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CORPORATE GOVERNANCE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE - JOB EVALUATION

Introduction

This scrutiny activity began in March 2004 when a small Lead Member Group (Councillors Jean Fooks, Bob Johnston and David Wilmshurst) was set up.  A scoping document was agreed by the Co-ordinating Group in April and is attached at Annex 1.  Since then, the Lead Member Group has met 12 times. 

 

Job evaluation was carried out to ensure "fairness" and consistency in job grading across the authority, to establish the relative value of jobs and to remove anomalies in pay.

 

On the 30th September 2004, the Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee operated in "select committee" mode and questioned:

· Councillor Dermot Roaf, the Executive Member with responsibility for Personnel.

· Councillor Margaret Godden, former Executive Member.

· Steve Munn, the Head of Human Resources (HR).

· Sue Corrigan, County Human Resources Manager.

· Mark Fysh, UNISON Branch Secretary.

· Matt Bowmer, Head of Finance, Learning & Culture Directorate.

Summary 

In our view, given that the Council has taken on a particularly complex project with limited staff resources, the Job Evaluation process was undertaken very professionally.  On the whole, its aims have been achieved. There were concerns, which we have highlighted.  We have taken account of the comments, concerns and questions from the Committee as a whole, and made final recommendations. 

We believe that in our work to date, we have taken account of all the reasons for doing this work and the objectives set out in the scoping document at Annex 1. 

The key issues that arose during this work were as follows:

· Having spoken to the Heads of Human Resources in the Directorates, the general consensus has been that JE should have happened and that it was consistent and fair.  Indeed, it is regarded as having been quite a remarkable success given its under-resourcing, mainly in terms of staff during the implementation period. 
· The Social & Healthcare Directorate has benefited, with much better recruitment and retention.  Of a total complement of 630 Home Care support staff, 140 of these posts have been filled since the introduction of JE.

· Given an authority of its size with approximately 11,000 staff in the 1850 affected jobs, there have been very few appeals (about 40 individuals have appealed, some individually and some on behalf of colleagues in the same post and about 25% have been successful).  

· There have also been relatively few requests for re-moderation of posts (approximately 500, of which about 40% have been successful). 

· As with any Job Evaluation scheme, there have inevitably been winners and losers.  Some staff have been unhappy with the outcomes.  It was estimated at the outset that 30% of staff were likely to be upgraded, 60% to stay the same and 10% would be downgraded as a consequence of implementing the scheme.  The post evaluation percentages were almost exactly as predicted. The Executive should note the concerns of those staff who were downgraded.

· The costs of implementation have been higher than anticipated.  The original estimated cost for implementing the scheme had been £5.7 million but this had risen to £8.7 million by April this year.  However, there have been significant organisational changes that have affected implementation over this period.  

· There have been some unanticipated costs which Directorates had not realised would fall to them:

(1) the costs of upgrading externally funded posts have had to be met by the authority. For example, almost all funding for Adult and Community Learning is external and at a fixed budget, or with inflation only at the rate determined by the Learning and Skills Council. There were a number of local administrative staff who were re-graded upwards and some senior Adult and Community Learning Officer posts were slightly raised.  The re-grading of all Early Years Partnership Workers in the School Development Service and some Childcare Development Officer posts in the Early Years and Childcare Service had to be met by the Authority. 

(2)  In Social & Health Care there have been additional costs due to paying people at the new rate in posts previously unfilled.
· There were particular issues with Job Evaluation in schools, due to the statutory requirement to allocate funds according to the Age Weighted Pupil Unit (AWPU) rather than to the schools’ individual salary structures.   For Teaching Assistants, this meant that some schools received more than their increased salary bill, while others received less.  For cleaning and catering staff, all schools received an extra allocation whether or not they employed County Facilities Management (CFM) staff.  Schools make their own decisions on cleaning and catering and may choose not to employ relatively more expensive CfM staff.  (The paper at Annex 4 explains how Job Evaluation was funded in schools for non-teaching staff including County Facilities Management staff). 
· UNISON were fully involved and in support of the scheme.  They recommended it as a beacon scheme for other authorities.
· Due to the time constraints, there was a concern that some managers were not sufficiently involved and were not given sufficient training.
· Some staff felt that the scheme did not give qualifications sufficient weighting but it is of course the job, not the person that is being evaluated.

