Item No. 1 on Agenda

Staffordshire Police Authority


MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE LIAISON AND CONSULTATION COMMITTEE

HELD ON TUESDAY 3 FEBRUARY 2009 AT POLICE HEADQUARTERS, STAFFORD

Representing the Police Authority

	Bowen, A.

Gothard, L., MBE

Pearsall, D.M. 

Vigurs, P.F. 
	Brian, H.C.

Lewis, F.W., MBE

Poulter, M.J.D., MBE (Chair)


Representing the Police Federation

	Adams, A., PC
	- Constables’ Branch Board, Chairman

	Colley, D, PC
	- Constables’ Branch Board

	Gunn, N., Insp.
	- Inspectors’ Branch Board, Chairman

	Hill, Ms. J., Sgt.
	- Inspectors’ Branch Board, Secretary

	Hopkins, R., Sgt.
	- Sergeants’ Branch Board, Chairman 

	Jackson, A., Sgt.                                         
	- Joint Branch Board, Secretary 

	Judson, M.A., Insp.                                          
	- Joint Branch Board, Chairman


Representing Unison
	Axon, J.
	- PSD Operator

	Critchley, Ms. D.
	- Staffordshire Police Unison Assistant Branch   

  Secretary  

	Fulton, Mrs. A.
	- Southern Area Control Room (ACR)

	Gavin, Mrs. J.
	- Northern ACR

	Murray, Mrs. A.M.
	- Southern ACR

	Ward, Mrs. L. 
	- Burton PSD


Also in attendance: Ch. Supt. N. Baker (Divisional Commander – Chase Division), Assistant Chief Constable (ACC) M. Beale, Mr. P.G. Brindley (Treasurer to the Police Authority), Supt. D. Forrest (Communications Review Team), Mrs. A.J. Holmes (Principal Officer), Mr. A. Lee (Deputy Chief Constable), Mr. G. Liddiard (Director of Resources), Ch. Insp. A. Mason (Communications Review Team), ACC D. Paxton,
Mr. M. Saint-Dunn, Mr. C. Sims (Chief Constable) and Mr. A.R. Wallis (Chief Executive to the Police Authority).

Apologies: Mr. R. Conteh and Mrs. C.B. Edwards (Police Authority members) and Mr. M. Shepherd (Unison Branch Secretary)
PART ONE

Introductions

10. At the request of the Chair, colleagues around the table introduced themselves.

Minutes

11. RESOLVED – That the minutes of the meeting held on 28 October 2008 be confirmed and signed by the Chair.

Arising thereon:

Demand Management

12. The Committee received a presentation from Mr. Mike Saint-Dunn which advised on progress made by the Force, since the last meeting of the Committee, on the development of a demand management tool that would allow for the mapping of staff availability against operational demands, by taking into account the reconciliation of shift patterns, to achieve more efficient and effective service delivery within the four territorial Divisions.
This tool had been rolled-out in the Chase Division to test its operational suitability and, based on experiences to date, had been refined to give an optimum resource cover for any projected period in the future (based on the last twelve months operational demand and an evaluation of current shift patterns). This provided neighbourhood management area inspectors and sergeants with real-time data for the appropriate deployment of front-line staff by identifying stress periods (where staffing levels could be low and operational demand high, for instance bank holidays) and to manage this deployment against incident demand (the software allowing hourly snapshots of staff on duty and their whereabouts).

Discussions were ongoing with the Divisional Commanders about rolling-out this demand management tool Force-wide to proactively forecast and manage the staffing resource.

The Police Federation’s JBB Secretary asked if, when populating the data, due account had been made of duties necessary within the station, for example prisoner handling, as well as peaks and troughs in forecast operational demand.  It was confirmed that such tasks had been built into the model, which always retained sufficient flexibility to match resource availability to unexpected demand.

Unison representatives welcomed the development of the demand management tool and asked that account be made of the effects of high demand on ACR staff as well as operational police officers and PCSOs.
Sgt. Hill asked if the roll-out of the demand management tool was to be refined to include sergeants cover levels. It was confirmed that this development could, in due course, be built into the software as it was refined following greater use, giving inspectors and sergeants alike more flexibility in making deployment decisions.

