Letter to Branches
	No 508/2009 
	Ref :GM/IH
	Date:  29th June 2009


To Branches with BT Members

Dear Colleague
 
BT Project Holborn – Performance Management and Management Style

As branches will know, discussions on Performance Management and Management Style have been taking place under Project Holborn and will be continuing. Attached to this LTB is a letter from John McGee on behalf of BT Group detailing the progress made to date and proposing a package of measures designed to move the situation forward. 

The letter represents real and significant progress and commits:

· That there will be no managed exit targets on scorecards. We will also have sight of the briefing material that Alex Wilson uses when discussing this with the SMT.

· That there will be no forced distribution or quotas

· Further discussions around the levelling process aimed at setting standards and more transparency

· A series of statements from the company that encompasses these issues

· There will be a consistent application and approach from all the lines of business

· The MCC policy will be redrafted to emphasise it as a retention policy and not a means for exiting people.

· An alignment of the job search process under MCC to bring it in line with the Transition centres
· The introduction of MCC specialists who will have direct involvement and authority in personal cases, with agreed criteria to ensure the focus is on adjustments in post and to ensure the job search process is properly handled
· A review of the penalties under the discipline procedure should the case review show that these have been disproportionate

· An ongoing review of personal cases for 6 months at least

· An appeals process in both the Attendance and Performance Procedures

· Regular sharing of data regarding PiPs, including exits and equality data

· Safeguards, including representation rights, around the use of compromise agreements and clear statements that compromise agreements are not a substitute for management processes
The TFSE does have some concerns around the issue of Performance Category Differentiation but we believe that we have made the wording as strong as possible to protect our members. Nonetheless, the TFSE has formally recorded our concern in a written response to the letter, which is also attached.

As a result of this progress the TFSE submitted an emergency motion to Conference in which Conference agreed to support the package, on the understanding that there needs to be a visible step change in management style over the next 6 months, or the TFSE will ballot for industrial action.

The letter does represent real progress but there is still work to be done. The discussions will be ongoing as will a review to ensure there is a step change in management style as a result.

Yours Sincerely

Grace Mitchell

Assistant Secretary
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Date: 5th June 2009

TO:
John McGee


Head of Employee Relations 


BT Design & Operate

Dear
Mr McGee

Project Holborn

Thank you for your letter of 4th June detailing your proposal in respect of the Performance Management and Management Style discussions taking place under Project Holborn.

The Telecoms & Financial Services Executive believes your letter represents significant and meaningful progress which we hope will preface a step change in management style. We welcome the commitments that there will be no managed exit targets, forced distribution of ratings or quotas, moving forward; that there will be a consistent system and approach across the lines of business; and that there will be further discussions surrounding the levelling process.

The commitment to redraft the Managing Changing Capabilities procedure to emphasis that as a retention policy, refocused on adjustments to the existing roles, re-emphasising the priority given to those being dealt with under the procedure for job vacancies and realigning the job search process with the BTTC are all positive moves. We also welcome the direct role of MCC specialists in case management which we clearly expect to reinforce the focus on adjustments and remove the artificial time scales being applied to job searches.

We are pleased that the company has now also agreed to the introduction of an appeal process in the Attendance and Managing under Performance procedures, which will now bring the company into compliance with the ACAS Code of Conduct and look forward to further discussion about that process and its implementation.


We also welcome the safeguards around the use of compromise agreements and the clear statements around these not being a substitute for normal management processes.


We are concerned, however, about the introduction of Performance Category Differentiation and that it may be open to abuse or inappropriate use. Here, the TFSE believes we have robust wording to protect our members but nonetheless will be keeping the application of this under specific review.


Clearly we have both committed to ongoing discussions and it is critical that we review  how such an agreed approach impacts on our members. While we accept that an improvement in management style may not happen overnight, we cannot stress enough how important it is that there is seen to be a noticeable difference in approach quite quickly. Indeed, these discussions have been so comprehensive that if we fail to see progress on the ground, the only recourse left would be industrial action.

