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This document contains the first report of 
the Standing Orders Committee with our 
recommendations for debate.

The opportunity to have your say will be 
at your branch mandating meeting. At that 
meeting, members instruct their branch 
delegates how to vote on motions to ensure that 
their delegates represent the views of members. 
Your office/branch secretary will have details of 
when this meeting will be held.

231 motions were received from branches 
and the Group Executive Committee, 67% of 
them electronically.

We have considered these and allocated them 
to the appropriate categories.

We realise that some branches will be 
disappointed that their motions have not been 

1 The agenda and timetable have been 
prepared in accordance with the Standing 
Orders of Conference, as set out in the 
Revenue & Customs Group Constitution.

2 Conference sessions will be as detailed below, 
unless otherwise decided by the Group 
President. The full timetable of Conference is 
contained in this report.
Monday, 20 May 2013 – 09.30 – 17.45
Tuesday, 21 May 2013 – 09.00 – 12.30

3 In accordance with Standing Orders A17 and 
A18, branches must give the SOC written 
notice of their intention to move reference 
back of this SOC report with details of 
proposed alterations, and with reasons for it, 
by 12 noon, Friday 17 May 2012. This written 
notice should be sent to Colin Edwards, SOC 
Secretary, at PCS HQ, or on coline@pcs.org.
uk. The branch delegation shall meet the SOC 
between 14.00 and 16.30 on Sunday 19 
May 2013 in Bar 2, Auditorium 2 (ex-Hewison 
Hall) Bar. Only branches which have complied 
with the Standing Orders may seek to move 
reference back to an SOC report. There 
is no prescriptive right to move reference 
back: whether a reference back is heard shall 
depend on the time allocation acceptable to 

included in the primary agenda. However, we 
believe that this agenda gives the opportunity 
for a full and balanced debate on a wide range 
of issues.

We believe that if conference is disciplined 
with its time, it will have the opportunity to 
debate all the major issues of importance to 
members.

As far as references back are concerned, it 
is our view that branches can greatly assist the 
SOC by making reference back only on motions 
submitted by themselves. If branches identify a 
problem in another branch’s motion, which in 
their opinion requires reference back, it would 
be appreciated if they could approach the 
moving branch and advise them of the problems 
identified and suggest that the moving branch 

Conference. If a branch delegation is not due 
to be in Brighton on Sunday 19 May, they may 
wish to ensure that one delegation member 
travels in advance to ensure that they are 
available to meet the SOC.

4 Adoption of the agenda – SOC 1 (2013) and 
subsequent SOC reports and timetable will be 
proposed at the opening of Conference.

5 The SOC has separated motions into the 
following categories:
Category A Motions for debate, grouped 
as far as practicable under the main subject 
headings appearing in the annual report. 
Category B  Motions which confirm existing 
policy. 
Category C Motions which seek to reverse 
policy as determined at conference within the 
last 2 years. 
Category D  Motions capable of being dealt 
with by correspondence with the GEC 
Category E Motions covered by composite 
motions in category A. 
Category X Motions which are out of order. 

6 Card votes Voting shall be by show of 
hands except when a card vote is either called 
by the Conference Chairperson or demanded 
by at least 25 delegates.

makes the appropriate reference back.
Moving branches and seconders wishing to 

speak should move adjacent to the rostrum in 
anticipation of being called by the conference 
chair to speak to the motion. This will save 
conference time and enable more motions to be 
debated.

The SOC would like to thank all staff for their 
assistance and support, and wish all delegates 
the best for conference.

Martin Dutton – Chair 
Kerry Fairless
Ian Hough
Helen Meldrum
Ian Pope
Colin Edwards – SOC Secretary

7 Emergency motions must have been passed 
in accordance with Standing Order A7(a) 
and must be submitted in writing to Colin 
Edwards, SOC Secretary at PCS headquarters 
or on coline@pcs.org.uk by noon on Friday,17 
May 2013.

8 All rule amendments require a 2/3rds 
majority.

9 Speech limits
We recommend the following time limits for 

speeches:
a) Movers of motions – four minutes
b) Seconders, GEC and other speakers and those 

replying – three minutes.
c) Moving Conference Paper – ten minutes.
10 All general debates

Each motion to be moved and seconded in 
turn. Delegates may then speak to any or all of 
the motions.  When the debate has finished the 
mover of each motion has a right to reply to 
criticisms of their own motion and the motions 
are then voted on. 

INTRODUCTION TO STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE (SOC) REPORT NO. 1

REPORT OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE
GROUP DELEGATE CONFERENCE
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Timetable 2013

Monday 21 May

09:30 09:40 Opening of Conference, President’s Address,

  Conference Appointments, Ballots Open

09:40 09:55 Adoption of SOC Reports

09:55 10:10 Presentation of 2012 Annual Report

10:10 10:25 Face to Face

  Motion 1–4

10:25 10:40 CSEP

  Motion 5–28

10:40 10:50 Guest Speaker 

10:50 11:15 HMRC Pay

  Motion 29–33

11:15 11:30 Valuation Office Agency

  Motion 34–39

11:30 11:40 Sickness Absence

  Motion 40–49

11:40 12:05 Contact Centres

  Motion 50–54

12:05 12:15 Conduct & Discipline

  Motion 55–61

12:15 12:30 Privatisation

  Motion 62

12:30 13:30 LUNCH 

13:30 14:00 Facilities

  Motion 63–67

14:00 14:15 Financial Report 

14:15 14:25 Staff Survey

  Motion 68–69

14.25  14:35 Guest Speaker 

14:35 14:45 Workforce Management

  Motion 70–76

14:45 14:50 Redeployment

  Motion 77–80

14:50 14:55 Fixed Term Appointments

  Motion 81

14:55 15:20 BREAK 

15:20  Ballots Close 

15:20 15:30 Guest Speaker 

15:30 16:00 Conference Paper “B” and Rules Amendments

  Motion 82–89

16:00 16:30 Health & Safety 

  Motion 89–101

16:30 16:45 Universal Credit 

  Motion 102–104

16:45 16:55 Estates and Support Services

  Motion 105–106

16:55 17:05 DLM award to Sandy MacKay 

17:05 17:45 Guillotined Motions

17:45  Conference Adjourns 

Tuesday 21 May

09:00 09:45 Campaigns 

  Motion 107–111

09:45 09:55 Vacancy Filling

  Motion 112–114

09:55 10:05 Promotion

  Motion 115–116

10:05 10:15 HR Other

  Motion 117–137

10:15 10:25 Pacesetter

  Motion 138–139

10:25 10:45 Equalities

  Motion 140–144

10:45 10:55 Learning

  Motion 145–146

10:55 11.15 Conference Paper “A” & Organisation

  Motion 147–151

11:15 11:30 Debt Management and Banking

  Motion 152–154

11:30 12:20 Guillotined Motions 

12:20 12:30 Closing of Conference 

12:30  Conference Adjourns 
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Category ‘A’ motions

Section 1 – Face to Face

Motion 1
Conference is concerned at the very real threat to the 
future of HMRC F2F Enquiry centres and the impact this will 
have on PCS members and the public who use the service.

Conference recognises that the previous government 
gave a commitment to keep all sites open where there is 
a current F2F presence. However the current government 
seem not to want to preserve previous Ministerial 
Commitments having already closed one office in Chadwell 
Heath and looking to run further pilots with the intention of 
closing other offices.

Conference notes that many of our members currently 
working in Enquiry Centres are those that were displaced 
through previous office reorganisations and will be outside 
of reasonable daily travel resulting in a threat of compulsory 
redundancies.

Furthermore the threat to local F2F services will have a 
detrimental impact on the most vulnerable in society who 
often find it difficult to use online or telephone services.

Conference totally rejects any decision by HMRC to 
move away from the current level of service provided by 
F2F Enquiry Centres and instructs the GEC to oppose any 
attempt to close any current location.

The GEC is also instructed to embark on a political and 
public campaign which should include:

•	Working with the PCS parliamentary Group to seek 
support, particularly from the previous government, 
in continuing the commitment previously given in 
maintaining the current level of F2F services.

•	Lobbying of local politicians and MPs.

•	Publicising the consequences of what the closure 
will mean to local area and the impact on the most 
vulnerable.

•	Working with other organisations such as anti cuts  
and community groups, charities, pensioners associations 
etc with a view to joint campaigning around the loss  
of local services.

•	Should any announcement make such severe cuts then 
the GEC should:

Prepare for a mass lobby of parliament encouraging all 
strands of society to attend.

Consult members on a campaign of industrial action up 
to and including strike action.

Group Executive Committee
(covers Motions 165, 166 &167)

Motion 2
This Conference notes with concern that Face To Face 
members are routinely required to travel between Enquiry 
Centres to provide cover. This sometimes conflicts with 
their work life balance and masks inadequate staffing levels. 
Some AO members have been told by managers that they 
are required to work in Enquiry Centres other than the 
Enquiry Centre in their home office as part of their duties 
and so potentially members face disciplinary action if they 
refuse to do so. PCS disputes that it is part of the duties  
of AO members in Face To Face to travel to and provide 
cover in Enquiry Centres other than those in their individual 

home offices but PCS does support members’ right to 
choose to do so. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to obtain a 
written agreement from HMRC that AO members are not 
required to travel to and provide cover in Enquiry Centres 
other than those in their individual home offices. The GEC  
is also instructed to obtain a written agreement from  
HMRC that members will not face disciplinary action or 
detriment in their PDE appraisals if they refuse to travel  
and provide cover. 

200078 – North Wales 

Motion 3
This Conference notes with concern that PT OPS Face To 
Face members have already been relocated to offices 
outside of the HMRC estate without due regard in many 
cases to their personal security following relocation. 
There are many instances where HMRC have not sought 
agreement with the major occupiers as to how they will 
respond if PT OPS members press their panic alarms in the 
event of a threat to their personal security, e.g. , attack by a 
violent customer. This Conference believes that it is essential 
to have these agreements in place as otherwise the panic 
alarms, designed to protect HMRC members from harm, 
have in fact little or no effect other than providing a false 
sense of security. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to 
negotiate with HMRC to ensure that HMRC obtain 
individual agreements from third party major occupiers 
for all buildings where Face To Face members have been 
relocated. These agreements will confirm how the major 
occupiers intend to respond to HMRC panic alarms. These 
agreements will need to be obtained within the next 12 
months or prior to any renewal of leases being signed, 
whichever is the sooner.

200078 – North Wales 

Motion 4
This Conference notes with concern that PT OPS Face To 
Face members are being relocated into buildings outside 
of the HMRC estate, such as Local Authority buildings and 
co-locating with other Government departments, with no 
prior consultation or agreement with PCS Health and Safety 
representatives as to the suitability of the new premises. 
This has led to members being relocated to premises which 
are clearly unsuitable. This Conference believes that all 
health and safety issues should, where possible, be  
resolved with PCS on all future occasions before members 
actually relocate. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate 
an agreement with HMRC to ensure that PCS health 
and safety representatives are fully consulted and their 
agreement obtained before any PT OPS Face To Face 
members are relocated outside of the HMRC estate in 
future. This will ensure as a minimum that legal standards 
are adhered to.

200078 – North Wales
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Section 2 – CSEP

Motion 5
That this conference notes with concern the employer’s 
attempt to introduce a new unagreed performance 
management policy into HMRC & agrees the GEC stance of 
opposition to the policy & its implementation.

Conference recognises that members at all levels are 
rightly angry at the proposal to deem 10% of the workforce 
as failing under a new “must improve” category. HMRC 
performance management arrangements have been 
demonstrated to penalise categories of workers including 
those working part-time, workers from ethnic minority 
backgrounds & disabled workers. The new system is likely to 
exacerbate that discriminatory treatment.

Conference notes that the Performance Management 
policy is part of an attempt by the employer to put further 
pressure on already hard-pressed workers & taken together 
with other changes; including the introduction of a new 
“competency framework”, forms an attack on members’ 
terms & conditions which must be resisted. 

Conference instructs the GEC to demand that the policy 
must be subject to fundamental revision & recognises that 
this must be done through proper negotiation.

Conference further instructs the GEC to continue calling 
on members not to co-operate with the policy & engage 
in industrial action if it is apparent that the employer is 
unwilling to negotiate. 

Group Executive Committee

Motion 6
PCS members were outraged at reading branch briefings 
34/13 and 35/13 regarding the performance management 
system which HMRC intends to impose in April 2013. The 
most contentious aspect of this proposal is an instruction 
to managers on “Guided Distribution.” This requires that 
the following percentages need to be met in end of year 
performance assessments.

Exceeded – 20% of staff
Achieved – 70% of staff
Needs improvement – 10% of staff
HMRC published the 2011/12 performance markings on 

the intranet. An analysis of these figures shows a clear and 
persistent level of inequality to individuals with protected 
characteristics.

The figures published highlight the following inequalities.

•	Disabled staff are twice as likely to be an improvement 
needed marking than non disabled staff.

•	11% of disabled staff receives a top marking compared to 
15% of non disabled.

•	7% of part time staff receives a top marking compared to 
17.2% of full time staff.

•	10.5% of ethnic minority staff receives a top mark 
compared to 14.8 % of those who declare themselves as 
white.

•	8% of those aged 56 and over received a top mark 
compared to an average 16% for those aged 26 to 55.

•	11% of AA/AO grade staff receives a top marking 
compared to 20.7% at SO grade.

This ADC agrees that any pay system based on performance 
pay will always generate the type of inequalities highlighted 
above. It is clear that HMRC’s own data highlights that 
the current pay system is innately unfair and the new 
performance management process will increase the 
inequality identified in HMRC’s data.

Conference believes that the new performance 

management process can only exacerbate the inequalities 
already inherent in HMRC’s performance based assessment 
process. It will only serve to increase the inequality suffered 
by our members with protected characteristics and who are 
covered by the Equality act 2010.

If HMRC impose this policy The GEC are instructed to 
oppose HMRC’s performance management proposals and 
ballot the membership on strike action and action short 
of strike action including advising non co-operation in the 
process.

Further if HMRC impose this destructive policy the GEC 
are instructed to identify appropriate Equality Act cases to 
mount a legal challenge on the grounds of discrimination 
using any and all categories of protected characteristics as 
identified by the Equality Act 2010.

Furthermore the GEC should seek to renegotiate a 
performance policy which is not related to pay and is 
satisfactorily equality proofed.

200006 – Bootle
(covers motions 168 and 169)

Motion 7
Conference notes the department’s new performance 
management system, intended to take affect from April 1st 
2013. This system was not discussed with the trade union 
but will be implemented none the less.

Mike Falvey’s intranet message, issued on 11th 
February 2013, states that as part of the new system, 
the department now intends that 10% of staff will be 
considered “Must Improve”, the lowest bracket. Under 
the current system the department intended for 5% of 
staff to receive the lowest performance marking, but in 
actuality the figure was 1.2% This intended massive increase 
in staff receiving a “Must Improve” marking is clearly a 
cynical attempt to place many more staff on performance 
management action, providing the department with a route 
to dismiss them as cheaply as possible.

Furthermore, the new framework also includes “more 
performance discussions throughout the year” and a 
heavier emphasis on “Behaviours”, in short giving the 
department the go-ahead to single out those they consider 
troublemakers and subject them to harassment, regardless 
of the quality of their actual work.

The existing performance appraisal system already 
disadvantages disabled and part time staff, as well as being 
weighted against those of a lower grade. It will therefore 
be vulnerable groups and lower paid workers who will be 
disproportionately effected by these changes.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to

•	Demand full negotiations on any changes to performance 
management systems

•	Until such negotiations are concluded, inform PCS 
members that they should not comply with the new 
policy, whether they are being assessed under it or are 
managers enacting it

•	Take whatever steps necessary to ensure members are 
able to refuse to comply with the new policy without 
risking conduct and discipline action

•	Campaign for a performance appraisal system that fairly 
assesses performance and does mot disadvantage any 
member of staff regardless of grade and circumstances

200059 – Leicestershire 

Motion 8
Conference acknowledges that the current attack on 
Civil Service Terms and Conditions is nakedly political. It 
is designed to appeal to the rightwing media rather than 
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to attack civil servants. In addition these measures would 
have a greater detriment on those workers, who are part 
time, have differing working patterning’s and those with 
disabilities.

This is also a direct breach of the various agreements 
that PCS have with HMRC which were put in place to ensure 
successful industrial relations, these HR policy proposals 
following on from the Civil Service Employee review, would 
be a direct breach of the MIS, Pacesetter and Enabling 
agreement, and therefore as such must be resisted. 

Conference therefore reaffirms its opposition to any 
of these changes being invoked; there have been NO 
meaningful negotiations. 

This conference instructs the GEC to continue to follow 
the line of no Individual performance targets, and to issue a 
template letter to the members that they can place in their 
personnel file in accordance with PCS policy. 

If the GEC is unable to negotiate sensible agreements 
around HR change, then consideration must be given  
to making this a major national dispute and a membership 
ballot organised around action to bring management  
to their senses, thus forcing them to abandon their 
draconian approach. 

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 12
This Conference condemns the Performance Management 
changes being implemented from 1st April 2013. It is clear 
that this forms part of the wider Governmental drive to 
destroy our terms and conditions and make it far easier to 
dismiss our members.

Mike Falvey made the ludicrous comment in his Intranet 
statement on 11th February 2013 that the changes were 
because staff had said in surveys that HMRC don’t manage 
performance well. The proposals include arbitrarily set 
guided distribution markings which will be rigidly enforced 
in very small validation groups. He further highlights a shift 
in emphasis, where the way someone does their job, and 
the behaviours they demonstrate, are just as important as 
what they have achieved.

Our members will now be faced with imposed KPI 
targets and a range of behaviours which will be impossible 
to be measured objectively. Managers will be placed 
in an invidious position where they’ll have to judge 
performance within these guidelines then ensure they meet 
the distribution markings. Some managers will also find 
themselves within the “must improve” category.

This GDC instructs the GEC to:
Advise members not to agree any PDE.
Enter into immediate discussions with HMRC.
If no agreement reached within 3 months submit to 

National Disputes Committee. 
Ensure that members are instructed on a programme of 

non co-operation.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 13
This group conference notes with concern the inadequate 
support and guidance offered to managers around 
implementing the new HR procedures. Guidance is in certain 
instances vague and is open to wide interpretation; it is 
also at times contradictory. Advice offered can at times 
be inconsistent leading managers to feel that they are not 
being properly supported. These difficulties are experienced 
by everyone but can lead to misunderstandings between 
staff and their managers resulting in grievances and the 
additional stress that this causes for everyone. Conference 

tackle the economic situation created by the financial 
sector and further exacerbated by the government. 

Members have signed up to their Terms and Conditions 
as a legally binding contractual agreement between 
themselves and HMRC. Any attempt to change and 
reduce Terms and Conditions is a betrayal of trust by the 
government and can only be taken as a reflection of their 
true feelings towards their workforce.

The proposals to amend Terms and Conditions 
are a breach of contract that would most likely have 
a disproportionate impact on staff with protected 
characteristics under the Equalities Act 2010.

HMRC Group Conference therefore instructs the GEC  
to oppose all changes to existing Terms and Conditions  
for both existing and future members of staff using all 
means available 

200109 – Stoke Branch

Motion 9
Conference acknowledges that the current attack on 
Civil Service Terms and Conditions is nakedly political. It 
is designed to appeal to the rightwing media rather than 
tackle the economic situation created by the financial 
sector and further exacerbated by the government. 

Members have signed up to their Terms and Conditions 
as a legally binding contractual agreement between 
themselves and HMRC. Any attempt to change and 
reduce Terms and Conditions is a betrayal of trust by the 
government and can only be taken as a reflection of their 
true feelings towards their workforce.

The proposals to amend Terms and Conditions 
are a breach of contract that would most likely have 
a disproportionate impact on staff with protected 
characteristics under the Equalities Act 2010.

HMRC Group Conference therefore instructs the GEC  
to oppose all changes to existing Terms and Conditions  
for both existing and future members of staff using all  
means available. 

200114 – Telford

Motion 10
This ADC recognises that the Government are steering a 
drive to amend terms and conditions for public service 
workers and that part of the drive is towards equalising 
terms within and across Government Departments. This 
ADC instructs the GEC acting on the principle of ‘no 
detriment’ in negotiation/discussion on equalising hours 
across Departments should seek to reduce National hours 
to match those pertaining in London, on the basis that 
Workforce Management has placed many members outside 
London into a similar situation wherein their travel times 
have increased following the closure of their local office. 

200026 – London South Thames

Motion 11
This GDC notes with concern the continual attempts of 
EXCOM to bring in draconian changes to the performance 
management system. These changes if invoked would 
lead to an arbitrary increase in the number of members 
undergoing forcible targets which would in essence be 
setting individuals up to fail. 

There is NO legitimate reason for these mechanical 
provisions to be put in place, other than the direct drive 
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Civil Service staff survey to justify this attack on  
our members.

Our understanding is that managers will be required to 
rate staff through a moderating process and that they will 
be required to find around 10% of the staff who would 
fall into the new ‘Must Improve’ category. That would be 
a disaster not only for the unfortunate 10% but for most 
workers in the Civil Service. It would create a ‘dog-eat-dog’ 
culture in the work place, intensify insecurity and increase 
work related stress.

We need to campaign amongst our members including 
those who are managers and who would be part of the 
moderation process that they should not co-operate with 
the requirement to put around 10% of their colleagues 
into this category. We are prepared to objectively assess 
performance on the basis of real evidence. We are not 
prepared to implement an undemocratic edict that has not 
one scrap of evidence supporting it to increase the needs 
improvement/must improve category by 700%. 

We make it clear that the PCS will defend with all its 
energy every member who has been put into the ‘Must 
improve’ category in order to make up the numbers for 
the 10% guided distribution rating. The guided distribution 
rating increase from 1.4% to 10% must mean that for every 
member who previously was put into ‘needs improvement’ 
around seven will in future be placed into ‘Must improve’. 
Most of those will never in their careers have been in such 
a situation and will only be there in future in order to make 
up the numbers. We must be prepared to fight for every 
one of our members put in this position.

If our members who are managers respond positively 
to that call we will cripple the new arrangement and 
create the possibility of forcing concessions or, better still, 
a complete retreat by the employer. However we make 
it clear to all managers that if they do acquiesce with the 
employer we will fight for every member who suffers.

The arbitrary notion that 10% ‘Must Improve’ takes no 
account of how teams are made up and their work area 
and the team ethic. In (HMRC) CI, as elsewhere, the team is 
the unit that works together with a large degree of mutual 
support to achieve prosecutions (results). The new policy 
runs entirely counter to the concept of team working and 
pitches individuals against each other. The only winner in 
this scenario is the criminal whose claim is not blocked or 
whose prosecution fails

This Group Delegate Conference condemns this further 
attack on our members and instructs the Group Executive 
Committee to ballot members as a matter of urgency  
for blanket non co-operation with this policy. The GEC is 
further instructed to inform Department heads, directorate 
heads, branch heads etc, that this is our clear instruction  
to our members.

We point to how the Staff Survey has been used against 
our members the GEC should encourage them through 
campaigning to take no part in any future Civil Service, 
HMRC or management led staff survey. It follows that 
we have no interest from this point on in discussing with 
management the results of the current survey since, to 
do so, only gives credence to an initiative that was used 
against our members.

200039 – Criminal and Justice

Motion 17
That this Group Conference is deeply concerned that Ex 
Com proposals will result in the return of quotas for the 
new ‘must improve’ box marking.

Whilst these changes are still under negotiation managers 
in many areas are already discussing how to implement them.

Quotas such as these can only harm teamwork and lead 
to our members competing against one another rather than 
working as teams.

instructs the GEC to approach HR & Learning with a view 
of addressing the lack of clarity concerning the contents 
of the HR & Learning Guidance/instructions on the new 
procedures; this should be in place before Conference 2014.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 14
This forum notes with concern the Civil Service Reform 
Plan, we instruct the VOAC and the GEC that no attempt 
to worsen any of our conditions should go un-resisted. We 
note that the fundamental purpose of the existence of a 
trade union is resistance to attacks from the ruling class and 
the bosses. Therefore this conference explicitly forbids the 
GEC and the VOAC to give agreement to any worsening 
of any element of our terms and conditions including but 
not limited to leave entitlement, flexible working and 
performance management. To agree to any such change 
would be an utter betrayal of our members.

We also instruct the GEC and VOAC that any attempt 
to impose detrimental changes to any of our terms and 
conditions should be met by an immediate ballot for 
industrial action. 

200010 – South East Valuation

Motion 15
This Group Delegate Conference deplores the introduction 
of a new staff appraisal system without any meaningful 
discussion with DTUS.

Conference also notes that the new guidance for the 
imposed system was placed on the Intranet immediately, 
even though the new system did not take effect until 
01/04/2013. Members, Managers and TU reps then found 
it impossible to know the correct procedures in the interim 
period.

Conference particularly opposes the arbitrary 10% “must 
improve” quota, when there is no evidence that anything 
like that number of staff were falling short of the required 
standard in 2011/12.

Conference instructs the GEC to pursue urgent 
negotiations with HMRC to address the issue. If this proves 
impossible, conference instructs the GEC to;

•	Issue guidance to members for a campaign of non-co-
operation with the system from top to bottom

•	Ballot members for strike action and action short of  
a strike

•	Carry out the ballot by 31/07/2013

200091 – Portsdown Vectis

Motion 16
The purpose of a union is to defend the interests of its 
members.

This meeting/Conference notes with dismay the 
imposition, without any meaningful negotiations with 
the trade union side, of new performance management 
arrangements which will increase the numbers of staff who 
are categorised as requiring improvement (now called ‘Must 
Improve’) by approximately 700%. These new arrangements 
have been reported by The Guardian, The Daily Telegraph 
and the BBC as a threat to the jobs of 10% of the Civil 
Service staff.

This is a real threat to the job security of our members.
We also note that Bob Kerslake, the head of the Civil 

Service, and HMRC’s own managers have recently used the 
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This Annual Group Conference believes that the 
introduction of forced distribution of performance ratings 
is completely unacceptable. It notes the experience within 
DWP when the PDS system was introduced in 2004. For 
example a significant number of managers within the DWP 
were disciplined for refusing to participate in moderating 
meetings which were held to allocate performance ratings 
to staff using forced distribution. In 2009 DWP Management 
scrapped this system with their then Permanent Secretary 
Leigh Lewis stating at the time: “We need a new system 
which helps, rather than hinders our business”.

This Annual Group Conference instructs the GEC to:
1 refuse to agree any performance management process 

which includes forced distribution of performance 
ratings.

2 refuse to agree any performance management 
process which does not include the principle that 
the achievement of performance objectives and 
competencies should be within the control of the 
jobholder. 

3 liaise with their counterparts in the DWP Group to find 
out their experiences in dealing with the introduction 
PDS within their Department.

4 obtain legal advice as to whether it is permissible for 
employees who have met their performance objectives 
and competencies to placed on inefficiency procedures.

5 publish a clear statement as to whether in their handling 
on this issue HMRC have or have not honoured their 
commitment to consult properly with the union under 
the terms of the Employee Relations Agreement.

6 publish specific guidance to members who have 
reasonable adjustments under the terms of the Equality 
Act 2010 to assist them in dealing with the specific 
problems they could face under a system of forced 
distribution of performance ratings.

7 consider a programme of non-cooperation and 
departmental industrial action, including strike action to 
oppose the introduction of these detrimental changes to 
the performance management system.

200040 – Euston Tower

Motion 21
This ADC recognises that the Government are steering a 
drive to amend terms and conditions for public service 
workers and that part of the drive is towards equalising 
terms within and across Government Departments. This 
ADC instructs the GEC acting on the principle of ‘no 
detriment’ in negotiation/discussion on equalising hours 
across Departments should seek to reduce National hours 
to those pertaining in London on the basis that Workforce 
Management has placed many members outside London 
into a similar situation wherein their travel times have 
increased following closure of their local office. 

200070 – North London

Motion 22
Conference is deeply concerned that the Cabinet Office 
CSEP proposals will result in the return of quotas for the 
new ‘must improve’ box marking.

Whilst these changes are still under negotiation managers 
in many areas are already discussing how to implement 
them.

Quotas such as these can only harm teamwork and lead 
to our members competing against one another rather than 
working as teams.

Any appraisal system should be based solely on merit 
and there should be absolutely no reason that any arbitrary 

Any appraisal system should be based solely on merit 
and there should be absolutely no reason that any arbitrary 
percentage of the workforce should be classed as ‘must 
improve’. 

Conference also notes that at a time of pay freeze 
there is no benefit to the majority of members, bar those 
in receipt of ‘top’ box markings, in taking part in the 
performance pay appraisal system.

Conference instructs the GEC to notify Ex Com of our 
intention to instruct members to not comply with any 
appraisal system containing quotas.

200107 – Fenland 

Motion 18
Group conference notes that the performance appraisals 
process operated by HMRC is discriminatory. It appears to 
directly discriminate against grade, race, sexuality, hours 
worked and age. 

