
 

Camden UNISON report on the equality impact of the My performance scheme 

Introduction 
Following some years of campaigning by Camden UNISON, Camden announced towards the end of 2015 that it was 

scrapping its performance related pay (PRP) and appraisal scheme, dubbed “pay modernisation” and replacing it 

with a new scheme called My performance. We highlighted key features of the new scheme here on our website. 

We have now received detailed information from the Council on how the new scheme has been implemented, which 

this report will break down and explain for members. Crucially we will be looking at the impact on members and 

different groups of staff of the three major elements of the scheme: performance status (whether someone is 

performing well or not), bonuses (of 1% or 2% of annual salary) and vouchers (as £40 vouchers can be awarded). 

In short, the new scheme is highly preferable over the previous one, and nearly all eligible members benefit 

relatively from it compared to previously. However the allocation of bonuses, which Camden UNISON remains 

opposed to in principle and on practical grounds, has remained highly discriminatory, and continues to discriminate 

against those earning under £40,000 a year, those from black and minority ethnic (BME) backgrounds, disabled 

workers, part-time workers and workers aged 45 or over. Those earning over £60,000 per year continue to 

disproportionately benefit from the scheme. 

Performance status 
With performance status, the primary difference between the new and old schemes is that the number deemed 

underperforming has plummeted, from around 11% on the old scheme to 2.5% today (84% are deemed as 

performing well, with the remainder deferred or blank). We believe this is because the new scheme requires 

managers to put measures in place to support underperforming members of staff to improve and so discourages 

“punitive” downgrading. The elimination of sick leave as a reason for labelling staff as “underperforming”, which 

Unison repeatedly argued for, appears to have eliminated the disproportionate labelling of disabled staff as 

underperforming, which we welcome. There are no other clear equality issues visible with performance statuses. 

Another key difference with the previous scheme is that the vast majority of staff now receive a larger pay rise: staff 

on SP grades progress one increment per year until the top of their scales, and staff on P and M grades get 2% plus 

cost of living increase (currently 1%), rather than just 2% total. 

So while there are some equalities issues with the statuses, the number of staff affected is much smaller than 

previously - only around 100 people. 

3.6% of black staff are deemed as “not performing well” compared with only 2.2% of white staff. But as outlined the 

number of staff is very small so we cannot be sure if this is statistically significant. So we will continue to monitor this 

to see if the pattern continues.  

Bonuses 
The remaining major element of the previous PRP scheme, the bonus scheme, unfortunately is also where the 

discrimination inherent to the previous scheme has continued. We will break down the main areas of concern. 

Pay level 

An improvement to the scheme was that staff on lower grades (SP grades) would now be eligible for bonuses like the 

higher paid. However while this may technically be the case, it does not seem to be happening in practice. 

Shockingly not a single member of staff earning under £20,000 per year got a bonus, whereas nearly half of those 

earning over £60,000 did. Of those earning under £30,000 per year only 7% got a bonus. The general trend is the 

same as in the last scheme: that the higher the pay bracket, the more likely staff are to get a bonus: 

https://camdenunison.org.uk/2015/12/04/camden-drops-discriminatory-appraisal-scheme/


 

 

As the bonuses are a percentage of salary, lower earners also get much smaller bonuses. So this compounds the 

inequality of the scheme. So here we will look at the total amount of bonus money essentially allocated to each 

average staff member in each pay bracket1: 

 

So here you can really see the inequality within the scheme: staff members earning over £60,000 per year get an 

estimated average of £449 each in bonuses, whereas staff earning under £20,000 get nothing at all, and those under 

£30,000 receive on average just £19 each. 

Ethnicity 

As in the previous scheme, the bonus scheme still remains to be institutionally racist, disadvantaging workers from 

black and minority ethnic (BME) backgrounds. This time round management have provided the full breakdown of 

payments by pay level and ethnicity which has been requested by Unison for the past three years, so we are able to 

fully analyse its impact. 

