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1. Introduction

1.1 This paper summarises the responses received in regards to consultation material. Key issues raised are highlighted, along with an initial SEFRCC response. All material, where possible, has been anonymised. 

1.2 This is for information and for general communication purposes. Formal written responses will be issued to all submitting parties, in accordance with the consultation policy.

2. Discussion


2.1 At the SEFRCC Consultation forum meetings held 21 and 22 September 2009, material was issued in regards to SEFRCC proposals on:

· Removal and Resettlement Policy
· Control Room Roles

· Smoke Free Policy.

The closing date for receipt of responses on the above documents was 4 November 2009.  
In addition, the consultation period for the July 09 consultation meeting, had the consultation period extended to 4 November 2009, the documents issued at this meeting include:
· A consultation policy

· General measures relating to the TUPE transfer to South East Regional Control Centre

· Shift pattern structures for the new RCC

· Staffing numbers

· Terms and conditions.
2.2 Formal feedback was requested by 4 November 2009, on all the above documents.  As required under the consultation policy, this will be formally responded to in writing. However, for broader communication purposes, it was felt it would be helpful to summarise headline responses, under each consultation item, and to indicate the initial SEFRCC position.

2.3 It should be noted that for the purposes of this summary, questions or comments not relevant to the items in hand have not been included. Responses back to submitting parties will, however, include commentary on these items.

3.
Consultation Responses 

3.1
Please see Appendix A. Material is arranged by consultation item, in order of release.

3.2
This supplements commentary on consultation responses released ahead of the September 2009 SEFRCC Consultation Forum. This is re-iterated in Appendix B for convenience.

3.3
Appendix C provides a high level summary in regards to agreement to each of the issued items.

4. Aims / Outcome

4.1
The aim of this paper was to summarise consultation responses from the July and September 2009 Forum Meetings, and to provide an initial SEFRCC response. This is for information and discussion during consultation proceedings.

There is no embargo on release of this paper into local communications channels and consultation processes.





Matt Goodwin



Shani Moyle

Chief Executive



HR Consultant
Appendix A Consultation Responses and Initial SEFRCC Position Statements

Material Released in July 2009

A1 SEFRCC Consultation Policy

	Issue
	Response

	The Consultation Policy does not yet account for amendments requested by key representative bodies. These include:

· A request for one consultation forum to be held, covering the entire region.
· Specific reference to be made to the attendance of regional and local officials.
	Version 3 of the SEFRCC Consultation Forum is the only Consultation document in circulation.  Until the consultation period closes, no formal changes have been made.

However, both points noted here will be accounted for when a revised policy is tabled with the SEFRCC Board, following consultation. In the interim, the single meeting proposal is being trialled with immediate effect, and local, regional and national representatives have been invited to the forum.


	The split made in regards to the SEFRCC Consultation Forum does not align to the FBU Regions
	Noted. The intention is to resolve this by having one meeting, which is attended by officials from both FBU Regions.



A2 General Measures

	Issue
	Response

	Request for it to be confirmed under what circumstances that TUPE would no longer apply and that conditions would become unprotected.  

	On a general basis, this would apply only if an employee chooses to move to a different set of terms and conditions either by applying for a promotional post or agreeing to have their terms and conditions changed.

Any specific term or condition may be varied, for all staff, if a valid economic, technical or organisational reason applies.


	Previous discussions indicated that conditions would be protected for a period of 3 years. This position needs confirming in regards to the SEFRCC transfer.
	There is no fixed time in law for how long a transferee is protected under TUPE.  



	If under TUPE, it is deemed unreasonable for a person to transfer but they choose to do so, are they transferred under TUPE and or under the new terms and conditions?
	All transferees will have their Terms and Conditions of employment protected under TUPE regardless of whether or not it is reasonable to transfer.



	The reporting line for Team Leaders needs confirming, as it varies between two of the consultation documents released.

	Noted. Team Leaders will report to the Operations Manager level in the organisation chart.