The latest statistics show that you are less likely 
to be able to get a top marking if you are under 25, 
disabled, work part-time, are of a Black or minority ethnic 
background (BAME), and much more likely to be able to get 
an improvement needed marking. It also shows a radical 
difference for LGBT staff.

This may be because managers simply do not understand 
HMRC diversity policies or the Equalities Act 2010.

Conference instructs the GEC to seek HMRC Management 
acknowledgement that the current departmental use of 
improvement needed markings are being implemented in a 
discriminatory manner. 

The GEC are further instructed to work with the 
Department to develop a new process that is neither 
discriminatory nor unfair and reflects both the spirit and the 
letter of the Equalities Act 2010.

The GEC is instructed to update members monthly on 
the progress they are making with the department on  
this issue. 

200011 – Bristol West County

Motion 19
That this ADC is particularly alarmed at the Civil Service 
Employment Policy that all grades should be mobile.

Conference instructs the GEC to publicize to members 
the dangers that this particular policy will have in HMRC 
where most staff are not mobile in that if all grades are 
mobile it will make it easier for HMRC to close offices 
whereas legal advice and precedent until now has ensured 
negotiation with Trade Unions to protect members from 
forced moves in relocating staff within Reasonable Daily 
Travel, negotiated Voluntary Redundancy and exit schemes 
including Assisted Early Retirement, where they are not

200102 – South Wales

Motion 20
This Annual Group Conference notes with concern the 
announcement by the HMRC Chief People Officer in 
February that the Department intends to introduce in April 
2013 changes to the performance management process. 
Although the announcement did not explicitly state that 
the Department intends to introduce forced distribution of 
performance ratings, it is apparent that is the stance which 
Civil Service Employee Policy (CSEP) is pressing Departments 
such as HMRC to follow.
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Motion 25
This Branch notes the continued attack on existing Terms 
and Conditions of members working within HMRC and in 
particular the recently proposed changes to performance 
management.

This Branch sees that policy as the next step along the 
road in dismissing PCS members from what is already an 
over stretched ever decreasing department.

We therefore instruct the GEC to continue in attempting 
to get the department to enter into meaningful 
negotiations on the issue but to ballot all PCS members on 
industrial action where the department fails to engage. 

200132 – West Lancashire & West Cheshire

Motion 26
This Group Delegate Conference restates its fundamental 
opposition to the inclusion of arbitrary quotas within any 
performance management system. Conference is appalled, 
but not surprised, to learn the Department is introducing 
a system with a public and stated “distribution” across 
three “performance ratings”, and it is doing so without any 
negotiation. 

By implying that in any team of 10 people at least one 
will not be performing satisfactorily, Mike Falvey’s Intranet 
announcement on 11 February 2013 has demonstrated the 
extent of Excom’s incompetence.

Conference believes the Department has already shown 
its contempt towards staff by refusing discussion with the 
Unions and can see no point in wasting any more time by 
asking Excom to come to the negotiating table. The GDC is 
instructed to ballot members within four weeks of the close 
of this conference with a recommendation for a “yes” vote 
on a campaign of non co-operation with the Departments 
appraisal system.

200099 – Sheffield

Motion 27
That this AGM notes with alarm that as a result of proposals 
flowing from the Cabinet Office driven Civil Service 
Employee Policy (CESP), EXCOM will introduce detrimental 
changes to the current performance management 
arrangements from 1st April 2013.

We condemn EXCOM for their refusing to hold any 
meaningful negotiations with PCS on these changes.

This AGM unequivocally rejects the principle of a quota 
of 10% of staff being given an ‘improvement needed’ box 
marking.

Therefore we instruct the BEC to:

•	Issue a recommendation to members in our Branch that 
they decline to participate in the process of agreeing 
their 2013/14 PDE’s.

•	Seek support for our stance from other Branches within 
the PCS R&C group:

•	Ask the GEC to endorse non-cooperation with the  
PDE system.

200007 – Bootle St John’s House

Motion 28
That this Group Conference does not accept in any way the 
department’s attempt at changing any of our terms and 
conditions in line with the cabinet office demands.

percentage of the workforce should be classed as ‘must 
improve’. 

Conference also notes that at a time of pay freeze 
there is no benefit to the majority of members, bar those 
in receipt of ‘top’ box markings, in taking part in the 
performance pay appraisal system.

Conference instructs the GEC to instruct members to not 
comply with any appraisal system containing quotas; taking 
any balloting action if required.

200147 – Anglia 

Motion 23
This Group Delegate Conference restates its fundamental 
opposition to the inclusion of arbitrary quotas within any 
performance management system. Conference is appalled, 
but not surprised, to learn the Department is introducing 
a system with a public and stated “distribution” across 
three “performance ratings”, and it is doing so without any 
negotiation.

By implying that in any team of 10 people at least one 
will not be performing satisfactorily, Mike Falvey’s Intranet 
announcement on 11 February 2013 has demonstrated the 
extent of Excom’s incompetence.

Conference believes the Department has already shown 
its contempt towards staff by refusing discussion with the 
Unions and can see no point in wasting any more time by 
asking Excom to come to the negotiating table. The GEC is 
instructed to ballot members within four weeks of the close 
of this conference with a recommendation for a “yes” vote 
on a campaign of non co-operation with the Departments 
appraisal system.

200133 – Salford

Motion 24
This R&C Group Conference welcomes the strong objections 
made by the GEC in response to HMRC’s introduction of 
changes to Performance Management outlined in Mike 
Falvey’s message dated 11/2/2013, but believes that 
more needs to be done to stop these changes from being 
implemented. Conference notes that despite this policy 
being put to PCS some time ago, subsequent meetings 
with HMRC and 2 Branch Briefings on the issue, there still 
appears to be no clear indication on how the GEC intends 
to oppose the changes. 

It is clear that this is a further attack on the terms and 
conditions of our members and is simply a way of setting 
members up to fail, which could ultimately result in their 
dismissal especially for those who are most vulnerable. This 
could potentially be a breach of the ACAS code of Practice. 
In addition, whilst there is no legal requirement to conduct 
or publish an Equality Impact Assessment, HMRC does 
have a legal requirement of “due regard” under the Public 
Sector Equality Duty to identify the effects of any policy 
and practices which may have more of a detriment to those 
members who have protected characteristics, such as part 
time workers and those with a disability.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to seek 
confirmation as to what equality proofing has taken place 
and, if satisfactory evidence is not produced to show that 
this has been done, to obtain legal advice on taking further 
action on the grounds of indirect discrimination.

200149 – West Mercia
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This conference instructs the GEC to ensure that the 
department gather further information about the recipients 
of the rewards, using the protected characteristics under 
the equality act and also include whether individuals having 
any caring responsibilities and are classed as a part time 
worked as a starting point, further information can be 
requested if appropriate.

All sites should share the information gathered on a 
quarterly basis with LTUS, and HMRC should the national 
information on a bi annual basis.

Staff should be asked to provide this information on 
an anonymous basis, and while encouraged to do so by 
the department and PCS, understand that providing this 
information is on a voluntary basis.

Once the information is received, the GEC should review 
the information to ensure there is no discrimination and 
highlight and discuss any concerns with the department.

200031 – East Kilbride

Motion 32
Conference notes the 1% pay rise cap represents a 
continued attack on our pay with those on lowest incomes 
suffering the most.

As such conference instructs the GEC to ensure a fair 
distribution of the total pay pot afforded by this 1% cap.

As such the GEC shall adhere to the principle, using FTE 
salaries as comparisons, that no member shall receive less of 
a pay rise in cash terms than any member at a higher grade. 

200006 – Bootle

Motion 33
In the current economic climate and with pay freezes, this 
conference instructs the R&C Group Conference to enter 
into negotiations with the employer to obtain financial 
assistance to staff who wish to enrol onto Further Education 
courses, up to a maximum of £300 per year per person.

200082 – Northern Ireland

Section 4 – Valuation 
Office Agency

Motion 34
This conference roundly condemns Valuation Office Agency 
management, HMRC and Cameron’s larcenous government 
of millionaires for the derisory 2012 pay imposition. This pay 
imposition is unacceptable on a number of levels. 
1 It does very little to address the continuing injustice 

faced by those staff in Band 7-5 who are still denied the 
progression to the max they were promised in 2010-
2012. This continuing denial of justice, whilst progression 
promises have been met for better paid staff is an 
obscenity which must be corrected. 

2 At the same time staff in the best paid bands, with 
comparatively short length of service are receiving 
larger progression payments than those in Bands 5-7 
who should have reached their max years ago. Whilst we 
acknowledge that those staff in the best paid bands are 
receiving a slightly smaller percentage of progression, it is 
still wildly inappropriate that these staff should receive a 
larger raise than our members in Bands 5-7. 

The GEC are instructed to resist any attempt whatsoever 
to change any terms and conditions, no matter how 
insignificant they may seem to any of the negotiators, and 
flat out refusal to enter into any negotiations.

If the department advises PCS of their intentions to 
change any term or condition, implied, express or any  
other, that all members will be balloted for all types of 
action, up to, and including strike action, as soon as is 
logistically possible.

200029 – Dundee

Section 3 – HMRC Pay

Motion 29
Conference acknowledges the pay claim submitted by 
the GEC, and the proposed action at a national level, 
however we believe that the current proposals from central 
government are simply unacceptable.

As the cost of food, clothing, energy, & fuel, prices rise 
our members have been subjected to minimal increases or 
even worse, a pay freeze for the last 3 years.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to reject any 
further pay offers which are not at least equal to the 
current rate of inflation.

200131 – Waterview Park

Motion 30
Conference acknowledges that since the introduction of 
the pay freeze there has been no upward pay progression 
with members stranded on pay rates which in real terms 
represent a cut in wages. This has left members well below 
the maximum pay for their grade with no possibility of 
progressing to the top rate for the job. This is grossly unfair 
and has resulted in many members working side by side on 
differing pay rates whilst doing the same or comparable 
jobs. This inequality at a time of great economic difficulty 
for our members is unacceptable to hardworking HMRC 
employees trying to reduce the UK tax gap. 

Conference instructs the GEC to ensure that in any future 
pay deals progression should be decoupled from the annual 
cost of living increases and that a separate contractual ‘pot’ 
should be establishing for pay progression ensuring that all 
members can move to their maximum pay scale within 5 
years of assimilation to that grade. 

200114 – Telford
(covers motions 170, 171 and 172)

Motion 31
This annual group conference recognises that since February 
2006 that HMRC has been running a recognition bonus 
scheme. This conference notes that it disagrees with any 
such bonus scheme, and any additional funding should be 
used to increase pay for all, rather than a bonus for a small 
minority of staff.

While this conference notes the objections to this 
scheme, it does want to make sure that it is fair to all 
members. Currently the only information about who 
receives any rewards is the amount, the sex and the grade 
of the individual receiving the reward. Conference notes this 
does not provide enough information to make sure that no 
member is discriminated against, due to the scheme.
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Motion 38
This conference notes that the equipment such as laser 
measures, cameras and sat navs used by band 5 referencers 
whilst out on inspections is past its sell by date and is no 
longer fit for purpose.

Conference instructs VOAC to enter into immediate 
negotiations with the official side to have all such 
equipment replaced in the current financial year

200086 – East Midlands Valuation

Motion 39
Following the re-organisation of the Valuation Office 
Agency into units and business streams band 5 referencers 
in locations have been forced to inspect properties which 
were previously inspected by Band 4 SRU referencers. 

Many of these properties include Plant and machinery 
which is now in danger of being missed due to lack of 
training for band 5s.

This conference instructs VOAC to enter into immediate 
discussions with the official side to ensure that all band 5 
NDR referencers receive the appropriate training to enable 
them to carry out these inspections properly.

200086 – East Midlands Valuation

Section 5 – Sickness 
Absence

Motion 40
This Conference notes that members have no right to 
a formal appeal against the Managing Poor Attendance 
(MPA) or the Managing Poor Performance (MPP) processes 
until they reach the final stage of the process and facing 
dismissal from the department.

Managers are put under pressure by Attendance 
Management Officers to take action as soon as a 
member hits the consideration points, when it is not 
necessary; members are being put on the mechanical MPA 
process with when the member knows formal action is 
inappropriate and disagree with it.

In HMRC’s contact centres, where a member disagrees 
with their managers marking in coaching calls, there is  
no clear route for the member to appeal against any 
coaching fails. 

Where it is deemed that a member has given incorrect 
information on a telephone call, if the manager feels there 
is no material impact, it would not be classed as a coaching 
fail, but material impact can vary from one manager to 
another. 

These decisions can have an impact on members PDE 
marking, promotion opportunities and could ultimately lead 
to someone’s dismissal.

This conference feels that there should be an appeals 
process in place for the earlier stages of MPA & MPP should 
members who have grounds to appeal wish to formally 
disagree with a decision made during the process and 
avoid having to face dismissal before their appeal is heard. 
This appeals process should be independent of the direct 
management chain.

This conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with the 
department to implement this process and report back by 
ADC 2014.

200031 – East Kilbride

3 Aside from that – our staff already on the max, receive 
no pay rise at all, in the face of high inflation, rising 
pension rates etc. It is unacceptable that any members 
pay fails to keep pace with the cost of living, but this is 
especially grievous when it comes to our band 7 staff 
paid less than £15, 500 on the max. These members 
already receive poverty pay, and due to high increases in 
the cost of food, transport and accommodation actually 
experience a far higher rate of inflation than those staff 
with a higher income. 

This conference declares that our members should not pay 
the price for the greed and stupidity of the capitalist ruling 
classes, and affirms that we will not sit down and shut up 
and accept this injustice to our members. On the contrary 
we declare that an injury to one is an injury to us as all, and 
instruct the VOAC and the GEC to build for industrial action 
in the VOA on pay which could be taken either as part of 
the PCS national campaign or alone if necessary. We do not 
wish to be prescriptive as to the exact nature of this action, 
but we insist that in the face of this injustice to our worst 
paid members we must give answer.

200010 – South East Valuation

Motion 35
This conference believes that since the move to the unit 
structure VOA jobs have changed significantly. Therefore 
the current JEGs results could be flawed as it was started 
immediately after the move to the unit structure.

This conference instructs VOAC to enter into immediate 
negotiations with the official side to revisit the JEGs exercise.

200086 – East Midlands Valuation

Motion 36
This conference notes that the GEC and VOAC are strongly 
opposed to performance related pay, and always has been. 
It is therefore a great disappointment to find such a system 
creeping into the VOA. The percentage targets of 20% to 
exceed, 70% to achieve and 10% to need to improve have 
been plucked out of the air and are designed to  
de-motivate and divide staff, with the ultimate goal of 
cutting staff.

The GEC and VOAC are therefore instructed to 
negotiate with VOA management to abolish the current 
performance management system. If this is not achievable, 
the negotiations with management should ensure that no 
percentage targets are imposed to ensure performance is 
therefore measured on an individual basis, without quotas 
being enforced.

200090 – South West Valuation

Motion 37
This group conference instructs the VOAC to pursue a 
critical and independent approach towards the so-called 
“Change Partnership” of the VOA. This is not real staff 
consultation as management have set the agenda for it. As 
such “change” in the VOA simply means cutbacks plus the 
increasing ‘marketisation’ and “corporatisation” (i.e. being 
run like a private company) in the Valuation Office Agency.

Furthermore the VOAC is instructed to mount a campaign 
against the “Change” agenda of VOA management.

200148 – Greater London Valuation
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Motion 43
Conference notes the one consistency in the application of 
the departments sick absence policy is the discounting of 
disability related sick absence to a level that just ensures the 
affected member is still above the “consideration points”.

Conference notes that the requirement to refer cases to 
a senior manager if setting a discount of more than 5-days 
places an unnecessary obstacle to providing a reasonable 
adjustment.

Conference notes that to be reasonable an adjustment 
must be practical from the point of view of the job holder 
and financially in the scope of the employer. However 
conference is concerned that, particularly for lower grades, 
adjustments are being capped at a level that in reality 
offers no practical help to affected members. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to seek a change 
in guidance so that FLM’s are ultimately responsible for 
making a decision with no arbitrary cap.

Furthermore to support managers in this the GEC are 
instructed to negotiate for an advice service separate  
from HR and the management chain, capable of providing 
legal advice around what is reasonable, that managers  
can refer to.

200006 – Bootle

Motion 44
Conference notes that in an attempt to meet an arbitrary 
“target” of sickness absence HMRC are now aggressively 
implementing punitive measures against our members. 
HMRC’s own policies and obligations under legal statutes 
such as the Equality Act 2010 are being ignored or 
manipulated in order to reduce the absence levels. Sickness 
absence management policy is clearly being driven by 
central targets and enforced locally by heavy handed and 
unjust measures. We cannot allow our members to be 
treated in this way and must rigorously defend and enforce 
the national HMRC policies and wider legal rights our 
members are entitled to. 

Conference instructs the GEC to:
Make a formal complaint to the Official Side regarding 

the mechanical and unjust way Sickness Absence 
Management is being dealt with across the department. 

Obtain a formal Sickness Absence Management 
Agreement from the Official Side which confirms that 
all aspects of sickness absence management will be 
conducted within national HMRC policies and conform to 
legal obligations under each and every relevant Act. There 
should be a clear escalation route to the GEC where areas 
or offices do not comply. 

Conference notes that the incoming GEC should enter 
into negotiations with HMRC to reach a suitable agreement 
no later that 6 months from the closure of conference.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 45
That this ADC recognises that HMRC’s policy of using 
Average Working Days Lost per FTE in targeting a reduction 
in sick absence was formulated, via the Cabinet Office, 
before and takes no account of the disability provisions of 
Equality Act 2010. 

This ADC instructs the GEC to negotiate the removal of 
Disability Related Sick Absence from such targeting

200102 – South Wales

Motion 41
This conference notes that HMRC, in particular PT Ops, have 
taken a brutal approach to managing sickness absence to 
the point where members are almost fearful of calling in 
sick. This is leading to more members than ever before 
being managed under the department’s draconian sickness 
guidance.

As a result of this mechanistic approach, conference 
notes that there has been a considerable increase in 
decision maker (stage 3) cases. Many of these decisions 
seem to be taken “in-house”, particularly within the Contact 
Centre business stream. Conference believes that this can 
lead to a conflict of interest, resulting in a detrimental 
effect to those members being managed under this 
procedure. The senior manager making the decision may 
have had previous dealings with the member or in some 
cases may even have previously been part of the member’s 
management chain.

This should never be the case and each case must be 
dealt with on its own merit, rather than potential past 
experiences with members.

The member’s manager can also suffer in this situation as 
they may feel forced into making a decision which they do 
not believe to be correct.

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate 
with HMRC that as part of the decision maker process, the 
decision maker should be from a different business stream 
and with no prior involvement in the case.

Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate this as soon as 
practicable, with a view to reporting back to branches by 
November 2013.

200075 – Northumberland and Durham

Motion 42
This Conference notes that despite numerous Motions over 
recent years, the Department are increasingly implementing 
policies on sick absence which mean our members are 
losing their jobs or constantly in fear of doing so. Despite 
assurances within the Enabling Agreement and various 
others, there has been an incessant drive to operate 
sickness absence management by business targets rather 
than the welfare of staff. Our members are being dismissed 
after a few weeks or put on formal action much earlier than 
ever before just to achieve these targets. Different offices 
and business streams are operating their own policies. 
League tables are being used to intimidate our members. 
Individual circumstances are not taken into account,  
HMRC policies and Equality Act legislation are being 
blatantly ignored.

The GEC is therefore instructed to:
Co-ordinate information from all Branches on their issues.
Formally write to the Department and send a full list of 

concerns.
Obtain a formal Agreement on sickness absence 

management which commits to the full operation of HMRC 
policies and Equality Act and other relevant legislation 
across each and every business.

Support Branches to take cases to tribunal level and 
consider collective actions.

If no Agreement is reached within 3 months of the end 
of this Conference, ballot for industrial action.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covers motion 173)
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HMRC’s own policies and obligations under legal statutes 
such as the Equality Act 2010 are being ignored or 
manipulated in order to reduce the absence levels. Sickness 
absence management policy is clearly being driven by 
central targets and enforced locally by heavy handed and 
unjust measures. We cannot allow our members to be 
treated in this way and must rigorously defend and enforce 
the national HMRC policies and wider legal rights our 
members are entitled to. Conference instructs the GEC to:

•	Make a formal complaint to the Official Side regarding 
the mechanical and unjust way Sickness Absence 
Management is being dealt with across the department. 

•	Obtain a formal Sickness Absence Management 
Agreement from the Official Side which confirms that 
all aspects of sickness absence management will be 
conducted within national HMRC policies and conform 
to legal obligations under each and every relevant Act. 
There should be a clear escalation route to the GEC 
where areas or offices do not comply. 

Conference instructs the incoming GEC to enter into 
negotiations with HMRC to reach a suitable agreement no 
later that 6 months from the closure of this conference. 

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness

Section 6 – Contact 
Centres

Motion 50
This GDC instructs the GEC to hold immediate negotiations 
with Contact Centre Management to stop the totally 
inflexible process that has been introduced with the current 
Leave Audit. This process uses several checks, including 
the MIS tool, to check on time used by our members. It 
includes sign on/sign off time, lunch breaks as well as flexi 
and annual leave. Discrepancy reports prepared if any of the 
check sheets are one minute out. 

The Leave Audit (brought in last year) is now growing 
arms and legs with all these extra checks, causing all staff 
problems. Team leaders have their workload increased 
requiring offline staff and managers to double check these 
results. While PCS accepts checks should be made using 
Management Information System (MIS), the extra ERP/Flexi 
sheets/ Personal Attendance Tool (PAT) checks on staff 
times are not the best use of everyone’s time. 

None of these systems update automatically and all rely 
on various staff inputting the information which can result 
in mistakes being made and staff put on discrepancy report 
incorrectly and unnecessarily. 

This GDC feels that this process is totally against the 
MIS agreement. As the MIS Agreement is sufficient for 
management to check all sign on and off times the GEC 
should negotiate immediately for these extra checks to be 
stopped. This to be done within 3 months.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covers motions 174 and 175)

 In general debate with Motions 51 and 52

Motion 51
This group delegate conference instructs the GEC to 
negotiate with the head of contact centres an agreed code 
for staff to update ERP, PAT tool, flexi records and other 
records as requested by the business and HMRC guidelines.

If no agreement can be reached within three months 
of the close of conference, the GEC will advise all contact 

Motion 46
That this Group Conference recognises that the introduction 
of Attendance Management Officers/ Champions has 
reduced capability of many of our member managers, 
which is the exact opposite of the department’s intention 
when these roles were introduced. 

The GEC are instructed to enter into negotiations with 
the department with a view to immediate withdrawal 
of AMOs throughout the department, and that existing 
AMOs are returned to support front line resources, and the 
reduction in team sizes.

Full retraining and support must be provided to offline 
staff when returning to front line resource.

The removal of the AMO role should be secured by  
GDC 2014.

200029 – Dundee

Motion 47
That this conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC to establish a procedure whereby when members 
have been on sick leave for 10 working days or commence 
maternity leave notification will be provided to the relevant 
PCS representative. The purpose of this motion is to ensure 
that the appropriate union benefits can be put in place 
and that the union can monitor any possible long term sick 
cases and action taken by management

200152 – Sussex

Motion 48
The introduction and use of Attendance Management 
Champions within HMRC, particularly in DMB is alarming. 
The focus of Attendance Champions is dedicated to 
serving DMB officers at Grade O and above. The primary 
role is to supply advice about individuals’ circumstances in 
attendance disciplinary proceedings to Officers at Grade O 
and above.

This provides the managers within DMB with a dedicated 
advice service reducing the amount of reasearch and time 
spent by managers when working attendance management 
cases. Attendance Management Champions also resist 
approaches for advice from Band AA and AO staff leaving 
them at a distinct disadvantage. PCS reps, working for the 
benefit of their members, are also disadvantaged in that 
time and effort has to be spent meticulously on every case 
to ensure the guidance has not changed.

At a time where facilities time is being limited and many 
individuals are falling foul of attendance management 
proceedings, this GDC instructs the GEC to:

•	Consider the implentation of measures to aid workplace 
representatives, perhaps a PCS Attendance Champion 
or an information source accessible to workplace 
representatives and

•	negotiate with HMRC to allow the Attendance 
Management Champion role, or similar, to be used in the 
same way by all HMRC staff of all grades.

200101 – Shipley

Motion 49
Conference notes that in an attempt to meet an arbitrary 
“target” of sickness absence, HMRC are now aggressively 
implementing punitive measures against our members. 
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Section 7 – Conduct and 
Discipline

Motion 55
Conference recognises the achievements of the GEC in 
managing to renegotiate the Acceptable Use Policy (AUP). 
Recent breaches of AUP dealt with by this Branch have 
had one important common factor – Lack of training. The 
Official Side abdicate their responsibility to train users to 
search extensive databases yet seek to discipline those who 
seek to improve their knowledge by using the safest data 
they can, their own. This has generated, in a series of cases, 
a knee jerk reaction of Goss Misconduct findings. 

Conference instructs the GEC to open negotiations 
with the Official Side with the aim of ensuring that where 
breaches are identified as occurring due to lack of training 
they are properly investigated, including the reasons for 
the lack of training. The GEC are also instructed to ensure 
that any sanction for breaches is dictated by individual 
circumstances and not an automatic finding of Gross 
Misconduct. 

200039 – Criminal and Justice

Motion 56
This conference believes that the recent changes made 
to the Discipline guidance that moved the control and 
responsibility for Gross Misconduct cases to the individual 
business streams to be a poorly thought out action. At a time 
when a manager’s work load is increasing all of the time, 
to burden them with such a complex and time consuming 
activity does not make a lot of sense. To compound the 
problems there does not seem to be much by way of training 
provided to help them and unless there are significant 
problems within their work area they will not have a chance 
to gain any experience in such cases. The inevitable result is 
a lack of consistency in both the decision making process and 
the level of penalty imposed. Both of which will tie the union 
and the business up in an even more time consuming and 
costly appeal process, not to mention the high level of stress 
our members will be subject to throughout the process. 

The GEC are instructed to enter into immediate 
negotiations with the Board to high light the issues and seek 
a workable solution to them; reporting the outcome back 
to branches within 6 months which hopefully will return this 
work to a fully independent internal unit.

200058 – South of England

Motion 57
This Conference recognises the recent change in referring 
cases to Internal Governance (IG) where the decision 
whether to proceed with a case has been moved from 
IG to the line manager acting on Management Advisory 
Service (MAS) advice. This has taken the integrity and 
expertise of IG out of the decision making process and put 
the decision whether to proceed in the hands of amateurs 
advised by those who are more concerned with achieving 
departmental targets and staff reductions than following 
correct policy and legal guidelines. This Conference 
therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate with HMRC to 
restore the primacy of IG as the decision making body on 
whether to proceed with case within HMRC.

200139 – Quorum Branch

centre members to use the most appropriate code, 
currently HR, via statutory ballot if necessary, until a 
more appropriate code is provided by the contact centre 
management. Any agreement should not involved staff 
being instructed to use their investment time to perform 
tasks that the business are advising is a requirement.

200031 – East Kilbride
In general debate with Motions 50 and 52

Motion 52
This Annual Group Conference instructs the GEC to ensure 
that HMRC Contact Centres withdraw the responsibility for 
the unfit for purpose individual PAT tool from advisors and 
Team Leaders who have no control over them. The tool 
itself does not work as it should, has been presented to 
advisors as an up-to-date working document and is in most 
cases incorrect. No opportunity has yet been given to even 
discuss how and why it is incorrect or to correct it and yet 
we are told we are responsible for it. 

200102 – South Wales
(In general debate with motions 50 and 51)

(Falls if motion 51 is carried)

Motion 53
This Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with CCD 
Management a successful resolution of the on-going issues 
regarding Public holidays and Annual Leave.

In Contact Centres full time staff work shifts of 7 hrs 
30 mins (4 days) and 7 hrs (1 day) each week – reflecting 
different shifts. When a day off is taken as a public/privilege 
day it is recorded as 7 hrs and 24 mins (pro rata for part 
time staff) with the remaining balance to be made up using 
flexible working. 

Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate that leave 
taken as a public/privilege day should be credited as the 
full shift for that day so staff do not have to constantly 
make up the difference. The alternative is to instruct the 
CCD management that from now on all staff will work the 
average number of hours each day for their shift (i.e. 7 
hours 24 minutes for full time pro rata for part time) and 
management can suffer the consequences.

This to be done within 3 months of this Conference.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 54
This Group Delegate Conference recognises the iniquity in 
refusing to allow former Tax Credit Advisers now working 
alongside Taxes colleagues in Contact Centres the limited 
flexibility that those colleagues enjoy.

Former Tax Credit Advisers are now integrated in to 
the Taxes Adviser line of business and are doing the same 
work as their colleagues, however despite this they are 
constrained by the shift patterns that were required when 
working on Tax Credits.

