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Workforce Planning Group

Minutes 

28 September 2011
IN ATTENDANCE   

Adrian Molloy (Chair)

London Borough of Barking & Dagenham

Maria Ahmed


London Borough of Bexley

Carol Simpson

London Borough of Brent

Gerard Kennedy

London Borough of Brent

Steve Clarke


London Borough of Croydon

Polly Hicks


London Borough of Ealing

Helena Krawczyk

London Borough of Greenwich

Meryl Wade


London Borough of Hackney

Bryan Sweetman

London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham

Marion Afoakwa

London Borough of Harrow

Colin Hooker


London Borough of Havering

Nick Alcock


Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

Jane Price


Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

Romilly Tolhurst

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

Simon Morley


London Borough of Lambeth

Elaine Hattam


London Borough of Lewisham

Sharon McFarlane

London Borough of Lewisham

David Smythe


London Borough of Redbridge

Ian Stedman


London Borough of Richmond

Gordon McFarlane

London Borough of Tower Hamlets

Frances Smorti

City of London

Peter Thomas


London Councils

Simon Pannell


London Councils

Debbie Williams

London Councils

APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from Teresa Wadeson (Barnet), Vik Kapoor (Brent), Henry Wenham and Florence Kenefick (Camden), Grace Addy (Croydon), Elaine Harris (Hammersmith & Fulham), Steve Davies (Haringey), Esther Sims (Harrow), Lindsay Shankland and Mark Porter (Havering), Elena Russell (Hillingdon), Tony Cooper (Hounslow), Dawn Matthews (Lambeth), Jackie Stirling (Lewisham), Ann Butler (Redbridge), Neil Bowles (Southwark), Tessa Mapley (Waltham Forest) and Tony Rumph (Wandsworth).
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes from the meeting held on 16 February 2011 were agreed.

MATTERS ARISING

There were no matters arising from the minutes.
PRESENTATION:  WORKFORCE EFFICIENCY & PRODUCTIVITY, Peter Reilly, IES
Peter’s presentation covered the following: 

· Presentation purpose
· People related efficiencies

· Cabinet office/LG Group view

· Employee generated productivity

· Intelligent change

· What practices to focus on?

· Forms of flexible working

· What savings do changing HR practices yield? What will be enough?

· Intelligent change

· Sequencing change

· Building a new world

· Components of total reward: theory

· Multiple drivers to high performance

· A service-driven model

· Structural change has implications
· Measure of results

A copy of the presentation is attached.
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PRESENTATION:  STAFFING STRUCTURE & REVIEW, Carol Simpson, LB Brent
Carol’s presentation covered the following:

· Strategic HR exam question?
· PWC conclusions

· Projected FTE reductions

· Wave 1 – 2010-11

· The approach

· Wave 2 and issues

· Keeping track

· Tracker tour guide

· Outcomes so far

· Our design principles

A copy of the presentation is attached.


[image: image2.emf]Microsoft PowerPoint  Presentation


PRESENTATION: JOINT VENTURE – ELEVATE, Adrian Molloy, LB Barking & Dagenham and Alan Titheridge, Elevate

· Agenda

· Joint venture delivering improved council services

· LBBD procurement process for Elevate

· Additional LBBD services transferring to Elevate

· Can other London boroughs join Elevate?

· Potential benefits of using Elevate

A copy of the presentation is attached.
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LONDON COUNCILS REPORT

Peter highlighted the following from the London Councils report.  

London Living Wage
The London Living Wage (LLW), is now at £8.30 per hour.  In the past London local government has been above the LLW but due to two years of no pay increase we are now falling below for employees on spinal points 2-5 (inner) and 4-7 (outer). 

The Employers Side of the GLEF has indicated to the unions that its preference would be to deal with this issue locally.  However there was agreement to discuss this further at the next meeting of the GLPC on 10 October 2011.  The Employers Side has asked for ‘borough by borough costs’ for addressing this issue.  The unions will be provided with a summary of these figures, not individual authority figures.

Review of Terms and Conditions

London Councils are currently collecting the latest information on proposed changes to terms and conditions from authorities.

SURVEYS
Chief Officer Survey 2010/11

Thirty three boroughs responded to this survey.  Results were circulated to the Heads of HR on 1 June, followed by summary gender and ethnicity information on 6 June 2011.

Occupational Pay and Benefits Survey 2011/12

The survey questionnaire was emailed to boroughs last week for completion.

Human Capital Metrics Benchmarking/Workforce Scorecard
Thirty two boroughs responded to this survey.  The base figures are now completed and results will be circulated in the next few weeks.

Capital Intelligence

Capital Ambition has decided to claw the money back for this project.
Reward Projects
Two reward management projects are being funded using residual funding from Capital Ambition.  Namely:  
· Barking & Dagenham - employee value proposition; contact Martin Rayson
· Haringey - employment charter; contact Steve Davies
Reports from these two projects should be available by March 2012.

Future of the Regional Employer function – Providing workforce intelligence for the London Boroughs
Due to the departure of the employment research manager in December 2011, the LB of Haringey has submitted a proposal to the Heads of HR to provide pay and workforce intelligence on behalf of the London boroughs.

