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Executive summary

Purpose of research

The Department of Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business (DEWRSB) commissioned a research project on agreement making in the Australian Public Service (APS) to identify the experiences, the trends and the emerging issues facing agencies in the APS. The research was intended to obtain information about agencies’ perceptions and understanding of agreement making reforms as well as information about issues that they are facing for future rounds of agreement making. This report discusses the results from the written and telephone survey of 92 APS agencies conducted during July and August 1999 by DEWRSB and assisted by Twyford Consulting.

Agreement making objectives

Overall, the survey research found that APS agencies had embraced agreement making enthusiastically and viewed it as an initiative that would assist them in improving their performance and organisational effectiveness. Agencies frequently stated their objectives for agreement making as:

· complementing the strategic directions for the agency

· advancing particular management initiatives

· achieving improvements in wages and employment conditions

· tailoring employment conditions to agency business, and

· advancing cultural change within the agency.

More than 75% of respondents felt they had ‘fully met’ their agreement making objectives. However, agencies were less sure about tailoring employment conditions to agency business needs and advancing cultural change. 

Major features and initiatives

The major feature of APS agreements in the first round was the introduction of performance assessment systems. Seventy-seven percent of respondents stated that performance assessment was a feature of their agreements. The agreements have also strengthened the general focus on performance management in many agencies, with 30% stating ‘performance focus’ as a positive outcome of agreement making. Around 20% of all respondent agencies have introduced some system of performance pay. Performance assessment ranked the highest in impact on agency performance, with performance pay not far behind. While there has been a heightened focus on performance pay and performance management, significant variation in the features and degree of sophistication of agencies’ performance management systems has occurred. 

The second most popular feature introduced was flexible hours of work (60% of respondents), followed by leave simplification (53%) and classification structure reform (50% of respondents). 

Other key features of agreements were the tailoring of conditions to agency business requirements (25% of respondents), and the advancement of various types of management initiatives. Some agencies have used agreement making to devolve decision-making on approvals for leave and other entitlements to the business unit level. This reinforces the more direct approach to workplace relations that is being advanced through the reforms.

Rationalisation and streamlining of particular employment conditions such as leave and allowances have resulted in administrative savings.

Wage outcomes

There appears to be an ‘internal market’ in wage outcomes operating in the APS. The clustering of wage outcomes around median levels of between 3% and 3.9% a year (46% of respondents) also suggests that comparative wage setting processes, rather than agency productivity measurement, were being used across the APS. Twenty-eight percent of agreements paid less than 3% whereas 14% of respondents paid more than 4%. Agencies were often conscious of wage outcomes in other parts of the APS, with 60% stating that ‘wage levels in other parts of the APS’ were a factor in determining wage increases in their agreements. 

Agency budgets (55%) and productivity (42%) have been significant factors in determining wage outcomes, while savings in operations (23%) and savings in administration (18%) were less frequently stated factors. Budget constraints are a concern for some agencies, with 19% stating that they needed changes to the funding arrangements that currently operate for future rounds of agreement making. Productivity appears to have been considered at ‘corporate’ levels, with performance against strategic plans and key performance measures often used as productivity measures. 

s.170LJ and s.170LK agreements under the Workplace Relations Act 1996

While the spread of agreements between s.170LJ and s.170LK agreements was relatively even in round one, with slightly more s.170LJ than s.170LK agreements, the trend appears to be towards the establishment of s.170LK agreements. Several agencies (11%) stated that establishing s.170LK agreements as something that they would do differently next time. In comparison to s.170LJ agreements S.170LK agreements more frequently recorded pay increases of about 4%, were more likely to cover policy agencies and had objectives for  to retain agency competitiveness and tailor conditions to agency business.

Responses from agencies with s.170LJ agreements more frequently referred to the rationalisation of particular conditions as positive outcomes, while responses from agencies with s.170LK agreements more frequently referred to advancing performance management and culture type as positive outcomes from agreement making. This is consistent with the research that shows that an overall pattern in terms of emphasis and outcome from agreement making.

Positive outcomes

Many agencies reported positive outcomes that were related to improved capacity to conduct agreement making in the future. The top four positive outcomes cited by agencies were:

· greater employee participation

· greater staff understanding about agreements

· improved staff relations, and

· cultural shift in the agency.

Overall,  the emphasis seems to be more on the capacity for positive and effective agreement making, compared to the less-often stated outcome of business performance issues, such as work practices and savings in operational costs.

Difficulties faced

The most frequently stated difficulty was the ‘time, work and cost of agreement making’, with more agencies (32%) stating this as a difficulty than any other single reason. Other key difficulties with agreement making were staff resistance (27%), lack of expertise in agreement making (20%) and union resistance (16%).

The time taken for agreement making is an issue for the APS: 85% of respondents took longer than six months to have an agreement in place after the articulation of the management agenda for this to happen, 25% took more than 12 months and 6% took longer than 16 months. The most commonly cited reasons for delays were the consultative arrangements (69%) and union involvement (40%).

Difficulties with AWAs were less common with ' time, work and cost' the most stated difficulty.

Improved workplace relations

Agreement making has made a significant impact on the way in which workplace relations are conducted in the APS. For example, 62% of respondents reported that they had established new consultative arrangements for the agreement making exercise. It is also evident that there were high levels of direct involvement of both managers and employees in negotiations, with 86% of respondents citing ‘management suggestions’ and 75% of respondents citing ‘employee suggestions’ as the key factors determining the negotiating agenda.

The relatively high levels of senior manager participation in round one negotiations was a positive sign that these managers were becoming more directly involved in workplace relations for their agencies. However, it appears that participation from business unit managers was less common.

Some agencies need to further develop the skills and experience they have gained from the first attempt at agreement making. When asked what they would do differently, 30% of respondents stated that they would improve staff consultation processes.

Agency responses reveal a perception that the loss of skilled staff will occur unless higher wages or enhanced employment conditions are provided. This is a common reason for introducing AWAs below the SES level is to retain staff.

The next round

Improved consultation processes or reducing the time taken to reach agreements were the most frequently stated goals for the next round. Agencies stated that identifying potential productivity gains (31% of respondents) and potential savings (10% of respondents) were the most important issues for the next round. A fifth of respondents stated they felt they had ‘traded it all in’. 

Other issues cited included staff retention, tailoring conditions to agency needs and performance management and performance pay. Further streamlining and simplifying conditions were not seen as major issues for the next round.

Conclusion

Overall, agreement making in the APS during round one has made a substantial impact in promoting the relationship between remuneration/employment conditions and agency business performance. Through the development of individual performance assessment and performance-linked remuneration, this trend is likely to continue.

The introduction of agency-based, more direct, workplace relations appears to have been achieved to a large extent through the agreement making. While cultural change was a key part of agreement making for the APS, agencies are seeing this as a process that will take longer to realise maximum gains. Agreement making at this stage may be seen as not only having achieved specific gains for agencies, but also as having increased the ‘capacity’ of agencies to take agreement making further in the future.

Introduction

Background

The Workplace Relations Act 1996 (the WR Act) provides a framework for cooperative workplace relations designed to encourage higher productivity and a flexible and fair labour market through agreements between employers and employees at the workplace. The Government’s expectation is that Australian Public Service (APS) agencies will take a leading role in exploiting the opportunities provided by the WR Act.

Within broad policy parameters, responsibility for making agreements with staff on remuneration and conditions of employment linked to improvements in productivity and performance has been devolved to APS agencies. At the time of writing, nearly all agencies have workplace agreements in place. Of those agreements, a significant proportion are now close to their nominal expiry date or agencies have commenced or finalised negotiating their second round agreement.

Purpose of the review

Following endorsement by departmental Secretaries at the April 1999 round table meeting, a review of agreement making in the APS was undertaken by the Department of Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business (DEWRSB), assisted by Twyford Consulting. The review examines the processes used by agencies in making certified agreements (CAs), the features of such agreements which have led to improved productivity and performance and the general approaches taken by agencies in making Australian Workplace Agreements (AWAs). The review includes a survey of agency experiences of agreement making and a series of case studies emerging from the survey.

The final review report will include a range of best practice ideas which may assist agencies in developing future agreements. The experiences of agencies in their first round of agreement making will be valuable in assisting them to achieve even better outcomes in future rounds. The willingness of the participating agencies and their staff to contribute to the survey is gratefully acknowledged.

Review approach

The review is being conducted in two phases.  Phase one collected information from 92 APS agencies (covering some 100 CAs) through written and telephone interviews with representatives who were directly involved in the agreement making process. The large response rate achieved reflects the commitment of agencies and the research approach which integrated written questionnaires and telephone interviews.

A pilot questionnaire was administered to five selected agencies using a telephone survey in early July 1999. Feedback sessions were later conducted to obtain pilot participants’ comments. Using the pilot survey analysis and the feedback from the pilot survey participants, a written and telephone survey was developed. 

The aim of the main survey was to obtain quantitative data on the processes undertaken and content included in CAs. Quantitative data was collected through the written component of the survey. The survey was also seen as an opportunity to collect qualitative information through telephone interviews with agency contacts. Survey researchers from Twyford Consulting and DEWRSB conducted telephone interviews with the agencies. A copy of the survey instrument is at Attachment A. 

This report details the findings of the survey. The second phase of the review comprises case studies of significant themes in agreement making which have emerged from the survey phase. The final report encompassing both phases will be completed in early 2000.

Background characteristics of agencies and agreements
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Figure 1.  Agency profile
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Figure 2.  Agreement profile
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Profile of s.170LJ and s.170LK agreements under the Workplace Relations Act 1996
There were slightly more s.170LJ agreements (agreements negotiated with employee organisations, 55%) than s.170LK agreements (agreements made directly with employees, 45%). Some patterns emerge in terms of the types of agencies establishing s.170LK and s.170LJ agreements.

Seventy-two percent of policy agencies established s.170LK agreements. Sixty-five percent of program management/service delivery agencies established s.170LJ agreements. Mixed policy and program management agencies were more even, with 58% establishing s.170LJ agreements.

There was no relationship between the type of agreement formed and agency size nor duration of the agreement.

More s.170LK agreements were stand-alone (67%) than were s.170LJ agreements (56%).

Reasons for s.170LJ agreements with employee organisations

The most frequently stated reasons for s.170LJ agreements were staff preference and large union membership (Figure 3). Also 14% of respondents stated ‘a strong union’ as a reason for a s.170LJ agreement. It seems that the likelihood of being able to work cooperatively with unions was a factor in deciding on the type of agreement, with some respondents stating that union cooperation was a reason for a s.170LJ agreement.


Figure 3. Reasons for s.170LJ agreements
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Only 13% of respondents stated that management preferred a s.170LJ agreement. Thirty-four percent stated that management preferred a s.170LK agreement.

Respondents seemed to take a pragmatic approach to the decision to establish a s.170LJ agreement.




Comments on the reason for a s.170LJ agreement

“A combination of union cooperation, staff preference and convenience.”

“It was essentially a risk management decision and the best way to gain support for  

  significant reforms and get a yes vote.”

“Best course to take in the circumstances.”

Reasons for s.170LK agreements with employees

The most frequently stated reason for establishing a s.170LK agreement with employees was management and staff preference (52%) suggesting that both are significant factors in the decision on agreement type (Figure 4). Small union membership was stated as a reason for a s.170LK agreement by 13% of respondents. 
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Figure 4. Reasons for s.170LK agreements


Wage outcomes

Average annualised wage increases

Almost half of all agencies paid between 3% and 3.9% as an average annualised wage increase (Figure 5), paid predominately in policy agencies (67%), compared to 35% of program management/service delivery agencies. However, no policy agencies provided an average annualised wage increase of more than 4% a year, compared with 15% of program management/service delivery agencies and 19% of mixed policy/program management agencies.
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Figure 5. Average annualised wage increase

Total remuneration

The most frequently stated total remuneration outcome, excluding bonuses, was between 5% and 6.9% over the life of the agreement, regardless of duration.

Nineteen percent of all agreements provide total remuneration outcomes over the life of the agreement of more than 7%, excluding bonus payments. There was no clear link between total wage increases of more than 7% and agreement type or agency characteristics, suggesting increases were related to agency-specific issues, such as restructuring.

Bonuses

Seventy-one percent of respondents provided for bonus payments. These were often made at certification, with some being paid at the completion of performance assessments.

Factors determining initial wage increases

The factors determining the initial wage increases are illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Factors determining initial wage increases 
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Internal labour dynamics
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The most frequently stated factor (60%) for determining initial wage increases were the wage levels being offered in other agencies. This suggests that an ‘internal public sector labour market’ operated in round one, with agencies using comparative wage analysis as a key factor in wage outcomes from agreement making.

Respondents (67%) that offered between 3% and 3.9% average annualised wage increases were more likely to have stated that APS agencies were a factor in determining initial wage increases, compared with 50% that granted less than 3% and 54% that granted more than 3.9%.

Moreover, only 35% of respondents offering wage increases of between 3% and 3.9% stated productivity as a factor in determining wage increases, compared with 46% of respondents that offered lower increases and 54% of respondents that offered higher wage increases from this salary range. This seems to support the notion of an ‘internal labour market’ operating to influence wage increases through comparative considerations rather than productivity-based assessments.

It appears that staff expectations were a significant consideration in determining higher wage increases, identified by 39% of respondents with increases of more than 4% per year, compared with 18% of respondents overall.

Policy agencies (67%) more frequently mentioned the use of comparisons with APS agencies as a factor for determining wage outcomes, compared with 35% of program management/service delivery agencies. (This suggests that policy agencies more closely monitor the wage outcomes of their ‘peers’ than do program management agencies.)

Agencies with s.170LK agreements more often cited wage increase levels in other APS agencies (74%) than did s.170LJ agreements (48%).