A3 Shift Patterns

	Issue
	Response

	FBU members consulted in the five FRS’s represented by the FBU southern region have been extremely clear in their response to this item.  All have requested to remain on the shift system that they are currently employed under.  
The reasons FBU members have given for this has been that they are content with the family friendly shift system as it allows for a good work/life balance.  Members would therefore expect to be protected by the TUPE transfer.  
It is felt that an EIA is of vital importance to any proposed shift system and consultation on this will be important.

	There are several reasons why this is problematic:
Currently FRSs have certain exemptions from the Working Time Directive, and they can honour the current shift pattern.  However, SEFRCC does not consider that same exemption applies in this instance.  The Company has to comply with the WTD and therefore cannot offer a 15 hour night shift as an option.
Not all FRSs work the same shift patterns.

The intention is to align staffing to workload. This means there will be fewer personnel on nights. On that basis, having a 14-15 hour night shift, where personnel were expected to work at near full, or full, capacity would not be fair or safe. 
SEFRCC is aware of the issues in this regard and is seeking further legal opinion on concerns raised by the Rep Bodies.  We will also be conducting a full equality impact assessment. We remain open to all comment on this matter, and wish to develop options that will satisfy all transferring personnel. However, it remains extremely unlikely that a 14-15 hour night shift will be sustainable.


	In regards to the above, it would assist local discussions if the Service could have detail regarding any legal advice taken on these shift patterns.


	Noted. This will be made available.

	Rotation start times need to be more flexible i.e., start 0700-1000, finish 1900-2200



	Noted. SEFRCC has capacity to offer a wide range of start times, and will consider all viable options.



A4 Staffing levels

	Issue
	Response

	Until such time as we are clear on the network capability, capacity, scope definition along with the operating procedures within the SE region we are doubtful that the numbers proposed are adequate.  We believe at the present time the numbers given are dangerously and culpably low.  


	Position noted. For the record, SEFRCC accepts that a burden of proof remains in regards to its staffing numbers. However, we do not consider them dangerously or culpably low. They are based on information available at this time, and will be revisited as more becomes known. SEFRCC has no intention whatsoever of running a Regional Control Centre based on insufficient staffing numbers. The Company is committed to providing an excellent and safe service to the public and Fire and Rescue Services.


	Will monitoring of fire calls continue as is current practice?  If so, more staff will be needed to accommodate. 


	The intention is that monitoring will continue. The Team Leader to CRO ratio has been increased from the 1:5 specified in the national model to 1:4 to account for this. In addition, Team Leaders have not been included in calculations to cover call volumes received, to maintain this vital overhead.



	If 1 or 2 Counties experience multiple call incidents such as car alight on motorway, RTC or house fire all the CROs will be committed very quickly leaving no-one free.

	As noted above, staffing numbers remain under review. One of the review criteria will be that they can handle operational situations likely to be encountered in the South East (and elsewhere). However, this can only be tested when the technology and associated operational processes have been finalised. The clear aim is that SE RCC, and the RCC network as a whole, will be equipped to deal with this kind of situation.



	There does not seem enough to cover sickness, leave and backshifts
	Training, sickness absence, annual leave, and other special leave allowances have been built into the staffing calculation.


	CRO staffing calculation is too low.  At night during breaks (2 on breaks), it only leaves 6 CROs answering calls for 9 Counties.
	Staffing calculations are based on calls and incident numbers in the South East. They are acceptable based on what SEFRCC knows now. However, as stated previously, these calculations will need to be thoroughly reviewed, as more becomes known.

It should be noted that, in addition to the CROs on station, at least 2 others will be in the building. On top of that, a 4-5 further personnel will be on hand in the form of Team Leaders, the Resource Leader and the Operations Manager.

	Individual members of staff generally expressed concern regarding the numbers and the ability to cope with spate conditions. The information that is currently available makes it difficult to formulate a definitive view regarding the adequacy of the proposed numbers and the following detail is required in order that this can be assessed in a meaningful manner:  

· Full details the technical solution

· The associated ways of working, that will support the call handling and mobilisation of assets.

