Sector by Sector detail of public service reform in England

While the public sector and wider public services are being reformed across the
whole of the United Kingdom it is in England that the most challenging ‘market-
based’ policies are being adopted and applied. This is in part because the Blair
government has direct control over public services in England, where this power has
been devolved to the respective administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland.

This has meant that the majority of controversial measure being applied relate only to
England —though as the parallel paper to this suggests despite the less aggressive
reforms in other parts of the UK there are common themes now emerging.

It is for this reason that we believe it both necessary and useful to draw a more
detailed picture of the reforms underway in each area of the UK’s public services.
Therefore this paper simply describes the current state (as it stands in August 2006)
of reform in England and should be read alongside the complimentary paper that
outlines the different reforms across the UK, as well as the themes, trends and
reactions to those processes.

1. Health

The NHS is changing faster than at any time in its history. Record investment
and service modernisation have delivered real improvements in the services
offered to patients, with reduced waiting lists, better standards of healthcare and
services which remain free at the point of use.

But these improvements are being jeopardised by sweeping changes in
England brought in with little or no consultation with the workers charged with
delivering change. Many such changes have involved the introduction of a
competitive healthcare market and the increasing use of the private,
independent and voluntary sectors.

The private and independent sector has a long history of delivering NHS
services. In primary care, General Practice is generally delivered through private
and independent contractors; namely General Practitioners (GPs). In addition,
private and independent sector contractors also deliver around 80% of mental
health services, significant levels of learning disability, most of long term care,
substantial levels of palliative care and Pregnancy Advice and Abortion services
etc. The private and independent sector has its most significant presence within
England and has the highest level of private and independent sector provision
across both the Acute and Care Homes Sector.

A number of initiatives were introduced in the early 1990s such as the use of the
Private Finance Initiative (PFI) to pay for building projects and other services.
Far from being a cheaper way to run projects, PFl is allowing private companies
to cream off profits while hospitals are saddled with high levels of ongoing debt.
A recent example is the Norfolk and Norwich hospital, where the hospital’'s PFI
consortium company took £115 million out of the scheme and replaced the
money in the project with borrowed funds. The Parliamentary Public Accounts
Committee criticised this re-financing deal for ‘lining the pockets of the investors’



while the hospital has been left to deal with a large deficit and has taken on
more risk.

There has also been in the 2000’s the development of Foundation Trusts, which
are intended as a mechanism to encourage greater freedom and local
accountability within NHS structures.

These developments have been built on with a flurry of new initiatives more
recently, including:

- Independent Sector Treatment Centres (ISTCs) taking on work
previously covered by the NHS. The first wave of ISTCs has placed
severe financial pressure on Primary Care Trusts (PCTs). The uneven
playing field established between them and the NHS providers means
wave 1 ISTCs being paid in fully by PCTs regardless of contract delivery.
The commercial costs and risks are effectively transferred back to the
public sector. The new centres have also been contracted to deliver on
less complex cases, leaving the NHS with the more complicated and
costly ones, but without any additional funding to cover a more mixed
intake of patients. Rather than providing additional value for money
resources, the ISTC programme has been designed to create a
sustainable market for pirvate sector providers. In some areas PCTs
have been forced to sign contracts, even in places where there is spare
NHS capacity.

The development of Payment by Results, in which money follows the
patient with a set tariff for particular procedures. Despite having been
only recently introduced, the move towards Payment by Results (PbR) is
already having a detrimental financial effect on both PCTs and NHS
providers. The Audit Commission has highlighted financial instability for
PCTs as the most significant risk of PbR. Under the previous block
contracts, trusts were guaranteed a certain income, which enabled them
to plan ahead more effectively. A trust would know the services it had
been commissioned to provide and be able to calculate, and plan the
provision of, the resources needed to provide these services. With PbR
this is not the case — a hospital can build new wards and then find they
do not have the patients to fill them. Where hospitals are built using PFI,
cost implications are likely to be particularly grave because the fixed tariff
fee for each item of treatment takes no account of the inflated overhead
costs that come with large scale PFI building schemes. Another
significant failing of the system is that it does not take account of multiple
pathologies or complex medical conditions, a consequence of which has
been the government’s decision that PbR will not be expanded in 2007,
as had initially been planned.