Mr. Judson thanked Mr. Saint-Dunn for his informative presentation, stating that the Police Federation welcomed the progress that had been made by the Force in addressing their concerns around demand management raised at the October 2008 meeting.
13. RESOLVED – (a) That the presentation be received with thanks.
(b) That developments in the demand management toolkit be reported to future meetings of the Committee.
Item raised jointly by the Police Federation and UNISON
Force Communications Review
10. The Assistant Branch Secretary of Staffordshire Police UNISON advised that both the Police Federation and her own trade union had a duty to raise with the Authority their members’ joint concerns on the ongoing review of communications being undertaken by the Force Executive. Whilst it was accepted that changes could be made in the current communications arrangements by Force management, it was felt that full consultation on the two broad concepts (four Divisional Control Rooms and/or two operating centres based on the existing area control room arrangements with PSDs merging with control rooms) being mooted by the review had not been conducted in a proper fashion since early December 2008. Additionally the hybrid pilot solution being proposed (a pilot Divisional ACR at Stafford Police Station and a Northern ACR operating out of Hanley) had cost implications which the staff associations believed were significant, in the order of £200,000 for Stafford alone: a cost which was difficult to justify in the current economic climate. It was not known if this was the true cost of the review, as a dedicated review team had been established with an external advisor plus some costs had been taken from other budgets, but this had been done against the backcloth of a missive from the Director of Resources that significant savings would have to be made in 2009/10 and beyond.
Together with the cost implications of the review, the effects of restructuring on communications staff was having an adverse effect on both their performance and their personal lives, thus impacting adversely on the trust and confidence strategy. Staff were fearful of their future roles within the organisation. Meetings with staff from the Human Resources Department had commenced in preparation for the roll-out of the pilot arrangements from 1 April 2009, although the Department had not been able to answer all the questions asked of them, including the extent to which future proposals would affect existing managerial posts within the Communications Department.  The pace to move towards the pilot arrangements had taken staff by surprise, leaving them feeling demoralised and not valued. The physical geographical relocations of staff had yet to be confirmed and only added to their worries about their future roles and the effect that the disruption would have on the standard of service being delivered to the public of Staffordshire.

UNISON also stated that the main concern of the public was that there were not enough police officers on the front-line to respond to their calls and no matter what changes were being proposed for the communications centres this resilience issue was still not being addressed.

The Chairman of the Police Federation’s JBB echoed the above sentiments, adding that consultation had been open with the Force Executive up until early December 2008 but then there had appeared to be a difference in opinions amongst Force management on the way forward. The announcement of the hybrid pilot to be operated from April this year had, therefore, come as a surprise to the Federation’s members. There was concern amongst members that the proposals would cause massive disruptions to both staff and Force premises and have a negative effect on performance. All of the deadlines announced in the New Year had been short and it was felt that not enough thought had been given on the concerns raised by staff operating in the roles affected by the proposals.  The Authority was urged to have due regard to the comments expressed above when making a decision on the proposed pilot arrangements on 11 February 2009.

