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HR are deliberately delaying pay rises and trying to divide the workforce.  They hope a divided and bitter workforce will be more likely to accept a worsening of our terms and conditions.


On Tuesday, progress stopped in the ACAS “dispute” talks where reps and the company were trying to resolve issues over redundancy and redeployment.


The company are demanding changes to help them make staff redundant more quickly and cheaply than in the past.


This comes in the context where:


Fujitsu plans to move many jobs offshore


People are being put in the “Linkwise” redundancy and redeployment pool now


In discussions around the closure of MAN05, the company is denying that we’re covered by the SEA unless our contract specifically says so – this would take it off nearly everyone!


Customer contracts come and go


HR adopted an entrenched position on two issues (90-days and redundancy payments) and has so far rejected all alternatives.  Their proposals are worse than what they’ve put on the table in recent years – and far worse than our current Security of Employment Agreement (SEA).


HR are moving away from an agreement that could be acceptable to employees, rather than towards one.


It looks increasingly unlikely that talks alone will resolve the dispute.  Because HR refused to explore ways to separate the pay deal from the dispute, this means we’ll have to fight to get a pay deal too.


Join the campaign to defend your terms and conditions and for a pay rise!


Only by sticking together can we ensure that HR’s tactics backfire on them, just like Roger Leek’s “Bogus Ballot” did in March.




















Pay


On 5th January, the company sabotaged dispute talks, and Amicus warned that this “would cause delay while significant issues already affecting employees (e.g. pay, out of hours payments, redeployment and redundancy) would continue to be left unresolved.”


In February the company made clear that it intended to make a pay offer only covering some staff – and refused to explore ways of separating the issue of recognition from pay so that a pay deal could be agreed on time.


At the time, reps warned that the company strategy was to:


Go ahead with the pay review for the people they are trying to break away from the bargaining unit, while delaying the pay review for anyone covered by their offer


Tell everyone “the union” has delayed their pay review by rejecting their pay offer 


Make a completely new (and much worse) offer on union recognition and related issues.  The key aim of this offer would be to divide the workforce.  They might send this direct to employees along with an attempt to blame Amicus for all the ills of the world, as they sometimes have in the past 


The company would claim that they’ve had so many complaints about Amicus from people whose pay rise was delayed that they “had to act”


Well over 400 Manchester staff then signed the Amicus petition calling on the company to:


avoid delaying the pay review or making managers rush its implementation.  Negotiate seriously with Amicus in good time for an agreed pay deal to be implemented by managers by 1st April 2006.


fully honour the promise in the company announcement of 24th December 2004 that the MAN05 agreements would carry over to Central Park.  It would be wrong to attempt to divide the workforce by denying rights to new employees or those moving from elsewhere or to use such attempts to delay the pay review


Sometimes it’s not good news to be proved right.  HR’s “bogus ballot”, time-wasting and the recent company announcement all fit this picture.


Company time-wasting has been extraordinary.  Simple but vital actions were incomplete after months.  The company representatives didn’t have the authority to speak on behalf of the company, and they frequently changed their position for no apparent reason.  If reps had failed to escalate the issue, employees would have been right to blame them.


HR took 3 months to meet us for the stage 2 talks and have only offered 16th August for the works conference – requested on 5th July.  Deliberate delay is a more credible explanation than “diary problems” given that the company couldn’t say who would come to the meeting.


In most organisations, such meetings can be organised in a week or two.  The lack of care for staff isn’t confined to Manchester – HR wouldn’t even start talks with PCS reps in Swansea until long after the pay review date.


What do employees have to do to get management to listen?





Most of us are still waiting for our pay rises thanks to deliberate company time-wasting and obstruction.


HR took three months to hold the first “stage 2” meeting.  One meeting didn’t happen at all after HR failed to turn up.


HR’s pay announcement shows that they want us to blame “the union” for the delay in our pay rises.  Why would employees delay our own pay rise?


HR and senior managers have had their pay review, whereas our negotiators are affected by the delay like everyone else.   The 2005 accounts show that one Fujitsu Services director already had a £1.4m package – equivalent to over 100 typical TSS/1 staff.


Customers can escalate an unresolved problem so that we treat it more seriously and with greater urgency.  Our recognition agreement provides the same facility for employees.


On 5th July, our pay negotiating team escalated the pay issue because company time-wasting threatened to delay our pay review even further.  Pay now goes to a “works conference” – the final stage of negotiations.  The company didn’t offer any date before 16th August – another 6 weeks’ unnecessary delay.  Only HR could see escalating an issue as an excuse to deal with it slower!


There has been no new company pay offer.  We deserve a decent rise after fantastic company results and the delays we’ve suffered.








Redundancy Payments


The company has already got away with giving newer employees worse redundancy terms – in some cases these were the bare legal minimum.


HR achieved this by writing new contracts that were vague and confusing, while assuring employees that the changes didn’t make any difference.  The union warned that HR would be likely to change its mind as to what these contracts meant.


