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Files No. EP 17/97 & EP 09/98

D spute
Thi s di spute concerns a claimby the union on behalf of 79
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named fermal e claimants that they are entitled under the
ternms of the Anti-Discrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974 to the
sane rate of renmuneration as paid to the appropriate naned
conparat or (s).

Backgr ound

Celtic Linen (Wexford) Limted is a conpany in the |aundry,
[inen hire and workwear rental business. |Its principal

custoners are hospitals, hotels and factories.

The claimants are enpl oyed by the Conpany either as

Supervi sors, Assistant Supervisors or General Operatives.
The General Operatives are paid at the sane rate of pay as
are the Supervisors (calenders). The Assistant Supervisors
are paid at different rates of pay depending on their

duties. Each of the conparators naned by the Union are paid
at a higher rate of renuneration than that paid to any of

t he cl ai mant s.

In July, 1997 the Union served a claimin respect of 84
naned fermal e claimants. The claimform al so furnished the
name of ten male conparators. In the course of the
investigation of this dispute a revised |ist of nanmes of 79
claimants was recei ved and the nunber of conparators was
reduced to five. In February, 1998 the Union wthdrew Mary
Doyle as a claimant and at the sane tine it nade sone
adjustnents in relation to the clains of |ike work under
Section 3 of the Act.

In February, 1998 the Union also furnished new clains in
respect of Ms. A Hayden, Ms. K. Jordan and Ms. J. Kavanagh.
These claimants, together with the four nanmed as
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conparators, are all naned in the original referral form
the only difference being that the claimnts, under section
3(c) of the Act, now claim*®“like work” wi th additional
conpar at or s.

The Equality Oficer held a prelimnary joint hearing with
the parties. Subsequent to that hearing he carried out

i nspections of the work of the claimnts and the conparators
on various dates in 1997/1998, the |l ast date on which

i nspections were carried was on the 13th February, 1998. In
the period between the job inspections and the final

hearing, which was held on the 20th April, 1998, the
Equality O ficer received further correspondence from each
of the parties. Subsequent and arising fromthe hearing he
recei ved further subm ssions fromboth parties to the

di sputes. The |l ast correspondences was received in January,
1999.

Summary of the C aimants’ Case

The Union contends that the 79 claimants do “li ke work”
within the neaning of Section 3(a), (b) or (c) wth the
appropriate naned conparator and are therefore entitled to
receive the sane rate of renuneration. A list of the names
of the claimants and the conparators is at Appendix i.
Descriptions of the jobs of the claimnts and the
conparators drawn up by the Union are at Appendix A and B

respectively..

The Union points out that the workforce is predom nately
female. The claimas outlined, the Union advises, is based
on those working in particular departnents at the tine of
the claimbeing made. It states that there is significant

interchangability within the plant.
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In relation to the Conpany’s case on grounds other than sex

the Union submts that the systemof paynent is still based
on the traditional male/fermale rates which were never
reviewed after the introduction of the Equality |egislation.

Summary of the Conpany’'s Case

The Conpany argues that none of the claimants have any
entitlement to equal pay with any of the naned conparators
because like work does not exist between any of the
conparators and any of the claimants. Descriptions of the
jobs of the claimants and the conparators are at Appendix C
and D respectively. In support of its case that |ike does
not exist the Conpany points to its job conparisons of the
vari ous jobs, under section 3(a), (b) and (c) of the Act.

The job conpari sons are Appendices E

The Conpany submits “wi thout prejudice” to its case on |ike
work that there are grounds other than sex to justify the
pay differential. The respondent contends that “where the
Conmpany deens that the work of a female is equal to that of
a mle then the Conmpany pays the sane |evel of
remuneration”. In support of this contention the Conpany
points to the case of M. Mirie Denpsey who, when she
operated a dry cleaning nmachine, was paid the sane rate as
mal es enployed in these positions. The Conpany nmaintains
that if M Denpsey was not discrimnated against on the
grounds of gender in relation to her rate of pay than
neither can any of the claimants allege discrimnation on

grounds of gender.

Concl usions of the Equality Oficer
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In making ny recommendation in this case | have taken into
account all of the subm ssions, witten and oral, nade to ne
by the parties to this case and also the work inspections
which | carried out on the work of claimants and the
conparators. | am satisfied from ny inspections of the work
of the conparators and the work of the clainmants, that the
descriptions submtted by the parties broadly reflect the
j obs of the enployees involved in this claim The detail ed
job descriptions of the claimants and the conparators, as
presented by the Union are at Appendices A and B. The job
descriptions of the claimants and the conparators submtted

by the Conpany are at Appendi x C and D respectively.

Having regard to the nunber of claimants and conparators in
this case and the nature of the work involved it was not
practical to assess the jobs purely by observation.
Accordingly, | relied to an extent on the clainmants and the
conparators to explain their work to nme in detail through an
interview format. This they did and follow ng the interviews
| went with the jobhol ders, acconpanied by the clai mants’

Uni on representatives and the Conpany’s representatives, to
their different work | ocations where they each outlined their

vari ous duti es.

In the course of ny job inspections | established that the
work of those claimants’ enployed as operatives cover a
diversity of jobs from the operation of machines to canteen
work. Accordingly for the purposes of ny job conparisons I
have categorised the claimants having regard to the nature of
their work. However, | amsatisfied frommy work inspections
that the work differences of the claimants, wthin the
categories | have placed them are of small inportance to
their work as a whole and that they are enployed on “like

work” with each other in terns of Section 3(b) of the Act.
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It is therefore sufficient for the purposes of work
i nspections to initially conpare the work of one of the
claimant’s (operatives) in each category with the work of a
conpar at or.

| note that the Cal ender Supervisors are on a higher rate of
remuneration than the Assistant Supervisors(Cal enders). I
further note that the Conpany states that Assistant
Supervi sors(Cal enders), Ms Mirphy and Ms Dilworth, work as
Lead Qperators for part of the year. In the course of ny
work inspections | carried out inspections of Ms Mirphy’s and
Ms Dilworth’s work as Assistant Supervisors and the work of
t he Supervisors. | am satisfied from ny inspections here

that the work perfornmed by both grades is the “sane”, having

regard to wording of the Act at section 3(a).

| note that Ms Kavanagh and Ms Wckham both of whom are
designated as Assistant Supervisors, are on two different
rates of pay and that their duties involve hospital
sorting/ packing and l'i nen hire sorting respectively.
Accordingly | carried out separate conparison in respect of

these two cl ai nants.

| further note that a second claimwas received in February,
1998 in respect of the Cal endar Supervisors, Ms Hayden and Ms
Jordan and Assistant Supervisor M Kavanagh. | have
addressed these clains in the course of ny investigation and

ny reconmendations are included in this docunent.

| note that all the claimants have clains under Section 3(c)
and that sone of them have clains under Section 3 (a) and (b)
of the Act. | propose initially to conpare the work of each
of the claimants with each of those conparators cited by the
Uni on under Section 3(c) of the Act. Section 3(c) of the Act
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states that two persons shall be regarded as enployed on |ike
wor K: -

“where the work performed by one is equal in value to
that perfornmed by the other in terns of the demands it
makes in relation to such matters as skill, physical or

mental effort, responsibility and working conditions.”

Section 3(c) of the 1974 Act requires that the work of a

cl ai mant be conpared with that of a conparator in terns of
“equal in value”. In nmy opinion, the demands placed on the
wor k bei ng conpared does not require that the work of one be
shown to be precisely equal to the demands of the other.
note that in Miurphy -V- Bord Tel ecom Eireann Justi ce Keane
in the Hgh Court, in relation to the term“equal in value”,
st at ed:

"No doubt, the words should not be used so as to
require a mat hemati cal exactitude of equality, having
regard to the statutory context in which they are

used.”

| note that the Union has cited in its original clains, under
Section 3(c), M Mchael Devereux as a conparator in relation
to all the claimants and M David Nolan in relation to sone
of the claimnts. A list of the nanmes of the claimnts,
together with the nanes of the conparator(s), as nom nated by
the Union under section 3(c), is at Appendix iv - page 27).
In ny job conparisons, under Section 3(c) of the Act, | have
taken account of every aspect of the work perfornmed by each
of the claimants and each of the conparators here in relation
to “skill”, *“physical and nental effort”, “responsibility”
and “work conditions”. The details of the job conparisons

that | carried out begin at Appendix 1 (page 30) and conti nue
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to Appendix 13 (page 73). The Union’s and the Conpany’s
views in regard to Section 3(c) of the Act in the context of
this case are at Appendi x A and Appendi x E respectively.

SUPERVI SORS & ASSI STANT SUPERVI SORS (CALENDARS) - Vs -
TUVBLER OPERATOR

In relation to the conparison here | propose to conpare the
work of ©Ms Hayden with the work of M Devereux, the only
conparator nom nated by the Union in its original claim (July
1997) . Details of ny conparison, together with the name of
the other claimant Supervisors and Assistant Supervisors here

are at Appendix 1 (page 30).

| have found here that simlar demands are placed on the
claimant and on the conparator with regard to “physical and

mental effort” and “working conditions” and that greater

demands are placed on her in terns of “skill” and
“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overall demands on the clainmant and the conparator, | find
that the work perfornmed by her is “like work” wth that

performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of
the Act. As | found Ms Hayden does perform work of equal
value with that of M Devereux it follows that the work of
the other Cal ender Supervisor, M Karen Jordan, and the work
of the Assistant Supervisors (Calenders), Stephanie Mirphy
and Mary Dilworth is “like work“ for the purposes of Section
3(c) of the Act.

SUPERVI SORS ( CALENDERS) and WASH HOUSE SUPERVI SOR
| have found that Ms Hayden and Ms Jordan perform i ke work
with M Devereux, as outlined in the precedi ng paragraph,

and as he is on the sane rate of renmuneration as M Wl sh
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and M O Connor, who are both naned as conparators in
respect of the February, 1998 claim and as | amsatisfied
that that they performlike work with each other in ternms of
Section 3(b), there is no need to do a conpari son between
the work of the claimants here wth either of these
conparators. M Roche (Wash house Supervisor) the other
named conparator, in relation to the February, 1998 claim
is on higher rate of renmuneration than the other conparators
here. | therefore propose to conpare his work, under
Section 3(c) of the Act, with that of the two Supervisors
(Cal endars).

| have selected Ms Hayden for ny conparison with the work of
M Roche and details of it are at Appendix 2 (page 34). I
have found here that simlar demands are placed on the
claimant and on the conparator with regard to *“physical
effort” and “working conditions” and that greater demands are
placed on him in terns of “skill”, “nmental effort” and
“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overal |l demands on the clainmant and the conparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” with that
performed by M Roche for the purposes of Section 3(c) of the
Act . As | found Ms Hayden does not perform work of equal
value with that of M Roche it follows that the work of the
ot her Cal endar Supervisor, Ms Jordan is not “like work" for
t he purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act.

ASSI STANT SUPERVI SOR ( SORTI NG & PACKI NG AND TUMBLER OPERATOR
The original claimreceived fromthe Union in respect of M
Kavanagh named M Devereux , for the purposes of Section
3(c) of the Act, as the only conparator. 1In a claim
received in February, 1998, on behalf of M Kavanagh, the
Union in addition to nam ng M Devereux as a conparator al so
cited M Wal sh and M O Connor, both Wash house Operators,
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as conparators. As the sane rate of renuneration applies to
these three conparators, and with the benefit of my work

i nspections, | amsatisfied that they performlike work with
each other in ternms of Section 3(b) of the Act. As M
Devereux is common to both the July, 1997 and February, 1998
clainms | have selected himfor conparison purposes.

| have found, as detailed at Appendix 3 (page 38), that
simlar denmands are placed on the claimant and on the
conparator with regard to “physical and nental effort” and
“working conditions” and that greater demands are placed on
her in terns of “skill” and “responsibility”. Accordi ngly,
taking into account the overall demands on the clainmant and
the conparator, | find that the work perfornmed by her is
“like work” wth that perforned by M Devereux for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

ASSI STANT SUPERVI SOR (SORTING LINEN HRE) AND TUMBLER
OPERATOR

The claim received from the Union in respect of Ms Wckham
named, for the purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act, M
Devereux as the only conparator. I have found, as detailed
at Appendix 4 (page 41), that simlar demands are placed on
the claimant and on the conparator with regard to “skill”,
“physical effort” and “working conditions” and that greater

demands are placed on himin terns of “nmental effort” and

“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overall demands on the clainmant and the conparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” wth that

performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of
t he Act.