A copy of Haringey’s proposal to the Heads of HR is attached for information.
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FUTURE OF THE GROUP – RE-LAUNCH OF THE WORKFORCE PLANNING & WORKFORCE INTELLIGENCE NETWORKS

Colleagues may be aware that the Workforce Planning group was a sub-group of the Workforce Intelligence group when CPA was introduced.  Due to a reduction in resources at the Regional Employers organisation, and the boroughs, we should now go back to just ‘one group’
Colleagues present felt that they wanted the group to continue as they have found it valuable to share information and ideas. 
The Chair asked colleagues if anyone had any subjects they would like covered at future meetings and if anyone wanted to volunteer to give presentations.  If anyone has any ideas please email Adrian Molloy.

A copy of the London Councils report is attached for information
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ANY OTHER BUSINESS

LB Tower Hamlets are currently reviewing their reports on sickness absence and asked whether any other London boroughs have altered the way in which they report their data and thus differing from the original BVPI12 definition/calculation. Response – currently all reporting the ‘same way’ no changes to calculation. 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Early 2012 – date to be confirmed 
�
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Staffing & Structure Review 

Carol Simpson, HR Service Manager

People and Development







Strategic HR exam question? 

How to future proof the workforce while:

undergoing radical service and business transformation 

making deep and rapid workforce cuts (20-30% within 12-18mths) 

minimising compulsory redundancies 

encouraging ‘volunteers’

maintaining front-line delivery

retaining the right talent







PWC conclusions

		PWC analysis identified significant opportunities for reducing staffing costs through the development of effective strategic and corporate approaches 





		Streamlining management structures and shifting staff resources from enabling and back office functions to frontline service delivery









Projected FTE reductions





		Accessing Brent Customers 		150 

		Brent Business Support 		75 

		Assess and decide 		46 

		Excellent Procurement 		40 

		Flexible Workforce 		110 

		Brent Property 		5 

		Strategy & Policy 		10 

		Brent ICT 		10 

		Spans of Control 		50 

		Sub total 		496 

		Moderation reduction 		-193 

		Total FTE Reduction 		303 

		% FTE Reduction 		9% 

















































Wave 1- 2010 -11

2 key objectives: 

		meeting the 2010/2011 budget requirement for a £2.25 million reduction in staffing costs by the end of September 

		beginning to reshape key functions, activities and the overall organisation, in line with the vision, design principles and underpinning PWC strategic analysis











The approach 

Intelligent downsizing:

		a targeted, managed and risk based approach and processes

		decision making based on strategic and business considerations  











Wave 2 ... 



		Wave 2.1 – high level departmental and top-tier restructure – sets the framework for further management streamlining 

(July - Oct 2010)

		Wave 2.2  - management streamlining below AD to supervisor level

		CSR / budget savings (Jan – June  2011) 









Wave 2 issues

		Planned downsizing overtaken by impact of CSR on service budgets

		Need to make rapid savings by end of March 2011

		Parallel corporate consultations for 30 and 90 days

		Overtaken by service area consultation linked to budget and service reviews









Keeping track 

A master tracker document: 

		all council change programmes 

		HR and management change leads

		core staff details

		consultation paper and dates

		selection process status

		redeployment status

		outcomes









Tracker tour guide ...

		Over 1000 records

		1/3 workforce involved in change processes 

		20 separate consultation exercises incl. corporate consultation for 500 posts

		Rationalised outcomes into key categories

		Key to reporting – Board / CEO









Outcomes so far

New managing change process works

Popular support for staff during change

Retained skilled staff base

Target groups – managers / support staff reduced 

Management spans of control increased







Strategic HR exam question? Our design principles  

		Minimising compulsory redundancies

		Strategic and business based decisions on post deletions

		Open and transparent processes

		Regular consultation with staff and unions

		Keeping staff informed









Any questions?
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Heads of HR Meeting – 20 May 2011  

Future of the Regional Employer function - Providing workforce intelligence for the London boroughs

Report of Steve Davies, Head of HR, Haringey Council 

Purpose of report

Submit a proposal for Haringey Council to provide HR metrics and workforce intelligence information previously provided by Peter Thomas, London Councils to the London boroughs. 

Recommendations


1.  Haringey undertake and provide the following surveys and workforce intelligence information for the London boroughs -  


· Chief Officers Pay & Benefits


· Occupational Pay & Benefits


· Recruitment & Retention Barometer  


· Human Capital Metrics 


2. Haringey continue the work started by Sutton for the development of a London wide data mart to report workforce intelligence on a pan London basis.  


3. Each participating borough pay a contribution of £1800 per annum for the full service or £1000 for a single survey. 

Background 


The review of London Councils will result in the reduction of the regional employer function to 2 posts from December 2011.  The post disappearing is that of Peter Thomas, Employment Research Manager.  


The loss of the Employment Research Manager will have a major impact on the ability to continue the Chief Officers pay & benefits survey, Occupational pay & benefits survey including the Recruitment & Retention barometer and London borough Human Capital Metrics.  


There was a consensus from the Heads of HR meeting of 8 April 2011 that these major surveys should continue and that Haringey council should submit a proposal to continue this work.  

In addition with the departure of Steve Key from Sutton/Merton, the Capital Ambition funded work to provide a database of workforce intelligence to London boroughs via a web based reporting capability has stalled.  It is therefore proposed that Haringey council continue this work. 


Proposal 


Assuming at least 26 boroughs contribute £1800 this will cover the cost of employing a PO4 officer in Haringey council dedicated to continuing the survey and employment research information for the London boroughs.  

