London Heads of Human Resources

Notes of the Meeting held on Friday 17 January 2014
In attendance
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	Nick Hollier
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	Sarah Mortimer
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	Jan Douglas
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	Marj Keddy
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	Jon Turner
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	Bernard Nawrat
	Southwark

	Caroline Nugent
	Havering
	Carolyn Beech
	Westminster

	Pauline Moore
	Hillingdon
	Roger Farrington
	City of London

	Dawn Matthews
	Lambeth
	Selena Lansley
	London Councils

	Andreas Ghosh
	Lewisham
	Suzanne Hudson
	LGA

	
	
	Debbie Williams
	London Councils

	
	
	
	


	
	
	Action
	Progress

	1.
	Apologies

	
	Apologies were received from Martin Rayson (Barking & Dagenham), Charles Obazuaye (Bromley), Maria Di Sapia (Camden), Heather Daley (Croydon), Fiona Skene (Greenwich), Sharon Brown (Hackney), Shane Lynch (Islington), Steve Sherman (Lambeth), Beverley Williams (Newham), Simon Kilbey (Tower Hamlets) and Althea Loderick & Gerry Kemble (Waltham Forest)
	
	

	2.
	Notes of last meeting

	
	The notes of the meeting held on 6 December 2013 were agreed.

	
	

	3.
	Matters arising

	
	Agency Staff – Nick Hollier

Discussions continuing. Currently collating the information boroughs have kindly forwarded.  

Making it our Business – feedback from attendees in Redbridge & Harrow
Overall feedback is that the workshops were very informative. Would be helpful in future if the publicity highlighted who should attend as colleagues found the sessions would be more suitable for staff in more operational positions.

Selena informed colleagues that the LGA would be funding another set of workshops, hopefully to be run in London.  As soon as dates etc. are finalised we will circulate the information.
Terms and Conditions

Several colleagues mentioned at the December meeting that they were looking at re-visiting terms and conditions especially around sickness absence pay.  It was felt that a small sub-group of HHR colleagues be set up to discuss further.


	Volunteers to email Debbie Williams by 31 January 2014.


	

	4.
	Feedback from London Finance Steering Group Meeting on 13 January 2014 – Marj Keddy and Caroline Nugent

	
	Marj and Caroline feedback to colleagues the following: 

· Interested to find out our thoughts/ideas on workforce saving costs – e.g. T&C’s.

· The Directors of Finance agreed they need to think about what kind of workforce they want in the future.

· .

· They are interested in finding out more about what London boroughs are doing with regards future shape and efficiency measures related to the workforce e.g. good London borough practice and experience of implementing ‘Spans and Layers of Control’, performance management and reward practices.  

Marj and Caroline both agreed that it was a useful and interesting meeting and Selena confirmed that the feedback from Finance Directors and London Councils colleague had been very positive.  It was agreed that by attending this meeting it has given the network an opportunity to strengthen the understanding and working relationship with this group.

Colleagues discussed the ‘potential savings’ on page 4 of the attached presentation and asked if these points could be added to the Terms and Conditions survey or collected separately.  The Chair asked if anyone would like to add any further questions to the survey to email Debbie Williams.   This is also mentioned under item 13.
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	Selena/ Debbie  to discuss with Haringey & Jon Turner
Colleagues to let Debbie know if they have any other ‘headlines’ they would like to add by 31 Jan.
	


	5.
	National Pay Negotiations – Discussion prior to Pay Briefing on 28 January 2014  

	
	Andreas highlighted the forthcoming pay briefing on 28 January at London Councils.  Colleagues discussed the issues and highlighted by a show of hands to the following:

· Borough have budgeted for  a 1% offer but will not support a pay award;

· Budgeted and support an award 1%

· Do not support a award of 1%

	
	

	6.
	Strategic Discussion on London Local Government Future Resource Needs – Bernard Nawrat 

	
	Bernard briefly introduced the attached paper, which he had been asked to produce to help  ‘spark’ talks with colleagues to try and get a broader view of what future resourcing needs in London might look like along with the  appetite for a collaborative solution / decision like the respecification of the LBRP on how best to take this forward.
All agreed that as the agenda goes forward around financial constraints we should look to be doing something collectively that had more of a social media element along with increased flexibility and choice.
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	7.
	COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE ITEM - Retender of the London Recruitment Partnership – Dean Shoesmith

	
	Dean highlighted the attached papers and mentioned that he and Sarah Mortimer had met with traditional media, social media and job boards to undertake some ‘soft market testing’ e.g. identifying potential savings and new services / products they have to offer the partnership.
Social media (e.g. Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter etc), pitch is that market intelligence suggests that they will increase their share of the market to such a degree that traditional advertising agencies will cease to exist in a few years’ time.

Dean highlighted the estimated savings by direct media contracts under 3.3 in the attached paper.
Colleagues were also re-assured that Executive Search and Selection would still as detailed in the circulated paper be part of the contract.

