £50,000 - £100,000 depending on level of service and engagement.
[2. Roles] Members need to accept this is part of the job when the stand for election. The
role is also a privilege to serve the community and many of us service unpaid so why do
MHKs expect to be paid for everything? The culture needs restoring whereby this is also an
honour. I would be happy to give them honours rather than pay?
[3. Civil Service link] definitely not- because of the unintended consequences in relation to
the pension pots and golden handshakes we are seeing at the moment - the taxpayer can't
afford more. we are still paying pensions to wives of previous MHKs who never contributed
anything to their pensions so the whole system need overhaul to be fair to taxpayers who
are footing the bill
Having worked in government I have seen civil servants promoted at the end of their career
to access enhanced pensions and benefits -the whole system isn't healthy. I don't want us to
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compare with other jurisdictions we are different here and the size of a small town so the
politicians perspective is skewed.
[4. Other comments] Receipts must be provided to be reimbursed on any expenses and
proper accounts maintained- this is the law for most of us working and paying tax so it
beggars belief the lawmakers are exempt -very annoying and open to abuse as we have
seen in other jurisdictions.

RESPONSES SUPPORTING THE STATUS QUO
Ayres, Patrick
[1. Level] The present level
[2. Roles] A standard 'uplift' pertaining to hours worked and other duties.
[3. Civil Service link] Not at all.
[4. Other comments] They are about right, linking them to the CS is unnecessary as it ties
their hands when dealing with issues pertaining to CS pay and service rewards.
The expenses they receive should be only payable upon receipt of proof of expenditure.
There should be an audit of their individual attendance and commitment to the role. Those
falling below a bar should lose some of the uplift pro-rata with their non-commitment to the
task.

Rawcliffe, R C
[1. Level] no more than at present; greater emoluments will not necessarily attract better
candidates; membership of Tynwald should come from a desire for public service, not
attracted by financial reward, which may be excessive for some members but modest for
others. The electorate do not always vote for the most suitable candidates anyway.
[2. Roles] Additional payments for responsibilities are appropriate which could include
chairmanships of scrutinising committees.
[3. Civil Service link] As at present.
[4. Other comments] MLCs’ functions have changed. They should not normally be ministers
or members of departments, but should be chairmen of the PAC and other scrutinising
committees, and could serve on corporate bodies of Tynwald (eg PO, SPC Utilities, etc).
MHKs should NOT regard these functions as a rerogation of their democratic function or
authority, as MLCs are indirectly elected (by them) and are part of the protection of the
public.
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It could be argued that, since MLCs’ time commitments have now been reduced, their
emoluments should be reduced, and/or their number reduced to 6.

Richardson, Jo
[1. Level] The salary should reflect the level of responsibility of the post and in line with the
pay of other Government employees
[2. Roles] In a similar vein to the current percentages
[3. Civil Service link] Should be linked to those of senior executives
[4. Other comments] The payments received should be sufficient to attract educated and
experienced individuals with the skills to make the most appropriate decisions for the Isle of
Man

Name supplied
[1. Level] I think the current level is sufficient - what is lacking is evidence that the public are
getting value for money.
[2. Roles] As publicly as possible. The public should be fully informed as to what public
monies are being claimed by all Tynwald members.
[3. Civil Service link] They do not necessarily need to be directly linked.
[4. Other comments] These people are elected to serve the community. There should be no
sense that they are entitled to claim any expenses over and above what employees working
for private companies OR IOM government are entitled to claim.

Name supplied
[1. Level] The salary and expenses at present would seem to be appropriate
[2. Roles] The current % increases on basic salary are appropriate
[3. Civil Service link] They should be linked
[4. Other comments] The age of generous pension payouts should be behind us. The final
salary pension arrangements for MHKs (and other high ranking civil servants) is the greatest
threat to the future financial stability of the island and it must be tackled as a matter of
priority. Unfortunately turkeys don't vote for Christmas and so it is difficult to see how this
will be changed. The average worker’s pension arrangements are now so far removed from
what the MHKs can claim that we have effectively created a two tier society for those who
have retired

Name supplied
[1. Level] The salary is just about right as it is now
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[2. Roles] As 1
[3. Civil Service link] As 1
[4. Other comments] MHKs serving on a couple of boards get the same as those MHKs
serving on only one - surely not fair! However, all boards are not equal with regard to the
amount of time spent by MHKs.

Name supplied
[1. Level] No more than present levels
[2. Roles] Yes there should be a standard fixed enhancement at a single level so only those
undertaking no additional role would not be able to claim it.
[3. Civil Service link] Yes, the current link should be maintained for a basic payment using
the link to the new starter civil service terms and conditions. The link should be maintained
so that any increase is seen as non-political i.e. politicians cannot set their own
remuneration.

Name supplied
[1. Level] The salary must strike a delicate balance between being high enough to attract
good candidates with relevant business experience and not being too high for a small place
like the island. The current levels are probably sufficient, whereby stricter rules should be
introduced to ensure members are fully committed to the work in Tynwald and not
distracted by their own businesses or other jobs next to being an MHK. At the moment,
many members are earning more by being a politician than they would ever do in their
previous jobs, which means the real issue might be with the quality of candidates and not
the pay levels per se.
[2. Roles] The practice of paying extra for being a department head or minister should stop,
as it leads to internal political blackmailing and favouritism. "Be nice and you'll get a
minister post. Don't do what I say and you won't". That's bad. All members should receive
the same pay, with only the CM getting more for his role. Additional workload can be
compensated via expenses in a strictly controlled manner.
[4. Other comments] Increases in pay must never exceed the level of inflation.

Name supplied
[1. Level] Salary should be around the present level but a much closer scrutiny of allowances
should be made.
[2. Roles] Enhanced salary but maximum of say 30%.
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[3. Civil Service link] Do not know. But as Senior Civil Servants seem to make all the
decisions within government then maybe Member`s pay should be below the Senior Civil
Service levels.
[4. Other comments] Within in the various boards of government ministers are forcing all
working class civil servants to give up all the various allowances they have achieved over
many years. See IOM Post as an example. While accepting some of these allowances need
looking at it seems like one rule for the ministers, another for the workers.

RESPONDENTS PROPOSING A REDUCTION
Bathgate, Michael
The Independent Panel set up to examine and report on the emoluments of Members of the
House of Keys and legislative council is seeking written submissions by asking for views on
four questions, but before dealing with each of these in turn the answers have to be
influenced by the statement set out in the main Terms of Reference which includes 2 key
caveats:



Any change to the structure for pay and allowances must not result in an increase in
overall costs of Members’ remuneration
The recommendations of the review should maintain the principle of linking
Members’ basic pay to Civil Service levels.