This GDC instructs the GEC to enter in to immediate 
negotiations to remedy this injustice and issue a Members 
Briefing reporting on progress within 3 months of this 
conference.

200008 – Bradford & District
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they have fallen foul of any computer misuse by 30th 
November 2013 

•	Proper guidance and training to local personal reps 
highlighting types of cases and highlighting and sharing 
best union practice by 30th November 2013 

200007 – Bootle St John’s House

Motion 61
Members who reach the unfortunate position of being 
dismissed are routinely being denied the compensation 
they are entitled under the terms set out in the Civil Service 
Pension Scheme.

Evidence suggests that HMRCs own guidance undermines 
Civil Service Guidance PIN40 by providing a contradictory 
approach.

We suggest that HMRC Guidance in the way it is set 
out, beginning with 0%, pushes HMRC managers to reduce 
compensation often without sufficient supporting evidence.

Evidence suggests that the Managers Compensation 
Form is used as a checklist and that information completed 
by the manager is often not reflective of the jobholders 
situation or history.

Conference instructs GEC to undertake the following 
investigations within 3 months to:

•	Ask HMRC to provide statistical evidence of 
compensation levels provided on dismissal broken down 
by business stream showing figures for compensation 
awarded on first decision, and the percentage increased 
at appeal.

•	Ask the Civil Service Appeal Board to provide information 
showing statistics of the numbers successful in increasing 
compensation at CSAB.

•	Use this information to discuss HMRC Compensation 
guidance with the employer with a view to bringing it 
into line with Civil Service Guidance.

•	If HMRC will not comply, raise complaints with the 
Cabinet Office to demonstrate that HMRC is not 
compliant with Civil Service Guidance and that the 
issue is financially wasteful resulting in large numbers of 
unnecessary appeals each year beyond the immediate 
effect on jobholders who are left in financial hardship as 
a result.

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire

Section 8 – Privatisation

Motion 62
Conference reaffirms its total opposition to the privatisation 
and outsourcing of HMRC services.

Having campaigned hard against the use of private sector 
involvement in contact centres and although successful in 
demonstrating that the core assumptions about cost and 
quality offered by the private sector were not confirmed, 
HMRC now plan to use private sector provision in Benefits 
and Credit (B&C) to build capacity to combat error and 
fraud.

Conference recognises that the pilot will initially 
involve 30 private sector staff but if successful as many 
as 700 could be employed and although there have been 
assurances that this will not impact on the 1500 staff 
already working in B&C it once again proves that HMRC is 
under resourced and unable to deliver its core function.

Conference notes that B&C are on target to raise 
£2billion in revenue loss avoided, £1billion short of the 
Treasury target set at £3billion for 2013. 

Motion 58
This conference deems unnecessary the amount of time 
employees spend undergoing formal reviews in cases of 
formal action.

Currently anybody on stage 1 for attendance or 
disciplinary problems spend 3 months on a formal review 
period, then a further 12 month informal review period, 
effectively these are the same, if the problem reoccurs 
in either period the outcome will almost inevitably be to 
proceed to the next stage. Stage 2 is then a 6 months 
formal review period followed by another 12 month 
informal period.

A total of 12 months for each stage is sufficient to review 
and correct any problems. Employees are being punished 
for an unnecessary length of time with the stress of further 
impending formal action hanging over them for months 
longer than is realistically required.

This conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC to reduce review periods, reducing this stressful 
period shorter for employees and simplifying the end of  
the review period for managers.

200006 – Bootle

Motion 59
This conference recognises that one of the ways to assure 
justice for members involved in disciplinary cases is to 
ensure independent and dispassionate consideration of the 
facts. To this end the Group has been successful in ensuring 
that Appeal Managers are senior to and independent of 
Decision Makers. The aim is to ensure that the appeal is free 
from any prejudices or contamination from the Decision 
Hearing. However both bodies have one member that is 
consistent, the MAS advisor. We do not seek to denigrate 
the advisors, but for the Appeal hearing to be seen to be 
properly independent the MAS advisor for the Appeal should 
be a different individual from the original Decision hearing.

Conference therefore instructs the incoming GEC to 
negotiate this with the OS and report back for the next 
conference

200039 – Criminal and Justice 

Motion 60
This conference notes that once accused of gross 
misconduct due to computer misuse, members have a 
very slim chance of being able to defend themselves. Very 
often this can lead to dismissal, even with the strongest of 
mitigating circumstances. 

The forthcoming changes to Employment tribunals mean 
that the chance of overturning any dismissal is increasingly 
against our members.

HMRC appears to be content to rest on its laurels and 
appears to be doing nothing to identify the reasons why 
these cases occur and what can be done to prevent these 
cases happening in the first place. 

The GEC is instructed to:

•	Request a Departmental review of these cases with a 
view to improving Departmental procedures in such 
areas as training, guidance, publicity etc to minimise 
these cases happening in the first place.

•	Request increased publicity and improved auditable 
active management so that staff are aware of their 
responsibilities.
The GEC is also instructed to:

•	Complete its own guidance to staff highlighting ‘dos 
and don’ts’ and what they should do if they feel that 
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time allocated to ther Trade Union Representatives for 
Union activity ( Facility Time). Conference further notes the 
proposal to limit maximum paid working time individuals 
will be allowed to spend on Union activity.

The net effect of these proposals could be an attempt 
to restrict both the time individuals spend as Learning Reps 
and the overall amount of time spent by all Reps.

Conference believes that not only is this illegal under 
the terms of current Learning Legislation but that it is an 
outright attack on the conditions of our members. By 
denying appointed Learning Reps the time to fulfill their 
duties as laid out in legislation they are openly creating the 
opportunity for the few unscupulous managers to neglect 
the development of members while the decent managers 
will not have the expert assistance of Learning Reps to do 
the right thing.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to mount a 
vigorous campaign, including legal action if necessary, to 
resist and defeat these proposals.

200070 – North London
In general debate with motions 63 and 65

Motion 65
This ADC recognises the part that local reps and personal 
caseworkers play in supporting members through various 
stages of the disciplinary/grievance process and notes with 
growing concern the proposed restriction on Facilities Time 
for accredited reps. This ADC therefore instructs the GEC to 
pursue a continuance and possible expansion of the current 
arrangements whereby additional time can be claimed 
for reps/caseworkers supporting members at meetings 
with management etc. There being a legal obligation on 
management to allow members to be so represented it is 
felt that all casework time should be regarded as additional 
to a reps allocation of Facilities Time and should be treated 
as statutory time in the same way that H&S and ULR time 
is, and that any management agreement for reps to take 
the time they need to support their members should only 
be denied in very exceptional circumstances. The GEC is 
therefore instructed to pursue for this to be included in any 
agreement on facilities time and to pursue any appropriate 
legal avenues should there not be an agreement to allow 
this level of representation for members; or at the very least 
to maintain the status quo on personal casework time.

200026 – London South Thames 
In general debate with motions 63 and 64

Motion 66
This Revenue and Customs Group ADC notes the current 
spiteful attacks by the coalition government on all Trade 
Union facilities, including using our employer’s facilities to 
communicate with our members.

This GDC notes that HMRC intends to refuse to carry 
and deliver identifiable PCS post within the HMRC mail 
network and that HMRC is becoming increasingly draconian 
in its application of the HMRC IT acceptable use policy for 
departmental IT facilities.

Conference further notes that the government has been 
spurred on in these callous attacks by the Trade Union 
Reform Group and The Taxpayers Alliance, both of which are 
groups funded and managed by figures associated with the 
Conservative Party.

This GDC deplores the government’s duplicity in 
effectively lobbying itself and agrees that the proposed 
changes are being made to attack the effective operation 
of Trade Unions in the public sector and not to reaffirm the 
independence of Trade Unions as is claimed by the Tory 

Conference believes that the Treasury’s refusal to fund 
additional resources is nothing more than an excuse for 
the ideological introduction of further privatisation with 
companies driven by a profit motive rather than serving the 
interest of taxpayers.

Conference is also aware that other parts of HMRC are 
using or considering using private companies to cover the 
shortfall in staffing resulting from the governments cuts 
agenda.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to do everything 
possible to halt any form of privatisation in HMRC including:

•	Publicising the fact that private companies are profiting 
from the lack of resources in HMRC. 

•	Opposing conferring HMRC legal powers on non-HMRC 
staff

•	Continuing to highlight through the Tax Justice For 
All campaign how job cuts in HMRC are limiting our 
ability to close the tax gap by reducing tax evasion and 
avoidance. Work with the commercial sector liaison 
group to expose bad employment practices of private 
sector contractors within HMRC

•	Consulting members on a programme of industrial action 
up to and including strike action. 

•	Publicising the threat to customer data posed by 
privatisation

Group Executive Committee
(covers motions 176, 177, 178, 179 and 180)

Section 9 – Facilities

Motion 63
This Conference notes with concern the Cabinet Office 
proposal to treat statutory time taken by Health and 
Safety representatives to carry out their duties as part of 
the time allocated to the Trade Union representatives for 
Union activity (Facility Time). Conference further notes 
the proposal to apply limits on the maximum amount of 
paid time off individuals will be allowed to spend on Union 
activity.

The net effect of these proposals can only be construed 
as an attempt to restrict not only the time individuals spend 
fulfilling their duties as Health and Safety representatives 
but also the overall amount of time spent by all Trade Union 
representatives. 

Conference believes that not only is this illegal under the 
terms of current Health and Safety legislation but that it 
is an outright attack on the condition of our members. By 
denying their appointed safety representatives the time to 
fulfil their duties as laid out in legislation they are openly 
creating the opportunity for some unscrupulous managers 
to adopt unsafe working practices and neglect their 
working environment, at the same time denying decent 
managers the expert assistance and knowledge that trained 
safety representatives bring to the workplace.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to mount a 
vigorous campaign, including legal action if necessary, to 
resist and overturn these proposals.

200071 – North West England
(covers motions 181, 182, 183, 184 and 185) 

In general debate with motions 64 and 65

Motion 64
This conference notes the proposal from the Cabinet Office 
to consider the statutory allocations of Learning time as 
Trade Union time and therefore to count it as part of the 
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41 reclassified as “productive” and furthermore, to seek 
assurances that in future, local management practices such 
as those described will be strictly prohibited. 

200119 – Glasgow & Clyde & Valuation

Section 10 – Staff survey

Motion 68
This GD Conference notes with disgust the persistent misuse 
of data collated through the Departments Staff Survey.

Despite previous concerns raised by DTUS with Official 
Side, both PCS and ARC entered into issuing a joint 
statement encouraging members to participate in the 
survey on 27th September 2012. 

This Conference believes that this statement led 
members into believing they could now have renewed faith 
that the exercise would be carried out “anonymously and in 
confidence”.

However on 28th September 2012,(1 day later), the 
Department issued an update to staff, concerning the 
survey, stating that a “four digit code” would need to be 
obtained from their manager in order to complete the 
survey!

This, alongside evidence that completion of the Staff 
Survey had AGAIN been included in members PDE’s under 
staff engagement, was not consistent with the joint 
statement issued on 27th September 2012. This means 
participation in the Staff Survey is neither “anonymous or in 
confidence”.

Having to request a “four digit code” also means that 
non-participation can be identified by your manager and 
then used in appraising performance. 

Furthermore the July publication of the Civil Service 
Reform Plan stated clearly in paragraph two that the plan is 
“building on what we had asked for through Staff Surveys” 
etc.  

This is clearly evidence of inappropriate leadership 
behaviours that Official Side have stated “will be subject to 
full and proper enquiry”.

Conference, this further proves that we can not trust this 
Employer to use the Staff Survey Data in an honest manor.

 The time has come to withdraw from participation 
with the “tell us the best way to cut your Jobs, Terms and 
Conditions” Survey.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:
1 Issue a statement to the employer immediately 

withdrawing support for the survey
2 Immediately issue a BB for circulation to all members 

advising them not to participate in future Staff Surveys
3 Produce a paper for GDC 2014 outlining how future data 

similar to that collected by the Survey can and will be 
collated through the internal PCS facilities in order to aid 
future negotiations. Included in this paper should be cost 
of any exercise as well as recommendations on the most 
effective way of gathering such information.

200059 – Leicestershire
(covers motions 186 and 187)

Motion 69
Conference notes that Mike Falvey has used the outcome of 
the people survey to justify the introduction of detrimental 
changes to our members in the form of a new performance 
management system, despite agreement from HMRC that 
this would never occur again.

The introduction of percentages for those who fail mean 

Party patsy groups mentioned above.
Conference recognises that, although it will be a 

great challenge for us in PCS to adapt to a new model 
of communication, we must do so in order to ensure we 
continue to provide the representation to members that 
they rightly deserve.

This GDC is acutely aware that PCS activists in this 
group and others have been dismissed for alleged gross 
misconduct relating to Union communications they have 
issued, forwarded or otherwise relayed to members. 
Conference believes firmly that PCS has a duty of care to its 
activists and must take all steps to ensure none fall foul of 
the employer’s disciplinary policies.

As more and more communication from PCS is in 
the form of emailed briefings and other electronic 
publications such as e-Oracle, representatives could put 
their employment at risk simply by forwarding these on 
to members if the employer deems the content to be 
unacceptable. 

This ADC therefore instructs the GEC to draw up a new 
policy for PCS representatives on communication.

This policy should include:
A new communication strategy for branches on how  

we can keep members informed and engaged without 
putting our members or representatives in danger of 
disciplinary action.

Advice on what can and cannot be sent using 
departmental e-mail facilities.

Each briefing and/or other communication sent 
electronically to branches being clearly labelled to indicate 
whether it is thought to be safe to forward by departmental 
email or not.

Advice on how branches can continue to communicate 
honestly with members and inform them of the current 
political and industrial situation in PCS.

Advice for branches on the use of departmental notice 
boards.

Advice for branches on what to do if they are challenged 
by HMRC management on how or what they are 
communicating to PCS members.

Advice on how branches can deal with e-mails and post 
from PCS HQ and Group office which is blocked by HMRC.

This ADC instructs the GEC to ensure that the new policy 
for PCS representatives on communication is in place within 
3 months from the end of Group Conference.

200056 – Leeds and District

Motion 67
When reps take facilities time in contact centres, they’re 
required to use “code 41” on their Aspect telephone. 
Management in contact centres classify all Aspect codes as 
either productive or unproductive, with unproductive codes 
having what management would refer to as a “negative 
impact” on the overall stats for the given centre. As the 
comparative stats for each contact centre are published, 
there are occasions when, in a bid to improve the relative 
standing of their contact centre, local management will put 
staff under pressure to avoid the use of unproductive codes. 
Code 41 is classed by management as an unproductive 
code, so in times when local management are attempting 
to drive down unproductive code use, local reps can either 
be put under unwarranted scrutiny or in some cases, have 
legitimate requests for facilities time denied.

Conference notes that it is wholly unacceptable to not 
only classify important union work as “unproductive” but 
also for local management to attempt to impede reps 
carrying out their union duties, purely in a bid to influence 
contact centre stats.

With this in mind, conference instructs the GEC to 
enter into discussions with the Official Side within six 
months of the close of Conference in a bid to have Code 
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being made without any analysis leaving HMRC Business 
Directorates to pick up the problems and staff facing an 
uncertain future. 

It is evident that the prime driver for HMRC is 
making savings on office lease costs at the expense 
of revenue collection, staff health, business capability 
and the environment. This is the worst form of business 
management that does not take into consideration 
the full impact of the costs of the change or societal 
wellbeing and leaves others to pay the price. The Estate 
Rationalisation Programme needs to be held up to scrutiny 
by PCS. HMRC Group Conference therefore instructs the 
GEC to negotiate a consultation procedure specifically for 
Estate Rationalisation without delay, which enables full 
consultation to take place at an early stage so that TUS 
and HMRC Business Directorates can have input into the 
decision making.

200114 – Telford
(covers motion 191)

Motion 72
Conference condemns the departments continuing office 
closure programme. Despite “exploring all possible avenues 
to avoid compulsory redundancies and moves” as contained 
within the Enabling Agreement with PCS, compulsory moves 
remain a threat to our members.

We recognise that closing HMRC offices is the economics 
of the mad house when Richard Murphy of Tax Research UK 
estimates that £120 billion in tax is going missing every year 
in avoidance, evasion or simply not collected. The closure 
of HMRC offices will only encourage further avoidance and 
evasion

Conference applauds the Group Executive Committee’s 
(GEC) move towards a group-wide campaign against office 
closures. We agree with the aim of sharing best practise 
and building on local activity to build a strategy for the 
coming year.

We note that the main focus for the campaign to 
stop office closures has been on political lobbying and 
publicity campaigns. We however believe that due to this 
government’s determination to reduce the number of 
offices, an extended campaign which includes industrial 
action is needed to defend HMRC against government 
attacks.

Conference calls on the GEC to organise:
1 Co-ordinated strike action with other groups where office 

closures are announced and alone if necessary. 
2 Work to rule and action short of strike action
3 Group wide strike action
4 Organise a national petition and collection sheet for the 

affected offices
5 To fully support community campaigns, protests and 

peaceful civil disobedience against the closures organised 
by campaigning bodies such as Uk Uncut and welfare 
campaigns to help develop a united campaign against 
austerity

200040 – Euston Tower
(covers motion 192)

Motion 73
This conference instructs the GEC to commence 
negotiations with HMRC to seek a reduction in the journey 
time defined as ‘reasonable daily travel’ from the current 
‘about an hour’ to not more than 45 minutes.

200011 – Bristol West County

that some people who would not be failing, suddenly  
would be. Once the first 10% have been dismissed as 
a result of these changes, which would equate to one 
member in each team, then the process continues. The  
old story of saying nothing as they come for others is apt 
here – one day, in time, you will be in that 10% as there 
always has to be a 10%.

Conference agrees that we can no longer trust 
management to use the results of the annual staff survey 
wisely. Accordingly we instruct the GEC to advise our 
members not to complete future staff surveys.

200029 – Dundee

Section 11 – Workforce 
Management

Motion 70
This conference condemns HMRC’s decision to rescind  
offers of transfers into Enforcement and Compliance 
to whole teams of members in PT locations around 
the country, and to move these members into the 
redeployment pool instead.

This decision is in complete opposition to the 
commitments made in both the Job Security Protocol 
and the Enabling Agreement to do everything possible to 
avoid compulsory redundancies in HMRC. This conference 
is alarmed at the suggestion that agreements and policies 
negotiated in the centre can apparently be ignored by 
senior managers in some lines of business, who instead their 
own preferred methods of vacancy filling.

This conference instructs the GEC to enter into urgent 
negotiations with HMRC, with the aim of securing the 
following assurances:
1 Where members are at risk of redundancy, decisions 

about potential individual and mass managed moves will 
be made with avoidance of redundancy as the primary 
consideration.

2 Where work is portable (I.e. can be carried out in 
a number of, or any, location), the location of any 
vacancies will be determined by staffing issues and 
particularly the threat of redundancy, rather than 
convenience or some other business preference

3 Before any external vacancies are advertised, 
consideration will be given not only to staff in 
that particular location who are surplus or in the 
redeployment pool, but to whether the job could 
be relocated to an area where there are surplus or 
redeployment pool candidates who could fill the vacancy

4 Where the offer of jobs on promotion creates a situation 
where backfilling vacancies could arise, the location(s) 
in which the promotion jobs are advertised will be, 
wherever possible, linked to the locations of members 
at threat of redundancy at both the substantive and 
the promotion grade (in line with the terms of the Job 
Security Protocol, e.g. within RDT of their home)

200033 – East Midlands
(covers motions 188,189 and 190)

Motion 71
HMRC Group Conference acknowledges that HMRC as 
part of their Estate Rationalisation Programme are failing 
to enter into full and open consultation with TUS and 
relevant Business Directorates at an early enough stage to 
have any real input into the process. This leads to decisions 
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Section 12 – 
Redeployment

Motion 77
This branch notes that the numbers of surplus staff facing 
redundancy is rising due to the Redeployment Pool stage 
proving disappointing for members. In certain locations 
where lines of business are withdrawing most staff in the 
Redeployment Pool are not being redeployed into the 
remaining lines of business or receive any updates on efforts 
made to do so. 

Efforts by local PCS representatives to engage the 
withdrawing lines of business and encourage them to 
continue to support staff are proving increasingly futile. The 
members affected can be left by their lines of business to 
fend for themselves when no effort appears to be made to 
work with the workforce management programme (WMP) 
and other lines of business to resolve individual cases. It is 
noted that some Lines of Business remain committed to 
their staff.

Members expect more than is currently being delivered 
by the Redeployment Pool process and despite their own 
efforts find that they are being made surplus & facing the 
redundancy process. There are clear guidelines for Lines of 
Business to follow when trying to fill vacancies. However, 
various protocols exist in Lines of Business to fill roles, from 
expressions of interest to temporary promotions. Often roles 
are filled without reference to the Redeployment Pool. This 
has an adverse affect on the redeployment process.

The GEC is instructed to negotiate with HMRC on 
a rolling basis to ensure that those members in the 
Redeployment Pool are made aware of all jobs, vacancies 
& roles available within HMRC whether or not they are 
advertised on the Civil Service Job Website. 

In order to achieve this, the GEC is instructed to 
negotiate with HMRC 
1 That all jobs, roles & vacancies are reported by Lines of 

Business to a central Appointments Team in order that 
staff in the Redeployment Pool are given priority at grade 
level over any other potential applicants. 

2 Redeployment Pool staff will receive regular reports from 
their line of business and WMP detailing the efforts made 
to redeploy them and what work is being undertaken to 
support them in avoiding the redundancy process. 

The results of these negotiations should be reported to 
members.

 200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants

Motion 78
We understand that many members have lost their current 
jobs and ended up in the redeployment pool. The reasons 
for the job losses have usually been organisational design, 
demise of a business area or office closures. During their time 
in the redeployment pool, many members continue to carry 
on their original duties. They are then being coerced into 
taking up posts which are often unsuitable to their skill sets. 

Concerns have been raised that the new lines of 
business often stigmatise staff who have found themselves 
in this situation. They are not offered the right training 
and support and quickly find themselves in the subject of 
poor performance procedures quickly followed by being 
managed out of the Dept. Members, who have had a 
blemish-free career in the Department for 20–25 years are 
finding themselves in situations where they are being set up 
to fail and forced out. 

Motion 74
This conference notes that a large number of whole  
team moves have taken place and are due to take place  
in the future.

Conference instructs the GEC to agree a Protocol 
with HMRC to ensure that before staff are expected to 
commence working in the new area that a comprehensive 
training plan is agreed. 

200109 – Stoke 

Motion 75
Conference instructs the GEC and VOAC to oppose all office 
closures and ensure that where relocation is proposed, the 
alternative accommodation is located within a 1 mile radius 
of the current office. All current considerations relating to 
accommodation space standards etc... should still apply. 
This instruction should apply now and continue for each 
financial year.

200090 – South West Valuation

Motion 76
This branch notes that the numbers of surplus staff facing 
redundancy is rising. In certain locations where lines of 
business that employ clerical grades have withdrawn most 
surplus staff at AA level are not being redeployed into the 
remaining lines of business.

Efforts by local PCS representatives to engage the 
withdrawing lines of business and encourage them to 
continue to support stranded staff are proving increasingly 
futile. The members affected are being left by their lines of 
business to fend for themselves as no effort appears to be 
made to work with the workforce management programme 
(WMP) and other lines of business to resolve individual cases.

During the meaningful consultation period of the 
redundancy process robust efforts are expected to be made 
to avoid compulsory redundancy according to the Cabinet 
Office protocol. Currently surplus staff are receiving no 
reports or feedback from the employer as to what “robust 
efforts” are being made on their behalf, if any. 

The GEC is instructed to negotiate with HMRC regularly 
during any period of meaningful consultation to ensure that:
1 Robust efforts are being made by WMP and the 

relevant lines of business in order to avoid compulsory 
redundancy at all costs if the staff member wishes to be 
redeployed. 

2 Surplus staff will receive regular reports from their line of 
business and WMP detailing the efforts made to redeploy 
them and what work is being undertaken to support 
them in avoiding compulsory redundancy. 

The results of these negotiations should be reported  
to members.

200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants 
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our most vulnerable members with the PCS Parliamentary 
group so a protest can be registered in Parliament.

200056 – Leeds and District

Section 13 – Fixed Term 
Appointments

Motion 81
This Group Conference is concerned at the treatment of our 
temporary workers within Personal Tax operations (Ptops)

Conference acknowledge the efforts of the General 
Executive Committee (GEC) over the past 2 years in 
negotiating permanent jobs and the step taken towards 
this, where Temporay Fixed Term Appointments (TFTAs) 
have become Fixed Term Appointments (FTAs).

However conference needs to ensure fair treatment and 
stop the attacks on FTA’s terms and conditions.

Earlier this year the department announced the transfer 
of FTA’s from Benefits & Credits to PTOps. Members were 
deeply unhappy with the eroding of their terms and 
conditions and the lack of a GEC campaign against the 
move. This has led to those members being treated less 
favourably than permanent workers and feeling let down by 
their union.

Furthermore FTA’s generally have still experienced less 
favourable treatment by the department, segregation of 
workers in most offices and a two-tier workforce.

Local reps have noticed an increase of poor attendance 
and poor performance disciplinary cases where the 
department have failed to use their own guidance. The 
department have recently confirmed figures that show a 
high proportion of temporary workers in contact centres.

In addition local reps have had a lack of support from 
the G.E.C as there seems to be no ownership of escalating 
issues concerning poor and unfair treatment of FTAs.

Therefore conference instructs the G.E.C to;

•	Appoint a GEC member as a point of contact to take 
forward our concerns regarding the treatment of FTAs

•	Address the issue of lack of support and breakdown of 
communications given to members transferring from B&C 
to PTOps. at the next full meeting of the GEC

•	Ensure that in the event of any future transfers of 
members from one business stream to another the G.E.C 
appoints a G.E.C. member to give full support to those 
members that are affected by the transfer and keep local 
reps fully informed.

•	Negotiate an end to segregation of temporary workers in 
the Department.

•	Within 6 months of Conference, contact branches and 
collate data for those reps who have dealt with cases of 
poor attendance or performance in relation to FTA’s 

•	Use the data collated to campaign and negotiate against 
unfair treatment of FTA’s within 12 months of conference

200133 – Salford

Section 14 – Rules

Motion 82
That this conference agrees that the Revenue and Customs 
group constitution should be amended as follows:

Delete rules 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5. Replace with:
5.3 There shall be constituted a Valuation Office Agency 

Conference instructs the GEC to urgently negotiate 
and safeguard the position of members coming out of 
the redeployment pool with specific guidelines on their 
treatment and training to protect them from any misguided 
actions by overzealous management. 

200145 – London HQ 

Motion 79
This GDC notes that although there are agreements in 
place with HMRC that staff in the redeployment pool will 
be given priority in recruitment exercises and that where 
vacancies do arise people in the redeployment will be 
considered before vacancies are opened up wider, these 
agreements are often not adhered to. Furthermore this 
GDC notes that the current agreements may not offer rigid 
enough protection to those in the redeployment pool and 
that loopholes exist that allow businesses to overlook the 
redeployment pool if it suits. This GDC also notes that it 
is wholly unacceptable that recruitment from outside of 
the civil service takes place while people remain in the 
redeployment pool.

This GDC instructs the GEC to put in place a system 
whereby current agreements are continuously monitored 
to ensure they are properly adhered to and those in the 
redeployment pool are being considered for and offered 
vacancies before jobs are opened up to wider recruitment.

Where it is found that current agreements are falling 
short or not being properly adhered to the GEC are to 
take HMRC to task and negotiate new agreements where 
appropriate.

200013 – East Lancashire

Motion 80
This Group Delegate Conference (GDC) is appalled that 
HMRC has broken its pledge to ensure jobs are found for all 
current Personal Tax members in locations which are to be 
transformed into Enforcement and Compliance sites.

Leeds AA grade Personal Tax members have been told 
that there are not enough jobs for them in Enforcement 
and Compliance and that all of them will have to compete 
for one job.

It has been made clear that the unsuccessful applicants 
will face the daunting prospect of being placed into the 
redeployment pool.

This GDC notes that in other locations where AA 
members have been placed into the redeployment pool it 
has often meant that voluntary redundancy packages have 
been offered because no civil service jobs at AA level can 
be found within a reasonable distance.

This GDC believes that under the new Civil Service 
Compensation Scheme (CSCS) voluntary redundancy is 
nothing of the sort and that PCS members are being 
coerced into accepting voluntary redundancy because they 
fear they will be offered a worse compulsory redundancy 
package.

This GDC reaffirms that an injury to one is an injury to all 
in PCS and that we will not sit back while HMRC forces our 
AA and AO members out of employment into a country in 
the grip of an economic depression.