	Noted. Staffing numbers will indeed be reviewed as more detail emerges on the technical solution and the associated ways of working. This information, and how SEFRCC has accounted for it, will be made available as soon as is feasible. That is dependant primarily on the national FiReControl Project and relevant Regional workstreams.

	In addition, the potential financial impact on the Service of the numbers is of concern and clarity regarding what the cost of the proposals for transition and steady state, including details regarding the central funding that will be available to cover any increase above the figures previously published in the business case is required in order to facilitate meaningful comment.


	This is key concern for all FRSs and FRAs and will be handled in due course. SEFRCC, wholly owned as we are by the FRAs and County Councils we serve, are aware of the need for transparency on financial matters. It should be noted, however, that for staffing numbers, service delivery and safety will be our primary concerns. The majority of RCC costs are embedded in non-staff elements, which will not be substantially mitigated by consideration of staffing.

	The transition staffing is stated to be 12 to 18 months post final cutover it is assumed that this is necessarily vague to account for the unpredictability of natural wastage, detail is requested regarding the potential risks associated with a greater degree of retention than have been anticipated at the 18 month point.


	Such a contingency will be developed. However, it is not material to determination on the base number of staff needed to deliver a service.

This will be a material issue, assuming a 3-year planning window, from 2011 onwards.


A5 Terms and Conditions

	Issue
	Response

	FBU members have been overwhelming in their desire to remain on Grey Book terms and conditions of employment and have instructed FBU officials to demand the following three points as agreed by FBU annual conference:
1. No compulsory redundancies

2. Recognition of the FBU

3. NJC Grey Book conditions

Therefore FBU members will be seeking to transfer with their employment rights under TUPE.
	This position is noted in full. All staff transferring to the RCC will have their terms and conditions of employment protected under TUPE. Union Recognition will also transfer under TUPE for existing staff.

However, the company are proposing to have their own terms and conditions of employment, for new staff and promoted personnel. This will allow SEFRCC to develop terms and conditions specifically for its people, circumstances and requirements. SEFRCC have yet to determine these and will consult fully when they have done so.
Local recognition arrangements, in addition to those protected under TUPE, have also yet to be determined.
On the matter of compulsory redundancies, SEFRCC is not in a position to offer an assurance in this regards. Overall, it is too early to comment on his matter, because:
· Staffing numbers remain under review. 

· Fire and Rescue Services have not yet finalised their post ‘Go Live’ arrangements.

· Affected staff have not had reasonableness interviews, nor yet been offered the opportunity to express a preference.



	When considering Terms and Conditions a request is sought for an indication of where standard will not drop below.  Will the Company take the best from the existing T&Cs from the 9 counties?


 
	It is not the intention to take the best of the terms and conditions across the 9 counties.  When the new Terms and Conditions are written, they will be broadly comparable with existing Grey terms and conditions, which will avoid a two-tier workforce


	Is pay included under T&C for personnel transferring under ‘TUPE’?  If so, Para 3, where it mentions getting away from a two-tiered workforce will surely be impossible.
	Yes, pay is included in TUPE protection.  Yes, therefore, TUPE will protect terms and conditions for transferring staff, even if one group has more favourable terms than another. 

	It can be challenged that persons wanting promotion on or after transfer will have to adopt SEFRCC terms and conditions.


	Noted. However, if a person applies for a new job, they are required to take the conditions upon which that job is offered. Application for a new job is a voluntary arrangement.


	It needs to be made clear what timeframe Terms & Conditions are protected for.

	There is no set time frame in law.

	Whilst recognising that the terms and conditions that are to be developed would appear to primarily be the concern of SEFRCC Ltd as the new employer, it is legitimate that as the current employer and a future customer a Fire and Rescue Service can articulate some high level expectations of these:  It is an obvious expectation that the terms and conditions comply with all relevant legislation, the previous commentary regarding clarity and detail of the legal advice that has been previously requested again would be of assistance, as would any other identified issues that may be created by the status of the Regional Control Rooms as not being classified as an emergency service.