Moves towards Practice-Based Commissioning, which devolves
responsibility for commissioning services to local GP practices and most
recently invitations extended to organisations to bid for providing
commissioning services to Primary Care Trusts. The Department of
Health published the first part of the commissioning framework, focused
on commissioning NHS acute services in July 2006. The framework
documentation describes a process whereby PCTs and practices
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commission health and social services from a broad provider base,
including an expanded NHS Foundation Trust sector, private sector
providers, third sector organisations and PCT direct provisions. The
framework identifies competition between providers as a central driver of
service improvements and therefore does not support the opportunity for
developing capacity and expertise in-house at PCT level.

In addition, the government instigated an Arms Length Body Review to identify
efficiency savings within the NHS and this has resulted in much organisational
dislocation, including the outsourcing of NHS Logistics, which provides a whole
range of materials and equipment to hospitals. Furthermore the whole way in
which primary care is delivered is being reconfigured substantially with fewer
larger PCTs and strategic health authorities.

The pressure to adapt to new systems of competition has led to financial
instability and around a third of hospital and PCTs are facing deficits, with many
workers finding their jobs under threat.

The Government appears to be keen to experiment with both process and
structure in healthcare, expanding the involvement of private and independent
sector providers and challenging the traditional ways of working of providers,
commissioners; educators and healthcare staff. This changing environment has
created tensions amongst private and independent sector healthcare providers.

In fragmenting the healthcare economy through the plurality of providers,
current national and local workforce planning of healthcare staff could potentially
be undermined. Robust mechanisms must therefore be put in place to ensure
non-NHS organisations are contractually obliged to participate in workforce
planning processes and to ensure that Human Resources standards (including
terms and conditions and pensions) form part of any contractual obligation for
non-NHS organisations entering the market.

The trade union movement is calling on the Government to slow down the pace
of reform. We want a period of stability so the NHS can concentrate on making
the best use of the additional resources being put in by the government, rather
than being forced to deliver market style reforms that have not been tested and
that are destabilising the NHS. The NHS experience in England demonstrates
that untested and uncosted reforms, introduced with insufficient public
consultation can lead to unintended consequences that impact negatively on
patient care. Quality of patient care must be the primary consideration in driving
change. We recognise that public spending should always be open to reform to
ensure value for money and better patient care. Trade unions welcome well-
planned and properly resourced reforms, which can achieve improvements in
public health now and for the future, but involving NHS staff must lie at the heart
of this improvement process and engagement with the government must be
supported through an evidence-based case for change. Greater cooperation
and collaboration in Scotland and Wales show the way forward for improving
healthcare in England.

Education



Education in England is becoming an increasingly diverse sector. Twenty years
ago the vast majority of state funded schools were controlled by local
authorities. Local government also controlled Further Education colleges which
have traditionally been responsible for post 16 education for most young people
and adults who have not gone down the more ‘academic’ route towards
university. Indeed two decades ago university tuition was free, and many
students from poorer familes received a maintenance grant (though the real
value of this grant was already being eroded by the amount not rising in line with
the cost of living). Today’s landscape is almost unrecognisable for that picture.

2.1 Schools

Education has always been a key policy area for the Blair government, ever
since he declared his priorities, if he were to become Prime Minster as being
education, education and education. Indeed some would say that the
government’s continued and sustained reform of the schools sector
demonstrates its direction of travel in the broader public service debate.

In summarizing early New Labour policy we can view the years immediately
after their 1997 election victory as a concentration on setting national curriculum
standards and targets. However by the 2000s policy had moved onto how the
school sector was organized and structured. Therefore following their 2001
election victory the government pursued a policy of promoting “earned
autonomy” for schools — which meant successful schools (in terms of exam
results and numbers wishing to attend the school) could apply to alter national
agreed standards and how they operated. This was all part of the challenge to
the role of local government in providing education.

Further challenges to this role came in the guise of Academies. Academies are
state-maintained independent schools set up with the help of outside sponsors.
Originally called city academies, the government has dropped the word 'city’
because it wants to introduce them in struggling rural areas as well as the inner
city. A private organisation, such as a faith group, puts in £2m, and the
government gives £20m. The private organisation then runs the school outside
of the local education authority's (LEA) funding control, but still operates it within
all the national requirements for curriculum and standards.

The aim of establishing at least 200 Academies by 2010 has been greatly
helped by the Building Schools for the Future programme. In short this is a
complex policy and process designed to control the significant new investment
in capital investment that will renovate and rebuild all the secondary schools in
England. BSF will be financed by a mixture of public funds and Private Finance
Initiative (PFI) projects. It is thought that PFI will be used for new school build
projects and conventional public funding used for school refurbishment projects.
Which is how the government are ensuring the growth of Academies. There are
numerous stories of the government blocking funding until or unless a local
authority includes plans to build at least one Academy in their area.

