EMPLOYEE’S GUIDE TO EVALUATION PROCESS FOR POSTS EVALUATED USING HAY METHODOLOGY
Introduction and Background
NYCC uses the Hay method under license from the HayGroup. The Hay consultancy delivered the first, start-up package of work March-July 2006 and, with ongoing review of results for technical content and advice from Hay, the JE Project team continued the work on the evaluation of all posts SO1 and above throughout NYCC prior to implementation in April 2007.

HayGroup evaluated the posts of Chief Executive, Directors, Assistant Directors and Business Unit Heads and, from a group of job selected in consultation with Directorates, across all Directorates, a benchmark sample of 60 other posts representative of all types and levels of job carried out in NYCC. This sample of 60 benchmark posts was evaluated by panels chaired and trained by Hay.
Consultants from Hay trained the first group of evaluators and on-going training is continuing in-house for maintenance purposes.

Process

The Hay method uses a set of job-scoring Guide Charts, the structure of which is common to all organizations using Hay. Over the following pages you will find some detail on the method’s three factors used for job evaluation.

Evaluation is by trained panel. Panels comprise one Senior Manager, a Unison representative and a member of the JE Team and/or HR representative.  

The aim of the JE process is to reflect by a process of judgement, the job size relativities as seen by evaluators.  Judging one job against others depends on a great deal of understanding how the job is done.  This relies on evaluators spending time to understand the job thoroughly. 

The JE method provides a disciplined framework, which if applied rigorously, enables objective judgements to be made by evaluators.  Hay method is a modified factor comparison method of JE which meets equal pay law in principle.  It is based on credible, simple and coherent models of the characteristics of different levels of work.

At NYCC job details are provided in the form of an up to date job description, person specification, JE request form to provide additional information and a completed Job Description Questionnaire if there is a person in post at the time of the JE request.  Managers are also asked to provide an overview for the panel either in person or via the JEG form.

A few days in advance of the meeting the panel is issued with the Job Description Questionnaires, job description, person specification and an appropriate JEG for the posts to be evaluated at the meeting. If there is no JDQ available, an up to date job description, person specification and a comprehensively completed JEG form will be the minimum expected to carry out evaluation (the most up to date version of the job description will be sought from the Directorate HR team/employee’s line manager).
On the day of the panel meeting, the line manager for each post, or a senior manager from within the business unit of the Directorate, is invited to attend to give an overview of the post(s) to enable the panel to set the job in context and answer any questions the panel may have to help their understanding of the job for evaluation e.g. to confirm financial dimensions, reporting structures, etc.
The panel work their way through the jobs to be evaluated and at the end of each evaluation, pause to review and check the result in accordance with the quality checks built into the scheme. Panels evaluate up to 5 posts at a time.  Panels are usually held over either a whole morning or whole afternoon.
The result of the panel’s work is then put through a quality assurance check within the JE Team. Results are also grouped together for vertical moderation – a review of evaluation scores by a different panel of Unison and management representatives – and, periodically, horizontal moderation panels meet to review like-type posts across the organisation to check consistency of results. These panels may query the results of the original evaluation and request review of an evaluation score.
Use of the Hay Guide Charts in NYCC

The following summary of scoring process for each of the three elements is designed to help to set individual scores in the broader context of the organisation as a whole and the precise use of Hay methodology.
The Hay Method of Job Evaluation measures jobs by assessing three distinct factors – the knowledge needed to do the job, the problem solving/thinking required by the job and the extent to which the job is accountable, within procedure, policy and managerial control/supervision, for achieving its objectives through the use and/or management of resources.
KNOW-HOW: the depth and range of technical knowledge, ranging from knowledge of simple work routines to in-depth professional knowledge, the knowledge required for integrating and managing activities and functions and the human relations skills needed to communicate with and influence individuals and groups both within and outside the organization in order to achieve results through people. There are three sections to this chart and through discussion the panel reaches agreement on which section is appropriate for each post; this reads off to a box with three options for scoring. Where there is no + or – on an element, the middle score is used, with options for higher or lower if appropriate.
1.  TECHNICAL KNOW-HOW is concerned with the depth and range of technical knowledge.  The scale A to H is used to recognise increasing specialization (depth) or requirement for a broader range of knowledge
Within NYCC, levels D, E and F are used. Since our use of the scheme starts at SO1 level posts, A, B and C are not relevant and it is only at Chief Executive level where G is used.
· D, Advanced Vocational knowledge, reflects the practical application of specialised methods, techniques and processes

· E, Professional level knowledge, requires depth of KH in a technical or specialised field built on understanding of theoretical concepts and principles and their organizational context. Knowledge is usually gained through qualification or extensive practical experience

· F, Seasoned Professional, reflects total proficiency in a specialised field and/or broad knowledge of different fields.

Panels will seek the best fit definition to evaluate, and may use a + or a – on these descriptions where there is felt to be overlap either way into adjoining definitions, eg D+ or E-; ( both these two options would give the same points score)
2.  MANAGEMENT BREADTH is the knowledge required for integrating and managing activities and functions.  It does not relate to broad knowledge within a particular specialist field but to the management breadth of the post related to the size of the organization within which it operates and reflects such aspects as functional diversity, geographic spread and strategic scope.

