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SMART WORKPLACES
CoSolve Pilot Projects

Trust between managers and employees is the primary defining characteristic of
the very best workplaes'

PREFACE

Our thanks to the Queensland Department of Employment and Industrial Relations
for its boldness in conceiving and executing this initiative. Thanks, too, to all the
parties at our two pilot sites. We gave them a harder time than they usjtdiyea
small margin. We have learned much, and the parties tell us they havé\tedike

to think that some groundwork has been laid for a more productive future

The stated objectives othe Smart Workplacesitiative were to promote, through
researchoriented projects, the notion and practice of workplace cooperation snd
simultaneously demonstrate its beneficial effect on productivitye imagine the
expectation was that careful enquiry would establish which businesses already
operated on the coopetion premise, and that the task thereafter would be to
investigate and document the features of those businesses with a view to distilling
reproducible elements or even recipes. permutation of the research methagand

the one adopted by CoSoleanticipated that targeted expert interventions would

RSY2YaiNI SQndb &0 NS FTOREB LI NAaz2ya GKFEG GKS

strategiesbrought with itsalutaryresults

We at CoSolve were sceptical about tlebances of finding suitable sites in
Queersland (or anywhere else iAustralig for that matter) where thorougtyoing
cooperativepractices worthy of writingip were in place. We believed that because
most of our work turns on the promotion of mutual gains in the workplace and we
know from our own experience and those of colleagues working in the same area
that success stories are thin on the ground and patehgre found. For this reason

and because our expertise lies in the area of change management, we elected to go
the interventionist routem dischargingur Smart Workplacebrief.

Under the right conditions, we were hopeful that a welbnceived intervention
would indeeddemonstrate the value of cooperative initiatives in the workplace.
With our work now donewe returnfrom the fieldwith less tharfamous results. We
can say and show on the strength of oBmart Workplaceencounters that a
collaborative approach helgsparticularly in the area of bargainirgbut not, on the
current evidence, that the results adecisive We can suggeshowever, how they
could become decisive: by further engagement and education of the key

! Robert Levering\ great place to work what makes some employers so good (and most so bad)

Preface to the 2000 edition. And seizzard, Gregory and Sc8trategic Unionism Boxing or
Dancing2004at12-Mmo Y W! O02YY2y TSI Gdz2NBE 2F GKS SYLANROL €
at the workplace ... is the centrality of the need to develop a level of mutual trust that goes beyond

add

the norms that have hitherto existed even in the more impressive formsyfR dza G NA I f NBf | GA2y 4
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stakeholders with a view to winning a much firmer level of commitmé#dny of
the workplace parties (and now we generalise beyond o8mart Workplaces
experience) arealready receptive to more constructive forms of bargaining.
However, in what we see as the more important engagement splgeomgoing
consultation with a focus on core business procesgdbere is currentlya lack of
insight, institutions andegislative provisiaming for a telling breakthrough.

We would maintain none the less, thathe thesisthat cooperation can produce
higher productivity (as part of mutual gains)predictively correct and morallyorth
striving for Success stories elsewhere dooghthat an informed judicious and
sustained cooperative approach ¢ whether of the individual United Statdgpe
variety (such asseenin organisations such athe health service provideKaiser
Permanenté and the Toyota/General Motors cooperative ventuhew United
Motor Manufacturing Inc (NUMMI) or of the Northern Europeansocietywide
codetermination variety ¢ delivers better business, workplace and social results.

A cooperative system is based on values and practices of trust, mutual respect,
opemess and fairness, feeding into but also bounded by an imperative of business
performance. The general Australian social etlodsegalitarianism andair go but

then also liberty andopportunity lends itself to this model, but its emergence has
been stymiel so far by a particular and tenacious industrial history. Sét@pproach

of industrial adversarialisnobliges different modes of engagemenguests to
outmanoeuvre, ouimuscle and even to deceive. Not a great recipe for a good life
andnot obviously idlicated in a society that has moved beyond class strife

We appreciate that the reality of workplace engagement is more nuanced @ha
simply bipolarity of either cooperation or conflict, but the quest®of where the
social parties would like to see theselves and where they would like to move to in
the spectrum and what they intend to do about &re appropriate one.

Our pilot sites may not have been the best available given the aims at hand, but they
are probably close to as good as it gets. Osules are mixed, and our best estimate
of why this is the caseovelsthe following:

1. Generally speaking, employers in Austrglia

1 believe the proposition that it is to their best advantage to have a direct,
unmediated relationship with their employees;

I want to communicate a vision and win commitment from their employees,
but in truth do not want to empower them in their interactiorgsthey are
intent on securing a modernised version of unilateralism and compliance;

? Seewww.Impartnership.org
# Seewww.nummi.com/us_roots.php

* See the European Commission Green P#&etnership for a new organisation of wot®97 and
Huzzarcet al, op cit
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1 do not effectively accept unions afe chosen representatives of their
employeeseven where they aren factthe chosen representativs but opt
instead to brand thendisparaginglyas third parties (tht abusive termin
relation to unionds now embedded in the labour market vernacular);

1 do not think that unions articulatéhe best interestseven of those of their
employeeswho are unionmembers,but allowinsteadtheir own agendaso
predominate;

1 honestly do not understand what union recognition actually entails, amongst
other reasons beazse the legal regime is and has for a long time been
confused on the issue;

1 do not have the insight or capacity to work with a fdfllsdged cooperative
approach;

1 do not think that unions ultimately have anything special to contribute to the
success offte business

2. Generally speaking, unions in Austrajia

1 work off a conflict analysis of workplace relations, and consequently shy away
from an engagement model that places a premium on mutual trust;

i fear that cooperation will produce cooption;

1 do not hare the necessary acrodbe-board support orcapacity towork with
a fully-fledged cooperative approach even when it is (tentatively) endorsed at
leadership level

9 do not accept that it is part of their role to understand businesses and
contribute to ther success even as they remain true to ithestablished
defender rolec they do not grasp or cannot execute the dual contributor
defenderportfolios.

These climate factors were either subtly or explicitly in play at our project sites.

3. Many employees in mmy establishmentg and particularly blue collar onesare
disaffected in their condition, the outcome dfoth a sense of economic
inequality (given conspicuous affluence in other quarters of both the enterprise
and society), and of resentment againstsass/e waves of restructuring. These
constituencies are not open to quick tuamounds inmotivation andmorale.

4. In some employee quarters there are elements of passivity, even learned
helplessness, that need to be overcome.
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5. In its design,Smart Workmces Stage Oneplaced a deliberate emphasis on
relationships, and on how an improvement in theseght enhance business
productivity. Our analysis is that an independent focus on relationships is
insufficient for the task at hand; rather (in this kind ohtext) we would suggest,
the focus should be on what business goals need to be advanced, and then on
how workplace relationships can be reworked ahdrnessedto support the
achievement of these goal8Vvhile we attempted to introduce this duet into our
pilots, under the project termghe resources were not availabfer this on the
scale required, and the necessary senior management commitment was in any
event not forthcoming.

6. Even with an emphasis on the relationships front, intensive and extensiveseffor
and mainly on the part of the stakeholders required for telling results.
Determinedand influentialinternal champions are called for.

7. Cultural change takes timgrogress has been mads the relevant siteover
the nine months of the project emgementperiod but again, for striking results
to be achievedsustained work over a longer period, probalolye to five years
and in fertile ground with motivated stakeholders, will be required.

8. Other factors¢ personalities and developments peculiar tothe pilot sites
account for some othe modestyin results. These will be raised in theport
below.

Given the terms of the brieff iwould have beergratifyingto return with a glowing
accountof the catalytic effects of an injection of cooperation.rifaps, though, the
worth of this exercise has been to come back with a more sobering but entirely
realistic message: if, as we believe, they | NIi 2 2 pi@nliSéslaiSohjeRtives
are good ones, then a great deal more strategy, resources and perseveaasce
called forto deliver on them It would be disappointing if, in the light of the
chequeredreturns, heart was lost and attention turned to easier assignmerfite
cooperative endeavour, it seems, will requ@eite some investment.

A final word of cation. This report has in the nature of things been written up not

by dispassionate observers but by facilitators engaged in the very processes and
developments under examination. We have tried to put distance between our own
predispositions and the subjematter of the enquiry, and there are othdralancing
voices and insights that we have tried to reproduce faithfully here. None the less,
our involvement must colour our analysis to some degree, and is probably accurate
to say that we are not strident ¢its of our own performance in the show. Against
that, we do offer some inside track perspectives as well. All of this needs to be born
in mind by the reader.
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ABSTRACT

Against a background @ntrenchedanti-union sentimentconsiderable workvill

need to be done before there is any widespread appreciation amongst |the

Queensland (and Australian) workplace partiessmployers, employees and

unions¢ of the value of the cooperativeorkplacemodel. Employers see little

scope for a positive union contribom to their businesses, while unions still

operate largely within a conflict model of workplace relations.

That said,a significant minority of Queensland workplace parties are ready to

step up from the conventional to the mutual gains bargaining mdideas in the

area of bargaining that both sets 6f 2 { 2 SrZa& Wérkplaces employers were

prepared to engage the most, and where the element of reciprocity avats
strongest.

The pilot site organisationsave emerged from the Smart Workplaces initiafiv

with moderatelystrengthened workplace relations; other things being equal, that
should stand them in better stead for weathering the external shocks and seizing

the opportunities that lie ahead for them.

Whileit is in the area of continuous engagemdrgtween the workplace parties

over a broad range of workplace matters that most gains are to be made, this is

also where the most employer resistance lies.

While strong workplace relations may indeed support better business |(and
employee) outcomes, emplageare not readily open to that connection. The
projects and propositions that will attract their attention are ones that target

better business performance directly, and with stronger workplace relations
handmaiden role.

For business process focusjpcts with a labowmanagement dimension to

in a

succeed, provision must be made for labour to share in the gains, and metrics

need to be established up front towards this end.

Business process improvement projects are one to five year efforts, and |[more.

Thisis the time frame in which the supporting managemanton relationship
building initiatives need to be viewed and sponsored.

Multi-disciplinary expertise is required to support the type of integrated projects

being advocated here.

With any future initiaives, higHevel efforts must be made to secure the support

and understanding of the tofevel leadership of the workplace patrties.

A tentative thesis is that hree separate but properly articulated labeur

management engagement channels are called for: atemling with the

promotion of core business processes; one with ongoing employee relgmns

matters and the last for bargaining
The largest investment (which must turn on training and education, and tria

and

implementation) must be made by the padiin the business process base. The

WSTFAOASY DRI AYIRSOA &N YO UAKNTA (@S
successfullpddressedere.

A RS ORd

The next building block requires that the state of ongoing employee relations be

kept sound through conturous consultation on all matters of mutual interest
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1 Finally, periodic mutual gains bargaining must be institutionalised.

1 The threetiered cascade must be grounded in values, policies and practices

place a premium on trust, respect and comprehensift@mation flows.

5 that

BACKGROUND

The Queensland Department of Employment and Industrial Relations (DEIR)

introduced its Fair Go Queensland Advisory Servine November 2005 which
included the development of &8mart Workplaceprogram. The declared objece
for Smart Workplacess & G2 WY2RSt |yR LA 240

iKS

decisionmaking mechanisms and safe, family friendly and effective working

relationships between employees and the employer which underpins the success of

many productive workpl@ S & Q @

Smart Workplacewas, we understand, conceived as part of a response and indeed

counterY S | & dzNXB 02 0 KS CSRSNJ f WEkBIoNasY Sy (i Qa
f SIAAELFGA2yd A 59LwQa oF O13INRBdzyR YIF GSNAIf

WeKS vdzSSyattyR 32 gdivyer frobictivily bt imdnes

future can only be achieved if employers think beyond dmsted competitive

strategies and foster skilled, innovative people in workplaces that value
healthy, productive and balanced working lives.

safe,

Under the FRS NI t 32 @S NWNIS ghivicealegisiatiols however, the
deregulation of working conditions and entitlements is promoted as a mechanism
for increasing productivity. To achieve this outcome, the legislation reduces to a
minimum, those awardased entittments which are legally enforceable and shifts
the determination of pay and entitlements above the minima from the independent
tribunal to the individual enterprise. At the same time the legislation seeks to
remove the central role that employee organisms, such as unions, have

traditionally played in negotiations for wages and conditions for employees.

objective of WorkChoicesis to encourage the shift away from unitased

agreements towards individual or namion collective agreements negotet

The

directly between an employee or employees and the employer at the enterprise.

The Federal government expects the reforms to boost worker productivity and
economic growth. However, the international evidence suggests that labour market
deregulation hashad a negative impact on equity measures, without necessarily

AYLINEGAY3T S02y2YAO LISNF2NXIyOSaQ

The idea wittSmart Workplacewas to search out

T AaLISOAFTFAO TSI GdzNBa 27F | WwoSad LINIF OGAOSQ

relations and workplace héth and safety outcomes for employers and

employees;

1 types of cooperative, inclusive decistoraking mechanisms and their

applicability in different contexts;

GKI G

(

\
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1 features of a workplace health and safety system that creates a safe and
responsible culture;
appropriate work and family policies and practices;
how to strengthen cooperative agreementaking between employers and
employees and develop problem solving and dispute resolution skills; and
1 how to create and maintain the dynamics of cooperative workplatationships

over the long term.

= =

The first stage oSmart Workplacesnvisaged engaging consulting organisations to
identify workplaces (pilot sites) where either cooperative strategies as sketched
above were in place and open to investigation and docatagon, or where such
strategies could be fostered for later demonstration purposes.

A second stage was also contemplated:

Whe objective for stage two will be to incorporate the positive outcomes of the
pilots and extend the scope of the project intoolbder industry and skill strategies
which will build on commonalities in similar quality workplace programs in the
Department of State Development Trade and Innovation (DSDTI) and the
Department of Employment and Training (DET).

The DSDTI has programs esmponents of itsal { Ay 3 vdzSSyaftlyRQ&

Manufacturing Strategy and Advanced Manufacturing Plan that support quality

workplaces. These include a High Performance Workplace Program, Executive

Coaching Program and a Benchmarking Program, the lattagbaanaged through
the Manufacturing Institute (QMI).

The DET has recently released the Queensland Skills Plan that outlines a hew process

of engagement with industrg one that seeks to involve all agencies and industry
stakeholders in contextualisingil& in quality workplace practices and culture (i.e.
building workforce capability to meet business strategy in changing business
environments).

These programs have integlated objectives, namely:

(a) providing an alternative to the potentially negagiveffects of deregulation on
workplace practices within the neWorkChoicesnvironment;

(b) enhancing industry/organisational development, which in turn provides more
secure and quality jobs for Queenslanders; and

(c) ensuring that skills support workfogc capability that, in turn, support
productivity and business strategy in changing business environments.

Stage two aims to integrate a comprehensive range of issues which impact on

productivity and this range of issues will be stgiegorised into orgaisational and

cultural characteristics. Some of the objectives include:

1 an inclusive workplace culture, where workers are valued, trusted and
encouraged to challenge existing processes and be creative and innovative;

1 the contextualisation of skills, i.endustry providing a working environment
GKSNB LIS2L) SaQ aijAatfta NB RS@OSt 2LISR

1 an acknowledgement by industry of responsibility for attracting, developing,
effectively utilising and retaining valued people;

S
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f anacknowledgementbyidza G NB (GKFG a@2N)] AyaSyaiaTiol i
be at odds with smart work practices, especially when retention of skilled labour
in a tight labour market is of concern;

T GKS OlFLIoAfAGE 2F AYyRdzaGNE (2 fatg] o0Se&2yF
gains; and

9 the capability of industry clusters to address (collectively in fyttive identified
AYFNI g2N] LY FOSa AadadsSaoQ

At a design workshop convened in August 2006 and attended by the three selected
consultants (CoSolve and two others) and gowegnt stakeholders, the Directer

General of DEIR noted that the first stageSwhart Workplacesvas a DEIR project

YR |da &4dzOK ySSRSR (G2 0SS FtA3IYySR gAGK GKS
relations, workplace health and safety and work and famiypropriate pilot sites

would be ones that were unionised and where there was a commitment to the

project both on the part of management at a senior level and the relevant unions.

I'h{h[£9Q{ !'!ttwh! /1 ¢63MART WORKHLAMHSEF hC ¢1 9
As high IKGSR Ay [/ 2{2ft@SQa NBaLRyaS Ay hOi206SI
draft KPI documentation put forward by DEIR:

Y/ 2{ 2t 3SQa YSUiK2R {(daNya 2y | O0OGA@®S Sy3alr3asSys
object of producing beneficial changes in relationshimd outcomes at the site by
the end of and after the pilot.

CoSolve incorporates a focus on the business process and outputs, and then seeks to
establish how collaborative workplace strategies and practices can be integrated with
the business process o Y LINE @S o0dzaAy Saa 2dzid2vySasx |f2y3

YwSalblraSYSyid 2F /2{2t3SQa | LIINRBIOK Ay YSSiAa

/I 2{ 2t @SQa&d YSUiK2R Aa 2yS 2F Sy3arasSySyidy Ay«
their status quo, examining the business pregelooking to see how it may be

improved through cooperative workplace strategies and practices, reorienting the
stakeholders through training where indicated and guiding and supporting

appropriate and sustainable change and outcomes over the life optbgct and
0Se2yR®Q

[ 2{ 2t @3SQa Sy3ar3asSySyd Fd Ada {o2esdaitidlg i aAdas
twin projects in each: (1) Preparation for and the facilitation of mutual gains
bargainingT 2 NJ 6 KS LI NI ASaQ ySEI( erifedtiondipiodess S I 3 NJ
improvement initiatives to be tackled in a collaborative wAw. underlying objective

in each case was to improve the quality of emplegerployeeunion engagement,

with a view to better business and employarion outcomes.

*¢KS G(SNI¥& wYdzidzct I AWASRHIBDANEYAYAGIO Y RNBVA dzéd SREB &
throughout this report.
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THE ROCESS OF SELECTING PILOT SITES

Given the objectives of and context to tiemart Workplaced YA G A G A @Sz [ 2{
experience with the selection of pilot sites figured as an early warning of constraints
surrounding the entire exercise.

The directive giveto CoSolve was to choose one pilot site in the mining industry and
one in the manufacturing industry.

With the firm support and indeed active assistance of the théee Presidenof the
Mining and Energy Divisioof the CFMEU, CoSolve approached a nundbemining
companies which it believed might identify with the goals of Bmart Workplaces
endeavour. (Companies with wddhown preferences for avoiding trade unions and
dealing directly with the employees were not considered.) In most cases, apg®ach
were made at a relatively senior managerial level. In every case, the target mining
workplace was already unionised.

Without exception, managerial responses were negative. Some were polite in their

refusal to become involved, some were discourteonsifly through their sheer
dilatorinessor unresponsivenegsSome revealed the real reasons for their reluctance
0KNRBdzZZK LINBadzyl oté OFNBfSaa (0K2dZAaAK LISNKI LK
function. And so in one case CoSolve learned expressly hieathumbs down flowed

from anti-state government sentiment coupled with a determination not to give any

space to trade unions whatsoever, even in the context of a program designed to

foster cooperation and productivity.

The end resul; established afteithe elapse of some months was that it simply
proved impossible to find any mining company in Queensland prepared to participate
in the initiative.