	Noted; commentary will be welcome from all key stakeholders. No legal advice has been sought on this matter at this moment in time, as the new terms and conditions have yet to be written. However, the basis upon which the terms and conditions are developed will be made available during any subsequent consultation exercise.


	This [Fire and Rescue] Service understands that SEFRCC may potentially require greater flexibility than that offered by existing terms and conditions and that as a customer we may benefit from this. However, the new terms and conditions should not be too radically different from the existing framework to avoid potential issues with staff retention, recruitment, business continuity and succession planning / internal promotion of former FRS Control Room Staff.


	Noted. 


A6 Removal and Resettlement

	Issue
	Response

	In reference to the following element:

‘Where the employee’s permanent residence at the time of application is significantly beyond a 50-mile radius of the Regional Control Centre and arising from an appointment they are moving to a permanent residence within a 20-mile radius of the SE Regional Control Room.  A removal and resettlement grant is unlikely to be approved in those instances where normal travelling time to work is less than one hour.’
What does ‘significantly’ mean?  Does that mean 60 miles or 100 miles?


	This will be taken out of the policy as it is too subjective.



	Details of the Equality Impact Assessment in reference to this policy are requested.
Note: This point covers any reference to a request for an Equality Impact Assessment on this policy.
	An impact assessment has yet to be conducted on this policy. This will be addressed very shortly, and the results made available. Any specific issues relevant to equality and diversity, as noted by representative bodies and Fire and Rescue Services, are welcome to support impact assessment by SEFRCC. It is well understood that the final policy cannot be agreed until this impact assessment has been completed and considered. It is also a reasonable expectation that parties being consulted would note any specific equality concerns of their own, as part of the consultation exercise. This would help the process substantially, which is why the consultation return format proposed for the future covers this element.


	One party raised several specific concerns in regards to the policy. These included:
Section 1 - Bullet Point 2.

Enable staff to begin a new job with the minimum cost and disruption to home life.
Minimum costs must reflect only costs by option of the employee, any additional cost imposed by the move must be supported by the new employers.

Section 2 …………Condition of policy - employees should minimise the costs incurred.

What are the implications of this statement to our staff?

Section 4 - ………the Chief Executive has discretion
What appeal processes will be put into place in relation to CE discretion? 
Section 6 – Lowest of 3 quotes?

Evaluation must be made on the most suitable considering: Insurance, availability and other considerations (e.g.  single person vs. family of 4 (or more).

Paragraph 4 …. The allowance is payable for a period of 26 weeks which can be extended by discretion. Who’s discretion?  What provisions are to be put in place in respect of an appeals process?

Section 9 – Tax implications.

Should this be part of an employer policy as Tax exceptions and tax payments are determined by HM Tax & Customs. Therefore guidance would not form part of a policy other than giving guidance of current advice.

Section 10 - Process for making Claims.

This section does not identify time limits for payments to be made i.e. within 5 working days of receipts being produced? Will interest be paid to employee for late payments?

Section 12 - Proof of eligibility

SEFRCC will require evidence from an employee and Authorisation from Chief Executive prior to being given a contract of employment? What provisions will be put in place for an appeal process?
	The amount of reimbursement is clearly defined in the policy; there is no extra funding.

It is financial assistance to move house.
No appeal is proposed. Suggestions remain welcome. 
Noted. The quotes obtained would be relevant to the service needed which would vary from person to person. At this time, no assessment of individual circumstances is included (nor is any element such as means testing). The equality impact assessment will explore this issue.
Discretion will be offered by the Chief Executive, or a relevant delegated officer. No specific appeals process applies. Redress would be sought through any process relevant to management decisions on personnel issues.
Noted. This will be taken into consideration for the final policy.
Noted. This is unlikely to form part of this policy, but rather be included in terms developed for any claim made by employees of SEFRCC. These general terms have yet to be developed. This will include consideration of redress for late payments, though it is not proposed that interest will be payable.