In addition it is proposed that Haringey should continue the work started by Steve Key at Sutton/Merton to develop a database or data mart for London metrics that could be provided via a web based reporting capability.  This work sought to provide a tool that would make it easier for boroughs to access workforce information on a pan London basis and provide the opportunity for roll out of information on a wider basis directly to managers.  


Benefits 


Identifying a lead borough to continue this work provides a sector led solution to continuing this work.  


Haringey council are recognised as a centre of excellence for HR metrics information and has the capacity and necessary expertise to continue providing this workforce intelligence.  


The responsibility for providing the information will be assigned to the Haringey HR metrics team with expertise in Visual Basic, Excel and Access report writing languages.  Although one officer in the team will be nominally assigned to doing the London boroughs work there is the benefit of being able to draw down on the expertise and resource of a team of staff.  This option was not available to the Employment Research Manager.  


Alternative Options  


The surveys could be provided by an independent research company, for example the IES.  However, this would only provide one off support for each survey.  The proposal for Haringey council to do the work gives the benefit of additional support and provision of workforce information beyond that covered within the London boroughs pay and benefits surveys.  

Cost Comparison

DLA Piper – HR Benchmarker charge £1745 for their workforce performance and HR performance indicator sets.  


It is proposed to charge each contributing borough £1800.  This would cover the cost of conducting the major surveys and providing the Human Capital Metrics information.  There would also be the provision of additional workforce information to the benefit of the London boroughs.   

Alternatively, a borough could pay £1000 for a single survey.
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Workforce Planning Group

28 September 2011

LONDON COUNCILS’ WORKFORCE REPORT


1. LONDON LIVING WAGE

Until the May 2010 increase in the LLW, all the pay points on the GLPC pay spines were above the LLW.   The lack of increase in the pay spines for 2010/11 meant that spine point 4 in outer London dropped below by 2p an hour.  The May 2011 increase to £8.30 an hour, combined with the lack of any increase in the pay spines for 2011/12 means that employees on spine points 2-5 (inner) and 4-7 (outer) will now be below the LLW rate.  Where authorities apply a 35 hour standard working week the highest of these points in both inner and outer London is taken above the threshold.  


For a standard 36 hour week the gap between spine points and the LLW is summarised in the table below


		Inner London

		Hourly rate (£)

		LLW gap

		Outer London

		Hourly rate (£)

		LLW gap



		Scp 2

		7.89

		41p

		Scp 4

		7.83

		47p



		Scp 3

		7.94

		36p

		Scp 5

		7.89

		41p



		Scp 4

		8.01

		29p

		Scp 6

		7.96

		34p



		Scp 5

		8.15

		15p

		Scp 7

		8.11

		19p





The unions put this issue on the agenda for the Greater London Employment Forum meeting in July with a specific request that the employers agree to increase all spine point to the level of the Living Wage.  

London Councils gathered data from authorities on the numbers employed on these spine points to calculate the cost of matching the LLW. 30 authorities provided a response and these are summarised below:


		

		Headcount

		FTE 

		Minimum cost of applying 


the LLW (£)


		Average (£)



		Inner London

		1,084

		583

		163,000

		14,862



		Outer London

		4,858

		1,759

		1,029,000

		54,202



		Total

		5,942

		2,342

		1,192,000

		39,733





It is important to note that these figures do not present a full picture, as many authorities could either provide no information on the number of employees at the relevant spine points who are school-based, or could only provide information for those schools which used the authority’s payroll service.   In many cases the authorities that could provide information on the schools workforce indicated that a majority of those below the LLW were in schools; in some cases this makes up 80-90% of the number.  


There was a wide variation in potential costs, even allowing for the caveat above  For 6 authorities there would be no costs from any regional agreement as they either have no one on these pay points or have already agreed to make the ‘top up’ payments locally.  For one borough in outer London the cost would be over £350,000 - a third of the outer London total


This table represents the minimum cost of applying the LLW.  It would effectively eradicate all differential between these spine points.  Should a sliding scale be introduced to maintain some differentials this would increase the costs further.  The estimate of £1.19m can be compared to the estimated cost of £28m in applying central government’s pay policy regarding the lower paid in the public sector. 


The occupational groups that authorities have indicated are at these pay points include cleaners, kitchen assistants, midday meals supervisors, clerical assistants in schools, unqualified crèche workers, lower level teaching assistants and weekend library assistants.  In one authority the number is expected to drop significantly once single status is fully implemented


It should be noted that one authority has already highlighted that it plans to address this issue locally as part of a wider review of terms and conditions.  As most of the other changes it plans are likely to see a reduction in terms and conditions it hopes to use the LLW as a ‘sweetener’ and any regional action on it would not help its bargaining position.


The Employers’ Side of the GLEF indicated to the unions that its preference was to deal with this matter at authority level. However they did agree to have a further discussion at the GLPC in October.  For the October Employers’ Side meeting we have been asked to provide borough by borough costs for addressing this issue.  We have given authorities a chance to verify the figures they previously provided.  The unions will be provided with summary figures for inner and outer London, but not figures for individual authorities.


Should there be support for further consideration of this issue, a number of technical and practical issues would need to be considered; some of these would vary depending on whether the matter were being considered regionally or at authority level.  Some of these are listed below, but it is unlikely to be a complete list of the issues that could arise:


· Should all pay points below the LLW be increased to the LLW level?