Once confusion reigned, HR introduced even worse new contracts, that gave the bare legal minimum.  Then they decided that this was what all the vague and confusing contracts meant.


One of the gains for Manchester staff from our strikes in 2003 was the introduction of a “� HYPERLINK "http://www.cafevik.fs.fujitsu.com/content/0289/public/00003/MAN05%20MRP.doc" ��Minimum Redundancy Payment�” (MRP) which increased the protection for newer employees and those on the worst contracts.


Subsequent negotiations produced a proposal to improve the MRP formula.  In the dispute talks this week, the company said it would no longer do this.  They wanted Amicus to agree to keep the existing formula.





Offshoring


Our managers now have objectives to see how many of our jobs can be moved offshore through what the company calls “Global Sourcing” or its “Global Delivery Model” (see �HYPERLINK "http://www.cafevik.fs.fujitsu.com/content/0337/public/00017/cs06-007%20-%20global%20sourcing%20programme%20update%20-%20jack%20noble%20v1.htm"��the Core Services announcement�).


Offshoring (and near-shoring) is a wider issue than media coverage would suggest.  Any job where you aren’t constantly meeting customers or working on equipment on their premises could potentially be moved to places like Northern Ireland, Portugal, South Africa or India.


Assurances that only low-skill new work would be moved offshore were proved hollow when 7799 went to South Africa.  Much development and support work has gone or is going to India.


Attempts through the FSCF to get an agreement on how Fujitsu staff should be treated have so far been unsuccessful, but the company is now ramping up its offshoring fast.


The company has now drawn up a set of draft management guidelines for dealing with employees affected by offshoring – a welcome step.  However, it makes clear that “Global Sourcing may lead to redundancies”.  The draft also says that “Employee Communication should not commence until there is a formally approved plan to initiate the transfer, and activity is about to commence which is visible to the employees delivering the service”.  In other words – keep those affected in the dark until it’s too late.  The draft also recommends “trial periods” for those redeployed which are less than the legal minimum, let alone what we have in our SEA.


Reps have already pointed out some of the major problems with the draft guidelines and Amicus will be inviting members to comment on the draft guidelines.  Amicus has also made the � HYPERLINK "http://www.cafevik.fs.fujitsu.com/viewer.aspx?/content/0289/public/shared/DraftOffshoringAgreement%204.pdf" ��FSCF proposal� and an � HYPERLINK "http://www.amicustheunion.org/pdf/offshoring.pdf" ��Amicus booklet on offshoring� available online.





What Next?


Amicus members had instructed reps to offer talks with ACAS as a last chance to seek a negotiated solution while we prepared to be balloted on industrial action.


It now seems unlikely that anything other than serious pressure from employees will be able to break the deadlock over the attack on redundancy rights.


There will be a “works conference” meeting on pay on 16th August.  Any company offer from this will be put to members to vote on.  However, reps see no sign that HR are willing to disentangle the pay issue from the dispute over redundancy, redeployment and recognition.


Doubtless the company propaganda will be stepped up.  In 2003 they spread the rumour that they might close the site – whereas in fact we got a new site and better treatment of employees.  Employers argue that good rights increase costs and cost jobs.  Peugeot is a recent example proving that employers cut jobs where it’s cheap to do so.


Perhaps HR will have another go at a “bogus ballot” – giving employees a “choice” where we lose either way?


Companies don’t have to be this antagonistic to their employees – 48 of the top 50 companies in the UK recognise and negotiate with unions.


HR can’t get away with treating employees badly if we’re well organised as a group.  To achieve this, we each have to play our part.  Whether you are a member or not – please take part in the campaign – it’s your future.


If you’re not yet a member, please join now – to have a voice in how the company is treating us.  Remember – the law only allows Amicus to ballot members.








90 Days


Until a few years ago, the company always gave all staff at risk of redundancy a “90�day consultation period”.  Everyone referred to being “on 90 days” and few realised that this was something that staff had won through union organisation.


The 90-day period was important to employees because:


you’re still in the company (and getting paid) while you deal with the situation


you have time to find another job inside or outside the company


it allows time for alternatives to redundancy to be found


Many employees have avoided redundancy during their 90-days – benefiting the employee and the company.


Over the last few years, the company has been cutting back on redundancy rights across the UK, including the right to 90-days consultation.  In early 2003, Fujitsu tried to make an Amicus member in Manchester redundant without giving him 90-days – this was one of the factors that led members to take strike action.


The member’s case was settled to his satisfaction, and staff here haven’t let the company cross this line since.


In the dispute talks with ACAS this week, the company asked Amicus to agree that some staff wouldn’t get 90 days if redundancies were in small groups.


If the change really only applied for small groups, the cost-saving to the company would be minimal – even though the impact on the individual would be just as serious.  Many employees will remember “Project Charlton” when the company made about 700 redundancies, but claimed they were in small groups to avoid having to consult staff properly.


The existing practice means all employees here are treated consistently – we all get 90-days regardless of when or where we joined the company or how many others are at risk.  If we allow some of us to be treated worse, will this be the thin end of the wedge?