The TFSE is prepared to accept the package of measures outlined in your letter but clearly the advent of conference means that there is an opportunity for our branches to fully debate the issues. To that end the TFSE will table an emergency motion supporting the package and seek to get the agreement of Conference delegates, making clear that if the company do not deliver on your commitments, that we will have no choice but to hold a ballot for industrial action. 

Yours sincerely,


Grace Mitchell


Assistant Secretary


cc
Tom Keeney


PH team



Personnel team



John McGee
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5th June 2009

Dear Ms Mitchell,


PROJECT HOLBORN – RAISING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ORGANISATION


Through our discussions on a range of initiatives linked to BT’s transformation plans the Company agreed to address the union’s concerns regarding management style / performance management.  We recognise that the CWU view these issues as potential barriers to our joint ability to progress a number of the initiatives that are designed to counter the effects of the unprecedented economic conditions that we are faced with. It is vital that we face up to these matters and ensure that BT is well placed to emerge from the current uncertain economic climate in a strong position. 

In responding to the concerns raised we recognised the strength of feeling that has been voiced by the unions on behalf of their members and agreed that a joint problem solving approach would be the most productive way of addressing any issues raised. 


We have held a series of meetings with CWU and Connect representatives aimed at identifying what the issues are and explored possible solutions. The meetings have proved to be positive and constructive enabling significant progress to be made in a relatively short timeframe. The outputs from these discussions form a package of measures that we believe represent the basis of an agreed way forward. The details are  summarised below.

1.
Targets on managed exits (scorecards)


We have listened to the union’s concern that a widespread practice of using scorecard objectives linked to the achievement of managed exits has a direct impact in relation to inappropriate management style. Both CWU and Connect are seeking a commitment from BT that there will be no scorecard objectives on achieving a managed exit target.


The company has explained that managed exits are forecast as part of our normal resource planning, together with a range of other Total Labour Resource (TLR) dynamics such as resignations, retirement, new joiners, and redeployment, which are taken into account when determining our resource plans. However, we have acknowledged that in some limited instances the specific resourcing dynamic of managed exits has been translated into a scorecard objective in some areas of our business. 


Having reviewed the matter I can now confirm that, going forward, there will be no scorecard objectives to deliver a level of managed exits and that scorecard objectives will be in relation to the totality of TLR delivery. Compliance to this commitment will be monitored through a corporate governance process that will review all of the team scorecards across BT for alignment with the business objectives.  This commitment has been reinforced through a briefing to the BT SMT that represents the 400 most senior managers across the company by Alex Wilson, Group HR Director.

2.
Company statement


We have discussed the need for BT to be a high performing organisation, where performance is clearly and fairly differentiated based on achievements and behaviors. 

The unions have put forward a view that there are instances where it believes the performance management process is being used to force the distribution of ratings to a pre-determined outcome, which results in a number of people rated as under performers with no real evidence to support the outcome. 

I can commit that there will be no quota or forced distribution of performance ratings going forward, although there remains a clear need to drive for greater differentiation of performance in order to give focus to improving individual and business performance.

Our performance management framework contains three cyclical phases:


 


· Planning – defining clear job standards, objectives, capabilities and development plans 


· Performing – providing continuous feedback through coaching and one-to-one discussions 


· Reviewing – holding formal quarterly and year end reviews and setting development action plans. 


One area that we agreed to discuss further is the emphasis we place on achieving the right balance of investment of time at the planning stage – to ensure that standards are set at an early stage, rather than at the reviewing/levelling stage where the application of a consistent standard can, on occasions, give rise to concern regarding the transparency of the process. 


The company is, in principle, prepared to issue a statement that builds on these three phases and clarifies the appropriate approach to raising the performance of the organisation in a fair and consistent manner. A series of communications will be prepared for discussion between us and will align with the outcome of our overall discussions.