Following agreement by Heads of HR to the delivery model for the new LBRP contract-letting and the range of Lots (service requirements) included, work will be initiated to develop a delivery project plan and clear service specification in order to launch formal market testing. 
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	Colleagues to inform Dean by no later than 31 January of what their boroughs intentions are.
	

	8.
	London Redeployment Platform Update – Jon Turner

	
	
Jon circulated the attached updates and asked colleagues whether they found the platform to be a success and if they wanted to continue.
In terms of the current platform we have met our original objectives.

Those in attendance agreed they would want to keep, perhaps not in the same format e.g. re-thinking the model and have as a London talent bank.  It was agreed that the procurement of a jobs portal w be part of the London Borough Recruitment Partnership and the portal Jon Turner agreed to secure a legal opinion from Harrow about the risks and options for  extending the existing arrangement with JGP
Selena informed colleagues that nationally the platform has been picked up as a model of good practice and other regions are looking at doing something similar.  The product also had strong political and union support.
Colleagues gave thanks to Jon and Caroline Anderson for all the hard work they have done on our behalf.
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	A specification for a jobs portal will be developed as part of the new LBRPcontract-letting  work 
Jon to seek legal advice in relation to carrying on with JGP for a bit longer.
	

	9.
	London HR Metrics Service – Jon Turner

	
	At the December meeting Jon mentioned that Haringey are offering a three year deal with us.  Haringey has recently sent a draft contract to Jon, which he will circulate to colleagues, once he has had a discussion with them regarding a few queries.
Haringey are proposing a £300 increase fixed for the 3 years.

Attached is an update from Haringey on the HR Metrics Service and a schedule of survey returns as of 17 January.
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E-Paycheck

As discussed in December not all of the boroughs who have signed up to use the service have uploaded any information to date.  Following discussions it was agreed that these boroughs would upload data by the end of January 2014.
If anyone would like to discuss further please contact Jon Turner or Tessa Mapley.

Attached for information is an update.
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	Colleagues to upload data by 31 January 2014.
	

	10.
	Update on Public Health – Shane Lynch

	
	Suzanne Hudson, LGA, mentioned that the LGA have been asked to support the training of assessors on recruitment panels for Public Heath roles.  The training will take place on 21 March.
If colleagues would like to give any feedback on experiences they have had so that they can influence the training please contact Suzanne Hudson by 31 January 2014.


	
	


	11.
	London Councils Update

	
	Selena highlighted the attached London Councils Update.
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	12.
	Follow up on Future HR Service Models Workshop – David Veale and Bernard Nawrat

	
	David Veale informed colleagues that a meeting had been organised for 31 January.

	
	

	13.
	Terms and Conditions (standing item)

	
	As discussed under No 4.  The following headlines to be added to the Terms and Conditions survey.

Potential Savings

· Driving hard at performance management

· Modern ways of working

· Organisational structures/business models

· Spans & Layers

· Workforce composition/job sizing

· Outsourcing/Shared/Managed Services

· Contribution/Performance Related Pay

· Pay Modelling

· Agency Usage

	As action under Item 4
Suzanne Hudson, LGA, agreed to circulate spans and layers cost savings and efficiencies papers to colleagues.
	

	14.
	Any Other Business



	
	· Suzanne Hudson, LGA, informed colleagues that there was a small amount of funding (£5k), had been allocated to London, which could be used for workforce projects, events, etc.   The money would need to be used by 31 March 2014.

· Jon Turner informed colleagues that Harrow had been looking at HR operating models going through to 2015 with the IES and CIPD and intended to use this as the focus for discussions at his HR2HR meeting.


· David Veale, Ealing – a decision had been made to roll out Firstcare across the whole council.  This will help managers manage sickness absence more effectively in the future.

If any other London borough would be interested in being named on the framework can they let David know by 31 January 2014.


· Mark Grimley, Barnet, informed colleagues that he will be attending the Heads of HR meetings as a Barnet member and not Capita but will be more than happy to leave meetings when commercially sensitive items are discussed.

· Caroline informed colleagues that the One Oracle go live date had been pushed back to April 2014 – at the earliest.


Colleagues noted the very sad news that Jan Parkinson had recently passed away.  There will also be a memorial event in late Jan/early Feb.  Details will be forwarded to Heads of HR once known.

Selena highlighted that UNISON is having a ‘protest day’ on 4 Feb to campaign for a ‘decent’ pay rise. Details here - http://www.unison.org.uk/njc-14-9

	Suggestions to be  emailed to Selena by 31 January
David to circulate information and indicative costs.


	

	14.
	Date of Next Meeting



	
	Friday, 28 January 2014, 10am-1pm, at London Councils offices


	
	


Potential Workforce Savings



Marj Keddy	Caroline Nugent

Redbridge                 Havering   
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Background


Local Government facing unprecedented funding gap.

