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	IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PAY AND WORKFORCE STRATEGY PROJECT

	Report of:


	Head of Personnel and Development Services

	Report reference:
	PPP 49/09


Summary:

The Pay and Workforce Strategy (PWS) project is coming towards its conclusion.  This will involve the introduction of a new Pay Policy including a new pay structure and harmonised terms and conditions of employment. 

It was intended that it be implemented in April this year but in the absence of a collective agreement this Panel had recommended to Council that the authority instead consider imposing upon staff the outcome of the project early in 2010. 
Following a decision at Council on 14 July that we should consult with staff about the imposition of the project there is now a need, at the end of this consultation exercise, for Council to be further asked to approve the implementation of the project. This will allow for the new Pay Policy to be implemented following 3 months due notice for employees. 
Recommendations:

· Consider the results of the PWS consultation exercise

· Consider this, the latest and probably final, report of the PWS project 
· Make a recommendation to Council that it implement the outcome of the PWS project.
	Contact Officer:
	David Williams
	Ext:
	7082


Note: in compliance with section 100d of the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 the report has been prepared in part from the following papers: none

1. Overview
1.1 The Pay and Workforce Strategy (PWS) project is coming towards its conclusion.  This will involve the introduction of a new Pay Policy including a new pay structure and harmonised terms and conditions of employment.

1.2 The project outcome was intended to be implemented in April this year but following last minute difficulties with one of the unions we came to an impasse in February.  The status quo is not sustainable for several reasons, not least of which is because it leaves us vulnerable to legal challenge, and so we could not tolerate this stalemate for much longer. 
1.3 Thus the Employment Panel at its meeting on 9 July concluded that as a collective agreement was now a remote possibility it would instead recommend to Council that they agree to unilaterally impose the outcome of PWS and to formally consult with our employees on this intention. Council agreed this recommendation at its meeting on 14 July 2009.
1.4 Since this date there has been an extensive consultation exercise with staff through personal letters, email, intranet, and a road-show, and through meetings with the unions. Almost all the responses received were about the new policy and not about the decision to potentially impose the outcome, which seems to have little troubled staff. This report contains the results of the consultation exercise.

1.5 Following the last meeting of the Employment Panel where you recommended officers make further efforts to re-engage with Unison (the union resistant to the outcome) there has been constructive dialogue with them. Prompted by Members, management have held discussions as to what more this employer can do to assist staff facing a reduction in pay, for example through training and career development interventions, and this work is ongoing. Union representatives have also had training in and access to the Link pay modellor software in order for them to consider and, if they can/wish to, propose alternative pay structures, the outcome of which is described in 2.8 below.
1.6 Meanwhile work has continued on the project itself. Firstly to conclude job evaluation of ‘phase 2’ posts, notably complex career graded posts, and secondly in preparation for implementation. Once the final outcome of the project is known and agreed by Council the project will effectively only need to be implemented. This is essentially an administrative exercise that will be managed by Personnel and Development Services. The current Project Manager will leave the Council at the end of the November but an action plan is in place to see the project safely through implementation.
1.6
As a result it is timely that a full evaluation of this major project is now underway. It is to be reported to Overview and Scrutiny in November. 
2.  Consultation exercise 

2.1
A 90-day consultation period ends the day prior to your meeting.  The Council decision was to consult staff on imposition. The Project Board interpreted this to mean that we should consult also on the Pay Policy. They felt that we needed to do this if we are to minimise the risk of claims for unlawful deduction from wages, or unfair constructive dismissal if we enforce the policy without a collective agreement.

Nearly all of the feedback received to date is in relation to the proposed new Pay Policy. 
As the consultation period has yet to end at the time of writing this report, any further feedback received from staff/unions will be tabled at your meeting. 

