Introduction

1

During 2004, the Shadow Public Accounts Committee (SPAC) carried out areview into the level of sickness
absence recorded by the States, the means by which absence levels were recorded and factors which might
affect sickness absence levels. A report on the outcome of this review was published by the SPAC in
December 2004 (a copy of that report is attached as Appendix 1).

The SPAC report included an “action plan” of steps which had been produced by the States’ Human
Resources Department aimed in large part at improving the systems by which sickness absence was recorded.

At the end of February 2006, some days before the retirement of the Corporate Director of Human Resources,
the States published a report on sickness absence levels recorded during the year ended 30 June 2005. (This
report is attached as appendix 2). Thisreport:

(2) referred to the SPAC’s report published in December 2004, and

(2) asserted that sickness absence levels had continued to improve.

With the encouragement of the Public Accounts Committee, | carried out a limited review of the States’
report. This paper isthe outcome of that limited review.

Background

5. The SPAC’s interest in sickness absence levels within the States arose partly from an understandable interest

in the effectiveness of the States’ management of its resources. The cost of employing staff is, after all, one of
the largest costs incurred by the States.

6. There are other reasons for being interested in sickness absence levels. All of the services provided by the
States are based in some way upon the work of the States’ staff. Naturally, the quality of those services will be
affected by the morale and commitment of the States’ employees. Sickness absence levels are also interesting
because they can be a symptom of the morale of the people who are employed by the States.

7. Variations in sickness absence levels may be symptomatic of changes in the degree of stress, tension and
alienation being experienced by staff.

Review

8. My review consisted of two enquiries:

(1) an enquiry of the Health and Social Services department concerning the management action which had
been taken to achieve this significant improvement in sickness absence reported in the States’ report. |
made this enquiry because the Health and Social Services department has a large number of employees
and consequently has a significant effect upon the absence levels recorded by the States generally. It



was evident from the report issued by the States that a significant improvement in sickness absence
experienced by the Health and Social Services Department had a significant effect upon the overal
improvement that was reported.

(2) an enquiry of the new Corporate Director of Human Resources concerning the department’s
implementation of the stepsin the agreed action plans set out in the SPAC report published in December
2004.

9. The outcome of each of these two enquiriesis set out below.

Health and Social Services Department

10. On enquiry, the Department was not able to point to any management initiatives which might have led to the
reported improvement in sickness absence levels. The Department agreed to review the calculations that had
led to the figures reported in the States’ report.

11. The outcome of thiswork was that the level of sickness absence included in the initial report was shown to be
incorrect. The correct figure for Heath and Social Services Department should have shown a smaller

improvement in the Department’s experience of sickness absence.Lll

12. The reason for the error was that the Department collects information on sickness absence manually and had
not received returns from all its sections before returns had to be made to the Human Resources Department.

13. When the correct number is inserted in the calculation of the States’ overall experience the overall calculation
shows a dlight deterioration in overall performance rather than the slight improvement claimed in the States’

original report.Bl

Action plan

14. The response provided by the new Director of Human Resources, lan Crich, to my enquiry about
implementation of the action plan suggests that many of the action steps which appeared to have been agreed
for inclusion in the action plan had not been implemented by 30 June 2005. Moreover, they have not yet been
implemented.

15. Many of the action steps included in the action plan involved the implementation of a computer system
referred to as ‘one click’. The decision has now been made to replace this system, which was not used in a
single form throughout the States, and to introduce a new system: Human Resource Information System
(HRIS). This process will take some time not least to ensure that there is time to design and make the
necessary changes to departmental procedures surrounding HRIS.

Observations

16. Thislimited review suggests that:



(1) The report published in February 2006 contained information which was not entirely reliable.

(2) This appears to result from inconsistencies within the States’ current systems and appears to have been
the case for someti me.B’1

(3) Thisis a matter of significant current concern to the new Director of Human Resources who is taking
steps to implement new systems with aview to improving their effectiveness.

(4) In view of the unreliability of the underlying information, it is difficult to assess the value of the
sickness absence level report as a guide to the effectiveness of Human Resource management within the
States.

(5) The action plan contained in the SPAC’s December 2004 report was proposed by the Human Resources
Department itself but envisaged actions that were not entirely within the control of the Department. At
the time, human resources staff were not directly controlled by the central Human Resources
Department but were managed within each individual service department.

17. There is no doubt that human resource management within the States in part depends upon the availability of
relevant and reliable management information. The new Chief Officer understands this and is working to
improve the position by replacing the present systems. These new systems will supersede the proposals
contained in SPAC’s December 2004 report with the effect that there islittle point in now pursuing that plan.

Christopher Swinson

Comptroller & Auditor General

Morier House, Halkett Place, St Helier, JE1 1DD
16 May 2006
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The Shadow Public Accounts Committee

The Shadow Public Accounts Committee was established by the States in January 2004. The
Committee’s remit is to investigate the value for money achieved by the States and other public bodies.

The current members of the Shadow Public Accounts Committee are;

Mr Tim Dunningham Chairman

Deputy Sarah Ferguson Shadow Chairman
Deputy James Reed

Deputy Geoff Southern From 26 October 2004
Senator Ted Vibert

Connétable Dan Murphy From 19 October 2004
Deputy Jacqueline Huet From 24 November 2004

Advocate Alex Ohlsson
Mr Tony Grimes

Mr Peter Fergusson

Mr Cameron McPhail

As part of the Shadow Public Accounts Committee’s review into sickness absence within the States of

Jersey a public hearing was held on 12th July 2004. The witnesses who were questioned by the
Committee were Mr Mick Pinel, Chief Executive of the States Human Resources Department, Mr Paul
Nicolle, Director of Employee Development in the States Human Resources Department and Mr Kimon
Wilkinson from the Change Team.

The Shadow Public Accounts Committee (SPAC) firmly believes that there should be clear lines of
accountability and responsibility for the value for money and propriety of all States income and
expenditure. In conducting itsreviewsthe SPAC expectsto see:

» » Clear responsibilities of States employees to ensure that States policies are being
implemented economically, efficiently and effectively;

» Key decisions documented and appropriately authorised;

» Business casesto support all major purchases,

» Dueregard to the principles of corporate gover nance which should be present within
the public sector;

» A willingness to continually improve the way in which things are done and a speedy
and enthusiastic response to any recommendationsthe SPAC putsforward.

The SPAC undertakes thorough research for all areasit investigates. Where appropriate, public
or private hearings will be held with relevant States officials in order to ascertain facts and/or
action taken or intended to be taken as a result of weaknesses we discover. Findings and
recommendations for change are discussed with the relevant States officials and draft reportsare
referred to the senior officers within the department(s) under review in order to agree the factual
content of these. Whilst committed to ensuring reports are accurate, the SPAC will stand by its
recommendations and will not alter or dilute these as a result of comments received from
Departments. In cases of disagreement or where points of significance are brought to our
attention following our investigation and/or public hearing, we will request comments from the
relevant Department for inclusion in our report.



When we identify areas where financial savings can be made, the SPAC will expect these to be
quantified, monitored and delivered by Departments. The SPAC will conduct follow up
investigationsto ensur e the savings have occurred and haveresulted in areduction to cash limits.



THE MANAGEMENT OF SICKNESSABSENCE WITHIN THE
STATESOF JERSEY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2003, States of Jersey employees took an average of 10.3 days off work due to sickness. This equates
to 4.56% of working days being lost due to sickness absence. 19% of the absences were uncertified.

The total salaries and wages paid to States employees in 2004 is budgeted at £241 million. It is
estimated that the annual cost to the States in relation to salaries and wages paid to those employees who
are absent from work due to sicknessisin the region of £10 million.

The Shadow Public Accounts Committee (SPAC) has been encouraged by the comprehensive nature of
the initiatives being implemented by the States Human Resources Department, many of which should
have a positive impact on absence levels in the States of Jersey. Significant progress has been made
since the report issued by the (then) States Audit Commission back in March 2001 which looked at
sickness levels within States Departments. Not least of al, after many years of waiting, States
Departments now have a computerised absence reporting system, One-Click. However, the SPAC has
subsequently been informed that the One-Click system, which has cost £374,000, was only intended to
provide a short-term solution. The States Human Resources Department, together with the Change
Team for the States, is currently considering the adoption of a new, improved personnel management
system. In the light of this new information the SPAC intends to undertake a further review, at a later
date, of the progress made in deciding to purchase any new system and the associated costs and benefits
of this.

