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DI SPUTE

This dispute concerns a claimby S 1.P.T.U, on behalf

of M. Noel Rogers who is enployed by the Irish Tines
Limted, that he is entitled to the sane rate of

remuneration as that paid to tw naned fenmale
conpar at ors in terns of Section 3(c) of t he
Anti-Discrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974. Details of the

clai mant and the conparators are |listed in Appendi x A

BACKGROUND

The Irish Tines Limted was established in 1859 and it
publishes the Irish Times and the Irish Field. M .
Rogers is enployed as an Anal yst/Progranmer earning an

annual salary of £25, 923.

The two naned fenal e conparators both work as Conmerci al
Systens Support Executives and each earn an annual
salary of £21,828 plus a bonus of £8,500. The Union
argues that the claimant perforns ‘like work’ with that
performed by both naned fenale conparators and he is,
therefore, entitled to the sane rate of pay. On 21st
May, 1996 a claim under Section 3(c) of t he
Anti-Discrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974 was submtted by
S 1.P.T.U, on behalf of M. Rogers, to an Equality

O ficer for investigation and recomendati on.

SUMVARY OF UNILON S CASE

According to the Union there are three separate

I nformation Technology (I.T.) Departnments wthin the

Irish Times as foll ows:

The 1. T. Services Depart nent - Bst. 1970



3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

The Editorial Systens Team - Est. 1991
The Commercial Systens Team - Bst. 1992

The Union says that the Editorial and Commercial System
teans were originally set up as tenporary situations
with the intention of their ultimate integration into
the main |.T. Services Departnent. The Union states
that the claimnt sought and was refused jobs in both
these teans on the basis that they were tenporary teans
and the work would ultimately be accommodated within the

main |.T. Departnent.

The Union states that the claimant works in the [|.T.
Services Departnent as an anal yst/programrer earning an
annual salary of £26, 000. The two fenal e conparators,
who are the sane grade, work in the Commercial Systens

Team and have an annual salary of £31, 000 each.

According to the Union the claimant is professionally
qualified as an Anal yst/Programmer (3rd Level). He can
perform analyst work, progranmng and system support
work and do so in all three areas of |.T. operations.
The Union contends that the two fermale conparators are
not professionally qualified and are confined to systens

support work in their own area.

The Union argues that the claimant has an entire range
of responsibilities in excess of systens support which
is nmore onerous and nore skilled than that pertaining to
the jobs perforned by the naned conparators. The Union
says that neither of the conparators could perform the
duties of the clainmant whereas, in reverse, the claimant
can and regularly does perform the work of the

conpar at or s.

The Union states that the claimant is a professional in
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the broader |.T. area while the conparators have grown
up with the particular system The Union says that the
conparators would not have any |.T. experience outside
of their ow area and would have a very Ilimted
knowl edge of the broader |I.T. system According to the
Union the claimant, in contrast, would be fully
i nterchangeable wth 1.T. specialists in any other

or gani sati on.

The Union is satisfied that the conparators have a good
wor ki ng knowl edge of their own system and can provide
support for nost of the difficulties that may arise.
However, the Union says that the nore conplex issues
have to be referred to the professionals in |.T. Systens

Departnment including the clainmant.

The Union states that, when the Commercial System was
originally introduced, it was the expressed intention to
have it fully integrated and supported from the 1.T.
Services Departnent and staff were so advised at the
tinme. Because the team was only to be tenporary the
claimant was prevented from applying for a job in the
t eam The Union says that the predecessor of the
Commercial Teamwas called ‘Class’ and this was serviced
and supported by the |I.T. Systens Team

The Uni on says that the claimnt nust be able to support
three systens whereas the conparators only support one
system On this basis the Union contends that the jobs
nmust be deened to be equal. The Union states that the
claimant’s role is even nuch nore sophisticated and
must, therefore, be acknow edged as operating well in
excess of Cause 3(c) of the 1974 Pay Act. The Uni on
says that, as the claimant is nmale and the conparators
are female, the fact that the claimant is denied access
to jobs in the Commercial Systens Team is a case of
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4.2

di scrimnati on under the 1974 Act.