Attempts in the manufacturing sector were scarcely more encouraging. Even with the
benefit of leads proded by DEIR, no positive responses were initially forthcoming.
When after further enquiries a suitably interested employer with just the right set of
circumstances and objectives was located, its candidacy foundered when it transpired
that the national pesident of what would have been the local participating union
conveyed in unambiguous terms that the union would have no truck Bitmart
WorkplacesA petulant interunion rivalry factor was probablyne spurhere, but the
result for us was the same whater.

Fortuitously, a manufacturing company approached CoSolve in late 2006 looking for

some assistance with training in respect of its pending collective agreement
ySA2GAFGAZ2yaod {2YS Y2yuKa fI0SNE ¢6KSy Al
other manufacturers were coming to nought, this company agreed to beco@mart
Workplacegpilot site. Happily in this case, the unions representing employees of the
relevant worksite were prepared to come on board as participants as well.
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In the event, it neve proved possible to locate a second manufacturing pilot site.

Again fortuitously, in late 2006 and early 2007 CoSolve was involved with an
organisation in the aged care sector that was also looking for help in regard to

pending collective agreement negations. Here too the employer and union agreed

G2 SELIYR /2{2t@3SQ4 Ay@2t @dSYSyd FtyR G2 ¥FSI
pilot site.

What provisional conclusions canone drdWNR2 Y /[ 2{ 2f #SQa O2y aAiA RSNJ

securing pilot sites? Ehanswer would appear to be clear: Even accepting that
/| 2{ 2t @SQa NBO2yylA&aalyOS SF¥FF2NIaz H6KATES

exhaustive, it is very evidethatF & | ISy SN} f adl GdSYSyid vdz$SSy:
not interested in working with trade uans to uncover new ways of growing
LINE RdZOGA GBS ¢2N] LX I OSad 2 KSGKSNJ GKS LINEPR

conservative government policies or for other reasons, the desgied conventional
wisdom amongst employers is that unions have little to contribdte their
organisationsthat it is notexpedientto offer them any form of engagement succour
and that strategies of union containment and, better still, avoidance are strongly
indicated.

We will have more to say on this subject in our concluding obsiens but the
immediate implications for our project were the following:

1. Selfevidently, we were precluded from doing work in the mining industry.

2. We found ourselves working with organisations which, while prepared to indulge
us with participation in theSmart Workplacegxercise, were, as will become
apparent, not fulsome champions of its objectives

The latter turned out to be a markedly limiting factor.

It may be that the emergence of a great Australian workplace cooperation story must,
in the natioral circumstances, necessarily be the product of a chardmiéding,
pockmarked and protracted journey, unblessed by shared foundations of
understanding and commitment.

However, given all the odds stacked against the making of the mutual gains
enterprise, it would be hugely helpful if corporate and union leadership with a shared
vision and commitment could be discovered to ground future such initiatives. The
search will not be a short one, because a coincidence of scarcities is a rarity.

Whis interndional review suggests that partnership, in the hands of visionary pepple,
within management, the workforce or unions, can result in thévention of how|
organisations operate. It offers a fluid approach which can move between existing
structures, procsses and ways of doing things. The challenge is to engage
individual HR managers, union representatives and employees about| how

10
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partnership can be used within their organisation to navigate new paths to change
and improvement.

Achieving High Performmae: Partnership Workg The International Evidencéorum on the
Workplace of the Future, Research Series No 1 (National Centre for Partnership and Perfofmance,
2003) at60
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PILOT SITE No 1: A MANUFACTURING COMPANY

PROFILE OF THE COMPANY

The poject was confined to a single manufacturing site in Brisbane. The operation at
the site is not a separate legal entity but rather one plant within an operating division
of a large multinational corporation with its national head officahe capital cityof
another state There were around 160 employees at the site over the project period,
organised by the National Union of Workers (the predominant union) and the
Australian Manufacturing Workers Union. The majority of eligible employees were
union members

For clarity, ease of reference but also anonymity purposes, the actual workplace
GKAOK A& (GKS &adzo2S00 2F GKA& Sy3IIF3aSyYSyid oAl

The setor in which Manusite operatefias been under some stress because of,
especially, escalmg input costs as a result of persisting droughts conditions in many

parts of Australia, and a resulting change in customer preferences towards substitutes

F2N) 42YS 2F al ydzaAaAdSQa LINPRdAzOGad al NAAYya K
company hadeen urgingefficiencies and costonsciousness across its operations.

ENGAGEMENT OF THE STAKEHOLDERS IN THE SMART WORKPLACES PROJECT

Given the nature of 2 { 2 S8t Wadrkplacesngagement, consent of the parties
was always going to be the watchwor@onsidered discussions were held with the
employer and the unions to win theinitial understanding and approval of the
conceptand project and at every point thereafter as plans were developed and
modified.

As flagged earlier, CoSolve was first apphealcby the HR manager at Manusite in

{ SLIGSYOSN) nnnc F2NJ KStLI Ay NBtlFGAzy G2 GK
enterprise bargaining negotiating committee. Only in March 2007, when difficulties in
securinga Smart Workplacesptake by employers wasecoming very apparent, did

CoSolve broach with Manusite the prospect of becoming a pilot.

After discussions with local and head office management and with officials of the two
unions on site, all parties agreed to sign up to 8raart Workplacemiitiative.

® Postscript Having had an opportunity to read and comment on the original report, the parent
company of Manusite provided permission for the d
Limited plant at Lytton, Brisbane, and the parent company is National Foods Limited, which has its

head office in Melbournéhe original report has been amendethtmrporatd he empl oyer 6s vi e\
aspects of the bargaining dynamic and outcome. An AMWidpective on its role has alscasioned

a minor change to the repowle are grateful to the parties for their robustness in allowing a candid and

often critical report to see the light of day in close to its original form.

12
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The attitude of the various parties t8mart Workplacefias been a key factor in
accounting for subsequent progress and setbacks with the initiative, and so some
early candid remarks on this aspect are in order.

Both the site manager and the local HRanager were early converts t8mart
Workplacesand their convictions in the merits of the exercise grew as it proceeded.

Corporate head office, on the other hand, had a mixed view on progress with the whole
exercise.

The two organisers of the two ralant unions on site came on as early advocates of
the process, and their enthusiasm never waned at any point. Their early positive
intervention brought an otherwise somewhat chary workforce on side, and their
continuing grasp and commitment proved indisgable as the project rolled out. The
AMWU organiser matched his zest with an extraordinary level of diligence and
application in getting things, and this too was a great asset to the project.

The unions themselves were a little less forthcoming. Whilangigeneral support to

OKSANI NBALISOUADS Sumerih\BoykplaResoSly ché sttd ¥eSrgtary A Y
RSY2YyaidNI SR ye &aLISOAFf STFF2NI Ay 3ISGaGAyYy3
at least as far as was apparent CoSolve. On the single occ¢hatotihe other state

secretary visited the site during the course of the collective agreement negotiations,

his intervention (which involved an insistence on a traditional log of clagmwghile

perhaps defensible as prudent union risk management\iMaakChoicenvironment

¢ indicated a lack of understanding of the principles of mutual gains bargaining and

also a lack of appreciation of the high level of trust that the local management and

union negotiators had achieved in their dealings with one another.

The members of the workforce themselves displayed a mixed attitudSraart
Workplaces The project was undertaken only after endorsement at three mass
meetings (one for each of the three shifts), and the advocacy of the union organisers
was probably imprtant if not actually decisive in winning this upfront approval.

On the strength of our fairly wide exposure to industrial environments across
Australia and elsewhere, we would venture the generalisation that perhaps in most
manufacturing workplaces theris a distinct element of disgruntlement amongst
workers over their lot in industrial lif€In a consumerist society where comparisons
of wealth and status can be and are readily made, it is not difficult for feelings of
discontent to surface. Many emplees, both blue and white collar, have been
through many change management programs that have had-aasing as their
focus, and those encounters all leave their mark.

"It is notable that manufeturing businesses scarcely featurelis 6 A (i (i | andual Sukvey(dS & Q
the best employers in Australia.

13
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If this take is correct, it is not unique to us or Australia on indeed perhaps even
manufacturing:

Y2 82N LI F OSa Ay ! YSNAOFI YR SftaSgKSNBE &aK2¢
and disengagement, with the evidence suggesting that these problems are getting

worse and have a number of negative consequences for employers as well as

emLJ 28°SSadQ

The sense of employee reserve and scepticism, evident at the outset, was expressed
several times by shopfloor delegates as the project proceeded, and thiguarter
where more insights, strategic responses and especially results are needed.

The overall observation to be made about the engagement stagamafrt Workplaces

at Manusiteis that enthusiasts ant’ R A T Fwleie Pr¢fsért i about equal measure.
This meant that only some stakeholders were intent on giving the whole exercise its
bed shot, with others being decidedly ambiguous. This was not an optimum platform,
especially against a backdrop of a wider society where neither unionists nor
employers are sold on the merits of thorougbing workplace cooperation.

THE SCOPE OF THE ASSENT AT MANUSITE

The full spectrum oSmart Workplacesbjectives extended tq

1. ALISOAFTAO TFSIGdNBa 2F | woSald LN OGAaAosSQ
relations and workplace health and safety outcomes for employers and
employees;

2. collaborativeagreement making, bargaining, problem solving and dispute
resolution;

3. the link between collaborative work practices and productivity;

4. how to create and maintain the dynamics of cooperative workplace relationships
over the long term;

5. responsible safety sy@ms, injury prevention and rehabilitation;

6. work and family strategies.

For reasons related to our field of expertise and sheer project manageability,
| 2{2t@3SQa LWAft2Ga O2yOSYyiN}rGSR 2y GKS FANREI
the last two areass well.

SWSTFNBEe t FSTTFSNI Wl dzYly NB&az2dNOSa FNRY +y 2NBFYAT
S E LI | JoyfralRof Economic Perspectives(4) (D07) at 115. Pfeffer notes further that a

Conference Boarsurvey conducted in August 2004 of 5,000 U.S. households found that 67 percent of

SYLX 28SSad RAR y2i ARSyGAFe gAGK 2N FSSt Y20AQI GSR
quarter reported tkey were just showing up to collect a paycheck, and almost half said they felt
disconnected from their employersConference Board¥W! ®{ & W2o6 {FGAaFFIOlAz2y YS:
I 2y FSNBYyOS . 2| NéwsRekagFaobiiiary 28200R. & QX
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As already noted,he broad agreed objective of the parties at Manusite was to
improve employee engagement with a view to both better business and
employee/union member outcomes.

Three specific activities were agreed to further this objectineotigh the pilot
project:

1. ¢KS adl 3Aay3a 27FA Yy ALINIZAONIhAPE &t XGESSOtSEY, to
allow a broad range of employee to have their say on the state of play at the site,
to offer ideas on ways forward and to get an insight into lorAgem possibilities.

2. The conduct of the next round of collective bargaining on a mutual gains basis.

3. The conduct of two business process improvement exercises.

The idea was to conduct a pilot thatraddledboth the integrative and distributive
dimensions ofworkplace relations, one that would necessarily deliver up employee
engagement and productivity issues at every other turn. It was also anticipated that
the selected activities would produce additional areas for investigation and
intervention, and they dl. Before the project had run its course CoSolve had gone on
to g
1 conduct focus group meetings of salaried and laboratory stafho fell outside
the union bargaining unitg to assist management in gaining insights into the
particular concerns of thesearkforce segments;
1 broker a settlement to unfinished business arising from the previous agreement in
relation to job classification and attendant pay issues;
O FFOATAGFGS GKS FT2NXYIFGA2Yy 2F (KS arxisqQa TaA

THE STATE OF HRHSING RELATIONSHIPS AND PRACTICES REFERENCED AGAINST
THESMART WORKPLACEHRIECTIVES

Employeremployee union relationships

Participants at Manusite described employanployee and employeunion
relationships at the site over recent years as being reablen Major workplace
disputes were uncommon. However, the union organisers and delegates stated that
employee morale was not good. This latter observation was born out Hewaitt

I & & 2 Oémiplay&eas@vey conducted at the site shortly before the priofegan,
which showed an engagement score of%3.

*Hewitt AssocitesRSFAY S Sy3al3SySyid a4 WikKS aidlidsS Ay sKAOK $)
AyiGaStfSOhdzrtte O2YYAGGSR G2 Fy 2NBIFIyAalidAz2y 2NJ INERc
through responses to six questions covering issues such as whether employees sjitbaiypabout

the organisationwhether theywant to stay with it, and whether they put discretionary effort into

business success. A score below 50 is regarded as low.

15
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Perception Mapping

In order to gauge the state of workplace relations in terms more relevant to the
Smart Workplaceassignment, CoSolve worked with the consulting organisation
Perception Mappindo devebp and administer a more focussed questionnaire for
the parties. During July 2007, after all parties had agreed to engademiart
Workplaceshut before any activities had got underway, some 56 propositions were
framed and thenput to employees in an onlen survey seeking their views on
subject clusters such as employee engagement, emplomaager relations, union
management relations, teamwork, work practices, pay and conditions, collective
bargaining, training, safety, consultation and communicatiorer@xnety percent of

employees completed the online survey.

The results gave a picture of employees with moderately contented if unenthusiastic
perceptions of workplace affairs, with some potential trouble spd@dtscording to

t SN S LI A 2 yalimaiohMdabisy aal§i gay and conditions of service fgat

as an area of real concerhut, significantly the next least positively ranked
NBfFTGSR G2 | f1F101 2F Y2NItS
the site as a whole. The state of irglual relations at Manusite was seen as
tolerable but still within the zone of least positively ranked responses.

NBalLlyaSa

Set out immediately below is an explanation of #erception Mapping@resentation

form, followed bythe key employeemapping results fromhe July 2007 survey.

Colour Dot Legend

Everything seems to be going well and there is
need for any targeted intervention.

A few small issues exist that probably need sor]
discussion. The group should meet and talk tg
ascertain if there is a need for any specific actio

More serious underlying problems seem to exid
that will need attention and probably a structure
intervention.

A real black spot seems to exist. There is a nee
urgent intervention and actions to solve the
problem

or
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Manusite

Comparative Perception Map
by Business Unit - July 2007

M E P SE WH
HEEE erﬁgllosyi/tges Engineering | Production Eﬁ]%l% rﬁig Warehouse

Statements M E P SE WH
My company inspires me every day to do my best work WV ‘ V V V
My company motivates me to work harder than is normally required to do my job V 0 V V V
If given the chance, | would let others know that working here is great V (& V V V
I would recommend this company to a friend who is looking for a job <V | V 0 |
| donot often think about resigning from t| (o 0 V ‘ L
It would take quite a bit for me to want to leave this company <V 0 L 0 <V
I know what is expected of me in my work role ’ ‘ ‘ L ‘
| get the support | need from my immediate manager(s) to do my job competently | ) ‘ <V L V
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Statements M E P SE WH

9 |lamabletogetonanddomyjob-1 don ot -supeveséd over (W) (W) W) () W
10 Management generally trusts employees to make decisions and then act on them where

appropriate V V V V V
11 Employees work with one another effectively and co-operatively across business divisions to

get the job done A A A A A
12 | My immediate managers are competent in what they do () () () V] W
13 | I respect my immediate manager(s) (W) (W) W) () )
14 | My immediate managers treat me with respect V v W) V V

Generally speaking, my co-employees in other parts of the business with whom | interact
15| treat me with respect A @ @ A @
16 My immediate manager(s) keep me reasonably well-informed about changes and

developments within my work area that might affect me A A A A A
17 The company keeps me reasonably well-informed about challenges, changes and

developments at the site overall A A A A A
18 | I have a good understanding of the vision and values of the company <V | V <V |

The culture of the company is consistent, and standards are consistently applied regardless
19 of where you work A @ A A A
20 In making their business decisions, management listens to what employees have to say and U 0 U U U

takes their views into account

18
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Statements M E P SE WH
21| Gun ceas on how o make the busiess run batter e 0 @ |V @ | @
22 | Our improvement ideas are genuinely considered by management V ‘ V ‘ V
23 | Generally speaking, there is good teamwork in my work area V V ‘ V V
24 | Everyone pulls their weight in my work area and puts in extra effort wherever this is required <V | V ‘ ‘
25 | There are few if any work practices in my area of the business that | would call inflexible V V V [ [
26 | We are working pretty much as efficiently as we possibly can V ' V V V
27 | Our pay and conditions of service are reasonable ™ (™) () ™ ™
28 ggﬁocr(r)nrr;pr)]izy does not place unreasonable demands on employees when it comes to work U U U ‘ U
29 | I work in an environment where | feel physically safe and comfortable ‘ ‘ ‘ V V
30 5rjrcl)%l%?ﬁfhzxgoer;tptgﬁybi?fggsvsv ;cr)] tbc()en\(/aiable over at least the next several years, and to have U 0 U U ‘
31 | I have the training | need to do my job well | | <V | |
37 | have access to the training opportunities | need to develop my skills and contribute further U 0 U ‘ U

to the success of the company
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Statements M E P SE WH
The company is making the investment in training it needs to keep the workforce on top of its
33 | game v o v o v
34 | Generally speaking, | would say employee morale is high within my work area V ‘ V ‘ V
35 | I would say employee morale is high within the site as a whole | ‘ | v |
Individual and direct employer-employee relations are better these days than they were a
37 | I think that management respects the role of unions in the workplace <V | V <V |
38 From what | know, top management and the union leadership are very professional in their
dealings with one other A A A A A
39 | I think there is a good trust relationship between top management and union leadership <V | <V <V <V
40 | Management and the unions have a generally co-operative relationship with one another V V V V V
As far as | know, bargaining for the last enterprise agreements was carried out in a
411 constructive and productive way A @ A o A
The agreements reached in the last round of enterprise bargaining - or my own last
42 | individual contract - gave me a fair deal A o A o A
43 | Bargaining at the company is commenced and finished in a reasonably time-efficient way V W V V V
Collective bargaining is carried out in a way that strengthens rather than damages working
44 Vv v [ Vv v

relationships between the company and union negotiators
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Statements M E P SE WH
45 | As far as | know, the deals struck in enterprise agreements are implemented in practice V V V <V |
46 Outside of the collective bargaining process, there is a reasonable level of ongoing '
consultation on key issues between top management and the union leadership A A A A
Management is doing a reasonable job of trying to balance the interests of the company and
47 | its shareholders on the one hand and the interests of employees on the other A @ A o A
48 The unions as a whole are doing a good job of looking after the best interests of their
members and employees generally A A A A A
My union is doing a good job of looking after my best interests and those of my fellow
49 | members in dealings with management (please give a neutral answer - 4 - if you don't V V V v V
belong to a union)
50 | All things considered, top management at the site is doing a reasonable job V V V V V
51 | Middle management at the site is doing a reasonable job V V V v V
52 | Management-union relations are better these days than they were a few years ago V V V ™ V
53 The current state of industrial relations will help to make the site a successful and viable ' ‘
company into the future A A A
54 | Employees have the facilities, systems and equipment they need to do the job <V ' <V ' <V
55 | Performance issues are fairly and effectively managed in the workplace V v V ™ V
56 | Disciplinary issues are fairly and effectively managed in the workplace V V V v V
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Further relevant Perception Maps atentained inAppendixl.

Most employees; around 90¢ were employed in production, and their responses
showed higher rates of satisfaction. The returns of the engineers, salaried sthff a
the warehouse personnel, on the other hand, revealed clear areas of discontent.