There is a clear managing attendance policy in place which includes specific guidelines for both
employees and managers. However, the SPAC considers that there is now more work to do in terms of
ensuring implementation of this policy and measuring whether the policy is having a positive effect in
reducing absence levels throughout the States of Jersey. Based on its recent research, the SPAC
considers that the key recommendations for the States Human Resources Department are that they
should:

In relation to absence measuring and monitoring:

1 Expand the annual report submitted to the States by the Policy & Resources
Committee to include the following further information relevant to sickness

absence:
> > The proportion of certified and uncertified absence;
> > An analysis of certified sickness between long term and short term
absence;
> > Targetsfor reducing sickness absence and progr ess against these;
> > Summary of theannual report from BMI with regard to the

achievements of the Occupational Health Scheme. (Paragraph 24)

2. Submit six monthly reports on sickness absence management to the Corporate
Management Board, one of the six monthly reports being the annual report which
will be submitted to the States. These reports should also be submitted to and
reviewed by the Policy & Resources Committee. (Paragraph 24)



3.

Estimate the total cost to the States each year as a result of sickness absence and
include thisestimate in the annual report to the States. (Paragraph 25)

Identify annual financial savings as a result of a reduction in sickness levels and
report these to the Treasury so that they can be factored into the departmental
budget setting processes. (Paragraph 26)

The SPAC also recommends that the States Human Resources Department should:

10.

11.

12.

In relation to the Absence M anagement Policy:

Produce a one page user summary containing the main points from the Managing
Attendance Policy. (Paragraph 13)

Undertake checks to ensure that the absence management policy is being complied
with. (Paragraph 15)

Consider medical redeployment as one of the options for employees who are classed
asunfit towork in their current job. (Paragraph 16)

Organise a meeting with representatives from the medical profession to discuss how
the policy for sickness absence may beimproved. (Paragraph 17)

In relation to the One-Click absence reporting system:

Hold meetings with the Heads of Human Resour ces in Departments to discuss with
them their use of One-Click and to identify any Departments which could be
making more use of the system. In relation to any replacement or upgrading of the
One-Click system, a detailed cost/benefit analysis should be carried out prior to a
final decision being made. (Paragraph 18)

In relation to absence measuring and monitoring:

Review the absence studies which are currently available and determine which
could be used as benchmarks. (Paragraph 20)

Set appropriate targets for Departments to achieve with regard to sickness levels
and benchmark actual sickness levels with other organisations. As well as
comparing sickness levels in Jersey with those in the UK, it is recommended that
attempts are made to make comparisons with the States of Guernsey. In particular
there appear to be one or two “hot spot” departments that seem to have more
serious absence problems and it is recommended that the States Human Resour ces
Department should take action to address these immediately. It is also
recommended that the Human Resources staff within departments should review
sickness absence levels and associated targets on a quarterly basis with the senior
manager swithin their departments. (Paragraph 20)

Monitor the incidence of uncertified sickness in all States Departments. In relation
to Departments with uncertified sickness above average, the States Human
Resour ces Department should ascertain what steps those Departments ar e taking to



reducetheir levels of uncertified sickness. (Paragraph 21)

13. Toconsider the merits and practicality of collating statistics on the number of cases
of excessive sickness which result in disciplinary action against the employee. The
Committee also recommends that it would be useful to try and establish whether
absence levels are correlated with departmental morale and staff turn-over rates.
(Paragraph 22)

14. Review the allocation of ailments/medical conditions to the miscellaneous category
on the One-Click system and give further consideration to the mandatory categories
over which sickness absence should be analysed. (Paragraph 23)

In relation to Return to Work Interviews:

15. Issuefurther guidanceto Departmentson the use of Return to Work Interviews. In
particular Departments should be reminded of the importance of recording the
results of the interview, even if thiswas an informal discussion. It isrecommended
that absence reporting forms used by Departments should include provision for
recording that the interview has been held, with space for the manager to
summarise any pointsarising from the discussion. (Paragraph 32)

In relation to the Occupational Health Service:

16. Ensurethat BMI (the States Occupational Health provider) produce a meaningful
annual report on the work they undertake for the States. This report should
provide clear information regarding the value of the Occupational Health Servicein
the past year and how the service has assisted in reducing sickness levels in the
Statesof Jersey. (Paragraph 34)

Following the public hearing on sickness absence which was held on 12th July 2004, the States Human
Resources Department produced an action plan of tasks they intended to undertake to address the issues
raised by the SPAC. This Action Plan is included at Appendix A and the SPAC is pleased to note that
al of the recommendations made in this report are included in the Department’s Action Plan. The
SPAC will monitor progress against the Action Plan to ensure that all the recommendations are
implemented. It is intended that a further public hearing to review progress on managing sickness
absence within the States of Jersey will be held. The SPAC intends to monitor the progress in
implementing the recommendations made in al of its reports. The SPAC will aso ensure that
Departments clearly identify the savings which are made as a result of the SPAC’s recommendations.
The savings resulting from the SPAC’s recommendations will be monitored and reported in the
Committee’s annual report.

The SPAC is aware that as part of the Visioning project, it is intended to integrate the Human Resources
function across the States. We consider that this will provide an ideal opportunity to streamline the
processes and procedures in relation to sickness absence management to ensure that all Departments are
approaching this important subject in a consistent manner and that the corporate policies are being
adhered to.



INTRODUCTION

1. The effective management of sickness absence is vital within any organisation. When an employee
is absent from work, there is an associated cost to the States of Jersey. This may be a direct cost in
the form of overtime payments to other staff who need to cover for the absence. There is also the
cost of the employee’s salary/wage whilst they are absent from work with no corresponding value or
output being derived from this. Ultimately high sickness absence by employees will have a
consequential impact on the level and quality of service provided to the States of Jersey’s
customers. Equally. prolonged or regular absences by employees can also have an adverse affect on
their colleagues in terms of increasing stress and reducing job satisfaction.

2. In March 2001 the (then) States Audit Commission issued a report on sickness levels within the
States of Jersey. At that time it was not possible to identify the total level of sickness across States
Departments. The report identified many inconsistencies between Departments in the way sickness
information was recorded and sickness absence monitored and managed. The report stated:

» » Although there is a policy for managing sickness absence, it is written in language more
akin to aguideline rather than as a corporate requirement;

» » Dataisnot collected in a standard format across the public sector (and sometimes not within
departments) i.e. there is no corporate form for recording sickness absence which would include
the core data required,

» » Although the policy highlights uncertified short term sickness as a possible area for concern,
departments are not required to produce information vis-a-vis certificated and uncertificated
absence;

» » There is no corporate requirement for monitoring sickness at departmental or corporate
level;

» » Thereisalack of asuitable IT system to record and collate data and produce management
reports;

» » Thereis no monitoring of sickness levels or trends by the States Human Resources (HR)
Department.

3. Thereport stated:
“We consder that it is the responsibility of Chief Officers to ensure that sickness absence is
managed and monitored within their respective departments. We also consider that it is the role of
the Human Resources Department to set standards and ensure that those standards are being met
by monitoring information at a corporate level and by following up possible areas of concern.”

4. Thereport recommended that:

i. i.  The Managing Absence Policy should include a corporate policy on the format, collation
and reporting of sickness absence;

ii.ii.  All departments should be required to comply with the policy;



iii. iii.  The Human Resources Department should monitor all sickness absence at a corporate
level;

iv. iv. The Occupational Health Service should be provided with information on sickness
absence in each department;

V. V. The Occupational Health Service should be required to report on sickness levels and
trendsin its annual report;

vi. vi. If appropriate, consideration should be given to providing departments with the PSD in-
house absence monitoring system until such time as the corporate system is available.

5. The Shadow Public Accounts Committee (SPAC) has reviewed the progress in implementing the
recommendations made by the States Audit Commission in 2001. In particular the SPAC decided
to:

i. Review absence levelsin States Departments,
ii. Select asample of Departments and ascertain:

(@) the procedures adopted by the Department to record and monitor sickness
absence.

(b) whether the Department is applying the absence management
procedures laid down by the States Human Resources Department.