CALENDER CPERATORS AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Coughlan for ny conparison of her work

with that of M Devereux (Tunbler Operator), the only named

10



5.

15

conparator here, and details of it, together with the nanes
of the other claimants here, are at Appendix 5 (page 44). In
summary | have found here that simlar demands are placed on
the claimant and on the conparator with regard to “skill”,
“physical effort” and “working conditions” and that greater

demands are placed on himin terns of “nental effort” and

“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overall demands on the clainmant and the conparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” with that

performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of
the Act. As | found Ms Coughlan does not perform work of
equal value with that of M Devereux, the only conparator
naned by the Union here, it follows that the work of each of
the other Calendar operators is not “like work® for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

SORTI NG OPERATI VES AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Quinn for ny conparison of her work with
t hat M Devereux (Tunbler Qperator), the only nanmed
conparator here, and details of it, together with the nane of
the other claimants here, are at Appendix 6 (page 48). I
have found here that simlar demands are placed on the
claimant and on the conparator with regard to “physical
effort” and that greater demands are placed on himin terns
of “skill”, nmental effort” and “responsibility”. Under
“working conditions” | have found that greater demands are
pl aced on the claimant. Accordingly, taking into account the
overal |l demands on the clainmant and the conmparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” with that
performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of
the Act. As | found Ms Quinn does not perform work of equa

value with that of M Devereux, the only conparator nanmed by
the Union here, it follows that the work of each of the other
operatives on sorting duties is not “like work"® for the

11
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pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

HANG NG OPERATI VES AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Waters for ny conparison of her work with
t hat M Devereux (Tunbler Qperator), the only named
conparator here, and details of it, together with the nanes
of the other claimants here are at Appendix 7 (page 51). I
have found here that simlar denmands are placed on the
claimant and on the conmparator wth regard to *“skill”,
“physical effort” and “working conditions” and that greater

demands are placed on himin terns of “mental effort” and

“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overall demands on the clainmant and the conparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” wth that

performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of
the Act. As | found Ms Waters does not performwork of equal
value with that of M Devereux, the only conparator nanmed by
the Union here, it follows that the work of each of the other
operatives on hanging duties is not “like work"® for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

TOWNELS OPERATI VES AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Walsh for ny conparison of her work with
that of M Devereux (Tunbler Qperator), the only named
conparator here, and details of it, together with the nanes
of the other claimants here are at Appendix 8 (page 54). |
have found here that simlar demands are placed on the
claimant and on the conparator wth regard to “skill”,
“physical effort” and “working conditions” and that greater

demands are placed on himin terns of “nmental effort” and

“responsibility”. Accordingly, taking into account the
overal |l demands on the clainmant and the conmparator, | find
that the work perforned by her is not “like work” wth that

performed by M Devereux for the purposes of Section 3(c) of

12
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the Act. As | found Ms Wal sh does not perform work of equal
value with that of M Devereux, the only conparator nanmed by
the Union here, it follows that the work of each of the other
operatives on towels is not “like work* for the purposes of
Section 3(c) of the Act.

FOLDI NG WORKVWEAR) OPERATI VES AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Ginford for ny conparison of her work
wth that of M Devereux (Tunbler Operator), the only naned
conparator here, and details of it, together with the nane of
the other claimants here are at Appendix 9 (page 57). | have
found here that greater demands are placed on the conparator
than on the claimant with regard to “skill”, “physical and
mental effort”, “responsibility” and “working conditions”.
Accordingly, taking into account the overall demands on the
claimant and the conparator, | find that the work perforned
by her is not “like work” with that perfornmed by M Devereux
for the purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act. As | found M
Gai nford does not performwork of equal value with that of M
Devereux, the only conparator named by the Union here, it
follows that the work of each of the other operatives on
folding (workwear) is not “like work® for the purposes of
Section 3(c) of the Act.

REPAI RS (WORKWEAR) OPERATI VE AND STORES OPERATOR

The Union nom nated two conparators here M Devereux (Tunbler
Qperator) and M Nolan (Stores & relief). Both are on the
sane rate of renuneration and with the benefit of ny work

i nspections | amsatisfied that they performlike work with
each other in ternms of section 3 of the Act. As M Nol an
works in close proximty with Ms Goff | have selected him

for conparison purposes here.

Details of ny conparison of Ms CGoff’s work with that of M

13
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Nolan (Stores & Relief) are at Appendi x 10 (page 60). | have
found here that greater demands are placed on the conparator
than on the claimant with regard to “skill”, “physical and
mental effort”, “responsibility” and “working conditions”.
Accordingly, taking into account the overall denmands on the

claimant and the conparator, | find that the work perforned
by her is not “like work” with that performed by M Nol an for
t he purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act. It follows that the
work perfornmed by her is not “like work” with the other naned

conpar ator here M Dever eux.

LOCKER SYSTEM OPERATORS( WORKWEAR) AND STORES COPERATOR

The Union nom nated two conparators here M Devereux (Tunbler
Qperator) and M Nolan (Stores & relief). Both are on the
sane rate of renuneration and with the benefit of ny work

i nspections | amsatisfied that they performlike work with
each other in ternms of section 3 of the Act. As M Nolan
works in close proximty with the claimants | have sel ected

hi m for conparison purposes with Ms McMahon.

Details of work conparison, together with the nanes of the
other claimants here are at Appendix 11 (page 64). | have
found here that greater denmands are placed on the conparator
than on the claimant with regard to “skill”, “physical and
mental effort”, “responsibility” and “working conditions”.
Accordingly, taking into account the overall demands on the
claimant and the conparator, | find that the work perforned
by her is not “like work” with that perfornmed by M Nolan for
the purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act. As | found M
McMahon does not perform work of equal value with that of M
Nolan, it follows that the work of each of the Wrkwear
Locker System Operators is not “like work*, with either of
the two conparators naned here M Nolan or M Devereux, for
t he purposes of Section 3(c) of the Act.

14
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CUT DOMNS OPERATI VES AND TUVBLER OPERATOR

The Uni on nom nated two conparators here M Devereux (Tunbler
Qperator) and M Nolan (Stores & relief). Both are on the
sanme rate of renmuneration and with the benefit of nmy work

i nspections | amsatisfied that they performlike work with
each other in ternms of section 3 of the Act. | have

sel ected M Devereux for conparison purposes wth M

Br adl ey.

The details of work conparison here are at Appendi x 12 (page
68) . | have found here that greater denmands are placed on
the conparator than on the claimant with regard to “skill”,

“physical effort”, and “responsibility” and under the heading

of “nmental effort” and “working conditions” | have found that
the demands on them are equal. Accordingly, taking into
account the overall demands on the <claimant and the
conparator, | find that the work performed by her is not

“like work” wth that performed by M Devereux for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act. As | found Ms Bradley
does not perform work of equal value wth that of M
Devereux, it follows that the work of M Foley, the other
operative in Cut Downs is not “like work“, with either of the
naned conparators here M Devereux or M Nolan, for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

CANTEEN OPERATI VES AND TUMBLER OPERATOR

| have selected Ms Mooney for ny conparison of her work with
that of M Devereux (Tunmbler Operator), the only naned
conparator here. The details of work conparison here are at
Appendi x 13 (page 71). | have found here that greater
demands are placed on the conparator than on the clainmant
wth regard to “physical effort” and “responsibility” and

that the demands on them in regard to “skill”, “nental

15
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effort” and “working conditions” are equal. Accordi ngly,
taking into account the overall demands on the claimant and
the conparator, | find that the work performed by her is not
“like work” wth that performed by M Devereux for the
pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act. As | found Ms Mooney
does not perform work of equal value wth that of M
Devereux, it follows that the work M Phillips, the other
operative with canteen duties, is not “like work® for the

pur poses of Section 3(c) of the Act.

| note that the Union maintains that the clainmants, whose
names appear at Appendix ii (page 24), do |ike work under
section 3(a) of the Act, with named conparators. As | have
found that M M Dilworth and M S Mrphy, Assistant
Supervisors, (Calenders) together with Ms A Hayden and Ms K
Jordan, Supervisors (Calenders), perform like work with the
nanmed conparator M Devereux, under Section 3(c) of the Act,
there is no need to address their claim against him under
Section 3(a) of the Act.

| note that M Roche (Wash house Supervisor) who is al so
nanmed as conparator in relation Ms Hayden and Ms Jordan
under section 3(a) is on higher rate of remuneration than
the other conparator (M Devereux) here. | therefore
propose to address their clainms here, under Section 3(a ) of

the Act, in relation to M Roche.

Section 3(a) of the Act is specific in that the conparison
test applicable is whether or a claimant perforns the “the
same  work....... or where each is in every respect

i nt er changeabl e W th the conparator. Having regard to the
fact that there is no case nade that Ms Hayden or Ms Jordan
ever carried out the work of M Roche and as their work is

clearly not the sane, as is apparent from ny conparison of

16
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their work under section 3(c) of the Act, (Appendix 2 - page
34) | must hold that neither of these two clainmants perform
like work with M Roche under section 3(a) of the Act.

Having regard to the fact that none of the three remaining
cl ai mants naned under Section 3(a) M Denpsey, Ms MWMahon or
Ms Moore have ever carried out work as a relief in Linen Hre
Despatch, relief Driver, relief Tunbler Operator or Wash
house Operator which are all features of the work of the M
Nol an, the only naned conparator here, | nust hold that none
of these three claimants do like work with him under Section
3(a) of the Act.

| should add here that | note that Ms McMahon substitutes for
M Nolan when he is “on relief” work. | further note that
the Conpany infornmed ne that his rermuneration is in respect
of not only his duties in Stores but also by reason of his
“relief” work e.g. Driving, Tunbler Qperator etc. I
therefore cannot hold that M MMhon has an entitlenent

under section 3(a) to equal pay with M Nol an.

In addition to the clains that claimants perform |ike work
wi th named conparators under Section 3(a) and (c) the Union
has al so clained that some of the claimants do |like work with
nanmed conparators under Section 3(b), a list of the nanes of
the claimants here and the nanmed conparators are at Appendi x

iii (page 25).

As | have found that the Assistant Supervisors, M M
Dlworth, Ms S Murphy and Ms J Kavanagh and the Supervisors
Ms A Hayden and K Jordan perform like work with the naned
conparator M Devereux, under Section 3(c) of the Act, there
is no need to address their claim against him under Section
3(b) of the Act.

17
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As M Devereux is on the sane rate of renuneration as M

Wal sh and M O Connor, who are both al so named as
conparators in respect of Ms Hayden, Ms Jordan, Ms Mirphy,
Ms Dilworth, and Ms Kavanagh, and as | amsatisfied that
that these conparators performlike work with each other in
terms of Section 3, there is no need to do a conparison

bet ween the work of these five claimants with the work of
any of these conparators. M Roche (Wash house Supervi sor)
the ot her nanmed conparator in relation to section 3(b) is on
hi gher rate of remuneration than the other conparators here.
| therefore propose to address the clains here, under
Section 3(b) of the Act, in relation to the work of M
Roche.

The Act at Section 3(b) provides that two persons shall be

regarded as enpl oyed on |ike work

“where the work perfornmed ............ is of a simlar
nature.......... and any differences............... occur
only infrequently or are of small inportance ....to the

work as a whole.”

As | have stated in relation to conparisons involving M
Roche under Section 3(c) a feature of his work in the Wash
house area includes that he pre-programmes washi ng nachi nes,
he is a keyhol der for the whole plant, he substitutes for the
Pl ant Manager and is on call. In contrast the claimnts’
work either lies in the area of the operation of the
cal enders or sorting/packing and none of them are on call,
keyholders or do they substitute as Plant Manager. I
therefore cannot hold that they are enployed in like work
with M Roche under Section 3(b) of the Act.
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5.

5.

5.

32

33

34

35

The Union clains that five Locker System Qperators, as at
Appendi x iii (page 25), performlike work under Section 3(b)
with M Nolan, who also works in the Locker area. However
as stated in relation to conparisons involving M Nolan under
Section 3(c) a feature of his work is that he is also
enployed as a relief in Linen Hre Despatch, relief Driver,
relief Tunbler Operator and relief Wash house Operator. As
none of the claimants here perform any of these jobs I cannot
hold that they are enployed in |like work under Section 3(b)
of the Act.

