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UNISON’s response to the proposed re-structure  
 
Barnet UNISON, after consultation with its members, does not consider the meeting and 
presentation on the 13th May constituted appropriate meaningful consultation as defined in 
legislation and Barnet Homes Managing Change procedure.   
 
UNISON has identified and vocalised the weaknesses of the presentation to the Human 
Resources Manager and requested a full report. As you know the purpose of meaningful 
consultation is to ensure that those affected by change are given the information they need 
to make informed observations and choices.  It should also mean that informed decision - 
making leads to improved services with less risk to Barnet Homes’ residents. 
 
The presentation itself: 
 
• lacked any meaningful detail and had no information on the likely effect on the 
structure beyond the top end and no discussion on the effects on service delivery for 
Barnet residents;  
• while 90 minutes was given to the meeting well over a third of this time was spent 
placing managers in groups to discuss where they thought operational service functions 
might be placed.  The conclusion to this exercise appeared to be that it didn’t actually 
matter as there would be a flexible approach to the management of services. In hindsight 
the allocated time on this exercise could have focused on other aspects of the restructure.  
• Half the structure (Directorate of Business Improvement) was not even discussed 
because there wasn’t time. 
 
UNISON does not consider consultation has begun until we have the detailed report which 
will be presented to the Board on the 19th July. In the consultation meeting UNISON 
asked if the Managing Change Policy was going to be followed in that those not obtaining 
a position in the first interviews would then cascade down to other available positions in 
the second tier. The response was this would result in a lengthier process and that ‘we can 
either do it quickly or we can do it properly within a longer timescale’ UNISON firmly 
believes that the process should be open and transparent, even if this extends the 
timescale. 
 
(1) We believe that the start of meaningful consultation would require our members to 
be presented with a report outlining clearly written proposals.  Specifically identifying the: 
 
• Reasons for the restructure. 
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• Background research and benchmarking including identifying what other structures 
considered and why they were rejected. Indeed, as virtually every ALMO has a 
similar structure there is no logical justification for ignoring/dismissing their 
approach.   

• It appears that only Homes for Islington were examined and even then no detail 
was forthcoming.  

• Financial implications of restructuring.   
• Impacts on the rest of the organisation such as the middle management structure 

and Barnet Homes frontline staff. 
 
Financial Implications of the restructure 
 
The PowerPoint presentation lacked detail. The figure of £500k savings has been used but 
it is unclear what this figure includes and more importantly what this figure does not 
include.  For example:- 
 
• Costs of Redundancies,  
• The use of external consultants to manage change 
• Any pay increases to the new 1st and 2nd tier structure. 
 
We believe that there are risks that the restructure may be used to improve pay at the top 
end of the structure at a time when the public sector is coming under even more scrutiny 
into the pay of senior officers.  It appears that 3 senior posts could be earning in excess of 
£100k something which would reflect back on Barnet Homes at a time when most of their 
staff will be expected to take pay cuts and or lose jobs. Furthermore we are concerned that 
these proposals could see some senior managers identified as the new Heads of Service 
receiving pay increases in the region of £10-£15k per annum. 
 
Many public sector organisations have been criticised across the political spectrum for the 
overuse of consultants.  We also believe that there is potential here for public money to be 
wasted on consultant’s fees.  
 
From the limited information we have seen it is our view the new structure will not save 
money but may actually cost Barnet Homes more to implement.  We believe that the real 
savings will come from increasing workloads and cutting jobs at middle management and 
frontline levels.  This will also mean that services and service levels to Barnet Homes 
residents are also cut.  This structure will lead to increased levels of waste, job losses at 
the front end of services and deteriorating public services.  UNISON believes that these 
options need to be fully costed in order for Barnet Homes Board to make informed 
decisions. Barnet Homes Board members could be at risk of agreeing to implement 
changes without regard to a full financial and risk analysis.   
 
(2) Meaningful consultation should include a full financial appraisal of the proposal 
which should include, but not be limited to, costs for: 
 

• increased salaries at the top of the organisation. 
• redundancies throughout the organisation. 
• use of external consultants 
• use of internals staff to manage the change and those required to backfill posts. 
• Impact on lower tiers 
• Impact on PAs  
• Equality Impact Assessment  

 



Capacity issues 
 
The Senior Management Team would be reduced by almost half yet no explanation or 
consequential analysis was given as to the impact on the rest of the organisation. 
 
• There was no discussion on over half the service area discussed (Director of 
Business Improvement). There had not been time to discuss this and there was not even a 
slide on this area. It is our view and as you can see by the comments in this paper, that of 
our members, that it is being done quickly and not necessarily thoroughly.  
 
• We question the purpose of the breakout session. What part does this have to play 
at the start of the proposed consultation period and was it reasonable to expect staff to 
participate in such an exercise after being told that a number of staff would be losing their 
jobs?  This only confirmed  that the proposed new structure had not been fully thought 
through in advance. 
 
Risks to the company/Capacity to deliver services to our customers (voids, etc..) 
 