Budget influence on wage increases

Budget considerations were the next most frequent determination of wage increases. The ‘capacity to pay’ was stated by respondents. Eighty-one percent of those respondents that paid less than 3% stated internal budget as a factor in determining wage increases, in contrast to 54% of those who paid between 3% and 3.9%.

There was no difference in the proportion of respondents citing budget as a factor across different agency characteristics and agreement types.

Productivity and wage increases

Productivity was a factor stated by more than 40% of respondents in the determination of initial wage increases. 

However, the extent to which productivity was a frequently mentioned factor varied across agency characteristics. Smaller agencies (those with fewer than 199 staff) and policy agencies less often stated productivity as a factor in determining wage increases. For example, 27% of small agencies compared with medium-sized agencies (50%) and large agencies (52%) relied on productivity improvements to generate wage increases.

In contrast, program management/service delivery agencies stated productivity as a more significant factor in their wage increases (58%), compared with 11% of policy agencies and 39% of mixed function agencies.

Productivity was cited as less of a factor in determining the wage increases for s.170LK agreements (31%) than it was for s.170LJ agreements (50%). 

Ongoing wage increases

As shown in Figure 7, 73% of respondents stated that ongoing wage increases would be paid automatically, (i.e., productivity or other achievements did not appear to be directly related to the payment of these wage increases). Importantly, 27% of respondents had some method for determining ongoing wage increases with costed productivity savings (9%) most popular.

Automatic wage increases were most frequently determined by policy agencies (83%); followed by mixed function agencies (75%); then program management/service delivery agencies (68%); with similar outcomes for s.170LK and s.170LJ agreements.

Many respondents indicated that, while automatic wage increases were not directly linked to the productivity measures, the implementation of a performance management system had warranted ongoing wage increases on the basis that improved individual productivity was anticipated from such reforms. This illustrates the shift towards performance-linked remuneration in the agencies.
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Figure 7. Methods for determining ongoing wage increases

Comments — Performance-based remuneration

“Incremental advances of salary are now linked to performance monitoring and achievements.” 

“The agreement saw the introduction and completion of initial completion of performance appraisal scheme.”

“Drafts of the agreement had the payment linked to 'successful' implementation of performance management scheme - negotiations resulted in the deletion of the word 'successful', but it is clear that there was an expectation that the implementation of the PMS was the basis for a second wage increase.”


Retrospective wage increases

More than a third of respondents (39%) stated they had paid retrospective wage increases (wage increases that took effect before the date of certification), which were more frequently made in the negotiation of s.170LJ agreements (48%), than s.170LK agreements (29%). 

Reasons given for retrospective wage increases were:

· delays in the agreement making process (41%)

· lever to reach agreement (32%)

· fairness to staff (30%), and 

· provided for in agency budget (3%).

Objectives for agreement making

There was a strong emphasis in round one on better linking employment conditions to agency needs (Figure 8). Nearly half of the respondents (48%) stated that tailoring conditions to agency business was an objective of agreement making, with related features being advancing cultural change (36%), strategic direction (34%) and advancing management initiatives (29%). 
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Figure 8. Agency objectives for agreement making

Cultural change was an important issue for large (68%) and decentralised (53%) agencies, compared to centralised agencies (28%), medium sized agencies (28%) and small agencies (27%).

Most respondents stated objectives for agreement making that were concerned with generating positive agency-specific outcomes, rather than merely meeting government policy as an objective in itself; only about a quarter (27%) of respondents cited government policy as an objective. Agencies appear to have embraced agreement making as a reform that will work for them.

Forty-four percent of medium-sized agencies stated the pursuit of management initiatives as an objective in agreement making, compared with small (24%) and large (10%) agencies. This objective was stated by 38% of partly decentralised agencies, 33% of centralised agencies and 18% of decentralised agencies.
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Agencies have tended to see agreement making as an opportunity to improve employee relations (22%). This response was no different across agreement type that is, s.170LJ or s.170LK agreement, agency size and length of agreement. However, 36% of respondents from centralised agencies stated employee relations as an objective, in contrast to 18% of respondents from decentralised agencies and 5% from partly-decentralised agencies.

Only 14% of respondents cited ‘agency competitiveness’ as an objective for agreement making.
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Comments from respondents suggest that ‘agency competitiveness’ was seen in terms of retaining staff through the provision of attractive wages and conditions (see comments box).

The introduction of a performance focus and performance management systems were often cited in respondent comments about the particular reforms they had put in place through agreement making. This is consistent with findings elsewhere in the research that show performance management as a feature in many agreements (see comments box).

Comments of a more general nature from respondents referred to using agreement making to achieve greater simplicity and flexibility in employment conditions.




Comments — Simplicity and flexibility in employment conditions

“To free ourselves from the rules of our current system.”

“The agency had a very prescriptive agreement in place prior to the workplace agreement and found it difficult to respond to business needs through structural change or staffing changes. Needed to introduce a more business needs based approach to employment conditions.”





Agreement making processes

This section examines the agreement making processes, including how agencies developed their agreements, communication and consultation processes, negotiating team structures, involvement of special groups, time taken, voting methods, costs and the monitoring and implementation mechanisms.

Developing the agreement

In Figure 9 the arrangements used to develop an agency’s agreement are highlighted.
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Figure 9. Arrangements for developing the agreement

Respondents that stated other arrangements were put in place (21%) generally referred to approaches that were minor variations on the use of standard consultative teams and negotiating mechanisms. For instance, some stated they used pre-negotiation staff consultations. 

New teams were established for 71% of s.170LK agreements, and for 54% of s.170LJ agreements. New consultative teams were less frequently established by large agencies (43% of large agencies compared to 62% of respondents, overall).

Many agencies used a combination of formal and informal methods. Variations in approach included an agency that used face-to-face meetings in small groups at all office locations, and an agency that formed a ‘Manager Network’, linked to workgroups, to obtain input from middle managers. The following comment outlines this approach.




Comment – Variations in Developing the Agreement

“The agency used what we termed a ‘parallel process’ in developing the agreement. This involved the establishment of a small management negotiating team that had concurrent discussions with the CPSU negotiating team, and with all staff”.

Agreement development teams

Membership 

The type of people who were involved in the agreement making teams is illustrated in Figure 10.


Figure 10.  Membership of negotiating team 
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Some respondents indicated that their agencies had used a ‘tiered’ structure for negotiating teams, reflecting their multi-dimensional approach to the negotiation process.

Decentralised agencies were the only agencies to have used regional HR/WR staff in the negotiating teams. Policy agencies (83%) more frequently included nominated staff representatives, compared with 70% of program management/service delivery agencies and 57% of mixed function agencies.

There was little difference in the composition of negotiating teams between s.170LJ agreements and s.170LK agreements. In particular, paid union officials and representatives nominated by unions featured in equal proportions across s.170LJ agreements and s.170LK agreements. However, representatives nominated by staff were more common in those agencies with s.170LK agreements (81% of those respondents) than those with s.170LJ agreements (56% of those respondents).

Number of members at meetings

The number of team members who were regularly involved in meetings are outlined below in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Number of members in negotiation teams

Terms of reference/protocols

A relatively high proportion of respondents (75%) had established agreed terms of reference or protocols for the negotiating process, suggesting that the use of terms of reference or protocols was widespread.

Those agencies negotiating agreements of less than 12 months in duration were less likely to have used terms of reference in the negotiating process, (56% compared to 75% across all agencies). Generally, there were no differences in the responses, according to agreement type or agency characteristics. 

Training 

Of the 52% of respondents that provided training or briefing for members of negotiating teams, 39% indicated that formal training was provided, while 61% indicated that formal briefings for negotiating teams were provided. This means that a relatively small number of respondents — less than 20 — provided training for negotiating team members.

Those agencies negotiating s.170LJ agreements were less likely to have provided either formal training or briefing for negotiating team members (14%),  in contrast with s.170LK agreements (29%).

Centralised agencies were more likely to have provided training or briefing to the negotiating team members (66%) than decentralised agencies (38%). 

Communication and consultation mechanisms

Consistent with the Government’s promotion of direct relations between employers and employees, agencies relied on a combination of consultative mechanisms, indicating the advantages of consulting with staff in a variety of ways. 

Figure 12. Consultation mechanisms
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Almost a quarter of respondents used innovative mechanisms such as telephone hotlines, suggestion schemes and staff surveys in the consultation process. Decentralised and partly decentralised agencies more frequently reported using telephone hotlines.

Respondents indicated that formal staff briefings were ‘most helpful’. This result was not surprising, given that a formal briefing provides for a high level of two-way communication and interaction.

While e-mail was the second most frequently stated mechanism for communication and consultation, it is only perceived by just over half the respondents (53%) as being the most helpful mechanism. It could be that electronic mail is not seen by many respondents as facilitating good communication and consultation, and that it is used in conjunction with other mechanisms.

Seventy-five percent of respondents stated that they believed the level and quality of communication and consultation with staff was appropriate throughout the agreement making process.

Efforts to involve special groups

Agencies were asked whether they had made particular efforts to involve certain ‘special’ groups (ie. part-time employees, women, people from non-English speaking backgrounds and young people) in the agreement making process (Figure 13). Larger agencies reported more frequently that they had made particular efforts to involve women and part-time employees. There was no distinction across agency size for responses on efforts to involve people of non-English speaking background or young people.
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Figure 13. Efforts to involve special groups

Method used to vote on the agreement

The various methods used by agencies to vote on their agreement are illustrated in Figure 14. Ninety-two percent of respondents stated that they would use the same method of voting again. Of the 8% that said they would not use the same method, the two reasons given were complexity and cost.
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Figure 14. Method for voting

Sources of assistance in agreement making

Ninety-two percent of respondents used internal HR/WR staff as sources of assistance, which seems to confirm their important role in agreement making (see Figure 15).

Similarly, a high proportion of respondents (78%) stated that they sought assistance from the DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group, suggesting that agencies often wanted a point of contact for policy advice and clarification.

Smaller agencies less frequently used consultants than larger agencies.

Policy agencies more frequently used DEWRSB Workplace Partners, while service delivery agencies were more likely to use DEWRSB Advocacy.

Figure 15. Sources of assistance
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Other agencies were ranked ‘most helpful’ by 51% of respondents. While external assistance was needed and sought by many agencies, strong reliance on internal sources of assistance has emerged as a feature of agreement making.

Length of agreement making process

Seventy-five percent of the respondents had negotiated an agreement within 12 months of articulation of the management agenda (Figure 16). In contrast, 25% took longer than 13 months. Analysis shows there is no relationship between agency size, or agreement duration, and the time taken to reach agreement.

Of those agreements established within six months of the articulation of the management agenda, 21% were s.170LK agreements, compared with 10% of s.170LJ agreements. For longer periods there were no differences between agreement type. 
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Figure 16.  Time taken for agreement making

Factors contributing to the length of the agreement making process are given in Figure 17. The most frequently stated factor contributing to the length of the agreement making process was the operation of collaborative and consultative arrangements. This suggests that the process to gain agreement through consultation is the major consideration for reducing the time taken for future rounds of agreement making.
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Figure 17.  Factors affecting the length of agreement making



Many respondents commented on the need for probity and complete integrity in consultative process. 

Comments —Time taken on agreement making:

“We were more concerned that we get it right.”

“The process was a collaborative and lengthy consultation process with many meetings with staff and as it was the first agreement in this Department there was also an educative component.”

“Time taken to ensure it was comprehensive.”

“Extensive information campaign / large agency / engaging unions proved problematic.”

Union involvement in the process was stated in 40% of the responses as contributing to the time required for agreement making. While s.170LJ agreements do not necessarily take longer than s.170LK agreements to negotiate, where delays occurred it seems that union involvement was a factor.

One-third of respondents stated lack of knowledge and expertise as a factor, but they did not specify areas of improvement. 

Nineteen percent of respondents stated the length of the agreement making process was not an issue for their agency. Those who had negotiated s.170LJ agreements (29%) more frequently stated that the length of the process was not an issue, in contrast with those who had s.170LK agreements (12%). 

Difficulties and delays in certification of the agreement

A high proportion of respondents (82%) stated that they did not experience difficulties and delays with certification of the agreement, suggesting that the certification processes generally ran smoothly for the majority of agencies.

Delays and extensions in the time required to establish agreements may, therefore, be mostly associated with the consultation/negotiation processes that occur earlier in the agreement making process, rather than the more technical certification and documentation processes that occur at the later stages.

Of the 18% of respondents who stated that they did experience difficulties and delays in the certification process (see Figure 18), respondents who established a s.170LK agreement more often reported union opposition as a delay or difficulty with certification (50%) than did those respondents who established a s.170LJ agreement (17%).
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Figure 18.  Reasons for difficulties and delays in certification

Three respondents stated that their agencies experienced delays because of the opposition to the agreement by a single person. Future agreement making may be assisted with the promotion of techniques to overcome such isolated opposition through improved communication and consultation.

Often these technical or process requirements were related to agency-specific factors and the particular circumstances or context in which the agreement making occurred. Examples of technical or process requirements included:

· a legal challenge regarding the agreement being ‘part of a single business’

· the need to provide additional detail to address union concerns and satisfy the ‘no disadvantage’ test, and

· a delay of one week to answer questions raised by the Australian Industrial Relations Commission (AIRC).

Estimates of the cost of agreement making

Over half (56%) of respondents stated that they could estimate the cost of agreement making, either as a precise cost or as an estimate, however, only about half of these respondents provided figures when asked. This could be due to the difficulties with agencies having the time or willingness to provide such figures to the researchers; it also could mean that fewer agencies have sound cost data available. The items included in calculating the cost of agreement making in agencies is illustrated in Figure 19.

No pattern emerged between a respondent’s ability to estimate the cost of agreement making and agency size, the length of the agreement or the wage outcomes contained in an agreement. It seems that higher wage outcomes did not result in more stringent assessments of the cost of agreement making.

Agencies performing a program management/service delivery function more frequently stated that they could estimate the cost of agreement making, while agencies performing a policy or advisory function less frequently stated this.