BSF will work though local authorities finding a private sector partner to deliver
the services required under the BSF project. The authority will then form a Local
Education Partnership (LEP) with the private sector partner and Partnerships for
Schools (PfS), the Government procurement quango set up to co-ordinate the
BSF programme. The private sector partner will have an 80% stake in the LEP.
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These policies have now been taken a step further in the latest Education Act to
have been passed this year. In short the latest proposals about to be promoted
include plans to enable every school to link directly to a what is known as a
Trust. This is an independent, not-for profit body that could be a charity, private
company, individual, faith or community to whom all the school assets will
transfer. The Trust will also be able to appoint the majority of governors and
have significant powers to influence admissions, curriculum and the terms and
conditions of staff.

There will also be a Schools Commissioner created who will drive change
through the sector by promoting ‘choice’, advising parents and pupils on which
schools they could attend, and championing the establishment of Trust Schools.
This process will go hand in hand with the changing role of Local Authority who
the government clearly see as commissioners of services (“a powerful champion
of parents and pupils in their area”) rather than the direct provider of services.

As this summary highlights the schools sector is undergoing radical change
which by and large is vigorously opposed by the trade unions, and many parent
groups. The TUC has co-ordinated activity between the union in opposing the
latest education Bill, and this succeeded in the majority of Labour Members of
Parliament opposing their own government’s reforms. However the necessary
legislation was passed on the back of right wing opposition support, and the
government is enthusiastically pursing its aims.

2.2 Further education (for young people and adults over 16)

In the early 1990s Further Education colleges were ‘incorporated’. This meant
that they were no longer owned or run by local authorities, but rather
independent. The effects of this massive change are still working their way
through the sector especially when it comes to implementing nationally
negotiated pay and conditions (whilst there is a national negotiating structure,
colleges do not strictly speaking have to implement the annual agreement).
Colleges are also far more sensitive to changes in funding patterns from the
government and are increasingly bringing to an end course that are not deemed
economic or good at attracting lots of students.

The trend for economics to outweigh social considerations has been further
accentuated recently with the publication of the government’s plans for the
sector. As we have seen with the schools sector the government has a clear
model it want to pursue of establishing a mixed economy of providers, and
colleges are now expected to compete both against one another and with
private sector providers of training courses.

Significant changes to the way the sector is funded have taken place n recent
years and colleges are currently facing a severe funding crisis as the
government seeks to move the burden of funding onto employers and the
individual.

In additional the major new investment programme due to fund the renovation
and new build projects will now be channelled through the Building Schools for
the Future scheme noted above for schools. This will in effect crate a whole new
market for PFI companies who have also entered the Higher Education sector
by building student accommodation as well as academic buildings.



The FE sector therefore demonstrates the inequities and diseconomies that can
emerge by forcing ‘competition’” and the private sector into public services.

Local Government

3.1 General

We are currently waiting the publication of a two major publications in the
autumn that will set out the government's view on the future of local
government. The first is the Lyons report which was initially set up to investigate
how best to raise local taxation (the debate to date is over whether we should
replace our existing property tax with a local income tax). At the end of last year
Sir Michael Lyons who heads the inquiry decided that he could not conduct a
debate on how best to raise funding without also looking at what we expect and
require local government to do.

The second publication of note will be the government’s own White Paper that
will set out its vision for how local government will be organised and how it can
best carry out its duties. Both may be crucial in outlining the debate over what
type of local government we have in future years.

There is little doubt that many in the government do not want to see local
authorities providing services themselves, but would rather councils become
democratic ‘commissioners’ of services on behalf of the local population.

A note about the Gershon Efficiency Review

In addition to these documents Local Government is already coming under
pressure to change the way it delivers services and operates as a result of the
Gershon Efficiency Review recommendations.

This was a review commissioned in 2003 by the Chancellor and Prime Minister
to look at all UK Government expenditure. The remit was to find efficiencies to
recycle into other public services. “Releasing resources to the front line” was
published in July 2004 as part of the Spending Review and the
recommendations were simultaneously accepted by the Chancellor as part of
the three year spending plans for 2005/6 to 2007/8.

Gershon set out how £20 billion in efficiencies could allegedly be found and
suggested areas where the money could be wisely spent. The amount
represents about 2.5% a year for all public authorities and bodies. Of the £20bn,
£12bn (60%) would be expected to be found in hard cash savings and £8bn
(40%) in productivity improvements.

All Government Departments have been required to publish Efficiency Technical
Notes (ETNs) about how they are going to measure efficiencies and achieve the
targets set for them starting from April 2005.