Following discussion with my members 
 
It is the view of our members that the merger of Asset Management and Housing Services 
would put a number of risks in one section. This section for example would have to deal 
with complex and varied types of work and we believe would have difficulties responding 
to meeting these demands.  In addition, the major concern is the workload that would be 
covered by 4 senior managers, which is a reduction of 50% on the previous structure. Is 
the suggestion that the existing sections are over staffed by such significant levels?  
Furthermore, during the presentation it was clear that the new Directors and Head of 
Services would be expected to work at more strategic level. An example was provided by 
the CEO that Head of Housing Services had to develop a void action plan to improve void 
performance but in future this is something that HoS would have to do. It is not clear why 
the existing SMT member did not develop the plan this time.  
 
This above statement leads us to believe that much more pressure will be put onto middle 
management and frontline staff.   We strongly recommend that the next tier down need to 
be considered as part of this review.  UNISON have already had concerns raised by 
members of staff in the tiers below SMT within Asset Management.  
 
UNISON understands there are a number of projects that are ongoing such as Procuring a 
majority of BH external repair services - the value is in the region £230 million. Would it not 
be beneficial to wait until the outcome of the procurement review so the resources within 
Asset Management can be realigned depending on the type of contracts rather than using 
management theory to develop the new operational section? Notwithstanding this point it 
is clear from research that there is now much more focus on more effective management 
of contracts by the client, which a partnering contract has not always achieved. It is not 
clear from the themed structure within the operational section how this would be 
addressed.  The significant staff reductions within financial service will also add to the risk 
of not achieving VfM and possibly not detecting fraud.  
 
UNISON has concerns about implementing a new structure when there are new 
challenges to be met. 
 
The HRA Review will have a significant impact on Asset Management. There will be a 
need to undertake stock condition inspection/surveying on certain elements as well as 



consulting with residents. This is a complex piece of work and will challenge the team. 
Again in the proposed new structure there is no understanding of how this valuable project 
will be carried out.         
 
There are still a number of major challenges in the Housing services. Leaseholder 
management was identified as a weakness in the last BV inspection report.    
 
However voids are one of the major risks. Voids turnaround period was 52 days at year 
end and rent loss is £1.089 million this is £400k above the target. We understand Board 
members have also raised concerns about this area of work. A recent Short Notice 
Inspection has highlighted that voids/lettings is something which is on the Audit 
Commission’s radar.  How will this be addressed with a reduced workforce? 
 
There is also an intention to transfer Housing Needs from the council to Barnet Homes. 
Although there has been no discussions with the staff or council trade unions. Will there be 
the capacity in the new structure to provide this service? 
 
To merge the two services could mean some projects are shelved and may result in not 
providing good customer services to residents especially where the senior management 
team has been reduced significantly.  
 
The meeting on 13 May did not even mention the position of the Chief Finance Officer, 
which we understand has been designated as the Head of Finance.  This means that the 
CFO is not on the leadership team and does not report to the Chief Executive directly.  
This is against the recommendations of the Treasury and CIPFA for public sector 
organisations – indeed SOLACE are also positively backing the guidance.  We know that 
Barnet Homes has very sound financial management and have real concerns as to what 
this would mean.  It is essential that the CFO has sufficient status to bring influence to 
bear on all material business decisions to ensure immediate and longer-term risks and 
opportunities are fully considered.  The CFO must also lead the promotion and delivery by 
the whole organisation of good financial management so that public money is safeguarded 
at all times and used efficiently, economically and effectively. 
 
The HRA Review, if implemented, will further emphasise the importance of this role as 
does the general economic situation and the pressure on the public sector. 
 
In the event of any proposed transfer of additional services from the Council together with 
new business opportunities the organisation will require a skilled Chief Finance Officer 
who has considerable experience of the council. 
 
In addition, there are now no financial skills on the Board of Directors. 
 
The proposals suggest that the number of qualified accountants will be reduced from three 
to one.  Finance is a complex area and we feel that this will pose a significant risk to the 
company, and severely increase the workload of those who remain. The significant staff 
reductions within financial service as mentioned above will add to the risk of not achieving 
VfM and possibly not detecting fraud.   
 
Other Concerns  
 
There are some points in the minutes that were recently circulated where we would like 
further clarity: 



• 3.3 – It was mentioned that a holistic approach is required to achieve the delivery of 
an integrated delivery.  Could this be expanded on as we are not sure what this 
point means - would this be in both sections, is  this point also saying there is an 
intention to re-structure all of Barnet Homes? 

 
• 3.2/4.4 – Could some further information about designing the structure be provided-

it was stated best practice on the subject was adopted. Are there any examples of 
this in practice i.e. any other organisation(s) using similar best practice models?   

 
• 4.10 – It states that the group would like the process to be done quickly but fairly. It 

is our understanding that only two people said it needed to be done quickly. We 
need to make it clear that the process should be fair and due diligence should be 
followed, failure to so could result in Barnet Homes having to face a judicial review. 

 
UNISON do not want to oppose change, but want it to be carried out openly and 
transparently with all stakeholder understanding the process and timescales. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
Chief Executive Officer plus 3 Directors – 
Housing Services, Asset Management and Finance and Resources, with some SMT 
reductions.  The present proposals will need more staff at lower levels to make them work.  
We would like the opportunity to work with Barnet Homes to develop this proposal in more 
detail so that a way forward can be agreed.    
 
In conclusion UNISON would appreciate a response in writing to all the concerns 
outlined in this document before the next meeting on 23 June.  
 
 
John Burgess, Branch Secretary, Barnet UNISON. 
Anne Denison, UNISON Convenor for Barnet Homes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