Assess pay bill savings workforce savings

Need to review the employment deal

But what type of ‘worker’ do you want?
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Considerations – The Process

Stakeholder Buy-in



Dismissal & Re-engagement



Trade Unions



Timeframes 
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Considerations – The Frameworks

Changes to terms & conditions

Impact on productivity/motivation/engagement

National Negotiating Bodies

Part 2

Part 3

Local

Changes to Part 2 t & c’s
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Considerations – The Employees



Current/new employees



Do you have people  in the right place, at the right time, with the right skills, for the right cost 
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Potential Savings – T&Cs

Pay cut

Stop or suspend automatic pay progression

Reduce Sickness Payments

Increase of weekly hours

Remove any discretionary payments

Stop overtime/enhancements/shift/stand-by 

Car Allowances

Workforce composition – reduce or increase agency workers
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Be Aware of the time frame!

May 2014 – Elections

Autumn 2014 – Options agreed…..if lucky!

26 weeks – D & R process  - a smooth one

April 2015 – Implementation

April 2016 – significant job cuts?

April 2016 – are the workforce ready and willing to deliver?  Does the new deal attract the right people?   
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Potential Savings - Organisational



Driving hard at Performance Management

Modern ways of working 

Organisational structures / business model

Spans & Layers 

Workforce composition / Job sizing

Outsourcing /Shared/Managed Services

Contribution/Performance Related Pay
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‘Pink and Fluffy HR’?



















   = Business Outputs
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Killer Questions 

What type of Council are you going to be?

What skills, behaviours, attitudes will your employees need?

What do you need to pay to recruit and keep the right employees?





= Business Outputs



- Fair competitive, motivating reward package
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Potential Workforce Savings

MarjKeddy  Caroline Nugent
Redboridge Havering





Progress report on London HR surveys and Epaycheck

London HR surveys

Haringey Council conducts HR surveys of the 33 London boroughs in partnership with London Councils. 

Surveys in progress or completed so far in 2014 include:

· Pay & Benefits survey –Results available on the InfiniStats website (the Excel spreadsheet version of the results will be issued when responses have been received from all the boroughs taking part.)

· HR Resources survey – deadline 7th February 2014

· Electronic filing systems – short one-off survey conducted in January 2014.

Surveys coming in 2014

· London Living Wage

· Terms and conditions (x 2 – Spring & Autumn)

· Human Capital Metrics

· HR Outputs

· Chief Officers’ Pay survey

· Pay & Benefits

· Employee Engagement – a survey of key common questions for councils’ Staff Surveys is being researched/developed in partnership with the OD Group.

Website – the following survey results are now available on InfiniStats.com

		Survey

		Summary

		Outputs available on InfiniStats



		Pay & Benefits

		Benchmarking of pay data for 45 key job families at 4 levels from newly qualified up to senior manager.

		• charts benchmarking pay & benefits by job and level
• data table option
• raw data reports in Excel or csv format
• ability to edit your data online



(Results for Social Worker jobs are reported separately on the website to support analysis by the new National Social Worker job profiles.)





		Chief Officer Pay & Benefits

		Benchmarking of pay data for Chief Officer posts by occupation for up to 5 tiers including Chief Executives.

		• charts benchmarking pay & benefits by job and level
• data table option
• raw data reports in Excel or csv format
• ability to edit your data online





		HR Outputs

		Metrics on HR casework, recruitment, training and appraisals.

		

• pdf benchmarking reports with charts, medians and text analysis
• scorecards with means, medians, data from previous period, the range of responses etc. compared with your own council's values
• raw data downloads
• ability to enter and edit your own data online





		Human Capital Metrics

		Metrics on staff numbers, diversity, length of service, sickness absence, leaver data/turnover, temporary staff numbers and agency staff FTEs and costs.

		







Epaycheck – progress report

Epaycheck provides a pay-benchmarking service for which Haringey Council provides the Regional Administrator support on behalf of London Councils.

Details of the benefits and features are set out in a separate item on the agenda.

Ten London boroughs registered with Epaycheck in February 2013. Four have loaded data. This is insufficient to enable pay-benchmarking for the London region on Epaycheck. 

















































Haringey Council Metrics Team - January 2014




Epaycheck – benefits, data uploading and training

Ten boroughs registered with the Epaycheck online pay benchmarking service in February 2013. Four of these have uploaded pay data onto the system. 



At the Heads of HR meeting in December 2013, it was agreed to give the boroughs who had signed up to Epaycheck a further three months to load their data; and to re-state Epaycheck’s benefits, what is required to upload the data and training arrangements.



Epaycheck’s benefits are given as:



· access real time* relevant sector information on workforce and chief officer pay rates,

(*councils are required to refresh their data at least every 6 months)



· produce pay data reports in seconds using standard templates or creating bespoke data analysis queries that can be downloaded for local tailoring,



· compare pay averages to their own local data via a ‘compare data tab’,



· review senior pay rates and pay trends over time,



· access data on market supplements and other reward elements to ensure equality reviews are supported,



· review the organisation’s market position relative to selected segments e.g. quartile monitoring,



· identify and track recruitment and retention difficulties,



· join and openly share data within a self-selected Family Group and,



· access over 200 standardised Job Templates that can be used to help develop or redefine job roles locally.



