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1.2

2.1

Introduction

This paper outlines the details of a motion adopted at our Annual Delegate
Conference in April 2011. In doing so it examines certain issues related to the
structure of ADC and poses questions on a variety of issues which Branches are asked
to consider and debate over the coming weeks. In posing these questions it should
be made clear that the Executive Committee has not reached any firm conclusion on
any proposals that may be considered.

That said, the Executive Committee would ask Branches to look at the issues raised
here from the point of view as to how best we can decide on policy issues, how
frequently we should do that and whether structures put in place in the 1970s best
serve our needs today.

Annual Delegate Conference 2011

The following motion (A57 in the name of the Executive Committee) was adopted at
the 2011 Annual Delegate Conference:

That this Annual Delegate Conference notes that the current structures and
timeframes for the submission of business for the Annual Delegate Conference
of the Union can mean that Branches operating on the basis of a delegate
structure decide on business for submission to the Delegate Conference up to
six months before the date of the Conference.

Conference instructs the Executive Committee to conduct a review of the
current arrangements for the Delegate Conference, in consultation with the
Branches, in order to try and ensure that the time between which members
originally submit motions and the PSEU Annual Delegate Conference itself is
reduced, and to present a report, recommendations and necessary rule
changes.



3.1

3.2

3.3

4.1

4.2

5.1

5.2

Background

The background to the motion is that some sub-branches of larger Branches
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ADC needs to be a representative discussion of up-to-date relevant issues for members.
Gaps of up to 5 months do not facilitate that objective. We need to conduct an
examination of our whole decision-making time frame. This will include an
examination of possibilities for quicker turn-around time between the receipt of
resolutions from Branch meetings and the compilation of the Agenda. It will also
involve a re-examination of the time frames for Branch meetings and a look at the
process for the submission of amendments to the Preliminary Agenda.

This aspect of the matter requires an examination of our administrative procedures
and, perhaps, some adjustment in the time-frames built into those procedures. The
current time frames are listed at Appendix 1. These are principally related to
printing, logistical and distribution issues and could, possibly, be adjusted. Any
precise adjustments would be dependent on overall decisions but Appendix 1 does
offer some possible points of adjustment.

However, it is possible that some proposed rule changes might emerge from a more
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be advised in advance of the intention to conduct this review, in anticipation of
Branches being invited to submit ideas and proposals which the Executive Committee
can consider.

Current Format of Annual Conference

The current format and business of Conference is, essentially, as follows:
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and scrutineers, the recommendations of the Standing Orders Committee
and the Accounts;

(b) Elections;

(c) Motions to amend the Rules;

(d) Motions on policy in association with the relevant sections of the Annual
Report;

(e) Conference Papers in association with relevant motions.
The basic purpose of Conference, aside from relatively formal issues like the
elections, accounts, considering the report of the Executive Committee, etc., is to

determine the policy of the Union.

Weaknesses in Current Policy Determination Function of ADC

The way in which policy is determined at present is by a combination of Motions,
Conference Papers and the adoption, or otherwise, of the Annual Report.

While Conference Papers and the Annual Report are attempts at coherent integrated
approaches to policy, motions are not, necessarily, always this.
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5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

With the exception of motions from the Executive Committee, which are relatively
rare, motions come from the Branches as a result of the adoption of same at Branch
meetings. While there are, sometimes, debates on motions at Branch meetings, this
is not universally the case and many such motions are adopted without much
discussion at Branch meetings.

The result is that we can wind up with a series of motions on particular topics which
can vary as to their emphasis and intention. In addition, motions are frequently
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been the subject of a report in an earlier Annual Report which will have detailed the
problems the Union has encountered in seeking to implement the earlier motion.

In addition, motions may come forward which ignore constraints which may exist as
regards any general agreements which may be in existence or which are at variance
with agreements which have already been made.

While the Standing Orders Committee makes a valiant effort to ensure a degree of
consistency and order about the way in which Conference does its business, it is not
always successful in securing the approval of Conference for its recommendations
and, in any event, its powers are quite limited in this respect.

It is noteworthy as well that, in general, the extent of debate at Conference can be
limited. It is not uncommon for a motion to be proposed and seconded formally and
adopted without discussion. This can sometimes give rise to problems subsequently
as the nature of the motion has been unclear with the result that the Executive
Committee can be left with something of a dilemma. If a policy is to have a meaning
it should have a degree of commitment from the delegates who are, after all, the
activists on whom the Union depends, ultimately, to get policies implemented.