(c) whether the Department sets targets with regard to sickness absence.

iii. Estimate the cost to the States in 2003 as aresult of days lost due to sickness
absence.

iv. Review the role of the States Human Resources Department in monitoring and reducing
sickness levels across the States.

v. Compare sickness levelsin the States of Jersey to those in other organisations.

6. Aspart of the SPAC’sreview a public hearing on sickness levels in the States of Jersey was held on

12th July 2004. Mick Pinel, Head of the States Human Resources Department and his colleagues
Paul Nicolle, Employee Development Director and Kimon Wilkinson from the Change Team,
attended the hearing to answer questions posed by the SPAC. Prior to the hearing the States Human
Resources Department provided SPAC with various reports from the One-Click system detailing
sickness absence in States Departments in 2003.



BACKGROUND

7. In 2003 States employees 1 took atotal of 45,117 days off work due to sickness. This equates to
an average of 10.3 days per States employee. Figure 1 shows the percentage of working days lost
through sickness in each States Department in 2003:

Figure1l Percentage sickness absence by Department in 2002 and 2003

Department 2002 % sickness 2003 % Change
absence sickness
absence

States Human Resources 6.75 3.63 -3.12
Lieutenant Governor 3.70 131 -2.39
Agriculture & Fisheries 6.69 4.59 -2.10
Impots 6.55 4.46 -2.09
Harbours 512 3.22 -1.90
Economic Devel opment 2.78 1.38 -1.40
Probation 7.33 6.00 -1.33
Public Services 6.15 525 -0.90
Home Affairs 3.54 3.03 -0.51
Driver Vehicle Standards 4.72 4.32 -0.40
Panning & Environment 2.75 243 -0.32
Police 4.89 4.63 -0.26
Immigration & Nationality 1.93 1.74 -0.19
Fire Service 421 4.04 -0.17
Treasury 5.04 5.03 -0.01
Emergency Planning 0 0 0
Judicial Greffe 1.60 1.62 +0.02
Health & Social Services 4.03 4.09 +0.06
States Greffe 2.55 2.70 +0.15
Income Tax 2.76 2.94 +0.18
Sport, Leisure & Recreation 5.28 5.59 +0.31
Law Officers 2.85 3.52 +0.67
Employment & Social Security 3.25 4.05 +0.80
Policy & Resources 2.30 4.05 +1.75
Airport 2.94 4.98 +2.04
Prison 9.29 11.44 +2.15
Tourism 1.01 3.85 +2.84
Official Analyst 2.09 5.55 +3.46
Viscounts Office 5.02 8.67 +3.65
Housing 3.54 9.91 +6.37
Bailiffs Chambers 0.44 7.10 +6.66
Territorial Army 4.23 11.19 +6.96
Superintendent Registrar 0 9.19 +9.19
AVERAGE 4.48 4.56

All figures provided by the States Human Resour ces Department from the One-Click system.

8. Shaded entries in Figure 1 show Departments with sickness absence rates above the average
absence rate in 2002 and 2003. There are no sickness absence rates for the Education Service as



they only moved onto the One-Click absence recording system from 1 January 2004. Prior to this

there were only manual sickness records for Education employees and the overall absence rate
within the service was not cal cul ated.

9. The statistics for the smaller States Departments shown in Figure 1 should be viewed with caution.
In asmall Department one or two people on long-term sick leave can have a dramatic effect on the
overall percentage absent rates. Figures for the Superintendent Registrar, the Territorial Army,

Bailiffs Chambers, Viscounts, Official Analyst and Probation are al above the average of 4.56% but
these are all small Departments.

Figure2 Percentage of certified and uncertified sickness absencein 2003021[2]

19%

m Certified
m Uncertifiec

81%

10. Figure 2 showsthat in 2003 19% of the total sickness absence in States Departments was uncertified
and 81% was certified.



12.

13.

14.

15.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

THE ABSENCE MANAGEMENT POLICY

. In October 2001, in response to the report by the States Audit Commission (see paragraphs 2-4), the

States Human Resources Department issued a ‘Managing Attendance Policy Statement’. This
policy states that the aims are to:

(i) introduce a culture where regular attendance is expected;

(if) enable management to deal quickly and effectively with employees who are unable
or unwilling to meet the organisation’s standards;

(ii1) define procedures to monitor absence levels and trigger action in a consistent and
appropriate manner;

(iv) raisethe awareness of supervisors and managers to the real cost of absence.

The policy states that:

“It is the responsibility of Chief Officers to ensure that sickness absence is managed and monitored
within their respective Departments. The States Human Resources Department has the
responsibility of setting standards and ensuring that those standards are being met by monitoring
cor por ate information on sickness absence.”

This is a direct quote from the report of the States Audit Commission. The Policy states that the
States Human Resources Department will monitor absence levels at a corporate level and
benchmark absence data with similar worker groups elsewhere.

There are two other documents which support the policy:
» » ‘Why Your Attendance Matters’ — a handbook for all States employees.
» » ‘Managing Attendance Procedure for Line Managers and Supervisors’.

The SPAC considers that the policy statement and procedures for managers are comprehensive, well
presented and helpful documents which, if fully complied with, would help to ensure that sickness
levels within the States are kept to a minimum. However, at 17 pages in length the day-to-day
practicality of the document is questioned by the SPAC. It isrecommended that a one page user
summary containing the main points from the policy would help ensure compliance and also
help avoid any confusion between policy and practicein the mind of the end-user.

Training of line managers in sickness absence procedures and the requirements of the policy has
been carried out. The training was mostly carried out when the policy was first introduced in 2001.
However, the States Training Prospectus still includes an Absence Management Course for line
managers. During the last two years 49 line managers have attended the course.

The States Human Resources Department does not undertake any checks to ensure compliance
against the policy. As part of the SPAC’s review we have undertaken some checks in a sample of
Departments to monitor compliance with the policy. These checks were mainly to confirm whether
Return to Work Interviews were being held and documented where appropriate. Our findings on
Return to Work Interviews are detailed in paragraphs 27-32. We recommend that the States



Human Resour ces Department undertakes periodic checks to ensure that individual Departments

16.

17.

are complying with the Managing Attendance Policy. We consider that the plansto integrate
the HR function, as part of the visioning project, should provide further opportunities to
ensure that all departments are applying consistent procedures for sickness absence. It may
be that internal audit can also assist by auditing compliance with the policy from timeto time.

The SPAC would like to ensure that medical redeployment is used within the States system
whenever circumstances permit. In particular, the SPAC believes that to avoid some of the costs of
long term sickness to the pension fund, an absent employee should be offered the opportunity to be
redeployed elsewhere in the organisation. For example, although an injured police officer may no
longer be able to tackle the physical demands of the beat, clerical based work could well be a better
aternative than offering retirement through ill-health. We recommend that the States Human
Resour ces Department considers medical redeployment as one of the options for employees
who are classed as unfit to work in their current job.

The SPAC would also like to ensure that the views of the medical profession are factored into
policy considerations. As part of this process, it would be useful to develop a better understanding
of the sick note process and whether any aspects of the system can be improved. We recommend
that the States Human Resour ces Department organises a meeting with representatives from
the medical profession to discuss how the policy for sickness absence may be improved. The
Department has informed us that this recommendation will be discussed with the Occupational
Health Service providers, BMI, to decide how best to engage with the medical profession.

THE ONE-CLICK ABSENCE REPORTING SYSTEM

The SPAC were encouraged by the progress made on the implementation of the One-Click system.

As from 1 January 2004 all States Departments use the system. However, the Prison has stated
that, whilst inputting absence data into One-Click, they continue to use their own absence reporting
system for day-to-day management purposes. The Prison has its own in-house designed
administrative database which, amongst other things, records all absences, leave etc. The Prison
does not use One-Click for any management purposes. The input of data is carried out merely to
satisfy the corporate reporting requirements of the States Human Resources Department.

It is recommended that the States Human Resources Department holds meetings with the
Heads of Human Resour cesin Departmentsto discuss with them their use of One-Click and to
identify any Departmentswho could be making more use of the system.

During the course of agreeing the content of this report with the States Human Resour ces
Department the SPAC was informed that consideration is currently being given to moving to
anew, improved Personnel Management System. Thisisbeng progressed jointly between the
States Human Resour ces Department and the Change Team as part of the Human Resour ces

Integration project. At its meeting on 239 April 2001 the (then) Human Resources
Committee agreed that “a suitable ‘off the shelf’ package that would deliver absence
reporting would be identified and made available to departments.” One-Click was this *off
the shelf” package. The Committee Act from the meeting goes on to state:

“The Committee agreed that the above approach should be viewed as a short to medium-term
delivery of the Manpower and Personnel Information Systems Project until such time as the
reportson the futuredirection of manpower and payroll systems had been determined.”
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21.