Uploading data onto Epaycheck



Data is uploaded by councils direct onto the Epaycheck website using a bulk-upload tool. Data must be refreshed at least every 6 months (data not refreshed after one year is posted to archive and no longer available for viewing) and after any pay awards. A council is required to load pay data for a minimum of 50 jobs before it can access pay data or run reports.



Training



Haringey Council (the Regional Administrator for Epaycheck) can provide training for Epaycheck Super-users (who in turn train other users in their own council).
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Heads of HR Update – 17 January 2014

The latest update on national pay, terms and conditions and the London Living Wage, combined with headlines of the latest improvement work.   Please contact Selena Lansley if you wish to discuss this update or any London workforce matters further.

.

1.
2014 Pay Claim

· On 5 November 2013 the  NJC Executive of the Trade Union Side formally tabled their detailed pay claim for 2014 for, “A minimum increase of £1 an hour on scale point 5 to achieve the Living Wage and the same flat rate increase on all other scale points”

· The above flat rate cash claim equates to a range of increases from the top point (Scp 49) of the NJC pay scale of 4.6 per cent  to 15.6 per cent increase on the bottom (Scp 5) scale point


· The LGA have roughly estimated that the above pay claim would add 8.5% to the national pay bill


· The Employers’ Side of GLPC and GLEF, along with Leaders/Mayors, chief executives and Heads of HR have been invited to the London regional pay briefing.  This has been arranged for 28 January 2014 from 11am until 1pm at London Councils.


· UNISON is arranging a ‘protest day’ on 4 Feb to campaign for a ‘decent’ pay rise. Details here - http://www.unison.org.uk/njc-14-9

· NJC meeting – 13 February 2014 – to communicate discussions/negotiations concerning Union Side pay claim 2014.


2.
LONDON LIVING WAGE

The summary was reported to the GLPC meeting on 26 November 2013.


· Summary of analysis shows:
21 authorities have now taken steps to ensure the LLW is paid (94 nationally)
For 2 authorities it is not an issue due to their current pay and grading arrangements
2 are currently considering their position in the short term 

3 have considered but have no plans to implement it in the near future with a further 4 being reported as not having considered the issue

· Ten London boroughs ( 22 nationally) are recognised as accredited Living Wage employers who will be required to implement the new LLW hourly rate of £8.80 within 6 months of the announcement made on 4 November 2013.

·  As a result of the 1% 2013 pay award & deletion of the bottom point, the LLW has overtaken the lower pay points in both Inner (3-7) and Outer (5-10) London.

3. 
‘Making it our Business’ – commercial skills programme

Working in partnership with the North East Regional Employers’ Organisation and partly funded by the LGA, London Councils piloted the above programme in November with Seven London boroughs (B&D, Greenwich, Havering, Harrow, Lewisham, Redbridge & Waltham Forest) took up the 12 places offered. 

The 4 x ½ day programme, costing a total of £260 per delegate covered writing and presenting business cases, negotiating and marketing etc.   The feedback has been overwhelmingly positive from delegates and so we will be contacting boroughs to offer the final LGA part funded programme.

4.  
HR2HR Update 

Since the launch this summer four HR2HR meetings have been held with eight Heads of HR participating.  Feedback from all participating Heads of HR has been extremely positive, with all agreeing a very useful learning and sharing of useful practice and documentation etc. Three further meetings are scheduled in the diary for 2014.  Please contact Selena or Debbie Morris if you wish to find out more.

5.       Network Survey Results

Q1 – Happy with the frequency/timings of meetings?

88.4% - happy


5.88% - less


5.88% - more


Q2 – Value of meetings on a scale of 1-10.   

Average score 8


Q3 – If scoring to Q2 was low, how can we increase the scale?


· Some meetings more useful than others


· More focus on action/outcomes


· Take more of a 'forward look' in terms of the topics covered - more emphasis on learning from other orgs (private sector); anticipating future developments; horizon scanning - a 'forward plan' of priority areas of focus. Use the group as a bit of an 'action learning set' 

· I think the meeting is most useful when it addresses practical issues rather than the more introspective and insular stuff around the role of HR. 

· I think to some extent a varying score is unavoidable as different issues impact on us differently. I tend to find presentations on new/different approaches colleagues are taking most interesting and they usually offset any not so interesting parts of the meeting. It also depends on the nature of colleagues' input.

· I find some meetings of more value than others, depending on the agenda. I think having a substantive agenda item at the beginning is important 

Q4 – What would you want to spend the majority of the meeting time on?