The first of these “conditions” imposes a massive constraint on being able to develop
proposals. It’s no more than playing around with the distribution of the individual costs to
end up with the same figure that we started with. It assumes that the sum total of the
current level of costs is deemed to be the right amount, irrespective of any views that might
suggest otherwise. I am most surprised that this condition has been set because it gives no
opportunity to consider the fact that the overall costs themselves may be insufficient to
meet all the objectives. It precludes the opportunity to make serious recommendations
based on the need to attract key members of the public to such important roles.
The second of these caveats requires the principle of linking pay to that of the Civil Service. I
fail to see the relevance of this requirement if undertaking a completely open review with
the aim of meeting the key primary objective.
Bearing in mind these issues I’ll take each of the four questions in turn:
1. Level of salary and benefits
I can understand the importance of attracting people from all cross-sections of the
community, but at the same time it must be important to attract potential members who
would need to forsake their current employment in order to be considered for a role in
Tynwald. If we take the wording of this question as it stands, then the phrase “…sufficient to
allow anyone to be able to serve in Tynwald…..” (my emphasis) then this could suggest that
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remuneration should be commensurate with the remuneration currently being earned by
the potential member. Only this would cover “anyone”. However I can’t see how this can be
delivered in any review of remuneration, so a view has to be taken that encourages the
widest interest within sensible budgetary limits.
Any review of salaries that recommends increases will inevitably be the subject of
shock/horror amongst many members of the public (and no doubt whipped up by the
media). I believe that this subject is important enough to justify the implementation of any
agreed changes despite how unflattering the public response may be.
I would propose a basic salary of £50,000, and all individual expenses to be claimed
separately. In other words no “annual sum” for expenses – claim what is spent within clear
guidelines.
2. Salary enhancements
I would propose the following uplifts on the basic salary:
Chief Minister

80%

President of Tynwald

40%

Speaker

50%

Minister

50%

Member of Treasury

30%

Member of other Department

20%

Chair of Public Service Commission 10%
Chair of Planning Committee

15%

Chair of Post Office

15%

Chair of Manx Utilities

15%

Chair of OFT

10%

As far as membership of subcommittees and parliamentary scrutiny roles are concerned I
would propose uplifts of 5% on the basic salary.
3. Pay linked to Civil Service
As mentioned in my introduction I see no reason for linking salary and conditions to those in
the Civil Service. An MHK’s role isn’t a career occupation with a role that is governed by
economic and social needs. And it certainly does not have the level of security that an
employee in the Civil Service has. In fact there is very little in common. For this reason I see
little justification for comparing or linking salaries to Civil service levels in any way.
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4. Other comments
As mentioned in an earlier comment the role of an MHK is by no means a ‘secure’ role, and I
would suggest that the “resettlement grant scheme” should be amended to delete the
condition that any such grant should only be available to members under the age of 60. The
grant should be available to anyone of any age.

Canty, Janet
[1. Level] Their current basic but with no additional monies for departments and / or no
obligation to vote with the Minister when that departs from their true opinions and the will
of their voters
[2. Roles] A modest increase in pay for responsibility but absolutely no compulsion to vote
with their Minister being mandatory. It is undemocratic to force this to happen.
[3. Civil Service link] Senior Civil Servants should not be on a bigger salary than an MHK.
Civil services top tier wages are ridiculously high and need review
[4. Other comments] Their pay should be awarded for representing the wishes of their
electorate and should be earned by results, like any other job, not just awarded for
showing up and selling us (the other 99%) down the river for personal gain

Diack, Kenneth
[1. Level] Same as now + Annual rate of inflation increase, but cut the Expenses amount of
£7,403 by 50% £3,702 +inflation.
[2. Roles] Cut the number of members in a Department & reduce the % amount down to
10% but give it for every Department that you are a member for.
[3. Civil Service link] Don’t see much wrong with its current link!
[4. Other comments] If we decide to keep MLC`s their salary needs to be cut by at least 50%
due to their reduced workload.
We need to have a complete “rethink” about how Tynwald “runs” by doing away with the
“upper” house & moving the Lord Bishop & AG into the House of Keys (rename it Tynwald if
you have to).
The savings of having no President & 8 unelected MLC`s would save at least £450,000 a
year.
Won’t go on to much about “real” change as there appears to be no commitment to have a
fundamental rethink about how the IOM is run as you run up against History & the
Experience (political & work) that would lost if MLC`s were done away with !
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Dixon, Andrew
[1. Level] Mid level junior doctor. After all, they have completed some of their education,
work long and unsociable hours, interact with the public both at work and when at leisure.
Both groups are learning their craft and are there to serve the public.
[2. Roles] After a period of training, and acquired experience, their compensation should
reflect their dedication to providing for those most in need. At no point should a person,
who merely seeks to enhance their own standing, be rewarded above those who do. Each
person shod be subject to scrutiny, testing and be expected to continually develop their
professionalism.
[3. Civil Service link] Link their pay to that of a mid level junior doctor instead.
[4. Other comments] The role of Bishop should be fully funded by the Church of England.
Any time taken up during working hours with sectarian practices, like prayer, should be
reimbursed, to the State (who pay the salaries of those expected to listen /not do other
meaningful work).
If the CoE want to take up the time of Tynwald members, by having protected time to
mumble their platitudes, they should be expected to pay us for the privilege, as we are
expected to pay those members for the work they do in Tynwald.

Eisinger, Arie
[1. Level] £60,000 total remuneration including membership of any statutory boards or
government bodies even if as chairman etc.
[2. Roles] By an independent board made up of voters.
[3. Civil Service link] Direct link to a point on a scale yielding £60.000 per annum.
[4. Other comments] Emoluments should be included in the basic £60,000.
All members should be appointed to a board or department etc.

Flint, Derek
[1. Level] Flat rate of £40,000.
It is basically a village council, and carries very little accountable, and sanctionable
responsibility.
[2. Roles] It shouldn’t.
You join to serve, and as earlier stated, there is no sanctionable accountability.
[3. Civil Service link] It shouldn’t.
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They would seek to pet themselves at CEO level, where pay is already far too high for the
real levels of responsibility
[4. Other comments] A flat rate would be absolutely transparent.

Hall, Christian
[1. Level] A member of Manx Politics should be driven by an underlying drive to help the
community. As such I disagree that politicians on the Isle of Man should be paid above the
grade of Higher Executive Officer under the new terms and conditions.
These positions are meant to be an honour to serve the Manx people, not an invitation to
extract money from the purse. Most of our politicians are already wealthy (in comparison to
many of our nurses, teachers and emergency services staff who also make a difference to
the benefit of the community) and as such should not see the remuneration package as a
reason for standing.
[2. Roles] By the work that they do, the changes they make for the good of the Isle of Man,
that is how I would wish to be recognised, by a "Thank you" from my constituents on the
street.
[3. Civil Service link] New T&C HEO + Actual expenses arising from work carried out in
relation to the role.
[4. Other comments] I have very little faith in the current political structure and most of the
members within. Emoluments are the wrong reasons for standing for office and as such, to
make them less rewarding may see a better quality of candidate standing for the right
reasons.