· Some people did not have up to date Job Descriptions for the jobs that they actually did.  The introduction of the computerised “Tracker” system should enable an up to date Job Description to be produced now for each job.

· Feedback was not as good as everyone would have liked.  This had been reduced simply because HR had not been sufficiently resourced and that there was insufficient time available, given the huge scope of the process and implementation.  The workload of HR staff had been increased by the payroll function, brought back in house at the same time as JE was being implemented.  

· There were some criticisms of the decisions, re-moderation and the appeals process. Some people were unhappy with the re-moderation and the appeal processes.

· Some people found the decision letters unclear. Nevertheless, without the Management Information payroll system, accurate decision letters could not have been sent out simultaneously to approximately 11,000 staff.  This emphasised the need for effective and efficient MIS.

· The Group learned that there had also been advertisements for new staff at the new post JE grades, whilst existing staff’s salaries had not yet reached the new level due to the 3-year phasing of increments.  There was a need to address the situations where a new recruit is paid more to start with than an existing member of staff in the same job due to the phasing of the pay rises.

· Given the comments above concerning qualifications and experience, at least one Directorate had introduced job progression within the constraints of the JE scheme.

· Expectations were raised by the prospect of a JE scheme being implemented and sometimes these expectations are disappointed. 
· As in any Job Evaluation Scheme, some individuals said that some jobs were unique and difficult to evaluate properly.  
· There was a view that the JE scheme selected worked well for particular categories of staff, not "professionals". The Green Book scheme adopted is factor weighted towards the lower paid and those whose jobs have a greater public interface.   

· After the implementation of JE, the Hay scheme was used to evaluate jobs at the bottom of the Senior Management Grades.  The Hay scheme gave the same rating to these jobs as the Green Book scheme had done, which was very reassuring. 

· Due to the size of the scheme and the number of individuals involved, inevitably the scheme took up to 15 months from the completion of Job Description questionnaires to final assessment. 
RECOMMENDATIONS

We 

(a)
RECOMMEND the Executive:
1. to note the overall success of the Job Evaluation scheme and particularly to acknowledge the huge efforts put into the JE project by Sue Corrigan, County Human Resources Manager, Becky Scales Job Evaluation Co-ordinator and UNISON;

2. that Job Evaluation remains an integral part of the HR strategy ensuring that:

· Job Descriptions are kept up to date;

· the JE scheme is continually monitored to ensure it accurately reflects the ongoing  organisation arrangements and individual responsibilities;

· the appropriate training / familiarisation is provided;

· that regular monthly grade count figures are provided;

3. to address the situations whereby new recruits are in some cases paid higher than existing staff due to re-grading of and the phasing of the pay rises;

4. that Service budgets should allow for the cost of the full complement of staff at the appropriate grade;

5. to be aware that as with all JE schemes Council grades will need to be reviewed in 3 years time and the Executive must ensure that resources for the review must be adequate for the task;

6. to provide ongoing benchmarking and subsequent  validation of evaluations with other authorities using the same scheme; and 

7. to ensure that the Council’s MIS is effective and efficient.  

(b)
ADVISE the Executive that progress with the JE scheme will be reported to the Scrutiny Committee as part of the Head of Human Resources’ s regular reporting.

Annex 1

Scrutiny Review Scoping Template

 

Review Topic
(name of Review)
Job Evaluation

Lead Member Review Group
(Cllr's involved)
Cllrs Jean Fooks, David Wilmshurst and Bob Johnston

Officer Support 
(Scrutiny Review Officer lead)
Julian Hehir

Rationale

(key issues and/ or reason for doing the Review)
The JE scheme was implemented to ensure "fairness" and consistency in job grading across the authority. It is acknowledged that this particular scheme has a good track record. However, the review should and ought to:

· establish that the JE should have happened; 

· establish stakeholders/staff perception of the fairness and reasonableness of the scheme and in particular, that it meets the criterion of avoiding costly equal pay claims; 

· establish that the scheme has been implemented as effectively as possible for the organisation and its staff; 

· assess the impact of the scheme by investigating positive and negative reactions to it and whether or not anything should be done as a consequence. 