Figure 19. Items included in costing agreement making
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The data provided on costs varied considerably. However, 22% of those respondents who did provide precise estimates of cost and 21% of those respondents who did provide rough estimates of cost stated that the agreement making process cost less than $99,000.

Thirty percent of respondents who did provide precise estimates and 28% of respondents who did provide rough estimates stated costs of more than $100,000. Respondents who provided precise estimates (6%) stated agreement making cost more than $750,000.

The items taken into account in preparing costing showed a lack of a consistent costing method across APS agencies. 

Mechanisms to monitor and report on agreement making

Monitoring progress

Nearly all respondents (95%) stated that they had mechanisms in place to report on implementation of the agreement. Figure 20 illustrates the range of techniques agencies use to monitor agreements. Few respondents stated that they had introduced specific mechanisms to monitor implementation of the agreement. A high proportion of respondents stated that monitoring implementation occurs by ad-hoc observation. It appears that, while agencies are monitoring and reporting on the implementation of their agreements, they have not necessarily developed rigorous methods for data and information collection on which to base their analysis. 
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Figure 20. How progress is monitored 
The internal HR/WR staff and the existing consultative committees that relate to workplace relations perform much of the monitoring on agreement implementation (Figure 21).
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Figure 21. Who monitors implementation

Reporting progress

Reporting on progress with the implementation of agreements mostly occurs through internal management reports. Many respondents commented that the agreement featured as an agenda item for management meetings.

Many respondents (54%) stated that reports to staff on implementation of the agreement were being undertaken (Figure 22). This suggests that the benefits of increased communication with staff arising from agreement making, were being maintained during the implementation phases. One respondent commented that the agency placed progress reports on their intranet and provided a monthly information report to all staff on agreement implementation.
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Figure 22. Report on implementation

Savings

Over half of the respondents (61%) stated that they did have mechanisms to calculate or assess the savings to the organisation from the agreement. Further, 48% indicated that they were reporting on these savings.

The use of corporate performance (47%) and specific indicators (45%) were stated most often as the ways through which savings are assessed (Figure 23). An external assessment process to monitor savings is also used by some agencies. Other agencies are reviewing their operational processes that are tied to the agreement making arrangements, to examine and identify opportunities for savings.

[image: image34.wmf]19%

13%

8%

23%

30%

30%

40%

49%

64%

83%

38%

17%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Opportunity cost (salaries and time)

Travel costs

Consultants

Electoral Commission fees

Printing costs

Travel allowance

Communication costs

Training and awareness raising

Advocacy

Legal advice

Venue costs

Catering costs

Proportion of Respondents 

Who Estimated Cost

Figure 23. How savings are calculated
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Comments from several respondents indicate that savings are being achieved through restructuring or other reforms in the agency, which the agreement is not directly tied to, but supports as part of a total change program.

Monitoring work practices and staffing reforms to achieve savings, however, does not appear to be widespread among agencies. Few agencies (4%) are using time costing methods to assess savings or productivity achieved in agreements. There appears to be greater reliance at this stage in agreement making on the use of corporate performance information to track savings and productivity gains.


Most respondents (85%) stated that reporting on savings and productivity increases was done through internal management reports. Reports on savings and productivity increases are typically prepared by HR/WR staff (61% of respondents) and the finance staff (46% of respondents). Only a few agencies (4% of respondents) are using external organisations to identify savings achieved.

Agreement features and innovations

This section explains/describes the main features of agreements, as they related to agency productivity or performance.

Determining the agenda

The most frequently stated factors in the determination of the negotiation agenda and features in agreements were senior management and employee suggestions (Figure 24). This indicates that managers and employees embraced the agreement making initiative, rather than leaving the determination of a negotiation agenda to the HR/WR ‘experts’ or other parties. Round one of agreement making appears to have been successful in forming a more direct relationship between these parties.
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Figure 24. Factors determining negotiating agendas

The input of HR/WR staff, the Policy Parameters for Agreement Making in the APS (DEWRSB, 1999) and learning from other APS agencies were less frequently stated as factors in determining the features of the negotiating agenda. However, these are frequently stated as sources of advice and assistance (see page 24). This supports a view that, while the HR/WR staff, DEWRSB (for Policy Parameters) and other APS agencies were often approached for input, management and employees retained their role at the centre of negotiations on agreement features.

Two inputs that were seldom stated are external consultant suggestions (4%) and the APS Negotiating Network Groups (2%). This does not necessarily mean that they are ineffective or unhelpful.

Major features of agreements

The main features of agencies’ agreements are highlighted in Figure 25.


Figure 25. Features of agreements
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Performance assessment

The high rating for performance assessment (77%) reflects the findings elsewhere in the research that agreement making has been a stimulus for widespread introduction of performance assessment across the APS.

Performance assessment ranked the highest in impact on agency performance, with over three-quarters of those respondents that nominated this feature ranking it either first or second in order of impact. The strength of this outlook among those surveyed is reinforced by the result that 71% of those respondents who nominated performance pay ranked that feature as either first or second in order of impact.

Flexible hours of work

This feature was cited regardless of agency size, agreement characteristics and agreement type. It appears to have been a universally accepted feature of agreements by both management and employees.
Allowance simplification

Sixty percent of respondents with s.170LK agreements mentioned allowance simplification, while only 35% of respondents with s.170LJ agreements mentioned this feature. Confirming this trend, 66% of those respondents from policy agencies mentioned allowance simplification, while 53% from mixed function agencies and 30% from program management/service delivery agencies mentioned this.

It appears that allowance simplification was not as well accepted in s.170LJ agreement making. Perhaps this represents a desire to retain employment conditions that are essentially remunerative in nature that is, allowances are a payment on top of regular salary. This may be an issue for agencies that establish s.170LJ agreements in the future, given that allowance simplification offers agencies savings in administration and actual salary costs. 
Classification structure reforms

Smaller agencies have made greater use of classification structure reforms in round one.

Moreover, classification structure reforms were more frequently stated by policy agencies (78%) than by program management/service delivery agencies (47%) and mixed function agencies (29%). It may have been expected that program management agencies would benefit more from additional flexibility in the classification structures for their staff, because these agencies may have a greater range of business functions being performed and would benefit from greater flexibility in the classification of their workforce.

Tailoring employment conditions to agency business requirements

Generally, there are no differences in the frequency with which this feature is stated across agency size, agreement characteristics, agreement type and agency type. The only variation occurs with wage outcomes. The following are the proportions of agreements that tailor employment conditions to agency business requirements:

· 19% of those agreement with less than 3% average annualised wage increases

· 25% of those agreements with between 3% and 3.9% average annualised wage increases, and

· 38% of those agreements with 4% or more average annualised wage increases.

It seems that agencies have linked higher wage outcomes with particular employment conditions that relate to their business requirements. 

Family-friendly employment practices

Family-friendly features were stated consistently across all types of agencies and agreement types. However, small agencies nominated family-friendly features (19%) less frequently than large agencies (33%). 

Ratings of impact on agency performance
Interestingly, performance assessment did not rate the highest in impact on agency performance or productivity, although it was one of the higher rating features. Possibly this is because agencies are still waiting to see the benefit of performance assessment as it translates into actual productivity or corporate performance.

The second most frequently mentioned feature, flexible hours of work, was seen as having the greatest impact on agency performance or productivity. This may be because it is a tangible change in working practices that agencies could immediately implement.

Australian Workplace Agreements

This section examines the extent to which Australian Workplace Agreements (AWAs) have been implemented across the APS. It also examines the features of AWAs and agencies’ intentions to implement more AWAs.

Numbers of AWAs in the agency workforce

Table 1 illustrates the progress of agencies embracing and implementing AWAs.

The agencies that have not introduced AWAs at SES level (18%) are often smaller agencies that do not have SES staff, or have the personnel administration of their SES staff handled by a ‘sister’ agency. 

The growth of AWAs below the EL1 level is progressing slowly. This finding is supported by the responses given to the question about proposals for AWAs — more than 60% of respondents stated that they ‘did not know’ if they would be introducing AWAs at levels below EL1.

Table 1. Number of AWAs in the Agency Workforce


Number of AWAs Approved
SES
EL2
EL1
Specialist
Other Staff

31 +
19%
5%
3%
2%
3%

11- 30
15%
10%
4%
5%
4%

1 – 10
48%
31%
11%
6%
16%

None
18%
51%
77%
81%
71%

Number of AWAs in Progress
SES
EL2
EL1
Specialist
Other Staff

31 +
0%
1%
2%
1%
3%

11- 30
1%
5%
0%
0%
2%

1 – 10
32%
20%
12%
12%
6%

None
64%
69%
81%
83%
83%





Proposed Number of AWAs 
SES
EL2
EL1
Specialist
Other Staff

31 +
3%
9%
4%
2%
4%

11- 30
1%
9%
5%
2%
1%

1 – 10
23%
12%
7%
4%
5%

None
20%
13%
10%
14%
12%

Don’t Know
47%
52%
66%
71%
72%

Note:  For some sections of this question there were higher proportions of non-completed data from respondents. Further, from the data on proposed AWAs it appears that at least three respondents misunderstood the request for data and simply re-stated the total number of AWAs being implemented in their agency. The most reliable data appears to be that relating to the number of AWAs already approved, and the number of AWAs in progress. 

Comments from respondents in this question and others in the survey suggest that many agencies are monitoring the success of AWAs at SES level before committing themselves to their introduction at other levels. Comparisons between the effectiveness of the CAs and the AWAs are likely to inform agency opinions about more widespread introduction of AWAs.

Main reasons for introducing AWAs

Aside from meeting Government policy requirements to introduce AWAs (Table 2), respondents most frequently stated that flexibility in conditions (25%) and wages (19%) were reasons for introducing AWAs at SES level. This flexibility was also reinforced through respondents citing ‘address individual needs’ as a reason for AWAs. Some respondents used AWAs to achieve employment conditions that were principles based, rather than set out in a prescriptive statement of entitlements.


Table 2. Main reasons for introducing AWAs

SES levels

Key reasons for AWAs
Proportion of respondents
Proportion stating objectives met

Meet Government objectives
67%
97%

Achieve greater conditions flexibility
25%
83%

Achieve greater wage flexibility
19%
72%

Promote culture change
15%
50%

Other levels

Key reasons for AWAs
Proportion of respondents
Proportion stating objectives met

Retain staff
20% 

79%

Achieve greater wage flexibility
20%
84%

Achieve greater conditions flexibility
18%
77%

Address individual needs
16%
73%

Cultural change was another frequently stated reason for introducing AWAs. Comments from respondents often referred to a performance focus and the increase of individual accountability for achieving results as the elements of this cultural change.
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The retention of staff was cited as a reason for introducing AWAs at SES and other levels, but to a greater extent at the lower levels. There is some indication in the comments from respondents that flexibility in remuneration and conditions is seen as a way of competing with the private sector or other parts of the public sector for valuable staff.

Respondents were generally positive about the extent to which their agency’s objectives had been met through the introduction of AWAs. However, it is not clear if these responses were essentially confirming the effectiveness of AWAs as a vehicle for more flexibility in wages and conditions, as distinct from respondents stating that AWAs are beneficial to the performance of the agency.

Culture change objectives, however, are less often stated as being fully met, perhaps reflecting the longer-term nature of these objectives. As many of the ‘cultural change’ aspects of AWAs relate to performance management, it seems that respondents were not prepared at this stage to state that AWAs are generating observable improvements in performance at the levels in which they have been introduced.

Features included in AWAs

Features in AWAs are given in Table 3. Respondents were asked to rate the feature on a numerical scale of impact, with a rating of one indicating that the feature had maximum impact on agency performance. These results are also given in Table 3.

Table 3.  Features included in AWAs

SES

Key Features in AWAs
Proportion of Respondents
High Rating for Impact

Performance pay
35%
Yes

Flexibility in salary packaging
22%
Yes

Simplify allowances
20%

Yes

Performance assessment
17%
Yes

Travel entitlements
15%
No

Other levels

Key Features in AWAs
Proportion of Respondents
High Rating for Impact

Performance pay
20%
Yes

Flexibility in salary packaging
15%
Yes

Simplify allowances
10%
No

Retention bonus
10%
Yes

Performance assessment
7%
Yes

Performance pay systems varied from those that were described as simply a ‘performance bonus’ payment, to those that involve structured assessment systems for the additional payments. Performance assessment was also nominated as a key feature of AWAs at SES level, and to a lesser but still significant extent, in AWAs at lower levels. Some agencies have emphasised the link between the corporate plan and the senior officer performance assessment systems.

Comments from respondents suggest that flexibility in wages and conditions is being seen as having an impact towards achieving the staff retention objective, especially where AWAs are introduced at levels below SES.

Simplification of allowances was rated highly for impact with SES staff, but not for staff at other levels.

One agency referred to the benefits of a ‘principles’ approach to employment conditions, rather than an ‘entitlements’ approach, at SES level and saw AWAs as a helpful tool in achieving this change.

Overall experiences of agreement making

This section of the research identifies the general experiences of agreement making in APS agencies. 

Extent to which objectives met in agreement making

Table 4. Most frequently stated objectives met


Tailor conditions to agency business (48%)
Change culture


(36%)
Agency strategic direction

(34%)
Improve wages and conditions
(30%)
Advance mgmt initiatives

(29%)
Gov’t objectives


(27%)
Improved employee relations’

(22%)
Retain agency competit-iveness
(14%)

Met

69%
59%
85%
82%
82%
92%
86%
77%

Partially Met
30%
29%
9%
7%
11%
4%
5%
15%

Not Met

0%
0%
0%
4%
0%
0%
5%
0%

Too Early to Tell
2%
12%
6%
7%
7%
4%
5%
8%

The high proportion of respondents stating they met a range of objectives suggests that agreement making has been regarded as a successful and positive initiative.