2.2
The key issues emerging have been identified. Key issues are defined as those of significance to more than one individual or team, and comments expressed by more than one individual team or team. These issues – and a short response to them – are described in 2.4 below with a verbatim reporting of all the feedback received provided in a separate report which has been presented under Part B due to the fact that individuals can be identified. Any further feedback received after this report has been written will be reported to your meeting in a similar way i.e. key issues (if any new ones emerge) summarised verbally under Part A and all the new comments presented in writing verbatim under Part B. 
2.3
During consultation verbal comments received from staff were responded to at the time e.g. at the road-show and during surgeries. Such staff were then encouraged to put their views in writing so that they could then be presented to Members if they so wished. 
At the time of writing 95 employees have provided written feedback. There is a mixture of individual comments received by email or letter, and comments received via a petition. The latter comprised either a pre-printed note with room for a member of staff to add their signature or a jointly signed note. We have been advised by union regional officers that this has not been organised by the unions but by the staff themselves. This ‘co-ordinated’ feedback accounts for around 75% (in terms of numbers of employees) of all feedback received from employees to date. 
2.4 
The key issues that have been raised by our employees are presented here:
· Boundaries between grades
There is dissatisfaction with the uneven number of points in each grade and/or with the ‘cut off points’.  

Examples: current scale 4 scale covers pay points 18-21, is now evaluated at grade D with 3 pay points equivalent to former 18-20 thus meaning the loss of top pay point 21.

Grade I covers 175 Hay points so someone scoring 176 points will get the same pay as someone scoring 346 points once all the increments are reached.
Pay Model 18 is seen to be the best model that can be achieved given the range of scores we are faced with i.e. it results in the minimum number of losers for a cost that members believe to be affordable. It also removes what is seen by external experts to be inequalities in our existing pay structure brought about by overlapping grades, long scales, and many staff on a single point and not in receipt of increments like all other staff receive. The simplistic answer would be to move the pay line but this will increase the cost, and of course if we could have avoided this problem in an affordable way then we would have done so before now. 
· Want new pay arrangements implemented from 1 April 2009 (not February 2010)
This is because of the delay in the project since it was due to be implemented. It would benefit those due a pay rise/receiving back pay but if pay protection similarly began from that date this would severely adversely affect those due to lose pay.
· Want the same length of time for back pay and protection
This could enable individuals due to lose pay to adjust their outgoings, find a new job (internally or externally) etc. During negotiations in late 2008 the unions would only agree to this if protection (eventually agreed at 12 months) was the same length as back pay (32 months) and this was not seen as affordable by management. I have already reported to this panel that the unions’ key concern during the negotiations was explicitly to maximise back pay for their members. 
· Phase 2 jobs have an advantage over those scored (JE) under phase 1. 

Those staff in jobs re-evaluated in phase 2 (where a job has changed since it was originally evaluated) are seen by some to have an unfair advantage as they knew their pay before appeal, unlike those staff scored under phase 1. This is a view, and indeed phase 2 appellants did know their pay, but there is no evidence that they were unfairly advantaged by this. We are currently analysing the whole project, including job evaluation and may have more statistical information to present at the meeting. However, statistics can not prove ‘advantage’. We would also need to ask what we could realistically do about it: we surely can not start the project over again or even re-score all 526 phase 1 jobs.
· Dissatisfaction with losing pay especially the scale of loss.