The Union has naned M Devereux as the conparator in respect
of the remaining 49 claimants naned in regard to Section
3(b), including 47 claimants nanmed as Cal ender Qperators. |
have already highlighted, under Section 3(c), differences in
the work of the Cal ender Operators and the work perforned by
M Devereux as set out at Appendix 5 (page 44). Wile these
claimants work under the sane roof as M Devereux and their
work concerns drying product | consider that their work is
not “of a simlar nature” to his work in that he is
responsible for the performance of five tunblers and as the
claimants work as part of teans wth different work content
to that of M Devereux.

| have already highlighted under Section 3(c) differences in
the work of the remaining two claimants, as set out at
Appendi x 12 (page 68), who both work in “Cut Downs”, and the
work performed by M Devereux. | consider that their work is
not “of a simlar nature” to M Devereux work in that he is
responsible for the performance of five tunblers and as the
claimants work is the examnation of itens singly and then to
deci de what action should be taken in relation to the item

| have conpared the work of the claimants with the naned
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conpar at or under Section 3(a), (b) and (c) and |I have found
that the Supervisors Ms Hayden and Ms Jordan, and Assistants
Supervisors Ms Murphy, Ms Dilworth and Ms Kavanagh, al
perform®“like work” with that perfornmed by M Devereux. |
note that the respondent has argued that the differences in
pay between the clainmants and the naned conparators is
justified under the terns of Section 2(3) of the Act.
Section 2(3) provides:

“Nothing in this Act shall prevent an enpl oyer from
paying to his enployees who are enployed in |ike work
in the sanme place different rates of remuneration on

grounds ot her than sex.”

Accordingly I will now consider this aspect of the case.

As | understand the respondents argunment on grounds ot her
sex is that where the Conpany deemthe job perforned by a
female is equal to that perforned by a nale then it pays the
sane | evel of renmuneration to that female. |In support of
this argunent the Conpany point out that Ms Marie Denpsey
when she operated a dry cleaning nachine was paid the sane

rate as males in these positions.

| should state at the outset, in relation to the Conpany’s
grounds ot her sex argunent, that discrimnation in pay

bet ween mal e and fermal e enpl oyees can be unintentional. In
my opinion, in the context equality |egislation, where a
conpany relies on its own judgenent to determne its pay
rates it nust be clear that its assessment is objective. In
the present case there is no evidence before ne that the
Conmpany gave objective consideration to the pay rates
applied to the claimants vis-a-vis its mal e enpl oyees.
Accordingly I amnot satisfied that the Conpany has
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5.

38

di scharged the onus of proof on it under Section 2(3) of the
Act .

In summary | have found that the Supervisors Ms Hayden and
Ms Jordan, and the Assistants Supervisors Ms Miurphy, M
Dilworth and Ms Kavanagh, all perform“like work” , in terns
of section 3(c) of the Act with that perforned by M
Devereux Tunbler Operator. | have further found that the
Conpany has not discharged the onus on it, under section
2(3), that there are grounds other than sex to justify the
differences in the renuneration of aforenmentioned clai mants
and conparator M Devereux. Accordingly |I hold that the
aforenmentioned claimants are entitled to the sane rate of

remuneration as that paid to M Dever eux.

Recommendat i on

In view of my conclusions, as sumarised at 5.38, the

cl ai mants Ms Hayden, Ms Jordan, Ms Dilworth, Ms Mirphy, and
Ms Kavanagh do perform “like work” with that perforned by

t he conparator M Devereux, in terns of section 3(c) of the
Anti-Discrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974, | find that they have
an entitlenent to the sane rate of remuneration as that paid

to him

As | have found that Ms Wckham who was designated as an
Assi stant Supervisor, and none of the clainmnts, who are in
the General Operative grade, perform*“like work” wth any of
t heir naned conparator(s) under section 3 of the Act, | hold
that they have no entitlenent to the sane rate of

remuneration as that paid to their respective conparator(s).

The clains for equal pay with the conparators, for the
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pur poses of the successful claimants entitlenments, were
received on the 17th July, 1997. Section 8(5) of the Act
provi des for the paynment of arrears of renmuneration up to a
maxi mum of three years fromthe date on which the rel evant
di spute was referred. | therefore recommend that the
appropriate retrospection be paid to the successful

cl ai mant s.

Jimd erkin,
Equality O ficer
25th March, 1999

Appendi x i
Li st of names of C aimants and Conparators

Ai | een Hayden Karen Jordan Mary Dilworth
St ephai ne Mur phy Rose W ckham Jacki e Kavanagh
Mari a Denpsey Mari a Bal den Anne Bernie

Aoi fe Col fer Breda Breen Shauna C ooney
Avri |l Coughl an Mabl e Doyl e Br eda Duggan
Margaret Farrell Amanda Furl ong Ann Furl ong
Anne Furl ong Deni se Furl ong Christine Gey
Dani el l e Henri Gretta Hi ckey Ai ne Kehoe
Jacki e Kehoe Li nda Maher Mari e Mahon
Ther esa Mahoney Mar gar et Monaghan Hel en Mur phy
Mari a Monaghan Caroline Morrissey Siobhan Mirphy
Lilly Murphy Mar gar et Nol an Mary Nol an
Naom Nol an Jackie O Brien M chelle O Brien
| rel da O Connor Catherine O Gorman Angel a Redy

Ber ni e Roche Hel en Roche Jean Roche

Leah Roche El l en Rochford Jenny Rochford
Cat heri ne Ryan Jenny Stenning Loui se Tracey
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Kay Wal sh

Ther esa Gordan
Ann- Mari e Byrne
Rut h Rossiter

Li nda Wiite
Ei | een Lawl or
Mary O Connor
Caroline Coff
Hel en Bradl ey
Dol ores Mooney

Conpar at or s:

John Roche
M chael

Mary Gainford
Tina Quinn

Vi cky Waters
Ann-Marie Cullen
Moni ca Duggan
Mandy McMahon
Shei | a Mur phy
Patricia McMahon
Susan Fol ey

Section 3(a)

SUPERVI SORS

M chael
VWal sh  Mark O Connor

Dever eux

1. Hayden Ail een

Fi ona Ryan

Freda Lanbert

Cat heri ne Peare
Li nda Monaghan
Mary Farrel

Mar garet Connol |y
Catri ona Byrne
Marti na Moore
Kat hl een Phil | ps

Davi d Nol an

Appendi x i

2. Jordan Karen

Conparators: M chael Devereux and John Roche

ASSI STANT SUPERVI SOCRS

1. Dilworth Mary

2. Murphy Stephaine

Conmpar ator: M chael Devereux

LOCKER SYSTEM OPERATORS
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1 Denpsey Maria 2 McMahon Patricia 3 Moore Martina

Conparator: David Nol an

Section 3(b) Appendi x i1
SUPERVI SORS
1. Hayden Ail een 2. Jordan Karen

Conparators: M chael Devereux, John Roche, M chael
Wal sh

& Mar k O Connor

ASS| STANT SUPERVI SORS

1. Dilworth Mary 2 Kavanagh Jackie 3. Muirphy
St ephai ne

Conparators: M chael Devereux, John Roche, M chael
Wal sh

& Mar k O Connor

LOCKER SYSTEM OPERATORS
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1 Denpsey Maria

4 Byrne Catriona

Conpar at or:

Section 3(b)

CALENDAR OPERATCRS -

5 Goff Caroline

Davi d Nol an

2 McMahon Patricia 3 Mbore Martina

(cont.)

47 OPERATORS

Breda Breen
Shauna C ooney

Br eda Duggan

Ann Furl ong
Christine Gey
Jacki e Kavanagh
Li nda Maher

Mar gar et Monaghan
Hel en Mur phy

Mar gar et Nol an
Jackie O Brien
Cat heri ne O Gor man
Hel en Roche

El l en Rochford
Jenny Stenning
Mari a Bal den

Conpar at or :

Aoi fe Col fer
Avril Coughl an
Mar gar et Farrel
Anne Furl ong
Dani el l e Henri
Ai ne Kehoe
Mari e Mahon
Mari a Monaghan

Yvonne Col fer
Mabl e Doyl e
Amanda Furl ong
Deni se Furl ong
Gretta Hi ckey
Jacki e Kehoe

Ther esa Mahoney
Caroline Mrrissey

Si obhan Mur phy Lill'y Murphy
Mary Nol an Naom Nol an
M chelle O Brien | mel da O Connor
Angel a Redy Berni e Roche
Jean Roche Leah Roche
Jenny Rochford Cat heri ne Ryan
Loui se Tracey Kay Wal sh
Anne Bernie

M chael Devereux
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CUT DOWNS

1 Hel en Bradl ey 2 Susan Fol ey

Conparator: M chael Devereux

Section 3(c) Appendi x iv
SUPERVI SORS
1. Hayden Ail een 2. Jordan Karen

Conparator: M chael Devereux

SUPERVI SORS - (Feb ‘98 claim

1. Hayden Ail een 2. Jordan Karen

Conparators: John Roche, M chael Walsh & Mark O Connor

ASSI STANT SUPERVI SORS

1. Dilworth Mary 2. Murphy Stephaine 3 W ckham Rose

Conparator: M chael Devereux

ASSI STANT SUPERVI SOR - (Feb ‘98 claim
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Jacki e Kavanagh

Conparators: M chael Devereux, M chael Walsh & Mark O Connor

Section 3(c) (Cont.)

CALENDAR OPERATORS - 47 OPERATORS

Breda Breen Aoi fe Col fer Yvonne Col fer
Shauna C ooney Avril Coughl an Mabl e Doyl e
Breda Duggan Margaret Farrell Amanda Furl ong
Ann Furl ong Anne Furl ong Deni se Furl ong
Christine Gey Dani el | e Henri G etta Hi ckey
Jacki e Kavanagh Ai ne Kehoe Jacki e Kehoe

Li nda Maher Mari e Mahon Ther esa Mahoney
Mar gar et Monaghan Mari a Monaghan Caroline Morrissey
Hel en Mur phy Si obhan Mur phy Lilly Murphy
Mar gar et Nol an Mary Nol an Naom Nol an
Jackie O Brien M chelle O Brien | mel da O Connor
Catherine O Gorman Angel a Redy Ber ni e Roche
Hel en Roche Jean Roche Leah Roche
El I en Rochford Jenny Rochford Cat heri ne Ryan
Jenny St enning Loui se Tracey Kay Wal sh

Mari a Bal den Anne Bernie

Conparator: M chael Devereux

SORTI NG HANG NG

1. Ann Marie Byrne 2. Ann Marie Cullen 3. Margaret Connolly
4. Moni ca Duggan 5. Mary Farrell 6. Freda Lanbert
7. Eileen Law or 8. Mandy McMahon 9. Linda Monaghan
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10 Catherine Peare 11 Tina Quinn 12 Ruth Rossiter
13 Vicky Waters 14 Linda Wite

Conmparator: M chael Devereux
Section 3(c) (Cont.)
CANTEEN

1 Dol ores Mooney 2 Kat hl een Philli ps

Conmpar ator: M chael Devereux

CUT DOWNS

1 Hel en Bradl ey 2 Susan Fol ey

Conparators: M chael Devereux and David Nol an

WORKWEAR LOCKER SYSTEMS

Mari a Denpsey 2 Catriona Byrne 3 Caroline Coff
4 Patricia McMahon 5 Martina Moore

Conparators M chael devereux and David Nol an

TONEL FOLDERS

Shei | a Mur phy 2 Lilly Murphy 3 Mary O Connor
4 Kay Wal sh

Conmparator: M chael Devereux

FOLDI NG (WORKWEAR)

1 Mary Gainford 2 Theresa Gordan 3 Fiona Ryan
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Conmpar ator: M chael Devereux
Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 1

Ms Ai |l een Hayden (Supervisor - Cal endar Operators) and
M M chael Devereux (Tunbler Operator)

Cl ai mants (Assi stant Supervisors and Supervisors - Cal endar
QOper ators)

Supervi sors
Ms Ai |l een Hayden Ms Karen Jordan

Assi st ant Supervi sors
Ms St ephai ne Mur phy Ms Mary Dilworth

NOTE

The Conpany has four calendars in operation. The cal endars
are staffed either by 4 or 6 person teans (claimants). At
the tinme of nmy work inspections a Supervisor and an
Assistant were in charge of the sanme two calendars. | was
informed that all the Supervisors and Assi stant Supervisors
here were all former cal endar operators.

SKI LL

The claimant, |ike the other Supervisors and Assi stant
Supervisors here, fornerly worked as a Cal endar Operat or

She has all the skills to performall aspects of cal endar
work and may be called upon to do so e.g. as substitute when
there is an operator short.