3.
Inconsistency of approach across LOB’s


Since starting our discussions BT has completed the roll out of the e-performance system across the entire company, resulting in a single, consistent platform for dealing with performance. We have confirmed that we will also establish a pan-BT portal that will provide a single source of performance management information for all employees. The portal will contain toolkits, guidance and support material that will aid consistency and application of our performance management process. A demonstration of the portal will be arranged during the course of the next few weeks and we commit to further discussion regarding the content of the management guidance that can be accessed there, including the levelling process.

The unions expressed specific issues in two particular LOB’s and separate discussions have been held with the appropriate management teams from those areas of our business. I can confirm that all LOB’s are committed to raising the performance of the organisation in a consistent manner that aligns with the content of this letter. 

Additionally, the company is considering what steps are necessary to improve general line management capability and to focus on assisting line managers to perform the basics of their line management responsibilities well. The basic tenets of the line management covenant include 1:1’s, team meetings, coaching and inspiring those that you manage to perform to the best of their ability. The detail of this programme is currently under design and will be discussed with the union over the coming weeks.


4.
Performance Differentiation

A key characteristic of a high performing organisation is continuous improvement and through our performance management processes we are aiming to drive this across BT. Being clear and helping people understand where they feature on the performance continuum is an essential input to an open conversation about the nature of the improvement that we wish to encourage.  

Attached at Annex A is the performance differentiation procedure that we have discussed with the unions to support line managers in performance discussions with individuals. This procedure will be applicable across BT and where applied feedback will be given to individuals.

5.
MCC Procedure


Through our discussions we have focused on how to improve the support provided to our people who experience changing capabilities. We have set out a preliminary view of actions that will begin to address some of the concerns highlighted by the unions and committed to scope out further enhancements by the end of June. In summary these are:

· Re-emphasise MCC as a retention policy;


· A more effective procedure, focused on adjustments in the existing role, where practical to do so;


· Embed the Enable support available;


· Improve the job search facilities and improve access to support tools so that we are closer aligned to the support afforded to redeployees in the BTTC;


· Confirm roles and responsibilities; and


· Agree measurable success criteria.

We have established LOB MCC leads and a part of their role will be to act as custodians of the MCC policy. The leads will have a direct role in decisions around adjustments and job search arrangements. The decision making criteria associated with the leads role as custodians of the policy will be subject to further discussion between us.  When we next meet we will address this point in more details and set out our plan for implementing the changes highlighted in this letter. 

6. Individual Cases


To demonstrate our commitment in establishing a high performing organisation with the unions through supportive management practices we have committed to review any individual case you submit where it is believed the procedure has not been applied appropriately. This exceptional process will be put in place for a period of  6 months and will augment the formal appeals procedures associated with our performance, conduct or health policies. 


We have investigated the union’s concern that disproportionate penalties are being applied under the conduct procedure, in an attempt to establish any underlying trend. It is acknowledged that discipline is not a substitute for performance management however, in reviewing the data it is apparent that unless a full review of each case is undertaken it is difficult to establish an objective view of the handling of previous cases. We have therefore agreed to use the data from the individual case reviews requested by the union as the basis for further discussion between us on this matter. 


7. Appeals Process

We have discussed the need for an appropriate appeals stage within our Performance and Attendance procedures prior to the final stage of the process i.e. dismissal stage. We have committed, in principle, to establish an appropriate appeal stage for both the Initial and Final warning stages of these procedures and will continue to discuss with the unions the design of these new stages. 


8. Data Points

We will wish to monitor the progress we make in raising the performance of the organisation and agree that there are data inputs that will help facilitate an ongoing dialogue between us. We will provide to the union data that covers the spread of APR ratings, the number of people on a performance improvement plan, the number of performance leavers and appropriate equality data associated with performance management.   

9.
Compromise Agreements

The use of compromise agreements is common practice throughout the industry and BT will retain the right to offer compromise agreements where it is in the business' interests to do so. However, we both acknowledge that compromise agreements are also not a replacement for either attendance or performance management, nor should they form a generalised approach to dealing with widespread situations that arise. Where consideration is being given to the use of a compromise agreement that the mutual consent of both parties is a prerequisite. 