Further discussions with key actors and the deliberations atwening Workplace
workshop (see below) revealed that there was limited collaborative prokdelving
whenit came to dealing with worfloor and business process issues. There was no
functioning consultative committee and no other institutions to articulate employee
voice.

Following thePerception Mappingesults, CoSolve conducted focus group meetings

with the two most disgruntled groups of employees: engineers (represented by the

la2! 0 FyRY LISNKFLA &dzZNLINAaAy3Iftes albflNASR
cause of dissatisfaction related to the nomplementation of an agreement to
review their classf OF A2y as gKAES GKS € 0G§SNRa NBf I
workplaceg itself partly a byproduct of their uaunionised status.

The company and unions had historically followed a traditional approach to
bargaining and dispute resolution. Negot@ais had been initiated through a log of

claims rather than a statement of interest and issues, and exchanges had been testy

(but not unduly so) and fairly protracted. As foreshadowed just above, important
provisions of the lasénterprise bargaining agreesnt concluded in 2004, relating to

a new classification structure, were never implemented after an impasse arose over
whoseO2yadz GFyidazr GKS dzyAz2yaQ 2N GKS SYLX 2@
through the exercise.

Health and safety matters were reged by the parties to be in reasonable shape,
though not much attention had traditionally been paid to matgef work and family
integration.

With respect to business performance, local management were clear that the plant
was beset by issuaxf waste, ad that combating thee should be a firm objective of

any Smart Workplacesendeavour. They also shared the view of the other
stakeholders that employee morale was an issue and that it needed to be addressed.

In summary, the status quo ante at Manusitellen A G A St ¥ G2 /2{ 2t 3SQa
Smart Workplacesxamination

The workplace was not a deeply conflicted one, requiring major remedial actions.
Relations between the immediate partiesthe employer, its employees and
their union represents were reasable sound

1 There was a need to improve relationships, given the level of morale

T
1
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There was a need to improve business efficiencies given the business climate
There was an osite willingness to rethink relationships and ways of work
There were concrete thgs to be tackled within the scheme dfie Smart
Workplacesbjectives

1 Theelement of independent facilitation was likely fay its predicted role of
promoting constructivelialogue and deeper engagement

EJE

TACKLING THE ASSIGNMENT AT MANUSITE
First encouners

The statement of pre&Smart Workplaceaffairs given just above anticipates some of
the engagement steps which will now be traced more closely and in proper
chronology.

After the first approaches had been made and initial views exchanged, the ropd ma
for aSmart Workplaceproject was settled in some detail at a joint planning meeting
held on 31 May2007. That meeting was attended by local management, union
officials and delegates, a representative of the lean manufacturing consultancy CCI
and CoSok. (A copy of the relevant minute of the meeting appear®\ppendix2)

That was the point at which the parties agreed to commence with a foundation
event and then to travel the twin tracks of mutual gains bargaining and continuous
process improvements.

Coming out of this meeting, what was effectively ay' I NIi 2 2 dderirlfj grodS Q &
was established, and this group also ran with the subsequent collective agreement
negotiations.

The final document capturing the agreed elements was dated 11 June 2007 (see
Appendix3Y Snidrt Workplace®ilot Project to enhance workplace relations and
0dza Ay Saa . ThnzieSsenis & Qhis was conveyed to the workforce in

al ydzaaidSQa ySoaf Sppan8ind). 2F mp WdzyS Hnant 06!

Once the employer and unions had given theirpimciple support to Smart
Workplaces as discussed above the proposition was put to employees in general
meetings. It was strongly supported by addresses from the site manager and union
officials, and voted up.

Then followed thePerception Mappingulsetaking, and preparations for a launch
event

The Winning Workplac&Vorkshop
Therationale

Comparative researchand indeed our own professional experiergsupports the
conclusion reached by Hull and Reid:
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Yh all our excellent workplaces the atmospbeof mutual trust and respect was
overwhelming. We became convinced that central to every excellent workplace is an
understanding that to produce quality work in Australia, one must have quality working
relationships. This applies particularly to workplaoegith high levels of uncertainty,
demanding skills requirements and turbulent markefs.

An account of Southwest Airlin@sutstanding track record in the United States
produces the same insight:

Bouthwest is most distinctive in its intense focus oa tjuality of its relationships, and
in its willingness to forego quick solutions to invest kbagn in the maintenance of
relationships among managers, employee and business parf¥ers.

In order to promote an initial and inclusive sense of engagement dwe Smart
Workplacegproject, the parties (the employer and the union offisiahd delegates)
agreed that the first activity should ke convenea workshop of a crossection of
stakeholders The idea was that all members of the collective agreemegbtiating

team, all members of contemplated continuous improvement projects, a selection of
site managers, a head office Human Resources representative, union officials and
others beside should be given a structured opportunity to reflect on the statbeof t
business and workplace relations, anffered a first occasioron whichto make
contributions on a better way forward.

The event and its output

Over forty persons attended what was called tNéinning Workplace \&fkshop
which was held ofkite over two days (19 20 July 2007). It was dacilitated by
Anna Booth and Clive Thompson of CoSolve. The agenda included the following:

1 CSSRol O] I YR RA aR@md=ption Mappingegultsi KS LI NIIASaQ
1 Overview of challenges facing the business

1 Participative sessios where the parties identifiedfeatures of a winning

workplace and then teased otiheir respective interestsgxaminingdifferences

and overlaps (see further just below)

Joint scenario planning for the future

A discusion on short term relationshipuilding measuregsee below)

= =4

10 Daryll Hull& Vivienne Rea&imply theBest Workplaces in Australidcirrt Working Pper No88,

December2003

! Jody Hoffer GittellThe Southwest Airlines WayUsing thePower of Relationships toAchieveHigh
Performance(McGraw Hill2003)at 12.Relevantto thiOl a8 S &G dzReé A& G(KS dzyA2y RAY
of its reputation for teamwdk, most people assume that Southwest Airlines has no unions, or very

few unionized employees relative to the rest of the airline industry ... In fact, Southwest is the most

highly unionized airline in the U.S. airline industry, and since its foundingédeas one of the five

most highly unionised airlines in the industry ... Southwest prides itself on outstanding relationships

gAGK AlGa daanddyld)Q ol G wmcp
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True to our experiences elsewhere, the parties where adroit at lifting out
alLRyialyS2dzate | aSi 2F WogAyyAy3ad 2N)] LI I OSC
learnedresearch on the subject. Their selection and rough ranking

Honesty

Trust

Respect

Equal opportunity

Inclusiveness and acceptance of difference

Communication between management and employees

Communication between work areas

Cooperation across work boundaries

. Consultation

10. Acknowledgement and appreciation of penfnance

11.Feedback on performance

12. Teamwork

13.Common goals

14. Enough staff to do the job

15. Recruitment of the right people

16. Reliable and competent staff

17.Innovative and flexible staff

18. Staff with a positive attitude

19. Staff with the product knowledge

20. Task ownershig taking responsibility

21.Training

22.Career paths

23.Good modern equipment/machinery, appropriate resources and mategials
well planned and executed (eg, procedures and paperwork)

24.Good pay and conditions, ie, being well rewarded for effort

25.Family awareness

26. Safe workng environment

27.Pleasant working environment

28.Happy and fun atmosphere

29. Social activities

©ONTOWNPE

The table of interestthat the participants generated was equally revealing, showing
ready areas of mutuality and opportunities for matchangd adjusting

Employees Company Union

Good standard of living Company viability Maintain and advance
members interests,
including standard of living

Remuneration/entitlements | Profit for shareholder Equity and fairness of

security distribution and future employee teatment
investment

Safe and healthy workplace Growth Union membership

Reasonable workloads Recruitment of the beststaff |a SYO SNBR Q 220
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highly skilled and motivated | safety net

workforce
To be valued Family friendly to attract, Union recognitioryg to be
retain and motivate sté seen as recognised
stakeholder with status ang
standing
Twoway communication on| Contain costs including Honest dealing
matters of importance affordable labour costs

Ability to balance work and | Maximize productale price | Ways of resolving disputes
family needs

Be rewarded for skills and | Safe and healthy workplace/ | Process and instruments tg
effort ¢ recognition workforce maintain and advance
members interests

Training for improved skills | Innovative and pioneering

Well beng, including a Company reputation
happy, friendly work
environment

Equality of treatment Product quality

Job security Customer satisfaction

Well performing company | Competitive

Career paths and promotior| Flexibility to meet productio
opportunities requirementsg match
productive capacity to
customer need/demand

By the conclusion of the scenario session, the participants signed up to a cooperative
roadmap and endorsed the provision&8mart Workplacegprogram. The agreed
priority areas were, asaptured in summary at the end of the evetite following:

1. Interestbased bargaining (mutual gains bargaining)
2. Continuous improvement projects
3. Morale-building:
A Communication
A Recruitment
A Training
A Social
4. Next steps: communication

Communication of outcomes
The Workshop outcomes were communicated to staff by way of notices and a
Newsletter, and the site manager followed these up with personal briefings at staff

meetings. A copy of the immediate pedtorkshop joint communiqué, put out in the
name of the mangement and the two unions, is attachefigpendix5).
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Implementation ofWorkshopideas

Beyond the headlineelements of Smart Workplacesthe following specific steps
proposed at theNorkshop were actioned:

Supplyingemployeename labeln workplace clthing

Providing a television in the canteen

Setting up regular work group (toolbox) meetings

Enhancing the content of the weekly Newsletter

Facilitated focus groups meetings for certain workgroups (salaried and laboratory
staff)

Improving company to empl@ge information flows on the future of the business
Improving training opportunities

= =4 -8 4 A

= =

Evaluation of thewWorkshop

The Workshop achieved its purpose of surfacing concerns, eliciting proposals and
giving ownership of the{ Y I NI 2 2 pibdrdinl t® & Hi@ad Ixe of the
workforce, including those about to become involved in specific projects. It was
assessed by the parties as a good start to bpty I NI 2 2 ad &JvitleO S Q
mission to improve workforce engagement.
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The business process improvement projects
Getting going

[ 2{ 2t @3S5Qa (S OK yeanO mdnufadtuRng Aahr2 Ndughadones of
Competitive Capabilitiesnternational (CCI) had earlier in the year by invitation
conducted a first inspection visit of Manusite, and had noted that while the
operation wasclearly well run, multiple areas werge for improvement initiatives.

After the site manager had flagged the general case for improvements in yields and
waste reduction, the steering group as a whole agreed that there was a clear need
for business proess improvement. It was noted also that this was an area in which
employees could, with the right guidance, make a direct contribution to the business
by bringing their intimate workplace knowledge to bear.

Discussion was then held on which productioredéig and where in those production
lines ¢ improvement projects could be undertaken. Significantly for this research, it
became apparent than any number of points in any of the principal lines of
production could figure as candidates for process improveimen

Two areas in two production lines were selected, so involving two different groups of
employees. The first area involveet-up time reduction(of a piece of machinery),
the second problenssolving in an area of product wastage. There was no special
reason that these two areas had been chosen, the implication being that what was
learned here would hold lessons for the entire production process.

Two work teams with responsibilities for the areas concerned were then identified
to run the projects.The prgects are described here only in general terms in order to
maintain the anonymity of Manusite.

Training¢ generic and applied

The first preparatory training for the project teams involved exposure to a generic
model of problemsolving, and this trainingvas conducted by CoSolve on company
premises over one day on 25 July 2007.

This was followed by two different training modules for each of the two teams, given
that the first project required the application of specific efficierhancing
techniques andthe second applied problessolving. This training was conducted
over a day in each case by two different CCI experts (on 2 August and 21 August
respectively), and attended by CoSolve.

The first training involved getting the team to grasp a simple bugah¢ technique

of process deconstruction angkconstruction taken from the lean manufacturing
toolkit. In essence, the day turned on an elaboration of the following slide:
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RESOURCES

Tasks which
| Add value | | | | | |

Tasks which are
| | | | | | necessary but do | | | | | |
notadd value

The bold assertion was made by the trainer thdiateverset-up process the team
members chos to isolate and work on would have its sgi time reduced by half
once they had applied their freshly learned skills to it.

The conduct of the projects
In each case, the applied training day was followed abyproject action day,
supervised by the relevant CCI trainer. Further work (including the monitoring of

results) was then required in each case after the trainer had departed the scene.

Project OneReduction inSet-Up Time

Day Ondraining activities¢ seeAppendix6

Discussion on the definition of total sap time. Defined as the time taken betwegen
the full speed on product 1 to the full speed on product 2

Why reduce setip times?
Enhancednanufacturing flexibilitys thegoal here: a reduction in setup times allows
for smaller runs sizeswhich in turnfacilitates greater responsiveessto customer
needs

How much can we reduce sgp time by?

The wle of thumb is that without any capital expenditurene can normally cuthe

prevailing setup timeby haf. With some capital improvemenbne can normally cu
that time by half again.

—
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Theory of 5 S (Japanese methodology)

S1¢ Remove unnecessary items
S2-Clean

S3¢ Organised, everything in its place
S4¢ Set standards

S5¢ Follow the standards

Steps fosetup time reduction

=

List all activities, observe and record current process

Separate activities. Identify current set up activities as internal, external or
waste. Separate internal and external activities

Compile a checklist for external activities

Corvert internal activities into external activities where possible
Streamline activities

Eliminate adjustments

N

o gk w

External activitieg can be performed whilst the machine is operating
Internal activities; can only be performed when machine is stopped

Exampés of internal to external activity conversions
1 Preassembly

1 Preheating

i Standardisation

1 Additional raw material holder

Simulated practice exercise undertaken in classroom environment
Exercise: Thevas the replacement of a jig with another one

Write acivities

Count steps

Stopwatch of each activity
Spaghetti diagram

Write times

= =4 =4 -4 -9

Time of 6 minutes, 20 seconds recorded.

1 Use of posit notes to describe each activity, the time taken, whether it can
EorWw

If E & W, then need to explain how to achieve

Pull out the E & W post notes

Recast the time taken

Only do the improvements on the bottlenecks

= =4 4 -

be |,
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The sk was reviewed on papeand wasbrought down to around 3 minutes using
the above methodology.

General Steps
Observe

Analyse information
Identify 1& E
Separate | & E
Convert 1 to E
Streamline I, make any obvious improvements, streamlining, parallel processing
Eliminate adjustment

NogahkswdhpE

Day One applicatiorOnline changeover exercise actual productionthen carried
out and observed by three teamsria 1 Completed in 1 hour, 16 minutes.

Day two activities

The morning was taken up in a review of the observations, dissection of tasks,
timings etc. It was calculated that in theory, the changeover time could be brought
down to 33 minutes.Trial 2 was cmpleted in the afternoonusing the learned

techniquesand a time of just under 33 minutes was recorded.

a | E AEYefyori¥ has two jobs to do. Firstly, their own job and selyorid do their
20y 220 0SGISNDO®

Follow through

The externally assisted siad the project ended with persons being charged with
the following tasks:

Next steps

Action Responsible Timing
person

1. Write up the SO®(Standard Operating
Proceduresat a high level

no

Distribute these SOPs and communicate.
Obtain inputs from other tam leaders

Trainingg agree on specialist change over rol

Trainingg develop detail to train to

Do the training

Crosstraining of others

Self audit SOP adherence

Request equipment changes

© 0N MW

Design setup measurement system
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The impatance ofdocumenttion, measurenent and review was emphasized.
Results and followthrough

As the story line shows, the project was a firm success. A targeted investment in
appropriate training, coupled with a motivated teagnand the teamwas highly
interested, motivated and indeed appreciative of the attention given to their work
areag saw a halving in the time taken to perform a standard production task.

The process improvement was underpinned by three features, declared as goals at
the outset. The Bd result had to be;

1 a more efficient process;
1 an easier process from an employee workload point of view; and
9 a safer process.

All the team members were in agreement that all three bases had been covered by
GKS GNALFEf Qa SYyRO®

The further steps were dulgxecuted, and the gains demonstrated in the project
have turned into a permanent process improvement, the more so after a duplicate
part (a Ubend pipe as it happens) was purchased which allowed cleaning in place to
be speeded up through the simple expewli of part substitution.

What hasnot been achieved, though, is the ralt of the learning to other parts of
the production process. Theur-fold reasons for this will be discussed below.

Project Two: Problensolving a vield issue

Issue

The manufaduring department concerned was losing product in a particular
production area. The relevant fillingperators had undertaken intensive training
prograns as they were employed ortechnically advanced manufacturing
equipment. The operation in question wasrgducing an unacceptable amount of
yield loss, includingrocess waste.

Day One training activities

The department in question was shut for two days whilining and testing
occurred. As the project to be undertaken had bedraracterisedasl  Wwrfg R dzO A
CAffAyYy3 | A 8§ spReifif problénrgdlving tiatidgSnodule was rolled out.

The problemsolving improvement technique utilised was DMAIC (Define, Measure,
Analyse, Improve and ControEmployeeg now studentsc learnt how to utilise the
technique and brainstormed all possible areagpofductloss.
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Day Two application

Measurement.lt was discovered that the process waste far outweighed all other
areas of losssothis iswhat the team prioritised andwhere they focussed much of
their time.

Trialling Standard production processes were monitored to uncover the loss areas,
and analyses done. It was established thaicess waste was costilMganusiteover
$25k per year. Additionally it was noteldat levek in the trade waste pit would be
reducedif a solution could be foundomething that would reducéhe City Council
charges for waste disposal.

Improve/Contral The analysg conducted by the tearwere then discussed with the
engineering manager (one of his team had attended the two dagisel It was
explained that theproduction process had been calibrated at a time when the
product was much cheaper, so that the loss of some during product type change
overswas not considered a major issugy careful recalibration of the process, the
loss was cut in half and the yield commensurately improved, producing a direct
saving of $12%k. No further saving could be extracted without compromising
product quality.

Conclusion
The project was eated a completesuccesdy management and the team:

Whe empoyees gained skills in problesolving which could be utilised both at work
and home, the company saved money and there was less environmental waste
discharged. Team morale increased and teamwork flourigbedo { A 4GS Y I yI 3SND

An intended flow on from this project was to conduct similar exercises on other
lines.This had still to occur by the tingmart Workplacebad run its course.

Evaluation of the business process improvement projects

Viewed in limited frame, the projects were indeed the sucesgwoclaimed by
management and the team membegsthe results speak for themselves. Everything
in the buildup contributed as well, from timehe projects were first shaped and
endorsed by the locaBmart Workplacesteering committee through the boost
provided by theWinning Workplace$Vorkshop through to the generic and applied
training.

However, to date the success has been distinctly bounded, and this because the
projects have not served as beabbads for process improvement up and down the
productionlines. Discussions with the parties have yielded three reasons for the lack
of follow-though:
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1. Local management have not provided the leadership and discipline to carry the
projects on. The then production manager entrusted with the task, who
participatedin the projects, while an excellent technical person, appeared unable
to bring the necessary peoplmanagement skills to bear.

2. The wouldbe project rollout period coincided with the onset of collective
bargaining negotiations (see below), a developmehich diverted the energies
of the steering team away from the improvement processes (with their early and
apparently easy victories). There were insufficient resources and again discipline
to wage campaigns¢ even collaborative campaigng on two fronts
simultaneously.