This is entirely understandable but short of investing more money there is not a lot we can do. We are discussing with the unions ways by which we can help staff due to lose pay.
· Calculation of back pay.  
Staff on long grades (e.g. scale 2 – 4) who have been here a long time and therefore at the top of the grade will get less back pay than less experienced, newer colleagues lower down the scale.  This causes considerable dissatisfaction. In some cases experienced staff will receive no back pay whereas less experienced ones will.  The more experienced staff would prefer an exact calculation by working out what each employee should have been earning 32 months ago and projecting forward exactly.  An alternative view is to say that where a current long grade falls into the new grade, no-one would receive back pay. The PWS Board decided upon a means of determining how back pay will be paid that is easier to apply, given the huge complexity of this issue, and one which is fairest overall, but it is clearly not going to please everyone.
· Concerns about process/outcome of JE 
Some believe that our job evaluation exercise is not free from bias, despite protocols being put in place, as there can be different interpretations.  Some staff see what they believe to be ‘odd outcomes’ with some posts being down graded and others being upgraded being proof of inequity or a lack of integrity. The PWS project built into the job evaluation exercise extensive safeguards, quality assurance mechanisms, appeals, union involvement etc (as reported throughout to and monitored by Overview and Scrutiny). No scheme is perfect, just as every project could be improved somewhere, however we are confident that we have done everything we can to produce a fair and equitable outcome. The point of job evaluation is to distinguish between jobs where perhaps such a difference had not been noticed before. It should also be noted that the introduction of job evaluation, as advocated for many years by the unions, will always lead to some staff losing pay with inevitable and consequential discontent, but that does not mean it is biased or flawed.
· Split between the NJC scheme and Hay to grade posts.  
There is a concern because some SO (Senior Officer) posts could have been paid more if measured under the Hay scheme, whereas because they have been measured under NJC they have ended up worse off.  Such staff believe that posts should be measured using the scheme which gives them the highest points/pay. Staff at SO1/2 grade were scored using both schemes so as to ensure integrity of the interface between the two schemes (as previously reported we used NJC up to SO2 and Hay for Principal Officers). It was agreed with the unions that the substantive scheme for staff at SO would be NJC and only those staff achieving 530 or more NJC points would have their Hay score used to determine their pay, with the remainder using NJC. Quite a number of SO staff benefitted from this but understandably those that did not were frustrated because they could see the possible benefit for them were they also to use Hay. Under the ‘rules’ agreed at the start of the exercise they must use NJC but also it was clear that their job did not justify such advancement as they did not score sufficiently highly on NJC. This frustration is perhaps inevitable but our approach is both agreed with the unions and valid.
· Implement the outcome as soon as possible
 Among the 400 who are due to gain pay, and among hundreds due to benefit from the harmonisation of terms and conditions (single status) there is dissatisfaction with the delay in implementing PWS. Management share this frustration but have been striving to achieve a negotiated settlement which has led to a delay. The proposed start date of February (March?) is the earliest that can be done within employment legislation. But any further delay is unwise: not only will this add to the discontent but would also leave us vulnerable to equal pay claims.
2.4
In addition there has been feedback from the unions involved. There was a formal meeting with the two unions together towards the end of the consultation exercise. This was a productive meeting where management received formal responses from both unions, albeit separately. They were advised that their views and proposals would be presented to Members in this report.
2.5
Both unions believe that the combination of the delay in implementing the outcome of the project and the budget ‘windfalls’ received by the Council during 2008/09 should mean that the Council is now able (i.e. can afford) to improve its offer. 

2.6
The unions differ in what they see should be funded first by any extra resources that may invested in the project outcome as a result of 2.5. For GMB it is earlier implementation of Model 18 and for Unison it is to reduce the number of losers and an increase in the period of protection provided for staff due to lose pay. GMB would also welcome additional protection although it is not their priority.
2.7
GMB want the package that their members voted to accept to be implemented from the date that was originally intended i.e. increases in salary where due, back pay for 32 months from that date, and harmonised terms, all to start 1 April 2009. 

2.8
Unison on the other hand proposed two new pay models that would significantly reduce the number of staff due to lose pay: one model down to106 and an alternative down to 120. See Appendix 1 for more information.
2.9
Unison also asked for the two lowest scale points to be removed so that scale point 6 would now be the lowest point on the pay structure.

2.10
Both unions, but notably Unison, would like to see a precise commitment made by the employer to invest in training and career development initiatives for those staff losing pay. They want to see an actual allocation of funding i.e. an amount set aside for this exercise, the details of which should then be agreed with management.

