MINUTES
JPAG

Riverside Lounge
8th February 2008 10.00
Present:

Deborah Hinde 
Neil Clifton 
Mandy Steel 


Resources Department


Iain Macmillan
Denise Smith




Jane Gannon



Jenny Hogg


UNISON

Jackie Johnson

Grace Perry

Vic Baines


GMB

John Bouchard

TGWU
Item 1 - Apologies
Apologies received from:
N Allars (GMB), M Allen (GMB), M Till (TGWU) & P Thorpe (UNISON)
Item 2 – Minutes and matters arising
Accuracy 

Item 5 of the minutes identified Jenny Hogg as an additional member of the terms and conditions group. This should have been Grace Perry (GP).
Introduction 

Deborah Hinde (DH) reported that the requirement for an equal pay audit had been added to the work plan

Appeals    

DH reported that she had asked senior managers to support requests for trade unions release
Action:  DH to arrange training for potential panel members and TU reps ASAP

New and changed jobs
DH reported that an update of new scores would be provided shortly

Action:  DH to request an update of released new scores

Denise Smith (DS) asked for an update on the potential for in-house Hay assessments.

DH stated that Hay were happy for this to happen providing that one of their staff could attend the first few sessions. DH also confirmed that additional information would only be requested where necessary and that staff would have the opportunity to appeal the Hay result

Terms and conditions
Neil Clifton (NC) stated that his focus is currently on the terms and conditions work, although work on schools is going on in the background.

AOB- Roadshows

DS noted that the NJE element of the pension roadshows was not obvious.

Action:  Iain Macmillan (IM) to liaise with Nigel Dowey

AOB – appointments on new grades

NC confirmed that a note had gone out and that this should have cleared things up. DS asked what had happened to employees where they had already been appointed on NJE grades.

Action:  NC to identify specific cases

AOB – Deferred date

Action:  IM to agree words with the unions and get them put on the payslips for February

Item 3 – Job evaluation process
DH introduced her paper on the proposed amendments to the job evaluation process and outlined the identified concerns 
Revisions to job description questionnaire The proposal to modify the questionnaire was accepted. However, DS did note that having already moved from Gauge to JDQ another new system could be seen as a negative step.  DH responded that the changes would be promoted as a development of the current methodology, rather than fundamental change.
Overview questionnaire It was agreed that managers should be asked to complete an overview questionnaire and be notified of when their service’s jobs are being considered by Panel.
Manager feedback DS noted that management involvement could be perceived as negative. Grace Perry (GP) and NC agreed but said that this could ensure a quicker, and more accurate, process.  Jacky Johnson (JJ) noted that staff would not mind as long they could be involved if the result of management involvement was to reduce the score for the job in question.  The proposal was agreed in principle, subject to there being adequate arrangements to inform employees of the outcome of additional input from managers.
Action:  The panel would discuss this further in their meeting  

Scheduling of appeals  DH explained her concerns about the potential duplication of effort.  The proposal to schedule appeals for stage 1 and stage 2 together was supported, but DS noted that she thought it would be very difficult to administer the process.
Management information system DH detailed the proposal. There was a general discussion around staff that were unable to appeal or where their request for a late appeal had not been accepted. It was suggested that these could re-submit a written request to the panel for consideration. 

DS observed that to limit the commitment to staff in a protection situation seemed unfair. It was suggested that the commitment could be reworded to say that all staff would be subject to the commitment with the date revised to the end of 2009.
Action:  DH to amend the wording   
Prioritisation It was agreed that a prioritisation process should be established, with each department nominating a gatekeeper to link to the JE team. 
Item 4 – Settlement of backpay
DH introduced the item and asked if the unions would considered their expectations.

DS stated that the unions had undertaken lengthy discussions around this point and that they had taken legal advice. DS stated their disappointment that management had taken this stance at such a late point in the process and that the unions would be very vocal on this point if the step to make no additional payment was taken.

She went on to confirm that the onus is on the management side to determine the amount that should be paid and then to make an offer.  Trade unions would only be able to commend such an offer to their members, if it was consistent with the amount that could be achieved by taking an equal pay case to Tribunal.
JJ stated that the unions would not be able to say how much but that they could say that management should settle their liability.

GP stated that employee were expecting this payment and that they had already been waiting for a long time.
DH stated that management would take all of these points into account in formulating their response.
It was agreed that DH would advise the unions of management’s response by e-mail, prior to the next meeting.
Action:  DH to e-mail union reps.

John Bouchard (JB) asked when the signings would take place and DH advised that the first letters would go out in March and that the first signings would take place in April.

Mandy Steel (MS) asked the three trade unions to provide contact names for ACAS. 
Action:  Unions to provide MS with contact names 

Item 5 – Terms and conditions
NC confirmed that he had appointed to the secondments for the terms and conditions work.

NC provided an update on progress. The work around car allowances and bonus payments has moved on well. The team are looking at additional payments and are linking in with the pay implementation team.

GP asked if any work had been done on staff in departments being paid additional points.

NC stated that the team are set to start linking with departments to undertake this aspect of the work. 

Jane Gannon (JG) asked how long the secondments were for. NC stated that they were for six months

Item 6 – Any other business
Appeals
DS asked that dates be provided as soon as possible. DS highlighted that letters had been sent out that implied that there was a cut-off date to confirm the intention to proceed with the appeal. DS suggested that if there was to be a fixed date that it should be further away.

DH agreed to take this on board and to have future letters re-worded to reflect that the information was needed for planning purposes rather than it being a final cut-off point.

Action:
DH to liaise with the NJE team

Phoenix project
JJ asked about the phoenix project and DH provided an update on progress. DH informed the group that SMB did not get to that part of her report in their previous meeting and that she will be going back to SMB on the 12th February. DH stated that it will then be considered at the leadership forum on March 3rd and after that it should be possible to provide more information about what staff can expect from the project. 
Item 7 – Date of the next meeting

The next meeting will be Friday February 22nd in committee room C
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