3. In the leadup to the improvement processes, the steering group and the project
team members raised pertinent questions about the extrinsic ftovs from
project success, to wit, what to do about job security if substantial efficiencies
were indeed harvested, and whether gasharing would form part of the deal.
Informal indications were given by management that these legitimate concerns
would be addressed in positive ways.

In the event, corporate management would se¢éonhave taken a stragic decision

not to share information with employees on the future of the enterprise in any
extensive way (more of which below), and so no full discussion on job security has
taken place in any context including the process improvement one. Furthermore,
corporate management decided that, for the moment at least, esiaring should

not be part of the equation. These developmentsvbéaapped the motivation of
employees and taken the edge off the early project successes.

To these three explanatory factorsewwould add a fourth, which is linked to the
first. In tight, highly competitive business environments it takes real vision for the
parties to look above the parapets and take time out to invest in dh&ious
BEveryone is too busy with the demands of tpeesent tolighten the load for the
future. Micro-successes are neither sustained nor built upon, and corporate macro
strategies fail to connect with the local potential because the local experience is
poorly understood. This is probably the larger trutitloe Manusite story, evidenced
again in the collective bargaining saga.

But all is not lost. There is nothing inevitable about the organisational disconnect,
and if collaborative approaches start to bear regular fruit the message may yet be
read, provokng a rethink in overall policies and strategies. This challenge is beyond
the frame ofSmart Workplacesbut a local body is now in place to run witlgithe

new Joint Consultative Committee.
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Extract from theLean Enterprise Institut&ewsletter of 20 Joe 2008
The Toyota way puts employees first
By Denice Thibodealénville News
Published: June 6, 2008
¢2e2d0F KILayQd KIFEIR Fyeé flFe82FFas | ye&gsKSN]

the National Coalition of Advanced Technology Centers vaogk®n Friday found out hoy
this was possible.

Michael Hoseus, former Toyota manager and current executive director of the Center for

Quality People and Organizations Inc. (a Toypansored nonprofit organization), spoke
a luncheon held Friday at theoodyear Lake House.

The luncheon was followed by a fekir2 dzNJ & SYA Y NJ G 51 y @A f
Center for Advanced Technology and Training.

Hoseus said Toyota plants hire two shifts of workers, scheduled for five days a week

at

S /2

. They

are trained not only in the technological aspects of their jobs, but in the Toyota mindset that

stresses mutual trust between the company and its people.

During fultproduction periods, when the plant is running-Z24employees work incredibl
amounts of overtine T and during slow times, they all know they will still get th
paychecks.

L 1y26z ¢282i(lt A& G(GKS 2yfe

QX

ala FF NI

hiKSNJ aAdya 2F (KS O2YLI yeQa NBflliAz2ya
Ky.,plg iQa 2S06 aArAiSsy ogKAOK KFa ySga | 62dzi
along with kudos to staff members with perfect attendancel4 of whom were just give
free cars.

Hoseus said during slow times, all employees work on becoming more effi
brainstorming ways to ouR2 G KSA NI O2YLISGiA A2y 60KSeé(
them apart, looking for ways to improve their own vehicles), and all become ac
involved in seeking ways to save the company money.

At Toyota, Hoseus saidl &eas for improvement are taken seriously, whether those id
come from assembHine workers, management or the CEO.

LG Fff O02YSa R2ey G2 a1l Al Sysé GKS W LY

philosophy focused on consistent and congtamprovement, he said. In the business wor
that means working toward improvements in every area.

YLATSy Ffa2 YSIya StAYAYFGAY3I 61 adsS 27
said.

He talked about a time he was managing an area at Towoitd spent two years making i

KA
a

o

cient
) £ £
lively

eas

[s

functions virtually perfect. As a result, one of his team members was transferred to an
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project, thereby giving him something to work on agailr OKA S@Ay 3 G KI
with a smaller staff.

Toyota has calledhe whole process of kaizen and lean manufacturing the To
t NERdzOGAZ2Y {&aitSY 6¢t {0 F2NJI YIye &SI Na
System.

CAYRAY3I SYLX28SSa ¢gK2 FAG Ayidz2 ¢2e2idl Q
nonprofit organization was developed to overcome those problems by working with
community and educators to train people to be the kind of employees Toyota wants: fl¢
people with a teamwork attitde and problenssolving skills.

& YAYRA&S
the
axible
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AN EXERCISE IN MUTIGNINS BARGAINING MANUSITE

The concepand the case
Yhterestbased bargaining

Interestbased bargaining works off some linked premises. The first is that the
workplace stakeholders have simultaneously shared, different (asymmetric) and
conflicting nterests. The second is that, in the larger scheme of things, the parties
have more shared than conflicting interests. Thirdly, that process and approach
really matters in seeking out the shared interests, trading out the different ones and
managing thosehat conflict. Fourthly and relatedly, that only a shared problem
solving orientation, founded on high levels of informatisimaring, trust and respect,
can deliver the mutual gain ...

[Here are somekeltevident, yet perhaps impossibte-achieve propoisions. The

first is that the formula for great workplacesworkplaces that are highly productive
and good places in which to work is how well known. Great workplaces are
founded on strong relations between the key stakeholders, characterised by trust,
respect and open communications. The second is that ongoing dialogue between
employers, employees and their representatives over integrative issues such as
continuous process improvement, welike reconciliation, work organisation, safety,
training, caree progression and workplace change is much more important than
episodic bargaining over pay and conditions. Value is created in the first process but
generally only carved in the latter. Thirdly, the mode of bargaining should support
and not undermine theecipe for great workplaces. Fourthly, interdsised (also
known as mutual gains or principled) bargaining represents a superior mode of
unionmanagement interaction when compared to tiidnal adversarial
bargaining...

The mode of bargaining should suppthe recipe for great workplace

If indeed the thesis that great workplaces are a function of great relationships is
correct, is it possible to quarantine acrimonious phases of adversarial bargaining
from a more deepseated and broader relationship ob@perative engagement? Do
the insults and punches thrown on the bargaining field stay there, or do they infect
the before and afteiparties as well? | would suggest that the evidence shows
compelling that not only is it impossible to rifgnce fundamentdy antagonistic
bargaining behaviour from an assumed broader relationship of cooperation, but that
in fact the very dualism itself is not feasible (or, if feasible, then distinctly sub
optimal). A consistent relationship must undergithkey employefemployee-union
engagement channels. In short, interestbased bargaining and great workplaces
share common foundation stone&’

'2 Clive Thompsokavards more productive bargaining in the public setor I RRNXGtha (2 G KS
African Regional Congress of théernationallndustrialRelations AssociatioiCape Townyarch
2008
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Neither the relevant union officials nor the Manusite management had worked with

an interestbased (mutual gains) approach torfaining before. However, having
grasped the intent behind th&mart Workplacesitiative and having accepted the

logic of the arguments reproduced just above, the steering group readily agreed to
adopt an unabridged version afterestbasedbargaining m tackling their pending
negotiations.

Although CoSolve often trains and facilitates in the mutual gains bargaining space,
we seldom have the latitude to pursue the whole formula diligently. The resources

made available bmart Workplacemeant that moreattention could be given to all
the indicated steps, and the fact that the negotiating team (the steering group now
in different guise) were aware that they were part of a demonstration exercise also
increased the grouQ fidelity to the model

(i)

(if)
(iif)
(iv)
V)
(vi)
(Vi)
(viii)

Bargainng stages (adapted from the Harvard/MIT model)

LYAGAFE O2ydlFOG G2 | aO0OSNIFAY GKS
model

Joint training in negotiation skills

Education of and communication with the constituencies

Bargaining over how to bargeg setting the goals, timetables and protocols
Bargaining: the openingsignalling and framing

Bargaining: the middle ganmgexploring, testing

Bargaining: the end gamgfocussing, trading, eliminating, agreeing
Implementing and maintaining the deal

Preparing for bargaining: joint training

Joint preparatorytraining inthe theory and practice omutual gains bargaining

indispensable for the proces3.While parties have distinct and often conflicting
interests, and need to protect these at strategioments in the bargaining process,

LJI

the quest to find and maximize shared interests requires a mutuality of

understandingand commitment. A training environment allows this to develop. It

offers a nonthreatening opportunity for people to be challenged astietched. It
provides other benefits as well:

1. Equality of trainingg Different life-histories notwithstandingwith joint training
all parties have the sense that they atemmencingnegotiations more or less

¥ Hence the structure of the Harvard N2 I NJ Y 2y  tafilgR diférihglirt they/1abaur
management arena (jointly conducted with MINegotiaing Labor AgreementsSee also a leading
case study on uniomanagement partnershipRobert McKersie, Susan Eaton, and Thomas Kochan
Waiser Permanente: Using Interéssed Negotiations to Craft a New®@ollective Bargaining
AgreemenfNegotiation Journalanuary 2004 at 28 24.
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equally prepared and without obvious disadntage. It is a importantcommon
base in practice, and an importapérception

2. Disarming knowledge; During training, all parties probe the inflections and
deceptions of the negotiating dance. They become jointly familiar with
behaviours and ploys, andeaable to label them. In the later real negotiations,
the parties are mutually aware of lapses and reversions to type by any party, and
INE 6fS (2 RSTEIFIGS dzyKSf LJ¥dz O2y RdzO{
know what is going on here. Qi turns out to be @andynorm-supporting
FLOOU2NW» LGa STFFSOU Aa faz2z aSSy &sKSy
LRaAdA2ylf odzi ®ddQ YR GKSY Aa 20fA
standard on grounds of exception.

3. Establishing rapport; The interactive nature of the training means that the
participants get to know one anothém roles outside of the formal employment
ones, and indeed in switched role because of the various simulafidres fuller
understanding of the persons in the noois helpful in the later negotiations.

4, { ONBYIGKSYAyYy 3 K Sclthiskn@ ricdmmbnif@ tia&tEainedtS R A
0S NBGFIAYSR |a GKS 0SSN FILOAEAGEG2NJ
value is often a function of aflarty credibilty, and this is often hard to establish
with new parties in the cuindthrust of the bargaining process. It is easier to
establish trust in the lower stakes teaching environment, and this asset can then
be carried over into the facilitataiole. Again, ad notwithstanding that there are
always exceptions to prove the rule, generally speaking students respect
teachers, and the trainer who becomes the facilitatdten inheritsthis (minor)
bonus.

Joint training of all the negotiators was conducted over thays (31 Julg 1 August
2007). The programcontent comprised an adapted, Australianisedrsion of the
Harvard/MIT programNegotiating Labor AgreementsThe training was well
received, and the later conduct in negotiations showed that it was underst@od a
well. It laid the expected foundation for moproductive negotiations.

Preparing for bargaining: communicating with and educating the principals and the
members

Perhaps the key mantra going into interdsised bargaining is that the negotiators
must NNA @S GgAGK | Of SIFNJ dzyRSNRUGFYRAY3 27F
OFlYR ARSIftfe& a2YS | LIWNBOAFKGA2Y 2F (GKS
mandates. They need to have and maintain a keen sense of what really matters
coupled with thelicence to explore if need be unchartered territory in an open
ended, jointproblem solving way. Not on every item, but on as many that lend
themselves to this treatment, which is a matter of judgment and negotiating
dynamics. This is of course quite diffnt to the traditional start, with parties
announcing, advocating and defending stated positions, often in the form of that
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Rdzo A 2 dza l dzZa G NI € Al Y OzyGNJ\Odzd)\zy 02 AyGSNy
claim.

The alternative approach clearly reqida G KIF G GKS yS3I20A1F G2NAEQ
members and the company board, work with the negotiators in identifying key
interests and then equip them with flexible mandates.

This was achieved in part in this case. The union officials communicated the new
approach to the members, essentially won their approval for it, elicited interests and
earned flexible mandates. The articulation of those employee interests at the start of
the bargaining process, however, was not state of the art: many looked like mutton
dressed as lamb. But in the event, that unrefined beginning was not an
impediment to productive bargaining as no claims were pressed in alduded

way.

As noted before, top level union leadership were tolerant rather than championing
in their attitude to Smart WorkplacesSome causes are best promoted by keeping
lower profiles, so CoSolve made a call not to press too hard on high and work with
what was uncontroversially available.

¢CKS YA&aaAzy G2 ONAYy3I al ydzaA G1SQa, wadNdss/ OA LI £ &
successful. It became apparent that corporate management either did not
comprehend the fundamentals of mutual gains bargaining or, if they did, felt that it

was not an approach that best served their interests in the final analysis. This top

level reservation did not entail the failure of the mutual gains project; rather it

meant that its promise was curtailed, at least for this round.

While in an ideal world one would work at the top to develop an initial
understanding and commitment, as ou#id earlier this was not possible with
corporate leadership nationally under the thrall ¥orkChoicesand displaying
general antagonism towards unienclusive projects. We had to be thankful about
finding a local management prepared to give things a dmgdeaour luck with an
acquiescent head office and not overreach matters by trying too much advocacy in
the wrong quatrters.

The necessary consequence of these constraints was that top players were never in
the tent. In contrast, the local parties were incted through education, training and
practice into the virtues of an interedstased model and, in the generally fertile
territory that Manusite represented, persuaded. A disconnect between the centre
and the local was created, and is still to be overcome.

% SeeAppendix 7
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Preparing for bargaining: agreements on approach and protocol

Given the context, the parties had agreed to follow a mutual gains approach very
early in the piece, and this commitment was confirmed in the immediate pre
bargaining exchanges.

For the sakeof good order, the parties also entered insoprotocol on how the

bargaining would be conducted. The introductory passaggshe tone for the rest

of the document
We¢KAA R20dzySyid Aa y2404 AyuSyRSR G2 0SS fS3rt
declardion of intent.

The parties have agreed to conduct negotiations for a union collective agreement at
[Manusite] using an interegbased (mutual gains) approach. This means:

9 consciously looking for underlying interests and needs in formulating proposals
that are intended in due course to be taken up in a new agreement;
91 sharing relevant information wherever appropriate;
trying to avoid fixed positions in the bargaining process;
f221Ay3 G2 F002YY2RIGS GKS 20KSNJ LI NIASaQ
possble (to achieve a mutual gain);

=a =9

¢ t221Ay3 F2NJ 2LIiA2ya (2 LINRPY2(GS AyGaSNBaildaxz
AYRSSR 20GKSNJ adl18K2t RSNBRQ & 6Stftux | yR
AaSNIBS 2yS aARSQa AyiSNXailta z2yfterT

91 dealing wisely with conflictingnferests between the parties;
9 taking a longeterm view of thingQ

The negotiating dynamics

The negotiators

The negotiating team consisted of around ten members: the site manager, the local
HR managerpn occasionsthe production manageron occasion @a additional
managertwo union officials (one from each union), ahdtween three to fiveunion
delegates

Interests, claims and the engagement process

As per the script, the process began without a log of claims but with an exchange of
documentsand mb A g GA2ya 2F SIFOK LI NLIeQa (1Se& AyidsS
met or at least recognised in the negotiating processdo I NHIF Ay Ay 3 2 JSNJI
OFNAFAYQ | YR Wikk3zad 2 WS WA Y MGEiasS daphisticated sk G SY Sy {
we have seen in interediasal bargaining, ands worth considering irsome of its

specific terms. This is an extract:
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COLLECTIVE AGREEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 2007

w»
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LRSYGATAOLIGAZ2Y 2F GKS SYLX 28 SNRa 1 Gpeningy i
phaseof the negotiations, schedled for Tuesday 14 August 2007

10 August 2007
Without prejudice and subject to reconsideration

1. Our key driver in the approach to the negotiations will be the objective of delivering
superior and sustainable growth; cents p€is an important measurefaur overall
performance and competitiveness

2. Our values of the business include safety, customer focus, innovation, passion for our
success and our brands, team work and integrity

3. ltis important for us to operate with high levels of trust and disclosuré in a
collaborative environment

4. We will not be driven by current or potential legal frameworks in developing an
agreement; we will manage these issues towards the end of negotiations

5. We are seeking an agreement with a longer rather than shorter timeérao we can get
on with running the business and not be distracted from this at regular intervals

6. We need a mix of permanent full time, permanent part time, casual, temporary and
seasonal workers to suit the flexible cycle of work

7. Wage increases have telaffordable for the business and attractive enough for the
employees

8. Some variable reward for effort (team, individual, business) may be fair for those that
provide superior and sustained effort

9. We need to be mindful of significant cost imposts that weddttle or no influence
over such as our raw materials

10. For those consumables that we have control or influence over, we cannot be wasteful
with any of these

11. Provisions in an agreement should be facilitative rather than prescriptive wherever
possible toallow flexibility to meet future business drivers

12. There should be flexibility for all appropriately trained staff to be available to meet
production demands and customer service but without compromising on quality or
safety. Staff need to be appropriatahained to do their duties to a high level of skill and
competence

13. We need to recognise that some business decisions are outside of our control, althpugh
we may be able to influence others by demonstrating that this site and our team can
deliver an efficiat product. This will give the best protection for the site

14. If there should be a potential redundancy situation in one part of the business,
reasonable alternative duties elsewhere in other parts of the business or in other
businesses run by the Companyshd be explored

15. We need to consider the possibility at least of a move ffttra Manusite premisesit
the end of the lease period and what this would mean for employees

2 KAfTS GKS R20dzySyid RAR 32 2y G2 tArad 2G6§KSH
language, the frontunners showed that the management negotiators had a fine
appreciation of the interesbased process. Positidaking was largely eschewed,

and plenty of room left for creative exchanges in negotiation.
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Not everything went to plan. lkhough the employer and both unions subscribed to

AGSY 6 nWe willongt@&drivenrby current or potential legal frameworks in

RSOPSt 2 LAY 3 kK tfie subBeny Baf th@parties would do what was

right for the business and its employees\d deal with legal compliance as a matter

of housekeeping later),WorkChoices ST A da KSI @& F220LINAY (o
agreements, when they emerged, were the usual largely unreadable tomes skewed

around the imperfections of layers of Workplace Relasi Act(WRA)amendments

which then had to be grafted onto the equally cumbersome predecessor
agreements

The tentatively raised prospect of developing an economicaland readable
instrument, albeit hedged by provisions and perhaps other documents to rireke
whole package legally complaint, soon fadddhe imagination of both sides was
stuntedby the burde of the prevailing legislatioand labourpolitical climate Given

0 KS 2obvio@sadysfunctionality where parties asgtempting to reconcilethe
full range oflegitimate workplaceinterests (without artificial limitation)n mutual
gains bargaining, the negotiators, through elaborate attention to its warpswsd
ironic and unhelpfuldeferenceto it. They lacked a critical appreciation of their
captive state.

It is of course unfair to expect local negotiators to have the wherewithal to break an
entrenched national straifacket, and it is not the role of a process facilitator to
advocate major substantive changdsis then, stands aan example ofvhere the
absence of involvement and commitment by corporate and union leadership meant
that an opportunity to do something pioneering the cause othe mutual gains
endeavour¢ by striking an agreement in a form that wagyhly functionalrather

than WRA-blighted¢ went begging.

The state secretary of one of the unions made a single appearance at the
ySA2GAFrGA2ya (2 Ayarad GKFG dzyRSNYySFEGK KA
traditional log of claims, duly tendered to the other side. Not to be outel the

corporate office of Manusitelrew onthe strictures ofWorkChoiceg evenonce it

was clear that the statute was moribund given tkhbange in government in

refusing to confirm preexisting rights of access and tlike in a separateexchange

of letters. Up until that point, which was in March Z)ahe local negotiators were

working on the understanding that the excesses WorkChoiceswould be

circumvented through what in many quarters have become standard and sensible
alternative means.

