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This report will be considered in public 
 

 

1. Summary 
 

1.1 At the April 2019 GLA Oversight Committee, the Chief Officer outlined proposals for 

strengthening the GLA’s approach to regrading posts and recommended:  

 Consideration of the introduction of a business case approach to regrading; 

 Consideration of a panel approach to regrading; and 

 A requirement for incumbent post holders to undergo an objective assessment to 

evidence that the key accountabilities of the required role were being fulfilled. 

 

1.2 The Committee endorsed these three recommendations. Members requested that a 

further report be brought back to the Committee to provide more detail on the 

composition and operation of the evaluation panels and that the potential financial 

implications of the regrading of posts be brought before the Committee for 

consideration in advance of decisions being taken, particularly if the result was going to 

be significant additional cost. 
 

1.3 This paper addresses these two points raised by the Committee.  
 
 

2. Recommendation 
 
2.1 That the Committee notes the proposals for the operation of job evaluation 

panels and the reporting of regrades going forward.  

 
 
3. Issues for Consideration  
 
 Further information on the composition of the job evaluation panels 

 

3.1 While the recommendation to introduce job evaluation panels has come out of a review 

of the GLA’s approach to regrading, the proposed panel approach will now be used for 

all job evaluations, whether for regraded or new posts. 

 



 
 

3.2 It is common and good practice for organisations to evaluate job descriptions using 

panels and, in arriving at our proposed approach, we have looked at the arrangements in 

place at a range of organisations – in the GLA Group and elsewhere, including in local 

authorities, government departments and educational institutions.  There are various 

approaches adopted, but the common feature is that these panels comprise members 

who between them offer a range of experience and perspectives in order to provide 

balanced and objective assessments.  These panels routinely include members from HR 

teams and Union representatives (as either full members of the panel or observers), as 

well as members of staff from across departments. Some organisations require that the 

panel members are from the management grades, while others draw their panel 

members from right across their grades. ACAS recommends panels consisting of a cross 

section of staff across grades (Job evaluation: considerations and risks, March 2014) 

and this is the approach we are planning to adopt. This approach best supports building 

greater trust in a transparent and open job evaluation process. It also ensures that the 

opportunity to participate in these panels is open to all staff. 
 

3.3 GLA job evaluation panels will be chaired by a member of the SMT (Senior Management 

Team), joined on the panel by trained evaluators from HR, Unison and three 

representatives from across the organisation.  In a further enhancement to our current 

process, the line managers of the posts being evaluated will be asked to attend the 

panel to answer any questions panel members may have about the post.  This has been 

trialled recently and found to be effective.  It is also common and good practice. 

 

3.4 Only members of staff fully trained in the Hay methodology will be able to sit on a 

panel.  We intend to commission Hay to deliver a training course for twelve people in 

the first instance.  Each participant would have to commit to attending a panel for half a 

day at least every two months to ensure they retain and further develop the expertise 

and experience to be an effective evaluator.  Further training may be needed in the 

future if we need to bring in new evaluators as a result of staff turnover or decide we 

need to expand the size of our pool of evaluators. 
 

3.5 We intend to recruit to our job evaluation panel through asking in the first instance for 

expressions of interest from staff.  We will then run a selection process which will need 

to ensure that we achieve a pool of evaluators who are not only committed to the role 

and able to undertake it, but also a pool which is representative of our organisation in 

term of directorates, grades, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation and disability. 
 

3.6 All job evaluations will be considered by the panel and none considered outside of this 

process.  This will ensure improved consistency in evaluation and benchmarking. 
 

3.7 Evaluators will not be able to sit on a panel which is considering their own post, a post 

they manage or their manager’s post.  
 

3.8 The proposed approach is implementable within current terms and conditions, and does 

not represent a change to those terms and conditions or to any other GLA policies or 

procedures. 

 



 
 

 Financial implications of regrading 

 

3.9 It was requested that the financial implication of regrading posts be brought before the 

Committee for consideration in advance of decisions being taken, particularly if the 

result was going to be significant additional cost.  

 

3.10 It is the Chief Officer’s view that the adoption of a much more rigorous approach to 

regrading and greater clarity now about the dividing line between regrading and 

restructuring (arrived at in large part through recent discussions at this Committee), will 

result in a reduced level of regrading.  When posts are regraded in the future, the 

starting point will remain as now – that units should meet any additional costs from 

their existing staffing budgets or from wider directorate budgets.  
 

3.11 In this context it is proposed that regrades are reported to the Committee 

retrospectively every six months as part of the regular Workforce Report, with 

associated costs. If, at any future point, Members are concerned about the volume or 

cost of regrades we can reconsider this approach. 

 
 

4. Legal Implications 
 

4.1 Under the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended), the Head of Paid Service 

may, after consultation with the Mayor and the Assembly and having regard to the 

resources available and priorities of the Authority:  

 Appoint such staff as the Head of Paid Service considers necessary for proper 

discharge of the functions of the Authority (section 67(2)); and  

 Make such appointments on such terms and conditions as the Head of Paid Service 

thinks fit (section 70(2)).  

 

4.2 The Assembly has delegated its powers of consultation on staffing matters to the 

Assembly’s staffing committee, currently the GLA Oversight Committee.  

 

4.3 After consultation with the Mayor and the Assembly, the GLA Head of Paid Service 

Staffing Protocol and Scheme of Delegation (the "Staffing Protocol"), was adopted by 

the Head of Paid Service in November 2009 and revised in July 2018. The Staffing 

Protocol sets out the Authority’s agreed approach as to how the Head of Paid Service 

will discharge the staffing powers contained in sections 67(2) and 70(2) of the GLA Act 

1999 (as amended).  
 

4.4 Paragraph 7.2 of the Staffing Protocol says that, "The HOPS is responsible for 

determining terms and conditions for GLA staff (outside of the statutory officers and the 

Mayoral appointees) with the exclusion of staff transferred under a statutory transfer." 

Paragraph 7.1 of the Staffing Protocol explains that "Terms and conditions for the 

purposes of this Protocol means terms and conditions of employment that apply to all 

GLA staff appointed by the Head of Paid Service and includes all employment policies 

and procedures (whether contractual or not)."  



 
 

 

4.5 If, as a result of the implementation of this proposed strengthened approach for the 

evaluation of all new and amended job descriptions and regrades of existing posts, there 

are any proposals which fall within the definition of ‘determining terms and conditions’ 

contained in the Staffing Protocol, then a further paper containing the proposed 

changes would have to be submitted to the Chief of Staff (on behalf of the Mayor) and 

to the Assembly’s staffing committee, currently the GLA Oversight Committee (on 

behalf of the Assembly), in line with the requirements set out in the Staffing Protocol. 

There would also have to be formal consultation with UNISON. 
 
 

5. Financial Comments 

 

5.1 The Hay training course for twelve people costs £8,500.  This will be funded from the 

HR&OD unit’s existing budget for 2019-20. 
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