The reasons for the review include establishing satisfactory answers to the questions:

· Do staff feel more valued as a consequence of the JE scheme being introduced? 

· Will the forthcoming Senior Management Grading Structure be transparent?

· Is the JE scheme that has been implemented consistently across the directorates?

· Does the JE scheme meet the criterion of avoiding equal pay claims?

Purpose of Review/Objective

(specify exactly what the Review should achieve)
The review should cover these issues in its investigations: 

· establish the justification for having introduced the scheme;

· ensure that staff were aware of the scheme and what its purpose was;

· establish that staff were aware of the processes involved in implementation of JE;

· establish the level of understanding of staff;

· establish whether or not the scheme's objectives have been achieved;

· establish whether or not JE was seen to have been fair from the organisation/staff/staff representatives' view. 

· establish whether or not there is a need for periodic review

Indicators of Success

(what factors would tell you what a good Review should look like)
· That there is evidence of a clear analysis of the scheme and evidence that it was seen to have been applied effectively, "fairly and consistently" across the authority. 

· To have established the views of members and staff about the scheme and lessons to be learned from this. 

· To have clear outcomes and recommendations. 

Methodology/ Approach

(what types of enquiry will be used to gather evidence and why)
· Desk top research, including benchmarking with other authorities who have implemented the same scheme. 

· Short period of small group investigation, followed by: 

1. Development of a question framework for the "witnesses"; 

2. Interviews; 

3. Full scrutiny committee question and answer session with relevant officers and stakeholders. 

· Why? - In order to fulfil the purpose of the review. 

Specify Witnesses/ Experts

(who to see and when)
Pre full Scrutiny committee
· Sue Corrigan. 

· Heads of Personnel in Directorates. 

· Staff representatives (eg Mark Fysh). 

· A random selection of staff - informing senior managers across directorates with a view to identifying staff and including senior managers among the selection - incl LSAs 

Full Scrutiny Committee
· Sue Corrigan. 
· Executive member - Cllr Margaret Godden. 
· All Directors. 
· Mark Fysh. 

Specify Evidence Sources for Documents

(which to look at)
· The Job evaluation scheme. 

· Intranet. 

· Information issued (mainly electronically) to staff on progress of the scheme and implementation. 

· Benchmarking with other authorities. 

· Others to be determined. 

Specify Site Visits

(where and when)
· To schools (2) to discuss with LSAs 

· One of the highways' depots 

· Staff in S&HC directorate 

Specify Evidence Sources for Views of Stakeholders

(consultation/ workshops/ focus groups/ public meetings)
· Interviews 

· Full scrutiny committee 

Publicity requirements

(what is needed - fliers, leaflets, radio broadcast, press-release, etc.)
Public notice of final full scrutiny committee meeting to complete this exercise - no further publicity deemed necessary or appropriate 

Resource requirements

· Person-days

· Expenditure
 

15 - 20 days 

£500 

Barriers/ dangers/ risks

(identify any weaknesses and potential pitfalls)
Blurring of issues/overload due to:

Ongoing development of the Council's Human Resources Strategy 

Employee Survey 

Senior Mgt grading structure 

Ongoing appeals 

"Developing Our Staff" review 

(But these should also inform the work of scrutiny on JE after April 2004)

Danger of being perceived to be re-visiting and doing the work of job evaluation

Projected start date
April 04
Draft Report Deadline
Sept 04

Meeting Frequency
To be determined 
Projected completion date
Sept 04







Annex 2

Process

The County Council's Intranet "@Work" provides further detailed information on the Job Evaluation process itself, local conventions and the appeals process.   (This detailed information is available on request from the Scrutiny Review Officer). 