· If so, what is the impact of removing differentials between these lowest points?


· If differentials were to be maintained this would involve additional costs


· If it were to be achieved by increasing the spine points, as the GLPC spines are index-linked to national pay awards, the higher amounts would be built into any future national pay awards that might be bottom-loaded.  This would mean that London employers would lose their control over future increases in the ‘top up’ payments.


· If it were to be achieved by a separate supplement, then this could a non-consolidated payment that could be reviewed at intervals in line with circumstances such a s future national pay awards and changes in the LLW


· Alternatively a commitment could be made to specifically increase the supplement in line with future LLW increases.  This would remove any future increases from the control of employers.


· A separate supplement could more readily be excluded from any calculations of premia payments


· If a separate supplement were to be agreed at local authority level, there would be greater scope to take account of issues such as shift or bonus payments that take actual earnings above the LLW and to exclude employees in receipt of such payments from the additional ’top up’.


Contact: simon.pannell@londoncouncils.gov.uk

2.
REVIEWS OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS



An updated version of the anonymised table that identifies issues being considered was circulated at the end of May.  London Councils plans to update this over the coming weeks.


Where authorities do make formal proposals to the unions London Councils would ask that a copy of the proposal is sent to simon.pannell@londoncouncils.gov.uk.


3.
SURVEYS  

General 


London Councils will shortly be withdrawing from providing an employment research service. Haringey has put forward a proposal to provide workforce metrics and intelligence for the London boroughs.  


The proposal received broad support at a Heads of HR meeting in May.  


Steve Davies can update colleagues if required.

Individual Workforce Surveys

a) Chief Officers Pay & Benefits Survey 2010/11 

All thirty-three boroughs responded to this year’s survey - the main results were emailed to HHR on 1 June 2011.  The gender and ethnicity summary data were emailed to HHR on 6 June 2011.


b) Occupational Pay & Benefits Survey 2011/12

In late 2010 – as there will be no annual national pay award for two years – we consulted with boroughs on whether to undertake the pay surveys. 


There was strong support for conducting the survey ‘this year’.  Reasons cited for undertaking the survey were similar to those for the chief officers and include: 


· if we suspend the survey - given the changes that will be taking place at London Councils - the chances of it being revived at a later date are slim  

· the importance of retaining a ‘continuous’ time series thus allowing boroughs to benchmark and keep a ‘check on things’ is important

· organisational reviews and restructures could result in the salaries for a number of jobs changing - which makes the survey potentially more ‘useful’ than ever  


An observation was raised that the occupations to focus on in future isn’t clear as boroughs are revising their operating model, for example, increasingly moving towards a commissioning model.  


In the end it was agreed to complete the chief officers pay & benefits survey before turning our attention to this survey.


The matter was raised again - albeit briefly - at the PERF meeting on 8 June 2011; again there was strong support for the conducting the survey.


We therefore plan to email the survey questionnaire to boroughs around the middle of September. Prior to this we have ‘consulted’ on whether some occupations can be ‘suspended’ from the survey this year so we can concentrate on a fewer number of keys occupations, and whether any new occupations should be added given the point raised above.

Again we stress that participation in London Councils surveys is entirely voluntary and boroughs not wishing to participate are under no obligation to do so. 

c) Pay & Benefits Databases

Additionally, London Councils has been working with the boroughs to develop a ‘web based application’ for the two pay surveys. Using ‘GoodData’ a working model has been developed. Refer to Appendix I for example data from the occupational pay database; summary information for seven surveys is now available.

Further developed of the database is subject to identify resources to develop the working model in to an actual product for use by the boroughs.

Contact: Peter Thomas

d) Human Capital Metrics Benchmarking Exercise


The survey was emailed to boroughs on 3 June 2011 for return by 10 August 2011.


Although the workforce scorecard has been very well received - with 31 boroughs responding to the previous survey - collecting the information on a six monthly cycle is no longer feasible given the resources available both here and, more importantly, most of the London boroughs.


We are therefore ‘reverting’ to an annual cycle – in this case April 2010 to March 2011; this change will hopefully make the results timelier and capture any of the ‘in year’ changes made in the boroughs. 


The majority of the information collected via the sickness absence and employee turnover surveys is now gathered via the metrics survey; these surveys have therefore been discontinued. 


The metrics included in the 2010/11 survey are a combination of those collected in the two most recent surveys; inclusion is based on boroughs’ ability to provide information and whether the information is ‘worth’ collecting in the longer-term.  


To date twenty-two boroughs have responded to the survey; some ‘illustrative’ results - based on the replies to date - are shown as Appendix II. 

Boroughs wishing to take part are requested to respond by 9 September 2011.


Contact: Peter Thomas

4.
OLYMPICS AND PARALYMPICS 2012


The results of the survey on authorities’ responses to HR/workforce issues were sent to authorities at the end of June..   

5.         WORKFORCE PROJECTS


Reward Management. 

Two reward management projects are being funded using residual funding from Capital Ambition.  Namely:  

· Barking & Dagenham - employee value proposition; contact Martin Rayson

· Haringey - employment charter; contact Steve Davies

Camden’s ‘total rewards statement’ project is no longer taking place. 

London Councils Contact: Peter Thomas

6.
CAPITAL INTELLIGENCE 

Progress has been limited over recent months.  Haringey are ‘offering’ to takeover the lead of this project as part of their proposal to provide ‘borough wide’ workforce intelligence to the boroughs.  