Kevin
[1. Level] A flat salary of approx £63,000 no extra add on’s. If postage/paper/ copying and
the like are needed I suspect this is all available at the office. Nobody pays me or anybody I
know for fuel or such like to go to work.
[2. Roles] They should treat it as a privilege to be asked to take a seat on a board, otherwise
it can and is misconstrued as a bribe to follow the chief ministers wishes
[3. Civil Service link] They should be expected to follow the rules that they expect other
people to.
[4. Other comments] Should be independent of them so they cannot vote the increase in

Mylchreest, Stephen
[1. Level] I feel Tynwald's current system more than rewards members for the value they
actually give in return.
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[2. Roles] Scrutiny? Who does that? The current Chief Minister and appointments to the
various departments that are dependent on him cancel any proper scrutiny. However the
enhanced payment for these appointments again more than adequately reward these
politicians.
[3. Civil Service link] They already are.
[4. Other comments] Please stop using the word emoluments. It is a salary, nothing more,
nothing less. They are more than adequately paid.

Oliphant-Smith, Kevin
[1. Level] My opinion would be a salary of £30,000 plus a capped necessary expenses for
such things as phone calls, internet broadband, stationery, postage stamps etc. That’s all
that should be needed. Any other expenses that may be a one off expense should have to
be applied for and be decided by an independent committee.
[2. Roles] I believe the pay structure should not increase for this as it invites the wrong kind
of people into the position and also invites the wrong motives. An increase of expenses
would be acceptable.
[3. Civil Service link] It should not be linked to civil service salary levels at all.
[4. Other comments] We need to move away from monetary motives for giving persons
positions within governments.
Yes people need to be paid a fair salary to support their living costs but this should be a
standard living wage not a high salary.
People should be entering politics to truly represent the peoples best interests not
represent their own or to financially gain.

Pilot Man
[1. Level] It should be based on the average IOM salary plus additional benefits for other
duties such as Ministerial appointments etc and out of hours working etc which could be
fixed as a global enhancement to cover these additional duties. The expenses part of the
salary should be backed up with bills and a clear list of what should be allowed as expenses
needs to be devised if it is not already in place.
[2. Roles] See the answer above
[3. Civil Service link] It should not be linked, as often civil servants are required to have or
are required to have qualifications relating to their positions, One realises as a means of
expanding the democratic franchise ordinary people should expect remuneration but that
should reflect their role in the community, this is quite different from someone who has or
holds a legal post, in many cases politicians on the IOM are unqualified apart from their
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democratic mandate so why should this be benchmarked against posts which often require
an individual to have a specific legal or professional qualification ? This is not Whitehall we
are talking about the IOM is more like running a local council in English, Welsh, Scottish or
Even ROI terms!
[4. Other comments] The pensions are far too generous for elected members at the present
time and to be fair to future generations should move to a contributory purchase type
scheme.

Pitts, Orry
[1. Level] £60,000 per year
[2. Roles] no extra recognition.
[3. Civil Service link] Not sure they should
[4. Other comments] Less MHKs, better paid please.

Platt, Cilla
[1. Level] £60,000
[2. Roles] No, it is all part of the job. If you work in industry or anywhere outside
government you are expected to do what is asked of you, and you rarely get pay increase.
[3. Civil Service link] Civil servants usually know more about the job than an MHK so the pay
should be the same scale.
[4. Other comments] MHKs should pay into their pensions the same as any other individual.
It is unjust to expect the tax payer to take on this burden too.