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC to:
Make it group policy that we oppose any redundancy 

whether voluntary or compulsory and affirm our 
commitment to fighting any job losses.

Negotiate with HMRC to work with Enforcement & 
Compliance to expand the number of AA jobs and find work 
for all affected members.

Immediately raise the issue of HMRC driving out some of 
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Delete existing rule 7.20.
Insert new rule 7.20 to read as follows:
‘7.20 There shall be a group standing orders committee 
(“SOC”) consisting of 3 members. Each member will serve 
for 3 years. Each year the Chairperson shall be elected by 
the SOC from among those of its members next due to 
reach the end of their term of office. Where the chairperson 
is absent, the SOC shall elect a temporary substitute. 
The quorum shall be 2 out of 3 of the elected members 
together with a deputed member of the Secretariat.’ 

Delete ‘Appendix C: Transitional Arrangements’

Group Executive Committee
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 87
Conference agrees that the regional and national structures 
which the GEC has set up in Customer Operations, Contact 
Centres, Local Compliance, DMB, F2F and other areas 
provide a democratic method which allows the GEC to 
consult with and be directed by members working in those 
areas on bargaining issues which directly affect them, 
via their branches. Conference also believes that these 
structures form an effective means of communication 
between the GEC and reps and members working in these 
areas on Group and National Campaigns issues.

Conference is concerned to learn that PCS Nationally is 
considering withdrawing the funding currently provided 
to R&C branches which enables them to send reps to 
Conference is dismayed that, despite Group Rule 5.6, the 
GEC is therefore considering abolishing these regional and 
national committees.

Conference therefore agrees to add to Group Rule 5.6(c)–

“The GEC shall not remove any of the regional or national 
committees which exist within business areas without 
the agreement of a majority of the branches who have 
members within that area. Furthermore, the GEC shall 
i. change such structures or create new ones only with 

the agreement of a majority of the branches who have 
members in the relevant areas, and

ii. pay the reasonable travel and subsistence costs involved 
in one elected representative from each branch with 
members in the relevant area attending regional or 
national committee meetings of such structures where 
such funding is not provided from PCS nationally.”

200108 – Stockton & North Yorkshire
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 88
Conference’s attention is drawn to the PCS Union Rule 
Book Appendix A which deals with Conference Standing 
Orders and is asked to note that nowhere does it state that 
GEC members have an automatic right to speak on every 
motion. 

Conference is asked to agree that the standing orders at 
Appendix A are amended as follows – 
In Rule 26 add sentence
“Unless moving or seconding a motion the GEC will only be 
called to speak if a motion is censuring the GEC or requires 
a point of information.” 

200149 – West Mercia 
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Committee (VOAC) that shall, subject to any direction from 
the GEC, have responsibility for the representation of all 
members of the Union within the Valuation Office Agency. 
The objects of the VOAC will be to take action to protect 
and promote the interests of VOA members, to regulate the 
conditions of their employment and the relations between 
them and their employer and generally to assist the GEC in 
carrying out the Rules and objectives of the Union and the 
Group.

5.4 The VOAC shall consist of a secretary and six ordinary 
members, elected annually by and from members within 
the VOA and in accordance with regulations as may be 
made from time to time by the GEC.

5.5 A VOA Branch representatives vocational forum shall 
be held each year.

Group Executive Committee
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 83
That this Conference agrees that the Revenue and Customs 
Group constitution should be amended as follows:

Delete the contents of existing rule 6.1 and replace it with:
6.1 The Group Executive Committee shall consist of a 

President (who shall be the chairperson of the Group), a 
Deputy President, a Deputy Group Secretary, who shall 
also be the PCS nominated Departmental Trade Union Side 
Secretary, a Group Treasurer, 8 Assistant Group Secretaries, 
and 19 other members.

In rule 7.9 delete “a Vice President” and insert “the Deputy 
President”.

In rule 8.7 delete “Vice” and insert “Deputy”.

In A33 delete “Vice” and insert “Deputy”.

Group Executive Committee
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 84
That this Conference agrees that the Revenue and Customs 
Group Constitution should be amended as follows: 

In Rule 7.24 (c) delete “Four” and insert “Three”.

In rule 10.1 delete “four” and insert “three”.

Group Executive Committee
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 85
That this Conference agrees that the Revenue and Customs 
Group Constitution should be amended as follows: 

In Rule 7.24 (d) delete “Eight” and insert “Six”.

Group Executive Committee
(Requires a 2/3rd majority)

Motion 86
This conference agrees to amend the group constitution  
as follows:
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Motion 91
This branch notes that when HRACC1 & HRVIO1 reporting 
forms are submitted by staff members the forms should 
finally be completed by a 

Grade 7 and entered on the relevant database in order 
to collate national statistics. We understand that the 
information is not used by HMRC to improve the health, 
safety and welfare of staff at a national level. 

Staff who visit members of the public can be put at risk 
by repeated failures of safety procedures which prove to be 
repeatedly inadequate. Only central monitoring can afford 
the employer the larger picture of where these failings are 
and how often they occur. By leaving all the responsibility 
to local management chains such patterns and trends are 
overlooked.

The GEC is instructed to secure through negotiations that 
the collation of this information is used to inform HMRC of 
patterns and trends of failings and to set out a process to 
address those failings. 

The GEC is also instructed to negotiate arrangements 
that ensure the monitored trends and patterns influence the 
employer to make the necessary improvements to health, 
safety and welfare policies and processes. The employer 
should also make an annual report to staff based on their 
findings and detail what improvements they have put in 
place as a result. 

The results of these negotiations should be reported to 
members.

200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants 
In general debate with motion 92

Motion 92
This Conference notes with concern that, when quarterly 
accident and violence statistics are produced by HMRC, 
numerous incidents are classified as ‘Other’, sometimes as 
many as one fifth of the total number of incidents reported. 
There is no breakdown provided of the specific instances 
which make up this ‘other’ category. In this event PCS 
cannot judge whether there are any underlying trends 
which need to be identified and addressed. As a result there 
may be many issues which PCS are unable to deal with 
effectively due to this vague categorisation of incidents. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate 
with HMRC to ensure that all health and safety incidents are 
recorded in a way that makes plain what type of incidents 
are being recorded. If the ‘other’ category needs to be used 
at all then it should be accompanied on all occasions by 
anonymised details of each specific incident thus recorded. 

200078 – North Wales
In general debate with motion 91

Motion 93
This Conference notes with concern that the minutes of 
the meetings of the TUS Chairs of the HMRC Regional 
H&S Committees are not published either in good time or 
sometimes not at all. The minutes are essential in order that 
members can ascertain what decisions were reached on 
their behalf. This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to 
ensure that the minutes of all future meetings are issued  
to Branch Secretaries within two weeks after completion. 
This is subject to any redaction to the minutes that needs to 
be made. 

200078 – North Wales 

Section 15 – Health and 
Safety

Motion 89
Conference notes that one in four people suffer from 
mental health issues during their lifetime. It could be your 
friend, your colleague, your father, mother, son, daughter, 
brother, sister, or even you….

Conference also notes that mental health issues are 
greatly misunderstood by a lot of people, causing additional 
stress to those who are already suffering. Often they are 
made to feel guilty, made to feel like they should be coping, 
made to feel like by asking for help means they are causing 
trouble.

When people are off work with stress, anxiety or 
depression, the way managers treat them can often call 
additional worry and upset. Frequently the manager 
calls them too often, pressurises them to come back in, 
and threatens them with disciplinary procedures or even 
dismissal. 

Then if the individual makes it back to work, they are 
then often faced with questions and comments from 
other team leaders and members of staff. This is extremely 
detrimental to their recovery. Also they feel they need help 
in getting back to work and coping with each day but are 
unsure about what help they can ask for, they don’t want 
to be seen as causing trouble. Often those suffering from 
mental health illnesses are feeling under confident and in 
need of support and encouragement. 

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC to liaise with 
management to:

•	Ensure all managers (O grade and above) are given 
adequate training on mental health awareness. This 
should help managers realise how those with mental 
health issues are suffering and how their behaviour may 
not be helpful

•	All staff are reminded about confidentiality 

Also for the GEC to:
Put together an information pack regarding mental 

health with ideas of reasonable adjustments and peoples 
rights when off work and when they return. 

Also, to include general information about mental health 
and have ideas of how to help friends/colleagues with 
mental health issues and how to spot when people are 
suffering from depression and anxiety. This could possibly 
be done in conjunction with the GDAC.

This should be commissioned within 3 months of the 
close of conference

200006 – Bootle
(covers motions 193 and 194)

Motion 90
This Conference recognises that ATOS appears to be seeking 
to make it more difficult to obtain a recommendation 
over protection by the equalities legislation by redefining 
more narrowly the legal qualifying criteria. This poses a 
problem for members and reps in obtaining reasonable 
adjustments necessary to cope with underlying conditions 
and effectively removes the obligation from the employer 
to give such adjustments. This Conference instructs the GEC 
to use all means at their disposal, including legal challenges, 
to reverse this trend.

200139 – Quorum Branch
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counselling through the NHS. Where work related issues are 
a factor the employer clearly has a legal duty of care. With 
these cases, especially where more prolonged support is 
required, six sessions cannot provide an appropriate level 
of support through the year until the next contract’s six 
sessions become available.

This GDC instructs the GEC to negotiate an increase from 
six sessions to twelve, effective from the start of the next 
contract year in September 2013.

20031 – East Kilbride
(covers motion 195)

Motion 97
This branch notes that there is no published HMRC protocol 
on the acquisition of fleet vehicles and that there are no 
health and safety protocols to ensure that new fleet vehicles 
meet the Euro NCAP 5 star rating. 

Some of the current HMRC fleet cars do not meet 
the highest level of safety and therefore, if, as happened 
recently, a staff member is in a road traffic accident as a 
driver or occupant of a fleet vehicle considered by Euro 
NCAP to be less than 5 stars, their health and safety could 
well be jeopardised as a result. 

While we recognise that HMRC have policies and 
guidance to ensure fleet vehicles are serviced and 
maintained this does not make a 3 star vehicle into a 5 star 
vehicle if involved in a road traffic accident. 

The GEC is instructed to negotiate with HMRC to update 
its protocol for acquiring fleet vehicles to ensure that only 
vehicles that meet the highest 5 star safety rating are 
purchased and that protocol is published as a health and 
safety policy so that members who use the vehicles have 
access to the policy.

The results of these negotiations should be reported to 
members.

200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants 

Motion 98
This conference instructs the GEC to insist that HMRC 
management implement a full programme of Job Safety 
and Task Analysis. There have been wide scale changes to 
almost all of our member’s jobs and working conditions and 
practices.

A full review of the consequences must be carried out to 
ensure that where the changes have been to the detriment 
of our members, the issues are properly addressed and 
action taken.

Almost all of our members have had to deal with Lean, 
Pacesetter and MPPA where management clearly have 
chosen to ignore or blatantly misuse policies. The result is 
denigration of our member’s conditions and in many cases, 
serious health problems.

We instruct GEC to insist on this programme and advise 
HMRC management that we intend to use the services of 
the Health and Safety Executive if necessary

200137 – Edinburgh
(covers motions 196 and 197)

Motion 99
This ADC instructs the GEC to ensure that the AGS with the 
H&S portfolio holds the relevant competence in H&S. Where 
no AGS has the required competence, they appointed 
person must undergo the relevant training to acquire the 

Motion 94
This Group Delegate Conference rejects the claim 
within HR63012 that for Occupational Health referrals a 
telephone consultation is a “more satisfactory experience 
than face to face”. Conference believes that members 
are disadvantaged by not being able to demonstrate to 
the Occupational Health consultants what is causing the 
“discomfort” increasing significantly the possibility of an 
incorrect assessment. Conference is further concerned 
that the Guidance does not acknowledge the difficulty in 
locating suitable “private rooms” on HMRC premises with 
appropriate telephone facilities. 

The GEC is instructed to negotiate a change of policy  
by the Department so that face to face consultations  
take place with the majority of referrals and that only  
in a minority of cases will a telephone consultation be 
carried out. 

200133 – Salford

Motion 95
This conference notes that HMRC has recently update its 
smoking guidance at HR62140 as follows:

‘HMRC’s policy on smoking also applies to the use of 
electronic cigarettes, which must not be used on HMRC 
premises.’

In answer to a Hot Seat question Mike Falvey provided 
the following explanation: 

‘The expert advice is that when people use these 
electronic products a nicotine cloud is released into the 
atmosphere along with other toxins. As a result, staff in 
the immediate vicinity could be exposed to the substances 
being released either by inhalation or by absorption through 
the skin. As there is little current regulation on these 
products, there is a lack of information about their potential 
harm.’

Many of our members are questioning this advice as this 
advice is open to question. This leaves no option but to use 
designated smoking areas and this has the potential to: 

•	force them to inhale passive smoke with all the 
associated risks

•	encourage them to start smoking again by placing them 
in the vicinity of smokers

•	force them to use less effective measures for stopping or 
controlling smoking 

Conference recognises this is a strong addiction and 
support for smokers trying to quit should be as robust as 
possible.

Conference therefore instructs the incoming GEC to open 
urgent discussions with HMRC taking account of the latest 
advice on the safe use of electronic cigarettes. This is to be 
done with a view to identifying alternative areas for staff 
to use electronic cigarettes and amending the HMRC policy 
accordingly. 

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire

Motion 96
This GDC recognises the benefit to members of the 
counselling services available through the Employee 
Assistance Programme provided by Right Corecare. This 
GDC however is concerned particularly in these difficult 
times that only six counselling sessions are available per 
contract year.

Where intensive support is required the six sessions 
are unlikely to cover the period a member could wait for 
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(UC) suitably informed of progress & discussion with the 
employer in this matter.

Members in branches who expect to be transfer into 
Universal Credit within the next 12 months have received 
no regular information nor been given the opportunity to 
discuss their concerns with GEC members.

Therefore we instruct the incoming GEC to:

•	Communicate at the least on a monthly basis with all 
branches affected by moves into UCs 

•	Give all affected branches a full and detailed account of 
progress towards UC each month

•	To include in this communication the timescales of any 
proposed transfers

•	To inform all branches of any agreements they have 
reached with the employer

We also instruct the GEC to approach their counterparts in 
the Department of Works and Pensions (DWP) Group with 
a view to hold at least bi-monthly meetings, and report 
back to all affected branches within 2 weeks of these joint 
meetings taking place giving a full and detailed report of 
what was discussed.

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire
(covers motion 198)

In general debate with motion 102

Motion 104
This ADC notes with concern the impact that the 
introduction of UC could have on part time PCS members.

UC applicants who’s pay is less than the full time national 
minimum wage will be subjected to interviews by UC in an 
attempt to encourage them to increase their hours in order 
prevent UC being paid.

As many as 40% of those working on UC will be eligible 
to claim, and confidentiality of our members should be 
paramount.

This ADC instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
with UC stakeholders to ensure any such interview should 
be conducted by a remote specialist unit.

200132 – West Lancashire & West Cheshire

Section 17 – Estates and 
support services

Motion 105
This GDC is concerned that when buildings are being 
restacked or rationalised it is not always the case that 
health and safety legislation, HMRC’s agreed space 
standards, and future business needs are fully met and 
also reasonable staff requests are often ignored. This GDC 
demands that H and S legislation is always fully adhered to 
and when a building is being restacked or rationalised that 
reasonable staff requests are listened to, in full keeping with 
HMRC policy.

All accommodation needs to at a minimum meet:

•	the requirements of the equality act 2010

•	HMRC minimum space standards

•	H and S legislation

•	future staffing needs
Senior H and S reps and PCS officials, all relevant business 
unit heads, and ESS should work together to ensure this 
happens in all cases when accommodation changes take 
place. The GEC are instructed to raise all issues arising 
as a result of this happening, with a view to taking legal 

skills and knowledge required for the role as quickly as 
possible. Conference notes that the Department over the 
last few years has attempted to remove H&S reps rights and 
the role of the AGS should be to protect the Rights under 
the H&S 1974 ACT, and not impede them by not holding 
sufficient knowledge. 

200029 – Dundee

Motion 100
This GDC is alarmed at the apparent lack of interest and 
leadership shown by the Department when conducting 
their role with regards to Health and Safety at work 

Health and Safety reps in HMRC Shipley Branch, 
were dismayed at the Deparment’s fundamental lack of 
involvement and neglect when promoting Health and 
Safety Week in 2010. The Department highlighted the 
event a week after it had finished, an event which is rightly 
celebrated by welfare and safety organisations throughout 

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC:

•	to negotiate with senior Health and Safety officials within 
the Department to secure an assurance that more will 
be done in future to lead and actively promote European 
Health and Safety week and

•	to gain a firm committment from the Department that 
they will support and work with Health and Safety reps to 
recognise this important event.

200101 – Shipley

Motion 101
This Group Conference welcomes the Mental Health First 
Aid initiative being run in Local Compliance and instructs 
the GEC to negotiate with the employer with the aim being 
that there will be at least one trained Mental Health First 
Aider in every location with over 10 staff and that smaller 
offices will have access to a nominated MHFA.

200149 – West Mercia

Section 16 – Universal 
Credit

Motion 102
This conference notes the continued uncertainty for staff 
who may transfer to the DWP to deliver Universal Credit. 
Conference welcomes the efforts of the Group Executive 
Committee to defend member’s terms and conditions. 
Conference instructs the GEC to remain engaged with 
HMRC management on the timing and terms of transfers 
to DWP, and also to protect the interests of staff who will 
remain in HMRC.

200136 – Liverpool City
In general debate with motion 103

Motion 103
This conference believes that the Group Executive 
Committee (GEC) has failed to keep those PCS members 
who expect to be transferred into Universal Credits 
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in the form of a levy

•	More sustained targeted strike action in areas of 
maximum political and industrial impact, but with striking 
members receiving pay from funds raised by any levy.

Group Executive Committee
(covers motions 200,201,202,203,204, 205 and 206)

Motion 108
This ADC applauds the current successes of the Tax 
Justice camby making the public aware that billions of 
£›s of tax revenue is not being collected, and that further 
billions is available for the public purse if tax benefits are 
administered fairly for all society.

Conference instructs the GEC to step up the pressure 
on government by advertising extensively using all possible 
media avenues including social networks and the internet in 
a re-invigorated and updated Tax Justice Campaign.

This campaign must highlight that it is possible to close 
the tax gap with money wasted on tax benefits for  

The funding of Free Schools
Allowing Public Schools continuing charitable status 

enabling them to re-invest all their money, instead of 
contributing any taxes.

Allowing high income parents to use private school fees 
as donations to charity and claim back high rate tax.

Reduction in Corporation taxes and the immorality of 
international company›s who avoid paying corporate taxes 
wherever possible. Naming and shaming these companies 
for the public to decide who they give their money to.

Maintaining experienced H.M.R.C staff to reduce the 
amount of tax avoidance, not employing F.T.A and using 
private companies as temporary stop gap measures. A 
professional civil service brings in much more revenue on a 
long term basis. 

We also Instruct the GEC to name and shame the 
duplicitous nature and double standards of all M.P.s who 
voted in the December 2012 survey run by the Independent 
Parliamentary Standards Authority.

Current M.P. salary is £65,738
M.P.s as an average think they are worth a 32% pay rise 

giving an income of £86,774.
Conservative M.P.s believe they are worth another 48% 

pay rise to give an income of £97,292.
35% of M.P.s also believe they should keep their final 

salary pension scheme while reducing civil service pensions 
and increasing our contributions, despite evidence that civil 
service pensions are not going to bankrupt the country.

We command the GEC to increase public awareness by 
all means possible because as George says “We are all in 
this together”.

200132 – West Lancashire & West Cheshire
(covers motions 207 and 208)

Motion 109
This R&C group conference recognises the effect that 
the government’s austerity cuts having on our members’ 
working lives.

At a time when we have demonstrated that further 
investment in HMRC leads to additional revenue generated 
for the exchequer instead we are facing 10 000 job cuts 
during the period of CSR 10–15. 

Furthermore, we are facing the threat of privatisation, 
with several directorates such as Personal Tax, DMB and 
Benefits and Credits already exploring either trials or mass 
privatisation of work that could be performed by the 
public sector. We have seen companies such as Sitel and 
Teleperformance undertake lucrative contracts to deliver 

advice as appropriate where issues can not be satisfactorily 
resolved.

200013 – East Lancashire

Motion 106
This conference applauds the fact HMRC have finally 
implemented the Cycle to Work scheme but is concerned 
about the low uptake.

Conference notes that this is more than likely due to the 
lack of facilities in a number of buildings. 

In some building there are no showers, no secure cycle 
parking, and no changing facilities. This makes it harder for 
people to be able to cycle in to work. 

If HMRC wants to be seen to taking environmental issues 
seriously they need to invest further in the infrastructure 
to make the cycle to work scheme more attractive to 
members of staff.

Therefore we instruct the GEC to put pressure on HMRC 
and the landlords of the buildings to provide adequate 
facilities. 

200006 – Bootle
(covers motion 199)

Section 18 – Campaigns

Motion 107
This conference welcomes the NEC decision to ballot 
members for industrial action in pursuit of a range of 
demands, including fair pay and defence of members’ terms 
and conditions. We recognise the vital role that members in 
the Revenue and Customs Group (the second largest in PCS) 
will play in building the national campaign. 

This conference also recognises that we remain in dispute 
with HMRC over a number of issues and are likely to face 
further industrial challenges, not least on jobs cuts and the 
avoidance of redundancy, detrimental changes to terms 
and conditions through the imposition of cabinet office HR 
policies and HMRC’s inability to deliver an acceptable pay 
offer for members because of the 1% pay cap.

The successes PCS has had in the Revenue and Customs 
group this year have been hard fought for and hard won by 
members taking industrial action across the group. Over the 
last year the GEC have sought to deploy different industrial 
tactics, ranging from full day strikes to short walkouts and 
including a rolling programme of action short of strike over 
successive weeks. 

However, this conference agrees that as the attacks 
on our members increase in the coming year so must our 
resistance to them. It is therefore essential that we explore 
all possible options for delivering maximum damage to our 
employer, including sustained strike action in critical areas 
of HMRC. 

This conference therefore instructs the GEC to urgently 
consult members, seeking their views on how we can 
deliver a sustained programme of industrial action. This 
consultation should include a range of tactical options in 
relation to industrial action, including:

•	Group wide strike action 

•	Group wide action short of strike, with the specific action 
tailored to the various work that our members in HMRC 
undertake 

•	The use of targeted strike action in areas of maximum 
political and industrial impact, but with all members 
being asked to make the same level of sacrifice  
whether through strike action or financial support  
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An immediate end to the tenure of whichever companies 
are involved;

Bringing outsourced staff “in-house,” subject to HMRC 
pay and conditions.

To achieve these demands, campaigning should be 
inclusive of – but not limited to – the following means:

The organisation and recruitment of private sector staff;
Publicity campaigns and political lobbying;
Protests aimed at the private companies involved;
Industrial action – including that which seeks to involve 

the private sector staff.

200006 – Bootle
(covers motions 216, 217, 218 and 219)

Motions 111
In Northern Ireland the public transport company Translink 
operates a scheme called Tax Smart. This scheme can 
save members up to 32% of the cost of their annual 
travel on public buses in Northern Ireland. To avail of the 
savings available to commuters the employer must sign 
up to the Tax smart scheme. Despite numerous requests 
from members in Northern Ireland, HMRC have refused 
to participate in this scheme. PCS members in Northern 
Ireland are frustrated that they cannot avail of these savings 
especially as colleagues in the Northern Ireland Civil Service 
have been availing of these savings for quite some time. 
This AGM instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
immediately with HMRC to ensure this scheme becomes 
available for all members in Northern Ireland. If HMRC 
continues to refuse to introduce this scheme for members 
in Northern Ireland then the GEC should consider all options 
open to the union to compel HMRC to introduce Tax Smart 
for all members in Northern Ireland.

200082 – Northern Ireland

Section 19 – Vacancy 
Filling

Motion 112
This Revenue and CGroup Delegate Conference believes 
that the use of essential criteria in job vacancies in HMRC 
is being used to exclude candidates unfairly and to restrict 
open competition.

Over the past year there have been numerous examples 
of vacancy holders using essential criteria to restrict the 
pool of potential applicants to an extremely small number 
of people.

This has led to accusations that vacancy holders are 
including essential criteria simply to ensure that their “own 
personnel” are being offered the posts. This could damage 
the credibility of the HMRC recruitment process.

Conference believes that the widest possible pool of 
applicants should be sought for HMRC job vacancies so 
that applicants can be chosen on their merit. Essential 
criteria should be limited where possible and applied only 
in cases which can be shown through an audit process 
to be properly deserving for genuine business reasons of 
the application of such criteria. The exclusion of personnel 
without the essential criteria should also be discussed and 
the reasons documented for audit purposes.

Conference does not accept that the need to train staff 
is a credible excuse and maintains the department needs to 
train staff adequately now so it does not continue to have 
resourcing issues in the future.

HMRC work, pay their workers thousands of pounds less 
than their public sector equivalents and then fail to deliver 
the work they were engaged to deliver. Despite this, the 
government’s fetishism with privatisation – shared by 
many members of ExCom – means more flawed trial being 
implemented.

We have also lived under almost 4 years of pay freezes 
and 1% pay rises with the latest 1% rise explicitly prohibiting 
any rise whatsoever for those on the maxima for their 
grades.

At the same time conference applauds the hard-gotten 
gains made by the group in the last year, including:

Securing over 1000 fixed-term jobs
Converting all TFTAs into FTAs
Winning £millions reinvestment to tackle the tax gap
Full participation in the evaluation of the call centre 

building capacity trial
Establishing 2 6-month long trial aimed at removing 

trigger points from the attendance management policy
Winning mutual flexibility for members on PN103 

contracts in call centres
Saving two workplace nurseries from closure
Conference understands though that the fight will  

only intensify over the next year and therefore instructs  
the GEC to:

Oppose all privatisation
Oppose any trigger points in attendance management 

policies
Campaign for permanent jobs
Oppose all office closures
Fight for a fair pay deal for all; spot rates for AA & AOs, 

movement from min to max in 3 years for higher grades 
& consolidated pay rises at the max that compensate for 
previous freezes 

Campaign for reinvestment in HMRC to close the  
£120 bn annual tax gap

Organise industrial action, including strike action, in 
pursuit of all of the above and in support of the national 
campaign on jobs, pay, pensions and terms and conditions

200031 – East Kilbride
(covers motions 209 and 210)

Motion 110
That this Revenue & CusGroup Conference notes that the 
Enabling Agreement signed with HMRC gave PCS “full 
involvement” in the so-called “building capacity” trial.

Conference is of the opinion that, whatever the 
assurances from Official Side, PCS “engagement” merely 
gives us a stake in helping to manage what we should 
be opposing outright. Thus by signing the Agreement we 
effectively conceded to allow the trial to continue to the 
end of its tenure without interruption.

Conference reaffirms its opposition to privatisation and 
outsourcing in any form. The aim of such exercises is to 
casualise the workforce, funnel taxpayer money towards 
private profit and undermine the pay and conditions of 
permanent, unionised staff.

Conference further believes that as this is the true 
objective of all privatisation, any evaluation by the 
department will necessarily be a sham. All the assurances 
given, as in the recent trials at Bathgate and Lilyhall, are on 
terms that are easy to present as positive and which mask 
the real aims of the exercise.

Therefore, Conference instructs the Group Executive 
Committee to adopt a policy of absolute non-cooperation 
with all privatisation and outsourcing exercises. In all cases, 
the GEC should build a campaign around the following 
demands:

Investing the monies made available for any tendering 
exercise into the direct recruitment of HMRC staff;
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sell themselves in limited available space on a database 
and in limited time. There is also evidence that Business 
Directorates are not applying consistent standards in the 
selection process during and post sifting. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to enter into 
negotiations with HMRC to introduce a fairer system that 
takes full account of a candidate’s capability & talent to do 
a job rather than their creative writing skills and ability to 
navigate through the Civil Service Jobs Website. Conference 
also instructs the GEC to fully consult all branches before 
agreeing to any new system. 

200114 – Telford
(covers motion 211)

Motion 116
Conference applauds the opportunity for members to apply 
for promotion and acknowledges the part PCS played in 
obtaining the extra funding for these jobs.

However the promotion exercise deteriorated into what 
could have been termed a comedy sketch if it had not been 
so serious and affecting people’s lives.

We had some scoring lower in tests obtaining promotion 
ahead of those with a higher score. We had some that were 
promoted with no need to undertake and examinations 
whilst for others it was a requirement of the new job. 

But probably the worst of all are those that were 
successful and will have to pass every examination for the 
next 3 years in order to remain on the new grade whilst 
others are permanently on the new grade regardless of the 
examination result dependant on if they were promoted 
and are undertaking BDDP or TPQ.

Conference instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
with HMRC to review the anomalies described above to 
ensure that these situations do not occur in future and to 
certainly have a better system in place by the next round of 
multiple promotions.