0% - future strategic/thought provoking big issues


29.41% - current strategic issues


70.59% - balance between future and current strategic issues and thought provoking issues


Q6 -  Topic Preferences for 2014-15 


HR's role in service redesign affected by the nature of the redesign - whole organisation and strategic with strong political leadership to individual service reconfiguration (Peter Reilly, IES) – 58%


Sharing experience and practical tools of recruiting graduates under the framework agreement (Caroline Nugent, Havering) – 11%

HR2HR - A personal perspective on what is gained from the experience (Debbie Morris, H&F/K&C) – 17%


IDS Pay Update – 23%


Performance related pay – 29%


Different operating models - e.g. social enterprise – 47%


Future shape of the workforce/resources - experience and ideas (Althea Loderick, WF) – 58%


HR's role in the future - being transformational change leaders not just Heads of HR – 76%


CIPD - Report on Sickness Absence – 29%

What London's Chief Executives want from their HR Directors – 58%


Shared back office services (warts and all presentation on the journey) – 47%


Employment Law Update – 29%


Childrens' Social Workers – 23%


How public sector senior commissioners can apply for professional development opportunities - The commissioning Academy – 5%


Suggested Topics

· Practical workforce engagement and retaining the best people in the face of change especially if the wider economy picks up. 


· HR role in improving productivity 


· Future shape of HR: leaner, fitter, targeted, supporting 'enabled managers' 


· Would be interested to hear about examples of how authorities have approached issues of organisational design such as de-layering/spans of control etc Clearer linkage with the other network groups and regular reports back from them. 


Q7 – Offers from colleagues to showcase during 2014/15


· Exploring employee engagement and approach to the workforce in Ealing, happy to share any of our developing ideas. 


· Lessons learned from 4-borough i-Trent implementation and self-service transformation 


· After April 14 we'll have gone live on a joint company for the children's services for RBK and LBRuT - I could present on lessons learnt etc 


· Values review project - engagement initiative - LBBD 


· happy to do this but as we are about to have a new CEX would prefer to see what his priorities are first 


· happy to lead a working group when called upon 


· Barnet/Capita Partnership 


· Update on managed services Update on Tri-Boro working 


· Share the Recruitment journey at Camden; our experience of implementing PRP and revised T&Cs; a lean / systems thinking approach to redesigning the HR service; an action learning based approach to Leadership Development. Happy to volunteer to colalborate with others on development of forward plan for the network and where possible organising external speakers / contributors to attend. 


· At Croydon we have embarked on a cultural change programme to ensure we 'Live Our Values'; and this is being addressed now to ensure a firm foundation is in place for the on-going and significant further transformational change necessary that will be necessary to address our significant financial constraints for 2015-2018. Happy to share this thinking and process with HR colleagues 


· I think we should have some of the meetings in boroughs because it provides the opportunity for the host borough to showcase good practices and more importantly get their key players e,g. the Leader, Chief Executive, Directors, etc to engage the network on "what they want from HR". B) Localised terms - 1 year on - lessons and challenges C) Trade union pilgrim - managing and supporting unions in tougher financial times 
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Sheet1

		Borough Name		London Living Wage		Terms & Conditions 1		Trade Union Membership & Facilities Time		Human Capital Metrics		Chief Officers' Pay & Benefits		HR Outputs		Terms & Conditions 2		Pay & Benefits (deadline 13/12/13)		HR Resources (deadline 7/2/14)

		Barking & Dagenham		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Barnet		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Bexley		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		awaited

		Brent		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Bromley		P		P		P		P		P		x		P		P

		Camden		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		City of London		P		x		P		P		P		P		x		x

		Croydon		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Ealing		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		x

		Enfield		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Greenwich		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Hackney		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Hammersmith & Fulham		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Haringey		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Harrow		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		x

		Havering		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Hillingdon		P		P		P		P		P		x		P		P		P

		Hounslow		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Islington		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Kensington & Chelsea		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		awaited

		Kingston		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Lambeth		P		P		P		P		x		x		P		x

		Lewisham		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Merton		P		P		P		P		x		x		P		x

		Newham		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Redbridge		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Richmond		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Southwark		P		P		P		P		P		x		P		P		P

		Sutton		P		P		P		P		P		x		P		P

		Tower Hamlets		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Waltham Forest		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Wandsworth		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P

		Westminster		P		P		P		P		P		P		P		P



London Councils' HR Surveys - October 2013	





COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE PAPER
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London Borough of Sutton – Restricted 



Management in strict confidence – restricted to London Heads of HR (not for onward circulation)



Subject: Re-tender of the London Boroughs’ Recruitment Partnership contracts – Lot 1, recruitment advertising.

Recommendations:

(i) That London Heads of HR agree the establishment of an in-house, not-for-profit, organisation to operate on behalf of the partners comprising the LBRP.



(ii) The in-house team be employed by the London Borough of Sutton (the lead partner) and proportionate costs (staff, software solution and infrastructure) are paid by each member partner.



(iii) That Lot 1 ‘Recruitment advertising agent’ as currently in place from the 2011 contract letting is not re-procured, but replaced by the alternate delivery model described in recommendation 1 above, and the main body of this report.