Taubman, Raymond
[1. Level] Near to the average wage would be enough to attract members of the general
public
[2. Roles] Being a member of Tynwald should be an honour , it isn’t always the role as some
people do more than others in a particular role their performance should be recognized
[3. Civil Service link] This is to give transparency to politicians pay instead of them voting
themselves a pay rise, several years ago it was said a pay rise would attract a better class of
candidate but since them the quality has fallen
[4. Other comments] Members are voted in to office by the public to be their
representative they should work for the people but that seems to be forgotten by some.
Performance should be recognized, difficult as it may seem members shouldn’t be paid well
just because they are in a particular position, work performance should be recognized
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Tomlinson, Roger (on behalf of Positive Action Group)
Question 1. What level of salary and benefits would be sufficient to allow anyone to be
able to serve in Tynwald and to attract a diverse collection of community members?
a) We note that pay will be increased, from April 2020, by 2.75%, so this is the level upon
which we base our conclusions.
b) From that date the basic salary will be £44,675 + £7,608 (expenses)
c) PAG suggests that the expense element be incorporated within the salaries, not be an
extra as at present. So the basic salary would be £52,283.
d) In our opinion this, combined with other elements of the overall pay package, is a
sufficient amount to attract a broad section of the community into the political arena.
Analysis of the number of candidates who stood in the last four IOM General Elections
reveals that there is no shortage of candidates:
2001 - 50 candidates
2006 - 55 candidates
2011 - 65 candidates
2016 - 63 candidates
e) The pension element of pay forms part of the total benefits package
Within the Government Unified Scheme the state contributes a minimum of at least 15%.
This implies it may well be more in some instances.
We urge the Committee to look closely at this and for the % contribution to the pay package
to be published on the Tynwald website.
Question 2. How should Tynwald Members’ enhanced executive and scrutiny roles
be recognised?
a) A criticism of the existing system of appointing Ministers and Departmental Members is
that it is based on nepotism.
With the suggested basic pay of £52,283 PAG suggests an enhancement re-basing as
follows:
Chief Minister +50%
Minister +25%
Departmental Member +10% (with no differential for Treasury Member)
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Chair of Public Authority +10%
Chair of Scrutiny Committee +10%
Scrutiny Committees are important and vital in our democracy and the role of the Chair
needs to be recognised.
In addition we strongly recommend that such Chairs receive appropriate training in this very
important role.
So actual pay for these roles, (as from April 2020) would be:
Chief Minister +50% = £78,425
Minister +25% = £65,354
Departmental Member +10% (with no differential for Treasury Member) = £57,511
Chair of Public Authority +10% = £57,511
Chair of Scrutiny Committee +10% = £57, 511
Speaker + 50% = £78,425
President NIL (only if it is thought that the role is essential)
Note: The Hon Juan Watterson SHK, In written evidence to to the Standing Committee of
Tynwald on Emoluments First Report 2015-16 made an interesting proposition about
enhancing basic pay:
"...I think a more fundamental decision is required over what Members’ pay and
uplifts are for. Is it for volume of work, or responsibility? I don’t think this question
has ever been fully resolved.
It strikes me as being rather generous to pay a person £39,546.50 plus the expense
allowance when the only duty is to attend the sitting of their respective Branch. I
would respectfully suggest that there is a chasm of difference in responsibility
between a Minister, accountable to Tynwald for all acts of their Department and a
member of a Department. However, the difference in pay is only £7,901.30, or just
11% in cash terms. I think therefore a more fundamental review of the balance of
members pay is warranted.
It may of course be that a Minister is actually less busy than a Department member
who is on a few committees and a couple of Departments. In my view there should
therefore be a differential between responsibility pay and ‘activity’ pay."
He draws a distinction between ‘responsibility' and ‘activity', which the Panel may wish to
consider in more detail.
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Question 3. How should Members’ basic pay be linked to Civil Service salary levels?
PAG recommends that existing link be retained.
Question 4. What other comments would you like to make about Tynwald Members’
emoluments?
a) PAG is of the opinion that there ought to be a differential in the remuneration of MHKs
and MLCs.
This opinion is based on an analysis of the role of each category.
i) The Tynwald Companion states that "The Legislative Council is largely concerned with the
consideration of draft primary legislation, Bills…”
ii) in the parliamentary year, October to July, each member of the Legislative Council is
required to attend sittings of the Council, and of Tynwald Court.
iii) Analysis of the calendar years 2013 - 2018 reveals that the Legislative Council, sitting
alone as a body, met for the following number of hours:
2013 - 22 hours (21 sittings)
2014 - 21 hours (17 sittings)
2015 - 22 hours (21 sittings)
2016 - 27 hours (17 sittings)
2017 - 16 hours (20 sittings)
2018 - 19 hours (19 sittings)
Average time for each sitting = 1 hour!
Of course, we recognise, that in addition time is spent to prepare for consideration of
legislation.
iv) MHKs also have to consider and debate legislation in Keys and attend Tynwald Court, but
in addition they have constituency responsibilities.
In April 2018 PAG contacted each of the 24 MHKs with this question:
‘In your role as an MHK what percentage of your working time do you estimate, on average,
is spent on constituency matters?'
The question asked only for an estimate and demanded an individual subjective response.
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Of the 18 respondents, the lowest estimate was 5% and the highest 50%. We discounted
these extremes which gave an average figure of 25%
vi) The estimated average figure of 25% workload for constituency work is over and above
that of the workload of an MLC.
[Results can be seen in Appendix]
vii) Both of the above pieces of analysis leads PAG to conclude that an MLC’s basic salary
should be lower than that of an MHK.
The Panel will wish to consider how to calculate such a figure, but the simplest way would
be for MLCs to be paid 75% of basic pay (as at April 2020) i.e. £39,212.
viii) In support of our conclusion about a pay differential the Panel may wish to
consider these public statements from two respected Manx politicians:
Speaking on Manx Radio in December 2017 David Cretney MLC stated “Whilst I’ve been a member of the Legislative Council my workload is not
anywhere near what it was when I was a Minister or constituency member”
Hon John Philip Shimmin MHK - (giving verbal evidence to Lord Lisvane in May 2106) "I never understood, why they are paid the same as Members of the House of Keys.
To make myself popular: I would immediately take £20,000 off them, like that!
I fail to understand how people who have no public mandate nor constituents directly
responsible for them have the same as those of us who are representing thousands of
people and therefore have other responsibilities.
They are remunerated for their work if they choose to be in Government. Therefore, I
think they are overpaid for the work that they do.”
b) Although it might be considered beyond the remit of the Panel, we believe that roles of
the presiding officers - President and Speaker - need to be re-assessed.
i) Unlike the role of Speaker, that of President is a modern post, having been first introduced
in 1990.
ii) The Legislative Council could elect a Chair for each of its meetings.
iii) Could the Speaker also act as presiding officer of Tynwald Court?
iv) Combining the role of Speaker and President would have the effect of reducing the
overall wage bill
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c) Another factor which should be recognised in the role of our politicians is the length of
the summer recess, which in 2019 is about 100 days. None of our near neighbours has such
a lengthy recess.
The public is told that all political work continues during that time, but we the public do not
have access to our parliament, via our MHKs, for all of that time.
In October 2017 a motion that parliament resumes business in September each year, rather
than October, was rejected by both Keys and Legislative Council.
In terms of emolument the Panel may wish to evaluate the length of the recess.
Summary
1. Incorporate the current expenses element of remuneration into the basic pay of each
Member.
2. Consider the employer pension contribution in assessing the emoluments package.
3. Re-base the % enhancement payments, so retaining the overall existing level of salary.
4. Recognise the important role, via an enhancement payment, for chairing a Committee.
5. Reduce the basic pay of MLCs to reflect the fact that they do not have constituency
responsibility.
6. Consider whether it is necessary to retain two presiding officers.
7. Consider the length of the summer parliamentary recess - is it justified?
The Appendix referred to is reproduced as a separate Annex.

Name supplied
[1. Level] I think a total salary of£30000 would be more than sufficient to allow anyone to
be able to serve in Tynwald. Anyone who is unable to live on that salary is obviously not
good with money and budgets and so should in no way be allowed to be in charge of
decision making for our Island. I also feel people should want to be in government because
they want to improve our island and have a sense of civic duty rather than just be attracted
by a fat pay check.
[2. Roles] It should not be recognised by a pay rise but just by a better job title and the pride
they feel from doing their job.
[3. Civil Service link] I don't think it needs to be linked. The Members are representing the
general public whereas civil servants can be highly qualified professionals. An analogy with a
court case the civil servants are like the judge and the lawyers and the Members are like the
jury, you would not expect the jury's pay to be linked to the lawyers or judges pay.
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[4. Other comments] The current system of being paid extra to lose their vote by only being
able to vote as the department wants makes a shame of the whole principle of democracy.

Name supplied
[1. Level] Average (median) IOM salary
Tynwald members are there to serve. A higher salary is just going to attract inappropriately
skilled (ie have none) people who are in it for the money. What we want is people who are
prepared to serve and money not being the reason to stand for Tynwald.
I actually believe there is an argument for nothing more than a basic living allowance
Bear in mind the majority of Tynwald members have very little in the way of qualifications
or useful experience a larger salary is inappropriate.
[2. Roles] As above - you are there to serve so money should not be used for recognition.
A small amount of £1000 for scrutiny and £2000 could be offered - but no more.
[3. Civil Service link] possible entry level low grade workers appropriate to someone with no
skills.
[4. Other comments] They are currently way to high and need to be reduced significantly.
(along with the number of MHK's)
There need to be less scrutiny and executive bodies

Name supplied
[1. Level] The existing salary level and the annual sum for expenses and the means by which
they are established, i.e. SD 2014/00/79, are appropriate.
The annual sum for expenses should also cover all on-Island travel costs.
[2. Roles] The existing enhancements for executive roles are appropriate except that the
enhancement for Members of all Departments (including Treasury) should be reduced to
10%.
The Chairs of Scrutiny Committees should receive an additional 10%.
In accordance with the existing order SD 2014/0079.
The linkage to the Civil Service pay spine must be retained in order that Tynwald Members
have no direct say in their pay and allowances.

Name supplied
[1. Level] £40,000
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[2. Roles] They shouldn’t. Members are there to serve the people. As soon as you give more
for another role you create a conflict of interest. Duty must always be first to the citizens of
the Isle of Man.
[3. Civil Service link] Why does it need to be?
[4. Other comments] The current system of collective responsibility with salary uplifts
damages democracy on the Isle of Man and confidence in Tynwald which continues to be
very low according to the government’s own survey.