SUWWARY OF THE COMPANY’ S CASE

The Conpany says that the clainmant is enployed by it as
an Anal yst/Programmer with an annual salary of £25, 923.
The two fenmale conparators are enployed as Commerci al
Systens support executives and have a basic annual
salary of £21,828 plus a bonus of £8,500 per annum The
Conpany rejects the Union’s contention that the clai mant
is performng ‘like work’ wth each of the naned
conparators under Section 3(c) of the 1974 Act. The
Conpany says that there are grounds other than sex to
justify the higher levels of renmuneration to the

conpar at or s.

The Conpany exam ned the work perfornmed by the clai mant
and that perforned by the conparators and it set out its
findings under the headings of skill, responsibility,
mental effort and working conditions as foll ows:

Ski | |

To perform the job of the claimant one requires a
diploma in information technology or experience in the
general comrercial conputing environnent. The Conpany
says that there is a reasonable anount of judgenent and
initiative involved in the job. However the claimant is
cl osely supervised and he can consult the |.T. nanager
shoul d probl ens ari se.

The Conpany says that the conparators, in order to
perform their jobs, nust be conputer literate and have
significant exposure to newspaper advertising and sales
producti on. The Conpany states that the conparators

require excellent communication skills as they need to



be able to deal with users in a pressurised environnent.
Furthernore they nust solve problens rapidly due to tine
pressures. The Conpany says that the conparators are
not closely supervised and nust prioritise their own
work. They nust also have excellent training skills to

train users to required |evels.

On this basis the Conpany says that there is a greater
skill involved in the job of the conparators.

Responsibility

According to the Conpany the clainmant has sone support
duties but, in the main, they are not in the areas of
newspaper production. The Conpany says that the systens
whi ch t he cl ai mant supports i ncl ude managenent
information systens, accounts and billing systens.
Errors which may be nade will be picked up by others and
the inpact will not be as great as in the case of the

conpar at or s.

The Conpany says t hat t he conparators have
responsibility for supporting all advertisenent sales
personnel who can be dealing wth custoners when
problens arise. There can be upwards of 60 staff on the
system at any tine, any one of whom can call the systens
team for assistance. The Conpany contends that the
cl ai mant does not have this responsibility. The Conpany
states that the conparators are responsible for ensuring
that all advertisenents are processed through the
vari ous system functions including accounts functions,
wi thin deadlines. Failure to resolve problens can
result in the |oss of advertisenents and consequent | o0ss
of revenue. The Conpany says that the conparators have
full responsibility for formal primary and follow up
training for system wusers whereas the claimant’s

training involvenent is usually of an informal nature
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The Conpany says that a mstake or delay in error
resolution by the conparators could have serious
inplications for the production of the newspaper and

resul tant revenue | oss.

The Conpany contends that there is a greater
responsibility involved in the conparators’ jobs.

Mental Effort

The Conpany clains that the conparators perform their
jobs in a very pressurised environnent. The jobs often
involve intense bursts of concentration to solve tine
critical issues. The Conpany is satisfied that this is
not a usual feature of the claimant’s job. The Conpany
says that the conparators often have to deal with a
nunber of issues sinultaneously while the clainmant
usually deals with one issue at a tine. The Conpany
contends that the conparators work on their own during
tinme critical periods while the claimant works in a team
environnment w th managenent support wusually avail able.
The Conpany also says that the conparators are working
to tight deadlines which create a greater intensity of
mental effort.

Accordingly, the Conpany argues that there is a greater
nmental effort involved in the job perfornmed by the

conpar at or s.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons

The Conpany says that the claimant usually works nornal

of fice hour s whi |l e t he conpar at ors cover t he
requi renents of the job wi thout additional paynent even
when these go beyond nornal office hours. The
conparators also cover for holidays, illness and other

work requirenents wthout additional conpensation for

working the extra hours involved. The Conpany,
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therefore, contends that the coverage requirenents of
the systens team are greater than those required of the
cl ai mant .

On this basis the Conpany is satisfied that the working
conditions are nore demandi ng for the conparators’ | obs.

In conclusion the Conpany states that there are
significantly greater skills, responsibility, nenta

effort and nore demandi ng working conditions in relation
to the conparators’ jobs than there is for the
claimant’s | ob. The Conpany is, therefore, satisfied
that the conparators’ jobs are higher value jobs and

thus justify the higher rates of pay.

The Conpany argues that grounds other than sex exist to
justify the higher l|evels of pay for the naned
conpar at or s. In showing this the Conpany details

background i nformation which is set out in Appendi x B.