Thesedefensive and essentially myopic gestures have hadapéripheral effect on
the state of actual relationships on the groufithut they aresymptomatic ofa trust

P¢KS dzyazy aidldsS aSONBGINEQE 23 2F OflAvya o6la ¥
negotiating dynamic. The log was redundant in ahighbza & Sy @ANRBYYSy i ¢KS O2YLI
in recording access acticesshould have no practical impact either accessis not an issue at

Manusite. It is readily granted by management, and not abused by the unions, again because of the

good working relationshipsn site No doubt the leadership of both organisationsuid defend their
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deficit that has still to be closed. Unless and until the leadership understand and
acceptthat trust is indeed the ignature of great workplace, the local journey will
continue to be hampered.

¢CKS O2YLRaAdsS tAad 2F GKS GKNBS LINIASAQ Ayi-
exchange (seeAppendix 7) reveals a blend of old and new forntd engagement.
LYyiSNBaGdAy3aItesr (GKS SYLX 28SNRa O2yGNRAOdziA2y &dz3
mutual gains scheme of things.

Prosecuting the negotiationd WSELJX 2NAyYy 3> (SadAy3IQ0

The negotiating exchanges represented a mix of standard aedesttbased forms,

with the latter colouring the overall mood WS E LJX 2 NA yhip&tantitépisi A y 3 Q0
such as training and flexible working arrangements were explored in a relatively
problemsolving way ¢ KS ljdzt f AFTASNI WNBf Il §AQDSHed Q KI a
negotiators have more work to do here if they are to reap thelfetefit that comes

from the freeflowing and noAqudgmental generation of options and brainstorming.

It is no easy thing for parties to break away from old patterns of defending self

interest in exploring an issue. But, without wanting to patronise and viewed in
comparative perspective, their performance for a first encounter with a new way of

doing things was very encouraging.

If the parties elect to adopt the same approach to bargajrimthe next round, their
challenge will be to build on their 208 experience.

As is often the case, even in mutual gains mode, the negotiations over money were
pursued in a tighter frame.

It was agreed that an overhanging issue from the last agreéntiea classification of
engineers and their due pay rewards, should be ta@ahof the main negotiations
and managed in a separate discussion with the aid of another CoSolve facilitator.

Sorting out some unfinished business

In the previous collectivagreement the parties had committed to reviewing the sKills
and knowledge required and applied at Manusite in respect of engineering staff, with
a view to reclassifying employees where appropriate.

The Manufacturing, Engineering and Related Services thyddsaining Advisory
. 2R28Qa 3JdzZARSftAYySa FT2NJ AYLIX SYSydAy3a |[6KS bl
Competency Standards are the key resource for employers, employees and their

unions to tackle this exercise. There is a degree of expertise required aotiuict of
the exercise and whilst the parties at Manusite had recognised this and concluded

respective stances as merely prudent risk management. They do not appreciate that their actions are
received as votes of rconfidence in the people on the groumdthe very people responsible for the
production of goods and services.
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than an external resource was required to assist them, they could not agree where
GKFG FaaraaglryoOoS akKz2dZ R 02YS FTNRBRY® a&KS SYLIX
in the first instanceput employee misgivings over the suspected outcomes meant

that the processtalledand then failed to get going again.

In the context of the mutual gainsbjectives the employer did some reconnaissance
work and thereafter the pdies agreed tahe engagement of MISTAS (Manufacturing
Industry Skills Training & Assessment Servicas) AMWUowned enterprise, to
support a committee comprised of management and employee/union mempers
charged with progressing the reclassificatioddter a facilitated meeng on 13
September2007, the process was put back on track and the reclassification exercise
completed.In due course, his saw an increase of some 12 per cbatng given to
engineers as part of a market adjustment (apart from thegoteated 5 per cent
increment for all employees see belowy.

The negotiations were conducted in a very positive spirit throughout, irrespective of

the amenability or toughness of the subject matteCNR Y / 2{ 2f #SQa O2YLJ
facilitating perspective,ite negotiation process at Manusitanfairly be categorised

asone of thebest.

As will appear from what follows below, the middle game of exploring and preblem
solving proceeded well at first, but the mood was dampened when a key substantive
area was renoved from the table by management.

2 KAETS GF1AY3 dzlJ a42YS GAYST (GKS WwWF20dzaaAiy3

LINEOSSRSR TFIANI & avyzzikKfes I|fdK2daK (GKS
expectations as they had been developing during the coursegdtmations.

Contentof the Agreement®
As touched on above, there was not the appetite amongst the parties to produce a
new form of agreement, and so the contours of tAgreemens (each union ended

up with its own mirror imagethat did emergewere conentional in character.

Standard subject matter was canvassed in the negotiations, but Sineart
Workplacegontext saw three more special areas of discussion open up:

1. The introduction of mutual gains language
2. The introduction of a consultative committedth a mutual gains orientation
3. Gainsharing

Each of these will be discussed briefly in turn

'® The full agreements are reproduced in Appendix 8
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The introduction of mutual gains language

Collective agreements of all stripes are replete with fine preambles, but practitioners
and parties know that deedspeak louder than words. None the less, words are a
form of commitment and the parties have signalled in their new agreements that
they intend to relate to one anothelin more cooperative terms Manusite
Agreement$) stated objectives were expanded in the wese of the Smart
Workplaceglialogue. An extract:

WeKS AY 2F GKA& F3INBSYSyd Aa G2 YIS
better and more rewarding place in which to work. The parties intend to promote these

objectives by:

a) Fostering good workin relationships between management and employees,
and between all employees

b) Building good relations between management and invited unions representing
employees afManusite} hamely the NUW

C) Improving the competitiveness of the company's ... operatiomeugh better
customer service and satisfaction, product quality, productivity and cost
CONSCiousness

d) Understanding and conforming to the requirements of our internal and
external customers and delivery of defect free services and products at all
times;

e) Introducing more flexible work practices to achieve more efficient use of time,
materials and equipment and consistent with good wiiféx integration

f) Making work interesting and rewarding

Q) Looking to protect employment security

h) Offering training and careemprovement paths for employees

i) Upgrading the skills of all employees to enable a devolution of responsibilities

and greater involvement of personnel in the dayday organisation, based on
the introduction of a team based organisational structure, with omensurate

payments

)] Structured training and education so as to provide a continuum of learning,
thus providing the basis for constant adaptation and improvement;

K) Examining mutual gains sharing with appropriate reward and recognition for
employee effort

)] The maintenance of externally accredited quality systems, e.g. 1ISO9002 and
HACCP;

m) Constantly seeking improvements in safety, quality and the work environment
so that continuous improvement becomes an integral part of the company's
culture;

n) The establishment ofclearly defined key performance indicators, at a
company wide level, site level and team level, as a tool to assist in the tracking,
monitoring, analysing and focusing of performance in key result areas.

The introduction of a consultative committee with mutual gains orientation
Consultative committees are not uncommon institutions in workplaces but, as it

happened, Manusite did not have one. Having been provoke8rbgrt Workplaces
into takingon broader goals, the parties decided it made sense tcehawstanding
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body to advance them. A Joint Consultative Committee (JCC) was accordingly
provided for in the Agreements. The JCC chagteaptured in the Agreements
aims to line up several objectives:

1. Promotingrespect, appreciationgooperation and a pblem-solving.

2. Providing opportunities for employee contribution to the business

3. Operating in a nimble and efficient way (somethipgbably alien to the
experience of most Australian consultative committges

4. Relationships of equity but also robustness

The constitution frames matters in the following terms:

Yhe main goal of the Committee is to make theoperation ... a great place in
which to work: a really successful business delivering good product efficiently and
where people treat one another iih respect and appreciation, where employees
are given plenty of opportunity to contribute, where that contribution is recognised
and rewarded, and where everyone gets a fair deal.

CKS /2YYAGGSSQa aALISOAFAO 202SOardsgtdut | y R
below. However, more important than the rules is the need to develop shared
understandings thag,

1 good communication and consultation between the company, its
employees and their representatives on all matters of key mutual
interest are vitaif a great workplace is to be created and sustained;

1 consultation must be efficient and nimble with a strong focus on
effective and timely decisiemaking and a minimum of formality;

1 Committee members must develop a strong probisatving ethos, and
avoida blaming mentality when dealing with issues;

7 not all matters end in consensus outcomes; while promoting co
operation the Committee must be strong and resilient enough to
weather disagreements as wéll.

In this particular case, the JCC was also changidtaking up matters raised in the
collective agreement negotiations but left unresolved:

Yhvestigating gain sharingmanagement of absenteeisnmrosters and flexible
working arrangements to meet peak demand and efficiermrygoing productivity
improveaments in such things as waste, filling yields, water/power usage and
machine setup timesb Q

Thereason why this rathespecificrole was left for the JCC will become apparent
just below.

Gainsharing
As one might expect, the feature of gaharing fitscomfortably and perhaps even
logically with the notion of a mutual gains enterprise. At Manusite, business

process improvement projects had run their course and their impressive results were
plain to see by the time bargaining was seriously underw&concerned were very
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encouraged at the efficiency gains, and both the project teams and the negotiating
teams began contemplatingow to institutionalisethe successas an orgoingjoint
benefit. At the same time, there was some apprehension in emptoyks that too
much efficiency might raise the spectre of redundancies.

It was clear that the key to sustaining interest and engagement in the intended roll
out of further business process improvement projects was to provide for mutuality:
productivityimprovement and cost savisdor the employer, reward and recognition

for the employeesIn the process thepartiesbegan to produce formulas to match up
these interests. Prompted by leads from local management, the unions suggested
the following set of povisions:

Wtwh5!/¢L+tL¢, k t9wChwa!b/9 .!1{95 Lb/9b¢L=%O

The company commits to introducing an incentive scheme based on quantifiable
improvements to performance and productivity ("the scheme"), for all employees
covered by this agreement. The implementetiof this scheme is contingent upon:

() The scheme being sdiinded, and relating explicitly to gains generated
through work practices, procedures and innovation.

(i) The form and structure of the scheme will be determined by the Company
after consultation wih the employees(s) and, by invitation, their elected
representatives; and

(i) The objective of instituting the scheme will be to provide an "at risk"
additional wage benefit to the employees at no detriment to wage rates
specified in Clause X above; and

(iv) Any aditional wage benefit to the employees from the scheme including in its
formation and introduction will not constitute any part of the ordinary time
earnings at any time and will not be included for the purposes of calculating
entitlements in respect of mnual leave loadings, superannuation, long service
leave or any other entitlements as an employee; and

(v) The Company may revise the form and structure of the scheme after
consultation with the employees and by invitation, their elected
NEBLINBaASYyidl GABSadQ

Notable about this union proposal was the wide control vested in the empldyres.

f20Ff YIylFr3aSyYySyidQa O2dzy dSNLJI NI LINRLRalIf gl
discretion over the introduction. This was strong consensus between all members of

the negotiding teams that some or other variation of gasharing was vital if the

buslSda ¢SNB (2 Ogogditdgled@adlof pRrifaps mbié Bodastly,

w21le& (2 3I22RQ0

At the same time, quite apart from the business process improvement project, loc
management argued that that for wider business gains to be made additional
flexibilities in the worlarrangementshould bemade Specific roster proposals were
made in this regard. Furthermore, the business would do beitevas suggestedf

the paties made a concerted effort to manage costly levels of absenteeism more
successfully.
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Management tiedwillingnessby the unions to engage constructivedp these issues
and business process improvement with any possible introductiong#imsharing
arrangement. The unions were up to the debate, and substantive discussions began.

The message filtering back from the head office, however, was that the company

was not persuaded on the merits dfie particular gainsharingformulas on the

table. This creatd difficulties at several leveld y LINPOS&a GSNyxyaz KSI
response to a common proposal generated by the negotiators was always going to

0S aSSy Fa | YSIFIadaNBE 2F (KS F2NX¥SNRAa& {NHzad
judgement of not only the dcal management negotiators but of the whole

negotiating group.In principle, what autonomy was the organisa@ncentre

prepared to give to the output of local actors engaged in collaborative problem
solving?Secondly, in substantive terms, gaharingrepresented the confluence of

both Smart Workplacgelementsat Manusite ¢ it was the cementboth for the
implementation of amutual gains bargaininggreement characterised byopen

ended commitments and for continuing business process improvementhe

strongly developing cooperative momentum under facilitated bargaining and

process improvement was plainly at stake here.

Given thecharacter of themessage and the high stakes, the CoSolve facilitator

travelled to the corporate head officen 16 Otober 2®M7 for a meeting with the

relevant business division head and the group executive responsible for HR. The

essence of the case put was that

1 both employee morale and engagement was below par at Manusite (not
compared to other sites within the company, wiigieldedmore or less similar
engagement survey scores, butgood andgreat workplaces);

1 the process improvement pilot had demonstrated that if employees could be

equipped and then motivated to examine their workspace, productivity gains

flowed,

the chdlenge was to find a formula for the spreadd maintenance of gains

gainsharing had the makings o&n appropriatesolution: the local parties had

generated it andwould own it;'’ gains would be unlocked which would

= =

" See Thomas Kochan and Paul Osteriftas Mutual Gains Enterprigéorging a winning partnership

among labor, management and the government | NI NR . dzaAySaa {OKz22f N
common finding in bth gainsharing and profisharing studies was the importance of having a
supportive, collaborative arrangement between labor and management. These plans seem to work

only if the labor force is given sufficient access to information to be confidentthigasystem is fair.

More important, the plans can accomplish their goals only if workers have sufficient power in the

LINEP RdzOGA2Y LINRPOS&a 2NJ RA&AUNROdziA2Yy &aeadasSy¥ G2 YI1S
sharing and profisharing, the author& R G KS F2fft2gAy3 G2 aley WhyS (&Ll
who were in twelve different profisharing plans found that 91 percent were positive about the plan,

51 percent said that it made people work more effectively, and 86 percent said that iyeaasfor

the company and the employees. The fact that people were more positive about the plan on

dimensions other than work effort suggests that the plan improves the working conditions of the firm.

The surveys of employers also produced positive resgonsith between 73 and 100 percent

reporting that the plans were successful. Weitzman and Kruse also reviewed the evidence from their

own and other econometric studies of profit sharing. They found that profit or gains sharing had

positive impacts on pmuctivity in the sixteen studies examined. Although some of these effects

&
ax
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otherwise stay under key; all & was required to make gains was to give a
portion away.

The company remained unconvincddrst, it believed the detail of the provision on
the table to be too prescriptive. Second, it had concerns @avéack of adequate
baseline data to allow for proper meament as any scheme proceeded.

Not entirely undeterred, the local negotiators decided to move the lost negotiating

and relationship opportunity into the bailiwick of the proposed Joint Consultative
Committee. Hence the otherwise owvepecific referencg in its constitution to
WAY@SaGA3IrGAYy3T 3AFAY &AKFENAY3IT YIEylF3ISYSyid z
working arrangements to meet peak demand and efficiencygoimg productivity

improvements in such things as waste, filling yields, water/power usagenactiine

setdzLI GAYSa®dQ

If the JCC in turn is not given latitude to consult meaningfully and productively over
these and kindred matters, a fair prediction is that its value will be shhaztl.

In the same monththat the company wasdrawing back on thdocal gainsharing
initiative> ~ WS TFNB& t TSTFSNRA& LIbun@ Sof Econamic LIdzo £ A &
PerspectivedHe could have been writing about Manusite:

Y oolv Beople are managed and their job satisfaction and job attitudes are both
substantively and stétically significant predictors of a number of dimensions of
organizational performance. Comprehensive evidence from studies in numerous

industries and countries establishes this point and also helps us identify high
performance management practices. [lJn spite of the fact that much of what is

required to build engaged and successful organizations is at once well known and

not always costly to implement, many, maybe most, organizations have failed to

GF1S FLILNBLINRFGS FTOUA2FEA@AVIKSKBYREQAY @HRYS
(emphasis added)

Withough the various studies of the effects of human resource practices use
somewhat different variables, a consensus has emerged about the elements of a
highcommitment or highperformance set of managemenpractices. ¢High

02 Y Y A (i WSky/alréngements include investment in training to develop skills
and knowledge; a regime of mutual commitment and employment security with
longterm expectations for the employment relationship; rewards contingent on
individual but also group and organizational performance; decisiaking
structures such as decentralization and salnaged teams that permit traineand
motivated employees to actually influence decisions about work; andskaing of
information so that peple can understand the business and have dla¢a to make
better inferences about what to do and how to dd@it

were small and failed to reach statistical significance, they found no studies in whichgafihg or
JFAya aKFNAy3a KFER | yS3IrdiAaAgsS STFFSOG 2y S02y2YA 0 LIS

BlefF NBe t TSTFSNI Wl dzYly NB&2dzNOS&a FTNRY Ly 2NBEYATF G
S E LJt Iéuyh& & Bconomic Perspecti?d¢4) (2007) at 115 and 119.
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A 2003 study on high performance workplaces in comparative perspective by
LNBflIyRQa bldA2y It [/ SyiNB afidpdts t [t NISyFS NENEE L.
comments on the widespread phenomenon of employer ignorance or disregard of
the value of employee involvement:

Partnership, employee involvement and high performance is still a niche strategy. It
is still the case that many organisations afther unaware of its potential, or being
aware, simply remain wedded to existing low road, dusted performance. The UK
provides some interesting data.

In a comprehensive review of research in the UK, Robert Taylor illustrates that
employee skills angjreater opportunity to use those skills makes a very positive
impact on organisations (Taylor 2003). However, he notes that there is evidence that
employers are choosing not to utilise those skills. For example, in a survey of
manufacturing firms, 60% hadhade no attempt to use employee participation.
Taylor questions the level of real commitmearnong key stakeholdersemployers

and parts of the governmerg to high performance and the requisite investment in
employees and workplace modernisatif.

In 2000 the Business Council of Australia put @dtetorical call:

How can Australian enterprises grasp and create new opportunities emerging from
globalisation, technological change and the knowledge economy? How can we
create leading, high performance wqgraces that are characterised by their
creativity, innovation, flexibility and competitiveness? Workplaces where people
choose to work and give freely of their energies and feel and sense of personal
achievement, satisfaction, individual purpose and siguiVhere there is synergy
between personal missions and work challenges, and organizational achievement.
And where the workplace sense of community contributes to overall social
cohesion??

The cry contains its own answers, of courBet as this slicedm the Manusitecase
study demonstrates recognising and acting dhe obviousturns out to beelusive in
practice®*

Pay

A measured set of discussions with ottig occasionakaised toneproduced a pay
deal which alk including the workforce in due cose¢ rated as a fair. In a nutshell,

¥ Achieving High Performance: Partnership Wotk§he International Evidencéorum on the

Workplace of the Future, Research Series No 1 (National Centre for Partnership and Performance,

2003)

20 Business Council of Australianagerial Leadership in theatkplace 2000

! One of the most striking and repeated observaidaund in the research ohigh performance
workplaces is that the apparently se¥ident is either not comprehended or acted upd®ee the
extracts from Pfeffer and the Irish study above and Hull & R&ib:dzNJ f Aad 2F FI Ol 2 N&
workplace performance emerged from theusly that in itself was open ended. Thus while they may

KEgS GKS FLIISHNIyOS 2F 6SAy3 aYSNBfte 02YYzyaSy
YIye Y2NB SEOSt f Sy Simply 2heBedtiVdrkplacas inAAyistralistiiirii NI € A

08

WorkingPaper N8, December 2003 a)5
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employees received an increase of around 5 percgudr annumover three years
with engineers receivingrainitial marketrelated liftup of some 12 percent.

