
 

 

 

COUNCIL 

21 FEBRUARY 2013 

CAPITAL AND REVENUE BUDGETS 2013/2014: ADDENDUM 
REPORT 

Portfolio Holder: Councillor Alan Jarrett, Deputy Leader and Finance  

Report from: Mick Hayward, Chief Finance Officer  

Tricia Palmer, Assistant Director, Organisational Services 

 
 
Summary 
 

This Addendum report sets out the following: 
 

1. The outcome of the discussions at the Employment Matters Committee on 19 
February 2013 regarding pay negotiations; 

2. Further advice on the schedule of precept dates; 
3. Clarification on title of Kent Police. 

 

  
 
1. Employment Matters Committee  

 

1.1 The Employment Matters Committee met on 19 February 2013 to consider the 
latest position on Pay Negotiations, as referred to in paragraph 8.4 and 
Appendix 10 of the main report. 

 
1.2 The report provided details of progress in relation to the discussions with the 

trade unions and the consultation responses to the Council’s proposal to come 
out of the national agreement for pay, terms and conditions. The Committee 
had received a number of reports on the issue and had agreed on 30 October 
2012 to commence formal consultations to come out of the national agreement 
and dismiss and re-engage employees should not be reached. 

 
1.3 The trade union ballots were completed on 23 November, where no collective 

agreement was reached on the proposals and on 3 December 2012 formal 
consultation commenced with individual employees.  The trade unions were 
given a 90 day consultation period. The statutory requirement was to ensure 
that any consultation was meaningful. Employees were therefore given until 31 
January 2013 to comment on the proposals, and the trade unions were given 
until 19 February 2013. The offer to individual employees was that if they 
agreed to come out of the national agreement so that any pay award would be 



 

subject to local negotiation, the Council would agree to continue to mirror all 
other national terms and conditions for a period of three years. 

 
1.4 During this period negotiations had continued with the trade unions and in 

addition to maintaining the level of terms and conditions for 3 years from 1 
April 2013 the Council had also offered a one-off £50 payment to all 
employees on or below £21,519. There was also a meeting of the Joint 
Consultative Committee on 11 February 2013 at which trade union 
representatives were able to discuss the proposals with Members.  

 
1.5 The Assistant Director, Organisational Services, stated that with regards to 

schools based (non-teaching) staff, that following consultation, it was 
recommended to no longer include these staff in the proposal. She stated that 
this may lead to a risk of an equal pay claim, but this risk was deemed to be 
manageable as any national award agreement would be relatively small. A 
schools Diversity Impact Assessment showed that there would be a 
disproportionate impact on the grounds of gender should this proposal go 
ahead. 

 
1.6 The Assistant Director, Organisational Services, updated the Committee in 

respect of discussions with the Trade Unions and that a collective agreement 
had been reached with the trade unions. She stated that, in addition to schools 
based (non-teaching) staff no longer being included in the proposals, Soulbury 
staff would also not be included in the proposals. This group of staff 
(approximately 25 education psychologists) were subject to a separate 
national agreement and it was considered that, following consultation, this 
group of staff would be difficult to recruit to should they be included in the 
proposals. 

 
1.7 Members discussed a number of issues including: 
 

 Whether the legal advice on schools based (non teaching) staff had 
changed in terms of the recommendation that they now not be included 
in the proposals 

 Whether the list of terms and conditions set out in the collective 
agreement was exhaustive 

 Whether the collective agreement was renegotiable at the expiry of the 
three year period 

 Whether the Diversity Impact Assessment had been reviewed in light of 
the recommendation to not include schools based (non teaching) staff 
and Soulbury staff. 

 
1.8 The Assistant Director, Organisational Services, confirmed that the legal 

advice on including schools based (non teaching) staff had not changed, 
however, the outcome of the consultation responses and the schools Diversity 
Impact Assessment had resulted in officers no longer recommending their 
inclusion in the proposals. The list of terms and conditions in the collective 
agreement were drawn from the “Green book” and that it could be possible to 
renegotiate the collective agreement at the expiry of the three year period. She 
stated that an overall Diversity Impact Assessment had been included in the 
report to Committee on 30 October 2012 and that a schools Diversity Impact 



 

Assessment had been included with the report. There were approximately 25 
Soulbury staff and there had been no specific work undertaken on the basis 
that this was a very small group of staff. 

 
1.9 The Committee made the following decisions: 
 
1.9.1 The Committee noted the discussions so far and the consultations responses. 
 
1.9.2 The Committee recommended to Full Council to agree to the collective 

agreement attached at revised Appendix 8, on the basis that agreement has 
been reached with the majority of trade unions to come out of the national 
agreement for all non school staff apart from Soulbury staff. 

 
1.9.3 The Committee noted that variations to employment contracts would now be 

issued to those staff affected setting out the new terms, with the new terms 
taking effect from 31 March 2013, subject to Full Council agreeing the 
collective agreement. 