3. Management response to the consultation exercise
3.1 Management welcomed the constructive engagement of nearly 100 staff and both of the main unions in the consultation exercise.

3.2 The unions were advised that it would be Members who would decide whether or not there would be any changes to the currently proposed ‘package’, albeit officers would make their views known as to the merit and affordability of each proposal presented by the unions, and regarding those key issues raised by staff.

3.3 Members may wish to look favourably upon the unions’ request in 2.6 to increase protection for staff due to lose pay, which will be a non-recurring cost (see section 4 below). Whilst it could be argued that such staff are already benefitting from the delayed implementation of nearly 12 months, there is still around £200,000 in the non-recurring reserve (see Table 3 in 4.3 below). The current one year’s protection is to cost around £330,000 so any ‘affordable’ permutation can easily be calculated should Members wish to consider extending protection by a proportion of one year.

3.4 Management can not recommend that Members adopt the GMB proposal in 2.7 because the cost of doing so would be prohibitive. It is estimated that it would put an extra £760,000 on the recurring budget. Table 4 in 4.4 shows how close we already are to the limit approved by Council of an additional £1million revenue costs.
3.5 Similarly with the new models proposed by Unison, the ‘cheapest’ of which would add an additional £233,598 to the revenue budget. Unison argues that even with the extra recurring costs the revenue budget in year 1 would still be below £1million on their models and that makes them a legitimate option. They believe that costs in year 2 and beyond are not relevant because the staffing structure will be different by then due to transformation, shared services etc. Thus the fact that after three years the recurring costs would be (on the cheapest option) £1,283,000 is not to them so important. The cost of Year 1 on Model 18 (the chosen model) is around £450, 000 (i.e. well below the £1million) and it is to be expected that Year 1 costs will always be less in any model. Thus management are obliged not to recommend this proposal to Members on the basis that we have only been allocated an additional £1million for the paybill. Also pleasingly, the numbers of losers has already reduced significantly as a result of Phase 2 of JE – from 252 down to 212. With many of those staff losing pay on temporary contracts due to end before protection ends, the anticipated number of staff due to actually lose pay in 2011 will probably be below 200.
3.6 Management recommend that Members consider accepting the Unison proposal in 2.9, as it would benefit the lowest paid staff at a ‘small’ increase in recurring costs of £5,000.

3.7 Management recommend that Members consider allocating a sum of money as in 2.10 above, either from the PWS non-recurring reserve or from elsewhere. The Panel had already steered officers towards this direction at its last meeting, and backing this commitment with funding now would be a positive move.
4. Financial details   
This section of the report reflects the proposed new Pay Policy and does not take into account any changes that may arise as a result of sections 2 and 3 above, if any.

Implementation costs

There are one off costs for the Pay and Workforce Strategy project totalling £440,000. These costs have been accounted for in 2005/06 to 2007/08 and were approved as part of the budget processes for each year and were funded from the Projects Reserve. Therefore they do not count against the PWS Reserve (shown as ‘JE Reserve’ in the Financial Plan).

Other implementation costs approved to date include:

· Single Status  - £112,300 approved by Council on 17 July 2007

· Additional project costs - £127,000 approved by Council on 15 July 2008
· Additional project costs - £73,000 approved by Council on 14 July 2009
These were all to be funded from the £1m set aside for PWS (see table 1 and table 2 below).
4.2
PWS Reserve/Provision
In February 2007, full Council approved that the sum of £1m be taken out of reserves for 2007/08 to 2009/10 in respect of the potential impact of the Job Evaluation process, Single Status etc whilst work continued to firm up the figures on the recurring and non-recurring costs. After this period, savings were to be identified to offset future costs. This initial estimate was based upon 6% of the overall payroll costs, which was the level of increase experienced by some other district councils who had already gone through this exercise. 