Name supplied
[1. Level] The basic pay of Tynwald members is sufficient.
[2. Roles] They should not.
[3. Civil Service link] As it presently is.
[4. Other comments] The basic pay is quite sufficient without the auto expenses or extra
amount for being in departments. Ministers should not get any extra money for being
ministers. Compared to ordinary working folk the money Tynwald members get is
disgusting. It is downright greed. Any expenses incurred by members should be reimbursed
on the production of receipts. There should be no vehicle mileage allowance.

Name supplied
[1. Level] The living wage + expenses
[2. Roles] No more than half of the House of Keys should receive enhanced pay for
government membership
LegCo members should not be in government, they are elected to review/scrutinise
legislation & don't qualify for additional pay
[3. Civil Service link] Members basic pay should not be linked to Civil Service salary levels - it
gives them motivation to ensure Civil Service pay is continuously increased
[4. Other comments] Do you mean pay? Members pay should be performance related
The voting public should have at least a say in what goes into the Programme For
Government
A bonus reward could be made if the Members achieve the objectives of the Programme
For Government within the term of a government

Name supplied
[1. Level] forty thousand pounds per year
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[2. Roles] five thousand pound per year
[3. Civil Service link] not at all
[4. Other comments] they should all be published every year, everything each MHK or MLC
took and what it was for

Name supplied
[1. Level] 1.Basic....£50,000 rising annually as same amount state pensioners rise.
2.Justified, recorded expenses with full receipts to a limit of £5000.p.a.
3.transport expenses for official business only, (NOT travel to work), receipted and at
minimal amount, ie NOT dependent on size of car, just a very low and basic amount.
[2. Roles] acknowledgement in official documents only. NO extra salary or expenses.
[3. Civil Service link] Shouldn't be linked. Completely different scenario.
[4. Other comments] 1.Currently unacceptably high.
2. Pension arrangements too high and not sustainable.
3. Far too many Tynwald Members.

Name supplied
[1. Level] £40,000 in total
[2. Roles] Claim for extra hours pay
[3. Civil Service link] HEO level
[4. Other comments] None

Name supplied
[1. Level] £45k .... expenses claimed for with receipts then published within the public
domain
[2. Roles] With a 10% increase of their annual wage added which would work out at £4.5k
pa extra
[3. Civil Service link] It shouldn't , they are not civil servants they are representatives of the
people
[4. Other comments] Publish all expense claims in the public domain
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Name supplied
[1. Level] As they have the same, if not more time off as a teacher, something similar
[2. Roles] I agree they should be paid extra but not at the expense of freedom of speech
[3. Civil Service link] Not sure how the salary levels work
[4. Other comments] It seems crazy that you vote people in for their ideas and pay them
extra to go with what they are told to say. What is the point in voting in the first place? Their
salaries are good, the other freebies are over the top at the expense of other services. Do
they still have their food paid for when sitting in Tynwald, for example?

Name supplied
[1. Level] I think 50,000 a year is fair. I think any expenses should be accountable for.
[2. Roles] Members should get extra for executive roles as a figure of 10% higher and 5% for
expenses which should be claimed for.
[3. Civil Service link] Members basic pay should be linked to civil service levels but at middle
management levels
[4. Other comments] All expenses should be recorded and claimed for.

Name supplied
[1. Level] They should get paid less or equally than our doctors, nurses, teachers etc. 43
thousand a year? That’s absolutely disgusting
[2. Roles] Firstly with less vague terms than ‘enhanced executive and scrutiny roles.’
If they’re skilled jobs then they should get paid a bit more obviously, if it’s taking up a lot of
their time they should get paid more for their time as well.
43 thousand a year? I’m so ashamed and disgusted by yous.
[4. Other comments] Just so done, I get it, why would anyone care about trying to sort
things out on the island if you’re getting paid wages like that. I am absolutely baffled.

Name supplied
[1. Level] In its current form, minimum wage
[2. Roles] Promotion according to success rate
[3. Civil Service link] They shouldn’t. The Civil Service should be cut back
[4. Other comments] If somebody puts themself forward to be an MHK then it should not
be for a large salary. It should be for the benefit of the island not the individual
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Name supplied
[1. Level] I do not think any increases will produce the diverse collection of community
members this consultation is enquiring into.
The island needs leaders, not more and more committees and consultants all being paid
vast sums which produce nothing useful.
The gravy train just goes on and anybody with the skill to change this are used to managing
businesses and making decisions for the good of their business not kicking the can down the
road.
[2. Roles] Sorry but I consider Tynwald members' salary (and pensions) should be enough.
These additional roles etc are a back door way to increase their remunerations. Surely the
time involved is only that which they are already being remunerated for??
The Island suffers from acting like a miniature UK government without sufficient funds to
back this up. We already cannot cover there or the civil services legacy pensions so why are
we having this conversation. Until someone finds the end of the rainbow's crock of gold the
Island cannot afford the members we have.
Half the members and committees etc and redistribute those funds.
[3. Civil Service link] Why should it????
Ordinary people in the Isle do not have their salaries linked to Civil Service salary.
[4. Other comments] See 3 above

Name supplied
[1. Level] Because of the nature of the role it should be an hourly rate. Payable ONLY when
serving the Manx people.
I think £17 per hour booked is reasonable as it's the median of a Grade 6 Nurse i.e. another
vocational role.
[2. Roles] Not more than £20 per hour booked for service to the Manx people.
[3. Civil Service link] It shouldn't be linked to CS roles at all.
Simply because you can become a Member of Tynwald even though you have previously
never worked in public service.
[4. Other comments] Roles and Responsibilities need to properly defined and an end should
be made to these farcical Commonwealth jollies.
All travel to be justified as serving the Manx people.
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All expenses to be signed off by the CM who is ultimately responsible for the cost of
Tynwald.

Name supplied
[1. Level] 35k flat rate
[2. Roles] It shouldn't
[3. Civil Service link] Try linking it to the new starters’ terms and conditions on election/reelection.
[4. Other comments] Flat rate payments, no expenses.

Name supplied
[1. Level] £20000 to £30000. Expenses just travel from place of work (Tynwald) as per other
Government workers. Chief Minister £50000 to £60000. All other expenses should be
exactly the same as other Government workers. No bonus at all, set rate of pay.
[2. Roles] 10% extra of the salary I proposed.
[3. Civil Service link] It should be somewhere on the pay spine the same as other
Government employees, some of whom do equal hours, and with great responsibility.
[4. Other comments] Government are saying “that we are in this together” well let’s see
them on a comparable salary to other senior Government workers.

Name supplied
[1. Level] There should be no salary or benefits.
[2. Roles] The honour and status of the role.
[3. Civil Service link] There should be no link. Civil servants are overpaid on IoM
[4. Other comments] As there should be no salary, then it follows there should be no
emoluments of any description (including pension). Members should be indemnified for the
cost of honest mistakes, nothing more

Name supplied
[Level] I believe all MHKs should be paid a base rate of £35,000 with MLCs earning £25,000
to recognise that it is a job that can be done part time.
[Roles] Ministers should receive an extra £10,000, political members £2,000 or £3,000 for
the Treasury. Chairmen of boards an extra £3,000, Speaker £7,500 and Chief
Minister/President £15,000.
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[Civil Service link] It shouldn't, it is two very different jobs which are only combined to
ensure higher salaries for politicians.
[Other comments] The no questions asked expenses should largely end, there is no
administration costs involved, it merely would require all members once a year, say the
April sitting of Tynwald to submit a side or two of A4 to explain where they've spent the
money. It doesn't have to be exact as some will give cash to cake sales and charity events
which is understandable, but that could be limited to say £500, with the rest needing to be
accounted for, not to be discussed or explored by civil servants, but merely as a public
record of transparency.