Retrospectivity

It is common for employers to use the niat of the date of implementation of pay
increases as a bargaining lever or pressure point. This kind of tactical measure has
little place in interestbased negotiation$? If the general expectation is that the next
increases fall due at the end of theeli§pan of an agreement, and if the parties are
bargaining in good faiththen there is no call to interfere with the settled
expectation. This was the case with Manusite. With the period of campaigning for
the general election coinciding with the bargaigiperiod, it was always going to be

a stuggle for distracted union officials to give their full attention to Manusite. The
employer gave the assurance that 1 October would remain the implementation date
notwithstanding a bargaining overrun, and the assuwawas duly respected.

Training

A common understanding was quickly achieved in the negotiations that a greater
focuswas needed in training, and this priority was reflected in the discussions of the
first JCC meetingVhile a greater investment in tmaing was also needed, by the
ySA2GAFGA2y Qa SYR AG gl a y20 | LILI NBy
perhaps capacity to make strides here.

Redundancy and severance pay

The company has shared with the employees in very general terms that the
operations at Manusite may move at the termination of its leade¢he current site
in 2011, and that certain lines may not survive the move, or even until the move.

Against that backdrop, the company was amenable to strengthening at least the
financial secrty of employees by increasing severance pay in the event of

redundancy to four weeks leave per year of service, capped at 104 weeks (in
addition to notice pay).

Duration of the negotiation process
As already noted,ojnt training in mutual gains bargang was conducted over two

days (31 July and 1 AugustlIwo weeks later, the parties met to settle their
bargaining approaches and protocol.

?2 This statement needs some qualification. Economic leverage including industrial action is not
excluded from the interesbased bargaining equation, and if the exercise of power is needed to
produce outcomes then all pregre points remain in play. But in the normal course tactical
positioning is not indicated.
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Negotiations proper commenced on 2122 August.The partiesinitially attempted

to compress meeting intervals tassist with the development of negotiating
momentum. FRcilitated negotiation sessions weraccordingly Bld on 11-12
September,19 -20 September3 ¢ 4 Octoberand 9 ¢ 10 October With the union
organisers then heavily involved in the federal electiompaign, bargaining was put

on hold for the better part of a month, although cof-session communications
were maintained. By the last meeting of the year, held on 27 November 2007, a full
agreement had effectively been reached although further aspect&watted out at

a meeting after the holidays, on 24 January 2008.

Workplace Relations A¢WRA)compiance issues meant that the Agreements were
only finalised around March, and only implemented (with retrospective pay effect) in
April in the case of NUWiembers and even later in the case of AMWU members.

The negotiations effectively ran over some two months, from late August untd mid
October and covered some ten days, but the election delayed the reaching of an
agreement until December. A combination ehd-of-year holidays, the bedding
down of detail and WRA conformity quibbles saw money in thedifan employees

only very mucHater.

These extended delays in finalisation and implementation gave rise, understandably,
to a strong sense of frustration drdisgruntlement amongst employees, something
reflected in the final Perception Mapping survey (see below)

Implementation

Implementation of the agreement is a vital part of any agreemmaking process,
but perhaps especially mutual gains agreements. JBE has been charged with
responsibility for this taskHow successfully it acquits itself will depend in large
measure on the respect shown to this forum by all the parties.

Communications

Most written communications to the workforce (and union memBengere joint in
nature, but these were supplemented by fatmeface member report backs. The
local management stayed in constant contact with their principals.

THE SECOND SET OF PERCEPTION MAPS

The followup Perception Mapsire one indicator of the impa of Smart Workplaces
The relevant maps are reproduced immediately below.
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Manusite

Comparative Perception Map
by Business Unit: July 2007 and April 2008

g3

M E P SE WH
Legend L . .
9 Al Engineering Production Salaried Employees Warehouse
Employees
Statements M E i SE WH
2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008

My company inspires me every day to do my best work | ) | ) 0 0 | ) | ) | ) | ) | ) 0
My company motivates me to work harder than is normally required

t0 do my job Y e VOV @ @ U V| VU iU U @
grgi;ten the chance, | would let others know that working here is ) ) ‘ ‘ ) ) ) ) ) ‘
| would recommend this company to a friend who is looking for a job | | | 0 | ‘ 0 | | 0
I dondt often think about resi

elsewhere J A 4 A W o W W o o W o
It would take quite a bit for me to want to leave this company | ) | ) ‘ ‘ | ) | ) ‘ | ) | ) ‘
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Statements SE WH
2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008
7 | | know what is expected of me in my work role ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ | ) | ) ‘ ‘
| get the support | need from my immediate manager(s) to do my job
8 competent! V V ‘ ‘ V V V V V ‘
p y
9 |lamabletogetonanddomyjob-1 don ot -supeviséd o v ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ | ) | ) ‘ | )
10 Management generally trusts employees to make decisions and
then act on them where appropriate W v v A W W A A W W
Employees work with one another effectively and co-operatively
11 across business divisions to get the job done A4 A4 V A4 A4 A4 A4 A4 A4 ‘
12 | My immediate managers are competent in what they do | ) | ) | ) ‘ | ) ‘ 0 | ) 0 | )
13 | | respect my immediate manager(s) ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ | | | |
14 | My immediate managers treat me with respect | ) ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ | ) | ) | ) | )
Generally speaking, my co-employees in other parts of the business
15 with whom | interact treat me with respect V A4 ‘ V ‘ ‘ V V ‘ A4
16 My immediate manager(s) keep me reasonably well-informed about ‘
changes and developments within my work area that might affect me | A4 W W W W W A4 A4
The company keeps me reasonably well-informed about challenges,
17 changes and developments at the site overall V V W ‘ V V V V V V
| have a good understanding of the vision and values of the
18 | company O VIV V| VU ViV @ v | v
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Statements SE WH
2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008
19 The culture of the company is consistent, and standards are ‘ ‘
consistently applied regardless of where you work A4 A4 A4 A4 v v A A
In making their business decisions, management listens to what
20 employees have to say and takes their views into account A4 A4 ‘ ‘ v v v 0 W 0
There are proper opportunities at work for me and my fellow
21 | employees to contribute our own ideas on how to make the business | ) | ) ' ' | | ' | ' '
run better
22 | Our improvement ideas are genuinely considered by management | ) | ) ' ' | | ' | | '
23 | Generally speaking, there is good teamwork in my work area | ) ‘ | ) ‘ ‘ ‘ <V <V <V <V
Everyone pulls their weight in my work area and puts in extra effort
24 | wherever this is required W | A\ ‘ L\ | ‘ W ‘ ‘
25 There are few if any work practices in my area of the business that |
would call inflexible | | L | | | | | | |
26 | We are working pretty much as efficiently as we possibly can | ) | ) ' | ) <V ‘ <V <V <V V
27 | Our pay and conditions of service are reasonable (@) WV ‘ (@) () () (@) () (@) ()
The company does not place unreasonable demands on employees
28 | \when it comes to work performance A4 v v o W A v W W A
| work in an environment where | feel physically safe and
29 comfortable ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ v ‘ v V
Employees expect the business to be viable over at least the next
30 | several years, and to have a job with the company if they want one A4 A4 @ ‘ A4 A4 A4 A4 o A4
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Statements M SE WH
2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008
31 | I have the training | need to do my job well <V ‘ V V V ‘ V V vV vV
| have access to the training opportunities | need to develop my
32 | qills and contribute further to the success of the company A4 V @ @ A4 A4 @ A4 A4 A4
The company is making the investment in training it needs to keep
33 | the workforce on top of its game W A4 o v A A o W W o
Generally speaking, | would say employee morale is high within my
34 | work area L A ‘ ‘ A | ‘ A | ‘
35 | 1 would say employee morale is high within the site as a whole ) ) ‘ 0 ) ) 0 0 ) 0
Individual and direct employer-employee relations are better these
36 days than they were a few years ago W v o o A A o A A W
37 | I think that management respects the role of unions in the workplace | ) | ) | ) ‘ | ) ‘ <V <V <V <V
38 From what | know, top management and the union leadership are ‘
very professional in their dealings with one other A4 A4 A4 v v v v v v
39 | think there is a good trust relationship between top management 0
and union leadership A | | A A A A W W
40 Management and the unions have a generally co-operative ‘
relationship with one another W A 4 A 4 A A A W W W
As far as | know, bargaining for the 2008 enterprise agreements
41 | (now called Union Collective Agreements) was carried out in a (W) (W) (@ (™) (W) () (@) () () ()
constructive and productive way
The agreements reached in this last round of enterprise bargaining -
42 o my own last individual contract - gave me a fair deal A4 A4 @ @ A4 A4 @ A4 A4 A4
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Statements

M

SE

WH

2007 | 2008

2007

2008

2007

2008

2007

2008

2007

2008

43

Bargaining at the company for these latest collective agreements
was commenced and finished in a reasonably time-efficient way
(disregarding the formal screening and lodging requirements under
the Work Choices legislation)

A

C
€
C
C
C
C
C

44

As far as | am aware, collective bargaining this time round was
carried out in a way that strengthened rather than damaged working
relationships between the company and union negotiators

45

My expectation is that the deals now struck in the collective
agreements will be implemented in practice

46

As far as | am aware, outside of the collective bargaining process,
there is a reasonable level of ongoing consultation on key issues
between top management and the union leadership

47

Management is doing a reasonable job of trying to balance the
interests of the company and its shareholders on the one hand and
the interests of employees on the other

48

The unions as a whole are doing a good job of looking after the best
interests of their members and employees generally

49

My union is doing a good job of looking after my best interests and
those of my fellow members in dealings with management (please
give a neutral answer - 4 - if you don't belong to a union)

50

All things considered, top management at the site is doing a
reasonable job

51

Middle management at the site is doing a reasonable job

52

Management-union relations are better these days than they were a
few years ago

53

The current state of industrial relations will help to make the site a
successful and viable company into the future

cccCcCC CC C|C|C

cccCcC CcCC C|CC

e C CCC C e e (C C
e C CCC e e (C €

cccCcC CC C|C|C

cccCcC CC C|C|C

e e € C € C €@ C C C

c ccC e C C C|CC

cccCcC CcCC C|CC

cceC C CC C|C|C
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SE WH
Statements
2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008 | 2007 | 2008
54 Ecr)ntalg);ste)s have the facilities, systems and equipment they need to ) V) ‘ V) V) v ‘ U U v
55 \I;’ngkc;)rlrgggce issues are fairly and effectively managed in the W) W) ‘ ‘ U U 0 v U ‘
56 Disciplinary issues are fairly and effectively managed in the V) W) W 0 W W ‘ U W ‘

workplace
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Manusite

s

Statistically Significant Employee Perception Shifts

July 2007 and April 2008

Statements

Rankings and Shifts

| know what is expected of me in my work role

| am able to get on and do my job -I donodt -suUpaviséd over

I work in an environment where | feel physically safe and comfortable

| respect my immediate manager(s)

Generally speaking, my co-employees in other parts of the business with whom | interact
treat me with respect

My immediate managers treat me with respect

Generally speaking, there is good teamwork in my work area

Management generally trusts employees to make decisions and then act on them where
appropriate

Shifts

| have a good understanding of the vision and values of the company

The company keeps me reasonably well-informed about challenges, changes and

developments at the site overall 10 16
Employees expect the business to be viable over at least the next several years, and to 11 21
have a job with the company if they want one

From what | know, top management and the union leadership are very professional in 12 14

their dealings with one other
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| have the training | need to do my job well 13 7 +ve
| think that management respects the role of unions in the workplace 14 12
I would recommend this company to a friend who is looking for a job 15 26
We are working pretty much as efficiently as we possibly can 16 15
All things considered, top management at the site is doing a reasonable job 17 23
My immediate managers are competent in what they do 18 11
My immediate manager(s) keep me reasonably well-informed about changes and 19 13
developments within my work area that might affect me

| get the support | need from my immediate manager(s) to do my job competently 20 20
The culture of the company is consistent, and standards are consistently applied 21 29
regardless of where you work

Employees work with one another effectively and co-operatively across business 22 19
divisions to get the job done

| think there is a good trust relationship between top management and union leadership 23 22
Management and the unions have a generally co-operative relationship with one another 24 17
My union is doing a good job of looking after my best interests and those of my fellow

members in dealings with management (please give a neutral answer - 4 - if you don't 25 32
belong to a union)

If given the chance, | would let others know that working here is great 26 37
Everyone pulls their weight in my work area and puts in extra effort wherever this is 27 18

required
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My company inspires me every day to do my best work 28 36
There are few if any work practices in my area of the business that | would call inflexible 29 24
The unions as a whole are doing a good job of looking after the best interests of their 30 25
members and employees generally

The company does not place unreasonable demands on employees when it comes to 31 33
work performance

Middle management at the site is doing a reasonable job 32 28
As far as | am aware, collective bargaining this time round was carried out in a way that

strengthened rather than damaged working relationships between the company and 33 46
union negotiators

As far as | know, bargaining for the 2008 enterprise agreements (now called Union 34 40
Collective Agreements) was carried out in a constructive and productive way

Management-union relations are better these days than they were a few years ago 35 30
My expectation is that the deals now struck in the collective agreements will be 36 27
implemented in practice

Disciplinary issues are fairly and effectively managed in the workplace 37 38
There are proper opportunities at work for me and my fellow employees to contribute our 38 41
own ideas on how to make the business run better

Our improvement ideas are genuinely considered by management 39 43
As far as | am aware, outside of the collective bargaining process, there is a reasonable

level of ongoing consultation on key issues between top management and the union 40 39
leadership

Management is doing a reasonable job of trying to balance the interests of the company 41 34
and its shareholders on the one hand and the interests of employees on the other

Employees have the facilities, systems and equipment they need to do the job 42 31
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My company motivates me to work harder than is normally required to do my job 43 47
In making their business decisions, management listens to what employees have to say A4 51
and takes their views into account

Bargaining at the company for these latest collective agreements was commenced and

finished in a reasonably time-efficient way (disregarding the formal screening and 45

lodging requirements under the Work Choices legislation)

Individual and direct employer-employee relations are better these days than they were 46 48
a few years ago

Performance issues are fairly and effectively managed in the workplace 47 44
| have access to the training opportunities | need to develop my skills and contribute 48 35 +ve
further to the success of the company

The current state of industrial relations will help to make the site a successful and viable 49 42
company into the future

I donodét often think about resigning fron 50 52
It would take quite a bit for me to want to leave this company 51 54
The agreements reached in this last round of enterprise bargaining - or my own last 52 45
individual contract - gave me a fair deal

The company is making the investment in training it needs to keep the workforce on top 53 50
of its game

Generally speaking, | would say employee morale is high within my work area 54 53
| would say employee morale is high within the site as a whole 55 55
Our pay and conditions of service are reasonable -l 49 +ve

©Perception Mapping 2008
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Discussion of the Perception Maps

Reportby Grant Donovan PhD, Managing Partner, Perception Mapping Pty Ltd:

Manusite Perception Map
Results Summanry2007 and 2008 Trend Comparison

Introduction

/I 2YLI N GAGPS t SNOSLIiA2y al Ll NB RSaidy
general mod over a given period of time, often after a specific intervention strategy
been executed. PM uses a proprietary, thistep statistical process to determin
statistically significant perception shifts and a pattern analysis to determine any didee
shifts in the overall mood of a group.

The following diagnostic report discusses both the statistically significant andigoificant
shifts reported in theDirectional Trend of Perception Shifts in Work Groupduly 2007 to
April 2008.

DiagnosticReport

Overall, the directional trend in employee perceptions, related to the company culture
the bargaining process for the latest collective agreements, indicates a slightly pd
improvement but not a statistically significant shift.

This idenification of a slight positive shift in employee perceptions is specifically highlig
by the fact that five of the 56 items measured in the survey produced statistically signi
positive shifts, while only one item, relating to the time efficientngietion of the latest
bargaining agreement, produced a significantly negative shift.

The remaining 50 questions answered by employees produced no significant shifts b
visual pattern shown in th®irectional Trend of Perception Shifts in Work GraupJuly
2007 to April 2008document clearly demonstrates a positive mood shift for Produc
Workers and Salaried Employees, while the Engineering and Warehouse patterns indi
mood swing.

More critically, the combined employee result produced gigantly improved perceptions
related to managers treating employees with respect (except Engineering), imp
teamwork amongst cevorkers, better training and training opportunities, plus a mg
positive perception of employee pay and conditions.

Basal on previous mapping with other organisations, the positive results achieved i
areas of management relations, reward satisfaction, teamwork and training gen

indicate the work culture is trending in a positive direction. This, combined withiy®s

management perceptions, should providdanusite with an excellent opportunity tg
capitalise on the slight positive shift by planning and executing their next improve
strategy sooner rather than later.
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taQa NBaSFNOK Ay RAOlchiféildo cépkalisé on2hiéInbryehtdnt-ofijd 2 ya 6 K
positive mood swing, by instituting new improvement initiatives quickly, more often than
not find the mood of their employees gradually slips backwards.

As noted just above, theerception Magurveys show amall positive shift in perceptions
of employees over th&mart Workplacepilot period.

A focus group discussion with members of the new Joint Consultative Committee at
Manusite rendered the following explanations for the modesty:

f Theeffect of thecorpor 1S NBO6dzZFF 2y GKS yS3I2GAFdAy3 3INRc
sharing, and its linked and negative impact on those involvedbusiness process
improvement.
1 The negativity amongst the engineering staff was attributed to the fact that they had still
not reeived their 17 percent increases at the time the second survey was, Gork
because they represent a small, vocal and Harglease group. Their negotiating
delegatec perhaps the most articulate and engaged of all the delegatagreed that
the engine®NB Q y S3AF A PSS NB a LAB fAdaS | ko, bargaining3ortBe/ i nm 06
2008 enterprise agreements [now called Union Collective Agreements] was carried out
Ay | 02y aiNdzOGABPS YR LINRPRAzOGA DS 6F&8Q0 o a a.
state ofaffairs.
I The negativity amongst themall warehouse staffcomplement was attributed to
dissatsfaction with their supervisofa factor that appeared to cloudheir entire sense of
well-being), as well as reaction to heightened volume pressures.
1 There wasan undercurrent of insecurity over jobs in the light of uncertainty over the
future of particularproduction lines and the possible translocation of operations at the
SYR 2F (KS aAxiSQa tSrasS Ay wHnmmo

Significantly, the mood of the JCC as at May 20@&de up of a blend of old and

new leadership; was strongly upbeat, both in their evaluation of the entBenart

2 2 NJ LJprojéxSafxkthe prospects for going forwarthere was genuine surprise

at the modesty oPerception Mappingutcomes.A CoSolve views that if the JCC is

given due room to carry out its role, Rercepton MaphA Yy &AE Y2y GKaQ GAY
reveal a distinctly improved picture.