As previously, white staff are considerably more likely to receive bonuses than Asian staff, and nearly twice as likely 

to receive bonuses as those from mixed race or black backgrounds. 

                                                             
1
 This figure, as well as subsequent individual bonus allocation figures, is our estimate of the mean average amount of bonus 

money received by each individual member of the group. It is calculated from the estimated total amount of bonus money paid 
to a group, divided by the number of staff in the group. The total amount of bonus money paid is necessarily an estimate as we 
do not know people's exact salary, but it will be an accurate estimate as we do know the £10k range the salary is in. 
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And again because bonuses are a proportion of salary and white staff are massively over-represented at senior levels 

in the organisation, when you take into account bonus size payments made to staff members of different ethnicities 

are even more discriminatory. So on average white workers receive an estimated £122 in bonuses, far more than any 

other ethnic group and more than double that of black workers, which is just £54: 

 

When we raised the issue of racial disparity in the last scheme, management argued the scheme was not 

discriminatory but BME workers were less likely to receive bonuses as they disproportionately occupied lower 

graded posts. So for years we have been requesting information about bonuses paid to different groups within each 

pay bracket. Management have finally provided this, for which we are grateful. 

Here we take a look at the only two pay brackets where a significant number of staff received bonuses, £30-40k and 

£40-50k: 
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Interestingly we can see here that proportionately, white and Asian workers within each pay bracket received 

bonuses at the same rate. So the discrepancy in bonus awards between white and Asian workers is purely down to 

there being disproportionately few Asian workers in senior roles. However, for black and mixed-race workers, 

significantly fewer staff are receiving bonuses even in jobs on similar grades. So there is not only indirect race 

discrimination based on seniority but also direct race discrimination within pay brackets. 

Age 

As in the previous scheme, there remains less favourable treatment for workers aged 45 and above, as those aged 

44 and under are 56% more likely to receive a bonus:

 

Part-time status 

Again as in the previous scheme, part-time workers are significantly disadvantaged, with full-time workers more than 

twice as likely to receive a bonus: 
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Gender  

As in the previous scheme, there is no significant difference in treatment of genders with regard to the bonus 

scheme. 

Disability 

Figures on disability are not as reliable as for other categories, as most disabled workers are not declared as such on 

e-HR, and the number of declared disabled workers is very low. That being the case, allocation of bonuses to people 

who have or have not declared a disability on e-HR is relatively even, with non-disabled workers slightly more likely 

to receive a bonus. However the differential is not necessarily statistically significant, so we will monitor this moving 

forwards to see if the pattern remains. 

Vouchers 
Since the My performance scheme came into being 744 £40 vouchers have been issued to staff. These have been 

awarded relatively equitably with regard to gender, ethnicity and declared disability status. They have been awarded 

disproportionately to full-time workers - 19% of whom received vouchers, compared with only 12% of part-time 

workers. In terms of pay bracket, workers in the £30-40k range received the most (24%) with significantly fewer in 

the lower pay brackets. Over £50k very few workers received vouchers, however many more in this group received 

sizeable cash bonuses (see above). 

Conclusion 
While the performance status element of My performance is significantly preferable to the previous scheme, the 

bonus scheme retains all of the discriminatory elements of the previous scheme, including the boost to the highly 

paid and the institutional racism. 

In terms of the racial discrimination element, it can be clearly seen that black staff are significantly disadvantaged 

not just due to being proportionately low paid, but also compared to colleagues in similar roles. 

While senior management have repeatedly stated they share some of our concerns, PRP has now been in place for 

nearly 4 years, and no meaningful progress has been made in addressing these problems. As we stated in 2012 

before PRP was introduced, this kind of inequality is inherent to all PRP schemes. 

In Camden it has proved no different, so the view of Camden Unison is that it’s time to scrap it, and instead of 

handing the most money to the most highly paid, give a flat rate pay increase (of around £120 each) to all staff 

earning under £40,000 per year. 
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