Name supplied
[1. Level] I think that the Civil Service HEO pay grade should be enough to fund anyone
undertaking the duties of a Tynwald member, including clothes spending for functions, and
entertaining, as well as petrol and parking fees.
[2. Roles] I think these should be recognised in the funding package, by uplifts of multiples
of 4% (i.e. another civil service pay grade above). Thus a political membership and a chair of
a scrutiny committee 4%, a Minister 8%, Treasury Minister 16%, and Chief Minister 20%.
[3. Civil Service link] As above, I feel it should be based upon the HEO pay grade as broadly
at present.
[4. Other comments] I think that the allowance is wrong, and should go. Other people have
to live out of their wage, there isn't another pot of free money which can be claimed. I also
think that Tynwald members should be charged for their parking spaces (some members
have more than 2). IT would be more honest to simply add the allowance to basic pay
(although I do not recommend this).
I also think that ex gratia payment should not be made available to politicians (otherwise it's
mates giving bungs to mates).
I also think that it is wrong to pay Treasury Board members more "just because"...It implies
their work is more important than other departmental board members.

Name supplied
[1. Level] MHK: £45,000 MLC £25,000 .Normal benefits of pension, sick leave etc. No fixed
expense allowance for MLC's instead expenses in performance of duties reimbursed at cost
on Presidents approval.
[2. Roles] There should be no Member embedded in Departments and therefore no
additional pay.
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Extra fees should be paid for Standing Committees on a scale set by time commitment and
responsibility.
[3. Civil Service link] It should not be.
[4. Other comments] There should be additional sums for Ministers and Chief Minister.
MHK's especially those having Ministerial responsibilities would be able to provide a quicker
and fuller service to constituents if they had a private secretarial and research assistant. A
fixed amount should be paid towards that cost.

Name supplied
[1. Level] One fixed salary with departmental uplift. A weighted average IOM salary
excluding the top & bottom 10% to make more realistic than straight average figures.
[2. Roles] Should be part of the commitment the MHK's signed up to. There should be no
departmental / committee uplift. With perhaps the exception of the Chef Minister role.
Alternatively, experience reflected by a second, third term to be recognised.
[3. Civil Service link] as above, Island average salary excluding top & bottom 10%
[4. Other comments] mandatory reporting of how expenses spent.

Name supplied
[1. Level] using the SEO new starter spine points
[2. Roles] All members should be paid the same (excepting the three spine points). The
executive should do it because they want to do it, not because they are paid more. And
voted into the executive by the branches.
[3. Civil Service link] It should never be any more than new starter SEO level
[4. Other comments] They shouldn't be used as bribes.
Expenses should be evidenced and reconsidered. In modern times, for example, ICT has
largely replaced the pen as a form of communication. Expenses could be pro-rata this the
executive receive a greater allowance.

No name supplied
[1. Level] Maximum of £47k if working Tynwald fulltime. Some =claimed= expenses may go
on top, but must be strictly limited. If this was referenced to the population represented,
and the pay and expenses in the Unknit should be far less than this. There is simply far too
many of these people already, reduce by half, and the tax payer will benefit. Also the cost of
admin will be cut by a considerable amount.
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[2. Roles] They already get a title, power, more expenses, the power to make decisions and
shape our Island. A max uplift should be 10% of the max salary.
[3. Civil Service link] It shouldn't be at all. MHKs vote positively for civil service pay rises
with little care for the tax payer because they benefit the greatest. Civil servants in turn,
suck up and say whatever is necessary to get a pay rise implemented. Totally Corrupt,
corrupting, and corrupted. Rises for the low paid may be 3 %, but 3% of nothing is
nothing.3% of 80k is 6k.Stop paying percentages, and pay absolute amounts, so everyone
can benefit equally. The low paid need the most help, not scroungers getting their cake in
the cake.
[4. Other comments] We don't need this many people talking nonsense, accepting bribes,
giving bribes, getting pensions they admit cannot be afforded. This next election - cut the
number in half.

No name supplied
[1. Level] £50k a year max
[2. Roles] They should all receive the same regardless of position.
[3. Civil Service link] Civil Service salary levels are in excess of the private sector and too
high. Members’ basic pay should be linked to inflation and the economy conditions in line
with the private sector.
[4. Other comments] The current salary received is more than enough to cover
emoluments. Members / civil servants receive more than the private sector. This should
stop. For instance on their current salaries Members should pay for the own parking in the
same way that the private sector do. Civil servants and Members are paid for the by the tax
payer, many of whom can only dream of final pay pensions and 9 - 5 jobs.

RESPONDENTS PROPOSING THAT PAY WOULD BE BASED ON
FORMER QUALIFICATIONS
Name supplied
[1. Level] Take an average of the last three years pay on first being elected (adjusted for
inflation) and add 10% as an incentive.
[2. Roles] Again a percentage added on the basis of an individual’s average earnings before
being elected.
[3. Civil Service link] Same % annual increase.
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Name supplied
[1. Level] Same salary as their qualifications warrant, only benefit given should be bus fare
or if have a car one year’s road tax on standard car. They are not voted in as they have a big
shiny car, they want others to make cut back so set by example.
[2. Roles] Do we as an island need all these people? They should cut down amount as they
have more people working behind them, their jobs they should be able to do as much as
others do.
[3. Civil Service link] They should be paid for what they do, like teachers support staff,
nurses, administrators etc after all they put in the hours plus many more hours than is
recognised. Walking around areas for their own gains only benefits them not their
constituents, so not count that.
[4. Other comments] Other jobs have set hours and are assessed to ensure they are doing
the job they are paid for are these people subject to the same, if not why not? Work out
compared to other if we need this amount for the people of the IOM.

Name supplied
[1. Level] Suggest whatever is their existing annual income (capped to a max of £60k) plus
10% and thereafter raised by CPI
Alternatively £40-50k
[2. Roles] Department members are unnecessary and provide little value. Scrutiny should be
part of the standard role and included in the sum paid.
Ministers to get £10k addition
[3. Civil Service link] See above re starting salaries. However link to Director level pay scales
seems reasonable
[4. Other comments] Expenses should be claimed to the maximum present sum, with those
claims published online

No name supplied
[1. Level] No more than they would earn in useful employment.
[2. Roles] They should work voluntarily.
[3. Civil Service link] Members pay has nothing to do with Civil Service Pay.
[4. Other comments] There are far too many Tynwald members and Civil Servants, pay
them less and watch them go elsewhere.
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OTHER RESPONSES
Kermode, John
[1. Level] I don’t think It is possible to provide one answer to this question, the amount
would vary with individual circumstances
[3. Civil Service link] I don’t think it should automatically be linked to any level see below.
[4. Other comments] I propose the ‘outgoing’ Keys, before a general election, should set
the level of remuneration for MHKs, Department members and ministers for the next
elected period. This should include the specification of all allowances, pension entitlements
and other emoluments. The remuneration for the term being set people can offer
themselves for election, or use the recent evidence of voting of their elected
representatives in making their decision as to who to support in the forthcoming election. I
trust that the outgoing keys will set a level that will attract a good quality, competitive field.
I would further propose that the amounts set should be provided to the public with a
‘basket of comparators’ from a number of other jurisdictions. I feel that this would permit a
good level of remuneration to be set and deal with any complaints about it being ‘too much’
or self interest.