A meeting is scheduled for 28 September 2011 to discuss the feasibility of continuing this project given the financial situation facing local government. 

Contact: Peter Thomas

7.
WORKFORCE PLANNING

A PowerPoint workforce planning template and accompanying notes have been developed by a small group of Heads of HR, senior HR officers, London Councils and Infohrm. They have been designed for engagement with your corporate management team, senior managers and directors.


The concept is to raise awareness amongst senior officers of the significant workforce planning challenges that lie ahead in local government.  The template can be used as you wish so please feel free to amend and develop as appropriate for use within your borough. 

Its aim is to get people to start thinking about what their borough might look like going forward.  The pack is still in development - the next step is to integrate any comments and feedback in to the interim documentation. 

Contact: Peter Thomas

8.
LONDON COUNCILS NETWORKS 

Pay and Employee Relations Forum  

Wednesday 7 December 2011 (provisional agenda)

· IDS - pay in the public sector 

· CIPD - topic to be agreed 


· LGE - national update 

Appendix I: Occupational Pay & Benefits Database - 2003/04 to 2009/10 - Accountancy and SW Children & Families

		Date

		Survey Information

		Median

		Upper Quartile



		

		Job Ref. No.

		Job Family

		Level

		Minimum Salary

		Mid Point

		Maximum Salary

		Minimum Package

		Mid Point

		Maximum Package

		Minimum Salary

		Mid Point

		Maximum Salary

		Minimum Package

		Mid Point

		Maximum Package



		2003/04

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£26,202

		£29,154

		£32,106

		£26,760

		£29,433

		£32,106

		£28,092

		£30,867

		£33,642

		£28,092

		£31,200

		£34,308



		2004/05

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£26,262

		£29,058

		£31,854

		£26,895

		£29,570

		£32,244

		£27,517

		£31,262

		£35,007

		£27,731

		£31,830

		£35,930



		2005/06

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£27,036

		£29,723

		£32,410

		£27,036

		£29,723

		£32,410

		£28,305

		£31,640

		£34,976

		£28,918

		£32,200

		£35,483



		2006/07

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£28,557

		£31,143

		£33,729

		£28,859

		£31,704

		£34,550

		£29,351

		£33,175

		£36,999

		£30,131

		£33,839

		£37,547



		2007/08

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£28,524

		£30,905

		£33,285

		£28,524

		£31,151

		£33,777

		£29,859

		£32,843

		£35,826

		£30,717

		£34,020

		£37,323



		2009/09

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£29,223

		£31,152

		£33,081

		£29,223

		£31,152

		£33,081

		£30,591

		£33,432

		£36,273

		£30,591

		£34,031

		£37,472



		2009/10

		01

		Accountancy

		I

		£29,601

		£31,989

		£34,376

		£29,601

		£31,989

		£34,376

		£31,497

		£35,144

		£38,790

		£31,497

		£35,144

		£38,790



		2003/04

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£23,508

		£26,498

		£29,487

		£24,129

		£27,395

		£30,660

		£24,201

		£27,684

		£31,167

		£25,008

		£28,545

		£32,082



		2004/05

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£24,153

		£27,225

		£30,297

		£26,235

		£29,130

		£32,025

		£26,235

		£29,130

		£32,025

		£26,922

		£30,279

		£33,637



		2005/06

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£25,524

		£28,654

		£31,784

		£26,402

		£29,686

		£32,970

		£26,485

		£29,822

		£33,159

		£27,717

		£31,212

		£34,707



		2006/07

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£26,666

		£29,899

		£33,132

		£27,542

		£30,747

		£33,952

		£27,835

		£30,986

		£34,137

		£28,786

		£32,133

		£35,480



		2007/08

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£27,738

		£31,147

		£34,556

		£28,509

		£31,829

		£35,149

		£29,083

		£32,593

		£36,104

		£29,696

		£33,070

		£36,444



		2009/09

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£28,505

		£31,738

		£34,971

		£29,223

		£32,532

		£35,841

		£29,565

		£33,467

		£37,368

		£30,585

		£33,977

		£37,368



		2009/10

		28

		SW Children & Families

		I

		£29,586

		£32,946

		£36,306

		£29,701

		£33,450

		£37,200

		£30,356

		£34,563

		£38,770

		£30,975

		£35,020

		£39,065



		2003/04

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£32,682

		£35,066

		£37,449

		£33,166

		£35,693

		£38,220

		£34,359

		£37,061

		£39,762

		£36,672

		£38,885

		£41,097



		2004/05

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£32,815

		£35,647

		£38,478

		£33,763

		£36,652

		£39,540

		£35,014

		£37,827

		£40,641

		£35,014

		£38,207

		£41,401



		2005/06

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£34,437

		£37,060

		£39,683

		£34,754

		£37,591

		£40,428

		£36,347

		£38,685

		£41,022

		£38,237

		£40,299

		£42,361



		2006/07

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£35,040

		£37,911

		£40,782

		£36,616

