
1. Performance Related Pay 
 
1.1. Retain the current model 

 
1.1.1. This may be perceived as a failure to develop upon the 

recommendations made by IIP and thereby have a negative 
impact upon our future re-qualification. Agree 

 
1.1.2. The advantage of the current model is that it allows financial 

planning at an earlier stage, as you can anticipate the number of 
staff that will fall within the different pay rise categories. Agree this 
is better for planning but not for staff.  You can still plan ahead 
with other schemes, granted they may have bigger ranges, but 
better that than forcing peoples’ grades into boxes to suit the 
model! 

 
1.2. Remove PRP 

 
1.2.1. It should be noted that whilst IIP have recommended the 

cessation of PRP, they have not suggested an alternative system 
which could be put in to effect.  It is not really appropriate that they 
should? 

 
1.2.2. It should also be noted that the Chancellor has indicated that 

‘progression pay’ whereby automatic pay progression such as 
provided for within the NJC pay scales, will cease to be used. If 
this is used properly then only staff meeting the agreed and 
required targets will receive an increment – good for staff to plan 
ahead. 

 
1.2.3. Given point 1.2.2, it should be noted that any reversion to NJC 

pay and progression would be likely to be a temporary change.  
UNISON realises this but welcomes change from the present 
system. Absolutely, the current scheme forces marks to be 
awarded so people fit the scheme, not the scheme suits people. 

 
1.3. Amend the current model 

 
1.3.1. Basing progression percentages on the number of people 

achieving each score, rather than setting a percentage and 
ensuring that the right number of staff fall in each category. Fair 
but not easy for staff to know how much or little they will be 
working for – motivation issues. 

 
1.3.2. Revert to the use of COL awards, rather than BPI’s to offer 

clarity on the application of the increases.  UNISON Agrees with 
this.  Yes 

 
1.3.3. Apply BPI’s only to the salaries of those rated as performing.  

This is one good reason to change to the use of the previous 



nomenclature.  Grades must not be stopped from moving 
generally upward or Breckland will fall behind other employers.  
Also, the current scheme can “moderate” people out, because 
despite being good, they were not good enough. 

 
1.4. Introduce a new model  

 
1.4.1. On Target Earning (OTE) 

 
1.4.1.1. Introduce a system whereby every employees basic 

salary is reduced by a set percentage (i.e. 10%) and that they 
can ‘earn’ back the difference in their salaries by meeting set 
performance targets.  UNISON Believes there could be 
pension issues surrounding this and also problems for  staff 
financial planning , and an opportunity to not award rises to 
save money. 

 
1.4.1.2. It should be noted that whereas it is relatively simple to 

measure progress against quantitative targets and therefore 
to apportion increases appropriately, there are a large 
number of roles in the authority which rely upon more 
qualitative targets.  We would still have the same issues of 
equality and objectivity of managers, agreed, whatever 
scheme you use. 

 
1.4.2. Locally Managed PRP budgets 

 
1.4.2.1. Service Managers could be given a small percentage of 

their overall salary budget (i.e. 2%) to be awarded locally 
based upon individual performance each year on either a 
consolidated on non consolidated basis.  We would still have 
the same issues of equality and objectivity of managers, has 
some merit though in that the managers should be in a better 
position to judge awards and giving the money rather than 
giving an award and having ut moderated out. 

 
1.4.2.2. The Service Manager would consider the results of the 

appraisals within their team and notify payroll of the changes 
to be made. We would still have the same issues of equality 
and objectivity of managers 

 
1.4.3. Introduce a Spinal Column Point (SCP) based model. 

 
1.4.3.1. SCP’s could be introduced in to either the existing or a 

new set of pay scales. 
 

1.4.3.2. As part of this option, PRP could be formed via 
progression through the SCP’s based upon outcome of an 
appraisal process measured against defined criteria. 
Automatic pay progression would neither be required nor 



necessary.  This appears the same as the NJC but with 
proper management? 

 
1.4.4. Adopt the ARP pay and progression rules. 

 
1.4.4.1. ARP currently retain automatic pay progression within 

their blended salary scales. 
 