Job evaluation was recommended in a Best Value Review of the Personnel Service at Oxfordshire as a method of reviewing pay for all 'Green Book' employees because: 

· The existing grading structure and process for re-grading was unclear and potentially unfair and inconsistent;

· The Council wanted to be sure that its employees were receiving equal pay for equivalent work - and to avoid the challenge of equal pay claims;

· employees would have a rational grading system that explained their grade and allowed fair consideration for future changes to duties and responsibilities.

The "Green Book" Scheme was used because: 

· It was specially written for local government jobs so it took into account the full range of factors that affect those working in the public service.  (The scheme actually had 13 weighting factors including “Knowledge”, “Mental Skills” etc, each of which comprised between 5 and 8 levels and a maximum level of points that could be awarded to each.  For more detailed documentation refer to "@ Work" for the full list of factors.)

· It had been assessed as free of sex and race bias. 

· It was a joint scheme with UNISON so it had the confidence and commitment of both managers and the representatives of employees.

· It could be done in-house by a joint team involving UNISON fully throughout.

In practice, in order to evaluate each job, information had to be collected so that the job could be analysed. This information was obtained from:

· A "Job description questionnaire" (JDQ), completed by the job-holder.  Not everyone necessarily had an up to date Job Description, but this questionnaire enabled staff to describe their jobs according to their understanding of them. 

· Personal interview with the job-holder using the Gauge computer software package. (The Gauge computer package offers a series of questions relevant to the JE scheme to try and establish what a job involves by asking things like 'are you responsible for a budget' or 'how often will you have to work in unpleasant environments'. It operates as a flow chart with answers to one question leading onto another and requires a skilled analyst to ensure that the respondent accesses the questions that enable a full description of their work to be recorded. At the end of the interview process, the answers are drawn into a job overview which describes the skills and competences required in the job. This latter element, displayed on the screen as a document, was very popular with interviewees and produced a feeling that their role had been correctly understood by the analyst or offered a chance to amend relevant sections if they did not sound right.)
· Consultations with managers.

· joint re-moderation by a specialist panel consisting of the Head of Human Resources, the Job Evaluation Co-ordinator, Directorate HR officer and UNISON.

· Cross checking over the organisation to guarantee consistency.

Once sufficient information had been collected from the JDQ and the interview, the job was subjected to consideration by the joint moderation panel then decision letters were issued to staff.  Following this, moderation and decision process there was the opportunity for staff to go to formal appeal.

Annex 3

People interviewed by the Lead Member Group/Committee

Sue Corrigan - County Human Resources Manager - Resources Directorate

Vicky Field - Operations Manager, Human Resources - Social & Healthcare

Val Farmer - HR Manager - Environment & Economy

Sue Tanner - Senior Education Officer, Personnel - Learning & Culture Directorate

Mark Fysh - UNISON Branch Secretary

Jill Parker - Home Care Support Manager - Social & Healthcare

Elaine Barclay - Home Care Worker - Social & Healthcare

Pam Bennett- Education Social Worker - Learning & Culture Directorate

Marion Arumagam - Education Social Worker - Learning & Culture Directorate

Sally Fox - Pension Services Manager - Resources

Deborah Whelan - Access Officer - Environment & Economy 

Alan Pope - Assistant Public Transport Officer - Environment & Economy

Glenn Watson - Democratic Services Manager - Chief Executive's Office

Mike Petty - Principal Financial Manager -Resources

David Blue - Telecommunications Business Manager - Resources

Colin Thomas - Service Support Manager - Community Safety

Steve Munn -  Head of Human Resources - Resources Directorate

Matt Bowmer - Head of Finance - Learning & Culture

Councillor Dermot Roaf

Councillor Margaret Godden












Annex 4

JOB EVALUATION – CORPORATE GOVERNANCE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – 30TH SEPTEMBER 2004

ADDENDA

Page 2 of the briefing paper for the Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee on the 30th Sept states that further information concerning funding for schools to implement JE will be available at the meeting.

In response to a request from the Lead Member Group, the Director of Learning & Culture reported the following: 

Schools received two elements of funding as a result of job evaluation. 