(iv) That savings generated from this new approach to service delivery be shared amongst the LBRP partners proportionate to advertising spend. 



(v) That a new ‘Strategic HRM’ Lot 1 is procured consisting of the following services: 

· Outplacement

· Strategic recruitment and resourcing consultancy

· Web and micro-site design

· Employer branding (including concept design and development, and provision of partner material)

· Recruitment and resourcing market intelligence

A separate Lot 2 to be let for a redeployment portal which is branded as a talent bank to encourage greater and easier use, than the current London redeployment portal.

(vi) That Lots for Applicant Tracking Systems (ATS) and online psychometric assessment are let after the award of Lot 1, Strategic HRM and Lot 2 Talent Bank portal (see v above)



(vii) The London Boroughs Recruitment Partnership is re-named to reflect that the membership is wider than London – to the Local Government Recruitment Partnership. All Local Authorities will be invited to express an interest in joining the partnership and those that accept will be detailed in a procurement schedule in order that they have access to the framework to suit their business needs and partners benefit from increased economies of scale. 



1) Executive summary



1.1 This report sets out a business case for re-engineering the partners’ approach to interaction with the media and replacing the current recruitment advertising agent with an in-house, not-for–profit, team that works on behalf of the partners. The approach will remove the profit-making element of the contract let with a recruitment advertising agent combined with proposals to re-engineer the process for recruitment advertising applying leading edge technology hitherto not used in the public sector. 



1.2 The London Boroughs’ Recruitment Partnership contract framework will be widened to allow public sector bodies from outside London to join the proposed four-year arrangement from 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2019. The procurement body for the framework contract is the London Contracts Supplies Group (LCSG). 



2) Current recruitment advertising services

2.1	Recruitment advertising services have formed Lot 1 of the LBRP contract since it was originally let in 2006. However, over that seven-year period significant changes occurred affecting Local Government, as well as the wider employment market, in particular: (i) the digitalisation of recruitment advertising (ii) the impact of the 2008 recession and the subsequent age of austerity and (iii) the arrival of social media as an emergent  popular means of recruitment advertising and talent management.  

2.2	The recruitment advertising agent functions on the basis of placing advertising copy on behalf of the partners and receives a commission from the media for the placement of advertising business on behalf of the client. The agent makes profit from the media via the commission charge and profit from the client through handling charges. Whilst the LBRP has enjoyed economies of scale and rebates from a wide partnership arrangement with the agent, the agent has nonetheless made profit from all partners, as well as the media. 

2.3	Over the last 12-18 months a number of the LBRP partners have started to enter into advertising arrangements direct with the media. This has occurred as the media will often offer a more competitive rate than that provided for by the advertising agent – and avoids the media paying the commission referred to in 2.2 above. In other words both the client and the media benefit from eliminating the middle agent from the process. The trend for partners to enter into direct contract deals with the media has increased and currently stands at 12 out of 29 partners (or 41%) have some degree of off-contract arrangements. We have been advised by Linkedin that market intelligence suggests traditional recruitment advertising agents will become a thing of the past within the next 2-3 years.

2.4	At present the partners typically use the transactional processes provided for by the advertising agent to a far greater extent than any other service offering – generally catered for under current Lot 1b (strategic HRM). The majority of recruitment advertising (circa 90%) is standard requiring no particular need for creative advertising or employer branding. 

2.5	The staffing resource used by the advertising agent (currently Penna) to service the transactional recruitment advertising agent team is estimated to be four full time equivalents.  Following soft market testing with Papirfly we also estimate that four full time equivalents would be sufficient resource to manage the establishment of the in-house service.  Consideration would need to be given to the type of contract of employment that is offered (e.g. fixed-term for 12 months) as the service becomes embedded.

2.6	Through the use of new software solutions an opportunity is available to the partners to re-engineer the process of recruitment advertising – leading to efficiency of transactional process, as well as overall savings for the partners. 

3) 	Potential new recruitment advertising service arrangements

3.1	An initial options proposal was considered by Heads of HR at the network meeting of 6 December 2013. There was consensus to implement option 1 – an in-house team supported by the latest advertising process software. It was agreed to present a more detailed business case report to the 17 the January 2014. 

3.2	The financial business case for implementation of the in-house service delivery model is set out at 3.3 below and an indicative example of the saving to be achieved from the media is provided at Appendix 1 to this report.  Costings have been prepared on current levels of expenditure and therefore have to be treated with caution as: (i) spend patterns are subject to change (ii) the charge for advertising expenditure is based on current arrangements negotiated between Penna and the media, rather than any such contracts negotiated directly and not via a third party agent (iii) where possible, this report provides an estimate of the possible media charges resulting from a direct relationship derived from sift market testing.