1.4.4.2. It should be noted however that consultation could be 
undertaken to introduce a PRP element to their pay, whereby 
progression is subject to the outcome of their appraisals.  
While UNISON does not oppose appraisal, we think it should 
not be linked to pay in this way.  There is no benefit over t he 
current system. 

 
1.4.4.3. Point 1.2.2 should also be considered as part of this 

option.   
 

1.4.5. Make non-financial awards either separately, in place of or in 
conjunction with pay progression, possibly in the form of additional 
annual leave.  Cannot vouch for staff – we should ask them what 
they want.  More leave, or more flexible arrangements may be an 
attraction to some. 

 
2. Appraisals 

 
2.1. Retain the current model 

 
2.1.1. The general feeling is that the system is unfair, inequitable, is 

applied inconsistently across the council and is too subjective. 
However, the current system does work after a fashion and could 
be retained.  Agree, agree it is unfair, don’t agree it should be 
retained. 

 
2.2. Remove appraisals all together 

 
2.2.1. Research carried out with sources such as the CIPD, has shown 

a marked lack of cohesive thinking with regards to the preferred or 
best practice model under which appraisals should be carried out. 
However, some schools of thought suggest that appraisal systems 
should be removed and replaced with frank, regular 1:1 
discussions, with pay progression being considered separately 
from the outcome of any such.  Agree 

 
2.3. Amend the current model 

 
2.3.1. Hold more regular reviews. We agree with better management 

communication. 
 



2.3.1.1. ‘Dissolve’ the formal appraisal format, and instead to 
make use of the existing 1:1’s, formalising the process to be 
followed across the authority and ensuring that performance 
is monitored on a more regular basis.   

 
2.3.1.2. This option would allow for shorter term or “bite size” 

objectives to be put in place, and new ones introduced on 
their completion. This may result in greater successful 
completion of larger strategic objectives, by breaking them in 
to smaller more ‘manageable’ pieces.  We do already have a 
mix of short and long tem objectives 

 
2.3.1.3. This also allows more long term objectives to be 

monitored on an ongoing basis and ensures that employees 
have adequate support to ensure completion where it is in 
their control to do so.  Any objectives have to be measurable 
and meaningful and of the same importance across all staff 

 
2.3.1.4. Conversely to the statement that more regular reviews be 

carried out, this amendment should result in less work for 
managers, who should already be carrying out the regular 
1:1’s that the performance monitoring could be integrated 
with. 

 
2.3.1.5. There is a risk that if managers do not carry out regular, 

structured 1:1’s now, they would not do them as part of the 
appraisal system.  We do have anecdotal evidence of this 

 
2.3.2. Hold less regular reviews. 

 
2.3.2.1. There is also a school of thought which supports less 

regular reviews, with just one review being carried out at the 
end of each year.  Poor management  

 
2.3.2.2. There is a risk that the monitoring of performance could 

be lacking, resulting in non completion of targets and there 
may be an increase in capability related incidents. Agree 

 
2.3.2.3. The advantage is that there is less work for managers, as 

only one review per year needs to be undertaken. But more 
stick and less carrot is not a good motivational approach. 

 
2.3.3. Separate the review and objective setting processes. 

 
2.3.3.1. One of the main reasons that managers give for not 

returning their reviews in time for the deadline is that their 
own manager has not carried theirs out. This is particularly an 
issue because effective objective setting cannot be carried 
out until the setter knows what their own objectives are. 
Should the senior managers not be on capability then? 



 
2.3.3.2. The current process could be amended so that an end of 

year meeting is held to carry out a final review of 
performance, and a separate meeting is undertaken in order 
to set objectives for the coming year. It should be noted that 
should the setter have had their own objectives set at the time 
of the review meeting, they could carry out the setting 
meeting at the same time without delay.  A little confusing but 
some managers already do this – in EH we did not have 
targets for several months after the review = 2 meetings.  We 
normally have done this since inception of PRP. 