OVERALEVALUATIONT MANUSITE

Wthought the whole process of engagement was brillidhe best thing was the
2L NI dzyAlleé (G2 &dS§Unioikdelggata FTNRY 020K aARSaAQ

y 2 Gholglird) Noivt this fwual §aihI pragess Ay Kl y

WhdzNJ dzy A2y R2S3
'y R K&Uniprdaffics2 YS 41 &4 LI S aAy3aQ

g2N] SR 6Sff

W{SOSNIf Yz2yidkKa I FaiSN dnklledFiienNststll afir@3 2 G A G 7
sense of respect, tolerance and understanding amongst the parties who made up the

original negotiating teant;, this enduring relationship is one of the key cornerstones

to the success of themart Workplacesnitiative ¢ HR nanager
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We¢KS O0FNBFEAYAYI LINRPOSaa 61 a LINRPTFSaarzylffe
achieved would not have happened without the assistan@nwdrt WorkplacesThe
[busy S&da LINPOS&A& AYLINERISYSy iicBitelmdbmg@S Olia ¢ SNB

For reasonscanvassed abov&, Manusite represented a suitable candidate for a
Smart Workplaceproject, elements of corporate ambivalence notwithstanding.

What were the overall results, and how ought they to be evaluated? A recap of the
project milestones may help tget the scene for answering this question:

1 May 2007 Introductory and planning discussions with the key players;
communications with employees

1 June 2007 Leadership agreement on the project plan; communications with

employees

9¢ 11 July 2007FirstPercception Mappingsurveys undertaken

19-20 July:Winning Workplaces relationship review and employee engagement

workshop

1 25 July 2007Generic training in problersolving skills for process improvement

team members

31 Julyg 1 August:Training for bargaing

August 2008: Applied training for business process improvement projects;

bargaining planning meeting

1 Septemberg October 2007:Ten day of negotiations; follothrough on process

improvement projects

November 2007Federal election campaign

December 20@: In principle consensus on content of next collective agreements

January 2008Details of Agreements finalised

Februaryc March 2008:Dealing with Agreement compliance issues

April ¢ May 2008:Implementation of Agreements, including backdating; launch

meeting of the Joint Consultative Committee

= =4

= =

= =4 4 4 A

The sources for evaluation are the following:

Comparison of théerception Mappingesults

| 2{ 2t 3SQa NUzyyAy3ad 20aSNBI GA2ya YR y2iSa
Personal interviews with leading figures (site ragar, HR manager, union official)

Focus group debrief with the members of the Joint Consultative Committee (who
included most of the lead negotiators)

Content of the negotiated collective agreements

Results of the business process improvement projects

= =4 -4

= =4

% See XX

66



CoSolvesmart WorkplacePilot Projects Report, 26 June 2008 & 10 October 2008

The bargaining process

This has already been analysed above. It is fair to say that it was a qualified success in
terms of the Smart Workplace® 2 6 2 S O A @R @logeeudidhLdboparaBanl

was adopted as basis for interacticend this had a clearly beficial impact on both
relationships and outcomes. The process was more protracted than desirable, but this
was essentially due to extraneous factors.

The business process improvement projects

The projects were a remarkable demonstration of the valuemployeremployee
union cooperation in action. However, the pilot also revealed the challenges
associated with attempts to spread asdstain suclprojects

Overall employee engagement

A modest improvement was seen over the lifesparSaiart Workplaceshut there
are encouraging signs that a sound basis has been created for a firm improvement in
the future.

Resources

It became clear over the lifespan of the project that it was a reseuaoremanding
intervention, requiring resources to be freed up ihias to be done well.

Commitment

If one factor can be isolated as the major inhibitor for demonstrating the proposition
that cooperative approaches are good for businesses and employees, then it was this:
a lack of understanding and commitmestt the top level of the stakeholder
organisations. That itself is a commentary on the general lapolitical milieu,
entrenched over years and difficult to displace,

Quo vadis Manusite?

From a case study point of view, it will be of interest to see what sougtitiability

the modest changes wrought t§mart Workplacewill enjoy at ManusiteThere is a
basis for further improvement in cooperative relations and better business outcomes,
but probably onlyif the union and corporate leadership sees this as a valahd
desirableg link, and ifthe JCC takeagp its mandate in earnestfd is given the licence

to do sg.

Restructuringwould appear to lie ahead for Manusite, so the recipe for building and

maintaining good relations between the employer, its employeeand their
representativess likely to be sorely tested.
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PILOT SITE No 2: AN AGED CARE ORGANISATION

PROFILE OF THE COMPANY

The aged care organisation concerned is a large one,artthnd9,800 employees at
over 150residentia)] community and respiteentresacross Queenslandt has some

60 residential facilities, many of which offer a combination of high and low care
services.

For clarity, ease of referen@nd agairanonymity purposes, the organisation will be
referred to as Careorg and the fadéds the subject of the workplace project Caresite
1 and Caresite 2

Careorg is owned by a religious organisation and is structured with a head office
providing overall direction and support, regional management to provide support to
clusters of facilitis and services and facility or service specific management directing
the day to day activities of employees. Most employees are eligible to be members of
the Queensland Nurses Union (QNU), the Australian Workers Union (AWU) or the
Liquor, Hospitality and Mcellaneous Workers Union (LHMU)he union which
featured in this case study, the QNU, has a little over half the nursing staff as its
members.

Careorg is regarded as a sector leader with respect to pay and conditions of work.

ENGAGEMENT OF THE STAKBPHRS IN THE SMART WORKPLACES PROJECT

As with Manusite, the consent and cooperation of the parties was essential for the
launch, continuation and completion of the project. Our success in this regard was
mixed: a strong beginning, a chequemaitdle anda splitend.

In the latter half of 2006 Careorg approached CoSolve in regard to possible assistance
with training in mutual gains bargaining skills in 2007. This first overture was made by
the then Industrial Relations Officer of the organisation, a fipmoponent of
cooperative workplace relations.

In March 2007, at a stage when a second manufacturing candidateSrioart
Workplaceswas proving hard to find, CoSolve suggestedCareorg(after having
received clearance from DEIR) that it might wish tddema as the second pilot site.

The QNU, an organisation conversant with the mutual gains approach readily agreed.

24 Postscript Having had an opportunity to read and comment on the original reporgheisation
concernedprovided permission for the disclosure it§ identity CafeorgisQueens|l andbs | ar g«
private sector aged care provider, Blue Catee QNU was equally comfortable with the release of the

report as first compiledVe are grateful to the parties for their robustness in allowing a candid and

oftencritical report to see the light of day in its original form.
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After considerable conferencing, the partiesettled the terms of the Smart
Workplaces engagement on 1 May 2007.

The auspices for &mart Wokplacestype assignment lookedood: the sector was
involved in the delivery of a communiservice rather than profit (albeit hedged by
telling financial constraints), the employer was a misdiased oneand the union
had a track record of working sucsfslly with a cooperative modelof workplace
relationsin other employment settingsRelations between the employer and union
were sound.While some diffidence on the part of the then HR director about the
LIN22SO0iQa LINBYAASA ¢ lhdnged tofidn liBpgriias thidgk ¢oti RA T T .
underway. Our understanding was that the Executive Director of Careorg supported
the whole notion (although at no stage was CoSolve invited to meet with the
individual concerned).

On the face of it, it was hard to thaof a more propitious environment tpilot some
advances in cooperative employemployeeunion relations.

None the less, there were also obvious challenges in that same environment. The
demand for aged care services is escalating strongly in step lwatbhanging national
demographics (particulyy with respect to the high care needs of an ageing
population), the supply of skilled nursing staff is limited, the worklfitsetaxing and

the governmentfunding modelis distinctly parsimonious Thesestressors were
always going to exact a toll on the ambitionsSwhart Workplaces

We also faced some more immediateurdles. By twist of fate, interpersonal
workplaces issues saw the exit from the organisation of the pr@jéct stY 2
enthusiastic suppodr, the IR Officer, even befordhings were underway. To
compound matters, three months into the project the HR Director also left the
organisation quite suddenly as part of an organisational restructure.

Carriage of the project then devolved onto the Director Gfrganisational
Development, someone with limited IR experience who none the less came with fresh
ideas, a good sense of humoua determination to pick up the cudgelBnd a wel
gualified support team

THE SCOPE OF THE ASSIGNMEGARHORG

The Smart Workplacesendeavour at Careorg was naxplicitly conceived as a
pathway to a deeper engagement between the employer and the unibge.intent
was more limited:to have a more productive next set of collective agreement
negotiationsand then also to tacklen worthwhile workplace change project in a
collaborative spirit.

In respect of both the collective agreement negotiations and the workplace change

project the focus was on the employ&@NU relationship. This was the case mainly
because the employe®NU ollective agreement came up for renewal first (at the
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end of 2007) and because both these parties had particular and pressing but not
necessarily shared objectives in relatimnwork process improvement. In due course

it was agreed that the work procegaprovement component would be conducted at
two high-care facilities, one metropolitan, in Brisbane (Caresite 1) and the other
regional (Caresite 2).

THE STATE OF ARASTING RELATIONSHIPS AND PRACTICES REFERENCED AGAINST
THESMART WORKPLACERIECTIVES

Employeremployeeunion relationships

The employer is se#fvidently dedicated in thexecutionof its mission of care. That
dedication is matched by its nursing staff, who have a deep concern over the welfare
of the residents. For all of that, and mairds a result of the constrained conditions

in the sectoremployeremployee relations can be quitdhargedfrom establishment

to establishment

Even though Careorg is a pay leader in aged care, the overall statapddyment
conditions inthe sector meas that it has problems with staff attraction and,
SalLISOAlLftes NBGSYyGAzyd ¢KIO AGaStT Aa |y
satisfaction. Annual turnover rates of nursing staff are in the order of twenty
percent, and managers of residential fa@k reveal quite staggering turnover rates
of over forty percentAccording to selfeporting by employees, union officials and
some management membersthe chronic staff shortage has had adverse
implications for health and work and family outcomd@3e QNU, articulating the
voice of its members, states that theey issue here is workloads. While freely
acknowledging theshortage of nursing staffop management contest the workload
thesis, saying that proper managementaif resourcesg with reciprocalemployee
diligencec would address matters very substantially.

Employee perceptions

Employee morale across the whole organisation has not been forimédisrogated
but a survey thatCoSolvanitiated amongst nursing staff dioth Caresits elicited
the following responses to thefollowing questions (ranked according to the
frequency of response):

WHAT WOULD MAKE WORK MORE WHAT WOULD RESULT IN RETEN
REWARDING? OF NURSES?

1. Acknowledgement, e.g. for work dor| 1. Beter pay
well and coming in to do extra shifts

no

Better pay, including for skills attaine| 2. More staff

3. More staff, a casual or float pool, 3. More training, including oithe-job
more time

H

Experienced staff

o

Good equipment in working order an
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sufficient supplies

Teamwork

Time to spend witheasidents

6.

1.

8. Time to train inexperienced staff
9. Good communicatioq two way

10. Break time

11. Sick leave review

12.Limit change in permanent shifts

13. More hours per shift and fewer shifts

14. Absence of harassment and
favouritism

15. Better staff amenities, a frekot lunch
from time to time for staff

Significant too, against a backdrop of an organisational need to improve efficiencies
in a financially strapped environmentith staff shortagesyas the top response to

0 KS | da8hatidd goyneewin your workng dayto add valueto residents?c
Wilore time to interact with ther@®

Turning to the state of employarnion relations,it was reported that he parties
have pursued a generally traditional approach to bargainamgoing consultation,
problemsolving ad dispute resolution.

While the preexisting collective agreement provided for forms of consultation
between the employer and the union, it was apparent that litteeaningful
consultation had been taking place. There had been no effective initiatetgelen

the parties in relation to collaborative workplace change or process improvements.
Typical of a notigh trust unioamanagement environment, most of the interaction
between the parties occurred in the episodic bargaining exchanges (with their
distributive bias) and not in highvalue ongoing consultation over workplace
improvements.

For all of that both the union and the employexere of the view that their state of

workplace relationgvasgenerally sound and probabhetter than elsewhere in the

aged care sectgrand this selperception was supported by our own view of the

LI NOASAaQ NBflUGA2yaKAL 2y0S 46S KIR 20a4SNISR
Crucially, though,lte extent2 ¥ (1 KS SeétagdhithR Guibns as legitimate
stakeholdersand it appreciatiorof the role of unions, actual and potentialere and

remains a matter of some debgtsomething we return to later and theagainin
conclusion

TACKLING THE ASSIGNMENTAREORG
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The agreed plan was that the upcoming bargaining wouldirertaken ina mutual
gains frame, preceded by joint training in the requisite bargaining skills, and that joint
training in problemsolving skills would precede the workplace change exercise.

Specificallywith respect to bargaining G KS LJ NI AS& FAIKSSER GKI G
develop and deploy a mutually beneficial approach to their next round of enterprise
negotiations. In particular, they would like to assess and, if found beneficial, adopt a
moreinterestd A SR 2NASYy Gl GA2y G2 GKSANI OF NBIFAYAY:

As digussions around the detail of the workplace change project continuied
became apparent that the initial issue identified by Careorg as the focus for
collaborative process improvemertt the administration of medicingswith certain
tasks being delegatedtunlicensed carerg would not be supported by the QNU in
isolation from a consideration of other workplace issues.

A process of rexamination of the scope of the project was then undertaken, and in
July a training session for stakeholder pcimgkers on interestbased problem
solving was conducted by CoSolve.

The next day separate policgaking sessions were held with each of the two main
stakeholders in order to achieve consensus on the way ahead in some @etail
Appendix9). Key elements of thagreement then reached includete following

1 The parties endorsed workplace change project that would-examine the roles

and tasks ofRegistered Nurses, Endorsed Enrolled Nurses, Enrolled Nurses and

Assistants in Nursing.

AProject Steering Growpas established.

Two pilot facilitieswere identified.

Local Project Teams consisting of management, employees/union menvbaid

be establishedn each facility

1 There would be &taged approach starting with research followed by a review to
determine whether to continue and implement change by way of a trial

1 There would befacilitated collective bargaining negotiations emyloy an
interest-based approach.

= =4

Additional technical resources were called on once the dimensions of the workplace
change projetwere reset.

THE WORKPLACE CHANGE PROJECT
The terms of reference

After considerable discussion, the parties agreed the following terms of reference:
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Workplace change project: optimising the organisation of work and work
practices in the high care falities

Problemstatement

The parties agree that it is critical that the skills of Registered Nurses, Endorsed Eprolled
Nurses, Enrolled Nurses and Assistants in Nursing be fully optimised, and that the

persons carrying out these roles experience gre@b satisfaction.

[Careorg] and the QNU have decided that it would be timely and beneficial -tp re
examine the roles and tasks of the categories of employees just mentioned in a trial

project with a view to achieving more satisfactory outcomes for alcemed. [Careorg

and the QNU recognise that for a trial to commence on a sure footing, the support of the
employees and QNU members concerned at the trial site(s) is also essential, apd this

support will be sought at the outset of the project.
Considerdions

In the project process, due regard will be paid to, amongst other things,
maintenance of professional standards, employee health and safety, resident safet
applicable legal and regulatory requirements, and wiifid balance.

The trial andits outcomes are a rinfenced exercise, and will have no bearing on
enterprise bargaining negotiations or any other initiatives of the parties relating tq
subject matter concerned unless the parties subsequently agree that they should.

Immediate stakeholders for purposes of the trial

Given that the focus in the trial is expected to be on one or more high care facilitie
immediate stakeholders are [Careorg], the employees involved and the QNU. Hov
given the interfaces between workingrangements and employee roles at high ca
and low care facilities, the LHMU and its members may also have some interest
trial and hence those parties too will be consulted at key stages.

Provisionally agreed sites

91 Caresite 1
91 Caresite 2
Process

1. oSolve facilitation throughout

2. Establish project steering groupQNU and [Careorg] policy leaderslevelop and
adjust terms of reference and protocols as appropriate over the lifespan of
project; consideration of available maclevel datag stakehoter communication
strategy

3. Project steering group oversight throughout

4. Confirmation of siteg steering group

5. Initial joint visit and meeting with local participants (Caresite 1 and 2) to introg
the concept (24 and 26 July respectively)

6. Interestbased dscussion with coultbe participants (optional, depending)

the
y, the

any

the

5, the
vever,
Are

in the

the

juce

7. Local endorsement
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Joint IBP&aining for both sets of site participants (9 August)

First phase: establishment of local project grogpdata-gathering: audit of existing

roles and taskg focus goupsg report backg ongoing steering group oversight and

problem-solving (and conflietesolution)¢ stakeholder communication strategy

10. Evaluation and decisiemaking in respect of exiting project or moving ahead with a
second phase

11. Assuming a second phas

9 steering group plus local project groups: identifying interests and brainstorming

options for changes to roles and tasks, developing and refining terms of refefence

and protocols further

planning workshop for trial(s), including resourcing issyassing from brainstorm

trialling agreed options

protocol for trial(s) established and checked by project team(s)

education for RNs, EENs, ENs and AINs on chosen trial options, if applicable

monitoring

trouble-shooting, adjusting

12. Review and reporting to stakolders (further survey work?)

13. Decisions on the future

14. Writing up of a case study in consultation with the stakeholders

© ®©

=A =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

Some introductory observations

Any workplace change project was always going to be difficult. As already noted, the
work environmentis a demanding one, with multiple pressure points. Aged care
organisations are confronted with systermaad external environmenissues that do

not allow for ready fixes

The two parties arrived with their preconfigured mindsets. As mention@tlu
member surveyshad highlightedworkloads as the major confronting issug while
management saw more flexible work practicespashaps the mosiwvorthy project
goa.t KSNBE ¢l a az2yYS SINIe&e 22adfAy3as g&AOK
trial on the adminigration of medicines by staff other than registered nurseill by

the wayside The agreed project was then tas the broader terms seen just above

with a threestage process: an initial datgathering exercise, then an evaluation and
decisionmakingexchange and finally the talikg ofsomeagreed®?y S g | NNJ y3SY Sy
pilot (see below)lt is perhaps not unfair to say that the unstated gapian of the

leadership of both parties was to see exactly what emerged for the-gathaering

phase before makingny commitments on project subject matter.

ax

What was clear once the parties at local level had arrived after discussion at their
respective preliminary analyses of the work situation was that Careamdoubt like
almost all aged care institutionswasbeset with multiple issues (see the next page).

In our estimation, nearly all of these issues léghdmselves to examination and then
joint problemsolving in pilot site projects, with the prospect of learnings so
uncovered then being diffused to the maather sites within the organisation.
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While both parties set about the project with some vigour, a full and shared
commitment to persevere was to prove impossible. There were several reasons for
this, whichwe set out below. But perhaps the biggest sleepeais a management
ambivalence, later to present as a defeating reluctance, to engage with the union in
any intensive way oveongoing workplace changeWhile management was fully
aware of the need toeview andimprove work processes, ultimately it wantéol deal

with this issue on its own.

The conduct of the project
Getting local support

On 24 and 26 July consultations were held with management and nursingistaé

two high-care facilities identified as candidates for the work process projects. The
staff at the two sites in question subsequently voted in support of participation in the
projects.

Training

On 9 Augus2007 the members of the Local Project Teams from Caresite 1 and
Caresite 2 came together for a day of generic training in proleiing. The
objective was to allow all team members an opportunity to establish a working
rapport amongst themselves in a training environment, and then of course also to
assist them in developing in orientation that would aid the conduct of the projects
themselves.