The most frequently stated objective, to tailor conditions to agency business needs, was reported as being met in fewer agencies than some other objectives. This may support the findings elsewhere in the research that some agencies still relied on a standardised approach to conditions reform, or the often-stated streamlining of leave and conditions. It has been identified in other parts of the research that those agencies forming s.170LJ agreements have been more likely to focus on employment conditions issues rather than agency-specific initiatives. It may be that in these cases strong linkages between employment conditions and the business requirements of the agency have not yet been made.

Cultural change was an objective that respondents less frequently stated as being fully met. Some comments indicated that respondents saw this as a more gradual process, and one that was not solely dependent on agreement making. Some respondents stated that agreement making had supported cultural change in their agency, rather than directed it.




Comments — Culture change objectives
“We could have achieved reforms without agreement making, but it has supported the reform process. The agency was already in a change process and the agreement has helped. Staff survey shows significant improvement in perceptions about the agency.”

“It is really too early to say (few months) if objectives truly met but early signs are very encouraging. The vertical slice process is indicating a more strategic and customer focussed approach judging from the comments made by staff and the communication with staff is more direct and focussed on the business needs.”

“Cultural change occurring and this will require time.”

Agency competitiveness is likely to be an issue for many as they approach round two of agreement making, with 23% of respondents indicating that this objective had either been met ‘partially’ or it was ‘too early to tell’. While agreement making appears to have addressed the concerns of many agencies in terms of their competitiveness, there are still a significant number of agencies for whom this is an ongoing issue. It is not fully clear from this research how respondents perceive agency competitiveness. Frequent references elsewhere in the research to ‘retention of staff’ and a desire to ‘remain competitive in the market’ in comparison to others suggests that respondents were thinking of staff retention and comparative wage outcomes across the public sector when considering this issue.

Initiatives to assist work/family and workplace diversity

Many respondents commented that they saw the areas of work and family, and diversity as linked, that is, improvements to conditions of employment for work/family purposes also had a positive impact on workplace diversity. Respondents often indicated that agreement making was supporting other initiatives, rather than driving them.

Work and family initiatives

Figure 26 highlights the range of work and family initiatives agencies have implemented. Several respondents commented that their agencies had commenced policy development on work and family issues, as part of the commitment to addressing these issues through agreement making. Others appear to have taken small, but high impact initiatives, for example, one agency that has issued a policy to conclude all meetings before 5:00pm.




Figure 26.  Work/Family initiatives
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Comments from respondents also indicate that the more flexible working hours and conditions that have emerged from agreement making are ‘family-friendly’ in that they enable local managers to introduce working arrangements that are better matched to individual employee needs. What is not clear from the research, however, is the extent of ‘pick-up’ on this new discretion given to managers. That is, it is not known whether the changes have actually led to ‘family-friendly’ outcomes. There appears to be a pattern that larger agencies are more likely to have mentioned changes in working hours and more flexible working arrangements. 


Workplace diversity initiatives

Workplace diversity initiatives were less varied (Figure 27) and did not necessarily relate to specific features. Half of all respondents stated that they had established an equity plan. This is not an initiative that can be directly related to agreement making, as such, because agencies are required through the new PS Act to have established a Workplace Diversity Program. Moreover, the reference to workplace diversity in an agreement does not necessarily mean that changes have been implemented. However, few respondents stated that they had made changes to leave provisions as a means of supporting cultural diversity.

Figure 27. Workplace diversity initiatives

[image: image40.wmf]31%

20%

19%

16%

14%

12%

10%

10%

7%

7%

6%

5%

4%

4%

1%

1%

9%

3%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Identifying potential productivity gains

Introducing staff retention initiatives

Already traded everything in

Introducing performance assessment

Introducing performance pay

Tailoring conditions to agency business needs

Identifying potential savings

Introducing new classification structures

Simplifying allowances

Finding funds for negotiations

Improving staff communications

Simplifying leave

Introducing mobility provisions

Introducing greater salary packaging flexibility

Changing hours of work

Streamlining redundancy provisions

Introducing additional rewards

Introducing family-friendly policies/practices

Proportion of Respondents



Positive outcomes of agreement making

Certified Agreements

Agencies cited a wide range of positive outcomes derived from agreement making (Figure 28). Responses from agencies with s.170LJ agreements more frequently referred to the rationalisation of particular conditions as positive outcomes, while responses from agencies with s.170LK agreements more frequently referred to advancing performance management and culture type as positive outcomes from agreement making. This is consistent with the findings in other parts of the research and suggests an overall pattern in terms of emphasis and outcome from agreement making. That is, agencies establishing s.170LK agreements were more concerned with initiatives that are about changing the ways in which people are managed, or the ways in which agencies as organisations operate most effectively.

Figure 28.  Positive outcomes — Certified Agreement making


The most frequently cited positive outcomes of the CA making experience, respondents have referred to what might be termed ‘capacity building’ outcomes. That is, outcomes that are not business performance outcomes, or productivity/savings outcomes, but those that relate to improved internal relationships and better understanding of the agreement making processes and techniques between the parties. When considered against other findings in the research where respondents had highlighted difficulties with communication and consultation and the time taken for agreement making, the establishment of trust and confidence as a positive outcome from round one augurs well for future agreement making. 

Enhanced performance focus outcome is consistent with the high emphasis given to the introduction of performance assessment in many CAs, and the introduction of performance pay in a lesser, but significant number of CAs. Leaving aside the ‘capacity building’ outcomes from agreement making, it appears that the single most common positive outcome from round one of agreement making is the introduction of performance management systems in agencies, and the reinforcement of a performance focus on work and its relation to wage outcomes/employment conditions.

Introduction of AWAs

AWAs were seen as a vehicle through which performance assessment and other performance management initiatives such as performance pay could be advanced (Figure 29).

Figure 29.  Positive outcomes — introduction of AWAs


Many of the other responses on positive outcomes from AWAs are cited by so few respondents that it is difficult to draw trends or findings from them. It is evident that agencies are not adopting a pattern bargaining approach for AWAs. Clearly, AWAs have been particularly oriented towards performance management in their benefits to the agency.

Greatest difficulties in agreement making

Certified Agreements

Time, work and cost was the most common difficulty in agreement making (Figure 30) particularly for small agencies which may have found it hard to divert the resources required for agreement making. Program management/service delivery agencies reported these difficulties more frequently than policy agencies. 

Figure 30. Difficulties with Certified Agreements

Twenty-seven percent of respondents stated staff resistance as a difficulty in developing CAs. As program management/service delivery agencies tended to establish s.170LJ agreements, staff resistance to agreement making may have arisen more commonly for these agencies. Comments on staff resistance refer to issues such as ‘staff cynicism’ about agreement making, and the mistrust between staff and management that created barriers to agreement making. 

While union presence was not necessarily a feature of all staff resistance, it was an issue facing some agencies. Decentralised agencies more frequently stated union resistance to agreement making, and partly decentralised agencies more frequently stated staff resistance to agreement making. There appears to be a pattern that decentralised agencies experienced staff and union resistance more often than centralised agencies. 


A comment from a respondent in a decentralised agency illustrates the difficulties with consulting staff:

“Geographic spread of staff, difficult agenda (complexity, size) made the process difficult.”

One in five respondents stated expertise in agreement making as a difficulty. This suggests that some agencies were not confident enough in their skills and knowledge of agreement making to easily progress this initiative. Service delivery agencies more frequently stated lack of expertise as a difficulty in agreement making, than policy agencies. 

It appears that agencies with short duration agreements (less than twelve months) more frequently reported unmet expectations as a difficulty with. This is not surprising and may not be a feature of future rounds of agreement making.

Twelve percent of respondents reported/identified DEWRSB support as a difficulty in agreement making. This appears to relate to agency experiences of either a lack of consistent policy advice from DEWRSB, or a perception that DEWRSB came in ‘at the end of the process’ and insisted on changes to the draft agreement that had been negotiated between the parties. 

Comments —- DEWRSB

“Felt we had to negotiate with staff, and then negotiate with DEWRSB - because of the parameters and requirements.”

“Agency is relatively small and did not have a large HR Unit to collect information and support/advise on the agreement making process. Would have preferred more information available centrally from DEWRSB - especially information about the agreements being established in other APS Agencies.”

AWAs

Difficulties with AWAs were less frequent and extensive in their scope than those for CAs (Figure 31).

Time, work and cost of the introduction of AWAs was the most often reported difficulty. Most of the problems appear to relate to administrative processes to establish the AWAs. However, technical constraints were the second most frequently stated difficulty, usually related to the administrative constraints in the content and processes used to establish the AWAs.

Figure 31. Difficulties with the introduction of AWAs


What would you do differently?

Certified Agreements

Agencies listed a range of ideas that they would endeavour to do differently during their next round of agreement making (Figure 32). The two most frequent responses were improved consultation and the extension of current features of the agreement.

Data analysis showed that medium sized and large agencies more frequently stated consultation as an area for the future. This is consistent with earlier observations that suggest these agencies, especially if they were ‘decentralised’, appeared to have the greatest difficulties with staff communication and consultation.

It is not clear from this research how agencies intend to improve consultation or reduce the time required for agreement making. However, it is interesting that the introduction of training for the negotiating team – an initiative that would partly achieve both these goals– is stated by fewer than one in ten respondents. Considering that lack of expertise in agreement making is reported fairly frequently as a difficulty, this is perhaps an issue that will demand greater attention.

Figure 32. Would do differently — Certified Agreements


When considered with the findings elsewhere in the research that agencies have greater confidence and understanding of the agreement making processes, there appears to be a willingness to now push ahead for more gains. The capacity building outcomes of round one may be translated into specific initiatives in the next round of agreement making.

While ‘tailoring conditions’ was an objective that some respondents were less certain about in terms of it being met, it appears that this objective will be a feature of future rounds of agreement making. However, large agencies less frequently stated an intention to tailor conditions to agency requirements – it is these agencies that have been less likely to have pursued this objective in round one and they appear to remain less enthusiastic about ‘tailoring conditions’ as they enter the next.

AWAs

Comments indicate that while AWAs have been introduced to meet Government requirements with conditions being still relatively standardised, there is recognition that greater variation in conditions could be introduced in the future. Likewise, the potential use of AWAs to provide greater rewards for performance appears to be receiving greater recognition. Figure 33 illustrates the range of ideas agencies would focus on in making future AWAs.

Figure 33. Would do differently — AWAs  


What would help your agency?

The research does not indicate what actual assistance agencies want from DEWRSB (Figure 34). It is noted, however, from previous questions that the type of DEWRSB services that agencies use, and their reasons for doing so, vary. For instance, some agencies have indicated a preference for DEWRSB to be more ‘hands-off’; others have indicated a desire for closer support, through information and one-on-one assistance in agreement making. It is likely that individual agency requirements and expectations actually vary considerably. 

Figure 34. Assistance needed


Comments — Assistance Needed

“We would like DEWRSB facilitating ideas, workshops, seminars so we can obtain an appreciation of the whole gambit of possible features for both CAs and AWAs.”

“We need quality advice – we are a small agency that does not have dedicated IR practitioners. Free advice is very helpful.”

“More assistance with legal complexities; more timely information; clear guidelines and consistent advice and no changes once we have begun.”

“We need consultancy assistance with developing negotiating strategy and advocacy.”

Reflecting the ‘internal APS labour market’ outlook, several respondents requested DEWRSB provide a service on salary and conditions comparisons with other APS agencies:




Comments — Need for comparative information on agreement making

“We want more information/sharing of ideas as to what other agencies are doing.”

“It would be good to have ideas and experience sharing amongst agencies to develop an 'industry culture' approach to agreement making.”

“Agencies would like information about the experiences of others in the APS.”

Improving the effectiveness of consultation techniques in agreement making remains an issue, even though agencies have expressed greater confidence and understanding of the agreement making processes. 

The reference to ‘changes in funding arrangements’ addressed the points about budget and ‘capacity to pay’ that featured prominently in other parts of the research as an issue facing agencies, particularly smaller agencies. Calls for changes to the funding arrangements seem to be based on a view that inequities currently exist in the capacity of agencies to pay wage outcomes. These concerns are magnified by other concerns for ‘competitiveness’ and staff retention. Some respondents have indicated concerns about future agreement making creating different ‘classes’ of APS agencies, with gaps in employment conditions becoming more pronounced. 

Some agencies called for changes to the budget processes so that they can offer more to staff in terms of wage outcomes, in return for greater gains from negotiations in agreement making (see comments box).

Comments — Budget issues

“There is currently a lack of flexibility for a small agency to find savings.”

“The issue is about funding for budget agencies to negotiate on productivity increases – it is not as flexible as for commercial or service delivery agencies.”

“There needs to be a way of recognising improvements that do not result in budgetary savings.”

“We would like funding to be able to offer salary increases - efficiencies requirements will mean agencies lack capacity to make salary increases without affecting functionality.”

“Additional government supplementation should be provided to enable certain things to be included in Agreement making, i.e., maintaining competitiveness with other agencies in a climate of shrinking budgets. It is difficult to maintain conditions without cutting staff numbers, especially in a decentralised organisation - remote locations attract conditions and this costs more for employment.”
Legislative change and ‘less prescriptive parameters’ are other major issues on which agencies are calling for assistance. Several respondents mentioned the introduction of the new Public Service Act 1999 as a beneficial change that would support future agreement making with greater flexibility and less constraints. Other respondents raised issues about the apparent conflicts between the objectives of the WR Act and the PS Act, and union entitlements under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 1991.

Procedural constraints under the WR Act were raised by some respondents (eg. that the ‘right of veto’ to vary an agreement should not be extended to unions, but only to the parties bound by the agreement). Other respondents believed that DEWRSB should no longer veto draft agreements. The ‘no disadvantage test’ under the WR Act was raised by some as a point of frustration, perceiving it to have changed in its application over time. Overall, respondents often stated that ‘less documentation for justification’ would be an improvement for agreement making.