This eligibility refers to payment of a claim for a removal and resettlement grant. Such a grant will not be payable if it has not been authorised by the Chief Executive. No specific appeals process applies. Redress would be sought through any process relevant to management decisions on personnel issues (if appropriate).


	Several points on the SEFRCC REMO 1 FORM were also raised:
Issues noted included:

In the section covering repayment of a grant, what does ‘leave’ meant.  “Leave” should only mean voluntary resignation from the employment. 
In the notes, where it states:

‘A removal and resettlement grant is unlikely to be approved in those instances where normal travelling time to work is less than one hour’.
What does any hour mean? An hour by train, an hour by car, an hour by bicycle? How is this determined? Does it reflect employees who may need assistance due to a disability?
In the notes, where it states:

‘SEFRCC may reject any claim...’
This is totally unacceptable as all claims maybe rejected through any decision made by SEFRCC, without recourse to employees or representative bodies.

In the notes, where it states:

‘[employees] must obtain the keenest prices where possible’

How is “keenest” measured? If SEFRCC do not consider the prices are the ‘KEENEST’ what are the implications?

Paragraph 9 AND Paragraph 17

What are the qualifications of the Chief Executive in determining the “circumstances” [para 9] or tax liabilities of employees.


	Leave is defined as an employee resigning from their post.

The intent was an hour in time regardless of the mode of transport. The equality impact assessment will consider this.
Point noted. The employer quite reasonably has the right to determine matters in this regard, and it is not clear what outside authority would be relevant to this matter. However, there is no restriction on legitimate issues being raised via Representative Bodies, or any other relevant means of redress.
All reasonable prices will be considered. This is a good question, though, as to how ‘fair’ application of the policy will be verified. Good practice from FRSs will be sought on this matter.
“Circumstances” under para 9 are a matter of judgement, as this is a discretionary grant claim. The matter on tax liabilities is duly noted, as the Chief Executive is not qualified to offer advice on tax matters. However, it is reasonable that advice is taken to ensure the tax implications of any claim are accounted for. This will either have to be through the claimant, or obtained via a suitably qualified advisor sourced via the Company.


	One view indicated that it was not an incentive, and of little help to families having to move. Other submissions indicated that the allowance did not reflect conditions in the South East of England.
Another suggested substantially higher funding (£20,000), with extended timescales.

	All views noted. Research indicates this is a satisfactory removal and resettlement package.  The majority of packages are around £8,000 - £8,500 mark. However, part of the consultation exercise is to check this element. All relevant information to support any challenge would be welcome, as an economic case will need to be made to increase the allowance.

	Can policy read that new accommodation should be within the area and not stipulate 20 miles?
	Suggestion noted, and will be considered.

	Consideration to be made on rental for 6 months, outside of policy to try job. Staff to be offered travelling expenses whilst relocating.

	This is within the policy.



	It is difficult to comment on this document in isolation as there is the potential for conflict between it and the reasonableness policy which is not yet available for consultation.

The use of radial mileage as a qualifying criterion gives rise to immediate concern for the following reasons:

1. 50 radial miles would exclude existing personnel living in parts of a number of affected counties and the whole of the Isle of Wight, from being considered as qualifying for consideration.

2. It is possible that it would exclude persons that are identified as falling outside the reasonableness criteria.

3. It is possible that a person may live within the 50 mile radius but have a longer journey than a person who lives outside the radius when measured by either actual road mileage or travel time.

For similar reasons there is concern regarding the application of 20 radial miles as the distance which the relocation must be within, as it would be possible to meet this criteria and not achieve the reasonableness criteria particularly if the relocation was from the Isle of Wight...

Hence if it is viable the use of travel time as a measure would be thought to be preferable.


	Noted.
Agree and will amend the policy.
Agree and will amend the policy.

Agree, and the policy will be amended to reflect this comment.

Agree and the policy will be amended to reflect this.

Yes, agree.