I n conclusion the Conpany does not accept that the jobs
of the claimant and the nanmed conparators involve ‘like
work’ as defined by Section 3(c) of the 1974 Act. It
says that the jobs of the conparators are significantly
nore demandi ng than the claimant’s job, hence the higher
rate of pay. The Conpany asks that, as ‘li ke work’ does
not exi st between the jobs of the claimant and the naned

conparators, the Equality Oficer reject this claim

CONCLUSI ONS OF THE EQUALITY OFFI CER

In making ny recommendation in this case | have taken
into account all of the submssions, both witten and
oral, made to ne by the parties and also the work
i nspections which | carried out on the work perforned by
the clai mant and each of the named conparators. Both the

7



5.2

5.3

5.4

Uni on and the Conpany included job descriptions for the
claimant and the conparators in their subm ssions.
These are attached as Appendi x C

The issue for consideration in this case is whether or
not ‘like work’ exists between the work perfornmed by the
claimant and that performed by the conparators wthin
the neaning of Section 3(a), Section 3(b) and Section
3(c) of the 1974 Act. The matter of whether or not the
claimant is able to undertake the work carried out by

the conparators is not relevant to this case.

The two fenmale conparators are assigned to the
Commercial Systenms Team and they both earn an annual
salary of £21,828 plus an annual bonus of £8,500. This
bring their salaries to £30,328 per annum  The Conpany

says that the two female conparators are performng

‘“like work’ with each other. As they are earning the
sane annual salary | am satisfied that they are
performng ‘like work’ with each other. The claimant is
attached to the |.T. Services Departnent earning an
annual salary of £25,923. For the purposes of this
investigation | intend to conpare the work perforned by

the claimant with that perforned by the conparator M.
Mary Sheri dan.

Section 3(a) of the Act states that two persons shall be
regarded as enpl oyed on “like work” where:

“both perform the sanme work under the sane or
simlar conditions, or where each is in every
r espect i nterchangeable wth the other in
relation to the work”.

The claimant is enployed as an anal yst/programmer in the

|. T. Services Departnent in the organisation. H's
responsibilities include, inter alia, analysing the
requirenents for new systens, supporting existing



5.5

systens, witing BASIC prograns and the training of
users. The naned conparator is enployed as a Commerci a
Systens Support Executive. Prior to her appointnent to
this position the named conparator worked in the
advertising area and is very famliar wth the
pr ocedur es. This know edge has proved essential in
enabling her perform her work as a Commercial Systens
Support Executive. The named conparator is responsible
for providing conputer support and naintenance to the
advertising area which conprises seven distinct areas
within the Conpany. She is responsible for nonitoring
the inputting of advertisenents into the system and
ensuring that they are all published in the daily
newspaper. It is her responsibility to train staff
charged with inputting advertising details into the
system As both the Union and the Conpany submtted the
sanme job description for the naned conparators | have
accepted it as an agreed job description. Follow ng ny
exam nation of the work of the claimnt (job description
set out in Appendix D) and that of the naned conparator
(see job description in Appendix E) | find that the
cl ai mant Is not i nterchangeable wth the naned
conparator in relation to the work and I am therefore,
satisfied that they do not perform “like work” in terns
of Section 3(a) of the Act.

Section 3(c) of the Act states that two persons shall be
regarded as bei ng enpl oyed on |ike work:

“where the work perfornmed by one is equal in
value to that perforned by the other in
terns of the demands it nmakes in relation to

such matters as skill, physical or nental
effort, responsibility and wor ki ng
condi tions”.

In exam ning the claimunder Section 3(c) of the Act, |
have taken account of every aspect of the work perforned



5.6

by the clainmant and the nanmed conparator in relation to
skill, physical and nental effort, responsibility and

wor ki ng condi ti ons.