While it is true that each department has had to make ‘savings’ it has become
very apparent that the areas that have seen the biggest impact of this agenda is
the civil service and local government.

Of course efficiency is nothing new - the public sector has on an ongoing basis
been asked to identify annual efficiencies through Value for Money exercises,
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targets and outsourcing. For example, there has been a Best Value efficiency
target in English local government for 2% per year.

The danger for public service workers now is that the will be pressure a) on job
numbers in administrative areas b) to take on greater and more demanding
workloads c) on conditions of service and d) on public authorities to consider
outsourcing and partnerships.

Gershon admired the “business process re-engineering” and “customer relations
management” (call centres) models of companies like BT and Capita. He was,
and still is, a centraliser and technocrat who is not an admirer of local politicians
or managers making local decisions to provide or buy goods and services. In
general he is in favour of organisations being forced together in regional
consortiums to provide economies of scale and to be able to afford to buy in the
best procurement expertise. This ‘centralising’ agenda is in direct conflict with so
called ‘New Localism”.

The new efficiency reviews mean that there is greater political pressure than
before to achieve targets, greater pressure to introduce new technology and
more effort being spent on measuring the performance of public services. The
National Audit Office and Audit Commission have both been asked to verify all
UK Government Department efficiency targets.

3.2 Housing

The UK and devolved administrations have inherited considerable backlogs of
repair and improvement requirements for their council housing stock. It is
estimated that to bring the stock up to a decent standard would require £19bn in
England, and around £1bn each in Scotland and Wales. Therefore, the debate
around social housing is dominated by how best to finance and raise these
massive sums of money.

The UK government has a manifesto commitment to bring the English stock up
to a decent standard by 2010 and the Scottish Executive and Welsh Assembly
have similar commitments. The Treasury prefers stock transfer or PFI as an ‘off
balance’ sheet solution as a means of achieving these targets.

Furthermore the treasury has given the Welsh Assembly permission to ‘write off’
council housing debt only if local authorities use stock transfer. The Scottish
Executive gave Glasgow City Council the same assurance.

In reality Scotland and Wales have only two investment solutions for an
authorities stock. Keep it in house and use existing resources, which are scarce,
or transfer the whole stock to a housing association.

However, in England due to tenants voting ‘No’ in stock transfer ballots a public
sector solution known as Arms Length Management Organisations (ALMO’s)
has been developed. The parent authority owns the stock, an ALMO is a
company created to manage the housing including developing investment
programmes, the company is also wholly owned by the local authority. Staff
transfer to the ALMO and have their employment status changed.

As a way of increasing the financial pressure on local authorities to go down the
ALMO route the government has just announced significantly increased
investment for ALMOs for English authorities. In contrast there is little doubt that




there will be hardly any direct investment or indeed directly run council housing
in England by 2008.

The trade union policy is to oppose all forms of investment solution except direct
provision. This includes ‘campaigning against ALMOs as vigorously as stock
transfers’.

Criminal Justice

4.1 Police Services

The Government’'s police reform agenda since 2001 has largely focused on
workforce modernisation and the development of new police staff roles and
responsibilities. The recent collapse of force restructuring, however, threatens
the realisation of many of these positive workforce reform objectives.

The broad direction of travel for police reform can be summarised as:
Better neighbourhood policing and improved customer responsiveness

Modernisation of the police workforce, including significant new opportunities
for police staff

Greater efficiency and effectiveness

New neighbourhood policing teams are designed to cement closer links
between the police and the communities they serve. The new role of Police
Community Support Officer (PCSO) is central to this vision, as are other
neighbourhood policing initiatives like the single non-emergency telephone
number and improved police call handling. The delegation of budgets to Basic
command Units (BCUS) is also part of this new localism agenda.

Up until June 2006 the Home Office was committed to delivering efficiency and
effectiveness via an ambitious force restructuring agenda. This would have
seen forces reduced from 43 to about 20 on a regional model. Funding
difficulties and a re-appraisal of political priorities following the appointment of a
new Home Secretary have seen these plans shelved. The focus has now shifted
back to a more standard Gershon approach of collaboration, shared services
and procurement to deliver efficiency agenda

The collapse of force restructuring makes any precise prediction of outcomes in
the future difficult at this stage. However, if current trends persist we may see
some voluntary mergers of forces, particularly where small rural forces abut
larger metropolitan forces and the regionalisation of ‘protective services’ (anti-
terrorism, serious organised crime, major incident handling) via a lead force
model. There is also pressure towards shared support services on a regional or
lead model basis e.g. finance, IT, HR, procurement. It is also likely that chief
constables will be given flexibility to vary workforce mix locally via relaxation of
funding constraints on police officer numbers.