		£39,119

		£41,622

		£37,851

		£40,252

		£42,653

		£39,268

		£41,322

		£43,375



		2007/08

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£35,882

		£38,206

		£40,530

		£37,110

		£39,244

		£41,378

		£38,566

		£40,671

		£42,776

		£38,642

		£40,725

		£42,807



		2009/09

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£35,841

		£38,459

		£41,076

		£37,584

		£40,094

		£42,603

		£39,930

		£41,813

		£43,695

		£39,987

		£41,978

		£43,968



		2009/10

		02

		Accountancy

		II

		£36,756

		£40,286

		£43,815

		£36,756

		£40,286

		£43,815

		£39,968

		£42,936

		£45,903

		£39,968

		£42,936

		£45,903



		2003/04

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£28,935

		£31,289

		£33,642

		£29,067

		£31,355

		£33,642

		£31,347

		£33,161

		£34,974

		£32,682

		£33,912

		£35,142



		2004/05

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£29,798

		£32,182

		£34,566

		£30,823

		£33,412

		£36,002

		£33,434

		£34,685

		£35,937

		£34,275

		£35,814

		£37,353



		2005/06

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£31,551

		£33,569

		£35,586

		£31,551

		£34,319

		£37,086

		£34,266

		£36,284

		£38,301

		£35,516

		£37,066

		£38,617



		2006/07

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£32,961

		£35,436

		£37,910

		£34,137

		£36,387

		£38,636

		£35,592

		£37,859

		£40,126

		£36,592

		£38,687

		£40,782



		2007/08

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£33,215

		£35,378

		£37,542

		£34,124

		£36,833

		£39,542

		£37,113

		£38,996

		£40,878

		£37,402

		£39,570

		£41,738



		2009/09

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£34,965

		£36,714

		£38,463

		£35,840

		£37,708

		£39,577

		£37,642

		£39,440

		£41,237

		£37,997

		£39,848

		£41,699



		2009/10

		29

		SW Children & Families

		II

		£36,377

		£38,165

		£39,953

		£37,149

		£39,191

		£41,234

		£38,961

		£41,084

		£43,206

		£39,126

		£41,247

		£43,368
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Appendix II: Human Capital Metrics Benchmarking 2010/11 - Example Data

Table 1: FTE days lost to sickness absence – time series – 1994/95 to 2010/11

		Date

		FTE Days

		Index

		Date

		FTE Days

		Index



		1994/95

		10.9

		100.0

		2004/05

		10.7

		98.1



		1995/96

		10.5

		96.3

		2005/06

		10.6

		96.7



		1996/97

		10.9

		99.5

		2006/07

		10.0

		91.7



		1997/98

		10.8

		99.1

		2007/08

		10.2

		92.9



		1999/00

		10.7

		97.7

		2008/09

		9.4

		85.7



		2000/01

		11.0

		100.2

		2008/09(1)

		8.8

		80.0



		2001/02

		11.3

		103.3

		2009/10(2)

		8.5

		77.8



		2002/03

		11.2

		102.2

		2010/11

		7.7

		70.6



		2003/04

		11.2

		102.3





Notes: (1) 2008/09(1) - 12 months to December 2009; 2009/10(2) - 12 months to June 2010. (2) 2010/11 - provisional data

Table 2: FTE days lost to sickness absence - by reason – 2010/11 – provisional data 

		Reason 

		Percent- age 

		FTE Days   



		Back problems

		6.1%

		46,757



		Other musculo-skeletal problems

		12.8%

		98,652



		Stress, depression, anxiety, neurasthenia, mental health & fatigue

		14.5%

		112,215



		Infections

		10.1%

		77,907



		Neurological; headaches and migraine.

		3.9%

		29,942



		Genito-urinary; menstrual problems

		2.6%

		20,060



		Pregnancy related

		1.8%

		14,135



		Stomach, liver, kidney & digestion

		7.5%

		57,661



		Heart, blood pressure, circulation

		3.0%

		23,342



		Chest, respiratory

		6.6%

		51,017



		Eye, ear, nose & mouth/dental; sinnusitis

		3.6%

		27,740



		Other

		27.5%

		212,603



		Total

		100.0%

		772,029





Table 3: Employee turnover – by reason – 2010/11 – provisional data 


		Reason 

		Percentage

		Number of leavers



		Resignations

		6.1%

		6,879



		Retirements

		1.7%

		1,902



		Dismissals

		0.7%

		749



		Redundancies

		2.8%

		3,182



		Transfers

		0.3%

		335



		Others

		2.8%

		3,126



		Total leavers

		14.3%

		16,172





Table 4: Employment by length of service – 2010/11– provisional data

		Employment by length of service 

		Percentage

		Numbers



		Less than 1 year

		6.8%

		7,662



		1 - < 2 years

		9.0%

		10,142



		2 to < 3 years

		7.8%

		8,846



		3 to < 5 years

		13.5%

		15,226



		5 to < 10 years

		28.3%

		31,904



		10 to < 15 years

		12.2%

		13,801



		15 to < 20 years

		7.0%

		7,876



		20+   years

		15.3%

		17,264



		Total

		100.0%

		112,722





All figures for 2010/11 are based on the twenty-two replies received to date ‘grossed up’ - where required - to a full response. 

Figures are provided for illustrative purposes only and will be subject to amendment as further replies are received. [image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
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Elevate - a joint venture which delivers

improved council services, better value for

money, and enables other authorities to join...