 
1.9.4 The Committee noted the proposals on local pay bargaining and agreed to 

delegate authority to the Assistant Director, Organisational Services to 
continue discussions and agree this, in consultation with the trade unions. 

 
1.10 At the Employment Matters Committee, further consultation responses were 

tabled at the meeting which had been received from schools governing bodies 
after the despatch of the Committee agenda. These are included in Appendix 
10A to this report.  

 
1.11 The Collective Agreement reached with the trade unions is set out in 

Appendix 10B to this report.  
 
1.12 The Schools Diversity Impact Assessment is included in Appendix 10C to this 

report. 
 
2. Schedule of precept dates 
 
2.1 Since publication of the Council agenda, there has been further discussion 

regarding the schedule of precept dates. These are subject to dispute, 
therefore, it would be appropriate to delegate authority to the Chief Finance 
Officer to finalise the schedule (see revised recommendations below). 

 
3. Kent Police 
 

3.1 Again, since publication of the Council agenda, we have received clarification 
that the official title for Kent Police, for budgetary purposes, is now “The Police 
and Crime Commissioner for Kent”. Therefore, it is necessary to amend the 
relevant recommendation (see revised recommendations below). 



 

4. Recommendations  
 

The following revised and new recommendations are set out below – all other 
recommendations are set out in paragraph 22 of the main report. 
 
Revised recommendations 

 
22.2 Note the Police and Crime Commissioner for Kent precept requirement. 
 
22.5 Agree to delegate authority to the Chief Finance Officer to agree the final 

schedule of precept instalment dates. 
 

New recommendations from Employment Matters Committee 
 
22.12 To note the discussions so far and the consultations responses in respect of 

the proposals to come out of the national agreements for pay and terms and 
conditions. 

 
22.13 To agree to the collective agreement attached at Appendix 10B, on the basis 

that agreement has been reached with the majority of trade unions to come 
out of the national agreement for all non school staff apart from Soulbury staff. 
 
 
 

Report authors:  
 
Mick Hayward, Chief Finance Officer, T: 01634 332220 and E: 
mick.Hayward@medway.gov.uk   
 
Tricia Palmer, Assistant Director, Organisational Services, T: 01634 332343. E: 
tricia.palmer@medway.gov.uk  
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Appendix 10C 
Schools Diversity Impact Assessment: Screening Form    
 
Directorate 
 
Business 
Support 

Name of Function or Policy or Major Service Change 
 
Proposal for local pay negotiations – impact on schools 
based staff 
 
 

Officer responsible for assessment 
 
Paula Charker  
 

Date of assessment 
 
1 February 2013 

New or existing? 
 
New 

Defining what is being assessed 
1. Briefly describe the 
purpose and objectives  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council has an established process for setting its 
budget for the next financial year; one of the first 
stages in this involves updating the council's medium 
term financial plan each year.  
 
The financial implications of remaining in the national 
agreement and the possibility of a 1 per cent pay 
award could result in an added pressure of £900,000 
(not including schools staff) next financial year. 
 
The Medium term Financial Plan for the Council is 
forecasting very significant financial deficits for the 
coming years excluding any presumption for pay 
increases and against this background any potential 
increase in pay would pose a risk to services and/or 
jobs. 
 
 

2. Who is intended to 
benefit, and in what way? 
 
 
 

Savings are intended to be achieved in a way that 
ensures financial sustainability whilst not 
disproportionately impacting on or unfairly 
disadvantaging any sections of the community. 

3. What outcomes are 
wanted? 
 
 
 
 

That the Council continues to deliver vital services to 
customers whilst at the same time managing 
reductions to funding and functioning as a sustainable 
organisation continuing to focus on priorities and 
providing effective services.  
Obviously, this proposal will have detrimental impact 
on the earning capacity of those workers who may 
otherwise have received a pay award on 1 April 2013. 
This proposal is being considered as a way of 
delivering savings, which goes someway to sharing 
the impact equally across the organisation. 
 

4. What factors/forces 
could contribute/detract 
from the outcomes? 
 
 
 
 
 

Contribute 
 
Good analysis of the 
proposals 
Effective consultation 
Clear communication of 
proposals 

Detract 
 
Decisions made without 
full analysis and 
discussion 

5. Who are the main 
stakeholders? 

All Staff and Members 



  

 
 
 
6. Who implements this 
and who is responsible? 
 
 
 
 

Senior Management Team 

Assessing impact  

YES 
7. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to racial/ethnic 
groups? NO 

 
No 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon 96.4% are from a white ethnic 
group and 3.6% are from a BME group.  
 
The total group (excluding Service Managers and 
above who are already on local pay, but including 
teaching staff) is 7442 staff. This shows that 91.9% 
are from a white ethnic group and 8.1% are from a 
BME group.  
 