 
2.3.4. ‘Staggered’ appraisals  

 
2.3.4.1. Stagger the requirement for appraisals to be completed, 

so that the more senior the role the earlier the completion 
deadline i.e. the Chief Executive would be expected to carry 
out his/her reviews first, followed by the DCEO/Director, 
Assistant Directors and so on. 

 
2.3.4.2. The risk is that a delay at any one stage can then 

potentially affect the completion of further appraisals by each 
subsequent deadline. Pay progression may then be applied 
several months subsequent to completion of a review 
(although backdated).  If the council vision was known to all 
and understood, and the overall target to be reached was 
known then perhaps we could understand better how our own 
parts fitted into the whole work..  It feels as if we are working 
to some unknown target and then we don’t find out if we 
achieved it anyway.  May we see evidence of the Council’s 
performance since PRP was introduced?  So far this has not 
been made available. 

 
2.3.5. Introduction of an underperforming element. 

 
2.3.5.1. The lack of a defined underperforming score may be 

seen as devaluing the scores of better performing staff. 
 
2.3.5.2. A specific underperforming element could be added as a 

potential outcome to the appraisal process, with the capability 
process commencing for those staff who are confirmed as 
being subject to such a score. 

 
2.3.5.2.1. Any performance based increase, such as the BPI, 

may then be withheld and not applied to the individuals 
record until such a time as their performance has 
improved to satisfactory levels. 

 
2.3.5.2.2. Alternatively, pay could be reduced for the same 

period. 



 
There is already provision for addressing capability and for 
those on it to not receive a pay award.  Having even more ways 
to not award pay will not improve the system  
 

2.3.6. Introduction of 360° feedback. 
 
2.3.6.1. Whilst useful and providing a more rounded view of 

performance for an individual, 360° degree feedback can be 
quite time consuming, especially for the manger, who will be 
required to consider feedback from multiple sources for each 
of their staff members. There is also a risk that feedback may 
not be honest due to fear of being identified.  Agree with last 
sentence. We have had this in past and it is a chance to put 
things on the record, both good and bad.  I don’t remember 
having any problems and the manager can still leave a bit on 
the appraisal form for comments so its possible even now.  
Do people give genuine 360o feedback, knowing their own 
prospects and pay can rest on it? 

 
2.3.6.2. However, the introduction of such a process would 

reduce the subjective nature of the appraisal system. How? 
 

2.3.6.3. The level of management to which the above applies 
could be selected in a more precise manner, for example, 
only those with Shared Management responsibilities. Seems 
a bit complicated and possibly unfair. 

 
2.3.7. Introduce countersigning as a first line moderation stage. 

 
2.3.7.1. At present, the appraisers rating stands until if and when 

a review is taken through the moderation process, which 
could be a considerable time after the appraisal is carried out, 
resulting in uncertainty for the appraisee.  There should be 
time allowed for this – its at the same time each year so not 
really a surprise. 

 
2.3.7.2. It is suggested that the managers manager reviews all 

appraisals undertaken by their direct reports and moderates 
the scores in the first instance, ensuring fairness and 
consistency across their service area.  The fairness is still 
pretty subjective – no way round that with this system., agree, 
retains the inbuilt problem of being given a rating buy your 
manager, only to have it changed (and I can only think 
downwards!) 

 
2.3.7.3. Final moderation could then be considered on a ‘spot 

check’ or percentage basis by CMT whereby they choose a 
selection or percentage of all appraisals to review. It is 
anticipated that this would result in a smoother and more time 



efficient process. I’m sure that CMT cant look at all the scores 
anyway but if there are e.g.,10 people too many in the 
category then how are they selected for moderation 
currently? 

 
2.3.8. Introduce a mathematically based scoring system. 

 
2.3.8.1. It is proposed that in addition to introducing an 

underperforming element, scores are allotted on a numerical 
basis from 1-4 as follows: 

 

• Score of 1 = Underperforming 

• Score of 2 = Performing 

• Score of 3 = Overachieving 

• Score of 4 = Exceptional 
 

2.3.8.2. Based on these scores, a mathematical process could 
then take place, which could be used to contribute to the 
apportionment of salary i.e. 90th percentile receive the highest 
level of award, 75th the mid level and so forth. But the score 
has to be based on the same flawed process as currently so 
will it really address the underlying issues? 