Key issues facing your agency

The key future agreement making issues facing APS agencies are illustrated in Figure 35.


Figure 35.  Key issues facing APS agencies


Analysis of the responses shows that productivity is more frequently stated as an issue by program management/service delivery agencies. Some of the comments on the pursuit of productivity are positive and optimistic.  

Productivity was less frequently stated by small agencies. Some small agencies appear to have become ‘stuck’ on this issue, not seeing how they can introduce reforms for productivity and being concerned with the lack of opportunity for savings and efficiencies (see box).

As there are approximately one-fifth of respondents indicating ‘traded it all in’ as an issue, it seems that a sizeable number of agencies in the APS are floundering in knowing how to progress wage outcome negotiations based on trade-offs.


Staff retention emerges as an issue in several other parts of this research and it appears to be a ‘sleeper’ issue facing the APS, that is, it will continue to emerge and feature in agreement making practices. The research does not reveal the precise nature of staff retention issues, but comments from respondents indicate concerns about retention of specialist and experienced staff.

Performance pay and performance assessment are major issues facing agencies in the next round of agreement making, continuing the trend that has been started in round one. Respondents from policy agencies more frequently stated performance pay and performance assessment as an issue. Small agencies less frequently stated performance assessment as an issue. Irrespective of size of agency, performance pay was consistently stated as an issue for the next round of agreement making.

Many of the ‘employment conditions’ issues that relate to streamlining and simplifying conditions, such as leave and entitlements, are mentioned by only a relatively few respondents. It may be that agencies are looking beyond these issues in the next round.

Several respondents indicated that the next round of agreement making will be a consolidation of the achievements in round one, illustrating that some respondents refer to reviewing the effectiveness of the first CA before determining the actual approach and content for negotiations in the next round.

Comments 

“We will be following up current objectives, monitoring effectiveness and changes from this agreement.”

“We will be refining performance based assessment scheme making sure it works better and that people accept it.””

Examples of ‘best practice’ in agreement making

Sixty-nine percent of respondents enthusiastically nominated items as ‘best practice’. The comments collected from these respondents indicated three general areas of achievement: specific initiatives in employment conditions, performance management and effective consultation practices, which are given in Table 5.

Table 5. ‘Best practice’ comments


Specific initiatives in employment conditions
Introduction of performance management
Operation of effective consultation practices.

“Flexibility for each business unit to determine its own working hours arrangements in an environment where each unit can have greatly differing requirements.”

“We are very proud in terms of changing working hours … to give management flexibility to use overtime - massive difference to educate managers - applies to 7 day operation”

“7 day operations - widening hours of work bandwidth; option to negotiate working week over the 7 days, rather than the standard 5 days.”

“Personal leave - 5 days - recorded locally (not on system) - operated on trust.”

“Leave management - a less rules-oriented approach.”

“Changed travelling allowance - reimbursement based on cost.”

“Agreement provides for use of flexitime to replace most overtime. Can cash out flex over 30 hours. Can purchase hours if you want to work part-time or less hours. Can buy/sell hours.”
“SES performance pay scheme which links business planning and delegation responsibilities. The different rating scale has the ability for pay to move up and down.”

“Actually introduced a performance management scheme  - works well. Not a radical scheme, but a good shift to performance management in the APS culture.”

“Carried performance pay link a lot further than other agencies. Minimum rate for each level, no pay points or increment points, rises based on performance. Big leap.”

“We are linking performance pay to actual performance for individuals  - and wage increases and learning agreements are linked to business objectives.”
“We went out of our way to ensure staff were fully informed. Flew union and workplace diversity team up here. Used e-mail, internal memos to consult with staff. We were very consultative.”

“Initially took no decision of LJ or LK type of agreement - held an open attitude about this. Focus was maintained on agreement making - getting the majority of staff voting for the agreement.”

“The whole agreement development process - staff voted to approve 97% - consultative and communication processes.”

“We adopted an in-principle agreement approach first, then worked out the detail. It took …. less time.”

“Staff consultation - was onerous but successful. Early information went out to work groups and work group managers rather than the usual centrally-based rolling road shows down through the hierarchy.”






Respondents often referred to how the agreement making experience had been linked to other human resource management strategies.

A positive sense that agreement making had generated cultural change in the agency was stated by several respondents as a ‘best practice’ outcome.

Comments — Human resources strategies and agreement making

“The focus is on the big picture of strategic improvement and the linkages between the CA, the AWAs and the strategic planning and balanced scorecard.”

“The CEO has stressed to branch managers that the CA is a management tool that enables them to deliver the outputs and outcomes expected of them.”

Comments — Cultural change and agreement making

“Employee focussed agreement - tried to insert things that affect our agency and the morale of staff.”

“Established an agency-specific code of conduct and values to meet needs - drawing on APS code and values.”

“We achieved a comprehensive agreement for a small remote organisation and made it relevant to and tailored to our own needs - gained acceptance of staff and fostered a mutually supportive culture.”

“… Executive face to face marketing created a positive feeling across the organisation.”

Comments — Role of DEWRSB

“There is still a lack of clarity among practitioners about the role of DEWRSB.”

“Could DEWRSB include on their system (Internet?) a brief list of agency initiatives which agencies have introduced rather than the whole agreement?”

“Would like to see sharing of experiences as a result of the findings of survey i.e. discussions and agency presentations on certain issues.”
Other comments

Forty-four percent of respondents used this opportunity to add comments or make additional points. Several expressed a keen interest in the results of the survey research; most comments were positive about the survey as a means of obtaining and sharing information on agreement making experiences.

Several respondents commented that DEWRSB’s role needed to be clarified for future rounds of agreement making. Some suggested that DEWRSB expand its role in providing agencies with information and advice on features and initiatives in agreement making.

Some comments were more general, reflecting on the future of agreement making:

Comments – Agreement making in the future

“It has been a reasonable process - expect second round to be easier but the issue will be how to find the money for the increases.”

“There has been quite a bit of learning in the first round, but now in second round, more learning is required to deal with the hard core issues.”

“The culture challenges are major and are the investment for the future.”


Emerging issues

The agreement making experience

Time taken in agreement making

The time taken for agreement making is an issue that will impact on the cost of future rounds. The main cost of agreement making is an ‘opportunity cost’ based on the time taken to involve people, some of whom will be senior managers and holding key roles in the agencies or service delivery staff. Further, while management and employees may have tolerated a period of this length for agreement making in round one, on the basis that all were fresh to the experience, it is likely that all parties will expect a quicker process in the future.

The main reason given for delays in agreement making was communication and consultative arrangements. While there may have been many factors affecting the communication and consultative processes, it is possible that agencies did not have sufficient skills/expertise in the establishment and conduct of these processes, and that this resulted in delays. While a positive outcome from round one seems to have been greater familiarity/confidence with the agreement making processes, this is an area that could be further monitored to ensure that reductions in the time taken (and therefore cost) for agreement making are occurring.

Cost of agreement making

The cost of agreement making appears to vary considerably across agencies. While the data received on the costs of agreement making is not conclusive, there are some agencies recording costs that were higher than $750,000, while others are recording costs of less than $100,000. There does not appear to be any clear relationship between cost and agency size or agreement type. Therefore, cost may be affected by factors that are unique to the agency.

It is also apparent that at present there are not systematic and consistent ways of recording the costs of agreement making across APS agencies. Not all agencies are collecting cost data on the same items, and not all agencies have established systems to isolate agreement making costs from other workplace relations or human resource management costs. For comparative analysis of the cost of agreement making across the APS to be possible, standards need to be promoted to encourage the collection of consistent data by all agencies. 

The costs of agreement making do not necessarily indicate the effectiveness of the agency’s approach – depending on the agency and the circumstances around which agreement making is taking place, costs could be larger but represent a sound investment in the achievement of positive outcomes. However, some monitoring of the cost of agreement making across the APS should allow agencies to make informed judgements about the cost-effectiveness of the particular approach they have chosen.

Skills and confidence in forming agreements

While agencies have gained confidence in agreement making from their experiences in round one, skill development in agreement making may be beneficial to realise these two improvements. In particular, enhanced consultative and negotiation skills may facilitate improved outcomes and reduce the time occupied in agreement making. Negotiation may be seen as a different (although complementary) skill to consultation; it relates more specifically to the formation of negotiation agendas and the management of processes to achieve agreement.

Findings in the research indicate consultation was an area where improvements could be made. The research also found that many APS agencies (28%) stated that they would attempt to tailor conditions more closely to agency requirements in future agreements.

It is noted that few agencies are currently providing training to support agreement making, either for management and/or employee representatives. Training and skills development for those involved in agreement making could be promoted as a way of addressing the need for improvements in consultation and agreement formation. This training, however, might include the development of specific negotiation skills, rather than general communication/consultation training alone.

Human resources/workplace relations specialist staff

Human Resources/Workplace Relations (HR/WR) staff have been prominent in agreement making during round one. The strategic role of HR/WR staff seems to have been strengthened through agreement making initiatives.

There are indications, however, that some smaller agencies did not use HR/WR expertise in their agreement making, possibly suggesting there is a funding problem for these agencies. Compounding this issue, smaller agencies have also been less likely to use external HR/WR consultants for advice and support. Sources of appropriate HR/WR assistance for small agencies could be investigated. 

Unions and agreement making

While the spread of s.170LJ and s.170LK agreements was relatively even in round one, with slightly more s.170LJ than s.170LK agreements being established, the trend appears to be towards the establishment of s.170LK agreements. Several agencies (11%) stated establishing s.170LK agreements as something that they would do differently. In contrast, no agencies stated establishing a s.170LJ agreement as something that they would do differently.

A reason for this could be the negative experiences some agencies had with third party union involvement in agreement making. A significant number (16%) of respondents stated union resistance as a difficulty or disappointment they experienced. Further, union opposition was cited by 38% of those respondents that had experienced difficulties or delays with agreement certification. It seems that agencies will be considering the dynamics of union involvement in agreement making when deciding on the type of agreement they establish in the next round.

Positive outcomes

Many agencies reported positive outcomes that were related to improved capacity to conduct agreement making in the future, such as employee participation, greater staff understanding about agreements and conditions, and improved staff relations. 

These outcomes indicate that APS agencies now have a greater capacity for positive and effective agreement making. However, what has been less often stated as an outcome from agreement making are the business performance issues, such as work practices and savings in operational costs. 

The generation of good workplace relations is only one outcome from agreement making and it is not sufficient in itself to deliver high performance or productivity gains across the APS. A sharper focus on the achievement of business outcomes from agreement making needs to be generated in future rounds of agreement making for the overall performance of the APS to be enhanced through these initiatives.

The content of agreements

Wage outcomes

There appears to be an ‘internal market’ in wage outcomes operating in the APS. Agencies were often conscious of wage outcomes in other parts of the APS, with 60% stating that ‘wage levels in other parts of the APS’ were factors in determining wage increases in their agreements. The clustering of wage outcomes around median levels of between 3% and 3.9% a year also suggests that comparative wage setting processes, rather than agency productivity assessments, were being used across the APS.

For the next round of agreement making, more attention could be given to comparisons of agency competitiveness with organisations or industries that are external to the APS. The promotion of benchmarking on wage outcomes across industry or competitor classes, rather than the ongoing promotion of APS networking may be one way of achieving this.

Further attention to productivity measurement and its application to the determination of wage increases could also be given in future rounds of agreement making. The development of agreement making in the APS could involve stronger links between wage levels and productivity achievement. In particular, ongoing wage increases in agreements should be more closely tied to particular achievements within the life of the agreement, rather than paid automatically. 

Performance management reforms

Performance management reforms have been the most significant component of agreements formed in round one. However, variations  have occurred between agencies on the extent to which fully functioning performance management systems, or more modest performance management initiatives, have been introduced through the agreements. 

There appear to be high expectations of performance management within APS agencies, at present. However, performance management systems may not in themselves deliver significant benefits unless they are fully supported and operated within an agency. Monitoring of agency progress on and experiences of performance management could also include an assessment of the actual benefits achieved against costs. 

Streamlining of employment conditions

Agencies have been able to achieve administrative savings in round one through the rationalisation and streamlining of particular employment conditions, such as leave, allowances and miscellaneous entitlements. Future rounds of agreement making may need to focus more on substantive changes to the types and packaging of employment conditions and entitlements.

Some gains achieved were essentially ‘one-off’– once the administration of the conditions is streamlined, only marginal improvements can be made. Future rounds of agreement making will need to focus more on ongoing changes to the types of employment conditions and entitlements.

Future directions in agreement making

Role of managers in workplace relations

The role of managers, especially those at senior and middle levels, will be a major factor in workplace relations in the APS, if the objective of more direct workplace relations is to be achieved in a sustainable manner. For workplace relations in the APS to be substantially altered from past practices, greater devolution of responsibility for workplace relations needs to occur. 

While the relatively high level of participation of senior managers in round one negotiations was a positive sign that these managers were becoming more directly involved in workplace relations, it appears that business unit managers were less involved. 

Moreover, while the devolution of decision-making on particular employment conditions such as working hours and leave to business unit managers can be regarded as a significant shift in the APS, full accountability for local workplace relations must include participation in the negotiations that establish employment conditions.

To promote alternative outlooks, it may be desirable to pilot ‘doughnut-style’ agreements in the APS, where a core agreement is negotiated with flexibility for local variations at business unit level being possible.

Equity issues in wage and conditions outcomes

It appears that APS agencies often compare themselves with each other and that comparisons are often interpreted as equity issues. The perception of the need to maintain equity in APS wage outcomes may work against individual agency-based workplace relations. Equity needs to be redefined in terms of industry relativities, not APS-wide relativities, through placing greater emphasis on industry benchmarking.

As the scope of agreement making broadens, with agency agreements being less consistent across the APS, new understandings about retention and mobility objectives will need to be generated.