There is therefore a lesser proportionate impact on 
BME support staff in schools. 
 

YES 
8. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to disability? 

NO 

 
No 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon 31 staff are disabled, which is 
1.1%.  
 
The total group (excluding Service Managers and 
above who are already on local pay, but including 
teaching staff) is 7442 staff. This shows that 2% 
are disabled.  
 
There is therefore a lesser proportionate impact on 
disabled support staff in schools. 

YES 
9. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to gender? 

NO 

 
Yes 

What evidence exists for 
this? 

 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon 2598 staff are female, which is 
91.4%.  



  

 
The total group (excluding Service Managers and 
above who are already on local pay, but including 
teaching staff) is 7442 staff of which 5990 are 
female. This shows that 80.1% are female.  
 
There is therefore a disproportionate impact on the 
grounds of gender. 
 

YES 10. Are there concerns there 
could be a differential impact 
due to sexual orientation? 

NO 

Do not know 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon 4 staff are gay or bisexual. This is 
0.14%.  
 
The total group (excluding Service Managers and 
above who are already on local pay, but including 
teaching staff) is 7442 staff of which 18 are gay or 
bisexual. This is 0.24%.  
 
There is therefore a disproportionate impact but 
this is a small difference and not significant 
statistically. 
 
96% of staff have not completed this data on the 
equality monitoring form so this data is not reliable 
in any event. 

YES 
11. Are there concerns there 
could be a have a differential 
impact due to religion or 
belief? NO 

Do not know 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon 109 staff have declared a religion 
or belief. This is 3.8%.  
 
The total group (excluding Service Managers and 
above who are already on local pay, but including 
teaching staff) is 7442 staff of which 341 have 
declared a religion or belief. This is 4.6%.  
 
There is therefore a lesser proportionate impact 
but this is a small difference and not significant 
statistically. 
 
96% of staff have not completed this data on the 
equality monitoring form so this data is not reliable 
in any event. 

YES 12. Are there concerns there 
could be a differential impact 
due to people’s age? NO 

 
No 



  

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

The analysis of support staff in schools who may 
have received a pay award next year 
demonstrates that of the 2843 staff that may be 
impacted upon by age bands shows the following: 
 
Those affected:                      Inc. teaching staff:  
29 and under = 11%               29 and under =  16% 
30 – 39 = 17%                        30 – 39 = 19% 
40 – 49 = 36%                        40 – 49 = 29% 
50 – 59 = 28%                        50 – 59 = 26% 
60 and over = 8%                   60 and over = 10% 
 
 
The data generally follows the same pattern with 
minor differences. There is therefore no 
disproportionate impact. 
  

YES 
13. Are there concerns that 
there could be a differential 
impact due to being trans-
gendered or transsexual? NO 

 
Do not know 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

We do not have information upon which to 
undertake any analysis 

YES 

14. Are there any other 
groups that would find it 
difficult to access/make use 
of the function (e.g. speakers 
of other languages; people 
with caring responsibilities 
or dependants; those with an 
offending past; or people 
living in rural areas)? 

NO 

 
No 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

The analysis above 

YES 
15. Are there concerns there 
could be a have a differential 
impact due to multiple 
discriminations (e.g. 
disability and age)? 

NO 

No 

What evidence exists for 
this? 
 

The analysis above 

 
Conclusions & recommendation 

YES 
16. Could the differential 
impacts identified in 
questions 7-15 amount to 
there being the potential for 
adverse impact? 

NO 

 

YES 
17. Can the adverse impact 
be justified on the grounds 
of promoting equality of 
opportunity for one group? 
Or another reason? 

NO 

Medway is one employer. 

Recommendation to proceed to a full impact assessment?  



  

NO 
Members will decide whether the disproportionate impact on support staff in 
schools due to gender, outweighs the need to have all staff on the same terms 
and conditions of employment. 

 

What is required to ensure 
this complies with the 
requirements of the 
legislation? (see DIA 
Guidance Notes)? 

 
No further action required 
 
 
 

 

Give details of key person 
responsible and target date 
for carrying out full impact 
assessment (see DIA 
Guidance Notes) 
 

N/A 
 
 

 
 
Action plan to make modifications 
Outcome Actions (with date of completion) Officer responsible 
Improve monitoring of 
all protected 
categories across the 
council to assist with 
future exercises 
 

Continue to encourage staff to 
complete equality monitoring via 
Self Serve 4 You 

HR Services 

Senior Managers 

 
Planning ahead: Reminders for the next review 
Date of next review 
 

N/A 

Areas to check at next 
review (e.g. new census 
information, new 
legislation due) 
 

N/A 

Is there another group 
(e.g. new communities) 
that is relevant and ought 
to be considered next 
time? 
 

N/A 

Signed (Assistant Director) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date 
 
1 February 
2013 
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