Therefore a recurring budget provision of £1m per annum was made effective from 2007/08 and, due to the delay in implementing the project, this has been transferred to set up the reserve.
The current level on the reserve is as follows:
	Table 1
	£

	Transfer to reserve re 2007/08
	1,000,000

	Single Status Implementation costs
	(112,300)

	Balance as at 31 March 2008
	887,700

	Transfer to reserve re 2008/09
	1,000,000

	Additional PWS team costs
	(127,000)

	Balance as at 31 March 2009
	1,760,700


If the scheme is not implemented until 1 February 2010, the balance on the reserve available to fund non-recurring costs in 2009/10 will be as follows:

	Table 2
	£

	Balance as at 31 March 2009
	1,760,700

	Transfer to reserve re 2009/10
	1,000,000

	Additional PWS team and associated costs
	(73,000)

	Less estimated amount required to fund recurring costs (see Table 4)
	(80,000)

	Balance available to fund non-recurring costs
	2,607,700


4.3
Non-recurring costs
The work carried out to date indicates that there will be one-off costs consisting of back-pay and protection costs. The table below shows the impact on the reserve if the non-recurring costs were funded from the reserve assuming a 1% pay award for 2009/10:
	Table 3 – Non-recurring costs
	£

	Balance available (table 2)
	2,607,700

	Back-pay (32 months)
	2,045,677

	Protection (12 months)
	337,211

	Total non-recurring costs
	2,382,888

	Balance on PWS reserve
	224,812


The cost of 32 months back pay and the cost of 12 months protection include the cost of paying increments (c£100,000) on 1 April due to the delay (and so this issue is no longer pertinent) but we will have to insist that staff will not get further increments on 1 April 2010.

4.4

Recurring costs
The current Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) includes a recurring annual budget of £1m to cover the recurring costs of PWS pending the identification of ongoing savings. The recurring cost will increase over the years as post-holders progress through the new grades and reach the maximum point in year 3. These estimated costs are shown in the table below, assuming an implementation date of 1 February 2010, and include the implications of the Single Status considerations agreed to date (£137,000):  

	Table 4
	Estimated Cost
£
	Full Year Impact
£
	Potential reduced commitments
£

	2009/10
	80,000
	450,000
	920,000 *

	2010/11
	750,000
	-
	250,000 **

	2011/12
	950,000
	-
	50,000 **


*  Already assumed to be transferred to the PWS reserve to fund non-recurring costs

** Potential reduction in base budget.
The recurring costs at the maximum, are estimated at £950,000 per annum and assumes a 1% pay award for each of the years.

It should also be noted that these figures:

· include the costs of both temporary and fixed term contracts such as the Carlisle Renaissance team which is a significant sum 

· assume that the annual increments will not apply until 1 April 2011
· take no account of staff turnover i.e. the savings that will accrue as a result.

Work on Market Factor Supplements (MFS) and career grades is continuing and once resolved will need to be funded from the balance on the PWS reserve. This work is nearly complete and the indications are that this will amount to only a relatively small sum of money.
At the time these details were being prepared by Financial Services there had been an assumption made that the implementation date would be 1 February 2010 but this may change.

5.
Risk management

5.1
There is a risk that in imposing PWS:

· We would cause conflict with the trades unions 

· Employees that are going to lose pay may take their case to an Employment Tribunal, as indeed could those whose pay remains unchanged. However, the numbers of these would likely be less than if we simply do nothing or if we accept the status quo

· The Council may lose some good staff whom we would prefer to keep.

5.2    
   Actions that have been taken to mitigate the risk include:

· Compliance with the law in relation to consultation: it has been extensive and meaningful and followed recommended good practice