The upshot is that the Executive Committee is left, every year, with a series of
resolutions which it has to try to implement which do not always, as a group,
constitute a coherent statement of policy.

In addition to these considerations, it is worth mentioning that a system of Annual
Conferences where all policies are up for reconsideration every year and which
involves the devotion of very considerable resources to Conference for several
months of each year may not be a very sensible way of dealing with policy
formulation.

It was partly against this background that the Executive Committee instituted the
practice of submitting Conference Papers to the Conference some years ago. The
basic purpose was to try to focus attention on major issues facing the Union, to set
out the background and surrounding issues and to try to propose policy approaches
which have an internal coherence and are related to the overall situation in which
we find ourselves in respect of the issues involved.
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5.11

5.12

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

While this was a major improvement on the old system of policy formulation on the
basis of a series of resolutions on individual items, it still leaves a lot of room for
improvement. The papers are prepared by the Executive Committee and circulated
to the delegates in advance of Conference and are presented by means of a speech
at Conference.

In essence, the basic problem seems to be oneo¥ Sy 3 ASYSyd 2N a2 )

policies in a meaningful way.

Consideration of ADC Structure in the Past

This is not the first time that the Union has given consideration to the organisation of
Conference.

The use of Conference Papers has sought to assist in policy formulation and bring
things together in a coherent way. As mentioned above, this has had some beneficial
effects.

In 1991/92, the Executive Committee considered the structure of the ADC and issued
a discussion paper to the Branches. Aside from the scale of representation and
Conference Papers, the issues raised in that discussion paper were as follows:

i Should Conference be held on a biennial basis instead of annually;
q In the event of a change to a Biennial Conference should there be a seminar

in the year in which Conference does not take place so that the Executive
Committee and the Branches can review policy formulation;

q Should a Biennial Conference be of longer duration than the Annual
Conference;
i Should Conference be structured in such a way that the emphasis in debates

is on the practical achievement of policies - by means of greater discussion on
the Annual Report and Conference Papers - rather than on the precise
wording of particular motions;

il Should there be a limit on the number of motions which each Branch can
submit;
q Should provision for amendments be abolished or should there be a limit on

the number of amendments.

Following consultation with the Branches at the time, the Executive Committee
reached the conclusion that a change to a Biennial Conference would not command
widespread support; that there was support for the use of Conference Papers (on a
much more elaborate basis than the current practice) and a limit on the number of
motions and amendments from each Branch.
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6.5

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Proposals along these lines (and a proposal for a reduction in the number of
delegates) were put to the 1992 ADC and rejected.

ICTU Publication ¢ New Ways for the Millennium

Leaving aside the detail of the various possible changes discussed in the foregoing
paragraphs it is, perhaps, fair to summarise all of the issues discussed as raising a
reasonably simple question:
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It is, perhaps, interesting to note that at the 1999 ICTU Biennial Conference this very

question was also raised in the context of a discussion document & / KI ft £ Sy 3Sa Cl
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In his introduction to that publication the General Secretary of ICTU had this to say:
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ourselves and the way we relate to others. If, as unions, we are to assist

workers and their families make the right choices to secure prosperity and

fairness and create real opportunities for their children, then we too must

change.

I hope you will enter into this discussion with an open mind and a willingness
G2 &aSkNODK FT2NJ N RAOFE o0dzi LINI OGAOIFf a2

In the same publication, under the heading ¢ ¢ KS 2| & 2 S 52a hdzNJ
number of the issues raised about the manner in which we conduct our affairs are
discussed, in a direct fashion as the following extract illustrates:

OWhen we do hold meetings, can we find new ways of making them more

interesting, more stimulating, even enjoyable? Is there scope for including

participatory workshops and small group discussions as part of the meeting
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built into the occasion? Would a controversial but properly structured

debate help to enliven proceedings and appeal to a broader audience? Or

should we go in the opposite direction and find ways of keeping most union

meetings to a maximum of 30 minutes?