Watson, John
[1. Level] There should not be a financial incentive to serve as an MHK- otherwise the type
of candidates that stand for office veers towards those who are doing so for financial
reasons
Conversely; the salary should be market linked in some way in order to both attract
candidates with sufficient qualifications and experience.
On balance, the answer to that dichotomy implies the answer to your question is that the
question you’re asking is wrong.
We shouldn’t look at how much we pay MHKs to get them on board; we should look at what
we pay them for.
The uplifts shouldn’t be assigned to different additional roles that are apportioned based on
politics; they should be paid equally and assigned on qualifications and experience. That
way even if the members voting with the dept; their experience will give them the ability to
meaningfully challenge decisions internally before voting cohesively externally. This in my
view would achieve the outcome of the MHK working for the voters that put them in office
while achieving the cohesivity of purpose
In running the function to which they’ve been assigned.
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The £7k expenses amount without accountability for appropriate expenditure should be
recognised as the salary uplift which it is and is something that would simply not be
tolerated in the private sector.
[2. Roles] The point of having elected officials is that they’re there to work on behalf of the
people; ministerial roles/additional responsibility should be part of the role of working as an
MHK.
The idea that they should be paid just for turning up is ludicrous.
On an island our size with the diversity of demands that are placed on government; the idea
that all members wouldn’t take on the roles could be argued to inherently put them at odds
with the electorate that placed them in a position of power initially.
[3. Civil Service link] It should be the same as the CEO/head of department banding which
should be consistent across all departments.
[4. Other comments] I appreciate there’s an argument that an accountant running the
treasury should be paid more than say an ex-postie running education given the disparity in
qualifications, experience and equivalent market rates of pay.
However, the £50k plus we currently pay our MHKs is a more than good salary anywhere in
the British isles and serving as an MHK on behalf of the public should attract people who see
it as more of a calling than a profession.

Name supplied
[1. Level] Very broad question. It is almost impossible to say.
Do you mean new members of the House of Keys and the Legislative Council?
What benefits are you talking about? Expenses? Pensions?
[2. Roles] What are these enhanced executive roles? Does it mean working in a government
department or agency such as Fair Trading?
[3. Civil Service link] What are civil service salary levels?
[4. Other comments] What is an emolument and why is the term used in connection with
Tynwald members' pay?

Name supplied
[1. Level] I'm unsure if a figure is the best way of expressing this or rather it should be
viewed in terms of equivalent salary for private sector. I'd liken it to a board member of a
decent sized organisation. Not a multinational PLC but considering the large number of
employees and the level of money being used you need to have a salary that could attract
an individual of capability and intelligence.
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[2. Roles] An uplift of salary as duties are undertaken is reasonable but the risk of golden
handcuffs and losing impartiality through control of purse strings feels improper
[3. Civil Service link] I don't have an issue with sharing an inflationary pay rise but other
than that do not believe they should be linked.
Different roles provide different salaries and I don't see a correlation as the roles are very
different.
[4. Other comments] The matter of politicians’ salary will always be controversial and there
will naturally be a backlash that they're paid too much irrespective of amount or
performance.
However we should never lose sight of the struggles for hundreds of years and blood that
was spilled in order to allow common people to be represented. Any move back to requiring
independent wealth to be an MHK or MLC would be an aberration.

Name supplied
[1. Level] A better question would be how many members are needed then to set an
affordable salary in the context of cost of pensions. It appears those giving out such
generous salaries do not understand the cost of such pensions.
[3. Civil Service link] Should not increase more than disability benefits. The two should be
linked
[4. Other comments] Please use plain English

Name supplied
[1. Level] Non question as it is not stated in detail what all salary and benefits are for each
member of Tynwald.
Just reduce members of Tynwald, and so reduce all salaries and benefits.
[2. Roles] They should only be recognised if Tynwald members have suitable qualifications
for taking up roles.
[3. Civil Service link] Again, only possible if numbers of members are reduced. The IOM
cannot afford the current numbers.
[4. Other comments] Far too many members receiving payments in office and pensions.

Name supplied
[1. Level] A maximum 10% uplift on existing salary/wage, to recognise the 'public service
element of the position, but not to experience it as a soft touch!
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[2. Roles] On merit and interview so that 'best for the task' is placed in a position, attracting
no more than a 10% uplift in overall emolument
[3. Civil Service link] Why should they be linked? Civil Service is a Career members positions
are 'vocational'
[4. Other comments] Emoluments could be 'adjusted' based on number/proportion of the
populations votes received, to avoid the amounts being paid to 'popular candidates
(postmen/pharmacists etc)

Name supplied
[1. Level] I have no view on the actual value. As most MHKs are independent I believe they
should earn a flat fee irrespective of executive position. They are signing up for public
service and nothing should happen that detracts from performing that public service.
Therefore the figure should be sufficient so they can focus entirely on that public service.
[2. Roles] I believe they should earn a flat fee irrespective of role. They are signing up for
public service and nothing should happen that detracts from performing that public service.
We should not create financial incentives that encourage people to take on more than they
can cope with. The emphasis should be on public service and making a difference to the
wider community.
[3. Civil Service link] This is not relevant in my opinion. The key is that we have a cross
section of the community serving and that they properly represent the views of the people
who voted.
[4. Other comments] The salary they earn needs to be sufficient so that they can put 100%
of their focus into serving the community.
We need politicians who can vote with their conscience without fear of financial penalty.

Name supplied
[1. Level] This doesn't seem a particularly good question. The issue, across Government not
just for MHKs and MLCs, is paying people a package which reflects their performance in
delivering good value for the Manx taxpayer. This delivery of value would include being able
to realise savings without adverse impact on priority services. There seems to be no
incentive whatsoever for Tynwald or the Civil Service / public sector to realise savings which
should be eminently achievable. In the private sector reward is usually in the form of a
basic package plus a performance bonus. Bonuses are usually linked at least indirectly to
achieving savings and/or improving services. This ethic MUST be introduced and enforced
across Government.
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In addition the question is not helpful as it presumably assumes continuation of the existing
structure of government. There are potential savings to be made by restructuring "local"
and "national" government and reducing the number of elected officials overall.
[2. Roles] See above. Performance related.
[3. Civil Service link] See above. Performance related, with the proportion of guaranteed
remuneration decreasing with seniority and the remainder dependent on performance.
Across the whole of the public sector, including MHKs, MLCs, ministers, civil servants etc.
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ANNEX 7B: APPENDIX TO SUBMISSION OF ROGER TOMLINSON (ON BEHALF OF
POSITIVE ACTION GROUP)
APPENDIX: PAG Survey of Constituency Workload of Members of the House
of Keys – April 2018
Replies from MHKS (in alphabetical order)
Allinson
Good question but varies from week to week. On average I’d say 20%.

