EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 27 NOVEMBER 2006

  

  RESOURCES POLICY PANEL 9 NOVEMBER 2006

PART   I    NOT DELEGATED
  6b.
  TEMPORARY STAFF

(  DSS) 
1.
Summary
The purpose of this report is to seek the Panels agreement to recommend to the Executive Committee that we examine the options to reduce our costs on temporary staff, through a joint procurement exercise with Stevenage Borough Council.

2. Background

2.1
It has been identified that the Authority spends in excess of £300k per annum on temporary staff. This sum is made up of numerous orders for one operative for a few days. If the aggregation rule is applied, this requirement should be advertised in the Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU) and one or more corporate framework agreements set up in order to ensure that the provision of this service complies with both the EU Procurement Directive and the Council’s Constitution.

2.2
In 2004/5 the following sums were expended on temporary staff:-


Refuse collection and grounds maintenance

£100,000


General admin and clerical staff


£100,000


Building Technical




£84,000



Legal and accounts




£40,000


All other






£20,000

2.3 The 2004/5 figures were used because this data was available from the supplier spend analysis that was carried out for the e-procurement project.

2.4 The figure for 2005/6 was slightly in excess of £400K. The budget for 2006/7 is £180, 000.

2.5 This report is only concerned with the most efficient and compliant method of placing contracts to provide temporary staff. It does not deal with the reasons that temporary staff are required. 

3.
Details

3.1 There has been no formal corporate tender in respect of any of these requirements, although a mini tender is carried out for each individual requirement (in accordance with low level procurement rules).

3.2  

About six months ago Stevenage Borough Council (who spends in excess of £2 million per annum) invited all of the Districts and Boroughs in Hertfordshire to join them in a countywide framework agreement for the supply of temporary staff.

3.3
Stevenage has carried out extensive investigations into the different methods of dealing with this service. The three preferred methods are; a) a managed service, as Manpower provide to HCC, b) Vendor Neutral and c) a limited number of individual agreements with suitable agencies. Stevenage has opted for Vendor Neutral.

3.4
Vendor Neutral involves appointing one contractor (via a formal tender exercise). This contractor will approach all of the existing staff agencies and agree with both the Council and the agency, the rate of pay to be awarded to each category of staff, with enhanced rates for individual temps, who are known to be very good, and then agree a set mark-up for the agencies costs (National Insurance contributions, holiday pay, sick pay, pension contributions, overheads and profit). The service from the vendor neutral contractor is free. They keep a percentage of the reduction in cost that they achieve. All of the reduction in cost comes from reducing the agencies profit margin. 

3.5
Vendor Neutral is a fast growing method of employing temporary staff, particularly with Local Authorities. Until recently, a managed service was the preferred route, but because of the vast range of staff that Councils use, the contractor found it difficult to fill some posts. Vendor Neutral offers a better solution. Because most Vendor Neutral companies are not staff agencies, the agencies do not view them as competition and therefore, are happy to deal with them.  

3.6 Contractors in this field claim that the high street temp. agencies are very inefficient and rely on paper time sheets, which sometimes become mislaid, etc. The contractor manages everything and it is all electronic, including invoices. They claim that this reduces the total cost by up to 5%. TRDC invited a company named Comensura (who are experts in the Local Authority field) to carry out an audit, without obligation, on our current agencies and they indicated that they could save us in the region of £34k per annum and their fee would be 25% of this sum.

3.7

The Hertfordshire Personnel Managers group are currently investigating this subject.

4.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
4.1 
  The resulting solution would comply with both EU Procurement Requirements and the Constitution.

4.2 Corporate framework agreements offer better value for money.

4.3 There will be a financial saving, perhaps as much as £25K, after we have shared the profit with the contractor.

4.4 There will also be a considerable saving in officer time because instead of a member of staff agreeing rates and sifting through numerous CVs, this work would be carried out by the contractor. The paperwork process will also be fully electronic and speak to our e-procurement system and finance system. 

5.
Policy/Budget Implications
5.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.  
  6.
Financial Implications
6.1
Not known at this stage.  
7.
Risk Management Implications
7.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

7.2
The subject of this report is covered by the workforce planning section in all service plans. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within these plans.
7.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

Description of Risk
Impact
Likelihood

1
Staff Agencies may offer a reduced level of service because their profit has been reduced
ii
C

7.4

The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

Description of Risk
Impact
Likelihood

1
The Council looses the opportunity to make the projected financial gain
Ii
D

7.5
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 

Likelihood
A





Impact
Likelihood


B





V = Catastrophic
A = >98%


C

1



IV = Critical
B = 75% - 98%


D

1



III = Significant
C = 50% - 75%


E





II = Marginal
D = 25% - 50%


F





I = Negligible
E = 2% - 25%



I
II
III
IV
V

F =  <2%


Impact





7.6 In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

8. 
  Legal Implications

8.1
The recommendations comply with both the EU Procurement Directive and the Council’s Constitution.

9.
Equal Opportunities, Staffing, Environmental, Community Safety, Customer Services Centre, and Website Implications
9.1
None specific.

10.  
Recommendation
10.1 That   the Executive Committee approve the following recommendations:-

a) That TRDC advises Stevenage Borough Council (SBC) that the Council will join in this joint procurement.

b) SBC should also be advised that the Council will only join the consortium if their final specification meets with our requirements. 


Background Papers


  None.


Report prepared by:
  George O’Sullivan – Procurement Officer.


APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

  None
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