The first was based on the total cost of job evaluation for those staff directly employed by schools. This sum was allocated on an Age Weighted Pupil Unit basis to individual schools in line with the Fair Funding Formula Scheme.

But, not all schools have historically paid their teaching assistants at the same level. Those schools that had paid more highly would have gained from the formula distribution, but only had marginally higher staffing costs. The lower payers would also have gained from the formula distribution but it is unlikely that this would have met their increased costs. Regulations are quite constraining on how the funding can be delegated, allocation on actuals are definitely not permitted.

The second area of job evaluation concerns CFM. Cleaning and catering are the delegated responsibility of schools and they provide these services typically in one of three ways: using County Facilities Management (CFM), using a third party contractor or doing it themselves. As part of the job evaluation exercise the costs of catering supervisors significantly increased. The total sums of the evaluation of cleaning and catering were then distributed in line with the existing delegation of these services to schools. This led to a great deal of disparity. Those schools using third parties will have benefited significantly. They will have received additional funding but, very possibly, no extra costs as the employees of their suppliers do not benefit from the same conditions of employment as those at Oxfordshire County Council.

The following two sets of figures for 2003/04 and 2004/05, show the amount distributed to Education setting out both the direct costs in schools and that for CFM related activities along with Central activities.

2003/04



Forecast at February 2003
Revised Forecast July 2003
Final Forecast February 2004
2004/05


£k
£k
£k
£k

Central
27.8
171.3
195.5
192.3

CFM
157.3
284.2
331.8
271.6

Schools
475.9
192.8
557.4
410.1

Total 
661.0
648.3
1,084.7
874.0

The Lead Member Group, in the meantime sought clarification from Matt Bowmer (Head of Finance L&C) concerning the funding of JE and now report as follows:

Schools

· It was acknowledged from the outset that one of the major areas where JE would impact would be Teaching Assts/LSAs.  When budgets were being drawn up, a sum of money was arrived at for JE to be allocated to all Directorates.  L&C was allocated approx £500,000.  This was allocated to the Individual Schools Budget (ISB).

· The £500,000 could not be held centrally, as the Best Value Accounting Code of Practice states that costs have to be allocated out to services.

· In Feb 2003 a sum had to be budgeted to account for the effects of JE.
· It was uncertain whether or not the Learning & Culture Directorate knew even in July 2003 what the total bill would be. Although the increases were paid as from July 1st, no money was given to the schools until September when L&C thought they knew what extra funds should be allocated in total.
· Estimates were then revised and at that stage some additional money was allocated  (to the ISB contingency budget) for schools for the start of September 2003.  This sum was distributed to schools in accordance with the Fair Funding formula, via the Age Weighted Pupil Unit mechanism.  In effect, this meant that all schools got an extra bit of money, proportionate to what their ISB allocation would have been according to the AWPU. 
· Schools had not been given any money until September anyway - but later adjustments were made about February, which was not very helpful for budgeting purposes for 2003/4.
· By Nov/Dec 03, after manual investigation of every single case, the actual costs of JE were known; this was about £1/2 mill more than had been budgeted for at the outset.  As stated above, not very helpful.  

· Around Feb 04, L&C were also trying to budget for JE in 2004/05.  It is  believed that the expected costs of JE had been built into the County budgets for the three years of phased implementation.  But as the costs turned out to be considerably higher than estimated, more had to be found from corporate funds, in effect from Council income including Council Tax.  

This history raises the questions "What was the basis for the estimated costs for JE at the outset?  How were the figures arrived at?" 