3.3	The estimate savings provided by direct media contracts are estimated below. These are indicative estimates at present based on spend patterns over the last 12 months. It should be noted that there several variables that make it difficult to estimate potential savings with accuracy including: unknown future spend, unknown potential contractual deals to be negotiated with the media, unknown rate card charges from the media for the future

	A) The estimate costs arising from the establishment of an in-house team are £80,000 per annum

	B) The estimate costs from a new software solution for recruitment advertising are £69,000 per annum

	C) The estimate savings arising from eliminating production costs (£70 per advert x 4,500, on current volumes) are £315,000 per annum

	D) The overall estimate savings from direct media deals are an average of 15% (based on soft market testing) at £434,000 per annum

	The overall savings achieved are C+D – A+B = £600,000 per annum across the partners

	N.B The savings achieved for individual partners will be dependent upon levels of spend – i.e. the greater the spend the greater the saving on a proportionate basis.  Creative advertising costs could be incurred for around 5-10% of the volume – however, early indications from the media suggests this could be absorbed within costs quoted from the soft market testing.

3.4	The new direct media arrangements would encompass: traditional media (i.e. press and journals), social media (e.g. LinkedIn, Twitter, Facebook, Google optimisation, Indeed.com) and jobs boards (e.g. JGP, Reed, Monster, etc).

4) 	Other recruitment-related services

4.1	Other recruitment and resourcing services required by the partners will be let by the LBRP (or re-named the LGRP) to meet current and evolving business needs. The executive search and interim executive Lot will be let from 1 April 2015 to ensure partners’ on-going business needs are met and the benefits of the economies of scale from the partnership are shared amongst members.

4.2	Given the resource capacity of the partners to let the contracts for 1 April 2015 and potentially set up an in-house recruitment advertising team, further Lots for Applicant Tracking Systems and Online Psychometric testing are likely to allow sufficient time and resource to undertake a thorough procurement.








COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE PAPER



[bookmark: _GoBack]Appendix 1 –Times Education Supplement (TES), Example saving



TES – typical mono print and online advertising campaign. 



£700 – mono print in press

£725 – bronze online

Total = £1,425



Penna Charge

£1,570 (circa 10% mark up and Penna costs)

TES direct (15% discount)

Total = £1,211



Saving achieved = £235 per advert



On current volumes 328 adverts were placed by the partners in 2012/13 therefore an indicative saving of £235 x 328 adverts = £77,244 per annum indicative saving.




ITEM 8



London borough redeployment service update

The objectives of the project defined in October 2012 were straightforward:

1. To support ‘at risk’ staff to find suitable alternative jobs

2. To reduce the loss of valuable skills and experience and retain it in London in Local Government

3. To avoid compulsory redundancies

4. To save taxpayer money 

The project aimed to create an internal jobs market for local authorities in London that provided the flexibility for employers to use a system in a way that complemented their existing processes. They could chose how long a vacancy is advertised, and how widespread it is advertised. How and when ‘at risk’ employees are added to the system as well as supporting every available format of application.

The system involved building a secure, dedicated website that would offer the following capability.

· An unlimited number of named users to administer the servicefor each participating employer.

· Individually branded vacancy templates that support a variety of preferred application formats. 

· An optional online application form for London-wide applications.

· Supporting job descriptions and person specifications can be uploaded with each vacancy.

· Employers select how long a vacancy is published on the system.

Delivering the system now appears to be the easy part, getting organisations to use it has proven a little more challenging. 

In order to determine whether there is sufficient interest in the system, it’s continuation and development, it is vital that we understand what the impediments have been to greater adoption as perceived by it’s prospective users.

Jobsgopublic will assist in a formal review of the system in order to inform whether it has a future. They will contact each recruitment manager from the participating councils to gain feedback and where relevant determine why they haven’t been using the system and what would need to happen to get them using it. The results will be presented at the HoHR meeting on January 17 2014
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ITEM 6


Item: recruitment advertising the way forward?

A debate on the way ahead and the opportunities for “sharing” is especially timely.  LBRP contracts are due for re-let, and there has been an appetite to consider new models for delivery because of the savings agenda. We must also be aware of the new shared services models emerging and how this might inform the process and change the landscape even if there is no appetite to copy them.

Whilst effort on recruitment is counter-intuitive to the current cuts climate, we all remain engaged in recruitment activity for hard to fill and niche posts, have a continuous desire to refresh the workforce (more grow your own, changing the age demographic), and we anticipate an increase in top manager vacancies, in the short term at least. In truth, the London position has been different during the recession with far more activity than the national picture. Doing recruitment well, remains a key outcome for HR services and is likely to remain so.

So what are we thinking about?


There is a clear move away from traditional methods to on-line. Advert placement has changed. Less emphasis on creatives more on engagement. The advertising market has changed as a result. More use of own sites and greater use of micro-sites for campaigns.


There is a different interaction with candidates; need to utilise social media, respond to mobile devices (more apps), be faster and responsive. 


Many London Councils have new recruitment systems, have updated them or are moving towards this. The new offer has more automated and electronic transfer of information, as well as improved candidate experience. It is easier to be nuanced. 

We all aim to cut costs, be better, faster and efficient throughput. Whilst wanting reduced transaction effort?