As a Supervisor the claimant is required to notivate and
monitor the performance of the cal endar operators under her
supervision, at the time of ny inspections she infornmed ne
that she was in charge of two cal endars and ten operators.
The conparator has no staff and while he has a supervisor he
is not closely supervised.

The Tunbl er Operator needs little skill in lifting the
selected load into one of the five tunblers (dryers) or to
enpty the contents, after the drying process, into trolleys.
A low | evel of skill is required of the conparator to
push/pull full trolleys to the correct |ocation. The
claimant in order to ensure the operators under her control
have sufficient work regularly pushes/pulls full trolleys,
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either alone or with assistance, to the appropriate
cal endar.

The cl ai mant uses judgenent in deciding that a cal endar is
operating at the correct speed and at the correct
tenperature for the product passing through the cal endar.
The conparator is required to use his judgenent to set the
drying tinme needed for every load, this he determ nes by the
wet ness and the type of |oad e.g. bed linen or polyester.

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back lint screens. The clainmant may be part of the
two person teamthat regularly in the course of the working
week, for the purpose of cleaning the cal endars beds and
maki ng them snooth, feeds a wax cloth into the four

machi nes. Both the conparator and the cl ai mant have the
services of maintenance to maintain/repair their respective
machi nes, however, it is not unusual that the claimant

cl ears bl ockages/repair tapes in the cal endar and assists
mai nt enance in tape repairs/replacenents.

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both have the skill to train
new staff. Both record production figures in relation to
their respective machi nes. However the claimnt records the
details of output fromaround the plant every hour and she
uses a calculator to make sonme m nor cal cul ations. The
claimant is also an auditor in regard to the |1SO 9000
Quality System

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day, taking into account in particular the claimant’s skills
associated wth her supervisory role, that there are greater
demands pl aced on her than on the conparator under this
headi ng.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys. He also
enpties the dried contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys.
Bot h enpl oyees here push/pull trolleys. The clai mant
pushes/pulls the trolleys alone or if she feels it is
necessary with assistance. Both enployees are on their feet
in the course of the working day.

It is often part of the claimant’s work to clinb to the top
of a calendar, there is a | adder attached to it for this
pur pose, to unblock itenms caught in the calendar or to
assi st mai ntenance repair/replace damaged tapes in it.
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| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort

There is a reasonabl e degree of nental effort required of
both enployees in relation to the setting of the controls on
t he machi nes under their control

The cl ai mant nust use her judgenent to ensure that there is
sufficient product available to the operators, under her
control, to maintain continuity of production. She nust be
alert to record various production details every hour.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of |inen
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different | oads.

| consider having regard to the overall |evel of nental
effort required fromthe claimant and the conparator that
there are no significant differences in the nental effort
requi red of both enpl oyees here.

Responsibility

It is the claimant’s responsibility to maxim se the
efficiency of the two cal endars under her control. The
conparator has the sanme responsibility inrelation to the
five tunblers in his charge.

As a Supervisor it is the claimant’s responsibility to
nmotivate and nonitor the performance of the cal endar
operators under her supervision, at the tinme of ny

i nspections she inforned ne that she had ten operators under
her supervision. The conparator has no staff and while he
has a supervisor he is not closely supervised.

The cl ai mant nmust ensure that problens in relation to the
operation of the calendars are brought to the attention of
mai nt enance. The conparator also brings problens in
relation to the tunblers to maintenance attention and it is
an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear the
screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to reduce
the likelihood of fire in the machines. The claimant nust
ensure that the calendars are operating cleanly. A further
task of the claimant is to ensure that the cal endars are
swi tched of f and beds dropped at lunch tine and at the end
of the working day otherwi se there is sone danger of fire.
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The failure of the conparator to carry out correctly certain
tasks such as set a tunbler at the correct tenperature for
its load could result in the whole | oad being scorched,
which would give rise to a significant financial |loss to the
Conmpany. The loss arising froma fault/error in the
operation of the cal endar machi ne woul d not be a significant
| oss because damaged itens woul d be noticed after a couple
of itenms pass through the system

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of responsibility
requi red of the conparator and the claimant through out
their respective working day, taking into account in
particular the responsibilities associated with her
supervisory role, that there are greater demands pl aced on
the claimant than on the conparator under this heading.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both work under unpl easant
wor ki ng conditions. Both push/pull trolleys, both bend/lift
product fromthe trolleys and both handl e danp/ hot product
et c.

The claimant’s work location is usually in the general area
of the calendars and her work al so takes her to different
areas of the plant. On the day | carried out nmy inspection
of the claimant’s work | found that areas of the plant were
qui te col d/draughty and other areas quite hot. | found the
conparator’s work area unconfortably hot fromthe heat of
the five tunblers (dryers). In ny view, having regard to
the nature of the work carried out and the plant |ayout, the
wor ki ng envi ronnent of both enpl oyees here woul d not greatly
i nprove in the sumer nonths.

It is ny opinion, having regard to the overall working
conditions of the claimant and the conparator, that the
demands pl aced on them are equal under this heading.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 2

Ms Ail een Hayden (Supervisor - Cal endar Operators) and
M John Roche (Supervisor - Wash house)

Cl ai mants (Supervisors - Cal endar QOperators)

Ms Ai |l een Hayden Ms Karen Jordan
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NOTE

The conparison here refers to clains by Supervisors

(Cal endars) Ms Hayden and Ms Jordan received in February,
1998, which was subsequent to the original clainms. The
conparator here is M Roche, Wash house Supervisor, who is
on higher rate of renuneration than the other two
conparators both of whom are on the sanme of pay as M
Devereux. A conparison between the claimants’ work and that
of M Devereux is at Appendi x 1.

SKI LL

The claimant fornmerly worked as a Cal endar Operator. She
has all the skills to performall aspects of cal endar work
and may be called upon to do so e.g. as substitute when
there is an operator short. The conparator has the skill to
substitutes for the Plant Manager.

Both the clainmant and the conparator are required to
notivate and nonitor the performance of their respective
staff. At the tinme of ny inspections the claimnt inforned
me that she was in charge of two cal endars and ten Cal endar
Qperators. The conparator has a total staff conplenent that
fluctuates between 8 and 15, depending on the tine of year,
and they are divided between Operators in the Wash House and
OQperators in the Sorting room

The claimant in order to ensure the operators under her
control have sufficient work she regularly uses a | ow | evel
of skill to push/pull full trolleys, either alone or with
assi stance, to the appropriate cal endar.

The cl ai mant uses judgenent in deciding that a calendar is
operating at the correct speed and at the correct
tenperature for the product passing through the cal endar.
The conparator needs a reasonable high level of skill to pre
programme the ei ght washi ng machi nes under his control for
operation by his staff.

The claimant may be part of the two person teamt hat
regularly in the course of the working week, for the purpose
of cleaning the cal endar beds and maki ng them snooth, feeds
a wax cloth into the four machines. The claimant has the
services of maintenance to maintain/repair the cal endars,
however, it is not unusual that the claimnt clears

bl ockages/repair tapes in the cal endar and assists

mai nt enance in tape repairs/replacenents. The conparator
has a reasonably high level of skill to ensure the correct
and efficient operation of the 22 nmachi nes under his
control
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The cl ai mant and t he conparator both have the skill to train
new staff. The claimant records production figures in
relation to the cal endars and the conparators nust conplete
time sheets. The claimant also records the details of

out put from around the plant every hour and she uses a

cal cul ator to nmake sonme m nor cal cul ations. Both enpl oyees
are involved in the |1SO 9002 Quality System

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day that there are greater demands placed on himthan on the
cl ai mant under this heading.

Physi cal Effort

The claimant in the interest of production pushes/pulls
trolleys. The claimant and the conparator are both on their
feet in the course of the working day.

It is often part of the claimant’s work that to clinb to the
top of a calendar, there is a |adder attached to it for this
pur pose, to unblock itenms caught in the calendar or to
assi st mai ntenance repair/replace danaged tapes in it. The
conparator’s work of ensuring that all the machinery in the
wash house area operate correctly and efficiently demands
sone physical effort fromhim

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort

There is a reasonabl e degree of nental effort required of
the claimant in relation to the setting of the controls on
t he cal endars under her control. However there is higher
|l evel of nental effort required of the conparator to pre
programme sone of the machines under his control for
operation by his staff.

The cl ai mant nust use her judgenent to ensure that there is
sufficient product avail able to the operators, under her
control, to maintain continuity of production. She nust be
alert to record various production details every hour. The
conparator nust ensure that the work | eaves his areas to
nmeet the demands of other departnents.

| consider having regard to the overall |evel of nental

effort required fromthe claimant and the conparator that
there are greater denmands placed on the conparator than on
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the claimant, particularly taking into account the nental
effort needed to pre programe nachi nes.

Responsibility

It is the claimant’s responsibility to maxim se the
efficiency of the two cal endars under her control. The
conparator has this responsibility in relation to the 22
machi nes under his control

As a Supervisor it the claimant’s responsibility to notivate
and nonitor the performance of the cal endar operators under
her supervision, at the time of ny inspections she inforned
me that she supervises ten operators. The conparator has a
total staff conplenent that fluctuates between 8 and 15,
depending on the tinme of year, and they are divi ded between
Qperators in the Wash House and Operators in the Sorting
room

The cl ai mant nmust ensure that problens in relation to the
operation of the calendars are brought to the attention of
mai nt enance. She nust al so ensure that the cal enders are
operating cleanly. A further task of the claimant is to
ensure that the calendars are switched off and beds dropped
at lunch tinme and at the end of the working day otherw se
there i s sone danger of fire.

The conparator has a high level of responsibility to ensure
that 22 machi nes under his control operate correctly and
efficiently. He is a plant keyholder and it is feature of
his work that he is “on call” when he is not on duty. He
al so substitutes for the Plant Manager

The loss arising froma fault/error in the operation of the
cal endar machi ne woul d not be a significant |oss because
damaged itens would be noticed after a couple itens pass

t hrough the system The loss to the Conpany of the failure
to carry out his various duties could give rise to very
considerable loss to the Conpany not only in relation to
damage to machinery but |oss of production.

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of responsibility
requi red of the conparator and the claimant through out
their respective working day, that there are greater demands
pl aced on the conparator than on the claimant under this
headi ng.

Wor ki ng Condi tions
The claimant’s work |ocation is usually in the general area
of the cal endars and her work al so takes her to different
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areas of the plant. On the day | carried out ny inspection
of her work | found that areas of the plant were quite

col d/draughty and other areas quite hot. | found the area
where the conparator generally works unconfortably hot and
extrenely noisy fromthe various nmachines in his area. 1In

my view, having regard to the nature of the work carried out
and the plant |ayout, the working environnent of both

enpl oyees here would not greatly inprove in the sumrer

nont hs.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of the claimant and the conparator that both work
in equally unpl easant conditions.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 3

Ms Jacki e Kavanagh and M M chael Devereux (Tunbl er
Qper at or)

Cl ai mant (Assistant Supervisor - Hospital Sorting & Packing)

NOTE

The Conpany’s sorting of soiled garnments, soiled bed |linen
and workwear etc is carried out in tw separate areas. The
wor kwear sorting is carried out in a portakabin. The

remai nder of the sorting e.g. hospital/arny contracts and
the Conpany’s own linen hire is carried out in the Sorting
Room which is located inside the main building. M
Kavanagh’s work nostly invol ves hospital contracts and the
despatch of product to custoners.

SKI LL
As an Assistant Supervisor the claimant is required to
notivate and nonitor the performance of the operators under

36



her supervision. The conparator has no staff. He has a
supervi sor but he is not closely supervised. The clai mant
reports to the Plant Co-Ordinator on matters, such as
sanction for days off for the operators under her control
and substitutions for absentees.

The Tunbl er Operator needs little skill in lifting the
selected |l oad into one of the five tunblers (dryers) or to
enpty the contents, after the drying process, into trolleys.
A low level of skill is required of the conparator to
push/pull full trolleys to the correct |ocation. The
claimant in order to ensure the operators under her control
have sufficient work regularly pushes/pulls full trolleys,
to the sorting area.

The conparator is required to use his judgenent to set the
drying tinme needed for every load, this he determ nes by the
wet ness and the type of |load e.g. bed linen or polyester.
The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back Iint screens.

In addition to her sorting duties the claimnt also works in
t he despatch area where she has the skill to fold and pack
itens for despatch. She has basic conmputer skills to cal

up custoners and to input details of despatches to

cust omers.