Skill:

Wile the claimant and the naned conparator work on
different conputer technologies (i.e. hardware and
software platforns) | am satisfied that they both
require simlar type skills to performtheir tasks. The
claimant however has acquired the additional skills
needed to undertake tasks associated with the various
conmmuni cati on nechanisns within the field of conputer
t echnol ogy. He al so undertakes analysis to define the
requi renents of a new conputer system or nodifications
to an existing system where required. The cl ai mant
needs to have good communication skills. Both the
claimant and the conparator are required to give
training courses to users. Trai ning courses given by
the claimant are generally given informally on a
one-to-one basis. In contrast many of the training
courses given by the naned conparator are given to
groups of wusers in a formal training setting. I
consider that greater skill is required of the naned
conparator in giving training courses than is required
of the clainmant. The process involved in accepting,
inputting, validating, publishing and <charging for
advertisenents in the newspaper is conplex and requires
a lot of interaction by the named conparator throughout
the various stages. | consider that the nanmed
conparator needs to have a very good understandi ng of
the entire process to ensure that advertisenents are
publ i shed, custoners are satisfied and a correct billing
system i s invoked. Furthernore she needs to be a good

communi cat or.

Havi ng bal anced the skill level required of the

10



5.7
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claimant (in relation to conputer comunications
and systens analysis) and that required of the
naned conparator (in terns of the advertising
process) | find that the demands nade on the named
conparator, in relation to skill, are greater than

t hose nmade on the cl ai mant.

Physi cal Effort:

Both the clainmant and the naned conparator nmay need to
go from one area to another when there are conputer
problens which they have to resolve. Furthernore in
solving problenms they my have to nove Personal
Conputers in order to access the cables connected to the
back of them In relation to resolving conmunications
errors the claimant nmay need to follow tel ephone |ines
and conputer cables from one point to another. The
naned conparator needs to go from her office to the
Caseroomon a daily basis to check the adverti senents as
t hey are publi shed.

| consider that the denmands nade on the clai mant,
in ternms of physical effort, are equal to those

made on the nanmed conparator.

Mental Effort:

Both the clainmant and the named conparator nust trace
conput er problens when they occur. The claimnt has the
added task of establishing the cause of problens wth
conmuni cat i ons equi prent and t el ephone l'i nes.
Furthernore the cl ai mant nmust ensure that, when
specifying a new system he correctly enconpasses user
requi rements. The naned conparator nust concentrate her
efforts to ensure that all advertisenent requests are
accepted and printed. Furthernore she is constantly

working to tinme pressures inasmuch as various tasks nust
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be conpleted by certain tines during the day. Shoul d
this not happen it results in a delay in the printing of

t he newspaper.

Havi ng bal anced the | evel of nental effort required

of the claimnt against that required of the naned

conparator | am satisfied that the demands nade on
her (named conparator), in relation to nenta
effort, are higher than those made on him
(claimnt).

Responsi bility:

Both the clai mant and the nanmed conparator are
responsible for the provision of support on conputer
syst ens. They are also responsible for nmaintaining
these systens and ensuring that they are functioning
properly. The claimant has responsibility for the
conmmuni cations systens including the networks, tel ephone
links, EIRPAC, etc. He is also responsible for any
system anal ysis he undertakes and the onus is on himto
provide a system which neets user requirenents. The
nanmed conparator s responsible for ensuring that
advertisenents are published when required and that
these advertisenents are then charged to the custoner.
Should an advertisenent be cancelled the naned
conparator mnust ensure that Accounts are notified so

that custoners are not charged in error

| find that the denmands made on the claimant, in
terms of responsibility are equal to those nade on

t he naned conparat or.

Wor ki ng Condi ti ons:

Both the clainmant and the naned conparator work in an

office environnent. The naned conparator is required to
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remain in the office until such time as the
advertisenents are printed so that she can check that
all the advertisenents are correct before nunerous
copies of the paper are printed. This could be anywhere
from 6.30p.m to md-night. The nanmed conparator is
scheduled to work on the later shift every second week
and, where necessary, she has to cover for annual |eave
and sick | eave. Furthernore, the nanmed conparator nust
work every second Saturday and every second Bank
Hol i day. In contrast the clainmant’s working day starts

at 8.45a.m and finishes at 6.10p. m daily.

| consider that the demands nade on the naned
conparator, in terns of working conditions, are

greater than those nmade on the clai mant.

In summary, based on the foregoing | find that the
demands nmade on the claimant, in terns of physical

effort and responsibility, are equal to those nade on

the nanmed conparator. However, | consider that the
demands mnmade on the nanmed conparator, in relation to
skill, mental effort and working conditions, are greater

t han those made on the cl ai nant.

