Board Remuneration and Support
	Use this decision tool to decide whether the board should remain fully voluntary, reimburse costs only, offer non-cash supports, or approve limited remuneration for specific circumstances. Start with legality and mission; then assess capacity, public trust, and whether the proposal genuinely removes barriers to participation.


1. Start with threshold questions
Is payment or support permitted by the trust deed, constitution, rules, contracts, and funder conditions?
What legal form are we operating under, and what duties apply to our officers or trustees? 
Have conflicted members declared interests, stepped out of discussion, and is the decision properly minuted and recorded in the interests register where required? 
2. Consider the full option range
No payment, but better governance support: induction, training, better papers, hybrid attendance, insurance/indemnity review. Community Governance Aotearoa recommends investing in board capability. 
Reimbursement only: travel, parking, accommodation, dependent-care/childcare, accessibility supports, and other genuine board-duty expenses. Charities Services and UK charity guidance both recognise reasonable expense reimbursement and related-party recording requirements. 
Barrier-removal support package: expenses plus training, technology, accessibility, and participation support – consider whether it should apply to all board members or in specific circumstances.
Limited remuneration: honorarium, sitting fee, chair fee, or tightly defined short-term remuneration where workload, skill scarcity, or organisational risk clearly justify it. 
3. Test suitability and affordability
Will this strengthen governance enough to justify the cost?
Can we sustain it without weakening mission delivery or frontline services?
Do we have the tax, payroll, and reporting systems to administer it properly? 
Are we able to comfortably justify our decision to members, funders, and the public?
4. Weigh benefits against risks
Potential benefits: wider participation, better recruitment, stronger accountability, recognition of time and specialist skill, and fewer barriers for members with lived experience or lower financial capacity. Governance debates in the NFP sector increasingly point to these issues.
Main risks: legal non-compliance, unmanaged conflicts, private benefit concerns, reputational damage, increased accountability and over-influence of paid board members where controls are weak. 
Best practice if paying: constitutional authority, independent approval, benchmarking, clear policy, tax treatment confirmed, disclosure, and a review date.
Common default for many social services: reimburse genuine costs and remove participation barriers first; only move to remuneration if there is a clear legal basis, a strong governance case, and sustainable capacity to pay.
Board Decision Checklist
Use this tool to support a decision to approve remuneration or other support of board related activity. 
Legal and constitutional checks
☐  We have confirmed our legal structure and the duties that apply. 
☐  Our governing document allows the proposed arrangement, or we know what amendment/approval is required. 
☐  We have checked funder, grant, and contract conditions for any restrictions.
☐  We have sought legal and tax advice where there is any uncertainty.
Conflict and process checks
☐  All actual and potential conflicts have been declared. 
☐  Any required interests register entries will be/have been completed. 
☐  Interested board members will not participate in the decision. Where all board members have interests, the final decision will be reviewed by the organisation’s Accountant, whose advice will be minuted.
☐  The rationale, abstentions, and final decision will be/has been fully minuted.
Option selected
☐  No remuneration; governance support only.
☐  Expense reimbursement only.
☐  Barrier-removal support package.
☐  Honorarium / sitting fee / chair fee.
☐  Short-term or tightly defined targeted remuneration.
Briefly describe the final option: 

Suitability and mission checks
☐  The arrangement is in the organisation’s best interests and supports mission delivery. 
☐  It addresses a real problem: skills, workload, accountability, diversity, or barriers to participation.
☐  We can explain the decision credibly to members, funders, donors, and the public.
☐  The amount or support is proportionate and reasonable.
Capacity and administration checks
☐  We can afford this without harming service-delivery.
☐  We can administer withholding, payroll, GST, or other relevant tax and reporting requirements if needed. 
☐  We have a written policy or agreement covering scope, amount, timing, and review.
☐  We have set a review date, usually within 12 months for the initial review, then annually thereafter.
Decision
☐  Approve						☐  Approve with conditions
☐  Defer pending advice or constitutional change	☐  Do not approve
Board resolution note: Record the chosen option, reasons, conflicts managed, legal basis, tax treatment, and review date.