Moving ahead and an initial take on the issues

On 13 August a joint polienakers meeting was held to firm up the content of the
envisaged projects. As foreshadowed above, it was agreed that the projects would
run at two highcare facilities, oa metropolitan (in Brisbane) and one regional. The
stated goalas to examine the work days of Registered Nurses, Enrolled Nurses and
Assistantan-Nursing to see how their workload issues could be addressed and their
services deployed more efficiently.

It is important to note at this stage of the report (in the light of later developments in
the direction of the project) the many concerns articulated by both employees and
management at that meetingrhe chief concernof nurseswas workloadsand they
idertified a range of issues they believed were giving risghie state of affairs
namely.

1 Untrained staff

1 (Inadequate) orientation and buddying

1 Complexity of residents increasing. E.g. Vietnam residents, psyafitric
residents

Culture of longesservirg vs younger staff

Communication

= =4
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Workflow

Lack of and undeutilisation of equipment

Skills mix

Frequency and timing of medication rounds

Staff ratios

Ageing staff

Documentation

(Lack of) opportunities for staff to increase qualifications

= =4 =4 48 -8 9 -5 19

al yI 3SY Sgeinrcludddhg/shortage of RNs and ENmd the retention of
AINs They identified improving rostering and addressing the culture of acceptance
of new staff aghe key to retention. They also identified the followihgther issues

Current work pratices¢ can we do things differently, eg work flo@s
Service manager buraut

Training of the unregulated workforce

RN<2ime ¢ clinical care & leadership vs documentation & medication
Staffing establishment to provide for leave

= =4 4 4 A

Work flows identified as e problem for further examination

Nurses and management shared common concerns about work flow, amongst other
things, and thighen was the topic they decided to do further work on. In particular
they decided to focus on the activities carried out are tskills deployed, as a
window into the kind of changes in work practices that might be considered for the
next phase of the project.

The meeting decided to assemble relevant documentation, arrange for the Local
Project Teams to be trained in workflowapping andhen actuallyto undertake the

mapping

Given the direction the project had now assumed, CoSolve felt it appropriate to
introduce additionalwork processexpertise Accordingly,in early September an
expert inboth manufacturing andervice praess improvement, Paul Anderson of
Lean Capabilitieseamed up with CoSolve to providee Local Project Teamsith
insights onlean systems and to discuss the tooler examining work flowgsee
Appendix 10.

Field work on work flows

The group at Casite 1 decided that it needed help in the workflow mapping process

that went beyondthe training then provided It was agreedtherefore,that another

consultant, Kylie Dearn, would join the QNU and management in building a detailed

map of the tasks and 8ls of staff at the two selected sites. This would be done by

0KS O2yadAZ Glyiax FaaraadgSR o6& (GKS LI NIASaAQ
throughout the day, afternoon and night shifts. Caresite 2 adopted this decision for

their facility as welllt was also agreed thatis would be augmented by input from
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the group documenting their own work flow and results from a survey of ¢tiaf
results of which have been outlidezarlier in this report) Ths work ¢ painstaking,
taxing and revealing fothe documenters(who included senior head office and
regional office managers, a QNU organiser, and the QNU educational offiee9
carried out over several shiften bothweekday and overweekend and completed
in mid-October.Both the union and margement were unstinting in the contribution
they made in this exercise.

Thereaftermeetings were held with the Local Project Teams to discuss the emerging
findings and on 19 October 2007 CoSolve facilitated a final report back session at
which the full sé of the observations of Dearand otherswere analysed by theocal
Project Teamgintly.

It was intended that the results would be used to help the Local Project Teams and
the Steering Group decide on whether to go ahead with trial work process change
In particular the map of the typical working days and nights of RNs, EENs and AINs
was to be used to see more clearly the pressure points, workflows, issues, patterns
and, potentially, opportunities for improvement.

During the meeting of 19 October ehgroup discussed thdollowing issues
associated with major tasks identifiedtime observation exercises:

Manual Handling

Leave people in bed?

Equipment okay, sling, pixel

Two people needed sometimes not available
Furniture in room

Continuity of st#f ¢ a key concern acrosdl tasks

= =4 =4 4 -9

Medications

1 A lot of interaction with pharmacy, doctors

1 RN, EN (Med), CNs involved

1 Trolley design an issue with the medication crusher system

1 Medication round involves other nursing activities: assessment of residents;
interactions with residents, other activities

Hygiene
Shower, bed bath

Communication

1 Doctors (singleesident doctors can be an issge¢hey set their own
appointments to suit)

Residents and families

Most often rushed

Some part timers not been thererfalays, so handover issues
Finding assistance an issue

= =4 4 -
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1 Phone system would helplinked to call system

Dressings
1 Potential restocking issue

Food

Resident dissatisfaction issues

Residents wanting alternatives
Communication issues: care/hospitality areas
Dietary supplements factor

Feeds: not enough time

= =4 -8 4 2

Laundry
Off-site issues (centralised service)

Special Needs (nursing care)

BSL (blood sugar levels)

Palliative care;

Continence management: compliance issues
Shift timing issues

Inter-shift communications

Training

= =4 =4 48 -8 9

They also considered other factors and activities relevant to developing a full picture,
including administrative and other overarching issumsd arrived at the following
summary

1 Staffing levelg a key concern
A A great deal ofime spent clasing up replacements, agencies, etc
A Managers filling in on shifts
Muchtime spent chasing things during shifts
Documentation a large burden
A NewCareorgationalisation initiative, but will onlgommenceduring
March 2008; hard to change or cut down in timeantime
A Interaction with residents: again, time the issue; volunteer program at
Caresite 2but notCaresite 1
f Interactiong A (0 K Pie-diipfivé actiorheeded
A developing norms, setting expectations
1 Behaviour of residents:
A Strategies?
A Policies?
A Specialist recruitment needed (psychyeriatrics)
1 Rostering/continuity/ handover

= =
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The staff survey findings were consistent with the themes emerging from these
discussions workloads, desire to spend more time with residents and concern about
untrained staf ¢ amongst others (see Appendid).

It is perhaps instructive to pause at this stage to consider a chawm up by the
researcher Dearn. Sheompiled it immediately after she had completed her
shadowing observations and, in pushing through to idenpidgsible solutions and
evaluate them, in fact exceeded her brief. It was of course the job of the Local Project
Teams and Steering Group to perform those exercises. However, for Dearn, not so
versed in the dynamics of workplace relations and perhaps uafficgently restrained

by the facilitators, it made perfect sense to forge on and to tease out some obvious
and perhaps less obvious conclusions. The significance of her exuberance for this
report is simply that it shows that the field work was suggestivenany solutiongor
parties if they were prepared firstly, to brainstorm effectively andsecondly to
translate ideas into actionst would transpire that the parties lacked a shared energy
and resolve to carry through with what Dearn had anticipated.

The material covered by Dearn was summarised further in a chart compiled by
CoSolve, and here is an extract, indicating the range of issues atamtayeeding

urgent attentionA y

/ F NBE2 NHQA&

KAIK OFNB FlILOAfAGASAY

Issues
Identified

Flow on Impacts

Posshble Solutions

Advantages

1. Lack of staff
employed to fill
shifts or staff
that are
employed call
in sick leaving
that particular
shift short

1. RN (or Admin Staf
depending on the
time of day) may
spend up to 2 hours
of their time ringing
(up to 40 agenies
who all say no) to ge
the staff needed to
fill the next shift.

1. a) Administrative call centrg
where staff are asked to call |
OFyQi YIS A
then up to the call centre (24
hours) to find staff. This call
Centre could be for allfo
[Careorg] in Queensland.

b) The call centre needs to be
regularly updated with a list 0
possible staff to call, and to
develop acasual pool of
regionally cented staff.

c¢) Call centre role to expand t
actively recruit care staff to
join the casual poowhich is
regionally based.

1. a) RN able to
focus on value
add activities.

4. Longterm,
experienced
and permanent
staff working
with agency or
new staff on
shifts and are
expected to

4. Shift will usually
take longer to @
when training new
staff.

No guarantee the
GNF AyAy3
LIN} OGAOSQ

authority given to

4. Staff who would like to be
given the role of training new
staff to be identified. Staff
trainers identified at all levels
including AIN, EEN & RN.
These staff members given a
Wi NI Ay AY Fslight €

change in their title to identify

4. Reduce staff
resentment
toward training
and
acknowledge the
importance of
developing a
Wi-lorig S
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train these staff| 4 KS & LIS S NJ them to other staff members | learning
on the job. the new staff to as trainers. I LILINE I OK
GO2NNBEOUGE |1 Berostered on with new | toward work and
to ensure staff to provide the develop a
competence is training with a %21 hour | culture of
achieved. start prior to shift starting | WO2 y i A y d
1 Resentment to orient the new worker | improvement
grows as staff to role, patients and all and best
feel it is not their equipment needed fothe | LINJ O A O§
role to train new shift
workers i staff trainers to be
1 Insecurity if available to be on call for
R2y Qi ¥F§ if problems arise during
competent to the shift
train a new staff | § mentor and develop staff
member to also become mentors
1 RNs usually only to staff who show the
person on the correct qualities for the
shift in their area role
and if from 1 develop and encourage a
I 3Sy O& ¢ learning environment
supervised or g AGKAY NI dzS
givenonthe job | § Staff trainers to be super
supervision numerary on some shifts
1 AINs may not throughout the year to
feel confident to collect ideas for training
take directions and to ensure consistency
from the agency across the board.
RN as they may Occasionally may visit
FSSt GKS  another facility to collect
more than they good ideas.
R2Q
7 7. Waste of time 1 Communication devices | 1 dramatically

Communication
time wasted in
finding other
staff when
needed due to
lack of
communication
device eg:
walkietalkies.

walking around to
find other staff
members to tell
things to.

No way of getting
help in an
emergency eg: if fall
in resident
bathroom.

linked with buzzer system
and other staff

increase
efficiency
 increase
feelings of
safety and
team work

11. Attracting
and keeping
staff.

What ideas to
you have about
how it feels to
be a new
person to your
organisation?

Staff resent training

11. Develop a training packag

new staff but also
resent not having
enough staff, so
where do staff see
their part in the
solution?

Do staff have the

that can beseen on DVD or

similar and sent as an
2NRASYGFGAZ2YyY W

YIATQ

a2 GKE G

this and answers some basic
questions before starting
work.

Training could focus on issue|

11. Consistency
in training

We SAGAY3
training
packages by
managers gives
clear idea of
gaps and
improvements.
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How friendly skills, resources and| such as This type of
are the staff? | training to train new | § correct use of slip sheets;| hands on
What is the staff effectively? 1 hoist (and onsite involvement
orientation training); gives a feeling of
like? What is  transfers including support to direct
the training standing transfers and us care staff as well
like? 2T GKS Wgl f | asincreasing

| position of back when team work and

attending to residents i.e.] 9ood will.
showing some incorrect

postures and then Feedback from
corrected through a the manager
multiple of tasks and back to the
postures; training program

1 enlisting resident support | {0 continually
and maintainingesident | 'Mmprove
independence, eqg,
introducing self to
resident and the tasks,
giving clear verbal cues,
etc;

1 giving of baths and
showers;

1 feeding;

9 dressing and undressing.

Managers not involved in

direct patient care to do one

or two shifts in another facility
and see if they can do the shi|
after the orientation and
training given by staff in that

facility, eg, acting as if were a

agency nurse

Deciding what to do in the wake of the field erk: adopting a lean processes
methodology?

As mentioned a key element of the original agreement between Careorg and the
QNU was that once the initial scoping work had been done the parties woukkpau
and consider the next step&nd soa meeting of theSteering Committee and the
Local Project Teams was held on 5 November at head office for this purpose. Paul
Anderson fromLean Capabilitiefacilitated this meeting The idea was that he would
present lean systems tools for the groumembersto analyse he results of the
observations so that they could then better seleah areafor follow-up improvement

pilots. The staff from Caresite 2 were unable to attend this meeting due to roster
difficulties, and in retrospect their difficulty in participating wasdicative of their
looming irability to continue with the projec{see below) Neverthelessit was agreed
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that the project would continugand that at each site two areas of focus would be
identified for work process improvement.

In December meetings ave indeed held for thimow more speific purpose. Under

the guidance of Andersoithe groups conducted cnite walk-abouts and Anderson
identified a number of simple steps which would boost efficiency and relieve staff of
some of the time pressurethey experience.These steps were consistent with the
same tenets of process improvement seen in manufacturing, includrsgal
Controls, Standard Worlnd 5S (already noted earlier in this report in respect of
the work at Manusite):

S1¢ Remove unnecessaitems
S2-Clean

S3¢ Organised, everything in its place
S4¢ Set standards

S5¢ Follow the standards

l YRSNE2Yy Qa LINRLRalt gl a GKIFIG GKS [20Ff 22
workstation in each of the pilot facilities and then methodically consieeery

aspect of the workflow and adapt the physical arrangements and processes so as to

bring about sustainable improvements in efficiencies. Unspectacular stuff, but the

hallmark of process improvement everywhere, and reflective of the work done at

Manuste which had produced such significant improvements.

Thelarger proposition put to both management and employee/union members of
the LocaProject Teams was essentially thrizdd:

1. While the actors in a peopleriented service sector might scoff at s&gtions
that they have anything to learn from machkeeiented manufacturing, in fact
the lessons of process improvemesnte substantially the same for all economic
sectors.

2. The lessons of World Class Manufacturarg at least a decade ahead of the
servies sectorin the area ofprocess improvement.

3. The key complaint of the nursing stadfa lack of time. If the 5 methodology
(and more) were to be embraced and adopted rigorously, a twenty percent
reduction h wasted time could be expected, and resourfregd up accordingly.

A twenty percent improvement in time is the equivalent of another person per
five staff.

|l YRSNE2Yy Qa 20aSNBIGA2ya INB ¢Sttt F2dzy RSR®
improvement knowledge in the world today is theLean Enterpriselnstitute
(www.lean.org). UBased but with a global reach, it declares gigbal mission to

becomec

WiKS tSIFRAY3 SRdzOFG2NAR FT2NJ a20AS80G& Ay YI EA

accomplish this goal, we develop and advance lean principles, toolsteahdiques
designed to enable positive change.
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The Lean Enterprise Institute (LEI) is a-porfit education and research organization
founded in 1997 to promote and advance the principles of lean thinking in every aspect
of business and acrossawider&ng 2 ¥ A Y RdzA G NA Sa o Q

Its healthcare work draws through theommonprinciples, as reflected in thisews
item on[ 9 lWebsite:

Yo OK @SINE Ayy20FGA2ya 2FFSNI K2LIS Ay A YLINE(
prevention, new technologies for early detamti of neurological conditions,
innovations in cellular medicine and dramatic advances in gene therapy.

Yet, it may be a timgested manufacturing practice that promises the most
compelling change in patient care today. Leading heedile organizations agss

the country are beginning to implement a manufacturing principle called "lean" in
their organizations in order to eliminate waste, streamline processes and cut costs.

Sure, it has decades of success in the automotive industry ... but health canay It
help to understand the essence of lean before dismissing it altogether.

Lean is an integrated set of industrial principles that emerged in the-\Mustd War

Il Japanese automotive industry and gained traction in the United States in the
1970s. It elininates waste by taking out unnecessary processes and redirecting
human effort toward valueadded business operations. This reduces production
time, decreases costs and improves customer satisfaction.

Experts agree that our heaktare system is fraught ith inefficiencies and
redundancies that have an effect on patient care. When an individual spends more
time in the waiting room than with a doctor, for example, this suggests some
inefficiency is taking place. When a medication error occurs or medicatign
administered in time, this can be attributed to some breakdown, bottleneck or
miscommunication in the process. These problems, in turn, increase costs and
decrease the quality of medical care and health insurance for employers and
workers.

So, how des lean apply to health carewhere practitioners aren't factory workers
and patients aren't widgets? Both manufacturing and health care have a work-flow
a succession of steps and an established proeefisat requires interaction with
humans. As dlierent as they are, both industries require this interaction to produce
an output or outcome; it could be an automobile or a healthier patient.

Most people in health care will tell you that, like manufacturing, health care must
cut costs and streamlineperations to improve quality of care. This understanding
hasled anumberofheat®l NX 2NABIF yAT FdAz2ya (2 | R2L) GKS

In the event,management, the union and the employees were unpersuaded by the
Anderson message. Theiergeral sense was thathe 5S approachamounted to
minor adjustmentswhen what were needed were wholesale remedies to improve
(variously) work arrangements ard relieve the heavy workloadsSitting behind
this disaffection was the realisation, particularly by management, thidcess
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improvemens would be timeconsuming, andhat there simply was not the timer
spare handso make the investment.

This rejection is part testimony to a failing by the lean systems expert and CoSolve to
carry the debate, and partly a commentaryn a sheer lack of insight by the
organisation, the union and the employees concerned.

It was notable that at two of the process improvement meetings at Caresite 2 the

facility manager was too busy to attend proceedings. A calsituation had

developed:i KS 2 NHI yA&l A2y Qa NBaz2dzNOSa |yR aead
the time needed to remedy them.

Careorg is a large organisation andptessures points on iticilities are systemic.
There must be a strong case for the organisation to focusmerely on the revamp

of processes in single workstations but on the redesign of the work space and
processes at an entire facility, with a view to creating a truly model site for
organisationwide learning(even recognising that different facilities wgkenerate
different choke points) This will requirean organisatiorml rethink on whatlean
processesave to offer coupled with a willingness to backfill staff while the redesign
process in underway and, generally, to invest the necessary resources.

Decidng to work further with orientation and induction of new untrained staff

Caresite 1on management prompting but with a warm employee receptecided

that a major workloads issue facing them was unfilled rosters due to recruitment
difficulties and thelack of skills of newly recruited untrained staff. This was causing
tensions with existing staff and concerns with care provided to residents. It was
decided to undertake a collaborative project to improve the orientation and induction

undertaken by suchstaff. The proposed scheme was captured by CoSolve and
Anderson in a set of slidésee appendixXl2), the first of which appears below:
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Caresite 2 had not reached a conclusion in its meeting. Caresite 1 invited Carsite
become involved in this project. However after a further meeting in February 2008
(where the parameters of the project were fleshed psee just below)Caresite 2
decided to observe the projeanly, and become involved at the stage of triallingeth
new induction and orientation program.

The proposal took the following shape:

Smart Workplaces
Workplace Change Project

ORIENTATION AND INDUCTION PROGRAM AT [Caresite 1]

At a joint meeting of [Caresite 1] and [Caresite 2] project teams members dayF§
February 2008
91 the analysis and proposals of Kylie Dearn, coming out of her shadowing and re¢ording
work at the two facilities, were discussed and evaluated;
other proposals on work process improvement were discussed;
the proposal in relation to Qentation and Induction was mapped out in terms| of
Output, Project Benefits and Project Resources (see below);
1 a provisional decision was taken to make Orientation and Inductimm Smart
Workplaces workplace change project;
9 a provisional decision was made make the Caresite 1 the site, but with Caresite 2
project team members offering assistance on amaeds basis;
9 discussion was taken on how to draw on the earlier research and data collection work at
Caresite 1 and Caresite 2 in pursuing the project;

1
1
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