The scoring for this aspect ranges from O – task specific, I – activity specific, II – integration of related operations, III – operational integration of diverse functions to IV – total integration of the whole (the Chief Executive).

The largest proportion of posts within NYCC scores in the range of I, since most posts are required to operate within a specific area.  Those with broader scope score II and, at Director level only, III for the broadest scope.
Panels will decide which level is appropriate; it is possible to use + or – on this element.

3   HUMAN RELATIONS SKILLS are those required to communicate with and influence individuals and groups, both within and outside the organization, in order to achieve results with and through people.
There are three options for scoring: 
· 1 – normal tact and effectiveness is required, 
· 2 – interaction with others demands understanding, providing support and/or influencing; empathy and assertiveness are necessary but persuasion and reasoning are based on technical knowledge,
· 3 – interaction with others is critical to the post and involves changing behaviour, including inspiration, development and motivation of others. 

PROBLEM SOLVING: measures the thinking environment – the extent to which thinking is constrained by the context such as procedure, precedent and policy and the need to refer to others - and also the thinking challenge presented by the job – the complexity of problems, and the extent to which solutions lie within experience or require a level of creative thought. Problem solving is scored as a percentage of the Know-How score. There are two sections to this chart:
1. THINKING ENVIRONMENT assesses the extent to which thinking is constrained by the context (organisation, procedures and policies) within which it takes place – the ‘freedom to think’. This is measured on the scale of A to H; within NYCC D and E are used, with F being used at Assistant Director level and above.
· Level D reflects thinking within substantially diversified, established procedures, standards and precedents where the ‘what’ to think about is defined and, to some extent, the ‘how’ in that there are a number of procedures and precedents to enable responses to different work situations.

· Level E reflects thinking within clearly defined policies, principles and specific objectives where the ‘what’ is defined but there is a requirement, for example, to develop new procedures within existing policies.

2.  THINKING CHALLENGE assesses the complexity of problems encountered and the extent to which original thinking must be employed to arrive at solutions. Levels 3 and 4 are used within NYCC.
· Level 3 relates to variable thinking challenge where there are many differing situations requiring the identification and selection of solutions within the area of things learned, expertise and acquired knowledge; analysis of the problem may be required in order to arrive at the best solution
· Level 4 relates to adaptive thought required to bring significant evaluative judgement and innovative thinking to analyse, evaluate and arrive at conclusions.
The panel considers both elements and arrives at a conclusion eg D3 for which there is a percentage read off the chart from two options 9% or 33%; where the panel considers that there is a ‘+’ on one element, the higher of the two percentages would be used in the scoring of the post. A ‘ready reckoner’ provides the precise score for this element in keeping with the 15% step scoring system.
ACCOUNTABILITY: the answerability for action and the consequences of the action in terms of the freedom to act – the extent to which the job is subject to procedural guidance or managerial control, the nature of impact - the extent to which the job impacts directly on end results and the dimensions of resources utilized/importance of operational services provided.  There are two elements to the accountability score:
FREEDOM TO ACT assesses the extent to which the job is subject to personal or procedural guidance or control which may be exercised from within or outside the organization.  It relates to constraints such as procedures and policies, precedents and established ways of working and reporting structures.  From the available levels of A to G, for the posts being evaluated in NYCC, C to E are used, with F used for Director level posts and E for Assistant Director and some other senior posts.
· C level of freedom to act relates to operating within established precedents but with scope for flexibility and initiative within procedure and supervision of progress and results

· D level relates to latitude for discretion within established precedent and policies and within managerial control and review of results

· E level relates to freedom to decide how to achieve end results with significant decision-making latitude within clearly defined objectives and managerial direction.
The panel may opt for a + or – on these levels.

NATURE AND AREA OF IMPACT assesses two inter-connected elements – the nature of the impact which the job exerts on end results and the area of the organization (magnitude) on which the job has an impact. The panel consider whether there is a distinct financial dimension which can be related to the job and relate this to one of four monetary ranges on the chart. 
If there is no distinct financial dimension the indeterminate range may be used; the posts for which this approach is appropriate are those which provide a specialist advisory, diagnostic and/or operational service of critical importance to the organization.
For the remainder of posts, their impact on the financial dimension will be assessed against four options – 
· remote, where the post provides information, record keeping, etc on the financial sum concerned 
· contributory, where the post contributes information, advice and facilitating support for others in making decisions and taking action

· shared, where the post has explicit joint accountability with others outside their own structure for end results, eg partnership working

· prime, where the post has decisive, controlling, impact on end results and shared accountability of others is of secondary importance.
The score is arrived at by reading off the relevant level from the chart, taking account of any + or – on any element.

JOB PROFILE

This is the final check before adding up the scores from each page of the Guide Charts.  The panel look at the points scores for Problem Solving and Accountability and review the number of Points ‘steps’ between the two.  This is irrespective of the actual numbers and is a technical check to ensure that the balance of the scoring between the two reflects the nature of the post.  Within NYCC, there are a few posts of a backroom, research, nature where the profile is Level – the two scores are the same or where the Problem Solving Score is higher than the Accountability score.  The great bulk of posts score higher in Accountability and up to four steps difference is normal, with guidance available to the panel on how many steps would be appropriate for the type of work.  Once this check is complete, and any adjustments made, the panel confirms the total score for the post.