Cultural change

Many agencies referred to cultural change as an outcome from their agreement making. The actual dimensions of cultural change may vary across agencies, but comments indicate that an improved commitment to the agency as a business entity and to its ongoing achievements was the key contribution of round one. 

This is an important intangible outcome from agreement making. The generation of employee commitment to agency goals and performance is vital to the success of other HRM strategies such as performance management, training and development. It also will support future agreement making to better link employment conditions with reforms to service delivery methods.

So that the benefits of cultural change are maximised, agencies should be encouraged to further integrate their agreement making with other HRM strategies, forming a raft of complementary strategies to foster positive cultural change and commitment to the values and goals of the agency, linked to the APS values and the new PS Act.

Performance related pay

It is clear from the survey results that performance related pay is a major reform in the APS.

Matching performance with remuneration and rewards will need to be developed to a more refined stage for the momentum towards performance-linked remuneration that has been established in agreement making in round one to be maintained. Also, employees are likely to embrace performance management more rapidly if there are sound links between performance assessment and remuneration outcomes. 

Budget constraints

Concerns were expressed about the impact of budget constraints on the ability of agencies to maintain competitiveness in relation to salaries paid by other agencies. Attraction and retention of good quality staff involves broader considerations than pay and is addressed further in the next section.

In the new accrual accounting budgeting environment, agencies need to ensure that they have identified and can justify the cost of all inputs required to achieve their outcomes.

Staff retention

The retention of skilled and experienced staff appears to be a major HR issue facing the APS. Agency responses in the Survey Results suggest a perception that the loss of skilled staff will occur unless higher wages or enhanced employment conditions are provided. 

There should be further exploration of this issue to guide future agreement making. For instance, the extent and sources of staff retention issues could be examined to identify the risk to the APS. A higher level of staff turnover may not negatively impact on business performance. Also, it may be possible for agencies to contract out specialist functions that require high levels of skill, rather than retaining such functions in-house.

A more informed consideration of the workforce planning issues around staff retention at this time would remove any risk of distortions in the agreement making processes that could arise. That is, the features of agreements should not be substantially influenced by a desire to retain particular groups of staff, unless this is a clear business objective.

Increases in wages and improved employment conditions may not be the most appropriate strategies used to retain staff. Remuneration should not be the only focus when agencies are developing policies to attract and retain talented staff. Management practices, the provision of challenging work and development opportunities in a supportive environment are important elements in retaining staff. Management style in particular can influence recruitment decisions, access to training and development opportunities, job content, rewards and access to flexible working arrangements. Other alternative or supplementary strategies include flexible work practices and intrinsic reward and recognition systems.   

DEWRSB services

Many agencies report accessing DEWRSB services during agreement making. However, there are messages in the responses that improvements in these services are required. 

Some agencies stated frustration with the agreement approval and certification processes, commenting that these processes represent a late-in-the-process ‘interference’ with the negotiated outcomes between the parties. 

While many agencies have stated in the survey that they would like improved DEWRSB services, precise details of preferences and service requirements have not been obtained. It seems that agencies have varying needs for assistance and service from DEWRSB. To a degree this could be addressed through offering the services of Workplace Partners and providing a client contact policy advisory role.


Case studies on agreement making

The final report of the Review of Agreement Making in the APS will include a series of case studies examining the issues and features identified as most relevant and crucial to APS agencies in the next round of agreement making and beyond. The findings of the survey research reveal a number of issues that agencies have either frequently referred to or stated as specific directions that they wish to pursue in the future. 

The case study research should extend the findings of the survey research and examine more closely particular aspects of agreement making that will be important to the achievement of future outcomes. Both the case studies and the survey findings should enhance understanding of agreement making in the APS.
The case studies will draw on information gathered from interviews with representatives of a number of agencies, ranging from CEOs and senior executives to various levels of management and employees. The agencies have agreed to share their agreement making experiences and examples of practices and initiatives that could be useful for other APS agencies.

The case studies will cover the following themes and issues:

· strategic business planning driving cultural change and workplace relations through agreement making

· managing agreement making

· performance linked remuneration

· tailoring conditions to agency requirements

· staff retention strategies and issues, and

· small agencies.

The final report encompassing both phases of the Review will be completed in early 2000.

Attachment A

Profile of agencies


Ninety-two APS agencies with certified agreements participated in the survey. 


Agencies were categorised by their primary function, decision-making patterns and degree of centralisation. The results are summarised in Figure 1.


Subsequent analysis was undertaken to ascertain whether the particular characteristics of agencies affected the way they made agreements.


Forty percent of agencies had less than 200 staff, 38% had between 200 and 999 staff, and 22% of agencies had more than 1000 staff.





























NOTE:  All findings reported in the report are in percentage terms, indicating particular responses as a proportion of total possible respondents, and data rounded up or down to form whole numbers.








Profile of agreements


Agreements were categorised by their date of certification, expiry and duration. The results are summarised in Figure 2.


Agreement characteristics varied across the APS. Aside from some specific findings, there does not appear to be a general relationship between certification and expiry dates and agreement characteristics, agreement scope (stand alone or not) and agency characteristics. Factors other than agency characteristics generally seem to have determined the characteristics of the agreements.


Agreement making was substantially complete by the end of 1998, with most agreements (87%) being certified.


The duration of agreements varied. Forty-four percent of all agreements were for a period of less than 18 months.


There were more stand-alone agreements (60%) than non-stand-alone agreements (40%).


Larger agencies tended to establish shorter agreements, with 62% of agencies with more than 1000 staff establishing agreements of less than 18 months duration. This contrasts with 65% of agencies with less than 200 staff establishing agreements that are more than 18 months duration.








Comments on comparing wage outcomes with others


“The agency wanted to match conditions and wages in the portfolio.”


“A factor was wages levels for other like-professionals, including in state governments.”


“There was an impression of competitive pressure from other APS agencies.”





Proportion of Respondents








Comments on agency competitiveness


“Salary increases have retained the agency’s competitiveness in the market.”


“The agency wanted to be in the market – to be an attractive organisation to work in.”


“The agency wants to be competitive in the market place to attract and retain staff.”





  


Comments on Performance Focus


“To maximise staff performance and manage under-performance.”


“… performance culture enhancement.”


“To link pay to organisational performance.”


“The agreement was a vehicle for cultural change – focus on performance.”





Proportion of Respondents








Comments — Achievement of savings through agency reforms 





“Savings are being achieved through the market testing program of functions and reform program.”





“Generally organisational performance is tracked. It is difficult to track actual gains from the Agreement.”





“The Agreement is one part of a reform framework.”








Comments — AWAs and performance focus





“To motivate and reward higher productivity and performance.”





“To make SES officers more accountable for performance.”





“Wanted to introduce performance management and performance incentives.”
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Comments – Productivity Gains





“It is not hard to achieve productivity improvement. The hard part is to get staff agreement for these changes.”





“We are looking afresh to improve productivity – we will look at other people and what staff are thinking of.”











Comments – Productivity Gains 





“We have no discretionary items left, our staff is too small to cut, we have no increase in budget - the range of opportunities is tiny.”





“There is a limit on how much more productive a small agency can become.”





“There is no way we can match other agency wage rises and there is nowhere to get funds from, with small staff and no revenue - there is nowhere to go.”








�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Q.30 Appears that for other levels, staff retention is a key consideration for AWAs and that there are high levels of satisfaction with the effectiveness of AWAs in achieving this.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Q.31 Rating highly in impact is based on mean ratings being lower than 2.
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Objectives

		Tailor conditions to agency business

		Advance culture change within agency

		Complement strategic directions for agency

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions

		Advance particular management initiatives

		Meet government objectives

		Improve employee relations

		Retain agency competitiveness

		Pay a wage increase to staff

		Respond to union demands



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.48

0.36

0.34

0.3

0.29

0.27

0.22

0.14

0.06

0.01
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		Nominated Objective		% of respondents

		Tailor conditions to agency business		48%

		Advance culture change within agency		36%

		Complement strategic directions for agency		34%

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions		30%

		Advance particular management initiatives		29%

		Meet government objectives		27%

		Improve employee relations		22%

		Retain agency competitiveness		14%

		Pay a wage increase to staff		6%

		Respond to union demands		1%

		Agency Objectives for Agreement Making





Type

		Central Office

		Partly decentralised

		Decentralised



% of Respondents

Agency Type

42

22

36
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		Agency type		% of Respondents

		Central Office		42

		Partly decentralised		22

		Decentralised		36





reasons for union

		Staff preference

		Large union membership

		Union cooperative

		Desire to minimise potential disputes

		Strong union

		Management preference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with
 s.170LJ Agreements

0.33

0.25

0.19

0.18

0.14

0.13



Sheet3

		Reason		% of Respondents

		Staff preference		33%

		Large union membership		25%

		Union cooperative		19%

		Desire to minimise potential disputes		18%

		Strong union		14%

		Management preference		13%

		Reason for Union Agreement





reason employee

		Management preference

		Staff preference

		Small union membership

		Dispute unlikely

		Less union interference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with 
s.170LK Agreements

0.34

0.18

0.13

0.03

0.01
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		Reason		% of Respondents

		Management preference		34%

		Staff preference		18%

		Small union membership		13%

		Dispute unlikely		3%

		Less union interference		1%

		Reason for Employee Agreement





initial increases

		Levels offered in other APS agencies

		Internal budget

		Productivity increases achieved

		Savings identified in the agreement

		General expectations of staff

		Administrative savings achieved

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved

		Compensation for delays in agreement making

		Union claim for a wage increase



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.6

0.55

0.42

0.23

0.18

0.18

0.17

0.06

0.03
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		Factor		% of Respondents

		Levels offered in other APS agencies		60%

		Internal budget		55%

		Productivity increases achieved		42%

		Savings identified in the agreement		23%

		General expectations of staff		18%

		Administrative savings achieved		18%

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved		17%

		Compensation for delays in agreement making		6%

		Union claim for a wage increase		3%

		Factors Determining Initial Wage Increases





Chart6

		Yes

		No



Payment of Retrospective Wage Increases

0.39

0.6
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		Yes		39%

		No		60%





Chart7

		





Chart7

		Delays with agreement making

		Lever to reach agreement

		Fairness to staff

		Provided for in agency budget



Proportion of Respondents Who Paid Retrospective Increases

Reasons for Retrospective Wage Increases

0.41

0.32

0.3

0.03
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		Delays with agreement making		41%

		Lever to reach agreement		32%

		Fairness to staff		30%

		Provided for in agency budget		3%





ongoing wage

		Automatic adjustment

		Costed productivity

		Costed administrative savings

		Estimates of productivity

		Costed rationalisation of conditions

		Estimates of administrative savings

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions



% of Respondents

Proportion of Resondents Who 
Pay Ongoing Wage Increases

0.73

0.09

0.05

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02
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		Method		% of Respondents

		Automatic adjustment		73%

		Costed productivity		9%

		Costed administrative savings		5%

		Estimates of productivity		3%

		Costed rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Estimates of administrative savings		2%

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Method for Determining Ongoing Wage Increases





developing ag

		New consultative team

		Existing consultative team

		New, informal consultative team

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.06

0.06

0.04
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		Arrangements		Percentage of Respondents

		New consultative team		62%

		Existing consultative team		6%

		New, informal consultative team		6%

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements		4%

		Other'		21%

		Arrangements for Developing Agreement





membership

		Central IR/HR

		Representatives nominated by staff

		SES managers

		Paid union officials

		Representatives nominated by union

		Middle managers

		Representatives nominated by management

		Agency head

		Regional IR/HR

		External consultant

		No team used



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.68

0.67

0.55

0.54

0.46

0.23

0.22

0.21

0.06

0.05

0.05
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		Membership of Negotiation Team		Percentage of Respondents

		Central IR/HR		68%

		Representatives nominated by staff		67%

		SES managers		55%

		Paid union officials		54%

		Representatives nominated by union		46%

		Middle managers		23%

		Representatives nominated by management		22%

		Agency head		21%

		Regional IR/HR		6%

		External consultant		5%

		No team used		5%

		Membership of Negotiating Team





assistance

		Internal IR/HR		Internal IR/HR

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group

		Electoral Commission		Electoral Commission

		Other agencies		Other agencies

		External consultants		External consultants

		DEWRSB Advocacy		DEWRSB Advocacy

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		DEWRSB Workplace Partners

		Legal advisers		Legal advisers



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.92

0.94

0.78

0.53

0.59

0.15

0.54

0.51

0.45

0.34

0.36

0.33

0.3

0.53

0.27

0.32
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		Source of Assistance		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Internal IR/HR		92%		94%

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		78%		53%

		Electoral Commission		59%		15%

		Other agencies		54%		51%

		External consultants		45%		34%

		DEWRSB Advocacy		36%		33%

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		30%		53%

		Legal advisers		27%		32%

		Sources of Assistance





consultation

		Formal staff briefings		Formal staff briefings

		E-mail or similar		E-mail or similar

		Circular/memo		Circular/memo

		Employee networks		Employee networks

		Union networks		Union networks

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		Existing mechanisms for consultation



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.95

0.67

0.9

0.53

0.86

0.54

0.74

0.46

0.56

0.21

0.43

0.53
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		Mechanism		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Formal staff briefings		95%		67%

		E-mail or similar		90%		53%

		Circular/memo		86%		54%

		Employee networks		74%		46%

		Union networks		56%		21%

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		43%		53%

		Consultation Mechanisms
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length - factors

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements

		Union involvement

		Lack of knowledge and expertise

		Christmas break disruption to process

		Geographic isolation of staff

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved

		Large agency complications

		Senior management availability



% of respondents

Percentage of Respondents Citing 
FactorsAffecting Length of Process

0.69

0.4

0.33

0.28

0.26

0.22

0.07

0.05
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		Factor		% of respondents