ConferSy OS aH b2g> (GKSNBXQa | GKAY3IH I 3
feature of our structures and an essential part of union democracy. But like
meetings, do we have to bore 9 out of 10 of those attending by limiting active
participation in conference proceedings to a small minority of speakers and
turning the rest into passive observers. And that which is to be passively
observed needs to be scrutinised for signs of audience fatigue. Which brings
us to that great pillar of parliamentary procedure - the motion. Where would
we be without them, you may well ask. Indeed they are the very building
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7.5

8.1

8.2

8.3

bricks upon which union policy is built, and yes, they have served us well over
the years.

Do we need to keep repeating the same policy motion in pretty well the same
language year in year out? Should we think about restricting the agenda to
motions that are breaking new ground or urging a change of policy? Should
we consider circulating 2 or 3 sharp and concise discussion documents to
delegates instead of hundreds of repetitious motions? Should we be making
more use of parallel discussion groups and workshops in order to facilitate
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Members may not agree with some of the issues raised by the foregoing extract but
it is interesting to note that some of these very issues were first raised by the
Executive Committee in terms of the structure of our own Conference in the early
1990s.

Issues Which Might be Considered

The following is a list of some of the issues that might be considered in looking at the
conduct of our Conference. The issues are listed in no particular order of priority and
are listed on the premise that it is accepted that there is a need to improve the
manner in which we determine policy.

time frame for submission of motions and amendments

size of the Conference

move to biennial conference

use of workshops

participation by delegates in the proceedings

1

)l

)l

1

9 limits on numbers of motions\amendments
T

1 development of use of Conference Papers

1

improved procedures at Conference

The following paragraphs discuss each of these issues briefly. It is accepted that, in
so doing, some of the detailed points which Branches might feel need to be covered
may not be discussed but, for the moment, it is felt that if we can reach a consensus
on some key issues which might be addressed the detail could be fine tuned at a
later date.

Size of the Conference

Conference consists of delegates from the Branches (325+), the Executive
Committee (21) and the Standing Orders Committee (6).
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8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

Branch delegations are determined proportionate to membership and are on the
basis that the number of delegates from Branches should be 325 subject to a
rounding process and a need to make provision for a minimum of 2 delegates from
each Branch.

The total potential attendance at ADC 2011 was 370 consisting of Executive
Committee (21), Standing Orders Committee (6) and Branch delegations (343).

Actual recorded registration amounted to 348 consisting of Executive Committee
(21), Standing Orders Committee (5) and Branch delegations (322).

There were two recorded votes on motions at the Conference. In the first vote 274
votes were counted (74% of total potential or 79% of actual registrants). In the
second vote 227 votes were counted (61% of total potential and 65% of actual
registrants).

The question we need to pose is whether our Conference needs to be as large as it
is. Would it be more or less effective as a decision making body if less delegates
were present?

Move to Biennial Conference

The notion of changing from an Annual to a Biennial Delegate Conference was
floated many years ago but there was little or no support for the idea. The
arguments against such a move are fairly well known. It would distance the
Executive Committee from the Conference; it would lessen democracy; it would
make the Executive Committee less accountable etc., etc.

Aside from cost savings one of the principal arguments for a change to a Biennial
Conference it is that the current arrangement whereby Conference is held annually
takes no real account of the time it takes to achieve the policies of the Union. In
certain respects, the fact that this is the case militates against the achievement of
policy objectives because policies themselves fall to be reviewed every year.
Fundamentally, we have to ask ourselves if it is absolutely essential, in the interests
of promoting and protecting the interests of our members, that we devote
considerable resources in terms of effort and finance in order to review our policies
every year. If we believe that this is essential then of course we should not change
but if we have doubts about this surely the option of a biennial conference should be
seriously considered. If such an option were seriously considered there would, of
course, be a need to discuss and develop an appropriate forum for the year in which
Conference was not scheduled to take place.

Such a forum would ensure that Branches continued to have an input into the
manner in which policy is being progressed and an opportunity to review same with
the Executive Committee.

In considering the issue of a biennial conference we need to reflect on the fact that
the achievement of our policies will generally take longer than one year and in many
instances will take much longer than that.
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The Accounts for 2010 record the costof ADCalil € MpoXcno® ¢KA&a NBLJ
total expenditure; 13.11% of expenditure when pay/superannuation are excluded

and 17.27% of expenditure when pay, superannuation and Branch expenses are

excluded.