· The arrangement whereby no one will actually lose any pay until 2011

· The offer of support (e.g. both personal and/or financial counselling) and advice to employees affected by the project outcome
· The engagement of external reward consultants in order to audit our data so as to provide us with robust evidence both to inform the new policy and, if ever necessary, to better resist a legal challenge.  They have concluded that within a 3 year period, when all employees have been able to progress to the grade maximum and protection is no longer being paid, the pay gaps will be significantly reduced. In other words if we introduce the new Pay Policy we will have sufficiently addressed our equal pay issues. A summary of this report was prepared by its authors Northgate Arinso and has been issued to the unions. It has had no change to the wording nor to their conclusions. This shortened version is less complex and easier to follow, for example, if staff asked to see it, but most importantly sensitive information that could mean the identification of individual employees has been removed. Members of the Panel received the full version of the consultants report at your last meeting.
6.
Legal comments
6.1
The imposition of the PWS potentially has repercussions in both statute and common law. In statutory law the employee is able to refuse to accept the variation thus leaving the employer in a situation in which it dismisses the employee.  Alternatively, the employee could resign and argue constructive dismissal.  Either way, the result could be a claim for unfair dismissal. 

6.2
At common law (if dismissed) the employee is able to bring a claim for wrongful dismissal or, they could remain with the Council and seek injunctive relief and claim damages.  A wrongful repudiation of the contract claim could also be made.

6.3
The foregoing must be balanced against the litigation risk of not implementing the PWS as detailed in this Report.  Throughout the Council must act in a reasonable manner and ensure that any ‘dismissal’ is carried out in accordance with relevant statute and guidance.

7.
Financial comments
7.1 As can be seen from the report both the non-recurring costs, as verified by Personnel and Development, and the recurring costs, as verified by Financial Services, of this proposal can be accommodated from within the allocated budget for the PWS process. However recurring savings will need to be identified to fund the recurring costs in future years as part of the budget process e.g. the transformation programme. 
7.2  It should be noted that these are the costs at a particular point in time and they will change due to staff movements. For this reason and also because there is a small amount of work outstanding on phase 2 of the project, it is recommended that any remaining PWS balance remain earmarked for PWS until resolution of all the outstanding issues.

8.
Process of implementation
i. Following a Council decision in July to consult on the imposition of the outcome of the PWS project, we have consulted with all staff by writing to them giving details of the new pay policy we propose to implement, and the effect on them, and have invited comments. We have held meetings with staff to explain the situation and our proposals. We needed to allow a 90 day consultation period on it as required by law, and this process will just have ended when the Panel meets

ii. Amend proposals if required at the end of this time. Members may wish to do so having considered the feedback received (as reported above and in the associated Part B report)

iii. Formally implement through a Council decision. The preferred date of 1 February 2010 will require a calling of Special Council as the next scheduled meeting of Council is not until November. If this does not happen then the earliest we can implement will be 1 March 2010. This later date has a number of disadvantages

iv. Provide staff with a further 90 days as formal notice of a change of contract 

v. Write to staff individually seeking their agreement 

vi. Write to Government, unions, etc

vii. Approximately half way through this second 90-day period actively communicate with all those yet to have signed their agreement. If it is decided to impose the outcome then this communication will make it abundantly clear as to what a failure to sign would mean

viii. At the end of this period issue all staff with their new contract.

ix. If it is decided to impose the outcome, dismiss any employees not having signed up by the end of this time. We anticipate that there would be very few, if any.
9.
Recommendations
The Employment Panel is asked to:
· Consider the results of the PWS consultation exercise

· Consider this, the latest and probably final, report of the PWS project 

· Make a recommendation to Council that it implement the outcome of the PWS project.
Appendix 1
Unison’s proposed alternative model
· Remove Grade A in the proposed new pay structure

· All staff currently due to be on Grade A to move to Grade B
· The bottom of Grade B to become scale point 10 – it was Scp 8. Thus Grade B would be Scp 10 – 13 rather than as now Scp 8 – 12