		Limited Liability Partnership: founding partners are Agilisys and LBBD

		Not traditional outsourcing

		Commercial flexibility and  open book

		Joint governance and aligned incentives

		Safeguards employees’ terms & conditions and pensions and helps protect from job losses

		Transfers risk and provides “teeth” around service delivery 

		Other LBs  can participate in the partnership



Partner



Partner
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LBBD Procurement Process for Elevate

		7-10 year partnership procured by LBBD through a two year Competitive Dialogue process

		Contract framework underpins Best Value 

		Mutual incentives through a target cost model and risk/reward sharing with  mutual incentives

		Plan to transfer more LBBD services into Elevate services based on a supporting business case

		Innovative joint venture that combines private sector skills, expertise, and economies of scale, with Council’s deep understanding of customers and services
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LBBD Services Transferred to Elevate

		Initial LBBD Services included from 2010:

		ICT: Reliable and resilient innovative ICT solutions that enable business transformation and efficiency using ITIL v3 best practice

		Revenues & Benefits, General Income and Rents: next generation services that maximise revenue collection and automate claim handling to avoid delays

		Customer Services: using customer insight to design and deliver a better experience at lower cost

		Procurement: An efficient supply chain that delivers significant financial savings and helps support the local economy

		Broader transformation activities including:

		Modern ways of working

		Procure to pay using Oracle i-Procurement 

		Customer channel shift – increasing web and self-service 

		Healthcare: mapping customer health data to facilitate targeting of resources, development of telecare, GP consortia support
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Additional LBBD Services transferring to Elevate

		HR

		Back office finance (including payroll)

		Facilities management (including security/CCTV)

		Managerial and support services

		Back office services

		Asset Management and Capital Delivery

		Project and Programme Management
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Can other London Boroughs join Elevate?

		LBBD always recognised the potential for creating a shared service vehicle for others to be able to use 

		Advertised in OJEU as “open to any other public bodies in and around London”

		The contract enables provision of other services so the scope is unlimited

		Legal advice obtained by LBBD and Capital Ambition has been circulated to London Authorities, showing how other authorities can participate
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Potential Benefits of Using Elevate

		Leverage LBBD’s procurement  investment

		Efficiency savings through shared services

		Protection for employees

		Potential commercial gain share

		Synergy through joint development of new services

		Mutual incentives

		Broader economic and regeneration benefits
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For further information, please contact:



Alan Titheridge or Adrian Molloy



alan.titheridge@elevateeastlondon.co.uk  tel 020 8227 5955

adrian.molloy@lbbd.gov.uk tel 020 8724 8470 
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Workforce efficiency and productivity

Peter Reilly
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Presentation purpose

		Look at evidence on workforce efficiency and productivity

		They address different issues:

		Efficiency is to save costs, do things quicker and more accurately (less rework)

		Productivity is to increase output and/or value of work (relative to inputs)

		Challenge is that the answers are complex and multi layered

		The premise of the presentation is that you take out cost first, focusing on those areas that yield the greatest benefit, and then you tackle workforce productivity  
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People related efficiencies

		Achieved through 

		back office consolidation

		partnerships or outsourcing

		process improvement

		automation

		delayering

		changing skills mix

		various HR practices and processes 

		flexibility in staff time or numbers…..
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Cabinet Office/LG Group view

(my interpretation)

		Principles of productivity

		clear vision

		innovative and productive culture

		customer centric

		supportive processes and technology

		enabling citizen engagement

		motivated employees

		skilled workforce

		measuring performance  
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Employee generated productivity

		Achieved through 

		better people management by managers 

		appropriate HR policies and practices

		employee engagement

		improved resourcing and training

		good job design – autonomy and flexibility 

		more effective communication and staff involvement

		leadership of change and role modelling

		knowledge sharing…..









Institute for Employment Studies







Intelligent change

		Focus on big ticket items

		Good understanding of workforce costs

		Ignore highly valued low return items

		Avoid gimmicks

		Exploit existing flexibilities

		Apart from downsizing and recruitment freezing what HR stuff will yield cost savings? 
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What practices to focus on?

		Absence?

		Pay and conditions

		overtime?

		increments?

		working hours?

		leave?

		sick pay

		redundancy?

		Workforce flexibility?
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Forms of flexible working

		Type		Definition/aims		Examples

		functional		allows firms to allocate labour across traditional functional boundaries		multi-skilling, cross-functional working, task flexibility

		numerical		allows variation in the number of employees or workers used		temporary, seasonal, casual, agency, fixed-term workers, outsourcing, sharing resources

		temporal		represents variability of working hours, either in a regular or irregular pattern		part-time, annual hours, shift, overtime, voluntary reduced hours, flexitime, zero hours arrangements

		locational		involves using employees outside the normal workplace, inc transfer of work to back offices		home, mobile, tele/outworkers
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What savings do changing HR practices yield?

		Drive absence levels to the average

		Local government: 9.2 FTE dys per person pa. Potential saving of £204m to bring to cross sector average of 7.4

		Stop overtime

		<1% of pay bill, notional saving of £225m 

		Reduce dependency on agency staff

		costs over £1.5bn. Are they quasi permanent or flexible resource? 

		Increase working week from 37 to 40 hrs

		Could in theory cut 80k staff = £2bn

		Reduce working week (37 to 35) with commensurate pay cut

		saves ~53k jobs and £200m redundancy cost





Sector variations in absence

The average level of absence remains highest in the public sector at 9.7 days per employee per year, a very slight drop from the previous year’s figure of 9.8 days per employee per year. Non-profit organisations recorded the next highest level of absence at 9.4 days per employee per year. Private sector services organisations also recorded a drop in the average level of absence from 7.2 days per employee per year to 6.4 days.