4.2 The Probation Service

The Probation Service in England is undergoing a time of radical transition
through the effective privatisation of the service. As a result there is a great deal
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of disquiet and opposition to the Government’s proposals as outlined in their
document Restructuring Probation to Reduce Reoffending which proposed a
National Offender Management Service (NOMS). All the trade unions with
members in this service have voiced their total opposition to the introduction of a
market in probation services and to plans to break up the public Probation
Service.

In the consultation paper Restructuring Probation to Reduce Re-offending the
Government proposed:

- Removing the statutory duty to provide probation services from the 42
Probation Boards and reserve this function centrally to the Home Secretary.

- Replacing the existing 42 Boards with provider-only trusts

- Empoweing Regional Offender Managers to commission probation services
from trusts, the voluntary sector and private sector.

- Market testing and privatising probation services.

If carried through as initially outlined the Government’s proposals will lead to the
effective destruction of the public Probation Service and the replacement of
local Probation Boards with a less accountable business-dominated trust model.
This will be a clear sign of their reliance on a dogmatic and unproven belief in
the ability of markets to deliver complex probation services and an inappropriate
generalisation of the relatively simple prison service contestability model to the
much more complex probation environment. It is clear that in their plans the
government are simply applying a model of public service provision based on
competition and adversarial bidder relations that they have attempted to
introduce in other sectors. They are also refocusing of local service delivery on
a remote regional commissioning model.

Those on the left have often critiqued the proposals by pointing out that the
changes will lead to the devaluation of the skills, commitment and public sector
ethos on which the current Probation Service relies on to deliver a service that is
already hitting Government targets.

The Government has provided no evidence or business case for dismantling the
current 42 Broad structure for Probation governance. Indeed, the sole reason
given for this proposal is that it will enable the Home Secretary to reserve the
statutory duty to provide probation services centrally, rather than locally. This
unashamedly centrist agenda flies in the face of the Government's stated
commitment to localism in the governance and delivery of public services.

There is also no evidence that the private sector (through the NOMS model or
any other structure) can deliver probation services either more effectively, or
more cheaply, than the public sector; in fact, all the evidence suggests the
contrary. The Community and Voluntary Sector, on the other hand, have an
existing relationship with the Probation Service and operate with the same
public sector ethos as NPS itself. A mixed economy involving the community
and voluntary sector therefore already exists and is by far the preferable option
to privatisation.

The irony to this controversial agenda is that in 2005 the Home Secretary invited
the probation unions to develop proposals for a modernisation package for the
Probation Service in negotiation with officials at NPD. Following considerable
work by the unions, such proposals were sent to the Home Secretary on 29
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July. The proposals were aimed at delivering a workforce able to provide the
necessary flexibility and efficiency to meet the current and future demand for
effective community supervision of offenders. UNISON and Napo - the two
main unions representing the workforce - developed the proposals with a view
to supporting the case that co-operation and partnership offer a more effective
basis for delivering high quality probation services than contestability and
competition.

The unions also supported a national strategy for increasing the capacity of the
Probation Service on the basis of multi-agency working founded on the
principles of partnership and co-operation, rather than competition. Yet since 29
July 2005 the unions have had no response to their proposals. It is becoming
increasingly obvious that the partnership initiative between unions and
Government appears to have foundered on the dogmatic and inflexible
proposals for NOMS.

5.  Civil Service !

In its report Public Services Reform in the UK (now commonly known as the
Gershon report after its author Sir Peter Gershon),? the Government set out a
radical plans to reduce and relocate almost 100,000 members of the civil
service workforce. Since 2004 this plan has been rigorously implemented
across the UK'’s civil service and the government's efficiency targets are now
seriously impacting on jobs, services and working conditions. Job losses and
cuts have led to increased workloads, stress, failing services, delays, backlogs
and increased levels of assaults on staff. PCS now has serious concerns over
the threat of compulsory redundancy, for PCS members who want to continue
their careers, in many Civil Service areas and in Non Departmental Public
Bodies (NDPBS).

Outsourcing is occurring across the civil and public services. In the DWP staff
have been transferred to private contractors in the knowledge that immediately
they would be made redundant. This issue has been raised by PCS and Council
of Civil Service Unions (CCSU) with Ministers and assurances have been
requested that such practices will cease. In other areas outsourcing is
happening without the opportunity for staff to bid to keep the work in-house. It is
likely that the forthcoming Comprehensive Spending Review in 2007 will
increase this process still further and lead to further job losses, outsourcing, and
privatisation. Below we detail some of the departments most seriously affected.