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both have the skill to train
new staff. Both record production figures in relation to
their areas.

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day, taking into account the claimant’s supervisory role and
her basic conputer skills, that that the demands placed on
her are greater than those on the conparator under this
headi ng.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys. He also
enpties the dried contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys.
The cl ai mant uses sone physical effort in respect of her
fol ding and packing duties. Both enpl oyees here push/ pul
trolleys, in addition, the claimant pulls/lifts bags of
product. Both are on their feet in the course of the
wor ki ng day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.
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Mental Effort

The cl ai mant nust use her judgenent to ensure that there is
sufficient product available to the operators, under her
control, to maintain continuity of production. The
conparator nust ensure that there is work available for

ot her areas such as arny/hospital contracts.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of |inen
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different |oads. The claimant requires a
| evel of nental effort to use the conputer to call up
custoners and then to input details of despatches to the
customers.

| consider having regard to the overall |evel of nental
effort required fromthe claimant and the conparator that
there are no significant differences in the nental effort
requi red of both enpl oyees here.

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that
the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are
set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents to
be dried without damage to them The clainmant’s nmain
responsibility is ensure that the soiled itens received are
sort ed.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. It is the
claimant’s responsibility to notivate and nonitor the
performance of the two operators under her supervision. The
conparator has no staff and while he has a supervisor he is
not cl osely supervi sed.

The failure of the conparator to carry correctly certain
tasks such as set a tunbler at the correct tenperature for
its load could result in the whole | oad being scorched,
which would give rise to a significant financial |loss to the
Conpany. The claimant has no responsibility for any

machi nery but she must ensure that the soil ed product passes
t hrough her area so that it is washed/ pressed etc. in tine
for despatch on the sane day.

In addition to her sorting responsibilities the claimnt has
the responsibility to pack product for despatch and
accurately input into the conputer details of the

despat ches.

| amsatisfied having regard to the overall |evel of
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responsibility of the claimnt, taking into account her
supervisory role and her responsibilities in the despatch
area, that the demands on her are greater than those on the
conpar at or under this headi ng.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both work under unpl easant
wor ki ng conditions. Both push/pull full trolleys. The
conpar at or handl es danp and then hot dried |linen etc. and
the cl ai mant handl es soiled product. The conparator is
liable to slight burns fromthe tunblers.

The claimants work takes her to the ranps area i.e. where
the soiled product is delivered; an area that is exposed to
the elenments. On the day of ny inspection | found that
there was quit a strong odour fromthe soiled product. She
i s vacci nated agai nst hepatitis B. The claimant’s work al so
brings her to the packing area which was an area that |
found be bright and quite pleasant. |In relation the
conparator’s work area | found it unconfortably hot fromthe
heat fromthe five tunblers (dryers) and in ny viewthis
environnent in the sumer nonths woul d not get any better.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of both enpl oyees here |I consider that equal
demands are placed on them under this heading.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 4

Ms Rose Wckham and M M chael Devereux (Tunbler Operator)

Cl ai mant (Assi stant Supervisor - Sorting roon

NOTE

The Conpany’s sorting of soiled garnents, soiled bed |inen
and workwear etc is carried out in tw separate areas. The
wor kwear sorting is carried out in a portakabin. The

remai nder of the sorting e.g. hospital/arny contracts and
the Conpany’s own linen hire is carried out in the Sorting
Room which is |ocated inside the main building.

At the tinme of ny work inspections Ms Wckham was no | onger
an enpl oyee of the Conpany. | carried out ny inspection of

her work with the assistance of M Jacki e Kavanagh who is
famliar with the work fornmerly performed by Ms W ckham

SKI LL
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As an Assistant Supervisor the claimant is required to
notivate and nonitor the performance of the operators under
her supervision. At the time of nmy inspections there were
two operators on sorting I was informed that in the busy
period the nunber rises to three. The conparator has no
staff. He has a supervisor but he is not closely

supervi sed. The claimant reports to the Wash House
Supervisor on matters, such as substitutions for absentees.

The Tunbl er Operator needs little skill in lifting the
selected load into one of the five tunblers (dryers) or to
enpty the contents, after the drying process, into trolleys.
A low | evel of skill is required of the conparator to
push/pull full trolleys to the correct |ocation. The
claimant in order to ensure the operators under her control
have sufficient work regularly pushes/pulls full trolleys,
to the sorting area.

The conparator is required to use his judgenent to set the
drying tinme needed for every load, this he determ nes by the
wet ness and the type of |oad e.g. bed linen or polyester.
The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back |int screens.

The cl ai mant and the conparator both have the skill to train
new staff, however, the skill level of operators in sorting
is low Both record production figures in relation to their
ar eas.

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day, taking into account the clainmant’s supervisory role,
that the demands pl aced on them are equal under this

headi ng.

Physi cal Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itenms fromtrolleys. He also
enpties the dried contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys.
Bot h enpl oyees here push/pull trolleys; the claimant does
this in the interest of production. Both are on their feet
in the course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is

no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort
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The cl ai mant nust use her judgenent to ensure that there is
sufficient product avail able to the operators, under her
control, to maintain continuity of production. She nust

al so use sone nental effort, twice daily, when she counts
all sorted sheets. The conparator nust plan his work so
that there is work avail able for areas such arny/ hospital
contracts.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of |inen
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different | oads.

| consider having regard to the overall |evel of nental
effort required fromthe conparator that greater demands are
pl aced on himthan on the clai mant under this headi ng.

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that
the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are
set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents to
be dried without danage to them The claimant’s main
responsibility is supervise the unloading of trucks from
Dublin and Cork, each norning, and to ensure that al
contracts are kept separate. She nust al so ensure that the
soiled itens received are sort ed.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. It is the
claimant’ s responsibility to notivate and nonitor the
performance of the two operators under her supervision. The
conparator has no staff and while he has a supervisor he is
not cl osely supervi sed.

The failure of the conparator to carry correctly certain
tasks such as set a tunbler at the correct tenperature for
its load could result in the whole | oad being scorched,
which would give rise to a significant financial loss to the
Conpany. The claimant has no responsibility for any

machi nery but she nust ensure that the soiled product passes
t hrough her area so that it is washed/ pressed etc. in tine
for despatch on the sane day.

| am satisfied, notw thstanding the claimnt’s supervisory

role, that the demands on the conparator are greater on him
than on her under this heading.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons
The cl ai mant and t he conparator both work under unpl easant
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wor ki ng condi ti ons.
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Conpari son

Ms Avri

Section 3(c)

Dever eux (Tunbler Operator)

Cl ai mants ( Cal endar

Breda Breen
Avri |l Coughl an
Mar gar et Farrel
Anne Furl ong
Dani el |l e Henri
Jacki e Kehoe
Ther esa Mahoney
Caroline Mrrissey
Lilly Murphy
Naom Nol an

| mel da O Connor
Ber ni e Roche
Leah Roche

Cat heri ne Ryan

Qper at or)

Aoi fe Col fer
Mabl e Doyl e
Amanda Furl ong
Deni se Furl ong
Gretta Hi ckey

Li nda Maher

Mar gar et Monaghan
Hel en Mur phy

Mar gar et Nol an
Jackie O Brien
Cat herine O Gornman
Hel en Roche

El l en Rochford

Jenny Stenning
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Appendi x 5

Coughl an (Cal endar Operator) and M M chael

Shauna C ooney
Br eda Duggan
Ann Furl ong
Christine Gey
Ai ne Kehoe
Mari e Mahon
Mari a Monaghan
Si obhan Mur phy
Mary Nol an

M chelle O Brien
Angel a Redy
Jean Roche
Jenny Rochford

Loui se Tracey



Kay Wl sh Mari a Bal den Anne Bernie

NOTE

The Conpany has 4 calendars in operation. The calendars are
staffed by either 4 or 6 persons teans (claimants). Al the
operators are interchangeable with each other. Cal endar
Operators “feed” linen etc. into the machi ne and ot her

Cal endar Operators “take off”, sort and pack the dried,
pressed and folded itens. The Cal endar Operators change
fromfeeding the calendar to work at the opposite end of it
periodically during the day. The clainmnt selected here for
conparison purposes is Ms Avril Coughlan and she is one of
45 Cal endar Operators. On the day | inspected her work she
was feeding bed linen into the Cal endar.

SKI LL

The claimant’s work of |lifting the danp linen fromtrolleys
and feeding it into the cal endar machine requires little
skill. The Tunbler Operator |ikew se needs little skill in
lifting the selected load into one of the five tunblers
(dryers) or to enpty the contents, after the drying process,

into trolleys. A lowlevel of skill is required of the
conparator to push/pull a filled trolleys to the correct
| ocation. It is not unusual that the claimnt, in the

i nterest of production, pushes/pulls full trolleys either
al one or with assistance.

The cl ai mant uses sone judgenent in rejecting and setting
asi de such as, itens not properly cleaned, itens in need of
repair and those items with m|dew or rust. The conparator
is required to set the drying tinme needed for every | oad,
this he determ nes by the wetness and the type of |oad e.g.
bed linen or polyester. The claimant may al so have to use

j udgenent to adjust the tenperature controls of the cal endar
in order that the product fed through the calendar is
properly dried.

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back lint screens. The clainmant may be part of the
two person teamthat regularly in the course of the working
week, for the purpose of cleaning the calendar beds and to
make them snooth, feeds a wax cloth into the four machines.
Bot h the conparator and the claimant have the services of
mai nt enance to nmaintain/repair their respective nmachines,
however, it is not unusual that the claimnt clears

bl ockages from the cal endar and assists in tape
repairs/repl acenents.

The cl ai mant and the conparator both train new staff and



whi | e both have supervisors the conparator works under |ess
supervi si on

| am satisfied having regard to the level of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day that there is no significant differences in the demands
pl aced on them under this heading.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves her in continually bending/lifting
linen etc. fromtrolleys to feed into the calendar. The
conparator enpties the dried contents fromthe tunblers into
trolleys. Both push/pull trolleys but this a frequent task
of the conparator. Both are on their feet in the course of
t he worki ng day.

The claimant is expected to recover itens that fall into a
pit at the front of the calendar either by retrieving the
itemout with a pole with a hook on it or getting into the
pit to recover it. She may al so have to clinb to the top of
the calendar, there is a | adder attached to it, to unbl ock
itenms caught in the calendar or to assist in
repair/replacenent of danmamged tapes.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort

There is little mental effort required of the claimnt. She
must be alert to detect stains/marks on itens and record and
put these itens aside. There is sone nental effort required
of both enployees in relation to the operation of the
controls on their respective machi nes.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different |oads.

| consider, as the conparator has to nonitor performance of
five tunblers, that there are greater demands placed on him
than on the claimant in terns of nental effort.



Responsibility

It is the claimant’s responsibility to correctly feed sheets
into the calendar so that they are properly dried and
pressed. The conparator has the responsibility to maxi m se
the efficiency of the five the tunblers in his charge. The
claimant nust bring problens in the operation of the
calendar to the attention of her supervisor or maintenance.
The conparator also brings problens in relation to the
tunblers to mai ntenance attention and it is an inportant
task of the conparator’s work to clear the screens of lint
for the purposes of efficiency and to reduce the |ikelihood
of fire in the machines.

The failure of the conparator to carry out correctly certain
tasks such as set to set a tunbler at the correct
tenperature for the load therein could result in the whole

| oad bei ng scorched, which would give rise to a significant
financial loss to the Conpany. The loss arising froma
fault/error in the operation of the cal endar machi ne woul d
not be a significant |oss because damaged itenms woul d be
noticed after a couple of itens pass through the system

Having regard to the fact that the claimant responsibilities
are as part of four person team operating a cal endar and as
the conparator is in sole charge of five tunblers, | am
satisfied that there is greater denmands in terns of
responsibility on himthan on the clai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The clai mant and the conparator both work under unpl easant
wor ki ng conditions. Both push/pull trolleys and both handl e
danp product etc. The conparator faces the hazard of slight
burns from handling hot itenms. There is sone danger
attached to the claimant’s task of recovering itens that

fall into the pit in front of the cal endar.