22.

The SPAC notes that the cost of the One-Click system has been £374,000 which apparently
was only ever intended to provide a short-term solution. In relation to any replacement or
upgrading of the One-Click system, the SPAC expects that, prior to any decision being made,
a detailed cost/benefit analysis should be carried out to demonstrate the savinggefficiencies
expected from a new system. The SPAC intends to undertake a further review, at a later
date, of the progress made in deciding to purchase any new Personnel Management System
and the associated costs and benefits of this.

ABSENCE MEASURING AND MONITORING

It has only been recently, with the full implementation of the One Click System, that the States of
Jersey isin a position to measure absence properly. Previously reporting has been patchy and it has
not been possible to make comparisons between departments, between organisations or indeed to
monitor trends over time. Hopefully, these fundamental shortcomings will now become a thing of
the past.

The SPAC is concerned that there is a lack of agreement and clarity about how best to use
comparative absence data. The Committee believes that this issue can be resolved and encourages
the States Human Resources department to make more use of the appropriately caveated data
available from particularly, but not exclusively, the UK. As a step towards this objective, it is
recommended that the States Human Resources Department reviews absence studies
currently available and deter mines which could be used as benchmarks. Once this exercise has
been completed, then al interested parties should at least be singing from the same statistical hymn
sheet. Moreover, a broader understanding of absence levels elsewhere will also help the States set
appropriate performance benchmarks for absence levels. On this somewhat vexed issue, it is
interesting to note that in the UK Gordon Brown has recently joined in this debate with a fairly
uncompromising attack on what he views as unacceptably high public sector sickness levels. The
Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD) issues national UK sickness absence
statistics annually. In its most recent survey, published in July 2004, the CIPD found that public
sector absence in the UK averaged 10.7 days per employee. The equivalent rate for the States of
Jersey in 2003 was 10.3 days per employee. The average sickness days per States of Jersey
employee varied significantly between Departments and employee groups. It is recommended
that the States Human Resources Department sets appropriate targets for Departments to
achieve with regard to sickness levels and benchmark actual sickness levels with other
organisations. As well as comparing sickness levels in Jersey with those in the UK, it is
recommended that attempts are made to make comparisons with the States of Guernsey. In
particular there appear to be one or two “hot spot” departments that seem to have more
serious absence problems and we recommend that the States Human Resour ces Depar tment
should take action to address these immediately. It is also recommended that the Human
Resources staff within departments should review sickness absence levels and associated
targetson a quarterly basiswith the senior manager swithin their departments.

Figure 2 shows that the level of uncertified absence across States Departments in 2003 was 19%.
However, the SPAC noted that some Departments were well above this average. It is
recommended that the States Human Resources Department monitors the incidence of
uncertified sickness in all States Departments. In relation to Departments with uncertified
sickness above aver age, the States Human Resour ces Department should ascertain what steps
those Departments aretaking to reduce their levels of uncertified sickness.

The SPAC recognises that the vast majority of sickness absence is genuine and bearing thisin mind,
it is heartening to see the professional support given by the States to its employees. Nonetheless,



care must also be taken to ensure that in cases where there appear to be “issues” around repeated

23.
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absence, these are also actively managed. The Committee considers that the use of the Bradford

Factor[8l[3] as a measure of the incidence of sickness per employee is a very useful management
tool. The SPAC is surprised that no statistics are available on the nature and extent of disciplinary
actions being taken against problem employees. It is recommended that the States Human
Resources Department considers the merits and practicalities of collating statistics on the
number of cases of excessive sicknesswhich result in disciplinary action against the employee.
The Committee also recommends that it would be useful to try and establish whether absence
levels are correlated with departmental morale and staff turn-over rates.

At the public hearing the SPAC had questions about the categorisation of sickness. One particular
issue was the overuse of “miscellaneous” in the recording process. The SPAC were concerned to
note that in 2003 almost 50% of sickness absences were recorded against the miscellaneous
category. The States Human Resources Department has issued a list of ailments/medical conditions
to Departments to assist them in allocating sickness to the 13 categories of sickness included on
One-Click. This list allocates 48 allments/medical conditions (23% of the total ailments/medical
conditions listed) to the miscellaneous category. The fact that so many instances of sickness are
being booked to the miscellaneous category undermines the value of the information provided from
the One-Click system about the reasons for absence. It is recommended that the allocation of
ailments/medical conditions to the miscellaneous category is reviewed by the States Human
Resources Department.  Another issue the SPAC raised is how the system captures more
sensitive sickness issues such as stress or addictions. Although there is no easy answer to this, it
would seem that, at the moment, the current approach to recording the nature of illness provides
little information to help management either understand or improve the situation. It is
recommended that the States Human Resources Department gives further consideration to
the mandatory categories over which sickness absence should be analysed. The Department has
agreed to discuss the absence categories with the occupational health service provider, BMI.

The Policy & Resources Committee submits an annual report on sickness absence levels to the
States. The last such report was presented to the States on 2"d December 2003 and detailed the
percentage absence rates for each States Department as at 30t June 2002, 31% December 2002 and

301" June 2003. This report stated that the average absence rate across the States as at 30" June
2003 was 4.5%, which was comparable to the results of a survey by the Chartered Institute of
Personnel and Development which showed that the average sickness level in the UK public sector in
2003 was 4.6%. The SPAC considers that these annual reports should continue to be presented to
the States as this gives out a clear message that sickness absence is being taken seriously at the
highest level of the organisation. However, it is recommended that the content and scope of the
report to the States is widened to contain the following further information relevant to
sickness absence:

» » Theproportion of certified and uncertified absence;

» » Ananalysisof certified sickness between long term and short term absence;

» » Targetsfor reducing sickness absence (see paragraph 20) and progress against these;

» » Summary of the annual report from BMI with regard to the achievements of the
Occupational Health Scheme.

It is also recommended that prior to submission to the States, the annual sickness absence
report should be referred by the States Human Resources Department to the Corporate
Management Board for debate and agreement. Thiswould also provide the opportunity to obtain
the commitment of all Chief Officers to achieving the corporate and departmental targets set. It is
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further recommended that reports on progress in managing and reducing sickness levels
should bereported to the Corporate Management Board on at least a six monthly basis. These
reports should also be submitted to and reviewed by the Policy & Resour ces Committee.

As part of the SPAC’s review of sickness absence within States Departments, the Committee
estimated that the annual cost of sickness absence to the public purse isin the region of £10 million
per annum. This figure represents the cost of lost time (based on salaries/wages) of employees who
are absent from work due to sickness. However, for management purposes, it would also help if
figures were available for the indirect costs associated with sickness such as overtime payments to
other employees who need to cover for the absent member of staff. It is acknowledged that the cost
of overtime in relation to covering for sickness absence is a key issue for services which have to
operate with minimum manning levels, such as the uniformed services. In other areas of States
activities, the absence of a member of staff does not necessarily result in additional payments over
and above the salary/wage of the absentee. In these cases either work does not get done, with a
consequential deterioration in efficiency, or the work of the absent member of staff is alocated to
other members of the team. The SPAC recommends that the States Human Resources
Department should estimate the total cost to the States each year as a result of sickness
absence and that this total cost should include an estimate of indirect costs such as overtime
worked to cover periods of absence. The estimated total cost should be reported to the States
in theannual report on sickness absence.

An estimate of the total cost of sickness absence together with clear targets for reducing the
incidence of sickness would enable the States to agree financial savings targets relating to absence.
It isrecommended that annual financial savings should be identified as a result of a reduction
in sickness levels and that these savings should be factored into the departmental budget
setting processes. As a minimum, the SPAC considers that savings in overtime payments from
covering for sickness absence could be made.

RETURN TO WORK INTERVIEWS

. The States Managing Attendance Policy Statement says:

“The Sates of Jersey recognises that the ‘Return to Work Interview’ is an effective tool in
addressing staff absence. Managers must conduct, or arrange for an appropriate supervisor to
conduct, a private return to work interview when an employee returns to work after a period of
absence, regardless of duration.”