Section 3(b) of the Act states that two persons shall be
regarded as enpl oyed on “like work” where:

“the work performed by one is of a simlar
nature to that perfornmed by the other and any
di fferences between the work perfornmed or the
conditions under which it is perfornmed by each
occur only infrequently or are of smal |
inmportance in relation to work as a whol e”.

| have already stated that | consider the work
undertaken by the conparator to be significantly nore
demandi ng than that undertaken by the claimant. | am

satisfied that the on-going differences already outlined
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between the work perforned by the naned conparator and
that perfornmed by the claimant and also the greater
demands placed on her by her work constitute valid
reasons for a difference in renmuneration in terns of
Section 3(b) of the Act.

Based on the foregoing | find that the clainmant does not
perform‘like work’ with the named conparator within the
meaning of Section 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) of the
Anti-Discrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974. As | have already
found that Ms. Sheridan is doing ‘like work’ with the
ot her named conparator (Ms. Miurphy) | am satisfied that
the claimant does not perform ‘like work’ wth M.
Murphy in terns of Section 3 of the Act.

Notwi thstanding this finding | consider that there are
grounds other than sex in terns of Section 2(3) of the
Act for the difference in renuneration between the
claimant and the nanmed conparators. | note from ny
findings in Recommendati on EP05/1997 that the claimant
is working in the I.T. Services Departnent with a female
coll eague who is also earning the sane annual rate of
pay as the claimant. Had | found that the clai mant was
doing ‘like work’ with the naned conparators in terns of
Section 3 of the Act then the <claimant’s fenale
col | eague woul d al so be doing ‘like work’ with the nanmed
femal e conparators. In such a situation the difference
in remuneration could not have been attributable to sex.
A simlar scenario as this arose in the case of the
Steel Conpany of Ireland and Ms. Denise WIlton (DEP971)
and the Labour Court agreed with the Equality Oficer’s
findings that there were grounds other than sex for the
paynent of the different rates of renuneration. | also
note the Conpany’s argunent that the pay rates for staff
in the 1.T. Services Departnment and the Conmerci al

Systens team were agreed upon prior to recruitnent to
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t he areas. Hence these rates applied whether nmale or

femal e staff were recruited.

RECOVMENDATI ON

In view of ny conclusions above that M. Noel Rogers

does not perform “like work” wth that perforned by
either of the two naned fenmale conparators in terns of
Section 3(a), Section 3(b) and Section 3(c) of the
Anti-Di scrimnation (Pay) Act, 1974, | find that he does
not have any entitlenment to the same rate of
remuneration as that paid by the Irish Times Limted to

the two naned conparators.

Cerardi ne Coyl e
Equality O ficer

30th June, 1997
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APPENDI X A

Details of the
d ai nant
and t he

Conpar at ors




CLAI IVANT:

M. Noel Rogers - Salary £28,544
COVPARATCRS:

Ms. Ann Marie Mirphy - Salary £21,828 Plus Bonus
£8, 500

Ms. Mary Sheridan - Sal ary £21,828 Plus Bonus

£8, 500



APPENDI X B

Extract fromthe
Conpany’ s subm ssi on
on the issue of

G ounds ot her than Sex




GROUNDS OTHER THAN SEX

Backgr ound:

1973 -

1974 -

1991 -

The Irish Times purchased its first conputer system
(an IBM System Three) for accounts pur pose
exclusively. The conputer was staff by clerical union
(then I TGAJ) personnel .

A Conputer Departnent was set up to centralise
conmput er services including production and conmercia

conput er systens. The new departnent required a staff
of 4 progranmmer/anal ysts. At the outset a mx of
skills and experience was necessary. Conposi tion
skills were essential for the running of the then
production systens and conmercial experience was
necessary for the new accounts systens.

Recruitnent was by way of open conpetition which
i ncluded conputer aptitude testing. 2 nen and 2 wonen
were successful in their applications.

Both I TGAW and | PU cl ai mred the new post of progranmrer/
anal yst should be represented by their respective
uni ons. It was decided that each wunion would
represent half the programmers. It was further agreed
that there would be a single rate for the job. This
rate was linked to the Caseroomrate at the tinme and
was considerably higher than the then clerical rates.
This link still remains today.