 
3. Reward 

 
3.1. Do nothing. 

 
3.2. Redefine the current “core” benefits, perhaps by seeking new local 

discounts, and highlight to staff. This may have the added bonus of 
supporting the local economy, particularly SME’s should we work with 
Economic Development in the provision of these.  Done it and not a lot 
of response/take up.  Give 10% off supermarkets and that may be 
different but that is also not very likely. 

 
3.3. Introduce a flexible benefits scheme in addition to our core benefits. 

 
3.3.1. Any flexible benefit scheme incorporating Salary Sacrifice 

elements must be approved by HMRC, who will however not 
consider a scheme for approval until it is already set up.  Can we 
not have indicative figures? 

 
3.3.2. Under a flexible benefit scheme, staff can choose their own 

benefits from a set range thereof, opting to upgrade certain 
benefits in exchange for others, often via the application of salary 
sacrifice programme. Should we ask staff before embarking on 
this option? 

 
3.3.3. Schemes such as this have proven to be very popular, as staff 

are not forced to take up benefits that they do not want or will not 
use, but instead take up the ones that have meaning for them 



and/or their families. Is it fair that some staff will benefit and not 
others – there should be something for everyone possibly? 

 
3.3.4. Flexible benefit systems allow the employer to exercise a 

degree of control on the costs of the benefits on offer, as if the 
charges increase then the employee may simply be required to 
‘pay’ more towards them. 

 
3.3.5. The schemes run for a set contract period during which staff can 

opt in to or out of employer paid benefits, select employee paid 
benefits, or (optionally) sell benefits for cash. This differs from 
voluntary benefits systems, which are discounts made available 
via the employer, who hold the contract with the provider. In some 
cases, if the employee does not wish to take up any of the benefits 
on offer, they can receive the financial value as part of their salary 
instead. Will it be tricky working out the financial equivalent – a 
day off is worth more on Grade 7 than it is on Grade 10. 

 
3.3.6. Flexible benefits (that we do not currently offer) may include: 

 
3.3.6.1. Buying additional annual leave; 

 
3.3.6.2. Selling annual leave in excess of statutory entitlement; 

 
3.3.6.3. Cycle to work scheme allowing staff to buy cycles and 

equipment via a salary sacrifice scheme;  
 

3.3.6.4. ‘Computer vouchers’ allowing staff to buy ICT equipment 
for their own use via a salary sacrifice scheme; 

3.3.7. Dependent upon the benefits offered, the introduction of any 
such scheme (hosted either internally or externally) encompasses 
many costs we may need to take into account, including (but not 
necessarily limited to): 

 
3.3.7.1.1. the cost of software licences  

 
3.3.7.1.2. additional costs charged by providers for allowing 

flexibility (this may be negligible for large organisations 
that can take advantage of greater buying power);  

 
3.3.7.1.3. additional administration/outsourcing costs;  

 
3.3.7.1.4. communications materials;  

 
3.3.7.1.5. NI contributions - the actual costs depend on the 

scheme i.e. employees selling holiday will attract 
additional cost, whereas employees buying holiday will 
reduce their salary and reduce our contributions. 
Perhaps a survey of staff to refine this would be useful? 

 



3.4. Introduce an ‘efficiency award’, whereby staff are encouraged to 
develop initiatives to make cost efficiencies across the organisation, 
contributing to the resolution of the budget shortfall, and those 
initiatives that are successfully implemented result in a one off non-
consolidated bonus being paid to the employee (or group of 
employees) responsible via the Payroll, to a pre-defined maximum 
value i.e. 1%. I’m sure that certain levels of staff will like this one – 
especially top grades where budgets are known.  This may be 
inherently unfair? 