The Managing Attendance Procedure for Line Managers and Supervisors goes on to state that a
formal interview may not be necessary in every case. The procedure states:

“The interview is part of the support structure of the procedure. Where a member of staff with a
good attendance record, and a high level of personal commitment returns to work, Managers may
apply their discretion to use the return to work interview as a means of welcoming back the member
of staff, enquiring after their health in an informal and supportive manner, whilst discussing the
affect of their absence on their work priorities. Where an individual has a poor attendance record
or a perceived underlying health or performance problem the return to work interview will still be
used as a means of welcoming back the member of staff. However, this should be conducted in a
more formal manner, and should include discussing the affect of their absence on their work
priorities or team, targets for reducing absence levels, or referral to the Occupational Health
Service.”
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The procedure also provides further guidance on the aspects which should be addressed in the
Return to Work Interview such as discussing the reason for the absence and establishing whether
there are any underlying causes (eg persona problems). Appendix E of the procedures includes a
suggested form for recording a Return to Work Interview. However, thisform is designed for usein
cases where absence is considered to have reached ‘unacceptable levels’. The Policy states that
such an interview should be held when:

» » Employees are on probation, and after the first absence so that the relevance of sick absence
can be discussed and explained;

» » A pattern of short term absence is beginning to emerge;

» » Poor attendance is recorded over a period of time.

We randomly selected 53 States employees from six departments who had taken time off work due
to sickness in June and July 2003. In particular we sought to confirm whether a return to work

interview with the employee had been held and if so whether this had been documented. The results
of this are shown in Figure 3:

Figure 3 Resultsof enquiry about whether Return to Work Interviews are held

Return to Work Interview held? Yes 27
Not applicable* 19
No 7
Return to Work Interview documented? Yes 20
No 7

* Return to Work Interview not applicable as the employee had not returned to work
at the time of our enquiry.

Figure 3 shows that in 79% of cases where the employee had returned to work after a period of
sickness absence, their line manager said that they had held a Return to Work Interview. In 74% of
these cases the Return to Work Interview had been documented. However, frequently the
documentation was just a short note on the absence reporting form saying that the person was now
fit to work. The absence forms used by some Departments only ask the line manager to answer
Y es/No to aquestion as to whether a Return to Work Interview has been held — there is no space for
any detail. It is recognised that in many cases a formal Return to Work Interview will not be
necessary. For example: where an individual has had a short time off work and has no history of
regular absences. The main circumstances where formal Return to Work Interviews would be
required are either in relation to an employee who has had a prolonged absence from work or where
the employee has a history of absence, particularly short term absences.

It is recommended that the States Human Resources Department issues further guidance to
Departments on the use of Return to Work Interviews. This should include further guidance



about the circumstances in which a formal interview is required. Departments should also be reminded

of the importance of recording a Return to Work Interview, even if this was only an informal
discussion with the employee. It is recommended that absence reporting forms used by
Departments should include provision for recording that the interview has been held with
space for the manager to summarise any pointsarising from the discussion.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE

. The States Managing Attendance Policy Statement says that “if an employee is absent for a

protracted period, e.g. over 40 calendar days, managers should consider seeking advice and support
from the Occupational Health Service.”

The SPAC supports the Occupational Health Service provided by BMI. Indeed the SPAC considers
that BMI have a vital role to play in helping to reduce sickness levels within the States of Jersey.
However, it was noted that the 2003 “BMI Report” was not in a format that allowed the SPAC to
make an informed judgement about how BMI was performing as it comprised of merely statistics
with no narrative to provide an overview of the work and achievements of BMI. We have been
informed by the States Human Resources Department that this reduced level of reporting was
agreed for 2003 due to the pressure of work at BMI. The cost of the BMI service in 2003 was
£323,681. We have seen evidence that previous years’ reports comprised of both statistics and a
covering narrative report. It is recommended that the States Human Resources Department
should ensure that BMI provides a meaningful annual report on the work they undertake for
the States. This report should provide clear information regarding the value of the
Occupational Health Service in the past year and how the service has assisted in reducing
sickness levels in the States of Jersey. It should be noted that this was also a recommendation of
the March 2001 report by the States Audit Commission.

COMMENTSBY THE STATESHUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

The States Human Resources Department accepts the recommendations made by SPAC in their
report on sickness absence. The Department has produced the Action Plan contained at Appendix
A, which includes al the recommendations made in the SPAC report and assigns timescales for
implementation of each of these.

With regard to the One-Click system the Department has made the following comments:

“First, it is important to stress that the Department is happy with the provision of absence data at
both a departmental as well as a corporate level by means of the existing One-Click computer
system.

During 2003, the Department had been made aware of an upgrade to this system which was due to
be implemented in the early part of 2004. This was perceived as an improvement on the
functionality of the existing system and one which would be covered within the terms of the existing
licensing agreement that the Sates had with the computer company. Thus, it was viewed as simply
an enhancement on existing arrangements and one which is normal when software companies issue
improvements to their existing products.

It was in September 2004 that the Department was made awar e of the fact that the delayed upgrade
to the One-Click system was, in fact, not a new version of One-Click, covered by existing licensing



arrangements, but an entirely new product. However, at that time, the decision to implement this
new product, referred to as “HR.net”, was overtaken by the review of the Human Resources
Function and the identification that there was a potential need to invest in a system which provided
much greater functionality than the current One-Click system. (For example, it has been identified
that there could be advantage in investing in a system that would utilise internet technology to allow
employees to amend certain of their personal data held on the personnel database.)



APPENDIX A

THE MANAGEMENT OF SICKNESSABSENCE WITHIN THE STATES OF JERSEY

ACTION PLAN OF THE STATESHUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

RECOMMENDATION COMMENTSFROM THE TIMESCALE FOR
STATESHUMAN IMPLEMENTATION
RESOURCES
DEPARTMENT
1. Expand the annual report
submitted to the States by the Policy The analysis of sickness December 2004
& Resources Committee to include | absencein the annual report
the following further information will be expanded to
relevant to sickness absence: incorporate the data that has
been identified, although
» » The proportion of | further consideration will need
certified and uncertified | to be given asto the feasibility
absence; of including an analysis of
» » An analysis of certified | long and short-term absence.
sickness between long term
and short term absence;
» » Targets for reducing
sickness absence and
progress against these;
» » Summary of the annual
report from BMI with
regard to the achievements
of the Occupational Health
Scheme.
2. Submit six monthly reports on
sickness absence management to the | Thefirst report that will be December 2004
Corporate Management Board, one | submitted to the States will
of the six monthly reports being the | also be made available to the
annual report which will be Corporate Management
reports should also be submitted to | petgken to update the Board
and reviewed by the Policy & on aregular six-monthly
Resour ces Committee. basis.
3. Estimatethetotal cost to the A review will be carried out to
States each year asa result of establish the most effective March 2005
sickness absence and includethis | manner in which to derive
estimatein the annual report tothe | such costs. The
States. implementation of any new
personnel data system will
also be considered in this




light.

4. ldentify annual financial savings

asaresult of areduction in sickness | The derivation of financial December 2004
levels and report these to the | savings is extremely complex
Treasury so that they can be|and discussions will need to
factored into the departmental | be held with Treasury to
budget setting processes. establish how these might be

identified and factored into

departmental budgets.
5. Produce a one page user | ]
summary containing the main | Completed and issued to all N/A
points from the Managing | States Departments.
Attendance Policy.
6. Undertake checks to ensure that | )
the absence management policy is| It is considered that the most 2005
being complied with. appropriate way in which to

undertake checks is through

internal audit  examining

departmental practice at the

time that they are applying

other  audits within a March 2005

department.

It is aso recognised that

unification of the HR function

might enhance opportunities

to ensure the consistent

application of the absence

policies across the States of

Jersey. This aspect will be

examined as the HR function

review isimplemented.
7. Consider medical redeployment )
as one of the options for employees| A policy on  medica 2005
who are classed as unfit to work in | redeployment  has  been

their current jab.

developed and is currently out
with departments and union
representatives for
consideration and comment.
Depending upon the feedback,
action will then be taken to
implement the policy.

Implementation of the




proposed policy would require

amendment to  existing
legidation relating to the
Public Employees’
Contributory Retirement

Scheme (PECRS) and would
therefore need the approval of
the Management Committee
of PECRS and the States of

Jersey.