A7 Control Room Roles
	Issue
	Response

	The job descriptions make reference to development and coaching, but do not make specific mention of training. This should be an element of the role, notably for Team Leaders, Resource Leaders, and Operations Managers.
	There will be training posts based in the SE RCC. However, it is agreed that stronger representation needs to be made on training responsibilities within the job descriptions for Team Leaders, Resource Leaders and Operations Managers. This suggestion will be taken forward locally and nationally.


	The structure model shows three Team Leaders to one Resource Leader.  An impression was given that there were going to be the same number of Resource Leaders as Team Leaders.
Also, in the job descriptions it states that the Team Leaders report to the Resource Leader and the Resource Leader reports to the Operations Manager.  This isn’t clear on the model structure.


	There will be one Resource Leader per shift.
Team Leaders will report to an Operations Manager. Job descriptions will be amended to reflect this.

	For Control Room Operators job descriptions, the value of requiring a typing speed of ‘30wpm’ is unclear.  Selection criteria would be better if considering accuracy of input, against a specific requirement, and key strokes per minute. 


	Noted. It has been agreed that this needs refinement to improve better consideration of quality and relevance to the job in hand.

	The Job description for the Operations Manager does not include any reference to “ Contribution to recruitment and induction of new RCC staff”. However in the National Occupation Standards for the role, it includes EFSM 13 – Select personnel for employment.


	Noted. This will be amended.

	Clearly where there is a National standard from a National Resource these should be consulted and agreed through nationally recognised consultative arrangements through those representative bodies already in place. 
National Standardisation[s]: The control room structures would have to be considered by staff representatives under the Health Safety & Welfare Act – Workplaces, and be subject to regular inspections and individual user assessments.

Core responsibilities, common across all RCC control rooms should be in consultation with suitably qualified representative bodies. The FBU have those skills and knowledge.
	Job descriptions determined by the LACC are subject to consultation and agreement applicable to the policies of that LACC. On the matter of job descriptions, the need for core national elements is determined by the maintenance of resilience within the national RCC network, not the need for reference to a nationally recognised consultative arrangement.
All relevant Health and Safety legislation will be applied within the Regional Control Centre.
It is agreed that consultation on job descriptions should involve appropriate and qualified representative bodies. SEFRCC is engaging in such consultation and has involved the Fire Brigades Union in this exercise.


	Job descriptions have not as been suggested been agreed at a National level.  We would seek that any roles in the proposed SEFRCC are mapped across using the Nationally agreed NOS.  

	The job descriptions were given to the Control Project Sounding Board for review and comment after they had been revised by the RCCDs / SOMs at the beginning of the year. It is therefore accepted that they were discussed nationally, rather than being formally agreed. There is no requirement for the LACCs to agree job descriptions at a national level, which is why separate consultation exercises are being conducted in each Region. 

Job descriptions are entirely compatible with the National Occupational Standards. 

	Reason and qualifications for deputising for higher role need qualification. Will internal qualifications be needed, or external NVQ’s and ILM’s be used, as a requirement? 
	Issue noted. This piece of work has yet to be completed, but this issue will be addressed.

	Senior roles do not require fire service experience.


Job Description – CRO – personnel employed in a non-supervisory role should not be expected to deputise for personnel doing a supervisory job.


Personnel should only be expected to deputise for someone of a higher rank if suitable job training has been carried out.

	Position noted. Fire Service experience will, though, be sought.
Position noted, but not agreed. It is expected that suitable training would be supplied, and that a suitable allowance be applicable. However, this is, if managed properly, a useful means of gaining experience, where permanent opportunities do not exist.
Agreed. A selection process may also be applicable.


A8 Smoke Free Policy

	Issue
	Response

	Consideration should have been made to a total ban on smoking on the premises.

	Noted. This will not be considered at this juncture.

	Whilst accepting a provision under Health, Safety & Welfare the protection of employees from second hand smoke and the promotion of free services to help smokers give up, any such policy would have to be considered post an appropriate Equalities Impact Assessment.