5.1 Work and Pensions (DWP)

! A full and detailed account of the issues outlined in this section, and detailed account of what is
happening in the civil service has been prepared by PCS — the main trade union representing workers
in this sector. This report is attached alongside this paper for those who wish more detail on this sector
and PCS'’s policy and campaigns in relation to the current reforms.

2 Full details can be found at http://www.hm-

treasury.gov.uk./spending_review/spend srO4/associated documents/spending sr04 efficiency.cfm
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The DWP has lost 17,770 staff between March 2004 (when there were 132,537)
and March 2006. Their aim is to reduce the department’s staffing to 101,912
(Full Time Equivalents (FTEs)) by 2008.3

A significant amount of current DWP work is threatened with outsourcing, partly
to meet headcount projections (as work being done by non-DWP staff does not
appear on the headcount calculations). After the closure of Jobcentre plus
Action Teams (previously praised for their high performance) the government
announced that their replacement would provide employment services
exclusively from the private sector. No in-house bid was allowed.

Although the DWP have shed 17,000 posts to implement their Gershon targets
they have not issued compulsory redundancies and are not expected to in the
near future. Even so, they refuse to offer a guarantee of no compulsory
redundancies, and the possibility that a small number may arise in isolated
offices remains.

The most significant threat of compulsory redundancies related to the DWP is
their continuing programme of contracting out, after which the private employer
often makes transferred staff redundant. For example, the ongoing programme
to privatise all DWP Filestores to Capita. PCS continues to pressurise DWP
locally and regionally to do all it can to redeploy Filestores staff to other parts of
DWP in advance of planned transfers to Capita.

5.2 Defence (MoD)

In total 20,000 Ministry of Defence civilian staff face losing their job or being
transferred out of the department to the private sector. Defence Logistics
Organisation (DLO) which is part of the MoD is expected to deliver 6,000 of the
job cuts. 2,500 DLO staff, responsible for maintaining military capability, are
currently threatened with being collocated from across the country to one site in
the South West or losing their jobs.

Training in a whole range of skills and specialisms across the three armed
forces are set to be outsourced in two packages to defence consortia. The size
of the contract is huge and worth an estimated £19 billion, affecting an
anticipated 4,000 civilian staff and will effectively mean that the successful
bidders will own all the real estate and training services for the Army, Royal
Navy and Royal Air force for the next 25 years. The first break point in the
contract with an opportunity to review how the private sector is providing training
is after 15 years of the contract.

The trade unions believe these plans will make the MoD less accountable and
weaken the cohesiveness of Britain's defence forces at a critical time. Local
economies will also suffer. The MoD cuts programme is not socially or
economically cost-effective, and is driven more by arbitrary cuts rather than
sensible, practical policy.

5.3 Transport
Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA)

% DWP People Pocket Facts 31/3/06.
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6.

PCS members have reacted with anger at the announcement by Vehicle and
Operator Services Agency’s Chief Executive, Stephen Tetlow that he is pressing
ahead with plans to privatise the Agency. Prospect, PCS and Amicus have
joined forces to oppose plans to outsource VOSA's functions. All three unions
want to keep responsibility for road safety squarely in the public sector.

Driving Standards Agency (DSA)

The cuts in DSA result from the Agency's Organisational Design Review (ODR)
"Driving Safety Forward", which considered all aspects of how work is organised
and delivered across the DSA. The proposals of the review will impact on HQ
functions and service to both driving examiners, the public and driving
instructors. They will also open up the delivery side of DSA to privatisation. The
cuts are in essence about headcount reduction and reducing costs, ‘safe driving
for life’ has secondary consideration for an organisation which sadly appears to
be about increasing income whilst rewarding many of its staff with an uncertain
future. Trade unions are calling for the immediate halt of any further
implementation of the review prior to full and meaningful consultation on these
proposals.

There has been recent industrial action in this service following
recommendations in a consultant’'s report which the DSA are seeking to
implement. The proposals will see the closure of customer service units in
Edinburgh, Birmingham and London and the loss of approximately 80 jobs. It is
a move which unions believe will reduce the overall level of service that driving
test applicants and driving instructors receive, in addition to a loss of local
knowledge. The report by consultants Symbia and compiled at a cost of
£300,000, is already being implemented despite a lack of consultation with the
union. PCS believe that the working practices set out in the report will adversely
impact on road safety in the UK. The report also includes a proposal for work
currently carried out by higher graded staff to be conducted by driving
examiners in the future.