200102 – South Wales

Section 21 – HR Other

Motion 117
Conference instructs the GEC to approach the employer 
(HMRC & VOA) on the hardline disciplinary action taken 
against members in respect of Tax Credit Overpayments.

Initial research by the Group Women’s Advisory 
Committee for their report “Women & Welfare Reform 
– Credit where Credit’s due” shows that these cases are 
on the increase and are immediately being treated as 
Formal Gross Misconduct even when there is evidence 
that the employee has notified HMRC of the changes in 
circumstances and has made arrangements to repay the 
overpayment.

Conference believes that the employer is: -
1 Using confidential information about its employees 

to instigate these cases potentially breaching Data 
Protection by its actions toward the employees. 
Confidential data is being shared across business streams 
in terms of the amounts of overpayment to inform 
management decisions.

2 Contacting other agencies e.g. the VOA and advising 
them that an employee has been overpaid and 
suggesting it is potential fraud the Department is 
potentially breaching the Data Protection Act.

3 Treating its employees including those of its agencies less 
favourably than other Civil Servants and members of the 
general public.

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC management so that essential criteria are only used 
in very specific cases in future HMRC job vacancies. 

This GDC further instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC for a joint review of how essential criteria have been 
used on past job vacancies.

This GDC finally instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC to set up a panel of cross directorate HR business 
partners with PCS input so it can consider the appropriate 
use of essential criteria and audit the specific reasons for 
applying them.

200056 – Leeds and District

Motion 113
A job applicant who qualifies for a job but where a current 
vacancy may not exist is placed on a Reserve List. The 
understandinis that as further vacancies arise people are 
allocated from the Reserve list to fill the new vacancies. 
There have been several cases where jobs have been 
advertised in the same work area for which people are 
already on a Reserve List, but these successful candidates 
have been passed over in favour of other applicants, some 
of which have been external to HMRC. The Management 
defence is that the new jobs specify particular skills and 
abilities which were not in the original advertisement 
which created the Reserve List and that therefore those 
on the Reserve List do not qualify. This ignores the fact 
that many, if not all of the people on the Reserve List may 
also have the necessary qualifications for the new job, but 
the requirements for the original job application, sift and 
interview process did not test and capture them. This is 
clearly an inequality of treatment and disadvantages people 
who have already successfully been through the sift and 
interview process.

This Conference deplores this process which is clearly 
discriminatory. The solution is that where new jobs are 
created in areas for which Reserve Lists already exist that 
the Reserve List people are trawled first to assess whether 
they have the necessary skills or abilities to fill the new 
vacancies before the posts are advertised. The GEC is 
instructed to negotiate on this basis.

200071 – North West England

Motion 114
The current filling vacancies guidance allows for posts on 
temporary promotion to be filled without advertising and 
for managers to appoint who is thopinion most suitable. 
This Conference believes that this practice gives rise to 
members feeling de-motivated when not even made 
aware of such an opportunity and instructs the GEC to 
re-negotiate a change so that all temporary promotion 
opportunities are advertised and local TUS representatives 
consulted. 

200070 – North London

Section 20 – Promotion

Motion 115
This Conference has no confidence in the current HMRC 
promotion system. A candidate’s success is less dependant 
on their capability & talent and more on an ability to 
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demonstrably unjust and creates a two tier workforce which 
is against all principles of equality on which our trade union 
is based.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to look at ways of 
improving the conditions of PN103 contract holders whilst 
being careful to preserve in full the rights under traditional 
contracts.

200139 – Quorum Branch
(covers motion 212)

Motion 120
This conference believes that the current system for 
delivering HR support to the business streams is flawed and 
that although born out of the need to cut costs is ultimately 
doing just the opposite. The HR iform system whilst 
designed to streamline the process has many limitations in 
reality, including impersonalising the process, restricting the 
ability of the HR staff to help by way of severely limiting 
their options. This should not be taken as a criticism of the 
hard working staff in HR, many of whom are our members 
and would like to do more, but of the system itself.

How many times have managers and PCS case workers 
completed the correct form and submitted it to HR only 
to receive an answer, which for any number of reasons, 
does not resolve the issue satisfactorily. This usually means 
completing and submitting another iform to clarify the 
situation that will almost certainly be dealt with by a 
different member of staff in HR who may well supply a 
completely different answer to the original one.

The GEC are instructed to carry out an immediate fact 
finding exercise to establish how widespread these issues 
are and to confirm that there is indeed major problems 
within this system. After analysing the results the GEC are 
further instructed to enter into negotiations with the Board 
to highlight the issues and make significant improvements 
reporting back to next years conference.

200058 – South of England

Motion 121
According to page 38 of ACAS’ “Age And The Workplace” 
guidance, any employment right which takes more than 
five years to accrue may be classed as discriminatory. In 
HMRC, staff have to work for ten years to accrue their 
full holiday entitlement and in order for HMRC to justify 
this, it would have to be able to prove why this fulfilled a 
business need. Not only would this be extremely difficult to 
achieve, but it also flies in the face of various other public 
sector departments, which increase leave entitlement after 
five years’ service. Conference instructs the GEC to do the 
following.
1 Point out to HMRC that their policy is potentially 

discriminatory
2 Ask HMRC to justify their policy
3 Take all necessary steps to ensure that HMRC’s policy falls 

into line with equalities legislation. 
The above instructions to be carried out within 6 months of 
the close of conference.

200119 – Glasgow & Clyde & Valuation

Motion 122
HMRC Group Conference acknowledges the growing 
inequality between Laptop Computer users and those 
employees who are office bound desktop PC users. When it 

4 Not informing members of their right to union 
representation when the overpayment is initially 
identified and a decision taken to instigate proceedings.

5 Proceeding straight to Formal Gross Misconduct without 
taking into account any action taken by the employee to 
remedy the situation.

6 Not carrying out a full investigation prior to taking 
disciplinary action.

Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate a policy with 
HMRC to include:

•	Setting up a checklist for the Employer to go through to 
determine the severity of the overpayment

•	When HMRC informs the member of their right to have 
union representation.

•	Looking at how information in respect of tax credits 
overpayments is shared with Managers to inform 
management decisions; and at what level that 
information is shared.

•	The action employees have made to address the 
overpayment, how long the overpayment has existed and 
whether the employee has come to any agreement with 
the HMRC to repay; and how this can affect the outcome 
of an individual case.

•	How cases are treated where the employee has done 
everything they can to provide the correct information 
on time to HMRC; but the partner will not provide or has 
provided incorrect information.

•	Fully emphasising the role of the Trade Unions and the 
importance of the Local Branch Rep being involved from 
the beginning of action taken.

•	Insisting that the Employer carries out a full investigation 
before any kind of disciplinary action is taken.

With the imposition of Universal Credit these cases are 
going to increase and Conference believes that the 
employer will seize on this as another method of reducing 
staff numbers.

Conference feels that these members are being treated 
more harshly than members of the general public as they 
are employed by HMRC and Conference instructs the GEC 
to report back to branches as to the progress that is being 
made by November 2013. Branches will need support with 
these cases.

Group Executive Committee

Motion 118
This ADC recognises that FTA contracts, for members 
within HMRC, are regularly being extended, currently to 
September 2013.

The GEC is instructed to pursue PCS Union policy of 
permanent jobs and end the casualisation of HMRC. 
Negotiations and action in the defence of this policy should 
be done as a matter of urgency. Action is to also part of the 
wider, ongoing national PCS Union campaign in defence of 
Terms and Conditions for all members 

The GEC is also instructed to obtain the current figure 
and for, as a minimum, the last 3 years the amount of  
staff on FTA (and any TFTA) contracts to gauge the extent 
of this problem.

200059 – Leicestershire

Motion 119
This Conference understands that the introduction and 
continued use of PN103 contracts in HMRC is an affront to 
PCS and its members. Conference further accepts that the 
inequity it creates with members on traditional contracts is 
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•	Reduction in working hours to 35 with no loss of pay

•	Paid sabbaticals

•	Full training and skills in IT

•	Regular real breaks from work based on the intensity of 
work

•	Full negotiations with TUS on any new IT systems 
including properly constituted trials to ensure the system 
is workable

•	Full negotiations on any proposed outsourcing –liaison 
with sister unions outside the UK to be part of this

•	An awareness campaign on the proper use of IT

•	Redeployment into socially useful areas of work where 
use of IT means work has disappeared

•	No compulsory redundancies

•	All work practices to allow control and understanding of 
work flow

To be achieved by all means necessary up to and including 
industrial action, including strike action.

200078 – North Wales

Motion 126
Over the last few year since HMRC was formed a large 
number of changes have been implemented by the Official 
side to our terms and conditions, individual changes which 
the membership have never had the opportunity to vote 
on, this has been a gradual erosion of many benefits that 
were won over the years. The GEC now needs to ensure 
that this is reviewed and taken up with the OS then 
negotiate the correct level of terms to be voted on. This to 
be in place by the next conference date. This GDC instructs 
the GEC to set up a review of the current terms and 
conditions and that this working party includes lay officials 
from the reps within the Group.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 127
“Flexibility” is very much the buzz word throughout the 
Department these days and we are constantly told that 
members have to be open to new work and challenges.

Whilst acknowledging that we undoubtedly have to 
be flexible in the modern environment to protect jobs, 
it should not mean that the Department are given free 
reign to implement any procedures they want. There are 
numerous cases of our members moved to other offices or 
business streams without any real notice or departmental 
strategy in how moves will work. 

This has led to members being left as surplus or forced 
into the re-deployment pool, going off sick and losing their 
jobs or being unable to adapt to a new type of work and 
then quickly dismissed. If, as suggested, the Department 
manage to change all staff’s status to full mobility 
then it is clear that further widespread changes will be 
commonplace. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:
Obtain an Agreement on Flexibility within 3 months of 

the end of this Conference.
Ensure stringent safeguards for our members in current 

and new positions.
Insist on a fair departmental strategy with rigorous 

procedures which must be strictly adhered to.
Insist on a joint regular monitoring and review 

programme.

200137 – Edinburgh

comes to having to deal with domestic issues Laptop users 
are able to work from home without losing pay, leave or 
flexible working hours. On the other hand desktop PC users 
tend to be lower paid, part time and female. This group of 
workers when having to deal with domestic issues have to 
take paid or unpaid leave which leaves them at detriment. 

HMRC Group Conference instructs the GEC to look into 
this area of inequality and pursue the issue with HMRC so 
that office bound desktop PC users are not treated less 
favourably than laptop users.

200114 – Telford

Motion 123
This branch recognises that HMRC is still introducing 
changes to the work of our members that results in them 
being deskilled. These changes can see work that required 
a range of skills replaced by monotonous and repetitive 
tasks that are less interesting, less challenging and leave 
individual workers feel undervalued.

The GEC is instructed to ensure through negotiations that 
when businesses propose to introduce changes to how work 
is done that they actively examine whether the changes 
result in staff becoming deskilled. They should also consider 
the impact of such proposed changes on staff morale. 
These considerations should include consultation with the 
staff involved. The results should be reported to members 
and where the outcomes would be detrimental then the 
GEC is expected to try and negotiate away the negative 
impact of any changes. 

200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants 

Motion 124
We are aware that once staff at various grades leave the 
Department, either by taking an early exit package, retiring, 
transferring to another Government Department (OGD) or 
simply by resigning, the residual vacancies in most cases are 
not filled. 

These is a cause for concern by our members that they 
are being asked to work out of grade (most higher grade 
work) and to take on additional work, under the guise of 
‘multi tasking’. If these practices carry on then there will 
be no career path for our members and no promotions in 
future. 

This conference therefore instructs the incoming GEC to 
immediately negotiate with HMRC to: 
a) Fill all the vacancies at the right grades; 
b) Get all posts re-evaluated to ensure that work is done at 

the right grades;
c) Immediately stop piling on extra work on staff under the 

guise of multi-tasking. 

200145 – London HQ 

Motion 125
That this ADC notes with concern the announcement on 
digitalised services from HMRC on 21 December 2012 with 
no apparent input from TUS. Conference recognises the 
very real threat to jobs and services posed by digitalisation. 
It expresses its concern that had resolution 41 of 2011 from 
the GEC itself been robustly pursued, suitable protections 
for members and services might already be in place.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to immediately 
open negotiations with HMRC to secure the aims set out in 
resolution 41 2011 being
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Conference believes that the commitments gained within 
the enabling agreement were not worthy of halting on-
going industrial action and have, yet again, given the 
department the time and space to outmanoeuvre PCS.

Conference believes that HMRC’s concession of additional 
funding for compliance resource and further FTA jobs were 
as a result of political pressure to meet performance targets 
and not as a result of entering into the enabling agreement 
with PCS.

Conference further censures the GEC for refusing to 
withdraw from the enabling agreement once it became 
clear that HMRC had breached the terms of the agreement 
by continually offering overtime to mask staffing shortfalls 
and by entering into further privatisation trials in Benefits & 
Credits. 

This GDC instructs the GEC to withdraw from the 
enabling agreement with immediate effect and to enter 
into meaningful negotiations with HMRC to obtain an 
agreement that offers our members proper protection. The 
negotiated agreement should include 

An end to current and future use of private sector 
companies within HMRC.

An end to the use of overtime in all business streams 
within HMRC

Proper staffing within HMRC to including a transfer of all 
current fixed term appointments to permanent contracts

A new HMRC attendance management policy without 
trigger/consideration points

No compulsory redundancies within HMRC
The incoming GEC are instructed to enter into 

negotiations with HMRC with the objective of securing an 
agreement with HMRC on the above within 6 months of 
this conference. If a negotiated agreement is not achieved 
within 6 months of the conference the GEC are instructed 
to ballot members for industrial action.

200037 – Edinburgh

Motion 132
This conference condemns the actions of HMRC 
management in implementing the transfer of huge areas of 
additional work onto Front Line Managers.

In addition to their normal management duties these 
members now have the added burden and responsibility for 
items such as Health and Safety, HR and IT.

These duties were previously dealt with by staff where it 
was their full time role.

They were also properly trained and had the time to 
properly deal with these important issues. Each new 
addition to the FLM’s job is not subject to any kind 
of impact assessment. The training consists mainly of 
e-learning and is wholly inadequate. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to call for a full 
review, analysis and impact assessment on the Front Line 
Managers role.

200037 – Edinburgh
(covers motion 213)

Motion 133
This Conference notes with disappointment that HMRC has 
no policy guidance on Cancer.

MacMillan Cancer Support recommends that all 
employers have a policy on Cancer and provide best 
practice advice.

To ensure HMRC employees are treated appropriately 
this Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with our 
employer, HMRC, for the introduction of a ‘Cancer Policy’. 

Motion 128
This Annual Group Conference Instructs the GEC to 
negotiate a consistent approach to the implementation of 
Severe Weather Guidance that is clear and unambiguous 
that does NOT allow an individual business stream to 
overrule a decision of the SRM

200102 – South Wales

Motion 129
Conference notes the inconsistency with the way managers 
approve special leave under domestic emergency. 

One business stream (BCU) will authorise one or more 
days special leave for a staff member to care for an unwell 
child, another manager in another business stream will 
advise staff they cannot justify special leave approval to 
take care of an unwell child for more than a few hours.

We note that if a child is unwell for 3 days there is no 
logic/reasoning behind agreeing a few hours flexi or one 
day special leave only instead of the 3 days required.

Conference is instructed to negotiate with HMRC to:

•	Ensure all staff are entitled to a minimum of 3 days 
special leave for domestic emergencies (carer’s leave)

•	Make guidance clearer and consistent but also allowing 
for flexibility depending on individual cases

•	Ensure that a member of staff’s annual leave position is 
not a consideration when assessing their application for 
carer’s leave.

200040 – Euston Tower

Motion 130
Problems with members’ pay are often met with dread 
because of the nature of the issue. 

The issues are hard to face for members for a number 
of reasons none worse than the fact that what money they 
may have planned to have available to dispose of may be 
drastically reduced for one reason or another and essential 
payments that must be met may not be met leading to 
further financial difficulties.

In a time where the salary received is harder to budget 
on with rising cost of living, the price of basic essentials out 
of control and our pay not keeping up with inflation, it is a 
grave concern that an employer the size of HMRC does not 
have suitable and sufficient safeguards before reducing a 
member’s pay in any given pay period throughout the year.

Evidence in this branch suggests that a more robust 
system is urgently called for flag up reduced payments 
before issue so that HR Pay Section can check and verify 
that any financial restraint being applied is actually correct.

This AGM call for the GEC to open up negotiations with 
the employer to put such a robust system in place, any 
system should be thoroughly tested so that problems can 
be identified and remedied at an early stage.

The GEC is to report back to branches regularly on how 
negotiations are continuing and with a realistic aim of 
concluding negotiations and testing of such a system within 
12 months of GDC ending.

200108 – Stockton & North Yorkshire

Motion 131
This Conference condemns the GEC’s decision to enter 
into the Enabling Agreement with HMRC in August 2012. 
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making of the Senior Management Team of any office
v. Carry out an information gathering exercise with 

Branches to establish whether this is a contact centre 
specific issue, or whether it is departmental wide and 
that this is addressed via the appropriate AGS, depending 
on the outcome of that exercise

vi. Where an outcome has not been received within 12 
months of the complaint being lodged, the grievance 
manager must be accountable and a clear escalation 
route must be implemented 

200029 – Dundee

Motion 137
That Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC the long term future and retention of jobs in the 
Eastern Region. In doing so the GEC recognises that the 
centralisation of HMRC jobs in urban centres does not benefit 
members on the geographical fringes and that the GEC has a 
responsibility to protect members’ jobs across the UK.

200147 – Anglia 

Section 22 – Pacesetter

Motion 138
This Conference recognises and acknowledges the 
improvements made by the GEC on Pacesetter.

However this conference calls for further improvements 
to be made & instructs the GEC:

To seek an overriding statement that Pacesetter is 
Flexible and therefore none of its components can be made 
mandatory to our members where it has not been discussed 
or agreed with the appropriate LTUS or national TUS in the 
absence of any agreement.

To seek an overriding statement that setting arbitrary 
targets for individual or team performance should be 
avoided which includes PDEs and Individual Performance 
Plans (PIPs).

To seek an overriding statement that HMRC senior 
management should ensure that local discussion and 
consultation re KPIs and SOPS with LTUS takes place at 
regular times and take action against management in areas 
where this is not happening.

200024 – Cornwall, Devon and Somerset

Motion 139
Conference notes that despite the Pacesetter Agreement, 
the odious use of KPI’s to judge performance is still 
widespread, and damaging to both our members and 
ultimately the taxpayers.

However conference notes the philosophy of William 
Deming in relation to the principles of management, 
which are regarded as the forerunner of Lean and as such 
Pacesetter. Demings principles included –
i. To cease a dependence on inspection to achieve 

quality. To eliminate the need for massive inspection by 
building quality into the product in the first place.

ii. To institute training on the job
iii. That the aim of supervision should be to help people do 

a better job. 
iv. To Drive out fear, so that everyone may work effectively 

for the company

The GEC is asked to report back by January 2014 on 
progress made.

200147 – Anglia 

Motion 134
This Group Delegate Conference notes the comments 
made in December 2012 by Eric Schmidt, the Chairman of 
Google, and that he is “very proud” of his company’s tax 
avoidance record. 

Conference is concerned that HMRC’s reputation 
could suffer irreparable damage if it leaves itself open to 
allegations that it supports or promotes the interests of 
individuals or corporate bodies avoiding tax in this way. 
The GEC is therefore instructed to enter into immediate 
discussion with the Department to restrict the use of 
Google on departmental systems and to have the Google 
search website and all Google related sites and applications 
added to the list of “blocked” websites.

200133 – Salford

Motion 135
This Group Delegate Conference welcomes the fact that 
paid time off is available to expectant mothers/fathers to 
attend ante natal classes. Conference however regrets that 
members of staff planning to adopt are not entitled to the 
same paid time off to deal with the pre-adoption process.

Treating the pre-adoption process as less important than 
ante natal care sends the wrong message and means that 
Conference cannot endorse HR31041 where it states “We 
do not discriminate, either directly or indirectly, against 
any jobholder because of adoption”. The GEC is therefore 
instructed to seek an end to this disparity by negotiating for 
an entitlement of up to 3 days paid leave for attendance at 
pre-adoption appointments.

200133 – Salford

Motion 136
That this Group Conference recognises that with the 
changes in the way the department handles legitimate 
complaints from members is no longer fit for purpose in 
many areas.

Within Contact Centres for example, every line of 
management knows the intricacies of each case, yet 
managers within that line will be required to take decisions 
on grievances. There are very little which appear to be 
heard fairly, or in line with departmental procedures. This 
means that many of our members who have legitimate 
complaints are not being given a fair hearing.

The GEC are instructed to do the following, by GDC 
2014;
i. Enter into negotiations with the department on 

developing a fairer system for hearing grievances. This 
could perhaps mean that all Contact Centre complaints 
are heard elsewhere in the department, for example. 

ii. Explore the possibility of a panel for hearing complaints 
made up of people who have no knowledge of any of 
the individuals concerned may be appropriate.

iii. Receive assurances from HMRC that every single manager 
who deals with grievances, has had relevant training, and 
there must be an assurance check of those individuals

iv. Secure a clear and appropriate escalation route for the 
LTUS of any Branch where an individual office has serious 
concerns with the level of competence or decision 
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Although a lot of the legislation has been in place for 
over a decade there are still too many examples of direct 
and indirect discriminatory policies and behaviours taking 
place not only in HMRC but in the wider public sector in 
general. One of the primary reasons for this is because 
regulatory authorities are very frequently unaware of the 
fact that there are regular breaches of equality legislation 
occurring. This leaves the discriminatory policies or 
behaviours of the organisations concerned, unchallenged.

The only way therefore to challenge organisations is by 
having continuous monitoring and oversight and the regular 
reporting of breaches that are occurring.

Of course the employer also has both legislative and 
internal equality targets which they are required to meet 
and the lack of oversight is one of the factors that hinders 
progress on this. It is therefore also in their interest to 
ensure that monitoring is taking place.

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC and the Equality 
Advisory Committees:

•	To negotiate with the department a timetable for 
equality data to be released to PCS. This data will 
include staff in post, performance management, sickness 
absence, leavers, vacancy filling and any other area 
that the GEC and Equality Advisory Committees think 
appropriate;

•	That the data is made available by lines of business so 
that AGS’s can challenge Directors where results are out 
of line;

•	To publish regular briefings to members giving details 
of data provided and how it is intended to use it in 
negotiations

•	This work to be in place by November 2013.

Group Executive Committee

Motion 141
This AGC notes that HMRC have changed the Pregnancy 
Sickness guidance, HR27014 in the guide.

The relevant section now reads,
“In all other cases of miscarriage or termination, the 

protected period will last until the end of a period of two 
weeks beginning with the end of the pregnancy.

If it isn’t clear when the pregnancy ended, or you are 
unable to return to work after that time as a direct result 
of the miscarriage or termination, your manager will take 
account of your individual circumstances and seek advice 
from HMRC’s Occupational Health Advisor or from the 
Manager’s Advice Service as appropriate.” 

This AGC instructs the GEC, in partnership with the 
GWAC, to negotiate with HMRC to amend the guidance 
so that women are protected for the entire time they are 
medically unfit as a direct result of their pregnancy.

200075 – Northumberland and Durham

Motion 142
This Conference notes that increasing office closures are 
having a disproportionate effect on part time workers. 
With management’s attempts to cover the jobs gap with 
initiatives such as Pacesetter and Leap Forward, staff who 
have alternative working patterns are being placed under 
unacceptable pressure to change their work patterns to 
suit whatever management wants at the time. There are 
also concerns that this will have a negative impact on those 
requesting flexible working. Conference believes that HMRC 
should not solve its problems at the expense of part time 
workers and others on alternative working patterns.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:- 
Produce publicity for members to set out their rights and 

v. To Break down barriers between departments
vi. To eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for the 

work force asking for zero defects and new levels of 
productivity. Such exhortations only create adversarial 
relationships, as the bulk of the causes of low quality 
and low productivity belong to the system and thus lie 
beyond the power of the work force.

vii. To Eliminate work quotas on the shop floor. 
viii. To eliminate management by objective. Eliminate 

management by numbers and numerical goals.
ix. To remove barriers that robs the hourly worker of his 

right to pride of workmanship. The responsibility of 
supervisors must be changed from sheer numbers to 
quality.

x. To remove barriers that robs people in management 
and in engineering of their right to pride of 
workmanship. This means, inter alia, abolishment of 
the annual or merit rating and of management by 
objectives. 

xi. To Institute a vigorous program of education and self-
improvement. 

Conference holds that these principles are far removed from 
daily management techniques imposed on our members. 

Conference agrees Deming’s methods are infinitely 
preferable to the wretched misery of life in HMRC at 
present. As such the GEC are instructed to campaign for the 
department to embrace Deming’s principles. To this end the 
GEC shall seek –

•	The removal of KPI’s from day to day management. This 
should only be a tool used by senior managers to provide 
an overview of a directorate’s performance, and help 
plan for future activity.

•	To remove the responsibility for quotas of work from 
frontline managers – their sole focus should be quality, 
and helping their team undertake the work at hand.

•	Encourage a culture where members can take whatever 
time is necessary to do the job correctly. Where quality 
checking is used to help improve individuals knowledge, 
not to judge performance. 

•	For PFW to be used solely to plan and forecast how much 
work can be done, and not to judge whether a target has 
been hit. 

•	For all directorates to work together with one aim of 
ensuring the correct amount of tax is paid. To this end 
cross directorate working shall be instituted particularly 
between Personal Tax and Enforcement and Compliance.

•	For departmental training to actually reflect the 
requirement of the job.

Conference is confident that if these objectives are 
achieved then our members can once again take pride in 
their work, and not live in a climate of fear that is all too 
evident in HMRC today. 

200006 – Bootle

Section 23 – Equalities

Motion 140
The Macpherson Enquiry and Report identified that it was 
institutional racism which was the primary reason for the 
Metropolitan Police’s mishandling of the 1993 murder of 
Stephen Lawrence. The report led to amendments to existing 
equality legislation to take account of institutional racism 
and the formation of The Public Sector Equality Duties.

Although the current Coalition Government has amended 
some of the legislative duties, there are still a lot of actions 
that the public sector has to undertake to fulfil what is 
required. 
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learning that would aid with career development. We feel 
that the courses provided by local ULRs are essential, as 
when courses are offered by HMRC spaces are limited  
and not always open to all. Also, the training provided  
can be basic, rushed and not detailed enough to cover  
all aspects needed. 

This AGC feels departmental time should be given to 
members, as well as any unused investment time, for 
learning courses provided by PCS that would be seen as job 
related or helping with career development. These courses 
can be seen as building people’s confidence and can 
improve on existing skills. They can also help people with 
career development, if staff are promoted the courses can 
help them develop the skills needed to carry out their new 
roles. 

This AGC instructs GEC to negotiate with the department 
to secure time off for members for union provided courses.

This AGC instructs the GEC to negotiate this as soon as 
practicable, with a view to reporting back to branches by 
November 2013.

200075 – Northumberland and Durham
In general debate with motion 146

Motion 146
This conference notes that most of the funding for 
workplace learning has been withdrawn by the current 
government. Current free qualifications are being limited 
and we may be in a situation where members are forced 
to pay for development in work and in the current climate 
of cuts our members need to up skill as much as possible. 
Conference further notes that those with higher education 
qualifications currently have to pay for courses, which in 
times of austerity causes hardship and lack of interest. 

Conference instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
with our employer to agree a policy to assist members who 
are struggling to fund courses for workplace development. 
It is noted that loan schemes currently exist for travel passes 
and bicycle purchase through the ride to work scheme 
which are subsequently collected through wages on a 
monthly basis. 

We ask that a similar scheme be created to include loans 
for learning to encourage workplace development.

200006 – Bootle
In general debate with motion 145

Section 25 – Conference 
Paper ‘A’ and 
Organisation

Motion 147
That this conference endorses the Group Organising 
Strategy contained in Conference Paper A and instructs the 
GEC to implement this strategy over the coming year.

Group Executive Committee

Motion 148
That this conference notes the underhand, devious and 
conniving fashion in which a perceived ambiguity in the 
word “agreed” is exploited by some in HMRC to disrupt and 

highlight the fact that undue pressure from management 
about their working patterns is unacceptable.

Provide information for local reps on defending members 
on AWPs.

Establish and publicise an escalation route for cases that 
cannot be resolved at local level with the aim of not only 
monitoring the problem but holding the Department to 
family friendly policies.

200137 – Edinburgh

Motion 143
70% of women in the workforce are over 50 years of age, 
and 1 in 3 women over 80 will suffer from fractures caused 
by osteoporosis, linked to the menopause.

This Branch recognises the importance of raising 
awareness of the menopause and its effects on our 
members regardless of gender. 