In ‘Section 4 Non-Compliance’, it notes:
‘Those who do not comply with the smoke free law may also be liable to a fixed penalty fine and possible criminal prosecution. By who and how? Legal requirements should not form part of any Policy document.


	Noted. Some indication of material issues relevant to smoking would have been helpful.
Noted. This will be reviewed and the policy amended as necessary.


	The FBU southern region would be broadly supportive of the policy.  One concern already highlighted is that FBU members are given the opportunity to take breaks to smoke if they wish and that they are not recalled during those breaks.

	As stated, smoking will only undertaken during any person’s allocated break time. Interruption of those breaks will only be considered in terms of service delivery, and will be covered as part of the development of any policy on recall.


	The issues identified in the covering note regarding the limited access to the Smoking shelter for disabled persons would appear to be potentially discriminatory and should be rectified or specific advice sought if this is not to be the case.


	Noted. Will be assessed.


Appendix B – Initial Responses, released Sept 2009
B1 Consultation Policy

	Issue
	Response

	Consultation policy does not reference attendance by Regional representatives for Representative Bodies
	Regional representation is welcome for all relevant representative bodies. This would typically be on the basis of one regional official for each ‘regional’ area covered by the Government’s South East Region.

	Statement in Section 7.2.  This paragraph states the SEFRCC Forum will discuss decisions made by the SEFRCC Board appertaining to TUPE measures only, that it will not cover redundancy consultation but that termination/compromise agreements will form part of the Forum.  It is felt that these individual agreements cannot be the subject of the Consultation Forum as they deal with the waiving of individual legal rights, that the process is about consultation so by its nature can’t deal with “agreements” and because any terminations are likely to be on the grounds of redundancy.
	Matter under consideration. 

	Suggestion that one meeting be carried out across the region as there was a concern that information would come out of the two meetings that would be valuable to share in one forum.
	Matter under consideration. The proposals have evolved this way because, due to the size of the region and the number of representative bodies attending, it would not be easy to manage and chair such a large group. For these, and geographical reasons, it was felt that it would be better to set up two forums. If the consultation responses strongly reflected this concern, the issue can certainly be revisited

	Longer consultation period required.  Particularly noticeable during annual leave periods.  Local consultation spans many sections / departments across varying working patterns with individual geographical/logistical difficulties. 


	Noted. Originally planning allowed for best practice timescales. However, the operational and administrative constraints have been recognised. Consultation timescales during 2010 have therefore been adjusted. An opportunity to discuss whether this is sufficient will be provided.


B2 General Measures

	Issue
	Response

	Several general TUPE questions were raised. 
	All matters raised will be responded to. However, whilst important, they did not concern consultation issues, so will be covered only in responses to submitting parties.


B3 Shift Patterns

	Issue
	Response

	Will all Fire and Rescue Control Centres work the same shift patterns?
	No. Shift patterns are a decision for local LACCs. At this time, it is clear that shift patterns will definitely vary between RCCs in the national network. 



	What breaks are envisaged during shifts and will staff forgo these in busy periods? 


	VDU breaks, tea breaks and lunch breaks are accounted for. Staff will not be routinely expected to forgo these breaks. The intention is that aligning of staff to demand, and use of the network to cover short term spikes in work will prevent this. 



	Will flexible working be possible?
	Yes, where the needs of the service allow it. A policy has yet to be developed here, but it will account for options in regards to part time, job-share, and fixed shifts. All relevant legislation will be complied with.



	Agree with the 2, 2 and 4 system and agree with backshifts provided they are part of the rota system and able to be determined in advance.


	Noted. Backshifts will be rostered in advance.

	Start/Finish Time – suggestion of a wider choice of 0700-1000 hrs.


	Noted. This is perfectly feasible.


B4 Staffing Numbers

	Issue
	Response

	The staffing model does not seem to take into account spate conditions or severe weather, when other centres may also be inundated
	Nationally modelling has been completed to understand operational needs under circumstances that replicate, for example, the flooding of 2007. This has shown that the RCC network would cope. As has modelling on the minimum number of operators needed across the network to cope with demand. However, work is actively underway in this area, and will feed into local planning at the appropriate point. Baseline control room staffing numbers will not consider ‘super-spate’; this will have to be covered by alternative means.