Overtime

Cutting overtime does not necessarily save costs if staff numbers increased to compensate!

Increments = £500m  

Working hrs 

Many professional / managerial staff/ administrative won’t notice difference. Only benefits where workforce manning is tight, eg call centre shifts, and fractional increases in labour time don’t always neatly translate into heads.

Argue the other way: protect job losses with shorter week and lower pay (might increase discretionary effort)

Redundancy terms

However we should remember that the average employee we have created may not be real: Someone who is 44 is likely to have more than 8 years of continuous service. That is the bit that makes a number of councils nervous at the moment - the people you want rid of will be the most expensive. 

An additional factor in the statutory set-up is that there is a cap of a maximum 20yrs service to take into account, which puts a very unusual ceiling of £11,400 on payments - unusual in that this would require 20 years continuous service all accrued after the age of 41. A 61 year old is more likely to have 30 years plus, I would have thought in local government. 
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Savings from changing HR practices, cont.

		Cut pay levels (could be tapered)

		An across the board 5% salary cut would generate

£1.25 bn + on costs. 

		Suspend increments and promotion

		will save future exposure to ~ £625m 

(using pay drift as a proxy)

		Abolish service related leave

		no central data available on length of service 

		Sick pay

		Reduce payment period. No data

		Cut redundancy terms

		On average no benefit. May help in specific Councils 









Will that be enough?

		A 25% reduction in local government expenditure amounts to £32bn

		Changes to HR policies have symbolic and practical value but possibly small dent to the target 

		A 25% workforce cut saves £7.44bn

		and would notionally cost £1bn in redundancy

		More radical solutions required beyond service efficiency?

		stopping services?

		transferring services?

		sharing services?  
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Intelligent change

		Focus on big ticket items

		Good understanding of workforce costs

		Ignore highly valued low return items

		Avoid gimmicks

		Exploit existing flexibilities

		Are you prepared to spend to save?

		Ensure proper leadership of change

		Focus on short term but eye to long term 

		Measure, evaluate and embed (where correct)

		Recognise some initiatives are for later
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Sequencing change

		Need to take out cost first

		Structural change before processual?

		Make sure you keep the right skills and people

		In the right roles and business aligned

		Hearts and minds can be lost during change

		But unlikely to won until afterwards
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Building a new world

		A new psychological contract?

		built on total rewards concept

		rights and responsibilities

		good job design – autonomy and flexibility 

		more effective communication and staff involvement

		a positive, healthy working environment

		a war on bureaucracy
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Components of total reward: theory

Adapted from Schuster and Zingheim, 2000



Attractive organisation 

Vision/values

Growth/success

Positive brand



Development 

Development/training

Career enhancement

Effective organisation 

People focus

Leadership

Collegiality 

Trust/recognition 

Involvement/openness

Total remuneration 

Base

Variable

Benefits
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Building a new world

		A new psychological contract?

		built on total rewards concept

		rights and responsibilities

		good job design – autonomy and flexibility 

		more effective communication and staff involvement

		a positive, healthy working environment

		a war on bureaucracy

		Improved performance management 

		More variable pay linked to performance?

		Skilling up managers as people managers?

		Developing organisational capability?
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Multiple drivers to high performance 



Growing

capability

and

willingness

to deliver

activity

outputs

outcomes

Innovation

Quality

Effort

Attendance

Productivity

Customer satisfaction

Profits

Shareholder value

Confidence in government 

People 

management 

policies

Psychological states

People 

management 

practices
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A service-driven model

line management





employee behaviours

superior

performance    



Organisational leadership and culture



HR policies/practices
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Applying this to the public sector:

an example in government 



Canadian Government 

Services

perceived to be

beneficial

Service

quality

Confidence 

in government 

Services 

perceived to

meet needs
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Employee input to service

Canadian Government 

Employee

satisfaction/

commitment

Work environment

Fair pay

Perception of management

Career development

Client

service

satisfaction

Timeliness

competence

Courtesy

Fairness

Outcome

Citizen

trust/confidence

in government

Social/cultural factors

Government performance

Service satisfaction

Service benefit

Service adequacy
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Structural change has implications

		Different service delivery models

		Shared services?

		Outsourcing?

		Cooperatives?

		Social Enterprises?

		Management buy outs?

		Commission third/private sector?

		Significant & different workforce implications for each
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Paul Plsek’s categories of measurement

Set in health context of large scale change:

		Service delivery outcomes

		Financial performance

		Health and well-being

		Satisfaction and experience of process

		Mindset and behaviour change 

		Organisational capability-building

		Transformational process indicators
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Measurement of results

		Get a good baseline understanding of current position

		Define what success looks like

		Use multiple measures, as appropriate, to check progress

		inputs (eg time taken/cost to perform tasks)

		outputs (eg number of units of service delivered)

		outcomes (tangible and intangible, eg citizen benefits)

		and different means

		ratios (eg in corporate functions)

		trend analysis (eg in customer satisfaction)

		comparative analysis (via benchmarking)

		activity based costing 

		activity analysis

		customer satisfaction 
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Measurement , cont

		To attribute value use

		external pricing by private sector

		customer valuations of pricing of services

		contingent valuation
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… thank you

Further information contact:

www.employment-studies.co.uk

peter.reilly@employment-studies.co.uk

… thank you
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