We therefore instruct the GEC to

•	ensure the Deparment recognises the menopause and its 
effects as a serious workplace issue

•	negotiate paid time off for awareness sessions for 
members

•	develop a policy to cover all workplaces/members that 
does not discriminate against anyone. This policy should 
recognise the increased and additional difficulties faced 
by people with protected characteristics under the 
Equalities Act.

•	ensure managers are trained in recognising the 
menopause when completing Equality Impact 
Assessments and Risk Assessments.

•	ensure members suffering from the menopause are 
offered a Reasonable Adjustment Passport

•	ensure members are given time off to attend any health 
screening required where this is offered by the members’ 
Primary Care Trust

200101 – Shipley
(covers motion 214)

Motion 144
This Conference instructs the GEC to carry out a survey 
to establish the proportion of members who are suffering 
from workplace stress and depression and by 31.3.2014 to 
have sought negotiations with HMRC Management to put in 
place measures to reduce the stress staff are under.

200144 – South East Essex
(covers motion 215)

Section 24 – Learning

Motion 145
This AGC notes that HMRC’s development opportunities for 
staff in Contact Centres are very limited. 

LTUS has brought in many courses in the past, most 
negotiated free of charge, and many of which would help 
staff both in their personal and career development. A 
recent example of this would be the apprenticeships in 
business admin, customer service and team leading. LTUS in 
Sunderland are also looking to introduce CV, interview and 
competency courses. 

This AGC believes that there is currently a lack of 
opportunities within contact centres to participate in 
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Conference agrees that the following actions should be 
taken:
1 Assign responsibility for representing senior grades to an 

AGS to ensure proper accountability within the GEC
2 Within three months of the end of conference all 

members who are senior grades should be contacted 
directly or via local branches and invited to join the PMA

3 Local branches should circulate a link to the quarterly 
Endeavour magazine to all members at senior grades 
starting with the Spring 2013 issue

4 Every September local branches should make contact 
with all new externally recruited TPDP trainees (many of 
whom are straight from university) to discuss with them 
fully the role of a union and encourage them to join PCS

200149 – West Mercia

Motion 151
In line with the NEC commitment to keeping the 
communication channels open and to give the Branch 
Executive Committees (BEC) the support they are  
entitled to.

This ADC instructs the Group Executive Committee (GEC) 
to ensure that each

GECLO must attend 3 BEC meeting per facility year and 
furthermore to ensure

this is written into the job description for each incoming 
GECLO prior to taking up their appointment. This ADC 
further instructs the GEC to ensure that for whatever reason 
the GECLO is unable to attend then a deputy is made 
available to their allocated Branch.

This motion to be put into immediate effect after end 
of conference 2013 and in time for the start of the GECLO 
taking up their duties.

200137 – Edinburgh

Section 26 – Debt 
Management and 
Banking

Motion 152
That this Conference notes with concern the complete lack 
of flexibility in the wording of DMB PDEs for 2012/13, with 
performance objectives phrased “I will deliver” committing 
members categorically to the delivery of performance 
objectives that could well be outwith their reach, along 
with those other concerns highlighted in BB 246/12:

•	Individuals were asked to sign up to a statement that 
they would take part in regular coaching – it was pointed 
out here that regular coaching must be offered for staff 
to be able to take part in it, and that for a variety of 
reasons it may not be

•	Staff at AO Grade were expected to sign up to taking 
part in “buddying”, a form of peer training. Previously this 
has been a voluntary activity, and to include a mandatory 
requirement to participate in a signed document would, 
we are concerned, indicate contractual acceptance of 
buddying as a duty at the AO Grade. 

•	The inclusion of a PDE objective committing all staff 
to work with colleagues to provide adequate business 
cover during opening hours, which fails to recognise 
that some individuals for reasons of their own personal 
health, caring responsibilities or disability might be 
disadvantaged

distort Trade Union Side relations. 
By using the word to mean “my cronies and I decided 

that (*insert description of practice utterly repugnant 
to Trade Unionists here*) was a good idea, and so we 
decided to go ahead and do it”, rather than to use it in the 
sense of a collectively bargained agreement between the 
Department and the Trade Union Side, they deliberately 
waste our valuable time and sow seeds of disunity amongst 
us that we cannot allow to take root. 

Conference recognises that even were most of the po-
faced popinjays guilty of this to be believed when they 
protest that never in a million years would they intend 
to create the false impression of TUS agreement, the 
fact that this could happen reflects a deep failing in the 
department’s industrial relations education for managers, 
and that this failing must be corrected. 

Conference doesn’t believe most of them, and those that 
it does believe. Conference further believes need proper 
training to prevent recurrence. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to ensure 
that sufficient Industrial Relations training is given, to 
all managers, that they appreciate the significance of 
formal agreement, and are not (unwittingly or otherwise) 
ambiguous in their communications to staff from now on. 

Conference further instructs the GEC to seek from the 
department an escalation route for instances in which it is 
believed that misrepresentation in this fashion is being used 
as an underhand tactic to undermine the Trade Union Side, 
and to assertively use this to ensure that positive industrial 
relations can develop across HMRC. 

200029 – Dundee

Motion 149
This GDC recognises the hard work of Assistant Group 
Secretaries (AGS) and Group Executive Committee (GEC) 
members in negotiating on behalf of the members and 
fully appreciates the feedback members received in branch 
briefings/members’ briefings.

However that are clear instances where this has been 
less than expected, Contact Centres affected by Universal 
Credit is a prime example. Given the enormity of the 
changes which affect some of our Contact Centre members 
it is deplorable that for the most part members have been 
kept in the dark.

This GDC instructs the GEC and AGS to conduct a full 
investigation as to why negotiations take place without full 
consultation of the members directly affected. local branch 
reps at the very least have knowledge of the views of their 
members.

This GDC instructs all AGS and GEC to communicate 
fully and regularly with the members keeping them fully 
informed and updated. All findings from the investigation 
are to be published in members’ briefings. 

200091 – Portsdown Vectis

Motion 150
Conference notes that there is a Professional Managers 
Association to represent senior managers at a national 
level. However this organisation is not being reflected at 
Group level. The GEC is elected to represent all members 
regardless of age, gender, race, sexuality or grade. The lack of 
information from the GEC on issues affecting senior members 
suggests that these issues are being left to ARC to negotiate 
on. ARC’s view on issues and approach to negotiations often 
differs to that of PCS. By leaving negotiations in their hands 
the GEC is doing members a disservice and makes future 
recruitment at these grades challenging.
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Category ‘B’ motions

Motions which confirm 
existing policy

Motion 155
This conference recognises Motion 143, which was carried 
at 2012 conference and appreciates that approaches 
have been made to management about Tax Professional 
Qualifications. 

However, almost a year later it feels like we have 
achieved very little and the problems are not going away. 

Trainees have to deal with:

•	Errors in manuals and out of date instructions

•	Errors in exam papers

•	Poor organisation

•	Lack of support for trainees

•	Failure of learning programme to prepare caseworkers for 
the job 

Trainees have repeatedly described the TPQ process as the 
most difficult and stressful time in their careers with HMRC. 
Many deeply regret commencing the training at all.

A huge amount of money is being spent on a programme 
that is deeply flawed and poorly managed by those at the 
top.

Whilst conference recognises that steps are being taken 
to make improvements to processes, it feels that not 
enough is being done to make the learning programmes fit 
for purpose.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
Revenue and Customs management with the aim to secure 
assurances that-

•	All future promotions are made on a permanent basis 
and are not dependent on the passing of exams and 
assessments.

•	The training material is updated regularly and that the 
exam papers are thoroughly checked to ensure there are 
no errors. 

•	Full, effective support is given to trainees. All trainees 
should have a lead tutor to support them throughout 
their training and a mentor in the business to provide 
them with practical help and guidance. 

•	The learning teams are provided with sufficient resources 
to be able to run the training programmes effectively 
and ensure that trainees have the best possible support 
to successfully complete their programmes

200115 – Dorset Harbourside

Motion 156
This conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with HMRC 
to ensure that defibrillators are made available where there 
are more than 60 HMRC employees in a workplace, and also 
in smaller workplaces with 60 or fewer employees where a 
first aid risk assessment shows defibrillators to be necessary.

200033 – East Midlands

•	The inclusion of a PDE objective on giving regular and 
effective service, which should be dealt with under the 
Sickness Absence Management Policy.

Conference further expresses concern at the lack of 
individual flexibility to amend the generic PDEs produced 
for DMB, and that in the context of moves towards a 
guided distribution of PDE markings whereby at least ten 
per cent of staff will be deemed to need improvement 
such inflexibility is likely to lead to an exacerbation of the 
discrimination already inherent in Performance Management 
systems, compounding this through pay implications and 
implications for the long term job security of members.

Additionally, Conference states outright its opposition to 
numeric scoring systems such as that trialled in LAST, and 
calls upon the GEC to ensure that no such abstraction of 
complex work into meaningless statistics can ever have an 
impact on the pay or job security of members.

Conference instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
with DMB Management with a view to addressing each one 
of the concerns listed in BB 246/12 in the generic PDEs to 
be used for 2013/14, and should sufficient progress in this 
regard not be attained by the end of the summer to consult 
Branches through the DMB BTUS on what action members 
are willing to take in pursuit of this objective.

Group Executive Committee

Motion 153
That this conference expresses concern at the extension 
of the framework for use of Private Sector Debt Collection 
agencies in pursuit of HMRC debt for a further year, and 
instructs the GEC to utilise the Enabling Agreement and any 
other means at their disposal to ensure that the HMRC bid 
for funding in the next Comprehensive Spending Review is 
based upon the HMRC work currently undertaken by private 
Debt Collection Agencies being brought back in house to 
be collected by a properly resourced HMRC.

Should HMRC fail to adopt this position, Conference 
believes that a key opportunity for redeployment of HMRC 
staff into socially useful work will have been overlooked by 
the Department, and instructs the GEC to consult members 
across HMRC on the steps they are willing to take to bring 
pressure to bear upon the Department to bring this work in 
house, to include a programme of Industrial Action should 
this be necessary.

Group Executive Committee

Motion 154
That this conference recognises with concern the levels of 
stress experienced by members in DMTC, commends the 
GEC on successfully negotiating a stress survey to be run 
in DMTC and calls upon the GEC to utilise the findings of 
this survey, along with broader feedback received from 
members to negotiate an agreement for members in DMTC 
comparable in scope and depth to the MIS agreement 
achieved for members in Contact Centres, and to report 
back to Branches on progress in this regard by the end of 
the Summer.

Should progress in achieving such an agreement prove 
slower than desired, or should at any time the good faith 
of the Official Side in these negotiations be in question, the 
GEC are instructed to consult members on a programme of 
Industrial action up to and including strike action in pursuit 
of this objective.

Group Executive Committee
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and cease to use any non-unilaterally agreed policies.

200075 – Northumberland and Durham

Motion 160
This Group Conference recognises the good work which is 
done by the Group Equality Advisory Committees. It has 
been noted that the Environmental Advisory Group has 
been in place for 3 years now and has lots to contribute 
but still does not appear to have equal status to the other 
Advisory Committees. 

We understand the importance of the other advisory 
committees but we also recognise the importance of the 
environment. PCS take the environment seriously, and we 
need HMRC to realise that we see it as a significant issue. 

The other Advisory Committees get a place to observe 
the GEC; this has never been offered to the EAG. They also 
get to see and comment on GEC papers so that they can 
advise on issues relating to their particular committee.

We also note that unlike other advisory committees, the 
EAG are not offered a stall at Group Conference or a space 
in the annual report to publicise the excellent work that we 
have done throughout the year.

GDC instructs the GEC to:

•	Give the Environmental Advisory Group equal standing to 
the other advisory committees

•	A member of the EAG shall attend the GEC on the same 
basis as other advisory groups.

200006 – Bootle

Motion 161
This Group Conference recognises the good work which is 
done by the Group Equality Advisory Committees. It has 
been noted that the Environmental Advisory Group has 
been in place for 3 years now and has lots to contribute 
but still does not appear to have equal status to the other 
Advisory Committees. 

We understand the importance of the other advisory 
committees but we also recognise the importance of the 
environment. PCS take the environment seriously, and we 
need HMRC to realise that we see it as a significant issue. 
The other Advisory Committees get a place to observe the 
GEC; this has never been offered to the EAG. They also get 
to see and comment on GEC papers so that they can advise 
on issues relating to their particular committee.

We also note that unlike other advisory committees, the 
EAG are not offered a stall at Group Conference or a space 
in the annual report to publicise the excellent work that we 
have done throughout the year. 

GDC instructs the GEC to:

•	Give the Environmental Advisory Group equal standing to 
the other advisory committees

•	Ensure that the EAG is given a place on the GEC

200102 – South Wales

Motion 162
This Group Delegate Conference (GDC) notes that there 
is currently no formal structure for the Assistant Group 
Secretary (AGS) to consult with representatives from local 
PCS branches regarding the interests of members who work 
within the Large Business Service (LBS) of HMRC.

This GDC further notes that in the past local branch 
LBS representatives were involved in regular consultations 
with the AGS who represented LBS members at GEC level. 

Category ‘D’ motions

Motions capable of 
being dealt with by 
correspondence with  
the GEC

Motion 157
This Group ADC notes that it is DMB’s intention to replace 
the Field Force UMPC device with a Convertible Tablet PC. 
The GEC are therefore instructed to ensure the following 
actions are undertaken prior to implementation:
1 A full H&S risk assessment of the proposed device to 

ensure there are no Health & Safety implications for Field 
Force Officers in the use of the equipment.

2 A pilot exercise involving Field Force Officers to assess the 
suitability of the proposed IT device, which shall include 
the testing of the equipment on calls undertaken on foot 
and by car.

3 A revised outdoor calls risk assessment policy is published 
in consultation with PCS Health & Safety Officers.

4 A comprehensive training programme is provided for 
agents in the use of the new IT equipment and its 
software.

If DMB do not agree to implement these safeguards, then 
PCS are to consult with Field Force Officers on a policy of 
non-cooperation with the introduction of the new IT.

200040 – Euston Tower

Motion 158
This Group Delegate Conference welcomes the support 
provided to newly appointed Investigators into CI by both 
Practical Training officers (PTO) and Senior Decision Officers 
(DO) throughout their Training Assessment Period (TAP).

Conference is however appalled at the lack of any 
process of appeal available to trainees in CI where the DO 
decides to cease the TAP period. This is particularly serious 
for members as failure to complete the TAP results in both 
the trainee reverting to their substantive grade where 
temporary promoted and the loss of attendance allowance.

The Group Executive Committee is therefore instructed 
to negotiate with HMRC a fair and transparent appeals 
process for members in CI as a matter of urgency.

Conference further instructs the Group Executive 
Committee to consult branches immediately to identify 
members already affected and to provide support to those 
who wish to seek leave to appeal.

200039 – Criminal and Justice Branch

Motion 159
This AGC notes that NIC&EO currently operate policies that 
are at odds with policies agreed between HMRC and PCS, 
including having their own Industrial Relations officer.

This AGC instructs the GEC to ensure that NIC&EO adhere 
to the guidance that has been agreed with PCS nationally 
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The GEC are instructed to carry out a piece of work to 
determine how widespread this is within HMRC – how that 
is done is for the GEC to decide. The GEC are also instructed 
to issue a Members’ Briefing setting out the correct 
position, and that any disabled, or manager members who 
require assistance in these cases will have the full backing of 
the Group.

200029 – Dundee

Category ‘E’ motions

Motions covered by 
composite motions in 
Category “A”

Motion 165
This Conference notes with concern recorded comments 
made by a manager from Face To Face South Zone that 
some Enquiry Centres may be closed temporarily as part 
of a ‘trial’ to establish the effect of closure on the public. 
If this ‘trial’ were to go ahead then it can only lead to one 
conclusion and that is that the enquiry centres in question 
will in fact be closed for good. This will have serious 
implications for the Face To Face members directly affected, 
particularly so in the case of rural ECs where members 
will find it especially difficult to be assimilated into other 
Business streams such as E&C. 

Therefore this Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate 
with HMRC to establish precisely what their intentions 
are with this ‘trial’. If HMRC confirm that they intend to 
close Enquiry Centres on a temporary basis the GEC is 
instructed to strongly oppose any closures and to serve 
notice to HMRC that it will take whatever steps it considers 
appropriate to keep all current Enquiry Centres open. 

200078 – North Wales 
(covered by motion 1)

Motion 166
Group conference notes that the ever deteriorating service 
being provided via face-to-face and specialist teams such 
as BEST, is reducing the quality of service that we are 
providing to those customers that are in most need of help 
and support.

Conference also notes the disgraceful lack of investment 
in educating the customer about their obligations and 
responsibilities. The BEST team has been decimated and 
customers are lucky indeed if they are able to get an 
appointment with a Face 2 Face advisor.

As there is a push from the Department towards 
supplying help and support either on the telephone or 
online, HMRC is putting those that do not have a computer 
or are not able to spend long periods on hold on telephone 
at a substantial disadvantage when trying to keep their 
tax affairs up-to-date. Failure to do this will result in more 
factually incorrect advice being dished out from third 
parties, such as Yahoo, etc. 

Conference instructs the GEC to consult with HMRC and 
to campaign for full reversal of the reduction of frontline 

Following a restructuring within Directorates, this lapsed. 
R&C/BB/051/12 announced the establishment of a Business 
Tax Forum seeking to represent all Business Tax members. 
However, it is considered that given the diversity of 
activities and issues arising within the various Directorates 
which make up “Business Tax” member’s interests are not 
being adequately addressed through this body. 

This GDC instructs the GEC to invite local branches to 
inform them of LBS representatives within their branch 
and to set up an industrial relations consultative structure 
involving them.

200056 – Leeds and District

Motion 163
The mapping project run by the GWAC has revealed that 
while there are Branch Women’s Officers in the VOA, due 
to the diverse geographical nature of their Branches there 
are no Branch Women’s Advisory Committees (BWAC’s). 
This would suggest, due to the same diverse geographical 
nature, that there are no other Branch Equality Committees 
within the VOA. 

This conference notes that in the current climate it would 
be very difficult to set up any Branch Equality Committees 
in the VOA due to the cost of T&S and the levels of facilities 
time required.

A large number of VOA offices are co-located or located 
in close proximity to HMRC offices, many of whom’s 
Branches have a BWAC or other equality committee. Many 
of the equality issues that arise at Branch level may well be 
the same for both VOA and HMRC branches.

This conference instructs the GEC to issue a Branch 
Briefing to HMRC Branches advising them that where they 
have a BWAC or other equality committee, and a local VOA 
presence, they might want to send an open invitation to 
the VOA Branch to attend their equality group meetings.

We believe that this would foster a closer working 
relationship between VOA and HMRC branches. Which in 
turn will lead to a greater understanding of the differences 
in terms and conditions and pay between HMRC and VOA. 

200033 – East Midlands

Motion 164
That this Group conference is completely appalled by 
some of the OH reports that are being returned to HMRC 
managers after having been referred for an Occupational 
Health consultation by their manager.

Some of our members, who have previously had reports 
by Capita and/or ATOS stating that it is likely they would 
attract protection under the Equality Act 2010, are being 
re-referred by their manager if they have not had to take 
any disability related sick absence in the previous 12 
months. 

There is only one outcome sought in these cases, and this 
is that the reports are being returned after consultations 
stating that the member no longer should be afforded any 
protection under the heading of the Equality Act 2010. 
This is putting our members with disabilities at a severe 
disadvantage, and is in fact a breach of the Act itself. AMO’s 
are irresponsibly advising those managers, many of whom 
do not have the confidence to argue, for fear of this being 
reported to their own managers for negative behaviours, 
or failing to carry out management instructions, that they 
should follow the most recent report only. This, in turn, is 
putting our manager members, who we fully support, into 
the most precarious position of unwittingly in many cases, 
flouting the law, unknowingly putting themselves at risk of 
having to defend decisions later at Employment Tribunals.
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If HMRC impose this policy The GEC are instructed to 
oppose HMRC’s performance management proposals and 
ballot the membership on strike action and action short 
of strike action including advising non co-operation in the 
process.

Further if HMRC impose this destructive policy the GEC 
are instructed to identify appropriate Equality Act cases to 
mount a legal challenge on the grounds of discrimination 
using any and all categories of protected characteristics as 
identified by the Equality Act 2010.

Furthermore the GEC should seek to renegotiate a 
performance policy which is not related to pay and is 
satisfactorily equality proofed.

200029 – Dundee
(covered by motion 6)

Motion 169
PCS members where outraged at reading branch briefings 
34/13 and 35/13 regarding the performance management 
system which HMRC intends to impose in April 2013. The 
most contentious aspect of this proposal is an instruction 
to managers on “Guided Distribution.” This requires that 
the following percentages need to be met in end of 
year performance assessments. Exceeded – 20% of staff; 
Achieved – 70% of staff; Needs improvement – 10% of staff

HMRC published the 2011/12 performance markings on 
the intranet. An analysis of these figures shows a clear and 
persistent level of inequality to individuals with protected 
characteristics.

The figures published highlight the following inequalities.

•	Disabled staff are twice as likely to be an improvement 
needed marking than non disabled staff.

•	11% of disabled staff receives a top marking compared to 
15% of non disabled. .

•	7% of part time staff receives a top marking compared to 
17.2% of full time staff.

•	10.5% of ethnic minority staff receives a top mark 
compared to 14.8 % of those who declare themselves as 
white.

•	8% of those aged 56 and over received a top mark 
compared to an average 16% for those aged 26 to 55.

•	11% of AA/AO grade staff receives a top marking 
compared to 20.7% at SO grade.

This ADC agrees that any pay system based on performance 
pay will always generate the type of inequalities highlighted 
above. It is clear that HMRC’s own data highlights that 
the current pay system is innately unfair and the new 
performance management process will increase the 
inequality identified in HMRC’s data.

Conference believes that the new performance 
management process can only exacerbate the inequalities 
already inherent in HMRC’s performance based assessment 
process. It will only serve to increase the inequality suffered 
by our members with protected characteristics and who are 
covered by the Equality act 2010.

If HMRC impose this policy The GEC are instructed to 
oppose HMRC’s performance management proposals and 
ballot the membership on strike action and action short 
of strike action including advising non co-operation in the 
process.

Further if HMRC impose this destructive policy the GEC 
are instructed to identify appropriate Equality Act cases to 
mount a legal challenge on the grounds of discrimination 
using any and all categories of protected characteristics as 
identified by the Equality Act 2010.

Furthermore the GEC should seek to renegotiate a 
performance policy which is not related to pay and is 
satisfactorily equality proofed.

200031 – East Kilbride
(covered by motion 6)

services so that everybody who needs genuine help, 
support and advice will receive it from trained HMRC staff, 
be it an individual or an employer. 

The GEC will report back to members on a monthly basis 
on this campaign.

200011 – Bristol West County
(covered by motion 1)

Motion 167
This Conference notes that current HMRC Customer Contact 
guidance and the latest trials and projects being held in 
Face to Face are designed to drive customers away from 
our F2F service.

Conference agrees that PCS must continue to campaign 
against reductions to the F2F service and in particular 
against proposals to remove this service from any town or 
city in which it is currently located. The GEC is instructed to 
increase its campaign at local and national level via the PCS 
Parliamentary Group.

Conference further instructs the GEC to continue through 
negotiations to seek to protect the jobs, health and safety 
and well being of all members in Face to Face.

200024 – Cornwall, Devon and Somerset
(covered by motion 1)

Motion 168
PCS members where outraged at reading branch briefings 
34/13 and 35/13 regarding the performance management 
system which HMRC intends to impose in April 2013. The 
most contentious aspect of this proposal is an instruction 
to managers on “Guided Distribution.” This requires that 
the following percentages need to be met in end of year 
performance assessments.

Exceeded – 20% of staff
Achieved – 70% of staff
Needs improvement – 10% of staff
HMRC published the 2011/12 performance markings on 

the intranet. An analysis of these figures shows a clear and 
persistent level of inequality to individuals with protected 
characteristics.

The figures published highlight the following inequalities.

•	Disabled staff are twice as likely to be an improvement 
needed marking than non disabled staff.

•	11% of disabled staff receives a top marking compared to 
15% of non disabled. .

•	7% of part time staff receives a top marking compared to 
17.2% of full time staff.

•	10.5% of ethnic minority staff receives a top mark 
compared to 14.8 % of those who declare themselves as 
white.

•	8% of those aged 56 and over received a top mark 
compared to an average 16% for those aged 26 to 55.

•	11% of AA/AO grade staff receives a top marking 
compared to 20.7% at SO grade.

This ADC agrees that any pay system based on performance 
pay will always generate the type of inequalities highlighted 
above. It is clear that HMRC’s own data highlights that 
the current pay system is innately unfair and the new 
performance management process will increase the 
inequality identified in HMRC’s data.

Conference believes that the new performance 
management process can only exacerbate the inequalities 
already inherent in HMRC’s performance based assessment 
process. It will only serve to increase the inequality suffered 
by our members with protected characteristics and who are 
covered by the Equality act 2010.
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•	Formally write to the Department and send a full list of 
concerns. 

•	Obtain a formal Agreement on sickness absence 
management which commits to the full operation of 
HMRC policies and Equality Act and other relevant 
legislation across each and every business. 

•	Support Branches to take cases to tribunal level and 
consider collective actions. 

•	If no Agreement is reached within 3 months of the end 
of this Conference, ballot for industrial action. 

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(covered by motion 42)

Motion 174
This conference deplores the way that HMRC management 
have used the full force of misconduct processes and 
threats of discipline in resolving issues arising out of the 
multiple systems and people involved in Contact Centre job 
holders managing leave.

Whilst job holders do recognise they have a role in 
managing their own leave, the constant unreliability in the 
eRP leave time accounts, a leave process that requires one 
team to reserve it (local resources) and someone else to 
agree it (line manager) with Personal Attendance Tools now 
built for every job holder without time to properly scrutinise 
and check that these are correct and up to date it remains 
difficult to realistically be in full control of our own leave.

We call for the incoming GEC immediately to negotiate 
for all notes, warnings and investigations to be struck from 
the records and no further leave issue warnings resulting 
out of procedural or multiple record keeping issues until 
a reasonable process, with fewest steps possible, with 
clear and simple checking to be available for job holder 
and manager by earliest date possible, but no later than 
31 December 2013. Where no agreement can be gained 
with the department, to identify a protest that can include 
consideration of various forms of personal income impact 
limiting industrial action and actions short of full industrial 
action.

200118 – West Midlands
(covered by motion 50)

Motion 175
That this GDC recognises the outstanding work that all of 
our managers do. Conference also notes the increasing 
workload our managers have had to endure recently with 
the ‘Taking Time off in Contact Centres’ processes the 
business have been introducing, without actually addressing 
any of the issues that have been identified throughout 
the entire process. There has also been no attempt from 
HMRC to counteract this increase in workload for any of our 
member managers. 

The GEC are instructed to enter into immediate 
negotiations with HMRC to ensure that any leave assurance 
checks will be carried out in accordance with the rest 
of HMRC, through observation. The use of MIS to check 
leave sheets down to the last second must be abandoned 
immediately, and the GEC are instructed to carry out the 
necessary work to achieve this.

200029 – Dundee
(covered by motion 50

Motion 170
Conference acknowledges that since the introduction of 
the pay freeze there has been no upward pay progression 
with members stranded on pay rates which in real terms 
represent a cut in wages. This has left members well below 
the maximum pay for their grade with no possibility of 
progressing to the top rate for the job. This is grossly unfair 
and has resulted in many members working side by side on 
differing pay rates whilst doing the same or comparable 
jobs. This inequality at a time of great economic difficulty 
for our members is unacceptable to hardworking HMRC 
employees trying to reduce the UK tax gap. 

Conference instructs the GEC to ensure that in any future 
pay deals progression should be decoupled from the annual 
cost of living increases and that a separate contractual ‘pot’ 
should be establishing for pay progression ensuring that all 
members can move to their maximum pay scale within 5 
years of assimilation to that grade. 

027109 – Stoke Branch
(covered by motion 30)

Motion 171
Conference is pleased for those members who have 
managed to gain promotion over the last year or so and 
wishes them well in their new positions. However all will 
have started on the lower end of the pay grade. For many 
they will never reach their max on that grade yet will sit 
along side others who are doing exactly the same work for 
a higher wage at the end of the month. 

Conference instructs the GEC to enter into negotiations 
with HMRC to ensure that the members reach the max of 
their pay grade within 5 years of entering that grade.

200102 – South Wales
(covered by motion 30)

Motion 172
Conference is aware it takes too long for members in HMRC 
and the VOA to reach the maximum rate of pay and calls 
upon the GEC to campaign for the maximum rate to be 
paid to all employees after three years service.