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements		69%

		Union involvement		40%

		Lack of knowledge and expertise		33%

		Christmas break disruption to process		28%

		Geographic isolation of staff		26%

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved		22%

		Large agency complications		7%

		Senior management availability		5%

		Length of process was not an issue		19%

		Factors affecting the length of agreement making





voting

		Mail ballot

		Individual ballot box

		Other

		Electronic ballot

		Show hands meeting

		Secret ballot meeting



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.28

0.05

0.02

0.02

0.01



Sheet14

		Method Used		% of respondents

		Mail ballot		62%

		Individual ballot box		28%

		Other		5%

		Electronic ballot		2%

		Show hands meeting		2%

		Secret ballot meeting		1%

		Method for Voting





certification

		Pre July 1998		Pre July 1998

		July – Dec 1998		July – Dec 1998

		Jan 1999 +		Jan 1999 +



Number of Agreements

Number of Agreements

Date of Certification

Jan 1999+
13%

33

33

49

49

12

12
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		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre July 1998		33

		July – Dec 1998		49

		Jan 1999 +		12
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		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre 2000		34

		Jan – June 2000		36

		July 2000 +		24





expiry

		Pre 2000

		Jan – June 2000

		July 2000 +



Number of Agreements

Date of Expiry

July 2000+ 26%

Jan - June 2000
38%

34

36

24



duration

		Less than 12 months

		13 – 18 months

		More than 19 months



% of Agreements

Duration of Agreement

17

27

56
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		Duration		% of Agreements

		Less than 12 months		17

		13 – 18 months		27

		More than 19 months		56





scope

		Stand-alone

		Not Stand-alone



Agreement Scope

0.6

0.4
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		Stand-alone		Not Stand-alone

		60%		40%





Chart19

		Union Agreement

		Employee Agreement



Agreement Type

0.55

0.45
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		Union Agreement		Employee Agreement

		55%		45%





coverage

		Less than 200

		200 – 999

		1000 +



% of Agreements

Staff Coverage of Agreements

40

38

22
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		Staff Covered		% of Agreements

		Less than 200		40

		200 – 999		38

		1000 +		22





Efforts Involve Groups

		Part-time employees

		Women

		Non-English speaking background

		Young people



Proportion of respondents

0.37

0.29

0.2

0.11
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		Group

		Part-time employees		37%

		Women		29%

		Non-English speaking background		20%

		Young people		11%

		Efforts to involve Special Groups
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Objectives

		Tailor conditions to agency business

		Advance culture change within agency

		Complement strategic directions for agency

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions

		Advance particular management initiatives

		Meet government objectives

		Improve employee relations

		Retain agency competitiveness

		Pay a wage increase to staff

		Respond to union demands



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.48

0.36

0.34

0.3

0.29

0.27

0.22

0.14

0.06

0.01
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		Nominated Objective		% of respondents

		Tailor conditions to agency business		48%

		Advance culture change within agency		36%

		Complement strategic directions for agency		34%

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions		30%

		Advance particular management initiatives		29%

		Meet government objectives		27%

		Improve employee relations		22%

		Retain agency competitiveness		14%

		Pay a wage increase to staff		6%

		Respond to union demands		1%

		Agency Objectives for Agreement Making





Type

		Central Office

		Partly decentralised

		Decentralised



% of Respondents

Agency Type

42

22

36



Sheet2

		Agency type		% of Respondents

		Central Office		42

		Partly decentralised		22

		Decentralised		36





reasons for union

		Staff preference

		Large union membership

		Union cooperative

		Desire to minimise potential disputes

		Strong union

		Management preference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with
 s.170LJ Agreements

0.33

0.25

0.19

0.18

0.14

0.13
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		Reason		% of Respondents

		Staff preference		33%

		Large union membership		25%

		Union cooperative		19%

		Desire to minimise potential disputes		18%

		Strong union		14%

		Management preference		13%

		Reason for Union Agreement





reason employee

		Management preference

		Staff preference

		Small union membership

		Dispute unlikely

		Less union interference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with 
s.170LK Agreements

0.34

0.18

0.13

0.03

0.01
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		Reason		% of Respondents

		Management preference		34%

		Staff preference		18%

		Small union membership		13%

		Dispute unlikely		3%

		Less union interference		1%

		Reason for Employee Agreement





initial increases

		Levels offered in other APS agencies

		Internal budget

		Productivity increases achieved

		Savings identified in the agreement

		General expectations of staff

		Administrative savings achieved

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved

		Compensation for delays in agreement making

		Union claim for a wage increase



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.6

0.55

0.42

0.23

0.18

0.18

0.17

0.06

0.03
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		Factor		% of Respondents

		Levels offered in other APS agencies		60%

		Internal budget		55%

		Productivity increases achieved		42%

		Savings identified in the agreement		23%

		General expectations of staff		18%

		Administrative savings achieved		18%

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved		17%

		Compensation for delays in agreement making		6%

		Union claim for a wage increase		3%

		Factors Determining Initial Wage Increases
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		Yes

		No



Payment of Retrospective Wage Increases

0.39

0.6
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		Yes		39%

		No		60%
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Chart7

		Delays with agreement making

		Lever to reach agreement

		Fairness to staff

		Provided for in agency budget



Proportion of Respondents Who Paid Retrospective Increases

Reasons for Retrospective Wage Increases

0.41

0.32

0.3

0.03
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		Delays with agreement making		41%

		Lever to reach agreement		32%

		Fairness to staff		30%

		Provided for in agency budget		3%





ongoing wage

		Automatic adjustment

		Costed productivity

		Costed administrative savings

		Estimates of productivity

		Costed rationalisation of conditions

		Estimates of administrative savings

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions



% of Respondents

Proportion of Resondents Who 
Pay Ongoing Wage Increases

0.73

0.09

0.05

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02
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		Method		% of Respondents

		Automatic adjustment		73%

		Costed productivity		9%

		Costed administrative savings		5%

		Estimates of productivity		3%

		Costed rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Estimates of administrative savings		2%

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Method for Determining Ongoing Wage Increases





developing ag

		New consultative team

		Existing consultative team

		New, informal consultative team

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.06

0.06

0.04
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		Arrangements		Percentage of Respondents

		New consultative team		62%

		Existing consultative team		6%

		New, informal consultative team		6%

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements		4%

		Other'		21%

		Arrangements for Developing Agreement





membership

		Central IR/HR

		Representatives nominated by staff

		SES managers

		Paid union officials

		Representatives nominated by union

		Middle managers

		Representatives nominated by management

		Agency head

		Regional IR/HR

		External consultant

		No team used



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.68

0.67

0.55

0.54

0.46

0.23

0.22

0.21

0.06

0.05

0.05



Sheet10

		Membership of Negotiation Team		Percentage of Respondents

		Central IR/HR		68%

		Representatives nominated by staff		67%

		SES managers		55%

		Paid union officials		54%

		Representatives nominated by union		46%

		Middle managers		23%

		Representatives nominated by management		22%

		Agency head		21%

		Regional IR/HR		6%

		External consultant		5%

		No team used		5%

		Membership of Negotiating Team





assistance

		Internal IR/HR		Internal IR/HR

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group

		Electoral Commission		Electoral Commission

		Other agencies		Other agencies

		External consultants		External consultants

		DEWRSB Advocacy		DEWRSB Advocacy

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		DEWRSB Workplace Partners

		Legal advisers		Legal advisers



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.92

0.94

0.78

0.53

0.59

0.15

0.54

0.51

0.45

0.34

0.36

0.33

0.3

0.53

0.27

0.32



Sheet11

		Source of Assistance		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Internal IR/HR		92%		94%

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		78%		53%

		Electoral Commission		59%		15%

		Other agencies		54%		51%

		External consultants		45%		34%

		DEWRSB Advocacy		36%		33%

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		30%		53%

		Legal advisers		27%		32%

		Sources of Assistance





consultation

		Formal staff briefings		Formal staff briefings

		E-mail or similar		E-mail or similar

		Circular/memo		Circular/memo

		Employee networks		Employee networks

		Union networks		Union networks

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		Existing mechanisms for consultation



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.95

0.67

0.9

0.53

0.86

0.54

0.74

0.46

0.56

0.21

0.43

0.53



Sheet12

		Mechanism		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Formal staff briefings		95%		67%

		E-mail or similar		90%		53%

		Circular/memo		86%		54%

		Employee networks		74%		46%

		Union networks		56%		21%

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		43%		53%

		Consultation Mechanisms





Sheet21

		





length - factors

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements

		Union involvement

		Lack of knowledge and expertise

		Christmas break disruption to process

		Geographic isolation of staff

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved

		Large agency complications

		Senior management availability



% of respondents

Percentage of Respondents Citing 
FactorsAffecting Length of Process

0.69

0.4

0.33

0.28

0.26

0.22

0.07

0.05



Sheet13

		Factor		% of respondents

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements		69%

		Union involvement		40%

		Lack of knowledge and expertise		33%

		Christmas break disruption to process		28%

		Geographic isolation of staff		26%

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved		22%

		Large agency complications		7%

		Senior management availability		5%

		Length of process was not an issue		19%

		Factors affecting the length of agreement making





voting

		Mail ballot

		Individual ballot box

		Other

		Electronic ballot

		Show hands meeting

		Secret ballot meeting



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.28

0.05

0.02

0.02

0.01
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		Method Used		% of respondents

		Mail ballot		62%

		Individual ballot box		28%

		Other		5%

		Electronic ballot		2%

		Show hands meeting		2%

		Secret ballot meeting		1%

		Method for Voting





certification

		Pre July 1998		Pre July 1998

		July – Dec 1998		July – Dec 1998

		Jan 1999 +		Jan 1999 +



Number of Agreements

Number of Agreements

Date of Certification

Jan 1999+
13%

33

33

49

49

12

12
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		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre July 1998		33

		July – Dec 1998		49

		Jan 1999 +		12





Sheet16

		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre 2000		34

		Jan – June 2000		36

		July 2000 +		24





expiry

		Pre 2000

		Jan – June 2000

		July 2000 +



Number of Agreements

Date of Expiry

July 2000+ 26%

Jan - June 2000
38%

34

36

24



duration

		Less than 12 months

		13 – 18 months

		More than 19 months



% of Agreements

Duration of Agreement

17

27

56



Sheet17

		Duration		% of Agreements

		Less than 12 months		17

		13 – 18 months		27

		More than 19 months		56





scope

		Stand-alone

		Not Stand-alone



Agreement Scope

0.6

0.4



Sheet18

		Stand-alone		Not Stand-alone

		60%		40%





Chart19

		Union Agreement

		Employee Agreement



Agreement Type

0.55

0.45



Sheet19

		Union Agreement		Employee Agreement

		55%		45%





coverage

		Less than 200

		200 – 999

		1000 +



% of Agreements

Staff Coverage of Agreements

40

38

22
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		Staff Covered		% of Agreements

		Less than 200		40

		200 – 999		38

		1000 +		22





Efforts Involve Groups

		Part-time employees

		Women

		Non-English speaking background

		Young people



Proportion of respondents

0.37

0.29

0.2

0.11



Sheet22

		Group

		Part-time employees		37%

		Women		29%

		Non-English speaking background		20%

		Young people		11%

		Efforts to involve Special Groups






_1006615918.xls
average increase

		< 3%

		3% - 3.9%

		4% +



% of Agreements

Percentage Increase

Proportion of Total Agreements

0.28

0.46

0.14
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		Increase		% of Agreements

		< 3%		28%

		3% - 3.9%		46%

		4% +		14%





wage increase

		< 5%

		5% - 6.9%

		7% +



% of Agreements

Percentage Wage Increase

Proportion of Agreements

Wage Increase Over Life of Agreement

20

54

19
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		Increase		% of Agreements

		< 5%		20

		5% - 6.9%		54

		7% +		19





agency function

		Policy/Advisory

		Program management/service delivery

		Mixed functions



% of Respondents

Agency Primary Function

Policy/
Advisory
19%

19

43

38
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		Agency Primary Function		% of Respondents

		Policy/Advisory		19

		Program management/service delivery		43

		Mixed functions		38





decision-making

		Centralised

		Devolved to business units

		Mixed



% of Respondents

Agency Decision Making

47

7

46
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		Agency Decision Making		% of Respondents

		Centralised		47

		Devolved to business units		7

		Mixed		46





difficult reasons

		Process requirements

		Union opposition to agreement

		No disadvantage test procedures

		Additional detail required in agreement

		Staff representative opposition

		Scrutiny of the voting



Proportion of Respondents

0.38

0.38

0.19

0.19

0.13

0.13
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		Process requirements		38%

		Union opposition to agreement		38%

		No disadvantage test procedures		19%

		Additional detail required in agreement		19%

		Staff representative opposition		13%

		Scrutiny of the voting		13%

		Reasons for difficulties and delays in certification of the agreement





Chart26

		





Chart26

		Central IR/HR

		Existing Committee

		New Consultative Team

		Existing Consultative Team

		Regional IR/HR



Proportion of Respondents

Who Monitors Implementation?

0.66

0.53

0.13

0.13

0.08



who monitors

		Central IR/HR

		Existing Committee

		New Consultative Team

		Existing Consultative Team

		Regional IR/HR



Proportion of Respondents 
Monitoring Implementation

0.66

0.53

0.13

0.13

0.08
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		Through Whom				How

		Central IR/HR		66%		Ad-hoc Observation		71%

		Existing Committee		53%		Data Extraction		47%

		New Consultative Team		13%		Survey Results		21%

		Existing Consultative Team		13%		Business Plan Progress		18%

		Regional IR/HR		8%		KPI's		11%

						Formal Interviews		5%

		Who monitors implementation?





