Letter to Branches
	No.  466/2009
	Ref  IC/LEL  AS.2.6.2
	Date:  28 MAY 2009


TO BRANCHES WITH MEMBERS IN BT 
Dear Colleague,
Openreach - Service Delivery Transformation – Critical Defect Review
Within LTB 452/2009 Branches were advised that, as part of the Management Style strand of Service Delivery Transformation, there would be a joint review of the Critical Defect process.  This has come about as a result of CWU pressure in the more general negotiations.
It will be recalled that, following widespread evidence and concerns about defects observed in the field leading to automatic disciplinary proceedings irrespective of the nature or seriousness of the defect, the CWU raised the matter last year with Openreach.

I attach a set of slides capturing the feedback from focus groups of managers, auditors and team members run by Openreach.  What is striking and refreshing is that the problems identified independently by these groups mirror the concerns raised initially by the CWU.  Openreach has accepted the feedback and work continues to develop acceptable resolution to all of the issues.

Further reports will be issued in due course.

Yours sincerely,
Ian Cuthbert




Assistant Secretary
Encs.

Attachment 1:
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Defect review



Openreach makes every effort to ensure the information in this report is accurate at the time of compilation, however, Openreach does not represent that it is complete and Communications Providers should check with Openreach for 

the latest available information. Openreach reserves the right to modify delivery criteria and delivery dates.

















Main issues from events

(These issues were common from all three communities.)

		a significant lack of consistency in applying the process both dealing with 10 pt defects and multiple 5 point defects, where different levels of discretion are being applied from within both the managerial community and the coach / independent audit community.

		the defect definition where there is an issue with the level of severity around the defect itself.

		whether the current set of defects is still fit for purpose.

		the need to review the consequences resulting from a 10pt or multiple 5 pt defect in that where there is a level of consistency applied, it would appear that the consequence triggers the start of the discipline process regardless of the severity of the defect.

		the communications process to advise team members, Coaches & Managers about the CDs and defect standards that apply for the work they do.

		The way the discipline process is applied and the time taken to complete the discipline process.

		Managers reported the advice they were given by Accenture when a discipline case was raised regarding quality was that this should always be regarded as a potentially serious misconduct and that it should therefore be decided by the layer 5. The range of 10pt CDs does not support this. 

		















How do we address these issues

Issue 1

		a significant lack of consistency in applying the process both dealing with 10 pt defects and multiple 5 point defects, where different levels of discretion are being applied from within both the managerial community and the coach / independent audit community

		Examples where some teams move straight to discipline, some have a level of discretion, some use multiple 5 point defects, some don’t.

		Proposals:



	A principle where the process is applied consistently across Service Delivery, as defined in issue 4.













How do we address these issues

Issue 2

		the defect definition where there is an issue with the level of severity around the defect itself

		Currently an open joint, climbing a pole with a low wire etc is treated the same as an inaccurate POI i.e. they are all 10 pt critical defects. Does not differentiate between the severity of the action.

		Proposals:



	Split defects between ‘critical’ or ‘engineering’ defects and ‘process’ defects. Identify a defect that truly aligns with the Critical Defect definition. Then align the process with that proposed for issue 4.













How do we address these issues

Issue 3

		whether the current set of defects is still fit for purpose

		Examples from the IA teams identifying defects where they are either time expired and no longer have an impact on the network, or where we are over engineering solutions to meet a quality standard.

		Proposals:



	Review of what constitutes critical and major defects followed by a review of the defect portfolio (to include 10 & 5 point defects) and develop a range that aligns with today's business needs. To include the proposal in issue 2. To be carried out by the Quality Standards team and representative layer 5 and 6 managers













How do we address these issues

Issue 4

		the need to review the consequences resulting from a 10pt or multiple 5 pt defect in that where there is a level of consistency applied, it would appear that the consequence triggers the start of the discipline process regardless of the severity of the defect

		Examples as per issue 2 where the discipline process is applied for a POI defect as well as an open joint/low wire. The outcome may be different however, the perception is that discipline is being applied to everything. There appears to be a difference in approach between Volume and Complex with Volume always moving to discipline where a 10 pt defect is reported. In addition to this, there is a cost associated with every case number raised  on the system. Data shows that in the last 12 months 335 cases were raised for CD’s, 72 are still open with 263 closed. Of these 263 closed cases, 98 resulted in disciplinary sanction.

		Proposals:



	A new process to be applied consistently across Service Delivery.













How do we address these issues

Issue 5

		the communications process to advise team members, Coaches & Managers about the CDs and defect standards that apply for the work they do.

		Examples where the first time WTM’s know of a change to the quality standard is when one of their colleagues has been disciplined as a result of the defect. Different approaches between Complex & Volume teams where team meetings & Coaches appear to be more available in the Complex environment. Emails with read receipts seen as confirmation of understanding. No knowledge of technical help desk. Different support from Independent Auditors, some teams have coach/IA monthly meetings, some teams have IA’s to their team meetings, some do nothing.

		Proposals:



	Advise of different approaches used across the Region understanding that there will always be an issue with guaranteeing Team Meetings and guaranteeing Coach availability. The emphasis needs to be on enabling team members to do a quality job and providing them with the tools to do so.













How do we address these issues

Issue 6

		The way the discipline process is applied and the time taken to complete the discipline process.

		Examples where the time from fact finding to meeting with the SOM to decide outcome has taken months. With over 60% of cases being closed with no action, individuals feel that this is an unnecessary pressure to put people under.

		Proposals:



	With a new consistent process being applied, only those defects that should be investigated via the discipline case should be seen by the SOM. This will reduce the level of cases being competed with no action taken.













How do we address these issues

Issue 7

		Managers reported the advice they were given by Accenture when a discipline case was raised regarding quality was that this should always be regarded as a potentially serious misconduct and that it should therefore be decided by the layer 5. The range of 10pt CDs does not support this. 

		Examples where the Line Manager has challenged the advice resulting in escalations through Accenture adding to the time it takes to complete the process.

		Proposals:

		Need to review the advice provided to Accenture for Openreach cases, potentially may need to involve Group if BT wide approach taken.















Next steps

		CWU updated with progress – issues captured and response given

		Decide who should lead for each issue and own project plan, and agree timetable for completion.

		Senior level agreement of revised process – John Small change forum.

		Agree communications and engagement plan.

		Identify ongoing improvements.
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