Caseroom enpl oyees were exclusively nmale at the tine
when the ordinal rate was struck for the analyst/
programmer job. Ml es and fenales were enpl oyed from
the start in that job. Therefore the rate of pay for
that job is a unisex one. The rate of pay for the
software devel opnent co-ordinator job is linked to
that of anal yst/programmer. As the anal yst/ progranmrer
pay rate is a unisex one and the software devel opnent
co-ordinator rate is linked to that, then by
inplication, the software co-ordinator rate nust also
be a unisex rate.

An editorial systens team was set up to facilitate
mai ntain and develop an ATEX editorial system Thi s
teamis an integral part of the editorial production
process. Recruitnent to the team was by way of open
conpetition which included aptitude tests. Sel ecti on
was based on aptitude, skills and experience and four
staff were sel ected.

Prior to the recruitnent of the team a rate for team
menbers was agreed. The rate (C2) was set in context



1995 -

1996 -

of NJJ rate as the work was alnost exclusively
concerned with editorial production. There has been a
unisex rate for journalist since at least the md
60’ s.

In March 1995 the Union (by letter) sought to have
anal yst/programmer rates brought up to editorial
systens rates. The Conpany replied (by letter) in
April, 1995 agreeing to neet the Union on the matter
In the letter the Conpany set out the basis on which
the advertising systens teamrates were agreed and the
reasons why it could not concede the Union claim

At a neeting on 29th Novenber, 1995 the Union clained
that the difference in pay rates was due to the fact
that the systens teans were “on call”. This idea was
rej ected by the Conpany as being erroneous in fact and
then explained the differences between the jobs and
the history of how rates were arrived at. The Uni on
also clained that programmers were precluded from
applying for the systens team positions. The Conpany
rejected this. At this neeting the Conpany said that
there may be scope for anmending rates should the
Conput er Departnment be re-organised. This did not
happen.

In May, 1996 the matter was referred by the Union to
the L.R C. under the Anti-D scrimnation (Pay) Act,
1974. At no tine prior to the referral did the Union
mention that their nenbers were being discrimnated
agai nst on grounds of sex.

This supports the Conpany’s argunent that having
failed to get an increase in pay under nornma
industrial relations channels, S.I.P.T.U. is now using
Equal Pay Legislation in an effort to achieve the sane

end. If the issue was one of discrimnation as
alleged then surely the Union representing the
claimant would have seen this from the start. The

fact that it did not, suggest that even S. 1.P.T.U.
itself believe that the claimhas no substance.

Furthernore the |.P.U which represents half of the
anal yst/programmers staff has not nade any claim
whi ch again supports the Conpany’s argunment that this
case has no nerit.
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APPENDI X C

Job Descri ptions
subm tted by

the Uni on and t he Conpany













APPENDI X D

Equality Oficer’s
Job Descri ption
for

M. Rogers




Nane: M. Noel Rogers

Title: Anal yst / Progr ammer

O gani sati on: lrish Times Limted

Sal ary: £25, 923 per annum

Hours of Wrk: 32 Hour week over 5 days.

Coverage from8.45a.m to 6.10p. m*

Duti es:

ANALYSI S

The clai mant undertakes an analysis on foot of a request for
a new system or extensive changes to an existing system The

stages to an analysis include the foll ow ng:

- Est abl i shing User Requirenents:

This enconpasses a famliarisation exercise on
the work of the area and an exam nation of the
busi ness practices in the area to determne if
work procedures could be inproved upon before
conputerising the area. Were a conputer system
is currently functioning in the area it is
necessary to examne it in order to determne
what features nust be transferred fromit to a
new conputer system

- Design of a New System

This enconpasses an examnation of software
packages to establish which one best suits the
devel opmrent of the proposed system The
appropriate hardware platform is selected. The
database is designed i.e. how the information is
going to be stored. | nput screens are designed,
reports are set up and backup cycl es determ ned.

- User Testing:

This enconpasses the testing of the prototype
screens and reports (devel oped by the claimant)
by the users of the proposed system Havi ng
exam ned the prototypes the wusers advise the

! There nust be one of five persons present throughout this period.



claimant of any amendnents or additions required
and these are enconpassed into the designs.

- | mpl enent at i on:

Thi s enconpasses the setting up of the hardware
infrastructure, installing all the necessary
sof t war e, setting up levels of access/user
profiles for each user of the proposed system
notifying operations staff to include the
proposed systemin the nightly backup cycle and,
where necessary, witing the prograns to enable
existing data to be inported into the proposed
system

- Tr ai ni ng:

Thi s enconpasses hands- on training on a
one-to-one basis in the user departnent.