Savings of this magnitude could be invested in a significant training programme
and\or in the development of seminar type structures on specific topics which would
involve a greater possibility of engagement from Branch representatives.

Use of workshops

8.11 There is a view that a development which would improve the level of discussion at
ADC and provide a greater input into discussions would be the use of workshops to
discuss issues. Instead of discussing the specifics of motions such workshops could
be envisaged discussing items in a broad way and reporting back on its conclusions
to the Conference. The advantages of such a system are that there would tend to be
less concentration on the precise wording on formal motions and more
concentration on how best to achieve the improvements in terms we wish to secure.
In addition, it is likely that the use of a system of workshops would ensure greater
involvement by delegates in the development\review of our policies and objectives.

8.12 The development of a system of workshops would also have the potential to
increase the relevance of Conference to those groups who are not within the Civil
Service. Clearly the internal workings of the Performance Management and
Development System are not of great import to members in Commercial Companies
in the same way that the operation of those Companies promotion procedures are
of little import to the Civil Service Branches. The development of the workshop
structures might assist in involving delegates from these Branches in the business of
the Conference.

8.13 In considering the question of workshops it should be noted that they are being
suggested as an alternative means of doing some of our business and not as
additions to the traditional system of debating specific motions.

Limits on numbers of motions\amendments

8.14 A suggestion that there be a limit on the numbers of motions\amendments which
can be submitted by Branches for consideration by the Conference has been
considered in the past and has not found much favour.

8.15 The idea behind limiting the number of items which can be submitted is to
encourage Branches, at their AGMs, to consider the priorities they wish the Union to
pursue. A limit on the number of motions which a Branch could submit to
Conference would not stop a Branch from raising issues with the Executive
Committee which the members of that Branch wish to pursue. What it would mean,
is that the Branch would be obliged to select from the motions adopted at its AGM
those which it considered important enough to merit discussion at ADC.
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8.16

8.17

8.18

8.19

8.20

8.21

By way of an example there were motions on the Conference Agenda, on one
occasion, from the one Branch which dealt with the following (in some instances
there was more than one motion on the same subject):

improved pay

a report on promotion prospects

a study of HEO promotions

a change in interdepartmental schemes
IT staffing

IT gratuity

pensionability of allowances

on call arrangements

Flexible Working Hours

treatment of unpaid maternity leave
special leave

drugs

early retirement

annual leave

=4 =4 8 48 -4 _9_9_42_9_2°_-2._-2_-2-2._-2-

All of these issues are clearly legitimate issues which members in the Branch would
wish to have progressed. However, neither the Branch nor the Conference decides
which of the issues should be accorded priority or whether or not compromises
should be made in one area in order to secure appropriate adjustments in other
areas.

Clearly the members in the Branch must regard some of the items as being more
important than others and the existence of a limit on the number of motions which
can be submitted would oblige a Branch to outline its priorities. Other variants might
be considered but the principle being put forward is that Branches should ideally
prioritise motions.

It may be of interest to note that there is a limit of two on the number of motions
which Unions can submit to the ICTU Biennial conference, although in 2011 we were
asked to adhere to a limit of one.

Participation by delegates in the proceedings

Members who attend Conference regularly will have noted that the level of
participation by the delegates present varies considerably. In some instances
delegates make regular contributions to the various debates and in other instances
they make none at all. Delegates may be appointed to speak on a particular motion
and confine themselves to the motion in question. Thus, aside from their speech
their contribution is confined to listening to debates and voting.

Our training courses do try to encourage people to participate in the deliberations of
the ADC and include sessions on public speaking. Literature for Conference itself
advises people to prepare for the topic(s) on which they are to speak and makes
some suggestions in this regard. It could be the case that more can be done in this
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8.22

8.23

8.24

8.25

8.26

8.27

8.28

8.29

area. However, it could well be that the structure of Conference itself, with its
concentration on formal motions, is what really militates against the maximum
possible involvement. The use of workshop style structures might be better suited to
greater involvement for people in the proceedings of Conference.

Development of use of Conference Papers

Conference papers on major issues have been a feature of Conference in the past. In
some instances these have not generated a significant degree of discussion even
though the topics have been of considerable importance. The problem could well be
the manner in which the presentation of these papers is structured at present.

Where the Executive Committee finalise a Conference paper it is circulated to the
delegates in advance of the Conference and a motion arises on the Agenda for the
meeting endorsing the approach set out in the paper or noting the current state of
play in relation to some issue.