CfM - County Facilities Management

Catering

· It was known at the outset that Catering Supervisors would benefit from JE.  A costing exercise had been done.
· Catering is fully delegated to schools.  Schools provide their catering via CfM, a third party or by doing it themselves.
· The LEA costed for CfM staff affected by JE.  But, the Fair Funding Formula allocates money on a proportionate basis to all schools via the AWPU.  So those schools using third parties would have received a share of the money allocated for JE under Fair Funding.
· Staff costs for CfM have gone up by £600,000 in the last 3 years.  Whilst in the process of getting CfM people in schools better paid by JE, at the same time (inadvertently) those staff were perhaps being priced out of the market. IE, schools know that they need not pay so well for third parties or for doing the catering/cleaning themselves. (CfM accounts for approx £3-£4 million of the budget.  The split at secondary level between CfM, third party and self providing is about 1/3rd each.  At primary, the majority are still in the CfM contract.
· The CfM estimate for JE started at £140,000 and had risen to about £200,000.
· There were major workload issues surrounding reliance on manual systems to establish the effects of JE on individual staff pay and grading, as MIS (SAP) could not provide required information.
Two issues arise: The need to invest in MIS (SAP); to highlight for other authorities the pitfalls of budget estimates to implement JE in schools vs the constraints attached to allocating money according to the statutory Fair Funding formula. 
Notes/observations from 30th September 2004 Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee

The Chair gave officers and members an opportunity to make a statement and then invited questions.

Steve Munn said that he felt that the JE process had been managed very professionally.

Cllr Dermot Roaf said that there had been difficulties in implementing JE but had it not been done, the Council could have found itself with serious legal & industrial relations problems now.

Cllr Margaret Godden said that there had been some pain along the way in introducing JE but this had been anticipated and it was unavoidable.

Sue Corrigan said that JE had been a huge exercise.  It had been carried out for the first time here, with minimal resources and had pulled off a favourable outcome.  If there had been a large number of downgradings, this would have had a very detrimental effect on the Council’s ability to recruit and retain staff given Oxfordshire’s employment profile.  An Employers Organisation letter in March this year had indicated that many authorities were anticipating litigation because they had delayed JE.  So, whilst it had not been a perfect exercise in Oxfordshire, it was a great step forward and the Council would be in difficulties now if it had not completed JE.  She acknowledged that the estimated costs of carrying out JE had gone awry and had risen considerably.  This stemmed mainly from naivity, the Council not having done JE before.

Matt Bowmer acknowledged the difficulties in costing implementation, as there had been no basis from which to work previously.

Mark Fysh said that JE had been popular “politically” eg the Council had been able to recruit more home support staff; 4,500 had received significant pay rises.  Because there were more home care staff, bed blocking in hospitals was more avoidable. Hence financial savings could be made as more people could be cared for at home.  So far as people downgraded were concerned, numbers had reduced from around 1000 post JE to about 3-400 currently.  In summary JE had been fair and efficient.

Questions

Had JE been successful in achieving its aims?

SC – Yes, a lot of work over and above what was contracted, had been put in.  JE had a very good team supporting it and the SAP payroll system had allowed the authority to send accurate and simultaneous decision letters to 11,000 staff.

Thanking officers, UNISON and staff for their roles, acknowledging that the old grading structure was unfair and inconsistent, was the grading structure now clear and did every member of staff have a Job Description?
SC – The previous structure had rewarded staff for increased duties and responsibilities.  This had allowed distortions to enter into the pay and grading system.  The new structure rested on the 13 factors described in the Green Book scheme.  This provided a much more systematic way of looking at jobs to assess whether job responsibilities had changed.  Since JE, a computerised “Tracker” system had been introduced.  This enabled comparisons between similar job responsibilities across services and by utilising it, distortions in the grading structure would be avoided.  The effects of the scheme would be monitored on a continuing basis and this would be facilitated by the Tracker system.  The Tracker would also provide a Job Description for each job.

Was it a by-product of JE that there were adequate JDs?

SC – Yes.  There should no longer be situations where JDs did not exist.

MF – Would like to see a 3 year review of JE.  Some posts did not fare well from JE (eg some administrative jobs) but these were already being addressed.

The role of UNISON was acknowledged and the Council was indebted to them. Was there any pattern to appeals and re-moderations?  Were there individuals with high-level responsibilities who did not fare well because they did not manage people?

SC – There was a pattern.  Certain groups, for instance engineers in Environment & Economy and those without a significant interface with the public or responsibility for staff, did not fare well.  The Hay scheme used to evaluate senior management jobs revealed a similar pattern – eg School Advisory jobs.  The Green Book scheme recognised jobs with a range of responsibilities rather than “specialist” jobs. 