200147 – Anglia 
(covered by motion 30)

Motion 173
This Conference notes that despite numerous Motions 
over recent years, the Department are increasingly 
implementing policies on sick absence which mean our 
members are losing their jobs or are constantly in fear of 
doing so. Despite assurances within the Enabling Agreement 
and various others, there has been an incessant drive to 
operate sickness absence management by business targets 
rather than the welfare of staff. Our members are being 
dismissed after a few weeks, or put on formal action much 
earlier than ever before, just to achieve these targets. 
Different offices and business streams are operating their 
own policies. League tables are being used to intimidate 
our members. Individual circumstances are not taken into 
account; HMRC policies and Equality Act legislation are 
being blatantly ignored. 

The GEC is therefore instructed to:

•	Co-ordinate information from all Branches on their issues. 
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Motion 178
This conference is shocked to learn of the decision of Paul 
Gerrard to seek to privatise the Law enforcement capability 
of HMRC. In his announcement which I believe did not 
have the blessing of the GEC Mr Gerrard seeks to privatise 
fraud “interventions”. In his own blog there has been no 
consultation with CI . Whilst there is an existing policy in 
PCS to oppose privatisation this proposal appears to go 
a step further than previously and actually confer legal 
powers on private contractors.

The confidentiality and security of tax payer data would 
be severely compromised. What thought has been given to 
the security vetting of these people? Operational security 
would be weakened and there is the possibility of Organised 
Crime Groups targeting the private contractor as a way into 
HMRC. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to oppose 
privatisation of any jobs within HMRC and enter robust 
negotiations with the OS to oppose conferring legal powers 
to non HMRC employees and report back by the time of the 
next conference or at the conclusion of the negotiations 
whichever is the sooner.

200039 – Criminal and Justice 
(covered by motion 62)

Motion 179
HMRC announced their plans for a pilot project involving 
private Sector provision in Tax Credits Error and Fraud on 6 
February 2013-03-04

The proposal is to build capacity to combat error and 
fraud in Benefits and Credits (B&C) with private sector 
provision, as the treasury will not fund additional FTA 
resource and that managed moves are impractical.

HMRC will run a pilot involving the private sector for 3 
Months with a view to implementing a more permanent 
arrangement on a payment by results basis.

The pilot will involve around 30 private sector staff 
although if the pilot proves successful over 700 workers 
would be required making 104 million interventions.

We instruct the GEC to vigorously oppose the 
privatisation on the basis of our concern that staff members 
will be asked to assist in the successful delivery of a pilot 
which will undermine our future employment prospects not 
to mention our terms and conditions of employment.

We also therefore instruct the GEC to ballot members for 
action short of strike action in order to support staff in a 
program of non co operation with regard to the delivery of 
the privatisation pilot.

200132 – West Lancashire & West Cheshire
(covered by motion 62)

Motion 180
This R&C Group Conference notes the announcement on 
6th February 2013 by Paul Gerrard, director of Benefits & 
Credits, of a trial involving private sector companies doing 
Tax Credit Error & Fraud interventions work. Conference 
is not convinced by the statements that this work will be 
in addition to, and not a replacement of, the work of our 
members and will not put their jobs at risk. This conference 
utterly rejects the discredited politically motivated dogma 
that the private sector can do the same work better than 
highly experienced Civil Servants.

Conference further notes the similarities between this 
initiative and the “Building Capacity” trial in Contact 
Centres and draws the conclusion that these trials are 

Motion 176
This R&C Group Conference notes the announcement on 
6th February 2013 by Paul Gerrard, director of Benefits & 
Credits, of a trial involving private sector companies doing 
Tax Credit Error & Fraud interventions work.  Conference 
is not convinced by the statements that this work will be 
in addition to, and not a replacement of, the work of our 
members and will not put their jobs at risk.  This conference 
utterly rejects the discredited politically motivated dogma 
that the private sector can do the same work better than 
highly experienced Civil Servants.

Conference further notes the similarities between this 
initiative and the “Building Capacity” trial in Contact 
Centres and draws the conclusion that these trials are 
part of a wider move toward privatisation across the 
department.  This conference affirms it’s commitment 
to fight privatisation wherever it rears it’s head and in 
whatever guise.

This conference instructs the GEC to:
1 Oppose the trial in B&C and make this opposition clear 

to management and the government in the strongest 
possible terms.

2 Demand involvement in the oversight and evaluation of 
the trial, as has been given in Contact Centres, to ensure 
it is fairly and transparently assessed.

3 Recruit and organise the staff working for the private 
sector companies with the aim of raising their terms and 
conditions to Civil Service levels.

4 Ballot the membership of the whole R&C Group for 
non-cooperation with any form of privatisation.  This is 
to enable non-cooperation with the current trial and any 
that appear in future, no matter which directorate they 
crop up in next.

200059 – Leicestershire
(covered by motion 62)

Motion 177
This conference opposes the use of private sector 
companies to deliver Tax Credit error and fraud work. 
Conference notes that the Government have refused to 
fund FTA staff who work for HMRC. It is inevitable that if 
private sector companies are used instead, it will either 
be more costly (as they will take a profit), or mean worse 
wages and conditions for the staff, or even both. This is 
another example of the Government handing taxpayers 
money to their friends in big business. Conference instructs 
the GEC to oppose this privatisation of our work, using 
public and parliamentary campaigning. The GEC should 
argue for the work to be done by public servants, including 
staff facing redundancy in other parts of HMRC, on our 
existing terms and conditions. At the same time the GEC 
are instructed to engage with HMRC management, monitor 
the pilot if it goes ahead, and ensure that the inevitable 
problems are well publicised as a means of opposing the 
extension of the pilot more widely. If private sector staff are 
recruited to do this work, the GEC are instructed to make 
arrangements with Branches to recruit them to PCS, achieve 
negotiating rights, and to try to improve their wages, terms 
and conditions to match those of HMRC staff.   

200136 – Liverpool City
(covered by motion 62)
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Motion 183
This conference notes the proposal from the Cabinet Office 
to consider the statutory allocations of Health and Safety 
as Trade Union time and therefore to count it as part of 
the time allocated to the Trade Union Representatives for 
Union activity (Facility Time). Conference further notes the 
proposal to limit maximum amount of paid working time 
individuals will be allowed to spend on Union activity.

The net effect of these proposals could be an attempt to 
restrict both the time individuals spend as Health and Safety 
Reps and the overall amount of time spent by all reps.

Conference believes that not only is this illegal under the 
terms of current health and Safety Legislation but that it 
is an outright attack on the condition of our members. By 
denying their appointed Safety Reps the time to fulfil their 
duties as laid out in the legislation they are openly creating 
the opportunity for the few unscrupulous managers to 
adopt unsafe work practices, procedures and neglect their 
working environment while the decent managers will not 
have the expert assistance of Safety Reps to aid them in 
doing the right thing.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to mount a 
vigorous campaign, including legal action if necessary, to 
resist and defeat these proposals.

200026 – London South Thames
(covered by motion 63)

Motion 184
This conference is dismayed by the government’s proposals 
to slash the facilities time agreement we currently have 
in place. This will prevent reps from doing their duties to 
protect our members.

The government say its “unfair” to ordinary “Tax Payers” 
to fund Trade Union Reps paid time off to represent our 
members; its got nothing to do with this it’s just a blatant 
attack on Trade Unions as a whole in order to weaken the 
voice of average working class people.

Your branch representatives work tirelessly on your behalf 
to ensure that we address the many problems that rise up 
on a daily basis, these include personal cases, Industrial 
Relations Issues and fighting to protect our hard fought 
for employment rights. These rights have been fought for 
throughout the Trade Union history with numerous Trade 
Unionist giving their lives to defend them. I often hear none 
members come out with the phrase “what has the Union 
ever done for me”

So here are a few examples of what Trade Unions have 
campaigned for within the civil service:

Holiday Pay, Sick Pay, Maternity Pay, Paternity Pay, Special 
Leave with Pay, National Minimum Wage, Carers Leave, 
Flexible Working Hours, Reasonable Daily Travel rates

Decent Terms and Conditions, Job Security and countless 
Health & Safety Issues that enable us to work in a safe and 
secure environment.

If it wasn’t for Trade Union Reps here in HMRC it is clear 
that the department would change to the detriment our 
HR Procedures when they want to, and by doing this they 
would put us all at risk of not only changing our terms and 
conditions our agreements but our working practices as 
well.

Many reps now have to complete a good portion of their 
Union work in their own time I myself regularly take work 
home to go through.

We therefore instruct this incoming GEC to enter into 
negotiations with the department not later than two 
months after being elected:

•	To keep the amount of facilities time at its current level 
(as it is at the time of writing)

part of a wider move toward privatisation across the 
department. This conference affirms it’s commitment to 
fight privatisation wherever it rears its head and in whatever 
guise.

This conference instructs the GEC to:
1 State its opposition to the privatisation of error & 

fraud work in B&C and make this opposition clear to 
management and the government in the strongest 
possible terms.

2 Demand oversight and evaluation of the trial to ensure 
it is fairly and transparently assessed making best use of 
LTUS process knowledge.

3 If industrialised, to recruit and organise the staff working 
for the private sector companies with the aim of raising 
their terms and conditions to Civil Service levels.

4 Ballot the membership of the whole R&C Group for non-
cooperation with any form of privatisation of HMRC work.

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire
(covered by motion 62)

Motion 181
This conference notes the proposal from the Cabinet Office 
to consider the statutory allocations of Health and Safety 
time as Trade Union time and therefore to count it as part 
of the time allocated to the Trade Union Representatives for 
Union activity ( Facility Time). Conference further notes the 
proposal to limit maximum amount of paid working time 
individuals will be allowed to spend on Union activity.

The net effect of these proposals could be an attempt to 
restrict both the time individuals spend as Health and Safety 
Reps and the overall amount of time spent by all Reps. 

Conference believes that not only is this illegal under the 
terms of current Health and Safety Legislation but that it is 
an outright attack on the conditions of our members. By 
denying their appointed Safety Reps the time to fulfill their 
duties as laid out in legislation they are openly creating 
the opportunity for the few unscrupulous managers to 
adopt unsafe work practices, procedures and neglect their 
working environment while the decent managers will not 
have the expert assistance of Safety Reps to aid them in 
doing the right thing.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to mount a 
vigorous campaign, including legal action if necessary, to 
resist and defeat these proposals.

200070 – North London
(covered by motion 63)

Motion 182
This Conference notes with great concern HMRC’s intention 
to review facility time for Health and Safety representatives.

This facility time is essential for health and safety reps to 
fully carry out their role ensuring HMRC’s duty of care for all 
staff adhering to all UK health and safety legislation.

This Conference instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
HMRC to maintain at least the current level of facility time 
for health and safety representatives should HMRC seek to 
impose any new facilities time arrangement less favourable 
then the current position.

200139 – Quorum Branch
(covered by motion 63)
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Conference, this further proves that we can not trust this 
Employer to use the Staff Survey Data in an honest manner.

The time has come to withdraw from participation 
with the” tell us the best way to cut your Jobs, Terms and 
Conditions” Survey.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:
1 Issue a statement to the employer immediately 

withdrawing support for the survey;
2 Immediately issue a BB for circulation to all members 

advising them not to participate in future Staff Surveys;
3 Produce a paper for GDC 2014 outlining how future data 

similar to that collected by the Survey can and will be 
collated through the internal PCS facilities in order to aid 
future negotiations;

4 Included in this paper should be cost of any exercise as 
well as recommendations on the most effective way of 
gathering such information.

200033 – East Midlands
(covered by motion 68)

Motion 187
This Conference notes with disgust the persistent misuse of 
data collated through the Departments Staff Survey.

Despite previous concerns raised by DTUS with Official 
Side, both PCS and ARC entered into issuing a joint 
statement encouraging members to participate in the 
survey on 27th September 2012. 

This Conference believes that this statement led 
members into believing they could now have renewed faith 
that the exercise would be carried out “anonymously and in 
confidence”.

However on 28th September 2012,(1 day later), the 
Department issued an update to staff, concerning the 
survey, stating that a “four digit code” would need to be 
obtained from their manager in order to complete the 
survey!

This, alongside evidence that completion of the Staff 
Survey had AGAIN been included in members PDE’s under 
staff engagement, was not consistent with the joint 
statement issued on 27th September 2012. This means 
participation in the Staff Survey is neither “anonymous or in 
confidence”.

Furthermore the July publication of the Civil Service 
Reform Plan stated clearly in paragraph two that the plan is 
“building on what we had asked for through Staff Surveys” 
etc.

This is clearly evidence of inappropriate leadership 
behaviours that Official Side have stated “will be subject to 
full and proper enquiry”.

Conference, this further proves that we can not trust this 
Employer to use the Staff Survey Data in an honest manor.

 The time has come to withdraw from participation 
with the” tell us the best way to cut your Jobs, Terms and 
Conditions” Survey.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:
1 Issue a statement to the employer immediately 

withdrawing support for the survey
2 Immediately issue a BB for circulation to all members 

advising them not to participate in future Staff Surveys
3 Produce a paper for GDC 2014 outlining how future data 

similar to that collected by the Survey can and will be 
collated through the internal PCS facilities in order to aid 
future negotiations. 

4 Included in this paper should be cost of any exercise as 
well as recommendations on the most effective way of 
gathering such information.

200007 – Bootle St John’s House 
(covered by motion 68)

•	But also to increase it by at least 20%.

•	To protect the level of facility time currently allocated to 
branches.

By doing this it will ensure that Trade Union reps have not 
only the time they need to conduct negotiations with the 
department but also fully prepare themselves on all the 
issues that the government want to change and help to 
keep up the invaluable work currently undertaken by the TU 
reps within the department.

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire
(covered by motion 63)

Motion 185
That this Annual Group Conference notes with concern the 
Cabinet Office guidance on Facilities time.

With paid time off being severely limited, the priority 
responsibility of local reps will be direct support for 
Members in the workplace and negotiation with 
management.

The current priority of campaigning, as directed by 
the NEC, cannot be supported within paid time off 
arrangements. In these circumstances, it is not acceptable 
for PCS to ignore its own equality and family-friendly 
policies with an expectation that representatives and 
activists will simply carry out Trade Union activities in their 
own time.

The GEC is instructed to ensure that any future TU 
activities are properly equality tested, plus the resources 
and time required achieving the objectives are assessed, 
in proportion to the membership of Branches, before 
adoption.

200135 – Greater Manchester
(covered by motion 63)

Motion 186
This Conference notes with disgust the persistent misuse of 
data collated through the Departments Staff Survey.

Despite previous concerns raised by DTUS with Official 
Side, both PCS and ARC entered into issuing a joint 
statement encouraging members to participate in the 
survey on 27th September 2012. 

This Conference believes that this statement led 
members into believing they could now have renewed faith 
that the exercise would be carried out “anonymously and in 
confidence”.

However on 28th September 2012, (1 day later), the 
Department issued an update to staff, concerning the 
survey, stating that a “four digit code” would need to be 
obtained from their manager in order to complete the 
survey!

This, alongside evidence that completion of the Staff 
Survey had AGAIN been included in members PDE’s under 
staff engagement, was not consistent with the joint 
statement issued on 27th September 2012. This means 
participation in the Staff Survey is neither “anonymous nor 
in confidence”.

Having to request a “four digit code” also means that 
non-participation can be identified by your manager and 
then used in appraising performance. 

Furthermore the July publication of the Civil Service 
Reform Plan stated clearly in paragraph two that the plan  
is “building on what we had asked for through Staff 
Surveys” etc. 

This is clearly evidence of inappropriate leadership 
behaviours that Official Side have stated “will be subject to 
full and proper enquiry”.
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that particular location who are surplus or in the 
redeployment pool, but to whether the job could 
be relocated to an area where there are surplus or 
redeployment pool candidates who could fill the vacancy

4 Where the offer of jobs on promotion creates a situation 
where backfilling vacancies could arise, the location(s) 
in which the promotion jobs are advertised will be, 
wherever possible, linked to the locations of members 
at threat of redundancy at both the substantive and 
the promotion grade (in line with the terms of the Job 
Security Protocol, e.g. Within RDT of their home).

200007 – Bootle St John’s House
(covered by motion 70)

Motion 190
This conference condemns HMRC’s decision to rescind offers 
of transfers into Enforcement and Compliance to whole 
teams of members in PT locations around the country, 
and to move these members into the redeployment pool 
instead.

This decision is in complete opposition to the 
commitments made in both the Job Security Protocol 
and the Enabling Agreement to do everything possible to 
avoid compulsory redundancies in HMRC. This conference 
is alarmed at the suggestion that agreements and policies 
negotiated in the centre can apparently be ignored by 
senior managers in some lines of business, who instead their 
own preferred methods of vacancy filling.

This conference instructs the GEC to enter into urgent 
negotiations with HMRC, with the aim of securing the 
following assurances:
1 Where members are at risk of redundancy, decisions 

about potential individual and mass managed moves will 
be made with avoidance of redundancy as the primary 
consideration.

2 Where work is portable (I.e. can be carried out in 
a number of, or any, location), the location of any 
vacancies will be determined by staffing issues and 
particularly the threat of redundancy, rather than 
convenience or some other business preference

3 Before any external vacancies are advertised, 
consideration will be given not only to staff in 
that particular location who are surplus or in the 
redeployment pool, but to whether the job could 
be relocated to an area where there are surplus or 
redeployment pool candidates who could fill the vacancy

4 Where the offer of jobs on promotion creates a situation 
where backfilling vacancies could arise, the location(s) 
in which the promotion jobs are advertised will be, 
wherever possible, linked to the locations of members 
at threat of redundancy at both the substantive and 
the promotion grade (in line with the terms of the Job 
Security Protocol, e.g. Within RDT of their home)

200031 – East Kilbride
(covered by motion 70)

Motion 191
HMRC Group Conference acknowledges that HMRC as 
part of their Estate Rationalisation Programme are failing 
to enter into full and open consultation with TUS and 
relevant Business Directorates at an early enough stage to 
have any real input into the process. This leads to decisions 
being made without any analysis leaving HMRC Business 
Directorates to pick up the problems and staff facing an 
uncertain future. 

It is evident that the prime driver for HMRC is 
making savings on office lease costs at the expense 

Motion 188
This GD conference condemns HMRC’s decision to rescind 
offers of transfers into Enforcement and Compliance 
to whole teams of members in PT locations around 
the country, and to move these members into the 
redeployment pool instead.

This decision is in complete opposition to the 
commitments made in both the Job Security Protocol 
and the Enabling Agreement to do everything possible to 
avoid compulsory redundancies in HMRC. This conference 
is alarmed at the suggestion that agreements and policies 
negotiated in the centre can apparently be ignored by 
senior managers in some lines of business, who instead their 
own preferred methods of vacancy filling.

This conference instructs the GEC to enter into urgent 
negotiations with HMRC, with the aim of securing the 
following assurances:
1 Where members are at risk of redundancy, decisions 

about potential individual and mass managed moves will 
be made with avoidance of redundancy as the primary 
consideration.

2 Where work is portable (I.e. can be carried out in 
a number of, or any, location), the location of any 
vacancies will be determined by staffing issues and 
particularly the threat of redundancy, rather than 
convenience or some other business preference

3 Before any external vacancies are advertised, 
consideration will be given not only to staff in 
that particular location who are surplus or in the 
redeployment pool, but to whether the job could 
be relocated to an area where there are surplus or 
redeployment pool candidates who could fill the vacancy

4 Where the offer of jobs on promotion creates a situation 
where backfilling vacancies could arise, the location(s) 
in which the promotion jobs are advertised will be, 
wherever possible, linked to the locations of members 
at threat of redundancy at both the substantive and 
the promotion grade (in line with the terms of the Job 
Security Protocol, e.g. Within RDT of their home).

200059 – Leicestershire
(covered by motion 70)

Motion 189
This conference condemns HMRC’s decision to rescind offers 
of transfers into Enforcement and Compliance to whole 
teams of members in PT locations around the country, and to 
move these members into the redeployment pool instead.

This decision is in complete opposition to the 
commitments made in both the Job Security Protocol 
and the Enabling Agreement to do everything possible to 
avoid compulsory redundancies in HMRC. This conference 
is alarmed at the suggestion that agreements and policies 
negotiated in the centre can apparently be ignored by 
senior managers in some lines of business, who instead their 
own preferred methods of vacancy filling.

This conference instructs the GEC to enter into urgent 
negotiations with HMRC, with the aim of securing the 
following assurances:
1 Where members are at risk of redundancy, decisions 

about potential individual and mass managed moves will 
be made with avoidance of redundancy as the primary 
consideration.

2 Where work is portable (I.e. can be carried out in 
a number of, or any, location), the location of any 
vacancies will be determined by staffing issues and 
particularly the threat of redundancy, rather than 
convenience or some other business preference

3 Before any external vacancies are advertised, 
consideration will be given not only to staff in 
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Motion 194
Conference applauds the training of HASA’s to support 
managers in tackling stress in the workplace and the offer 
by HMRC for PCS to work together to raise awareness of 
stress and highlight ways to improve the management of 
stress. However, the current practice of using single generic 
risk assessments for stress encourages a reactive approach 
by management to the effects of stress identification and 
its management. This is not in the spirit of the agreed 
guidance with HMRC. A proactive approach is sought to 
early stress recognition in individuals at the workplace. To 
achieve this, ADC instructs the GEC to negotiate with HMRC 
full training for all managers on work related stress to be 
carried out by agreed competent persons.

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(covered by motion 89)

Motion 195
To help members and remove the element of distress at a 
difficult time. This GDC instructs the GEC to negotiate with 
management an increase of Right Core Care counselling 
sessions from 6 visits to 12.

Negotiations to be completed within 8 months of end of 
conference 2013.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 96)

Motion 196
This conference instructs the GEC to insist that HMRC 
management implement a full programme of Job Safety and 
Task Analysis. There have been wide scale changes to almost 
all of our member’s jobs, working conditions and practices. 
A full review of the consequences must be carried out to 
ensure that where the changes have been to the detriment 
of our members, the issues are properly addressed and 
action taken. Almost all of our members have had to deal 
with Lean, Pacesetter and MPPA where management clearly 
have chosen to ignore or blatantly misuse policies. The 
result is denigration of our member’s conditions and in 
many cases, serious health problems.

We instruct GEC to insist on this programme and advise 
HMRC management that we intend to use the services of 
the Health and Safety Executive if necessary.

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(covered by motion 98)

Motion 197
This Group Conference notes the exploitative working 
practices suffered by members within Pacesetter. 
The draconian bullying tactics used by the O/S cause 
unnecessary work related stress and ill health for our 
members resulting in higher sick leave. This conference 
instructs the GEC to demand Health and Safety law is 
adhered to; instructing the O/S to provide members with a 
job safety analysis.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 98)

of revenue collection, staff health, business capability 
and the environment. This is the worst form of business 
management that does not take into consideration 
the full impact of the costs of the change or societal 
wellbeing and leaves others to pay the price. The Estate 
Rationalisation Programme needs to be held up to scrutiny 
by PCS. HMRC Group Conference therefore instructs the 
GEC to negotiate a consultation procedure specifically for 
Estate Rationalisation without delay, which enables full 
consultation to take place at an early stage so that TUS 
and HMRC Business Directorates can have input into the 
decision making. 

200109 – Stoke 
(covered by motion 71

Motion 192
That this Revenue & Customs Group Conference condemns 
the Department’s continuing office closure programme. 
Despite promising “all possible measures” to avoid 
compulsory moves in the Enabling Agreement with PCS, 
as long as HMRC remains committed to reducing its estate 
compulsory moves remain a threat to our members.

Conference applauds the Group Executive Committee’s 
move, in December 2012, towards a Group-wide campaign 
against office closures. We agree with the aim of sharing 
best practice and building on local activity to build a 
strategy for the coming year.

However, Conference notes that the main focus of 
the GEC has been on publicity and lobbying activities. 
Conference is of the opinion that this will do little to move 
a combative government dedicated to reducing the size of 
civil service departments.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to incorporate 
industrial action into their office closure strategy that is 
inclusive of, but not limited to:

Coordinated strike action with other Groups where office 
closures are threatened;

Work to rule and other disruptive on the job action;
Group-wide strike action.
Conference further instructs the GEC to support 

members at affected offices who take independent action, 
including occupations such as those undertaken by factory 
workers at Visteon in 2009 and MMP in 2012. Such support 
should include, where possible, Group-wide strikes and 
industrial action short of strike.

Where such support could have potential legal 
ramifications, the GEC is instructed to seek advice and to 
pursue every possible avenue of support.

200006 – Bootle
(covered by motion 72)

Motion 193
Conference applauds the training of HASA’s to support 
managers in tackling stress in the workplace and the offer 
by HMRC for PCS to work together to raise awareness of 
stress and highlight ways to improve the management of 
stress. However the current practice of using single generic 
risk assessments for stress encourages a reactive approach 
by management to the effects of stress identification and 
its management. This is not in the spirit of the agreed 
guidance with HMRC. A proactive approach is sought, to 
identify potential stress early in individuals at the workplace, 
to achieve this. This GDC instructs the GEC to negotiate 
with HMRC for full training for all managers on work related 
stress to be carried out by agreed competent persons.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 89)
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Motion 201
This Conference acknowledges that the GEC have tried 
to adapt industrial action tactics throughout the various 
campaigns this year. However, it is clear that the effect has 
been fairly minimal overall and has caused a great deal 
of confusion amongst members and Reps. Our members 
are finding it increasingly difficult to lose money during 
industrial action. This is very unfortunate as we are facing 
incessant challenges to our terms and conditions and job 
security. Work to rule principles including non-cooperation 
in tasks such as problem solving has proven to be very 
effective in previous campaigns but there was insufficient 
instruction or strategy on this when recently used. 

This Conference therefore instructs the GEC to:
Contact all Branches and obtain feedback on the type of 

action that members wish to participate in.
Develop a proper structure of action short of strike 

action.
Organise clear guidance on how to implement work to 

rule measures within each business stream. 
Allow time for measures to work during campaigns
This structure must be in place within 6 months of the 

end of this Conference.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 202
That this Annual Group Conference recognises that 
campaigning to retain offices is only part of our role in 
respect of departmental restructuring.

Despite all our efforts, some offices still close and 
Members face desperate choices in respect of their 
futures. PCS has developed a great deal of knowledge and 
experience in these matters, but the benefits of this hard 
won information is not always easy to access.

The GEC are instructed to collate and publish a ‘good 
practice’ guide for Branches and representatives faced with 
office closures, including advice regarding redundancy, 
pensions and negotiating objectives.

200135 – Greater Manchester
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 203 
This GDC condemns the HMRC office closure policy and the 
continuing threat of redundancies and compulsory moves of 
staff outside of reasonable daily travel as a result of the PSR 
2010.

Conference congratulates local branches in mounting 
strong local campaigns against office closures and applauds 
the GECs move in December 2012 to share the best 
practice from branches and build towards a group wide 
strategy in 2013.

However conference recognises that local campaigns and 
political pressure alone may not move the department to 
reverse the threatened office closures.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to formulate a 
strategy of group industrial action and move to a ballot 
of all group members on strike action and action short of 
strike by 31/8/13 and to recommend a yes/yes vote in such 
a ballot.

200091 – Portsdown Vectis
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 198
Emergency Motion 16 from GDC 2012 asked the GEC to 
consult with all affected members of HMRC that have been 
selected for migration to the DWP and the Universal Credit, 
and was broadly in line with the GEC motion itself.

Sadly nine months on from the announcement at the 
time of writing of this motion, we have still not seen 
any consultation take place with our members. We have 
several promises that these meetings with members were 
imminent, in fact we actually saw an article in ORACLE 
say they had! What we have seen is the issue being used 
as a political football at the expense of the members. 
PCS prides itself on being an organising union taking into 
views of the members, with the fears of both members 
and non members about the transfer to DWP what a great 
opportunity to recruit new members and increase the 
participation of members we lost by failing to fully involve 
the rank and file.

The GEC should be ashamed of their cavalier attitude 
and should be duly censured; we ask lessons are learnt from 
this fiasco so the same mistakes are not repeated on further 
issues. We also demand that if meetings have not already 
taken place with members that they do within one month 
of conference closing. Finally we ask that all potentially 
affected members receive an apology from the GEC for the 
shameful way their concerns have been used for ulterior 
motives.

200118 – West Midlands
(covered by motion 103)

Motion 199
This conference applauds the fact HMRC have finally 
implemented the Cycle to Work scheme but is concerned 
about the low uptake. Conference notes that this is more 
than likely due to the lack of facilities in a number of 
buildings. In some building there are no showers, no secure 
cycle parking, and no changing facilities. This makes it 
harder for people to be able to cycle in to work. If HMRC 
wants to be seen to taking environmental issues seriously 
they need to invest further in the infrastructure to make the 
cycle to work scheme more attractive to members of staff.

Therefore we instruct the GEC to put pressure on HMRC 
and the landlords of the buildings to provide adequate 
facilities 

200102 – South Wales
(covered by motion 106)

Motion 200
This GDC notes the repeated offer of overtime for PT Ops 
for the last quarter of the financial year. Conference notes 
this is outside of that which was agreed within the Enabling 
Agreement of 2012.

