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	This meeting was an extra meeting scheduled in following the report that went to ICJF on 22 October 2009. The report proposed changes to short term triggers, the appeals process and other minor changes to the procedure. This meeting was set up to hear the TU’s comments it was then intended to go back to ICJF on the 18th November.

	

	
	1. Triggers.

JC advised that it was his understanding that the TU’s do not support a change to the triggers, and following the AMCoG meeting on 8th September, management side  have considered comments from the Trade Union Side as part of the consultation process. The final proposal is 3 incidents in 6 months and 10 days (2 working weeks for part time staff) over a twelve month period.
JB commented that he believed the 3 incidents to be too tight and that someone could have 3 one day incidents and be called in for a meeting, thus wasting management and the employees time.

JC advised that although we expected more employees to hit triggers the management of absence is part of their role and so they should be aware of any issues and deal with employees accordingly in line with the procedure. A trigger meeting should be conducted by the immediate line manager and so numbers should not on the whole be excessive.

The TU’s advised that they understood that trigger points were necessary but couldn’t understand why we had reduced them. JC advised that the reduction in triggers was in order to help us reach our corporate target and evidence had shown that most authorities had tighter triggers than we had at present. Management explained that we acknowledge that there will always be illness within the workforce, but there is a continued need to reduce the absence level in line with our corporate targets, and our comparator Authorities e.g. Derbyshire, and therefore we need to improve on our 9.63 days and meet our target of 8.75days, along with improving this further. This is with a view to reducing absence costs across the Authority..

There was a discussion around having an additional criteria in the 3 incidents trigger to state if less than 5 days then the employee shouldn’t be seen, management did not agree this would be effective.


There was a further discussion about why have any incidents in the triggers at all and just say a number of days would trigger a meeting.

The group discussed the process of trigger meetings and how it is the management’s decision as to what action comes out of the trigger meeting and at this point we were not looking to change that.
	

	
	2. Appeals process
JC advised that management proposed to change the appeals process for it to be in line with the disciplinary procedure in that a FWW appeal would be heard by a senior officer rather than a members appeal panel, thus speeding up the process for all concerned, it was stated that appeals to members were taking longer than expected due to the setting up of members appeals panels and it was seen that this is not helpful to individuals and management when cases were taking longer than they should do.
MW advised that it made sense and would ensure consistency between processes but surely there was a case to encourage more members to hear appeals rather than get senior managers to hear them.
JC advised that it was an officer decision in respect of the final written warning, and therefore it seems more appropriate that an officer panel should hear the appeal. In terms of the appeal the test would be the same as it was in the member appeal. Where there is a dismissal then an appeal would still be heard at member level as in the disciplinary procedure...


	

	
	3. Other changes to procedure
JC went through the changes in the procedure explaining the reasons for the changes. There were a couple of points raised, which JC acknowledged management would look at again in relation to some of the wording proposed. It was agreed that these changes would be discussed at the next AMCOG.

	

	
	AOB
MW raised the issue of industrial injury and work related stress and how it was his belief that employees with these absence’s shouldn’t go through the attendance management procedure and so shouldn’t receive cautions etc. Management disagreed with MW as they explained that there had to be a way of managing someone whose absence was affecting the service no matter what the reason for absence was. Management advised that each case was taken on it’s own merits and decisions taken after looking at all the circumstances.

The next Steps

JC advised the group that management had taken on board the comments raised and that there would be a further report to ICJF. 
However it was agreed to take further comments on point 3, (other changes to the procedure) at the next AMCoG meeting scheduled.

	

	
	Date of Next Meeting and subsequent meetings
The date of the next meeting was confirmed for Wednesday 25th November 2009 at 14:00
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