Three of the UNISON members present stated their own personal perspectives on the proposals, citing a real difficulty to work at full potential with the proposals hanging over them. These were experienced and dedicated workers, who had a real pride in working for Staffordshire Police but believed that the mooted pilot would result in the loss of staff with great expertise, through the reduction of managerial posts, and the goodwill of all communications staff. The lack of answers to questions raised with corporate HR staff and the lack of clarity about where they would be located in the future was having a detrimental effect to both their working and private lives. The police staff believed that this lack of clarity and potential job losses would not happen to uniformed police officers with the same lengths of service as they had. The staff members praised the Review Team for the communications which they had shared and appreciated that they did not have all the answers. Finally they asked why changes were felt necessary to the current arrangements when the Force had a nationally recognised call handling service.
Sgt Hill stated that she had spoken to ACR staff within the Chase Division prior to the meeting, who had expressed their concerns to her. The works planned at Stafford Police Station would be particularly disruptive, if, as it was believed, they were to be carried out alongside other major works. Additionally there was a fear that the proposals could adversely affect the resilience of police officers on the front-line. Insp. Gunn asked that there be transparency in the decision-making process for the proposals, with the results of the interim arrangements being published.
The Chair of the Authority acknowledged the issues raised above and invited the Chief Constable to comment thereon.
Mr. Sims stated that the proposals being advocated were not being proposed as a consequence of failings in the current arrangements but as a response to a real and necessary desire to move the organisation forward. There were no criticisms of staff but there was a need to continuously improve communications within the Force and better marry the demands placed upon Divisions and the ACRs in meeting the needs of the public and delivering a sustained high quality service.
ACC Paxton advised that all of the concerns expressed above had been debated in full at Executive meetings and that he was not able to speak with absolute clarity about which communications model may be adopted by the Force in the future. The differences of opinion in the way forward had highlighted the need to find answers to a number of questions, hence the interim proposals mooted. The roll-out of the second year of the trust and confidence strategy brought with it the need to find solutions to ensure that the organisation was fit for purpose and a review of communications was felt necessary to continue the focus of putting the customer at the heart of service delivery.  The review was commissioned to better understand what developments the Force needed to make around communications both externally with the public and internally between Divisions and Departments to ensure a seamless approach.  The unanswered questions could then be revisited with the data collected at the end of the review period for the interim arrangements and decisions made.  The professionalism of the staff working within the Communications Department was unquestionable but the need to continue to grow as an organisation to meet rising demand was not. The hybrid structure proposed was felt to be the best ‘fit’ for the future growth of the organisation, although this would be borne out, or not, and informed by the results as at the end of September 2009. The models proposed did not in any way bind the organisation to a future structure but the data gleaned from these pilots would be invaluable in determining what that the future communications structure might look like.  The Force’s estate impacted on the proposals, with limited opportunities in the North of the County and flexible arrangements possible in the South – these had been part of the considerations behind the proposed interim arrangements.
A meeting of the Force’s Project Board had taken place on 2 February 2009, with representatives of the staff associations, trade union, the Police Authority and the Review Team. They had discussed the draft proof of concept for the hybrid solution proposed from 1 April 2009 and noting that a full business case would need to be agreed by the Authority on 11 February 2009. It was agreed that, whilst the pilot was in operation, the maintenance of the existing call handling performance standards was a priority although service standards were forecast to show greater efficiencies. The results at the end of the pilot (the scoping phase) would be thoroughly assessed and an informed decision made, taking account of the Property Strategy, on the future model for Force communications.

The costs of the pilot arrangements included costs that were necessary to keep the technology fit for purpose, monies that would have been expended whether a review had been in progress or not: this expenditure was in the region of £155,000 and would provide for improvements in the flow of calls, especially between ACRs in times of peak demand.  Discussions with staff affected by the interim arrangements and the staff associations and trade union would continue to endeavour to answer individual questions although it was accepted that not all answers could be adequately responded to until the evaluation of the pilot arrangements had taken place. The Force had agreed to mitigate the additional mileage costs incurred by those staff displaced from their current place of work during the interim arrangements from April to September 2009.  The timescales proposed for the control room at Stafford were that it would be operational by April 2009 and the pod at Hanley would, it was envisaged, be operational from May 2009. The evaluation criteria for these temporary arrangements would be rigorously monitored and provided for staff engagement during and at the end of the pilot period.

The Chair of the Authority echoed the need for the business case for the proof of concept (ie the proposed interim arrangements) to be transparent, to take account of all of the comments/ concerns raised above and to be based on a genuine desire to move the organisation forward. He was pleased to hear that such issues had previously been discussed with the Review Team and in SMT meetings.
The Chief Constable stated that the Force had a proven track record of change management and had shown credibility and courage in other areas of service delivery, where pilot arrangements and testing, based on sound value judgments, were found not to be the appropriate direction of travel after thorough testing. A final decision on recommendations for the future of communication arrangements in the Force would be made in the autumn of 2009 being based on the learning experiences gained from the interim arrangements.

11. RESOLVED – (a) That the Police Federation’s and UNISON’s concerns be noted.
(b) That the staff association and trade union be asked to fully engage with the Review Team  and the Human Resources Department during the transition to the proposed interim arrangements and beyond.

(c) That, assuming that the Police Authority agree the proof of concept business case on 11 February 2009, an update on the communications review be made to a future meeting of the Committee.
Item raised by the Police Federation

Proposed Change from 4 weekly pay for Police Officers
12. The JBB Chairman advised that the Force’s decision to move police officers to a monthly pay date, with effect from 1 June 2009, had resulted in the Police Federation receiving an unprecedented level of concern from amongst its members. The majority of representations received had been against the proposal. The Police Federation had understood that any change in the pay arrangements for police officers, which had been mooted by the Force for some eighteen months, had to be formally agreed by the Police Authority and it understood that this approval had not been sought by the Force.