8. Organise a meeting with
representatives from the medical
profession to discuss how the policy
for sickness absence may be
improved.

Through the intermediary of
the States  Occupational
Health Service, action will be
taken to review with the
Island’s general  medical
practitioners whether
improvements can be made in
the manner in which the States
absence policy is applied.

January 2005

9. Hold meetings with the Heads of
Human Resources in Departments
to discuss with them their use of
OneClick and to identify any
Departments which could be
making mor e use of the system.

This will equally apply to any other
system which replaces One-Click.

In relation to any replacement or
upgrading of the One-Click system,
a detailed cost/benefit analysis
should be carried out prior to afinal
decision being made

Consideration is currently
being given to the type of
system that will be used in
future to support the re
organised HR Function. It is
anticipated that this system
and the type of support that it
will be able to provide in
connection with absence will
be identified during 2005.

2005

10. Review the absence studies
which are currently available and
determine which could be used as
benchmarks.

Significant  progress  has
dready been made in
establishing benchmarks in
connection with absence rates
for equivalent pay groups. Itis
anticipated that remaining
data will be obtained in the
near future.

December 2004

11. Set appropriate targets for
Departments to achieve with regard
to sickness levels and benchmark
actual sickness levels with other
organisations. Aswell ascomparing
sickness levels in Jersey with those
in the UK, it is recommended that

Departments  have  been
requested to establish absence
targets for their particular
departments. The targets relate
to the 12 month period

November 2004




attempts are made to make
comparisons with the States of
Guernsey. In particular there
appear to be one or two “hot spot”
departments that seem to have more
serious absence problems and it is
recommended that the States
Human Resources Department
should take action to address these
immediately. It is also
recommended that the Human
Resources staff within departments
should review sickness absence
levels and associated targets on a
quarterly basis with the senior
manager swithin their departments.

commencing 1% July 2004.
The responses from
departments are being
collated.

Action has already been taken
to discuss with those
departments with high levels
of absence what actions might
be taken to reduce these
levels.

Current  practice  aready
requires managers and HR
practitioners  to review
absence rates on a regular
basis.

Ongoing

Ongoing

12.  Monitor the incidence of
uncertified sickness in all States
Departments. In relation to
Departments  with  uncertified
sickness above average, the States
Human Resources Department
should ascertain what steps those
Departments are taking to reduce
their levels of uncertified sickness.

Action has already been taken
to request departments to
ensure that data in connection

with certification/non-
certification is  captured
accurately.

Within the context of the
corporate data collection of
absence levels, this matter will
be kept under review and
acted upon where considered

appropriate.

N/A

Ongoing

13. To consider the merits and
practicality of collating statistics on
the number of cases of excessive
sickness which result in disciplinary
action against the employee. To
seek to establish whether absence
levels are  correlated with
departmental morale and staff turn-
over rates.

This  matter will be
considered, athough there is
concern that the capture of
such information might make
excessive cals upon
managers’ time. The proposed
new personnel data system
might be able to provide
support in this area.

March 2005

14. Review the allocation of
ailments/medical conditions to the
miscellaneous category and give
further  consideration to the
mandatory categories over which
sickness absence  should be
analysed.

This matter will be reviewed
in conjunction with the States
Occupational Hedth Service
provider.

March 2005

15. Issue further guidance to




Departments on the use of Return to
Work Interviews. In particular
Departments should be reminded of
the importance of recording the
results of the interview, even if this
was an informal discussion. It is
recommended that absence
reporting forms used by
Departments should include
provision for recording that the
interview has been held, with space
for the manager to summarise any
pointsarising from the discussion.

A review of the existing
policy will be carried out and
any revisions to the Return to
Work interview process will
be notified to departments.

The States of Jersey continues
to offer training to support
managers in the application of
return-to-work interviews and
other aspects of managing
absence.

December 2004

Ongoing

16. Ensure that BMI (the States
Occupational Health  provider)
produce a meaningful annual report
on the work they undertake for the
States. This report should provide
clear information regarding the
value of the Occupational Health
Servicein the past year and how the
service has assisted in reducing
sickness levels in the States of

Jersey.

BMI provides data on a
regular basis and their activity
is overseen by an
Occupational Health Steering
Group.

Ongoing
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REPORT

SICKNESS ABSENCE LEVELS IN JERSEY'S PUBLIC SECTOR
Introduction

This report provides an analysis of the levels of sickness absence that relate to the Public
Sector in Jersey up to 30 June 2005,

The management of absence continues to be a prime responsibility for all managers within
the public service. Its importance has also been underined by the Public Accounts
Committee and the interest that it has shown in this particular issue.

Absence can impose a heavy burden upon organisations and so it is vital to chart the
levels of abzence that are experienced within the States of Jersey in order to ensure that
appropriate remedial action can be taken wherever it is considered appropriate.

Departmental Absence Levels

Following the implementation of a new computer system in 2002, which captured
appropriate data relating to all States’ employees, it has been possible to track rates of
absence at a corporate level since that time.

The average percentage of working time lost and the average days lost per employee are
identified in Tables 1 and 2 respectively.

It is important to note that, as a consequence of the re-organisation of the States of
Jersey, it is no longer possible to chart the changes in the levels of absence relating to
certain States’ depariments. In addifion, certain of the employees that had previously been
employed in those depariments have been transferred to other departments and their
absence records have been imported into the records of their new department. Thus,
some of the data relating to newly re-organised departments must be treated with caution,
although comparative data will emerge with the passage of time.




Table 1 — Average percentage of working time lost per full time employee (FTE)

i 8| 2| 3| 3 8 EE
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£ 2 8 2 2 2 2| BSse
g €| &g| & g| % = £E
Department 3 =2 3 = E 5 S| = %
Airpart 308 204 3.83 4,08 525 472 438 | 191.80
Ballil's Chambers 0.4 0.44 257 7.10 5.54 0.68 D76 10.50
Customs & Immigration 6.32 6.55 6.19 4,48 2.74 2.74 35 76.00
| Driver & Vehicle Standards 430 472 350 4.32 4.20 268 a7 17.00
Economic & Commercigl Dev, 387 278 167 1,38 155 140 229 55 64
Education X ¥ ® x 346 3.08 335 | 1,471.82
| Emergency Planning 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.75
Ernployment & Social Security 37T 335 348 4.05 4,53 383 .61 107,41
Fire Service 467 421 4.62 404 450 514 4.43 87.40
Harbours 478 512 3.40 322 336 4.11 4323 | 10230
Health & Socal Services 4.78 403 453 409 354 317 274 | 212450
Home Affairs 10.03 354 2.45 303 BEE | 1944 | 1552 7.50
Housing 352 3.54 428 9.91 8.73 573 474 B5.7E
Income Tax 366 276 2.48 2.94 256 257 313 71.00
Judicial Greffe & Viscounts 150 160 165 162 257 350 2.91 6533
Law Officers 254 2,85 273 352 241 0,85 1.65 3525
Lisutenant Govemor 378 370 Z.16 131 3.08 4.74 5.20 13.00
Official Analyst 2.75 208 234 555 705 458 0.80 884
| Overseas Ald 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.81
Planming & Environment 402 275 248 243 3.88 387 433 12458
Palice 567 480 4.77 463 524 5.45 482 | 37200
Policy & Resources 227 2.30 1.82 4.05 384 402 EN g2.11
Prizon 0983 929 | 1100 | 1144 11866 @30 928 | 10118
Privileges & Procedures 1.3 265 227 2.0 313 206 424 3523
Probation 12.05 7.93 162 6.00 523 2.16 454 2512
Fublic Services 6.20 6.15 548 525 5.55 585 502 | 493.77 |
States Treasury 509 504 474 503 471 380 307 | 10389
Superintendent Regiatrar 0.00 0.00 B.A0 818 0.59 D29 1.91 3.00
T.A 1,94 423 361 1118 1119 225 4.10 5.00
Overall Total 487 4.48 458 4.56 437 3.75 36E | 5,843.59