The claimant’s work area, on the day on ny inspection of her

wor k, was quite cold and draughty. | found the conparator’s
wor k area unconfortably hot fromthe heat of the five
tunblers (dryers). In ny view, having regard to the nature

of the work carried out and the plant lay out, that the
wor ki ng envi ronnent of both enpl oyees here woul d not greatly
i nprove in the sumer.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working

conditions of the claimant and the conparator that the
demands on them under this heading are equal.
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Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 6

Ms Tina Quinn (Sorting) and M M chael Devereux (Tunbler
Oper at or)

Cl aimants (Sorting)

Ti na Qui nn Freda Lanbert Ann- Marie Cullen
Li nda Monaghan Li nda Wi te Moni ca Duggan
Mary Farrell Ei |l een Lawl or Mandy McMahon

Mar garet Connol |'y

NOTE

The Conpany’s sorting of soiled garnments, soiled bed |linen
and workwear etc is carried out in two separate areas. The
wor kwear sorting is carried out by the claimant Ms Qui nn and
usual | y anot her colleague in a portakabin. The renai nder of
the sorting e.g. hospital contracts and the Conpany’ s own
linen hire is carried out in the Sorting Room which is

| ocated inside the main building. The work in the sorting
roomis carried by the other claimnts naned above. The
work of the claimants in the two sorting areas is
essentially the sane. | was inforned that at the tine of
the claimfor equal pay the Conpany had only one hospital as
a customer.

Ski | |

Bot h enpl oyees here need little skill in enptying/filling
trolleys or to push full trolleys. Both train new staff,
but the nature of the claimant’s work is such that it would
require little skill to train a new person. Both have
supervi sors, however, in reality both work under little or
no supervi si on.

The claimant requires a | ow degree of skill to check for
foreign objects in soiled garnents. She needs sone nunery
skill to count the workwear from each custoner and sone
skill to record these details.

The conparator nmust use his judgenent to determ ne the
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guantity to place in the machines. He is also required to
set the drying tine needed for the particular |oad, this he
determ nes by the wetness and the type of |oad e.g. bed
linen or polyester.

| amsatisfied having regard to the low | evel of skill
required of the claimant, and taking into account that the
conpar at or nmust assess the correct setting for each tunbler
| oad, that the demands on hi munder this heading are greater
t han those on the cl ai mant.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itenms fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves her in enptying the contents of
trolleys/bags on to the floor. | note that a table is
provided for sorting but the claimnt stated at the

i nspection that she found working fromthe floor to be

qui cker. The claimant’s work of sorting the soiled garnents
i nvol ves bending/lifting itens fromthe floor and after they
have checked for foreign objects place the garnents in
trolleys. The conparator enpties the dried contents from
the tunblers into trolleys. Both push/pull trolleys and
both are on their feet in the course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the effort required of both
enpl oyees.

Mental Effort
There is some nmental effort required of both enpl oyees.

In relation to the clai mant she counts the soil ed product
fromeach custoner and records the count. She nust al so be
alert to the dangers of objects in garnent pockets e.qg.
sharp objects, pencils and coins.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different |oads.

| consider, as the conparator has to operate and nonitor
five tunblers, that there are greater demands placed him
than on the claimant in terns of nmental effort.

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that

the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are

set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents to
be properly dried wi thout danage to them The claimant’s

47



main responsibility is to sort by custoner soiled garnents.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. It is the
claimant’ s responsibility to ensure that the soiled garnents
contain no foreign objects and that she correctly counts the
wor kwear fromthe different custoners.

The |l oss to the Conpany of the claimant’s failure to carry
out her tasks would not significant, however, failure of the
conparator to carry out correctly certain tasks, such as set
the tenperature correctly for a load could result in the
whol e | oad bei ng scorched, which would be a significant |oss
to the Conpany.

Having regard to the fact that the conparator is responsible
for operating five tunblers, | amsatisfied that there is
greater demands in terns of responsibility on the conparator
than on the cl ai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The clai mant and the conparator both work under unpl easant
wor ki ng conditions. Both push/pull full trolleys. The
conpar at or handl es danp and then hot dried linen etc. and
the clai mant handl es soiled garnents. The conparator is
liable to slight burns fromthe tunblers and the clai mant
cuts from objects contained in the soiled workwear.

The cl ai mant works in a portokabin, on the day on ny

i nspection of her work, it was cold and draughty and the
portokabin was open at both ends. She is vaccinated agai nst
hepatitis A and B. There was quit a strong odour fromthe
soiled garnents and | can appreciate, having regard to the
nature of the work, that in sumrer the area, would be at

| east as unpleasant. | found the conparator’s work area
unconfortably hot because of the heat fromthe five tunblers
(dryers) and in ny viewthis environnment in the sumrer
nmont hs woul d not get any better.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of the claimant, particularly as the cl ai mant
nmust handl e soil ed product and nust endure strong unpl easant
odours, | consider that greater demands are placed on her
than on the conparator here.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 7
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Ms Vicky Waters (Hanging) and M M chael Devereux (Tunbler
Qper at or)

Cl ai mant s ( Hangi ng)
Ann- Mari e Byrne Vi cky Waters Cat heri ne Peare
Rut h Rossiter

NOTE

After the soil ed workwear has been washed it arrives at the
dryer operated by the above naned clainmants. The drying
process here involves the garnents being hung on a conveyor
and feed through the drying process. The practice here is
that one operator feeds the garnments into the nmachi ne and
two operators take the hangers off the conveyor after they
have gone through the drying process. The operators change
periodically fromhanging the garnment to taking it off after
the drying process. The conparison here focuses on the job
of “hangi ng” the garnent.

SKI LL

The claimant’s work of lifting the danp garnents from
trolleys and placing themcorrectly on wire hangers and then
to correctly placing themon a slot on the conveyor to

t hrough the Drying machine requires sone skill; if itenms are
not hung properly it could cause creases in them The
Tunbl er Operator needs little skill inlifting the selected

|l oad into one of the five tunblers (dryers) or to enpty the
contents, after the drying process, into trolleys. A low

| evel of skill is required of the conparator to push/pull a
filled trolleys to the correct location. The claimnt, in
the interest of production, pushes/pulls full trolleys

ei ther alone or with assistance.

The cl ai mant uses sone judgenent in rejecting and setting
aside itens such as those not properly cleaned or those with
soap not properly washed out. The conparator is required to
set the drying tinme needed for every load, this he

determ nes by the wetness and the type of load e.g. bed
linen or polyester. The claimnt nay al so have to use

j udgenent to adjust the tenperature controls of her nachine,
in order to ensure that garnents are properly dried.

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back lint screens and the clai mant nay be part of the
two person teamthat cleans out the filter drawers. Both

t he conparator and the claimant have the services of

mai nt enance to maintain/repair their respective machines,
however, it is not unusual that the claimnt clears itens of
cl ot hi ng caught on the conveyor in the dryer.
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The cl ai mant and the conparator both train new staff and
whi | e both have supervisors they are generally left to get
on with their respective jobs.

| amsatisfied having regard to the |evel of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day that there is no significant differences in the demands
pl aced on them under this heading.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves her in continually bending/lifting
garnents fromtrolleys to place on wire hangers which she
feeds into the dryer. The conparator enpties the dried
contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys. Both push/pul
trolleys and both are on their feet in the course of the
wor ki ng day. The claimant nmay also have to clinb three
steps to check that the conveyor is working properly.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort

There is little mental effort required of the claimnt. She
nmust be alert to detect itens not properly washed etc.

There is sone nental effort required of both enployees in
relation to the operation of the controls on their
respecti ve nmachi nes.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different |oads. The clainmant nust ensure
that garnents are fixed properly on the hangers.

| consider, as the conparator has to nonitor performance of
five tunblers, that there are greater demands placed him
than on the claimant in terns of nental effort.

Responsibility

It is the claimant’s responsibility to ensure a variety of
garnments, fromboiler suits to white coats, are placed on
hangers properly so that when they go through the dryer they
are dried properly and are not creased. The conparator has
the responsibility to maxim se the efficiency of the five
the tunblers in his charge. The claimant may be part of a
two person teamthat has the responsibility to renove the
filter drawer for the purpose of cleaning the filters. She
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nmust al so ensure that problens in the operation of the dryer
are brought to the attention of her supervisor or

mai nt enance. The conparator also brings problens in
relation to the tunblers to maintenance attention and it is
an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear the
screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to reduce
the likelihood of fire in the machines.

The failure of the conparator to carry out correctly certain
tasks such as to set a tunbler at the correct tenperature
for its load could result in the whole | oad bei ng scorched,
which would give rise to a significant financial |loss to the
Conmpany. In relation to itens danmaged goi ng through the
hangi ng process could not give rise to any significant |oss
because the fault/error would be noticed after a couple
itens com ng through the system

Having regard to the fact that the clainmant responsibilities
are as part of a three person team operating the dryer and
as the conparator is in sole charge of five tunblers, | am
satisfied that the demands in terns of responsibility are
greater on himthan on the cl ai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The clai mant and the conparator both work under unpl easant
wor ki ng conditions. Both push/pull trolleys and both handl e
danp product. Both face the hazard of slight burns from
handl i ng hot itens.

The claimant’s work area was quite hot and | can appreciate,
having regard to the nature of the work and the | ayout of
the plant, that in summer the area could be nore unpl easant.
| found the conparator’s work area unconfortably hot from
the heat of the five tunblers (dryers) and in nmy view this
environnent in the sumer nonths woul d not get any better.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of the clainmant and the conparator that both work
under simlar conditions.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 8

Ms Kay Wal sh (Towel s) and M M chael Devereux (Tunbl er
Oper at or)

Cl ai mants (Towel s)

Mary O Connor Shei | a Mur phy Kay Wal sh
Lilly Murphy Hel en Roche
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NOTE

The Conpany has one towel folding machine and it is operated
usually by two operators (claimants). The machine folds the
different type of towel feed into it. The operators change
fromfeeding the nmachine to work at the opposite end of it
periodically during the day. The conparison here focuses on
the job of feeding the towels into the nachi ne.

SKI LL

The claimant’s work of bending and lifting towels from
trolleys requires little skill. The Tunbl er Operator

i kewi se needs little skill in lifting the selected |oad

into one of the five tunblers (dryers) or to enpty the
contents, after the drying process, into trolleys. A |low

| evel of skill is required of the conparator to push/pull a
filled trolleys to the correct |ocation.

There are 4/5 different sizes of towels and the clai mant has
the skill to place the towel on the correct site; the size
of the towel determnes the site. The clainmnt uses sone
judgenent in rejecting and setting aside towels such as
those with holes, those with mldew or rust on them The
conparator is required to set the drying tine needed for
every load, this he determ nes by the wetness and the type
of load e.g. bed linen or polyester.

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back lint screens and the claimant, |ike the
conparator, keeps the general area around her nmachine tidy.
Bot h the conparator and the claimant have the services of
mai nt enance to nmaintain/repair their respective machines,
however, it is not unusual that the clainmnt clears a towel
caught on the conveyor in the machine.

The claimant and the conparator both train new staff and
whi | e both have supervisors, however, in reality they work
under little or no supervision.

| am satisfied having regard to the level of skill required
of the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day that there is no significant differences in the demands
pl aced on them under this heading.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill a tunbler which
entails bending/lifting itenms fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves her in continually

turning/ bending/lifting towels fromtrolleys to place on
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fol ding machine. The conparator enpties the dried contents
fromthe tunblers into trolleys. Both push/pull trolleys
and both are on their feet in the course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
required fromthe claimant and the conparator that there is
no significant differences in the physical effort required
of both enpl oyees.

Mental Effort

There is little mental effort required of the claimnt. She
must be alert to check the quality of the towels before she
feeds theminto the nmachine. There is sone nental effort
required of the conparator in relation to the operation of
the controls on the five tunblers.

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
etc. to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tine
needed to dry the different |oads. The claimant needs sone
judgenent to ensure that the towels are placed on the
correct | anes.

| consider, as the conparator has to nonitor performance of
five tunblers, that there are greater demands placed him
than on the claimant in terns of nental effort.

Responsibility

It is the claimant’s responsibility to ensure that the
towels are correctly feed into the fol ding machine; there
4/ 5 different sizes of towels and the size determ nes the

| ane site. She also has the responsibility to carry quality
checks on the towels. The conparator has the responsibility
to maxi mse the efficiency of the five the tunblers in his
charge. The claimant nust al so ensure that problens in the
operation of the folding nmachine are brought to the
attention of her supervisor or nmaintenance. The conparator
al so brings problens in relation to the tunblers to

mai nt enance attention and it is an inportant task of the
conparator’s work to clear the screens of lint for the

pur poses of efficiency and to reduce the likelihood of fire
in the machi nes.