A criticism levelled at the current system has been that the papers are only
circulated to the delegates and the opportunity for debate within Branches amongst
ordinary members is limited. However, it should be noted in this respect that a
proposal by the Executive Committee some years ago to directly link the policy
papers to the AGM process was rejected by the Conference possibly because that
process involved the policy paper process as covering motions from the Branches on
the same topic. However, there seems little point in introducing a more elaborate
system involving policy papers if this does not involve any change at all in our
approach to motions.

Improved procedures at Conference

Much of this paper seeks to discuss possible changes in the whole approach to
Conference which, if they were introduced, would necessarily change procedures at
Conference.

Other issues which might be considered which are more modest could include the
following.

Minutes; Appointment of Tellers; Appointment of scrutineers; Recommendations of
the Standing Orders Committee; Statement of Accounts should not require to be
seconded.

The Standing Orders Committee could examine the possibility of making more
concise reports, particularly Report No. 1.

Consideration should be given to a provision whereby only those amendments to
SOC Report No. 1, which have been notified in advance, can be considered by
Conference. This is to ensure that delegates will have available to them the reasons
why a particular recommendation is being opposed. The current system, which
permits amendments without any notice of same, can only be confusing to
delegates, particularly new delegates. Similar provisions might be considered for the
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Accounts and the Annual Report. (/t should be noted that an advance notice system
operates at present but it is not mandatory).

9. Next Steps

9.1 This paper has been prepared for consideration by the Branches in the context set
out in section 1 above, which assumes that there is a desire for changing the way we
go about our business. There could well be other issues which Branches and the
Executive Committee feel should be addressed.

9.2 As a first step the Branches are invited to consider the paper with a view to debating
these and other issues and communicate a view to the Executive Committee.

9.3 Following the reaction of Branches to the issues raised in this paper the Executive
Committee will look at the responses received with a view to developing a consensus
on how best we might look to develop our structures for the future.

At this point the Executive Committee would ask Branches to consider the matter and
communicate any ideas or proposals they have to the Executive Committee.

| would ask Branches to endeavour to let us have their view by 16 September 2011.
Yours sincerely,
Billy Hannigan,
Deputy General Secretary.
To: Each Branch Secretary
Executive Committee

Standing Orders Committee
Head Office Staff
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Appendix 1

Summary Check List of Dates

During the period 1 December to 10 February - Branch Annual General Meeting.
(Comment: Branches with Group Conferences tend to have these in late January.
Could there be an overlap period to have some of the local sub branch meetings in
December?)

Names of Branch Officers to be notified to General Secretary not later than, 12
February (Comment: No adjustment seems possible unless subsequent changes
related to amendments are considered)

Motions, nominations for election for Annual Delegate Conference to reach General
Secretary not later than 5.30 p.m. on, 12 February (Comment: No adjustment seems
possible unless subsequent changes related to amendments are considered)

Branch to receive Annual Report and Preliminary Agenda for ADC by 8 March.
(Comment: The rules require copies of Annual Report to be distributed to Branches
and copies of the preliminary agenda to be distributed to each member by this date.
Copies could be made available (via web or electronically) but not physically
distributed. If this were done it might be possible to get the information out in an
earlier time period).

Meeting of Branch Committee and Branch Delegates (or Special General Meeting) to be
held in period 8 to 20 March to determine Branch policy on the matters appearing on
the preliminary agenda and deciding on Branch amendments to motions on that
agenda. (Comment: There is a 12 day window here related to two functions ¢
consideration of the Agenda and considering possible amendments. If amendments
were not permitted there could possibly be a degree of latitude in the AGM season.)

Branch to notify General Secretary of the names of Branch Delegates not later than 22
March, 2011. (Comments: Delegates could be notified to HQ earlier than this as they
are supposed to be appointed at the AGMs. In any event no time issue really arises).

Branch to notify General Secretary of amendments to the preliminary agenda not later
than 5.30 p.m. on Tuesday, 22 March 2011. (Comment: The earlier comment in
relation to amendments refers)

Branch Secretary to be supplied with final documents for the Annual Delegate
Conference in numbers equal to number of Branch Delegates notified not later than 5
April, 2011. (Comment: if there were no amendments this might be capable of
adjustment)
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