· Grades C, D and E all increased by one scale point.
They offer two alternative models with these features. The distinction between the two is that on one Grade C starts on 293 points whereas on the other it is 330 points. On one model there would be 120 staff losing pay (‘reds’), 386 gaining pay( ‘greens) and 258 staying the same (‘whites’) whereas on the other it would be 106 red, 408 green and 250 white. The costing for the Unison proposal is given below:
	Cost of Unison proposal with 120 reds, 386 greens, 258 whites 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year
	Current cost - 08-09 pay award - per Link
	Prop cost - 08/09 pay award per Link
	inc
	inc
	 
	inc from info at end of August
	diff 

	 
	£
	£
	£
	%
	 
	 
	 

	0
	17,806,851
	18,514,948
	708,097
	3.98
	 
	474,499
	233,598

	1
	 
	18,850,185
	1,043,334
	5.86
	 
	774,944
	268,390

	2
	 
	19,099,205
	1,292,354
	7.26
	 
	1,008,594
	283,760

	3
	 
	19,099,046
	1,292,195
	7.26
	 
	1,008,315
	283,880

	4
	 
	19,098,892
	1,292,041
	7.26
	 
	1,008,404
	283,637

	5
	 
	19,098,951
	1,292,100
	7.26
	 
	1,008,457
	283,643

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cost of Unison proposal with 106 reds, 408 greens, 250 whites 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year
	Current cost - 08-09 pay award - per Link
	Prop cost - 08/09 pay award per Link
	inc
	inc
	 
	inc from info at end of August
	diff 

	 
	£
	£
	£
	%
	 
	 
	 

	0
	17,806,851
	18,623,378
	816,527
	4.59
	 
	474,499
	342,028

	1
	 
	18,951,184
	1,144,333
	6.43
	 
	774,944
	369,389

	2
	 
	19,194,914
	1,388,063
	7.80
	 
	1,008,594
	379,469

	3
	 
	19,194,745
	1,387,894
	7.79
	 
	1,008,315
	379,579

	4
	 
	19,194,687
	1,387,836
	7.79
	 
	1,008,404
	379,432

	5
	 
	19,194,770
	1,387,919
	7.79
	 
	1,008,457
	379,462


The proposed new Pay Structure is provided in Appendix 2. At this moment in time management expects that at the date the project outcome is implemented there will be 400 greens, 212 reds and 143 whites.

Appendix 2

	GRADE
	JOB EVALUATION POINTS
	‘OLD’ SPINAL COLUMN POINT
	NEW PAY POINT
	£

as at April 2009

	A
	<250 (NJC)
	4

5
	P1

P2
	12,145

12,312

	B
	251 – 330 (NJC)
	8

10

12
	P3

P4

P5
	13,189

13,874

15,039

	C
	331 – 378 (NJC)
	14

15

16
	P6

P7

P8
	15,725

16,054

16,440

	D
	379 – 407 (NJC)
	18

19

20
	P9

P10

P11
	17,161

17,802

18,453

	E
	408 – 445 (NJC)


	22

23

24
	P12

P13

P14
	19,621

20,198

20,858

	F
	446 – 474 (NJC)
	26

27

28
	P15

P16

P17
	22,221

22,958

23,708

	G
	475 –499 (NJC)
	29

30

31
	P18

P19

P20
	24,646

25,472

26,276

	H
	500 and above (NJC)
	32

33

34
	P21

P22

P23
	27,052

27,849

28,636

	I
	<350 (Hay)
	35

36

37
	P24

P25

P26
	29,236

30,011

30,851

	J
	351 – 450 (Hay)
	38

39

40
	P27

P28

P29
	31,754

32,800

33,661

	K
	451 – 550 (Hay)
	41

43

44
	P30

P31

P32
	34,549

36,313

37,206

	L
	551 – 650 (Hay)
	45

47

49
	P33

P34

P35
	38,402

39,855

41,616

	M
	651 – 755 (Hay)
	54

58
	P36

P37
	46,259

50,607

	N

0

P

Q
	
Chief Officer 4             P38                  69,177

Directors and                          n/a*                             P39                  71,000

Chief Executive                      n/a*                             P40                  77,659

                                               n/a*                             P41                 104,462

*not applicable as post has a spot salary
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