Was JE seen as part of the overall HR strategy?  Was there a need to address grade drift over the next few years?  Did JE open up the idea of a “career structure”?  It was acknowledged that there were winners and losers from JE but was the latter a small proportion?  Were there incompatibilities between how the Green Book scheme linked with funding for JE in schools having to be distributed via the AWPU?

(At that stage, the Committee referred to an addenda circulated prior to the meeting which explained how funding had been allocated to facilitate the implementation of JE for schools non teaching staff, including County Facilities Management who were responsible for cleaning and catering services in some schools.)

SM – Yes, JE linked very much with HR strategy. It was ongoing.

Was it now the case that all teaching assistants were being paid at the same level?  Was there anything that could be done to resolve discrepancies for CfM staff, ie as compared to schools who were using third parties etc?

MB – The authority was very constrained in how funding (for JE) could be allocated to schools.

Cllr G – In funding JE, the Executive wanted to try to ensure that costing out was fair and did not fall too heavily on particular services.  In fact, some schools had received additional money, as explained in the addenda, which they did not absolutely need but this was because they had properly valued their non- teaching staff before JE was introduced.  It was an Executive decision to continue to fund all schools on a standard basis.

Cllr R – Fair Funding for schools had been in place since the mid 1980s.  Applying it to schools to fund JE meant that all schools were funded on a standard basis.  He acknowledged that CFM was a different matter; the County Council might not be competitive with some private providers of free school meals, but if one was to look at the Regulations, the amount of flexibility that the Council had was very little because of the formula.

There was a real concern that schools might “soak up” money passed to them without allocating it out to those needed it; ie among the CfM staff.

MF – Questioned whether the funding allocated could be “passported” to the CfM staff.  Market forces played a significant role where cleaning and catering work was carried out.

MB – The Schools Standards & Framework Act 1998 had tightened up the formula funding regulations, so the funding could not be passported.

A concern was expressed about the L&C Finance Team having to manually investigate all individual case files, to establish what people in the schools would need to be paid post JE.  There had been anxiety about whether there was enough money to pay for the JE exercise, but the addenda paper gave reassurance on this issue. The real issue in schools was that through employing private contractors, schools would undercut CfM.

In response to questions MB explained the costings table included in the addenda.

Cllr R – The Council’s procurement strategy was being strengthened.  This would help schools to concentrate on how they would procure their services for cleaning and catering in the future.  He acknowledged that UNISON would wish the Council to have the power to control schools employment of cleaning and catering staff, but this was not permitted and at best, the Council could only try to influence schools.

What do you think that you would do differently in the future and how could you improve?  

The “human resources” would need to be greater for implementing and managing the scheme and there should be a greater financial contingency - there was a great deal of financial uncertainty in some directorates.

Did some directorate end up having to pay some costs that should perhaps have been borne centrally?  Comment – it was known that central costs did not meet some directorate needs – eg S&HC had required an extra £1 million.  Were some new staff graded higher than existing staff?  Comment – there was a perceived need for MIS systems to be implemented effectively as soon as possible.

There was a comment about schools being accountable for expenditure, as Governments were held accountable for public expenditure.  Should not schools have a similar responsibility if they had been allocated public money to implement JE?

Cllr R – Acknowledged the work of the Lead Member Group.

SC - Other Councils would, eg via South East Employers Group, be sharing the experiences of Oxfordshire’s JE process to guide them through theirs.  This reflected the general direction of the Committee’s suggested recommendation about ongoing benchmarking and validation of evaluation with other authorities.

MF – On behalf of UNISON, wished to thank the Council for its political and financial support for JE.  It had emphasised that if an organisation wished to wok alongside its Trade Union, this could be done.  It was the best piece of public relations that he had been involved in.  This had been recognised by the Union at national level.  He echoed earlier comments about proper resourcing and the need to carry out the process objectively.

Comment – the post Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee report on to the Executive would acknowledge UNISON’s concern for those staff who had been downgraded, in the future.
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