The failure of the conparator to carry out correctly certain
tasks such as set to set a tunbler at the correct
tenperature for its load could result in the whole | oad
bei ng scorched, which would give rise to a significant
financial loss to the Conpany. |In relation to the folding
machine if the towels are not feed into it correctly they
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woul d cone out with the incorrect fold.

Having regard to the fact that the clainmant responsibilities
are as part of usually a two person team operating the

fol der machine and as the conparator is in sole charge of
five tunblers, | amsatisfied that there is greater demands
internms of responsibility on himthan on the claimant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both face the hazard of
slight burns from handling hot product. Both spend the
wor ki ng day on their feet but the nature of the claimant’s
work is that she in a confined area at the front of the
machi ne.

The claimant’s work area i s reasonably pleasant conpared to
the work area of the conparator which | found to be
unconfortably hot fromthe heat of the five tunblers
(dryers) and in ny view this environment in the sumer
nmont hs woul d not get any better.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of the claimant and the conparator that the
demands on both then are equal under this heading.

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 9

Ms Mary Gainford (Folding - Wrkwear) and M M chael
Dever eux (Tunbl er Operator)

Cl ai mants (Fol ding - Workwear)
Mary Gainford Fi ona Ryan Ther esa Gordan

NOTE

The above naned cl ai mants work in Wrkwear area. The area
deals wth “locker” workwear such as boiler suits, jackets
and coats; the lockers are sited on custoners prem ses. The
| ocker area prepares and assenblies the already cleaned and
pressed garnents for despatch



The first process carried out, in this area, is the folding
of the cleaned and pressed garnents. The process ends with
the | ocker order being conpleted and pl aced on

troll eys/racks for despatch

SKI LL

The claimant needs little skill to carry out her task of
folding garnents; different folds apply to the different
type of garnent involved, nor does she require any great
skill in nmoving the clothes rails to and from her work area.
The Tunblers Operator needs little skill in lifting the
selected load into one of the five tunblers (dryers) nor
does he need any great |level of skill to fill trolleys with
the contents fromthe tunblers and nove it to the correct

| ocati on.

The conparator nmust use his judgenent to determ ne the
guantity to place in the nmachine. He is also required to
set the drying tinme needed for the particular |load, this he
determ nes by the wetness and the type of |oad e.g. bed
linen or polyester. The claimnt requires judgenent to
carry out quality checks on the garnments she deals with e.g.
for repairs, re-wash or rust. The clai mant needs sone skil
to spot treat garnents that have rust stains. She also
needs a little skill to sort the garnents by size

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back lint screens and the area around the tunblers.
The cl ai mant and the conparator both keep their respective
wor k areas tidy.

| amsatisfied having regard to |evel of skill required of
the conparator and the clai mant through out their working
day that the demands pl aced on the conparator are greater
t han those on the claimant under this headi ng.

Physi cal Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill tunblers which
entails bending/lifting itenms fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves |ifting garnments from cl ot hes rai
and folding themon the folding table. The conparator also
uses physical effort to enpty the dried contents fromthe
tunblers into trolleys. Both are on their feet in the
course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
carried out by the claimnt and the conparator, that overal
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t he demands on himare greater than those on the claimant in
ternms of physical effort.

Mental Effort

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tinme needed
to dry the different | oads. The clai mant needs sone nent al
effort to sort the garnents into the right size and to carry
out quality check on them

| consider as the conparator has to nonitor the performance
of five tunblers that overall the demands placed on himare
greater than those placed on the claimant in regard to
mental effort.

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that
the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are
set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents.
The claimant’s main responsibility is to fold garnents
properly and to do a quality check on the garnments.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. The failure
of the conparator to carry correctly certain tasks such as
set a tunbler at the correct tenperature for the | oad
therein could result in the whole | oad being scorched, which
woul d give rise to a significant financial loss to the
Conpany. Wile the claimant has no responsibility for any
machi nery she has the responsibility to spot treat garnents
with rust stains.

Having regard to the fact that the conparator is in sole
charge of five tunblers, | amsatisfied that the demands in
terms of responsibility on the conparator are greater than
t hose on the clai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator both work in different
bui I di ngs and under different working conditions.

The cl ai mant spends her working day in a building that is

reasonably pleasant. The conparator’s work area is on the
ot her hand unconfortably hot fromthe heat of five tunblers

56



(dryers) and in ny view this environment in the sumer
nmont hs woul d not get any better.

It is ny opinion having regard to the overall working
conditions of the claimant and the conparator that the
demands on the conparator here are greater than those on the
cl ai mant .

Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 10

Ms Caroline Goff (Repairs - Wrkwear) and M David Nol an
(Wor kwear Locker System Stores)

NOTE

The clai mant works in the Wirkwear area and she carries out
m nor repairs/alterations on garnents already in use. The
claimant normally works al one but if she is busy her
col | eagues in the workwear area are capable of doing sone of
her work e.g. use the heat sealer

It is a feature of M Nolan’s work that in addition to his
wor k in workwear stores, where he spends nost of his working
time, he is also called upon to act as a truck driver, Wash
House Operator, Tunbler Operator and Linen Hire Despatch
when the need ari ses.

SKI LL

The cl ai mant needs sone |evel of skill to use different

equi pnent e.g. conputer, an industrial sew ng machine, patch
machi ne and stud machine. The conparator does not use

equi pnent in relation to his work in stores other than a
heat sealer and a conputer.
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The cl ai mant uses skill and dexterity to carry out tasks
such as the renoval of zips fromgarnents, which she does
with the aid of scissors and the insertion of new zips with
t he use of the sewing machine. She uses a theropatch
machi ne to fix patches on garnents and a stud nachine to
insert stud on garnents.

The conparator uses his judgenent to assess whet her or not
there is sufficient stock in stores to fulfil the needs of
the docunentation fromthe office in relation to new
garnents for the workwear contracts. He has the skill to
check deliveries against the delivery note and purchase

or der.

The conparator and the clai mant need basic conputer skills
to extract and input information in relation to garnments and
in the case of the conparator details of stock. Both are
also required to print fromthe conputer nane | abels and
custoners |l ogos and then fix themon garnents using a

t her nopad.

When the conparator substitutes as a relief worker in other
areas of the plant he uses other skills for exanple as a
Tunbl er Operator he has the skill to maxim se the efficiency
of the machi nes and when he is called on to do driving
duties he has the skill to drive goods vehi cl es.

| am satisfied having regard to the overall |evel of skil
requi red of the conparator, particularly taking into account
those skills required of himwhen his work brings him
outside the | ocker stores area, that under this heading
greater demands are placed on himthan on the clai mant.

PHYSI CAL EFFORT

The clai mant and the conparator spend the working day on
their feet. Both keep their respective areas clean and
tidy. The conparator is required to take itens from stores,
which entails lifting boxes, and on occasions with the aid
of a ladder, from high shelving. The claimant’s work in the
operation of the sewi ng nmachi ne requires sone physical

effort fromher. Both enployees here use sone physi cal
effort when they use the heat sealer.

When the conparator substitutes as a relief worker in other
areas of the plant, for exanple, as a Washroom Operat or or
as Tunbl er Operator physical demands are nade on him such as
those required to enpty/fill/push trolleys.

| amsatisfied having regard to the overall |evel of
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physi cal effort required of the conparator, particularly
taking into account the denmands placed on hi mwhen he
substitutes as a Washroom Operator or as a Tunbl er Operator,
that overall there are greater demands placed on himthan on
the claimant in ternms of physical effort.

MENTAL EFFORT

The conparator uses sone nmental effort to go through the
docunentation fromthe office to eval uate whether or not
there is sufficient stock in stores to neet the orders. |If
a particular itemis not in stock he conpletes a requisition
formfor the Sales Ofice. Wen new stock arrives he

requi res sone nental effort to check the order.

The cl ai mant needs to use sone nental to operate correctly
and safely an industrial sewing machine. She also needs a
degree of nental effort to carry out her repair tasks.

The work of both enpl oyees here require themto

i nput/extract information to/fromthe conmputer and to use
the heat sealer. Both also print fromthe conputer
identification |abels and | ogos for garnents.

When the conparator substitutes for exanple as a Tunbl er
Operator he nust assess the tinme and tenperature needed for
the I oad and he nust nonitor the performance of the five
tunblers. Wen he is called on to do driving duties he
needs a hi gh degree of concentration.

| amsatisfied having regard the overall nental effort

requi red of the conparator, particularly when his work
brings himoutside the | ocker stores area, that the nental
effort required of himis greater than that required of the
cl ai mant under this headi ng.

RESPONSI BI LI TY

It is the claimant’s responsibility to ensure that m nor
repairs and alteration are carried out on garnments. It is
al so her responsibility to replace |ogos and/ or
identification badges on garnents already in use.

It is the conparator’s responsibility to ensure that there
is sufficient stock to neet orders and that custoners new
orders are despatched, having first put on identification
and, if necessary the custoners |ogo on new garnents. He is
al so responsi bl e for checking and putting into stores new
stock. He must al so update the conputer with regard to
stock | evels.
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When the conpatator substitutes for exanple as a Tunbl er
Operator he has the responsibility to operate five tunblers
and when he is called on to do delivery duties he has the
responsibility to drive the vehicle.

| am satisfied having regard the overall |evel of
responsibility required of the conparator, particularly when
his work brings himoutside the | ocker stores area, that the
| evel of responsibility required of himis greater than that
requi red of the claimnt.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator, when he is in Wrkwear
Stores, generally work side by side in a building separate
to the main plant. The working environnment for the nost
part is reasonably pleasant and they face little or no
hazards in the buil ding.

When the work of the conparator brings himinto the main

pl ant area to carry out such jobs as Tunbl er Qperator or
Washr oom Operator his working conditions are | ess pl easant
e.g he nmust put up with heat fromthe tunblers and the noise
fromthe washing machines. The main hazards that the
claimant faces is the dangers associated with the m suse of
the sewi ng nachine and the conparator faces a m shap
associated with the use of the |adder.

| amsatisfied taking into consideration the overall working
conditions of the conparator, particularly when his work
brings himoutside the | ocker stores area, that greater
demands are placed on hi munder this heading.
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Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 11

Ms Patricia McMahon (Workwear Locker System Operator) and M
Davi d Nol an (Wr kwear Locker System Stores)

Cl aimants (Locker System Operators)

Mari a Denpsey Catri ona Byrne Patricia McMahon
Marti na Moore

NOTE

It is a feature of M Nolan’s work that in addition to his
wor k in workwear stores, where he spends nost of his working
time, he is also called upon to act as a truck driver, Wash
House QOperator, Tunbler Operator and Linen Hire Despatch
Operator. Wien M Nolan is not performng store duties he
is usually substituted by Ms McMahon

SKI LL

The cl ai mant does not need a great deal of skill to conplete
the “l ocker” orders. She needs basic nunery skills to count
the garnments for each | ocker. She also needs a |ow | evel

skill to assenmble the contract and when each order is
assenbled to fill in the details on the system | ocker
sheet s.

The conparator uses his judgenent to assess whet her or not
there is sufficient stock in stores to fulfil the needs of
the docunentation fromthe office in relation to new
garnents for the workwear contracts. He has the skill to
check deliveries against the delivery note and purchase
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or der.

The conparator needs basic conputer skills to extract and
input information in relation to stores. He is also
required to print nanme | abels and custoners |ogos to put
them using a heat seal er nmachine, on new garnents.

The clai mant needs a |l evel of skill to ensure that garnments
for a contract are put into the right contract. She has
also the skill to have the filled contracts in the correct
area and on the correct day for despatch

When the clai mant substitutes for the conparator in the

| ocker area the sanme skill, as those required of him are
requi red of her. However, when he substitutes for exanple
as a Tunbl er Operator he has the skill to maxim se the
efficiency of the machine and when he is called on to do
driving duties he has the skill to drive goods vehicles.

| am satisfied having regard to the overall |evel of skil
required of the conparator particularly taking into account
those skills required of hi mwhen his work brings him
outside the | ocker stores area, that under this heading
greater demands are placed on himthan on the clai mant.

PHYSI CAL EFFORT

The cl ai mant and the conparator spend the working day on
their feet. Both keep their respective areas clean and
tidy. The conparator is required to take itens from stores,
which entails lifting boxes, on occasions with the aid of a
| adder from high shelving. The claimant’s work of filling
orders requires her to be continually lifting and packing
garnents. Unlike the conparator her work requires her, on a
regul ar basis through out her working day to push/ pul
trolleys, filled with orders, to the despatch area.