*Average % of time lost based upon 6 months




Table 2 - Average days lost per full time employee (FTE)
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Airport 7.00 6.68 BES | 1131 1187 9.50 900 | 191.80
Bailiffs Chambeers 110 1.00 582| 1608| 12455 155 171 10.50
Customs & Immigration 1434 | 1488 | 1404 | 1013 522 6.23 8.29 | re.00
Driver & Vehicle Standards 976 | 10.71 3.16 9.80 G54 | 671| 1568 17.00
Economic & Commercial Dev, BB B.30 3.80 312 351 3.8 520 B0.64
Education x X X X 380 5.40 6.99 | 1.471.82
Emergency Planning 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 1.75
Employment & Social Securily E.56 7.98 7.88 518 | 1028 592 B&d | 10741
Fire Service 7.82 7.04 7.83 .78 808 366 743 | 8740
Harbours 1086 | 1183 771 731 762 9.34 960 | 102.30
Healih & Soclal Services 10,82 912 | 1024 024 823 718 820 | 2,124.50
Home Afiairs 2278 803 557 688 1555 | 4345 3520 7.50
Housing 8.00 .08 OEB | 2249 | 19.83| 1301 | 1078 B5.76
Income Tax 830 B.26 564 6.68 581 564 71 71.00
[ Judicial Greffe & Vescounts 3.40 362 i7a| a&r 583 7.84 6.60 B5.33
Law Officers B.64 642 618 7.98 545 183 3.74 | a36.25
Lieutenant Governar B.52 B.AD 491 2.08 &850 | 1075 | 11.80 13.00
| Official Analyst 624 | 4715 531 1260 | 18001 1038 1.81 a.84
| Overseas Aid 0.00 0.00 | 000 .00 000 0060 0.00 0.81
Planning & Erwiranment 9.12 5.24 583 5.51 a.81 4,00 9.83 124.55
Police 1286 | 1140 | 1083 | 1052 | 11.00| 1238 | 1054 | 33207
Pollcy & Resources 514 521 41z 9,20 B.72 812 861 BE1T |
Prison 2248 | 2127 | 25147 | 26.18 | 2666 | 2187 | 21.23| 10118
Privileges & Procedures 612 57T 515 611 TAD | &TE 558 35.23
Probation Z7.34 | 1662 344 1382 | 1187 480 | 1120| 2512
Pubfic Servicas 1408 | 1308 | 1245 1191 | 1250 | 1320| 1343| 49377
Stales Treasury 11564 11458 1076| 1142 | 1080 8.62 o0l | 710389 |
Superintendant Registrar 0.00 000 | 1953| 2088 133 0.67 433 3.00
TA 440 9,60 820 | 2540 2540 .20 9.30 500
Cverall Total 10.58 997 | 10.83| 1028 5.84 8.31| 813584369

*Average Days Lost for 6 month period has been doubled for annual comparison

It is apparent that the overall levels of absence within the States of Jersey have fallen fairly
consistently over the period for which data has been captured. The most recent
percentage annual figure is nearly 1.2% less than the figure in June 2002 which, on a
States wage bill in the region of £250 million, represents an increase in productivity of the
arder of £3 million,

The final column of these two tables identifies the average number of employees present
in the departments during the period of review as, in making comparisons at a
departmental level, it is important to recognise that certain States’ departments have small
numbers of employees. Thus, an employee suffering serious long-term incapacity in one of
these departments can have a disproportionate effect upon its overall absence level.
Similarly, certain employee groups are subject to greater levels of absence because of the
nature of the work that they undertake. Thus, absence figures for individual departments
will be subject to all of these factors and should be considered in this light.




Comparative Data

It is appropriate, on occasion, to make comparisons with other organisations in order to
identify any areas of mismatch with those organisations and thereby highlight potential
issues that might need to be pursued. Such comparisons can, however, prove “odious”.
Direct comparisons between survey findings are not necessarily appropriate as the
sample, the basis of the measurement and the ways in which absence levels are
expressed can vary significantly. This data should, therefore, be treated with caution.

The Confederation of British Industries (CBI) and the Chartered Institute of Personnel and
Development (CIPD) have both published regular survey data relating to sickness absence
levels that have been experienced by employers in the United Kingdom, both in the private
as well as the public sector.

Table 3 — Comparisons with CBI/CIPD Surveys

CBl CIPD States of Jersey
Public Sector 9.1 days 10.3 days 8.13 days
Large Workforce 8.3 days 10.0 days 8.13 days

The 2005 survey by the CBI shows that during 2004, the average number of days lost in
the LK Public Sector was 9.1. The survey also shows that the recorded absence rates for
organisations which have maore than 5,000 employees is 8.3 days. The latter figure is
comparable with the States of Jersey, which has in excess of 7,000 employees.

The 2005 CIPD survey indicates that the working time lost across the public sector was an
average of 4.5% of working time and an average of 10.3 days per full-time employee. The
CIPD survey shows that the rate of absence is 10.0 days in organisations that have a
workforce in excess of 2,000,

It will be noted that the figures relating to the States of Jersey compare favourably with
comparable organisations in the United Kingdom. However, the outcomes of the surveys
carried out by the CB| and CIPD will have been affected by the type of organisations that
participated in the surveys. (For example, the number of respondents to the CBl survey is
522 organisations, whereas there were 874 organisations that responded to the CIPD
survey). The public service in Jersey consists of a wide range of different employee
groups, each affected in different ways by the nature of the work that employees
undertake.

In order to address this issue, attempts have been made to seek to identify comparative
data in respect of specific pay groups that are considered to be broadly similar to their
Jersey equivalents. In the case of the two most significant pay groups in Jersey, civil
servants and manual workers, the relevant United Kingdom data is set out below.
Tahle 4 — Comparisons with UK Civil Service

2003 2004 2005

Uk Civil Service 4.4 % (10.0 days) 4.0% (9.1 days) Mot Available




Jersey Civil Service 3.64% (8.27 days) 3.76% (8.54 days) 3.45% (7.84 days)

The absence figures reported in the United Kingdom include officers employed in HM
Prison Service. The Jersey figure for civil servants has, therefore, been adjusted to include
officers employed in the local Prison Service in order to provide equivalent data. It will be
noted that Jersey’s figures consistently fall below those of the United Kingdom.

Table 5 — Comparisons with Manual Workers employed by UK Local Authorities
2003 2004 2005

Local Government 5.7% (13.1days) 7.1% (15.5days) Not Available

Manual Workers

Jersey Manual 6.97% (15.82 days) 5.56% (12.63 days) 5.47% (12.42 days)
Waorkers

It will be noted that Jersey’s figures compare favourably with those in the United Kingdom.
In addition, importantly, the trend on absence levels in Jersey is downwards, whereas in
the United Kingdom, there was a significant increase recorded from 2003 to 2004.




Spells of absence

An analysis has also been carried out for the first time of the number of employees with no
spells of absence during the period under review. The results are shown in Table 6.

Table & — Percentage of Employees with no spells of sickness absence

£ wwoa
2388
Department #® g gﬁ é
Airport 36.65%
Bailiffs Chambers G0.00%
Customs & immigration 3-1-.62&
Driver & Vehicle Standards 27.78%
Economic & Commercial Dev. 45.00%%
Education 39.69%
Emergency Planning 100.00%
Employment & Social Security 28.45%
| Fire Senice 28, 74%
Harbours 41.12%
Health & Social Services 45 56%
| Homse Affairs 25.00%
Housing 28.41%
Income Tax 20,335
Judiclal Greffe & Viscourts 31.08%
Law Orfficars 44 44%
Lieutenant Governas 46.15%
Oficial Anabyst 33.33%
Overseas Aid 100.00%
Planning & Environment 37.50%
Poiice 29.48%
Policy & Resources 40.23%
Priscn 28.04%
Priviteges & Procadures 37.50% |
Probation 32.35%
Public Services 34.12%
States Treasury 31.37%
Supsrintendent Registrar 33.33%
T.A HNaone
COrverall Total 40.11%

It will be noted that just over 40% of all employees took no spells of sickness absence in
the twelve months ended 30 June 2005. This is similar to the United Kingdom Civil Service
rate in 2004 of 40.2%. However, it should be borne in mind that Jersey's figure includes
many employee groups where the requirements of the job are more physically demanding
and therefore the likelihood of being absent from wark is higher. Thus, the overall figure of
40% for all employee groups within the Jersey Public Service compares favourably with
the United Kingdom, which relates predeminantly to white collar workers.

Reasons for Absence

The data that is captured also identifies the reasons for the incapacity of employees.
These are analysed into 12 categories and the percentages atiributed to particular reasons
for absence compared to the totals absence levels in each Department are set out in the
attached table.