Examples of Trade Union public service reform ca mpaigns

Below are just some of the examples of how unions are campaigning to defend
public services from the market based reforms and privatization schemes described
above. The examples are meant to reflect the diverse approach and techniques
being used by EPSU affiliates.

UNISON’s
Positively Public
Campaign

Positively Public is UNISON’s campaign® for quality in our public services, and for
recognition of the essential role of public service workers in achieving this.

* http://www.unison.org.uk/positivelypublic/index.asp
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In the past the Positively Public campaign has included a range of public service
issues, from the quality of school meals and hospital cleaning to the promotion of
best practice. We have won widespread recognition and support for our evidence-
based critiques of policies such as the Private Finance Initiative and have been
successful in securing a number of important policy changes.

We will continue to provide a strong critical voice against policies that evidence and
experience demonstrates to be damaging the ethos, quality and efficiency of
services. However we also want to move the Positively Public campaign into a new
phase — one which celebrates the contribution public services workers can make to
improving public services.

What does the campaign want to achieve?
The purpose of the Positively Public Campaign is to ensure that:

UNISON has a clear and strong vision for delivering quality pu blic services
and a set of positive policy alternatives to ‘market-based’ reforms that are
shown to damage the ethos and effectiveness of serv  ices. Our vision will be
based on identifying and promoting examples of excellence;

support is maintained and strengthened for the high levels of investment in
public services that are required to maintain, and further improve, quality public
services, delivered through a well trained, valued and empowered workforce;

UNISON is recognised as leading the way in terms of driving change and
improvement in the public sector, through campaigning to promote quality
public services, the role of public service workers

there is a dialogue and an informed discussion with stakeholders involved in
delivering public services, including service users, employee organisations, policy
makers and providers;

a debate around the future of public services and key government policies that
engages and encourages participation from all stakeholders — a discussion
that includes the ideas and demands of service users and our members who
provide services.

NHS Together is the campaign alliance of all
the health service unions and staff associations together with the TUC. 16 different
NHS employee organisations are involved in total.

The NHS is changing too quickly, with far too little involvement of staff and with no
chance to assess the real impact of the changes.
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Increased investment in the NHS is very welcome and taken together with the
dedication and commitment of NHS workers to new ways of working, has delivered
major improvements in our health service.

NHS staff are concerned for a number of reasons, however, that these successes
are being jeopardised rather than celebrated.

Firstly, the deficits that exist in a large number of health trusts are resulting in
dangerous cuts and critical areas of patient care are being affected.

Secondly, we are concerned about the pace of NHS reform. We are not opposed to
change when genuine improvements can be demonstrated, but reforms should be
tested first and should not be implemented without adequate staff involvement.

Finally, we want an end to the fragmentation of our health system which is hindering
the ability of health professionals to carry out their duties to the best of their ability.
We agree with the government that public spending should always be open to
change to ensure the best use of taxpayers’ funds, but we do not believe that the
current reform agenda is providing value for money.

NHS staff are united in their commitment to engaging with the government on
reforms and want to play a continuing role in securing a better future for the NHS.
Our contribution is crucial to ensure that innovations and reform bring sustainable
improvements. We are calling on the government to enter into immediate and
meaningful discussions with health trade unions, professional associations and
patient groups to halt the damage being done to the health service.

We have fringe events at TUC Congress and Labour Party Conference, building
towards a lobby of Parliament on 25 October. We will also be building momentum
ahead of a national demonstration planned for February next year.

Public Service NOT Private Profit

The campaign aims to bring together trade unions from across the public sector,
linked to supportive MPs, and organisations representing those who depend upon
our public services.

The campaign is being coordinated by John McDonnell MP and the unions currently
taking part are ASLEF, CYWU, FBU, NAPO, NATFHE, PCS, NUJ, POA, and RMT. A
letter signed by each union’s General Secretary has been sent to all other relevant
trade unions and it is anticipated that there will be

huge support.

This campaign will be an opportunity for us to raise the wider issues but also for PCS
members to inform their MPs about the threat to the services we provide.

Please circulate this information to members NOW asking them to put the dates in
their diary and to build support for the rally and lobby in June.

Public services and public service workers are facing unprecedented pressure
from Government plans for privatisation and job cuts. Across virtually every
area of public service and with virtually no consultation, proposals are being
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brought forward to hand over services to the private sector at seemingly no
matter what the cost to either the taxpayer or service users.