	Will there be any form of recall policy following a severe weather warning?


Clarification on recall policy requested.
	Policies and protocols in regards to re-call or overstaffing in relation to either a forecasted occurrence, or an unforeseen crisis, have yet to be developed. They will be in place in time for first wave RCCs to go live. Severe weather warnings, or any such issue, will be risk assessed to establish what provisions need to be made.



	Initial thoughts are that staffing numbers appear extremely low.  It is understood that the numbers are based on different activity than currently carried out in existing Control Rooms, but it needs to be confirmed what activities are included in the calculation.
	This concern is noted, and has been recognised within the Region. Staffing numbers are based on handling emergency calls, and providing support to incidents arising. A factor for duplicates has also been applied. Work associated with administrative calls, and other ‘out of scope’ work has been excluded. A provision to allow a review staff numbers, as new information emerges and RCCs go live, has been tabled.



	Will monitoring of fire calls continue as is current practice?  If so, more staff will be needed to accommodate.
	The ratio of Team Leaders to Control Room Operators was increased to allow for monitoring of calls.  With this, 4 or more supervisory staff will be on hand, supporting 8 – 10 control room operators. As noted above, numbers will be reviewed.




B5 Terms and Conditions

	Issue
	Response

	Staff feel unable to comment on the terms and conditions of new contracts or promotional contracts until the further work has been completed.
	This position is noted and understood. SEFRCC remains open, however, to initial consideration of the fact that the Company will not be applying Grey Book or Green Book Terms and Conditions.



	When considering Terms and Conditions, an indication is requested of where the standard will not drop below.  Will SEFRCC take the best from the existing T&Cs from the 9 counties?
	SEFRCC understands its duty to provide broadly comparable terms and conditions for new staff. The Company will not be adopting Grey Book, and will not be setting a standard based on the ‘best’ in the region. However, we will be looking at practice in all FRSs, to consider whether any elements can be adopted. 

For staff transferring under TUPE, all relevant protections to their existing terms and conditions apply.


Appendix C – Position in Regards to Agreement on Issued Materials

	Item
	Definitive Consultation Reponses Received
	Agreement
	Agreement, subject to stated amendment
	No / Counter Proposal

	Consultation Forum


	3 from FRSs
3 from Rep Bodies / staff


	1 (FRS)
	5 (3 FRS, 2 Rep Bodies / staff)
	0

	General Measures


	3 from FRSs
1 from Rep Bodies / staff
	3 (2 FRS, 1 staff)
	1 (1 FRS)
	0

	Shift Pattern Structure


	2 from FRSs
2 from Rep Bodies / staff
	2 (2 FRS)
	1 (staff)
	1 (Rep Bodies)

	Staffing Numbers


	2 from FRSs
3 from Rep Bodies / staff
	1 (FRS)
	
	4 (1 FRS, 3 Rep Bodies / staff)

	Terms and Conditions


	3 from FRSs
2 from Rep Bodies / staff
	2 (FRSs)
	1 (FRS)
	1 (Rep Bodies)
Evens (staff)

	Removal and Resettlement Policy


	3 from FRSs
5 from Rep Bodies / staff
	2 (FRSs)
	1 (staff)
	5 (4 Rep Bodies / staff, 1 FRS)

	Control Room Job Descriptions


	2 from FRSs
4 from Rep Bodies / staff
	2 (FRSs)
	2 (Rep Bodies / staff)
	1 (Rep Bodies)
Evens (staff)

	Smoke Free Policy


	3 from FRSs
4 from Rep Bodies / staff
	2 (FRSs)
	4 (1 FRS, 3 Rep Bodies / staff)
	1 (Rep Bodies)


Last Updated: 12 November 2009
PAGE  
9
Company Number: 6342450