 
3.5. Introduce “Total Reward Statements” 

 
3.5.1. Total reward statements are documents that quantify the total 

value of the full benefits package that an employee is entitled to 
receive. Salaries form just part of this benefits package, and these 
statements are designed to highlight the less apparent 
investments that an organisation makes in their employees such 
as workplace training, holiday entitlement and the possible value 
of savings made via voluntary benefits. 

This would keep someone busy but is it of real value and do the staff want it?  
Again suggest we ask staff.  Possibly after asking elected Members as they 
may wish to veto some of it before it gets off the ground. 
 
 
Overall, this is a broad reaching document, however we were slightly surprised to 
receive a list of seemingly every option considered, rather than a more structured 
and costed proposal.  We would favour receiving an early draft of this once it is 
produced, and having the opportunity to comment again.   
 
Comments on specific issues: 
1.1.1 – strongly agree 
1.1.2 – cannot agree with this given the chaos that has ensued with moderation 

panels etc. in recent years, with staff being moderated out to meet the target 
numbers 

1.2.all – noted – however I cannot see why a scheme such as used at Norfolk County 
Council, amongst others, would not work – where scales follow the NJC, but 
progression is only granted to those receiving a sufficiently high appraisal rating 
1.3.1 – a minor improvement on the current system 
1.3.2. and 1.3.3 – very confusingly worded.  We would be anxious to ensure pay 
scales do not fall behind market – this is likely to lead to large numbers of re-
gradings, at potentially higher cost 
1.4.1 – cannot see this as a working model for a large staff group.  It may be 
appropriate for Grades 3b and above.  Requires very close monitoring of staff to 
ensure targets are being measured correctly, particularly where these are 
qualitative.  The model could also be de-motivational – e.g. if adequate performance 
led to a cut in salary with only exceptional performance equalling the current salary.  
Not favoured by me! 
1.4.2 – far too subjective and afflicted with many of the same problems of the current 
system.  Total non-starter. 
1.4.3 – this appears a suitable model, quite similar to the one used by SNC, NCC, 
and others in Norfolk.  Perhaps a conversation with them should be had? 



1.4.4 – better than the current system but would need to see a great deal more 
details on this 
1.4.5 – sounds better than what we have currently. 
 
2.1.1 – agree this is a non-starter 
2.2.1 – a total non-starter 
2.3.1 – what is felt to be the benefit of this?  Surely twice per year is enough! 
2.3.2 – unfair to staff who may be slipping away from objectives.  Half yearly review 
gives chance to pull one’s socks up!  2x appraisal per year seems the best balance 
of time taken (=cost) together with ensuring performance and objectives are met 
2.3.3 – this appears to be a problem relating to senior management and outwith the 
purview of Unison.  Perhaps senior management should enforce against 
themselves?  The option offered in 2.3.3.2 seems a fudge to get around this 
inadequacy. 
2.3.4 – this may overcome the problems in 2.3.3.  What is crucial is for staff to know 
what they have to work towards, from day 1.  It is not uncommon for targets to be set 
at the half yearly appraisal, which is a ludicrous state of affairs. 
2.3.5 – we used to have this.  HR should review why it was removed before 
considering reintroducing it. 
2.3.6 – would favour this, however there is a danger of ‘making it an industry’ and it 
becoming unnecessarily complicated. 
2.3.7 – thought this was the process anyway?  It certainly used to be.  It’s a good 
idea but doesn’t solve the whole problem. 
2.3.8 – we used to have this.  Why was it dropped?  It wasn’t a great system but was 
better than what we have now. 
 
3.1 – not an option 
3.2 – tried this.  Hardly anyone used it.  Invariably, there is some complexity like 
buying vouchers.  People don’t have the cash to do this for, say a month’s shopping 
in advance, and doing it every week becomes cumbersome and risks losses in the 
post. 
3.3 – looks hideously complicated.  What would the admin costs be of this?  
Particularly if there were difficulties with HMRC!  Not favoured 
3.4 – not a bad idea, but not a solution to the whole issue 
3.5 – admin, admin admin.  Will people read them?  Will people understand them?  
Will it really make any difference? 

 