- Mai nt enance:

Thi s enconpasses changes/enhancenents of certain
features of the systemas identified by the user.

PROGRAWMM NG

The claimant wites prograns as and when required. These
prograns/routines are required as interfaces between the
Digital A pha and the comms system and they are generally
witten in the * DEC BASIC Progranm ng Language

DATABASE ADM NI STRATI ON

The claimant is responsible for database admnistration on
all (Advertising, Contributors and Grculation Statistics)
dat abases with the exception of the Racing Services database.
This covers data integrity, the size and capacity of data
stored, database design and index maintenance i.e. deletion
of index to cope with the highs and | ows of processing. The
cl ai mant developed the G rculation Statistics Database, the
requi renent for which was identified by the User Departnent.

He al so wote the user reports.

SUPPCORT

The claimant can provide support on all the commercial and
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editorial systenms in the organisation. The anount of support
that is required on the various systens varies. However, the
claimant would be the first port of call on the follow ng
syst ens:

- Ledger Advertising System

- Casual Advertising System

- Sundri es Account System

- Crcul ati on Account System

- Newspaper Publication Sales System
- Pur chases System

- Contributors System

- Cheque Production System

- Payrol | System

- Ceneral Ledger System

- Li brary System

- Executive Information Systens (O ient/ Server)
- Cust oner Servi ce Dat abase (Tel eads)
- Mai n Frame Wbrd Processing

- Renot e user setup and support

- El ectroni ¢ Fund Managenent Systent
- Comm Sys

The claimant is famliar with and can provide support on the

foll owi ng operating systens:

- DCS
- M crosoft Wndows 3.11
- M crosoft Wndows 95

- Uni X

- VMVB

- Novel |l Netware 4.1
- Novel | Lite

- Novel | Personal
- Di gital Pat hworks

The clai mant provides tel ephone support on a daily basis on
probl ens which may arise on any of the systens. He has been
involved in both hardware and software up-grades for exanple
with the introduction of the D gital Al pha the claimant, in
consultation with an external consultancy group, was involved

in the porting of the VAX application to the Al pha.

DATA COVMUNI CATI ONS

2 only involved in Direct Debiting
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The claimant is the min point of contact for Mrcury
communi cations. Mercury has comruni cation centres around the
world and a reporter rings the local nunber (if an account
with Mercury is established) and forwards the mail box through
Mercury to I.T. Services. Should there be difficulty
forwarding information to a mail box address then the clai mant
nmust exam ne both the hardware and the software and possibly
he would have to contact EIRPAC (Ireland’ s Packet Swi tching
Net wor k) . The cl ai mant also supports the network
comuni cations system in the organisation. He setup and
maintains Digital Pathworks which is Digital’s proprietary
network information system which allows the Digital Al pha to
operate as a network server. At the server end the clai mant
installed Pat hworks and configured it to run as a Local Area
Net work (LAN) Manager. He also configured the transport
prot ocol s. At the client end the claimant configured the
Personal Conputer (PC) by installing the network card and
| oadi ng and configuring the required conmunications software
e.g. Pathways. He | oaded the desired protocol e.g. Novell
| PX/ SPX, TCP/IP or DECNET. Dependi ng on user requirenents
and the servers that needed to be accessed the claimnt nmay
need to load all three protocols. Wien difficulties arise
especially with Digital Pathworks the claimant is the first

poi nt of contact.

RESEARCH

The clainmant evaluates products to determne if they would
prove beneficial to the operation of the organisation. He
does this by reading all the literature on the product,
sonetinmes organising a denonstration of the product and, if
possi ble, getting an evaluation copy of the product. If he
considers the product to be useful he makes a case for its
purchase to his nmanager and the nmanager deci des whether or
not to purchase the product. Wiere it is necessary to
upgrade a machine the claimant would recommend the hardware

requi renents.



USER GROUPS

The claimant attends the annual neetings and the annual Euro
neetings of the Digital Equipnment Corporation User Society
( DECUS) . The claimant also attends relevant seminars wth
the perm ssion of the nanager. He has attended a nunber of

sem nars organi sed by user societies for database groups.
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