The decision to severe employment by mutual consent is a serious step and therefore it is agreed that where a compromise agreement is being considered that the employee will be given appropriate time to evaluate their options before deciding to proceed with a compromise agreement. Normally this will be at least 3 working days, which will also enable union members to seek guidance from the union on the matter. In some instances, individuals may also wish to be represented by their union representative in a further discussion to explore all the options available in which case the individual will confirm their preference to management. 


SUMMARY


We have made good progress on the range of issues set out above. This package of measures is designed to reach an agreement between us on how we take forward the actions that are necessary to raise the performance of the organisation. On the basis that we are able to achieve an agreed forward we are committed to work with the unions over the coming months to monitor the progress of our performance management processes and improve these where appropriate. 

Yours sincerely,

J McGee


Head of Employee Relations









Address: PP HWD683, Virtual Postbox (HOM – NZ), London N18 1ZF





_1306656966.doc
[image: image1.png]nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn







[image: image2.png]Headquarters 150 The Broadway | Wimbledon | SW19 1RX
T 0208971 7200 | F 020 8971 7300 | www.cwi.org

From the office of Grace Mitchell | Assistant Secretary
Emall gmitchell@cwu.org | Direct Ine 020 8971 7242






Date: 15th June 2009

TO:
John McGee


Head of Employee Relations 


BT Design & Operate

Dear
Mr McGee

Project Holborn

I refer to my letter to you of 5th June, explaining that the CWU would be recommending a motion to our Conference that they accept the proposals contained in your letter of 5th June.

Conference agreed the motion, which as I made clear in my letter, is underpinned by industrial action should there be no obvious change in management style. As part of the conference debate, I made clear on behalf of the TFSE, that if we did not see a step change by Christmas, then we would be balloting for action.


Clearly the CWU hopes that by agreeing to this package of measures we can begin to see rapid progress that can be built on in the coming months, improving the environment surrounding performance management and directly impacting management style in a positive way.

Yours sincerely,


Grace Mitchell


Assistant Secretary


cc
Tom Keeney


PH team



Personnel team



Andy Park
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Performance Category Differentiation


Introduction: 


Performance Category Differentiation (PCD) is used as a tool to help facilitate continuous improvement of individuals and team performances. It will assist managers in not only identifying best practice but also giving greater focus on areas of an individual’s performance for further development. PCD will highlight performance across the entire performance spectrum and its key purpose is to improve the performance and development of the individual and the team. For example, managers that have a team of individuals all rated “Very Good” and “Good” will, using the PCD approach, still be able to identify Development needs.

PCD is intended to add to a more positive performance environment that focuses on raising the performance of the organisation through individual and team development thereby creating better performance.

Procedure: 


1. In completing annual and half year reviews, managers will give further consideration to each individual’s performance in each of the following category markings i.e. “Very Good”, “Good”, “Generally Satisfactory”, etc. 

2. Within each category the manager will determine the trend for each individual by comparing their performance with others in the same category e.g. “Good” to be rated as upper range, mid range or lower range. In this way managers can differentiate performance and be more able to focus support and development needs where it will improve performance. These categories are for the purpose of discussion between the manager and the individual and do not alter the APR  category.

3. Following full completion of the review and only after the levelling exercise has been carried out the manager must discuss with the individual their performance and the PCD rating. In these discussions the manager should identify clearly the areas to improve and/or develop over the coming months. The key elements of the discussion should be recorded as part of the review and personal development plans agreed accordingly. 

4. Managers should monitor progress and this should form part of the regular 121 performance discussions. 


5. Managers may seek to compare and contrast members of the team, but must not rank individuals as that is not the purpose of this tool. 


6. PCD is purely a tool to help managers assess development needs and it is not appropriate to utilise PCD  as an additional aspect of the Managing Under Performance Procedure 

7. Where it is evident that individuals are underperforming then line managers should follow BTs stated performance management policy and procedures. A PCD rating is not a trigger for initiating these procedures.