Ashford
It’s an interesting question. When I was a backbencher I would say it was about 50% now as
a Minister I would say it’s about 30%. I should clarify though that doesn't mean the amount
of hours spent on constituency work is any less it just means I have to find extra hours
somewhere in the week to accommodate it compared to the Ministerial responsibilities.

Baker
This is not an exact science, but I would estimate that constituency matters account for
somewhere between 1/4 and 1/3 of my working time as an MHK.

Beecroft
It varies enormously but I estimate that on average it would be between 5% and 10%.

Bettison
Thank you so much for your question which at first glance does appear simple. I had never
sat down and given it specific thought until now and it has left me in somewhat of a
quandary. Most constituency work is divided into 2 categories - those that are simple
signposting exercises and those where I can spend many hours over several months trying
to pull together an answer/solution that involves multiple agencies. This has just started
getting far more complex owing to the data protection compliance rules that will require an
additional thread of email permissions for every individual I need to approach for
information about a given case.
However, I also get a large amount of non-constituency work that comes via those who
know me, trust me, find me approachable or happen to bump into me. I take a judgement
call on these as to whether to pass them on to the relevant MHK as I appreciate that
seemingly being passed from pillar to post is not something anyone enjoys. There is also
constituency sourced work that crosses over with departmental roles and I often find myself
sharing these cases with colleagues with a joint effort between constituency MHKs and
departmental members. In the last week I have dealt with 7 new constituency items - 3 of
which are Douglas East, the other 4 being in the wider Douglas area. 3 were relatively quick
items, 3 were opening contacts that I imagine will take a little longer to resolve and 1 was a
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Council issue that I have forwarded. Owing to it being Easter break I have had additional
free time to spend resolving these items, but in a week preceding Tynwald I find myself
spending less time on constituency business and more on parliamentary. Bearing in mind
the fluctuations mentioned above, I think the level of constituency work varies between 15
and 30% dependent on my other workload and what enquiries I receive. What is for sure is
constituency work regularly falls in evenings and weekends when I and the constituents are
free meaning it is outwith my normal office hours. The 15-30% is of the hours I work in an
average week which is around 70 in total. Apologies this isn't as simple as you, or I, may
have first thought!!

Boot
In response to your simple question it is in essence quite complicated as it can vary quite
dramatically week to week. However, taking an average, around 30% of my time revolves
around constituency matters and I have included in this attendance of functions etc many of
which take place outside of normal working hours.

Caine
I think I probably underestimated - just looked at last couple of months’ emails. Doesn't
include the 2hrs trying to buy a loaf of bread and getting talking to 3 different constituents
for 2 hours on Sunday afternoon! Also, so much of my inbox/calls relate to Children's
Champion issues - and that includes a number of constituents
Time spent on constituency matters varies hugely week to week, depending on number of
emails. It averages approx 18-20hours over a month I would say including monthly
constituency surgeries (2hrs), and that is around 8% of my working time, parliamentary,
Children's Champion matters and dept responsibilities accounting for the rest. I generally
work 60hrs a week including reading Tynwald papers, legislation plus researching questions,
PR etc. If you count social media it is a lot more hours!

Callister
Unfortunately, it isn't a straight forward question. On paper you would say 1/3 Department,
1/3 Parliament and 1/3 Constituency, but in reality it is slightly different. It depends on the
hours worked and my workload at any given time..... It also depend on the urgency of the
Constituency matter, if it requires attention now or at lunchtime, evening or at the
weekend. Hopefully my weekly Blog does give a clear insight into the hours I work and how
much of my time is spent on constituency issues.

Cannan
This is an incredibly difficult question to answer as I spend many hours throughout the
week, evenings and weekends attending and supporting a wide variety of constituency
events, responding to enquires from constituents and commissioners, visiting constituents
and engaging with Government officers and departments to resolve constituency matters.
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This workload can at times be light or heavy. In my role as Treasury Minister I spend on
average 6 - 7 hours a day meeting senior officers, discussing policy with COMIN, chairing
meetings, meeting industry and other bodies and responding to emails.

Corlett
Thank you for your question. It's not quite so straightforward to answer. Constituency
queries come in fits and starts. Some are quickly dealt with and some I'm still progressing
from when I was first elected. Some I can easily deal with myself and some I have to involve
other members. This works both ways and I spend time addressing other members’
constituents’ problems through the departments I sit in. I deal with some queries outside
my own constituency because I know the person. Although I always liaise with the member
that represents them. I'm sure you will appreciate that people often contact you because
they know you well and so have some confidence in you.
It is also quite difficult to define what you mean by constituency matters. Do you mean
specifically addressing problems brought to me by a constituent or do you include things like
political surgeries or community events or representation on committees Within the
constituency? Visiting schools and attending school events etc? The fact that it takes me
over an hour to walk (a 10 minute journey) to work because I stop and talk to people on the
way :)
I am estimating 20% of my time is spent on constituency work but I really can't quantify it
and so I'm probably being conservative with my estimation. I would also point out that a
large percentage of this work is carried out in the evening or at weekends because that's the
only time I can fit it in with departmental and parliamentary work. I hope you won't
consider my answer evasive. I really am trying to answer the question in the best way I can.

Cregeen
It is very difficult to be precise on the amount of time spent on constituency issues, as this
may include events around the constituency, meetings on issues that will affect the
constituency, finding information about matters that may affect constituents in the future,
for example, planning reviews, as well as individual matters, legislative issues - the figure
can be up to 50% a week.

Edge
I would estimate 25-30% for Onchan residents but I also deal with all-Island constituents for
issues they have with any of my Departmental/Board/Committee responsibilities which can
come to me direct from constituents or from other MHK colleagues.
As member with responsibility for housing, public estates and properties (including schools)
and also Chairman of Isle of Man Post Office I do receive a high number of constituent
issues from all-Island as they are areas people have issues with or are passionate about and
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as a national politician that goes with the responsibilities of the role you put yourself
forward for. I do believe the workload does differ depending on what individual MHK's
responsibilities are including committee work and what as an individual you put into the
role. I work the hours required to complete the role and workload that is assigned to me
and can represent my constituents within these roles and in tabling questions which I think
can also be an indicator of the amount of work and research being carried out by backbench
MHK’s.

Harmer
Approx. 33 - 40%

Hooper
20%

Malarkey
Did not reply

Moorhouse
Not so simple! I will say 30% but it is very variable. I do a weekly Surgery and try to keep in
regular contact with Constituents and Commissioners. Most days I receive a new request
from a constituent.
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