Pay deal update - DET wants to cut conditions and jobs
 
The Senior PSA officials keep saying that the pay deal they signed required the majority of the unfunded 1.5% to come from the items listed in the pay deal MOU.  This is what they mean when they say "It was agreed by both parties to the negotiations through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that most of the 1.5% difference would be gained through reforms in the MOU."  The MOU says nothing of the sort. Read some commentary about the MOU here, (scroll down for the MOU links) or read the full Memorandum of Understanding.

 

Nowhere in the MOU does it say that the majority of the 1.5% would come from the identified items. It simply says that any shortfall in savings after using the identified items must be made up via agency level initiatives.  
 

The PSA has already tried running that line in the Commission and it failed simply because the MOU does not require a majority of the 1.5% to be made up from the items listed in the MOU.  The Commission made it clear it would not accept the PSA's interpretation and told the parties to get on with securing agreement on how the savings would be implemented.  The Commission has signalled that it expects agreement on implementation by the end of this month.

 

The problem is the officials didn't do their homework. Most agencies didn't have a hope of getting the majority of the 1.5% from the listed MOU items meaning they would have a free hand to make up their own savings plans to make up the difference.  That is why many members are so angry with them for not putting the deal to delegates and members for scrutiny.

 

The current PSA officials appear to have a habit of making bad backroom deals because they either don't understand the consequences or simply don't care.  That's why we need greater member scrutiny of these deals.  They seem to have been in a rush to have a pay outcome before the PSA elections so didn’t put the deal to members as the PSA Rules require.  They even had the audacity to claim there were no tradeoffs!

 

Members should ask the officials:

1. where in the MOU does it say that the majority of the 1.5% is to be made up from the reforms in the MOU as opposed to agency nominated savings?

2. why they signed an agreement that explicitly lets agencies choose any strategy they like for making up the shortfall?  

3. why they didn't do an agency by agency analysis to find out what proportion of the 1.5% was likely to come from agency initiatives instead of assuming that the majority of the savings would come from the agreed MOU items?  

4. why delegates weren't allowed to scrutinise the proposal as they would have spotted this problem?  

5. why members weren't allowed to vote on the proposal?

6. why are they feigning surprise when they signed the agreement that explicitly permitted agencies to do this?

Read a summary of what DET Savings Plan for  DET Corporate and TAFE employees here and read our leaflet for schools members here