Mr. Judson advised that he and the Branch Secretary had met with the Force’s Payroll and Pensions Manager on the best way to communicate with police officers the proposed change and an ‘everybody to everybody’ email had been agreed. The Federation, however, had been taken aback by the strength of opposition to the proposal from its members, who had perceived the proposal to be a ‘done-deal’. Many police officers had sought greater detail on the proposals to reassure them that they would not be disadvantaged by the change from being paid every four weeks to being paid at the end of every calendar month. This proposal had come at a time when police officers were already facing many changes and concerns around this proposal were having an adverse effect on confidence amongst officers.  Mr. Judson asked what level of representation the Force had received to the proposals and what responses had been made or offered thereto.
The Director of Resources stated that a lot of time had been given to the best way to consult police officers on the proposal, including agreeing communication arrangements with the Police Federation.  The Force had asked officers to let them know what it was about the proposals that were causing them concern. To date 72 responses had been received, 66 of which had been against the proposed move from four weekly pay, although specific arguments against the proposal had not been cited.  Mr. Liddiard confirmed that the proposals would not financially disadvantage any officer and would allow the Force to realise greater efficiencies with the payroll administration process, budgeting and financial control. The proposals would still allow police officers to retain a proportion of their pay in advance. Mr. Liddiard advised that the Force was happy to have individual conversations with officers who envisaged particular problems with moving to the new arrangements and any bank charges etc associated with this change could be reimbursed by the Force. It was confirmed that police support staff already received their pay on a monthly basis so this proposal did not affect this group of employees.
The Police Federation representatives advised that the 66 responses received by the Force did not accurately reflect the depth of feeling against the proposals by their members. As such they requested the Force to consider the holding of a ballot to gain the true depth of feeling.

Mr. Liddiard stated that the holding of a ballot would undoubtedly result in a majority vote against the proposal. What the Force needed to understand is what individual officers’ concerns were, and each could then be responded to individually. Mr. Judson thanked Mr. Liddiard for this offer of support and asked if an independent advisor could be asked to look at the proposals to reassure officers that the proposals would not leave them disadvantaged.  The Chief Constable invited Mr. Judson to nominate an independent advisor to look at the proposals and the Force would pay for this piece of work; one that would be invaluable in strengthening the confidence of police officers.
The Chair indicated that the Authority would, in any event, not consider themselves to be bound by the outcome of the ballot which the Federation had suggested.
Sgt. Hill confirmed that she was one of the 66 officers who had submitted a Form 65 in response to the ‘everybody to everybody’ email and that she had received a timely and satisfactory response to the questions she had raised. She suggested that it may be appropriate for the Force to consider sending a follow-up email to police officers, reiterating the offer of support to individual officers with the transition to the proposed system, highlighting the Force’s offer to reimburse bank costs etc associated with this move and to mention the employment of an independent body to verify the proposals.
The Vice-Chair of the Authority commented that the Authority could not resist accepting the proposal based on the sound arguments put forward by the Director of Resources and that he welcomed the offer of individual advice and support to police officers fearful of the transition. This view was echoed by Mr. Bowen who stated that any change in pay arrangements was going to be a sensitive area for consultation and that appropriate support mechanisms, which were in hand, should accompany the transition to the new arrangements.

13. RESOLVED – (a) That the Police Federations’ concerns be noted.

(b) That the Chief Constable be asked to consider sending a further ‘everybody to everybody’ email to police officers to make them aware of the advice and support available to them; and

(c) That the Police Federation be asked to identify and nominate a suitable independent advisor to examine the proposed change from 4 weekly to monthly pay for police officers and that his/her details be passed to the Director of Resources as soon as possible.

14. RECOMMEND POLICE AUTHORITY – That the move from four weekly pay to monthly pay for police officers from 1 June 2009 be agreed.

Diversity Issues

15. The Committee considered, in accordance with the Authority’s Race Equality Scheme, the implications and relevance of items on the agenda for the Authority’s and the Force’s functions and policies and the promotion of diversity.

Dates of Future Meetings

16. RESOLVED – That future meetings of the Committee be held on Monday 30 March 2009, Wednesday 28 October 2009 and Monday 5 April 2010, with meetings commencing at 10.00am and being held at Police Headquarters.

Conclusion
17. The Chair of the Authority thanked colleagues around the table for an important meeting; the Authority appreciated all of the comments made.

The Chairman of the JBB thanked the Authority for convening this ad-hoc meeting at short notice.
M.J.D. POULTER

                                                                                                                Chair
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