Table 7 - Reasons for Absence

gl 3 gl 3| 5| E| B g
1RIE E £ & §| o g 3| 3
= = g E = = g = [ =
] 2 E = - 5 i
gl B 2| % g! 8| 2| = % %
G| o| a| &| a| &| = = 2| & &| &
Dopartment | 8| 2l 2| =] s 5| 2] g| 2| | w
| Adrpart 1242 | 280 | 035|491 560 | 0.05 [ 1344 | 3460 187 | 353 | 1774 | 2980
Bailiffs Chambers 16.67 | 11.11 1667 | 1667 2778 [ 11.11
Customs & Immigration 083 | 0.47 T8 | 2315 | 1428 | 1087 0.30 | 3400 | 851
Driver & Vahicls Standards 453 1004 | 075 ]| 043 ] 5132 | 1547 7.55
Economic & Commarcial
Dav. 2.0 087 | 6451515 210 [ 22.41 032 | 700 3681 | 648
Educalion 4.97 17 [ 135|016 | B77 | 602 | 29124 | 1852 1.84 | 1485 | 18.68 1.893
Ermargency Flanning
Employmant & Social
| Security 011 | 0BS5S | 202 | 284 | 0897|2533 ( a9 4.78 | 14.53 | 30,19 [ 237
Fire Service 041 | 1.70 1683 | 374 | 7.83 | 3487 239 | 13.04 | 1888 [ 1.55
Harbours 19.95 820 | 0.81 | 20,08 | 2767 041 | 1154 [ 1085 | 0.71
Homa Affairs 0.3 | 2865 8836 | 379 033 | 544 s
Howsing 11.87 17.00 | 34.36 1385 | ME8 | 022
Incoms: Tax 1.58 | 1.19 [ 881 .93 | 30.10 | 30.59 20,58
Judicial Greffe & Viscounts 0.23 10.58 2807 | 2310 441 | 441 | 2861 | 058
Law Officers B35 | 0.78 | 1581 | 1061 | 1591 35,36 | 12.12
Lieutenant Govarmor 6.37 | 20.94 | §3.60
Official Analyst 18.75 BB.75 | 12,50
Owerseas Ald .
Planning and Ernviroamant 16.07 | 0.8 264 | 210 | 3203 | 2366 1056 | 1184 | 140
Policn 1.68 | 022 813 | 1.32 | 3250 [ 1238 0.85 | 26,70 | 13.02 | Q.82
| Policy & Resources 2.83 727 | 099 883 | 1634 | 545 | 4047 | 1841 | 1.4
Prison 038 | 005 | 014 | 843 _DET | 4.27 | 6558 046 | 1085 | 642 1.30
Privileges & Procadurea 385 [ 834 | 0488 28,70 2644 | 2065 | 1213
_Progation §7.66 | 1.07 [ 240 15.19 573 | 383 1.06 0.71 12,45
Public Services 271 | 4.08 | 037 741 | 085 | 15.38 | 3694 336 | 1662 | 1088 [ 128
Stales Treasury 27.97 084 | 760| 566 (| 502 | 2183 0.91 486 | 2266 | 256
| Suparintendent Regisbrar 46.15 48.15 | T&E0
T4 4651 | 42.55 10.64
Total 263 | 3.44| 081|047 | 822 | 345 1007 [ 2726 | 205 1530 | 1548 | 183

Note: % rates show a slight margin of error due to rounding

It is apparent that *musculoskeletal” is the single most significant cause for absence within

the Public Service. Bearing in mind the nature of the duties of a significant number of

States employees, such as manual workers, firemen, police officers, etc., and the
requirement to be physically fit to perform the duties associated with their roles, this is not

surprising.

Certificated and Non-cerificated absence

A department can require employees to produce a medical certificate from the first day of

incapagcity. However, the current practice in the States of Jersey is to require an employee
to produce a certificate after three days of absence. In this way, a measure of the levels of
short-term absences can be gauged from the level of uncerified absences.




The proportion of absences that are certificated and non-certificated are set out in the
following table. The final column identifies the average percentage of working time lost
assaciated with each depariment,

Table 8 — Percentage of Certificated and Non-certificated Absences

] z
H % &
I
Department
Alrport 19.59 | 8041 | 4,38
Balliff's Chambers FR.YG | 2222 | 076
Customs & Immigrafion 2146 | 7854 | 385
Driver & Vahicle Standards 340 | 9650 | 6.87
Economic & Commercial Dev. 2616 | 7384 | 229
Education, Sport & Culture 2668 | 7332 | 335
Emargency Planning 0.00 | 000 | 0.00
Employment & Social Security 30.21 [ 8979 | 3.81
Fire Senice 16,32 | 83.88 | 448
Harbours 10.12 | 8088 | 423
Heaslth & Social Semvices 40.01 | 5089 | 274
Home Affairs B.7T1 9129 | 1552
Housing | 1654 | 8346 | 4.74
Income Tax 2812 | T1.88 | 3.13
Judicial Greffe & Viscounts 28.38 | 7162 | 291
Law Officers 6061 | 39.30 | 164
Lisufenant Govemer 254 | 9746 | 520
Oificial Anahyst G250 | 3750 | 0.80
Qwerseas Ald 0.00 0.00 | 0,00
Planning & Enviranrment 2030 | 7970 | 433
Palice 18.40 | B1.51 | 4.82
Policy & Resources 17.83 | 8247 | a.7%
Prizon BA3 | 9102 | 928
Privileges & Proceduras 24.85 | 75.15 | 4.24 |
Probation 1160 | 86.40 | 4.94 |
Public Services 16,42 | 8368 | 592
States Treasury 1258 | 8742 | 3497
Superintendent Registrar 1538 | 8482 | 1.1
T.A 17.13 | 8287 | 4.10
Overall Total 2571 | 7429 | 368

It will be noted that nearly three-quarters of all absences are covered by medical
certificates.

Conclusion

The most recent data in respect of absence within the States of Jersey shows a clear and
sustained reduction in the levels of sickness absence since corporate data was first
captured in 2002. This indicates a significant productivity improvement during that period.

Nevertheless, this cannot be cause for complacency. The policy and procedures that are
applied within the Public Service are considered to be in line with good practice elsewhers.
However, this approach relies upon managers within the Service to constantly manage
absence and ensure that the policies and procedures are continuously applied. To this




end, the management training programme that is offered to all managers continues to
provide training in respect of this important issue.

A new initiative that has recently been introduced within the States of Jersey is the
provision of a counselling scheme. It is intended to trial this in four representative States
departments in order to gauge the impact that this service has on employees in those
depantments. Under this scheme employees can refer themselves to trained counsellors
for advice and support on home and work issues. It is anticipated that this service will have
a further beneficial effect upon levels of sickness absence.

In due course, future data will provide an indication of how the States of Jersey fares in its
continuing efforts to manage sickness absence effectively.

el The original report showed that the average percentage of working time lost per full time employee was 2.74%.



The revised figure was 3.00%. These figures may be compared with the figure for the immediately preceding period which
was 3.17%.

12 The overal percentage per Full Time Employee should have been 3.77% rather than 3.68%. This should be
compared with the percentage for the immediately preceding period which was 3.75%.

8l The SPAC report published in December 2004 observed: ‘It has only been recently, with the full implementation
of the One Click System, that the States of Jersey isin a position to measure absence properly. Previously reporting has been
patchy and it has not been possible to make comparisons between departments, between organisations or indeed to monitor
trends over time. Hopefully these fundamental shortcomings will now become athing of the past.” Paragraph 19.

1410 Excluding employees from the Education Service because figures for sickness absence in 2003 were not available as
Education only moved onto the One-Click absence reporting system from 1% January 2004. The Education Department has
informed us that its sickness absence rate for the period 1% January — 301 June 2004 was 3.46%.

B The analysis between certified and uncertified sickness absence excludes the Education Service, for whom no
information was available. Health & Social Services has aso been excluded as we were informed that managers within that
Department were not completing the relevant part of the form to indicate whether sickness was certified or uncertified. In
cases where the form was left blank the input to One-Click defaults to uncertified. H& SS have stated that they are taking
steps to educate their managers to fully complete sickness absence reporting forms.

[6I[3] Bradford factor = S x S x D where S is the number of spells of absence in the last 52 weeks and D is the number of
days absencein the last 52 weeks.