In health, education, local government, prisons and probation and in every
department of central government the Government is forcing services into the
private sector. The Government’s Education & Inspections Bill is just the most
recent example of the threat to the very concept of public service. Even where
the private sector has failed and services taken back into the public sector, as
in the railways, the Government is re-privatising them!

Hundreds of thousands of jobs are at stake. The pay, pensions and conditions
of employment of public service workers are under threat. Services which our
community relies upon are at risk.

The present attack on public services is on such a scale that we are in danger
of witnessing the undermining of the very concept of public service provision in
this country.

The PCS Anti-privatisation Campaign

PCS established the anti-cuts campaign to champion the cause of public services in
response to the government’s public service reforms. The campaign aims to show
that job cuts on this scale would decimate public services.

The campaign started in July 2004 with PCS’s response to the Comprehensive
Spending Review on the front page of six national newspapers and has also included
one day of strike action on 5 November 2004.

The general objectives of the campaign were to:

1. Provide information to PCS members and get them actively involved in the
campaign to defend their jobs and public services.

2. Demonstrate that civil servants are providers of essential public services.

Raise awareness about PCS’s concerns among a range of stakeholders,
particularly the general public and politicians.

4. Persuade non-union members to join the union to strengthen our bargaining
position.

5. Avoid compulsory redundancies among PCS members.

6. Compliment the union’s overarching strategy to defend jobs, pensions and
public services.

At the outset of the campaign it was important to formulate our key messages so that
the campaign remained clear and consistent. The union organised a range of
consultative events with members to generate ideas. Messages were then tailored to
the different audiences we wished to reach;

Internal membership campaign materials were entitled: PCS Defending Jobs,
Pensions and Services, making them instantly recognisable as part of the
campaign and helping to convey the message that the union was taking up the
key concerns of the membership and acting upon their behalf.

External publicity and campaign material included the slogan ‘better public
services need civil servants to deliver them’. This message is understandable,
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emphasises the issue of service delivery and encapsulated a positive
message about public services.

To keep members informed and encourage them to participate in the campaign, the
union used a range of campaigning tools. We established a regular newsletter that
was also supplemented with leaflets, posters and petitions to help facilitate workplace
and public campaigning activity.

The union also consistently issued national, regional and local press releases to gain
coverage of the campaign. Articles were written for a range of publications and PCS
members were provided with campaigns and media training.

The national campaign has been supplemented with a range of campaigning
activities across all areas of the union. This has involved using all possible
opportunities to raise our opposition about the cuts to a range of audiences and
industrial action has taken place against the cuts and relocations in different parts of
the civil service and related areas.

Royal College of Nursing Principles: A Framework
for Evaluating Health and Social Care Policy °

Introduction

The RCN has been a defender and champion of NHS principles, and has used the
term to underpin many of its responses to health and social care reforms. However,
the NHS is not the only body involved in delivering health and social care services
and some have argued that the term ‘NHS principles’ might appear not to apply to
non-NHS providers and could alienate nurses working outside the NHS.

Furthermore, current expectations of public services are not easily reflected in some
aspects of the original NHS principles, for example the word ‘patient’ is now
increasingly substituted for terms such as ‘user’, ‘citizen’ or ‘consumer’.

Following a resolution at RCN Congress 2004, calling the RCN to reject ‘the creeping
privatisation of the NHS’, it was agreed that a new framework of principles was
required to assess and evaluate proposed changes to health and social care policy.

The RCN Policy Unit, in conjunction with a wide ranging reference group, began
developing a set of RCN principles that built on the original, but which are more
relevant to today’'s health care environment. For example, this broader set of
principles is intended to reflect developments in employment practice and new
models of patient involvement.

The RCN principles provide a standard against which we can evaluate service and
policy developments, consultations and initiatives across health and social care
settings and sectors within and outside the UK.

The RCN still argues that the public deserves a range of high quality, easy to access,
universal services, free at the point of delivery, and funded from progressive

® Full Document — RCN Principles: a framework for evaluating health and social care (2006) — is
available from the Royal College of Nursing website at www.rcn.org.uk
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taxation.This, in our view, remains the most effective way of providing for the nation’s
health.

In a modern and fast-changing world these principles simply help to test whether
proposed reforms really will reduce health inequalities, improve public health and
deliver high quality services and care for patients.

RCN principles and supporting statements

The four main RCN principles — quality, equality, accountability and partnership — are
underpinned by 18 elements. Each element is described overleaf, but it is important
to remember that the aim of these elements is to illustrate the intention rather than
provide overly long definitions.
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