When the clai mant substitutes for the conparator in the

| ocker area the sanme physical demands, as those placed on
him are placed on her. However, when he substitutes for
exanpl e as a Washroom Qperator or as Tunbl er Operator other
physi cal demands are placed on himsuch as
enptying/filling/pushing trolleys.

| am satisfied, having regard in particular to the physi cal
demands pl aced on the conparator when he substitutes as a
Washroom Operator or as a Tunbler Operator, that overall the
demands in terns of physical effort are greater on himthan
t hose on the clai mant.
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MENTAL EFFORT

The claimant requires a level of nental effort to fill the
contracts that have to be conpleted. She al so needs sone
mental effort to count and record nunbers of garnents for
despatch. The conparator uses sonme nental to go through the
docunentation fromthe office to eval uate whether or not
there is sufficient stock in stores to neet the orders. |If
a particular itemis not in stock he conpletes a requisition
formfor the Sales Ofice. Wen new stock arrives he

requi res sonme nental effort to check the order. The
conparator’s work in Stores also requires himto input

and/ or extract information to/fromthe conputer. He also
prints | abels and | ogos fromdata inputted by himinto the
conput er.

When the clai mant substitutes for the conparator in the

| ocker area the sane nental effort, as those placed on him
are placed on her. However, when he substitutes for exanple
as a Tunbl er Qperator he nmust assess the tine and
tenperature needed for the | oad and he nust nonitor the
performance of the five tunblers. Wen he is called on to
do driving duties he needs a high degree of concentration.

| am satisfied having regard the overall nmental effort

requi red of the conparator particularly when his work brings
hi m outside the | ocker stores area, that the nental effort
required of himis greater than that required of the

cl ai mant under this headi ng.

RESPONSI BI LI TY

It is the claimant’s responsibility to ensure that contracts
are conpleted correctly and ready for despatch on tine. It
is also her responsibility to count and record details of
despat ched garnents. She also has the responsibility to
pack the trolleys and bags with the | ocker garnments and
ensure that the correct garnents go to the right custoner.
When the contracts are conpleted she noves themto the
despatch area for collection by the drivers.

It is the conparator’s responsibility to ensure that there
is sufficient stock to neet orders and that custoners new
orders are despatched, having first put on identification
and, if necessary the custoners |ogo, on the garnents. He
is also responsible for checking and putting into stores new
stock. He nust al so update the conputer with regard to
stock | evels.

When the clai mant substitutes for the conparator in the

| ocker area she has the sane |evel of responsibility as that
required of him However, when he substitutes for exanple
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as a Tunbl er Operator he has the responsibility to operate
five tunblers and when he is called on to do delivery duties
he has the responsibility to drive the vehicle and to
deliver goods in it.

| am satisfied having regard the overall |evel of
responsibility required of the conparator, particularly when
his work brings himoutside the | ocker stores area, that the
| evel of responsibility required of himis greater than that
requi red of the claimnt.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and t he conparator, when he is in Wrkwear
Stores, work in a building separate to the main plant. The
wor ki ng environnent for the nobst part is reasonably pleasant
and they face little or no hazards in the building.

When the work of the conmparator brings himinto the main
plant area to carry out such jobs as Tunbler Operator or
Washroom Operator his working conditions are | ess pl easant
e.g. he nust put up with heat fromthe tunblers and the
noi se fromthe washi ng nmachi nes.

| am satisfied taking into consideration the overall working
conditions of the conparator, particularly when his work
brings himoutside the | ocker stores area, that the demands
on himare greater than those on the clai mant.
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Conpari son Section 3(c) Appendi x 12

Ms Hel en Bradl ey (Cut Downs) and M M chael Devereux
(Tunbl er Operator)

Clai mants (Cut Downs)
Hel en Bradl ey Susan Fol ey

NOTE
The cut down area examnes rejected itens of linen to
determ ne how to deal with theme.g. re-wash, or cut down in

size. The exami nation takes place on a “lighted” table.
SKI LL
The claimant needs little skill to carry out her task of

exam ning each itemof rejected product to determne howto
deal with it i.e. re-wash, repair, cut down, return or rag,

nor does she need any great skill to nove, enpty and fil
bags. The Tunbl ers Operator needs little skill in lifting
the selected | oad into one of the five tunblers (dryers) nor
does he need any great l|level of skill to fill trolleys with

the contents fromthe tunblers and nove themto the correct
| ocati on.

The conparator nmust use his judgenent to determ ne the
quantity to place in the machine. He is also required to
set the drying tinme needed for the particular load, this he
determ nes by the wetness and the type of load e.g. bed
l'inen or polyester. The claimnt needs sone skill to
operate an industrial sew ng machi ne, which she uses
approximately three tinmes a week to do henmm ng. She al so
uses sone skill to tear cut downs to a specific size and to
spot treat itens with rust.

The conparator carries out the mnor task of cleaning the
front/back Iint screens and the area around the tunblers.
Bot h enpl oyees keep their respective work areas tidy.

| am satisfied having regard to |evel of skill required of
t he conparator and the cl aimant through out their working
day that there is greater demands placed on the conparator
than on the clai mant under this heading.
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Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill tunblers which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys. The claimnt’s
work involves lifting bags and itenms fromthemand after she
has dealt with an item she places in the appropriate bag.
The conparator al so uses physical effort to enpty the dried
contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys. Both are on their
feet in the course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
carried out by the clainmnt and the conparator that overal
there are greater denmands placed on himthan on her in terns
of physical effort.

Mental Effort

The conparator is required to assess the anmount of product
to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tinme needed
to dry the different | oads. The clai mant needs sone nent al
effort to examne the itens in her area and then to
determ ne how to deal with them

| consider having regard to the overall demands pl aced on
conparator and on the claimnt that the demands pl aced on
them are equal

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that
the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are
set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents.
The claimant’s main responsibility is to determ ne what
action is required to be taken to deal with the rejected
itens received in her area and dependi ng on her decision she
may have to carry out work on the item herself.

The cl aimant has the responsibility to operate an industri al
sew ng machi ne, which she uses approximately three tines a

week and operate a patching machi ne. She nust al so tear cut
downs to a specific size, and to spot treat itens wth rust.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. The failure
of the conparator to carry correctly certain tasks such as
set a tunbler at the correct tenperature for its |oad could
result in the whole | oad being scorched, which would give
rise to a significant financial loss to the Conpany. The
claimant deals with set aside itens on an individual basis.
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Having regard to the fact that the conparator is in sole
charge of five tunblers, | amsatisfied that there is
greater demands in terns of responsibility on the conparator
than on the cl ai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The cl ai mant and the conparator both work in different areas
of the main buildings and under different working
condi ti ons.

The cl ai mant spends her working day upstairs in an area that
| found on ny visit to be bright, well ventilated and
reasonably pleasant. In ny viewin cold weather her working
condi tions woul d disinprove. The conparator’s work area is
on the other hand | found to be unconfortably hot fromthe
heat of five tunblers (dryers) and in ny viewthis
environnent in the sumer nonths woul d not get any better.

It is my opinion having regard to the overall working

conditions of the clainmant and the conparator that the
demands on each of them are equal

Conpari son Section 3(c)
Appendi x 13

Ms Dol ores Mooney (Canteen) and M M chael Devereux (Tunbl er
Oper at or)

Cl ai mant s( Cant een)
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Dol ores Mooney Kat hl een Phil li ps

NOTE

The claimant here works in the canteen from nost of her
wor ki ng day and she gets assi stance from anot her operative,
usually Ms Kathleen Phillips, at break tinmes. The
assistant’s main function is to pour the tea/coffee fromthe
boiler into the cups/mgs of the canteen custoners. The
Conpany, at the time of work inspection, catered for two
break periods and a lunch break. The canteen was cl osed, at
the tinme of ny inspection, after the lunch break for over
the counter sales. The canteen is small and at the tinme of
my inspection, the first break of the norning, between 30/40
enpl oyees used it.

SKI LL

The claimant needs little skill to carry out such tasks as
washi ng cutlery, dishes etc, cleaning the tables, sweeping
the floor and generaly keeping the canteen tidy. The

Tunbl ers Operator needs little skill inlifting the selected
load into one of the five tunblers (dryers) nor does he need
any great level of skill to fill trolleys with the contents

fromthe tunblers and nove it to the correct |ocation.

The conparator nmust use his judgenent to determ ne the
guantity to place in the nmachine. He is also required to
set the drying tinme needed for the particular |load, this he
determ nes by the wetness and the type of |oad e.g. bed
linen or polyester. The claimnt uses sone skill to operate
t he cash register and she knows the correct prices of

sandwi ches, rolls, pastries, tea, coffee, toast and sachet

of butter which are the only lines sold over the canteen
counter; other itens such as chocolate, crisps and soft
drinks are available fromtwo vendi ng machi nes. She al so
needs sone skill to check the amount tendered and return the
correct change and at the close of business reconcile cash
on hands with the total registered; the claimnt infornmed ne
that the daily take woul d be sonmewhere between £35 to £50.

In addition to her duties in the canteen the cl ai mants needs
a low level of skill to clean and tidy offices and toilets.
She cleans a different office each day and this may entai

her to use a vacuum cl eaner. The conparator carries out the
m nor task of cleaning the front/back lint screens and the
area around the tunblers.

| am satisfied having regard to | evel of skill required of

the conparator and the claimant through out their working
day that there is no significant differences in the demands
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pl aced on them under this heading.

Physical Effort

The conparator’s work requires himto fill tunblers which
entails bending/lifting itens fromtrolleys and the
claimant’s work involves her to constantly use physi cal
effort of varying degrees fromthe |ight work of making
toast, with the use of a toaster, putting sandw ches etc on
di splay and operating the cash register to the heavier work
of washi ng del ph etc, cleaning tables and using the vacuum
cl eaner. The conparator al so uses physical effort to enpty
the dried contents fromthe tunblers into trolleys. Both
are on their feet in the course of the working day.

| consider having regard to the various physical tasks
carried out by the claimant and the conparator, particularly
as it is feature of his work to fill/enpty and push
trolleys, that overall there are greater demands pl aced on
hi mthan on her in terns of physical effort.

Mental Effort

The clai mant uses nental effort to order stock for one of

t he vendi ng machines e.g. chocolate and crisps and to know
the price of approximately six itens for sale over the
counter. She orders the stock by phoning in the order to
the “Cash and Carry”. She al so uses a reasonabl e degree of
mental effort in handling and bal anci ng cash.

The conparator is required to assess the anount of product
to place into the five tunblers and to gauge the tinme needed
to dry the different | oads.

| consider having regard to the overall demands pl aced on
both enployees in terns of nmental effort that the demands on
themare not significantly different.

Responsibility

The main responsibility of the conparator is to ensure that
the five tunblers are used to the maxi nrum and that they are
set at the correct speed and tenperature for the contents.
The claimant’s main responsibility is to ensure that the

ki tchen/di ning areas of the canteen are clean and tidy and
that the canteen is adequately stocked to neet the denmands
of its custoners.

It is an inportant task of the conparator’s work to clear
the screens of lint for the purposes of efficiency and to
reduce the likelihood of fire in the machines. It is the
claimant’s responsibility to clean offices and the | adies
and gents toilets. The claimant has the task of purchasing
items fromthe a |ocal supermarket e.g. butter and m | K.
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She al so has the trust worthy task of charging the correct
price for itens sold over the counter and to accurately
handl e/ bal ance cash.

The loss to the Conpany of the claimant’s failure to carry
out her tasks in relation to handling cash would not be
significant, as there is a very limted stock for sale over
the counter and the total daily take fromthe canteen in
respect of over the counter sales is sonewhere between £35
and £50, however, the failure of the conparator to carry out
correctly certain tasks such as set a tunbler at the correct
tenperature for its load could result in the whole | oad
bei ng scorched, which would give rise to a significant
financial |oss to the Conpany.

Having regard to the fact that the conparator is in sole
charge of five tunblers, | amsatisfied that the demands in
ternms of responsibility on the conparator are greater than
t hose on the cl ai mant.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons
The cl ai mant and the conparator both work in different areas
of the plant and under different working conditions.

The cl ai mant spends nost of her working day in the canteen
which is a clean/bright area, with natural light. However
she carries out the unpleasant task of cleaning the | adies
and gents toilets. The conparator’s work area is on the

ot her hand unconfortably hot fromthe heat of five tunblers
(dryers) and in ny viewthis environnment in the sumrer
mont hs woul d not get any better.

It is my opinion having regard to the overall working

conditions of the clainmant and the conparator that the
demands on them are equal under this heading.
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