It appears yet again that HMRC have broken with the 
good faith shown by PCS. Therefore we would demand that 
as a response the overtime ban be re-imposed as part of 
our campaign for jobs and against office closures.

200059 – Leicestershire
(covered by motion 107)
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campaign vociferously on behalf of our members at each 
and every opportunity.

Conference recognises that such campaigns must include 
the ultimate step of strike action. However, Conference 
remains unconvinced that a strike action approach 
predicated only on the one day strike will achieve the 
desired outcome. Conference therefore instructs the GEC/
NEC to actively consider a more prolonged period of action, 
which other unions have used to good effect.

Conference recognises that any longer period of action 
will have a major impact on our members and also on their 
finances. Conference strongly urges GEC/NEC to actively 
promote the benefits of regular savings using the PCS Credit 
Union, as a shield for a rainy day which may include any 
such longer action.

200029 – Dundee
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 207
Conference recognises that the Tax Justice for All campaign 
has been one of PCSs most successful campaigns.

Along with organisations like the Tax Justice Network and 
UK Uncut, PCS has exposed the unfairness in the tax system 
that allows the richest in society to enjoy dodging their tax 
obligations.

As a result of public pressure brought about by 
our campaigning, politicians from all parties are now 
recognising that the issue of tax avoidance and evasion 
cannot be ignored with multinational companies such as 
Starbucks, Google and Amazon being challenged by the 
Public Accounts Committee (PAC) for dodging their tax. 

Conference also applauds those PCS members who 
lobbied their MPs which resulted in parliament debating 
job losses and offices closures within HMRC and highlighted 
concerns that the governments cuts program is damaging 
services and HMRCs ability to close the tax gap. 

Conference recognises that while there have been some 
successes with further reinvestment a lot more needs to be 
done when considering HMRCs budget is still to be cut by 
£3billion with the loss of 10,000 jobs by 2015. 

Conference believes that keeping the issue of tax 
avoidance and evasion in the public domain and the critical 
role that HMRC staff play in addressing the problem is 
crucial. 

More important we need public support in ensuring the 
retention of HMRC offices and further reinvestment to close 
the tax gap while also highlighting abuses to the system.

Conference therefore resolves to:
a) Encourage branches to promote tax justice awareness 

in local communities organising stalls etc at community 
events. 

b) Where possible, publicising the tax yield of local offices 
and what increased capacity could achieve while also 
demonstrating the contribution to the local economy.

c) Name and shame companies who avoid their tax 
obligations, particularly those with government 
contracts, especially those in HMRC, and including those 
who promote tax avoidance schemes.

Furthermore conference agrees to continue our political 
campaigning around tax justice while working with other 
organisations who share our aims.

Group Executive Committee
(covered by Motion 108)

Motion 208
That this ADC recognises the success of the Tax Justice 
campaign in raising public awareness of the issue and 

Motion 204
Conference condemns the departments continuing 
office closure programme. Despite “exploring all possible 
avenues to avoid compulsory redundancies and moves”, 
as contained within the Enabling Agreement with PCS, 
compulsory moves remain a threat to our members. 
Conference applauds the Group Executive Committee’s 
(GEC) move towards a Group-wide campaign against office 
closures. We agree with the aim of sharing best practice 
and building on local activity to build a strategy for the 
coming year.

We note that the main focus for the campaign to 
stop office closures has been on political lobbying and 
publicity campaigns. We, however, believe that due to 
this government’s determination to reduce the number of 
offices, an extended campaign, which includes industrial 
action, is needed to defend HMRC against government 
attacks.

Conference calls on the GEC to organise:

•	Co-ordinated strike action with other Groups, where 
office closures are announced, and alone if necessary. 

•	Work to rule and action short of strike action

•	Group wide strike action

•	Include groups like UK Uncut in any campaigning 
activities

•	A national petition and collection sheet for the affected 
offices

200102 – South Wales
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 205
Conference condemns the Department’s continuing office 
closure programme. Despite “exploring all possible avenues 
to avoid compulsory redundancies and moves” as contained 
within the Enabling Agreement with PCS, compulsory moves 
remain a threat to our members.

Conferences applauds the Group Executive Committee’s 
(GEC) move towards a group-wide campaign against office 
closures. We agree with the aim of sharing best practice 
and building on local activity to build a strategy for the 
coming year. 

We note that the main focus for the campaign to 
stop office closures has been on political lobbying and 
publicity campaigns. We however believe that due to this 
government’s determination to reduce the number of offices, 
an extended campaign which includes industrial action is 
needed to defend HMRC against government attacks. 

Conference calls on the GEC to organise before 
September 2013
1 Co-ordinated strike action with other groups where office 

closures are announced and alone if necessary.
2 Work to rule and action short of strike action
3 Group wide strike action
4 Include groups such as UK Uncut in any campaigning 

activities
5 Organise a national petition and collection sheet for the 

affected offices.

200033 – East Midlands
(covered by motion 107)

Motion 206
Conference remains appalled at the unrelenting attacks 
on our members from the current ConDem government. 
Conference remains committed to opposing all unjustified, 
politically motivated attacks and re-affirms it resolve to 
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bargaining, imaginative campaigning, political lobbying and 
public engagement. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC that this will 
include:
1 Reaffirming our key demands of:

•	No further job cuts

•	No compulsory redundancies or compulsory moves 
beyond reasonable daily travel.

•	An end to the pay freeze/cap.

•	No further privatisation or outsourcing of HMRC work.
2 Negotiators for each business area identifying potential 

disputes within their respective business areas.
3 Whether any potential disputes would have membership 

support for strike action and action short of strike.
4 Identifying, by business area, any action short of strike 

that is sustainable and can disrupt the business.
5 Working with branches to ensure that all efforts are 

made to deliver the national action and any supporting 
action they may be asked to take.

6 To work and campaign jointly with other areas of PCS 
that have common interests such as the use of Debt 
Collection Agencies in the DMB and MOJ.

7 Encouraging branches to work with and support 
community groups, anti cuts groups etc particular around 
office closure programs.

8 Continuing to raise politically through the PCS 
parliamentary group, local lobbying and providing 
briefings around key debates. 

9 Ensuring the terms of the any agreement with the 
employer are adhered to.

Group Executive Committee
(covered by motion 109)

Motion 210
That this ADC censures the GEC for suspending industrial 
action on jobs and accepting the enabling agreement 
without ballot of the membership.

 Conference notes that overtime is still being worked and 
that no full time permanent jobs have been created, indeed 
the department looks increasingly casualised.

Conference instructs the GEC to imediately after 
conference demand

•	All overtime money to be used to fund permanent jobs

•	All FTA to be made permanent

•	That all work not done be identified to establish true 
staffing needs,

If these demands are not met within 2 months then 
members are to be balloted for industrial action, including 
an overtime ban, good work strike non co-operation and 
selective action.

200078 – North Wales 
(covered by motion 109)

Motion 211
This Conference has no confidence in the current HMRC 
promotion system. A candidate’s success is less dependant 
on their capability & talent and more on an ability to 
sell themselves in limited available space on a database 
and in limited time. There is also evidence that Business 
Directorates are not applying consistent standards in the 
selection process during and post sifting. 

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to enter into 
negotiations with HMRC to introduce a fairer system that 
takes full account of a candidate’s capability & talent to do 
a job rather than their creative writing skills and ability to 
navigate through the Civil Service Jobs Website. 

forcing the government to put more resource into HMRC.
However, conference notes with concern that the extra 

tax collected is not being used to benefit all, indeed has 
allowed, for example, for tax cuts for the rich, funding of 
free schools and a reduction in Corporation Tax.

Conference therefore instructs the GEC to further the 
tax justice campaign by highlighting where taxes should 
be spent, education for all, environment, benefits pensions 
etc. This to include research on new ways of using taxes 
collected for the benefit of all.

200078 – North Wales 
(covered by motion 108)

Motion 209
Conference recognises the huge contribution and key 
role PCS members in HMRC and the VOA played in the 
TUC demonstration in October 2012, the participation 
they played in lobbying MPs which secured a debate in 
parliament about the detrimental effect job losses and 
offices closures were having in HMRC and the support and 
commitment from members in developing and promoting 
our campaign strategy as a result of the “Yes” vote in Mays 
2012 ballot on industrial action.

As a result PCS in HMRC were able to secure a number of 
concessions through the signing of the Enabling Agreement 
including:

•	TFTAs converted to FTAs allowing them to apply for 
permanent posts.

•	Re-investment to tackle tax avoidance and evasion

•	Further resources to accelerate contact centre 
performance

•	Commitment to convert overtime to permanent posts.

•	Commitment to uphold terms of the HMRC Staffing 
Agreement

•	The ending of the privatisation trails in CCD network with 
full PCS involvement in any evaluation.

•	Agreement to a trial on the use of consideration points.

Conference agrees that this shows our campaign strategy, 
supported by tough negotiations, can secure results.

However, while welcoming the concessions achieved and 
the re-investment in certain areas, HMRCs budget will still 
be reduced by £3billion and therefore PCS remains totally 
opposed to the:

•	Planned 10,000 reduction in staffing levels as outlined in 
the 2010 Comprehensive Spending Review.

•	The continuation of the office closure program

•	The outsourcing of work to the private sector including 
the use of Debt Collection Agencies (DCAs).

•	The countless CSEP polices such as performance 
management being introduced by HMRC without any 
proper consultation with PCS.

Conference further condemns the attacks on member’s 
terms and conditions, including facilities time, the 
continuation of pay restraint and the imposed pension 
increases. 

Conference therefore pledges its full support for the 
national campaign on jobs, pay, pensions and terms and 
conditions and recognises that as part of that campaign 
there will be specific issues in HMRC and the VOA which 
need to be addressed and which may need an industrial 
response to support any national action.

Conferences therefore instructs the GEC, as a priority, to 
support and build maximum R&C group participation in the 
national campaign.

Conference recognises that in addition to action called 
by the NEC nationally PCS in the R&C Group need to have 
in place a strategy to support and supplement such action 
that is timed in a manner to strengthen and compliment 
the national campaign. This should be supported by hard 



48

Motion 215
This conference instructs the GEC to run a survey of staff to 
establish how many members are either taking medication 
or receiving counselling for work related stress, anxiety or 
depression. Conference recognises that the causes may not 
be clear cut and recommends following the same criteria 
as the Civil Service Injury Benefit scheme i.e. at least 50% 
attributable to work.

Conference instructs the GEC to consult with the Group 
Disabled Members Advisory Committee over the survey. The 
survey should be run by November 2013.

Group Executive Committee
(covered by motion 144)

Motion 216
This GD conference remembers fondly motion 108 from 
group delegate conference 2009: “This AGC notes with 
concern DMB’s intention to outsource aspects of HMRC 
debt recovery work to private debt recovery agencies. 
HMRC have announced a six month pilot under which 
approximately 30,000 cases are to be given to the private 
agencies to work. 

This group conference believes that the pilot represents 
the thin edge of the wedge, with DMB members’ jobs at 
risk of privatisation. Members quite rightly regard with 
incredulity the assurance from DMB that there are no plans 
to privatise Field Force. 

The group conference also notes with concern that the 
Dept of Work and Pensions are assisting HMRC with the 
pilot. 

The GEC are instructed to: 
1 Oppose any privatisation of HMRC work 
2 Ballot DMB membership on non-cooperation with the 

pilot 
3 Seek support from the Federation of small businesses 

who have raised concerns in the media about the 
proposed outsourcing 

4 Seek support from the PCS Parliamentary Group 
highlighting the current Home Office investigation into 
the working practices of private debt collection agencies 

5 Challenge HMRC over its use of auctioneers, many 
of whom operate in accordance with contractual 
arrangements which do not represent value for money 
for the tax payer 

6 Ensure the work undertaken in the pilot by the Debt 
Recovery Agency is measured in a like for like comparison 
with HMRC 

7 Challenge DMB management on how they propose to 
manage private debt agencies’ tax recovery methods in 
accordance with the new time to pay guidelines 

8 Liaise with the DWP Group of PCS with a view to ensure 
that PCS members in the DWP are not assisting HMRC to 
outsource debt recovery work. 

9 Liaise with UNISON nationally and locally to assess the 
involvement of private companies in the administration 
of benefits and collection of Rent arrears for local 
councils with the aim of preventing a Trojan Horse effect 
with the introduction of Universal Credit.

In view of the impending pilot, the GEC is tasked with 
commencing the policy as soon as possible after the 
conclusion of Conference 2009.”

Furthermore we note that a ballot was never conducted 
and that three years later the two private companies 
collecting HMRC debt have risen to 10 and the level of debt 
siphoned to these from £400 000 multiple £million.

The ownership of these companies is interesting from a 
tax justice perspective, with one owned by Barclays Bank 
and one with very close links to Mitt Romney.

Conference also instructs the GEC to fully consult all 
branches before agreeing to any new system

200109 – Stoke 
(covered by motion 115)

Motion 212
This Group Conference instructs the GEC to renegotiate 
the terms of the PN103 contract, which discriminates 
against staff. Staff should be treated equally but within 
PT Operations there are great differences between the 
terms for people working the same job. Instead of a “rush 
to the bottom” of all terms and conditions suffering, the 
GEC should be looking to get the best of all terms and 
conditions for all staff. 

The GEC should be ensuring no part of HMRC is treated 
unfairly, where members see people in the same office 
working under completely different terms and conditions. 
This causes friction and unhappiness between members, 
which is contrary to PCS central policies. Other unions have 
recently won cases against local authorities based on similar 
arguments so there are precedents that can be used. This 
should be done within 6 months of this conference.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 119)

Motion 213
This conference condemns the actions of HMRC 
management in implementing the transfer of huge areas 
of additional work onto Front Line Managers. In addition 
to their normal management duties these members now 
have the added burden and responsibility for items such as 
Health and Safety, HR and IT. These duties were previously 
dealt with by staff for whom it was their full time role. They 
were also properly trained and had the time to properly 
deal with these important issues. Each new addition to the 
FLM’s job is not subject to any kind of impact assessment. 
The training consists mainly of e-learning and is wholly 
inadequate. We therefore instruct the GEC to call for a full 
review, analysis and impact assessment on the Front Line 
Managers role. 

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(covered by motion 132)

Motion 214
History gives evidence that the majority of woman will 
suffer ill-effect from the menopause.

Symptoms and severity vary.
This condition does not just affect the sufferer, but 

everyone around her/him.
This GDC therefore instructs the GEC to negotiate with 

HMRC to put in place a policy that covers:
Recognition of this condition
Reasonable adjustments
Protection from attendance management procedures
 To ensure that there is a policy in place within 6 months 

from GDC conference 2013.

200137 – Edinburgh
(covered by motion 143)
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Motion 218
This Conference remembers fondly motion 108 from 
group delegate conference 2009 : ` This AGC notes with 
concern DMB s̀ intention to outsource aspects of HMRC 
debt recovery work to private debt recovery agencies. 
HMRC have announced a six month pilot under which 
approximately 30,000 cases are to be given to the private 
agencies to work.

This group conference believes that the pilot represents 
the thin edge of the wedge, with DMB members̀  jobs 
at risk of privatisation. Members quite rightly regard with 
incredulity the assurance from DMB that there are no plans 
to privatise Field Force.

The group conference also notes with concern that the 
Dept of Work and Pensions are assisting HMRC with the 
pilot. The GEC are instructed to:

Oppose any privatisation of HMRC work
Ballot DMB membership on non-cooperation with the pilot
Seek support from the Federation of small businesses 

who have raised concerns in the media about the proposed 
outsourcing

Seek support from the PCS Parliamentary Group 
highlighting the current Home Office investigation into the 
working practices of private debt collection agencies

Challenge HMRC over its use of auctioneers, many 
of whom operate in accordance with contractual 
arrangements which do not represent value for money for 
the tax payer

Ensure the work undertaken in the pilot by the Debt 
Recovery Agency is measured in a like for like comparison 
with HMRC

Challenge DMB management on how they propose to 
manage private debt agencies̀  tax recovery methods in 
accordance with the new time to pay guidelines

Liaise with the DWP Group of PCS with a view to ensure 
that PCS members in the DWP are not assisting HMRC to 
outsource debt recovery work.

In view of the impending pilot, the GEC is tasked with 
commencing the policy as soon as possible after the 
conclusion of Conference 2009. `

Furthermore we note that a ballot was never conducted 
and that three years later the two private companies 
collecting HMRC debt have risen to 10 and the level of debt 
siphoned to these from £400 000 multiple £million.

The ownership of these companies is interesting from a 
tax justice perspective, with one owned by Barclays Bank 
and one with very close links to Mitt Romney.

This conference therefore instructs the GEC to oppose 
the renewal of the contract for the private debt collection 
agencies ( DCAs), renew the campaign against their use and 
incorporate opposition to DCAs into any group campaign 
against privatisation or create a stand-alone industrial 
campaign against their use.

200027 – Cumbernauld
(covered by motion 110)

Motion 219
This conference remembers fondly motion 108 from group 
delegate conference 2009: 

“This AGC notes with concern DMB’s intention to 
outsource aspects of HMRC debt recovery work to private 
debt recovery agencies. HMRC have announced a six month 
pilot under which approximately 30,000 cases are to be 
given to the private agencies to work. 

This group conference believes that the pilot represents 
the thin edge of the wedge, with DMB members’ jobs at 
risk of privatisation. Members quite rightly regard with 
incredulity the assurance from DMB that there are no plans 
to privatise Field Force. 

This conference therefore instructs the GEC to oppose 
the renewal of the contract for the private debt collection 
agencies (DCAs), renew the campaign against their use and 
incorporate opposition to DCAs into any group campaign 
against privatisation or create a stand-alone industrial 
campaign against their use.

200059 – Leicestershire
(covered by motion 110)

Motion 217
This conference remembers fondly motion 108 from 
group delegate conference 2009: “This AGC notes with 
concern DMB’s intention to outsource aspects of HMRC 
debt recovery work to private debt recovery agencies. 
HMRC have announced a six month pilot under which 
approximately 30,000 cases are to be given to the private 
agencies to work.

This group conference believes that the pilot represents 
the thin edge of the wedge, with DMB members’ jobs at 
risk of privatisation. Members quite rightly regard with 
incredulity the assurance from DMB that there are no plans 
to privatise Field Force. 

The group conference also notes with concern that the 
Dept of Work and Pensions are assisting HMRC with the 
pilot. 

The GEC are instructed to: 
1 Oppose any privatisation of HMRC work 
2 Ballot DMB membership on non-corporation with the 

pilot 
3 Seek support from the Federation of small businesses 

who have raised concerns in the media about the 
proposed outsourcing 

4 Seek support from the PCS Parliamentary Group 
highlighting the current Home Office investigation into 
the working practices of private debt collection agencies 

5 Challenge HMRC over its use of auctioneers, many 
of whom operate in accordance with contractual 
arrangements which do not represent value for money 
for the tax payer 

6 Ensure the work undertaken in the pilot by the Debt 
Recovery Agency is measured in a like for like comparison 
with HMRC 

7 Challenge DMB management on how they propose to 
manage private debt agencies’ tax recovery methods in 
accordance with the new time to pay guidelines 

8 Liaise with the DWP Group of PCS with a view to ensure 
that PCS members in the DWP are not assisting HMRC to 
outsource debt recovery work. 

In view of the impending pilot, the GEC is tasked with 
commencing the policy as soon as possible after the 
conclusion of Conference 2009.”

Furthermore we note that a ballot was never conducted 
and that three years later the two private companies 
collecting HMRC debt have risen to 10 and the level of debt 
siphoned to these from £400,000 multiple £million.

The ownership of these companies is interesting from a 
tax justice perspective, with one owned by Barclays Bank 
and one with very close links to Mitt Romney.

This conference therefore instructs the GEC to oppose 
the renewal of the contract for the private debt collection 
agencies (DCAs), renew the campaign against their use and 
incorporate opposition to DCAs into any group campaign 
against privatisation or create a stand-alone industrial 
campaign against their use.

200033 – East Midlands
(covered by motion 110)
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Category ‘X’ motions

Motions which are out  
of order

Motion 220
This conference notes that while this government are 
telling us all that we need to do our fair share in order to 
reduce the budget deficit and start our economic recovery, 
government departments are willing to give out contracts 
to companies who profit from UK taxpayers but elect to pay 
their taxes offshore.

What these companies are doing is not illegal, but while 
the government are happy to leave numerous tax loopholes 
open for the rich to exploit all civil service departments 
should whenever possible use companies who contribute 
a fair share of their profits back to the country rather than 
exploiting and running like Experian, Vodafone, Mapeley and 
others are doing.

This conference instructs the GEC to negotiate a policy 
whereby HMRC only use UK based companies and have a 
contract clause to end it if they don’t comply or offshore 
their tax affairs.

200006 – Bootle
(Unclear in intent)

Motion 221
This Branch recommends that Lewis Bevan be given 
distinguished life membership of the PCS Revenue & 
Customs Group. 

200081 – Bucks, Oxon and Northants 
(Not correctly submitted – see Group Rule 9.1)

Motion 222
This Conference instructs the GEC to put to Group 
Conference a recommendation that Distinguished Life 
Membership is conferred on Steve Ion.

200071 – North West England
(Not correctly submitted – see Group Rule 9.1)

Motion 223
The GEC workplace ballot of 2012 again lead to confusion, 
loss of facilities time and apparently endless opportunities 
for electoral fraud; too many members, for whatever 
reason, were unable to cast their votes in this important 
election. As this motion is written we have no reason to 
believe that 2013’s ballot will be any different.

Given that this union is now fighting to retain as much 
facility time as possible, should we continue to waste it 
chasing elusive members in the Great Ballot Paper-chase?

This Conference agrees that the incoming GEC shall 
review and audit the practice of workplace ballots to 
confirm that they meet the needs of the democratic 

The group conference also notes with concern that the 
Dept of Work and Pensions are assisting HMRC with the 
pilot. 

The GEC are instructed to: 
1 Oppose any privatisation of HMRC work 
2 Ballot DMB membership on non-corporation with the 

pilot 
3 Seek support from the Federation of small businesses 

who have raised concerns in the media about the 
proposed outsourcing 

4 Seek support from the PCS Parliamentary Group 
highlighting the current Home Office investigation into 
the working practices of private debt collection agencies 

5 Challenge HMRC over its use of auctioneers, many 
of whom operate in accordance with contractual 
arrangements which do not represent value for money 
for the tax payer 

6 Ensure the work undertaken in the pilot by the Debt 
Recovery Agency is measured in a like for like comparison 
with HMRC 

7 Challenge DMB management on how they propose to 
manage private debt agencies’ tax recovery methods in 
accordance with the new time to pay guidelines 

8 Liaise with the DWP Group of PCS with a view to ensure 
that PCS members in the DWP are not assisting HMRC to 
outsource debt recovery work. 

In view of the impending pilot, the GEC is tasked with 
commencing the policy as soon as possible after the 
conclusion of Conference 2009.”

Furthermore we note that a ballot was never conducted 
and that three years later the two private companies 
collecting HMRC debt have risen to 10 and the level of debt 
siphoned to these from £400,000 to multiple £millions.

The ownership of these companies is interesting from a 
tax justice perspective, with one owned by Barclays Bank 
and one with very close links to Mitt Romney.

This conference therefore instructs the GEC to oppose 
the renewal of the contract for the private debt collection 
agencies (DCAs), renew the campaign against their use and 
incorporate opposition to DCAs into any group campaign 
against privatisation or create a stand-alone industrial 
campaign against their use.

200031 – East Kilbride
(covered by motion 110)
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Motion 226
HMRC has an aging workforce and as such members are 
beginning to encounter difficulties. Issues associated with 
age, such as retirement, partial retirement, early retirement, 
pensions and deteriorating health are being encountered by 
members, and reps have very little guidance on how to deal 
with these issues. 

PCS Shipley Branch instruct the GEC to formulate training 
and guidance for reps who have to deal with these issues 
and consider making the ‘Older Persons’ Rep’ an elected 
position on each and every Branch Executive Committee.

200101 – Shipley
(Incorrectly submitted)

Motion 227
This GDC recognises the increasingly important work 
carried out by our Union Learning Reps. The employer also 
recognises this. It is therefore vital that adequate funding 
and administrative support be provided for the learning in 
the union and that this funding is not wholly dependent on 
support from the Union Learning Fund.

This GDC therefore instructs the GEC to provide 
continuing full-time administrative & organising support 
at Group level to support this work and to ensure that the 
work is adequately funded at group, regional and branch 
level. The GEC should also ensure that this funding is 
reviewed on a regular basis.

200033 – East Midlands
(Not capable of implementation)

Motion 228
This GDC instructs the GEC to ensure that the Assistant 
Group Secretary (AGS) with H&S portfolio holds the 
relevant competence in H&S and that this post should be 
an appointment from those elected to AGS or where no 
competent rep is elected to AGS, a further election should 
take place with a time frame by the next conference date. 
That this must be in place for the Group elections in 2014. 
The Department over the last few years has attempted to 
remove H&S reps rights and the role of the AGS should be 
to protect the Rights under the H&S 1974 ACT, and not 
impede them by not holding sufficient knowledge.

200137 – Edinburgh
(Requires a rule change)

Motion 229
To help members and remove the element of distress at a 
difficult time, this ADC instructs the NEC to negotiate with 
management an increase of Right Core Care counselling 
sessions from 6 visits to 12. Negotiations should be 
completed within 8 months of end of conference 2013.

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(Not capable of implementation)

process and that they are fit for purpose. The GEC should 
do this by:

•	Commissioning an audit of the most recent workplace 
ballot and:

•	by comparing the turnout of this ballot with a 
comparable ballot conducted as an individual secret 
ballot, with ballot papers issued to separate members at 
their chosen address and;

•	by comparing the results of that ballot, with a 
comparable ballot conducted by electronic voting/voting 
by phone

•	Recording the number of spoiled papers received and the 
number of otherwise correct papers that are declared 
invalid due to procedural failures;

•	Assessing the costs to both HQ and the branch of 
sending/receiving ballot papers;

•	Assessing the implied costs at both Branch and HQ in the 
shape of facilities time used by lay members at Branch/
HQ level and the hourly rate of staff directly employed by 
PCS in HQ.

The GEC should publish the results of the audit and review 
by 30th November 2013. This allows time for members and 
Branches to consider the outcome and, in the event that 
workplace ballots are not meeting the democratic needs of 
the Group, to put forward any motions for change to Group 
Conference 2014. 

This Conference notes that the audit itself will cost 
both time and money to complete, but agrees that the 
investment will mean that PCS R&C members have the best 
opportunity to make their voices heard.

200033 – East Midlands
(Not capable of implementation)

Motion 224
This Group Conference instructs GEC (or the relevant PCS 
body) to establish a Group Training Budget which will allow 
funding to reps which is not limited solely to ICTU or TUC 
accredited courses or PCS training courses. 

200082 – Northern Ireland
(Not capable of implementation)

Motion 225
This conference notes that Departmental Trade Union Side 
have fortnightly meetings with the Workforce Management 
Team. At these meetings the department provides 
information on staff moves resulting from office closures or 
withdrawal of business streams from locations.

Following decisions made around moves in specific 
locations Business implementation Teams are set up to deal 
with the detail.

Conference notes with dismay that branches and Local 
Trade Union Side are excluded from these meetings. Our 
members have a right to representation in these often 
difficult circumstances and it is not reasonable to expect 
DTUS to pick up detailed local discussions.

This conference calls on the GEC to urgently renegotiate 
the current arrangements to ensure that LTUS have a 
seat on BiT teams to ensure our members are properly 
represented. 

200146 – North West & Central Lancashire
(Incorrect instruction)
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Motion 230
This ADC instructs the GEC to ensure that the AGS with H&S 
portfolio holds the relevant competence in H&S, and that 
this post should be an appointment from those elected 
to AGS, or where no competent rep is elected to AGS, a 
further election should take place, with a time frame by 
the next conference date. Conference instructs the GEC 
that this must be in place for the Group elections in 2014. 
The Department over the last few years has attempted to 
remove H&S reps rights and the role of the AGS should be 
to protect the Rights under the H&S 1974 ACT, and not 
impede them by not holding sufficient knowledge. 

200001 – Aberdeen & Inverness
(Requires a rule change)

Motion 231
That this Group Conference acknowledges the uncertainty 
that our members in sites selected for migration to the DWP 
group are experiencing.

Emergency Motion 16 from GDC 2012 asked the GEC to 
consult with all affected members of HMRC that have been 
selected for migration to the DWP and the Universal Credit, 
and was broadly in line with the GEC motion itself.

This Group Conference censures the GEC for failing 
to deliver conference policy, as set by EM16 at GDC 
2012, and that The GEC agrees that it is answerable to, 
and responsible for the members of this Group, and will 
deliver without question their wishes that are set by Group 
Conference each year.

200029 – Dundee
(Incapable of implementation)
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