But there is still a place for soft skills approaches – exec search, candidate warming, especially at the high profile end.

So what we want from an external market is:


· Easy access to on-line media; new recruitment systems automate to main users (guardian on-line, JGP)

· Advert copy; on-line changes this – smaller more directed; do we need support? Journals can provide any gaps (and have some responsibility for standards anyway)

· Candidate experience; primarily covered off with newer recruitment systems. Need to have apps for smart phones / tablets.

· Own websites. New recruitment systems developing this facility as a bolt on.


· Micro-sites – newer systems are developing facility for “special pages” which meet this requirement


· Advert placement; where print (and especially niche journals) need an agent but should move to charge per advert to maximise discounts.

· Bespoke when needed; range of services for high profile but more an adjunct to exec search

· Market intelligence; potential to research past adverts, potential candidates etc and propose strategies

· Exec search – to potentially include a whole range of services (copy writing, ad placement, candidate search, candidate relationship, interviewing, reference checks, candidate warming etc)

Key is the simplicity of admin / charging. Important to have scalability and flexibility.

Where are the gains from joining up?

· Economies of scale, bulk purchase gains


· Greater market presence thus able to influence development


· Potential for London LG approach and a noticeable presence in the markets

· LBRP (for example) has provided procurement efficiency for many


· We each expend less effort on construction / innovation

Encourages race to the top not the bottom, by promoting the best of our ideas

but


· We are not all the same and don’t have the same ambition (strategy) nor the same resources

· Thus a shared approach risks some personalisation restriction


· Too many LAs; too diverse politically?


· There is a risk that we aim for the lowest common denominator to get maximum buy-in


· We lack the collaboration to organise and respond with sophistication. We don’t display collective leadership


So what do we need to think about?

What are the real areas of gain from a 3rd party? Or from sharing?

What is our true aim? Savings, ease of administration, innovation? Or a combination of these.


Are we aiming for universal minimum standard to achieve a collective approach or a stretch ambition? Or can we aim for flexibility which allows both?

What’s the procurement strategy – do we need an advertising agent or do we need a recruitment strategy partner? The potential here is to offer a shopping list of services  rather than a defined set of activities – may be more flexible over time.

Do we need to grow the shared offer to include other functions which are resource intensive – recruitment checks, on-boarding, universal training programmes? Or more controversially perm resourcing?

So, lots to discuss (or not).


Bernard Nawrat

HR Director


Southwark Council



Review of London redeployment system

January 2014

Results of a telephone survey to London Borough user group 



Just over 12 months ago we launched the concept of developing a London wide portal to advertise job opportunities to London Council employees ‘at risk’. Initial participation was encouraging with 19 Councils signing up, however actual portal usage has been slow and the number of vacancies has been limited. 

In order to understand why uptake has been slow and to determine whether the system is fit for purpose we have spoken to a number of London Councils to discover what has impeded their use of the system and appreciate attitudes toward the portal of those who have been using it.

Currently just under a third of the participating authorities are not using the portal – we asked why not? The reasons stated are listed below.

“Busy with other priorities (restructure), focus on the portal was lost”

“Needed to work out how it would operate alongside our existing process”

“Haven’t had go ahead”

“No rush to start using it due to internal policies”

“Waiting for link with iGrasp/Talentlink”

Of the 6 councils who aren’t currently using the portal 5 anticipate starting to upload jobs in the next week or so and we are supporting them with additional refresher training where required. Westminster is implementing a new HR and Payroll system and wants to better understand how the new system will fit first.

In an effort to better understand attitudes toward the portal we asked existing users about their likes and dislikes. Here are some of the comments we received.

“Good to show that we’re doing something and supporting colleagues at risk”

“We need to input jobs twice now but it’s not a big problem”

“Too flexible, some guidance on how to use it at first would have helped, for example which jobs do we post, when and for how long”

“Easy to use”

“Was disappointed to hear it was being reviewed I think it’s a good idea and we’ve only just started using it”

“Fits easily with our existing processes”

“Would like to see more jobs on there… and applications”



Other findings

“What happens when someone applies?”

As the system allows councils to use their existing application process, some guidance is required on how to identify external redeployees and how to treat their applications. For instance do they get treated as a normal external applicant or do they get ‘priority treatment’?

“When should we put jobs on the portal?”

The large majority of current users are advertising on the portal at the same time as they advertise externally, clearly priority will always be give to internal redeployees first and there is no appetite to extend or delay the time it takes to hire this doesn’t really offer any advantage to priority candidates from the portal, is there a compromise?

Summary

Overall there is positive support for the project at recruitment manager level and use of the system is anticipated to increase over the coming weeks. Although uploading jobs is considered to be more work for them, it is not a showstopper and feedback suggests they “just need to get in the habit of doing it.”

Overall, the idea of a shared redeployment portal is considered to be a good thing and that it shows “we care”. Users have suggested that more could be done to notify and report on applications and appointments.