Sheet27

		Whom				How

		Internal Management Report		73%		Oral and Written		66%

		Reports to Staff		54%		Written		27%

		Public Documents		27%		Oral		9%

		Reports to Minister		7%





progress

		Ad-hoc Observation

		Data Extraction

		Survey Results

		Business Plan Progress

		KPI's

		Formal Interviews



Proportion of Respondents 
Monitoring Implementation

0.71

0.47

0.21

0.18

0.11

0.05
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		Through Whom				How

		HR/IR Department		61%		Corporate Performance		47%

		Finance Department		46%		Specific Indicators		45%

		Independent Assessment		4%		Individual Performance		28%

						Reviews of Operations		26%

						Survey Responses		18%

						Time Charging		4%





reports

		Internal Management Report

		Reports to Staff

		Public Documents

		Reports to Minister



Proportion of Respondents 
Reporting on Implementation

0.73

0.54

0.27

0.07



Sheet29

		Opportunity cost (salaries and time)		83%

		Travel costs		64%

		Consultants		49%

		Electoral Commission fees		40%

		Printing costs		38%

		Travel allowance		30%

		Communication costs		30%

		Training and awareness raising		23%

		Advocacy		19%

		Legal advice		17%

		Venue costs		13%

		Catering costs		8%





nature

		Oral and Written

		Written

		Oral



Proportion of Respondents 
Reporting on Implementation

Nature of Reports on Implementation

0.66

0.27

0.09
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		Factor		% of Respondents

		Senior management suggestions		86%

		Employee suggestions		75%

		IR/HR suggestions		27%

		APS Parameters		22%

		Learning from other agencies/organisations		22%

		Agency Strategic Plan		16%

		External consultant suggestions		4%

		APS Negotiation Network Groups		2%





savings - assess

		HR/IR Department

		Finance Department

		Independent Assessment



Proportion of Respondents 
Who Assess Savings

Who Assesses Savings?

0.61

0.46

0.04
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		Feature		Proportion of Respondents

		Performance assessment		77%

		Flexible hours of work		60%

		Leave simplification		53%

		Classification structures		50%

		Allowances simplification		46%

		Performance pay		33%

		Direct communication		25%

		Tailoring conditions to agency business		25%

		Family-friendly features		22%

		Training and development strategies		14%

		Additional rewards		11%

		Redundancy simplification		9%

		Salary packaging		5%

		Mobility provision		3%





savings - calculated

		Corporate Performance

		Specific Indicators

		Individual Performance

		Reviews of Operations

		Survey Responses

		Time Charging



Proportion of Respondents
 Who Assess Savings

0.47

0.45

0.28

0.26

0.18

0.04
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		SES		Number of AWAs approved		Number of Respondents

				31 +		18

				Nov-30		14

				1 – 10		45

				None		17

		EL2		Number of AWAs approved		Number of Respondents

				31 +		5

				Nov-30		9

				1 – 10		29

				None		48

		EL1		Number of AWAs approved		Number of Respondents

				31 +		3

				Nov-30		4

				1 – 10		10

				None		72

		Specialist		Number of AWAs approved		Number of Respondents

				31 +		2

				Nov-30		5

				1 – 10		6

				None		76

		Other		Number of AWAs approved		Number of Respondents

				31 +		3

				Nov-30		4

				1 – 10		15

				None		67





costing items

		Opportunity cost (salaries and time)

		Travel costs

		Consultants

		Electoral Commission fees

		Printing costs

		Travel allowance

		Communication costs

		Training and awareness raising

		Advocacy

		Legal advice

		Venue costs

		Catering costs



Proportion of Respondents 
Who Estimated Cost

0.83

0.64

0.49

0.4

0.38

0.3

0.3

0.23

0.19

0.17

0.13

0.08



Sheet33

		Reason for AWAs		Proportion of Respondents		Proportion Stating Objectives Met

		Meet government objectives		6700%		97

		Achieve greater conditions flexibility		2500%		83

		Achieve greater wage flexibility		1900%		72

		Promote culture change		1500%		50

		Items including in the costing of agreements





negotiating agendas

		Senior management suggestions

		Employee suggestions

		IR/HR suggestions

		APS Parameters

		Learning from other agencies/organisations

		Agency Strategic Plan

		External consultant suggestions

		APS Negotiation Network Groups



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.86

0.75

0.27

0.22

0.22

0.16

0.04

0.02



Sheet34

		Greater flexibility in working hours		80%		Equity Plan		50%

		Changes to leave		70%		State commitment to diversity principles		16%

		Changes to part-time work provisions		53%		Leave provisions for religious/cultural events		13%

		Home based work provisions		45%		Swap public holidays		10%

		48/52 pay provisions		28%		Introduce recruitment strategies for diversity		9%

		Subsidised childcare introduced		21%		Training in respect for diversity		6%

		Introduction of parental leave		16%		Training in skills to support diversity		6%

		Introduction of time off in lieu provisions		14%		Establish diversity networks		2%

		Job sharing provisions		13%		Introduce employee retention strategies		2%

		Change definition of immediate family		12%

		Carers room introduced		11%

		School holiday provisions introduced		6%

		Extended long service leave provisions		6%

		Leave without pay provisions		2%

		Work based childcare introduced		1%





features

		Performance assessment

		Flexible hours of work

		Leave simplification

		Classification structures

		Allowances simplification

		Performance pay

		Direct communication

		Tailoring conditions to agency business

		Family-friendly features

		Training and development strategies

		Additional rewards

		Redundancy simplification

		Salary packaging

		Mobility provision



Proportion of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.77

0.6

0.53

0.5

0.46

0.33

0.25

0.25

0.22

0.14

0.11

0.09

0.05

0.03



Sheet35

		Greater employee participation		37%		Enhance performance focus		19%

		Greater staff understanding about agreements		36%		Enhance employee accountability for WR		14%

		Improved staff relations		33%		Promote culture shift		11%

		Cultural shift in agency		31%		Enhance employee participation		11%

		Enhanced performance focus		30%		Improve understanding of agreement making		11%

		Greater understanding of employment conditions		21%		Enhance management accountability for WR		10%

		More efficient work practices		20%		Improve staff relations		10%

		Agency-specific initiatives		19%		Meet government objectives		6%

		Manager accountability/ownership for ER		19%		Increased employee satisfaction		6%

		Employee accountability/ownership of ER		19%		Improved operational flexibility		5%

		Greater operating flexibility		14%		Better understand employment conditions		5%

		Savings in operational costs		14%		Achieve agency-specific initiatives		4%

		Increased staff performance		12%		Improved staff performance		4%

		Management practices improved		10%		Devolve decision-making in agency		3%

		Improved service delivery		9%		Achieve corporate goals		2%

		Devolution of decision making to managers		9%		Improve management practices		2%

		Greater employee satisfaction		9%		Introduce more efficient work practices		2%

		Deliver on corporate goals		7%		Enhance agency capability for WR		2%

		Reduction in use of third party dispute resolution		7%		Achieve savings in operating costs		1%

		Meet government objectives		6%		Improve service delivery		1%

		Agency accountability/ownership for ER		4%		Reduce third party resolution of work disputes		1%





workfamily

		Greater flexibility in working hours

		Changes to leave

		Changes to part-time work provisions

		Home based work provisions

		48/52 pay provisions

		Subsidised childcare introduced

		Introduction of parental leave

		Introduction of time off in lieu provisions

		Job sharing provisions

		Change definition of immediate family

		Carers room introduced

		School holiday provisions introduced

		Extended long service leave provisions

		Leave without pay provisions

		Work based childcare introduced



Proportion of Respondents

0.8

0.7

0.53

0.45

0.28

0.21

0.16

0.14

0.13

0.12

0.11

0.06

0.06

0.02

0.01



Sheet36

		Time, work and cost of agreement making		32%		Time, work and cost of agreement making		14%

		Staff resistance		27%		Technical constraints		9%

		Expertise in agency on agreement making		20%		Staff resistance		7%

		Union resistance		16%		Expertise in agency on agreement making		4%

		Consultative arrangements		13%		Perceived inequity in agreement making		3%

		DEWRSB support		12%		Legislative barriers		3%

		Past experiences made process difficult		11%		Perceived secrecy in agreement making		2%

		Having to drop some features		11%		Management resistance		2%

		Unmet expectations causing frustration		9%		Unmet expectations causing frustration		2%

		Management resistance		7%		Government policy restrictions		1%

		Government policy restrictions		7%		Needed to drop some features		1%

		Technical constraints		7%		DEWRSB support		1%

		Legislative barriers		5%

		Geographic spread of agency		5%

		Perceived secrecy in agreement making		4%

		Expertise in agency on policy issues		3%

		Measuring outcomes		1%





diversity

		Equity Plan

		State commitment to diversity principles

		Leave provisions for religious/cultural events

		Swap public holidays

		Introduce recruitment strategies for diversity

		Training in respect for diversity

		Training in skills to support diversity

		Establish diversity networks

		Introduce employee retention strategies



Proportion of Respondents

0.5

0.16

0.13

0.1

0.09

0.06

0.06

0.02

0.02



Sheet37

		Improve consultation		30%		Extend features in agreements		12%

		Extend the features of the agreement		28%		Tailor conditions to agency business needs		10%

		Tailor conditions more closely to agency needs		15%		Provide additional rewards		6%

		Allow less time		14%		Introduce performance pay		4%

		Establish a non-union agreement		11%		Improve consultation		3%

		Introduce a new classification structure		10%		Introduce greater flexibility in salary packaging		3%

		Have more direct communication with staff		10%

		Simplify leave provisions		10%

		Allow more time		9%

		Train the consultative team		9%

		Use a different consultative team		7%

		Introduce performance assessment		7%

		Establish a comprehensive agreement		6%

		Introduce performance pay		6%

		Introduce greater working hours flexibility		5%

		Simplify allowances		4%

		Seek external assistance		3%

		Streamline redundancy provisions		3%

		Change the length of the agreement		2%

		Devolve administration		2%

		Hold ground on key issues		2%

		Introduce more flexible salary packaging		1%





positive - CAs

		Greater employee participation

		Greater staff understanding about agreements

		Improved staff relations

		Cultural shift in agency

		Enhanced performance focus

		Greater understanding of employment conditions

		More efficient work practices

		Agency-specific initiatives

		Manager accountability/ownership for ER

		Employee accountability/ownership of ER

		Greater operating flexibility

		Savings in operational costs

		Increased staff performance

		Management practices improved

		Improved service delivery

		Devolution of decision making to managers

		Greater employee satisfaction

		Deliver on corporate goals

		Reduction in use of third party dispute resolution

		Meet government objectives

		Agency accountability/ownership for ER



Proportion of Respondents

0.37

0.36

0.33

0.31

0.3

0.21

0.2

0.19

0.19

0.19

0.14

0.14

0.12

0.1

0.09

0.09

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.04



Sheet38

		Improve DEWRSB services		37%

		Ensure more effective staff consultation		27%

		Change funding arrangements		19%

		Change legislation		12%

		Less prescriptive details in APS parameters		11%

		Simplify the certification process		5%

		Decentralisation of authority to agencies		2%

		Greater details provided in APS parameters		2%

		Remove the requirement for clearance		1%





Chart39

		Greater employee participation

		Greater staff understanding about agreements

		Improved staff relations

		Cultural shift in agency

		Enhanced performance focus

		Greater understanding of employment conditions

		More efficient work practices

		Agency-specific initiatives

		Manager accountability/ownership for ER

		Employee accountability/ownership of ER

		Greater operating flexibility

		Savings in operational costs

		Increased staff performance

		Management practices improved

		Improved service delivery

		Devolution of decision making to managers

		Greater employee satisfaction

		Deliver on corporate goals

		Reduction in use of third party dispute resolution

		Meet government objectives

		Agency accountability/ownership for ER



Proportion of Respondents

Positive Outcomes - Certified Agreement Making

0.37

0.36

0.33

0.31

0.3

0.21

0.2

0.19

0.19

0.19

0.14

0.14

0.12

0.1

0.09

0.09

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.04



Sheet39

		Identifying potential productivity gains		31%

		Introducing staff retention initiatives		20%

		Already traded everything in		19%

		Introducing performance assessment		16%

		Introducing performance pay		14%

		Tailoring conditions to agency business needs		12%

		Identifying potential savings		10%

		Introducing new classification structures		10%

		Simplifying allowances		9%

		Finding funds for negotiations		7%

		Improving staff communications		7%

		Simplifying leave		6%

		Introducing mobility provisions		5%

		Introducing greater salary packaging flexibility		4%

		Changing hours of work		4%

		Streamlining redundancy provisions		3%

		Introducing additional rewards		1%

		Introducing family-friendly policies/practices		1%





positive - AWAs

		Enhance performance focus

		Enhance employee accountability for WR

		Promote culture shift

		Enhance employee participation

		Improve understanding of agreement making

		Enhance management accountability for WR

		Improve staff relations

		Meet government objectives

		Increased employee satisfaction

		Improved operational flexibility

		Better understand employment conditions

		Achieve agency-specific initiatives

		Improved staff performance

		Devolve decision-making in agency

		Achieve corporate goals

		Improve management practices

		Introduce more efficient work practices

		Enhance agency capability for WR

		Achieve savings in operating costs

		Improve service delivery

		Reduce third party resolution of work disputes



Proportion of Respondents

0.19

0.14

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.1

0.1

0.06

0.06

0.05

0.05

0.04

0.04

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.01



difficulties - CAs

		Time, work and cost of agreement making

		Staff resistance

		Expertise in agency on agreement making

		Union resistance

		Consultative arrangements

		DEWRSB support

		Past experiences made process difficult

		Having to drop some features

		Unmet expectations causing frustration

		Management resistance

		Government policy restrictions

		Technical constraints

		Legislative barriers

		Geographic spread of agency

		Perceived secrecy in agreement making

		Expertise in agency on policy issues

		Measuring outcomes



Proportion of Respondents

0.32

0.27

0.2

0.16

0.13

0.12

0.11

0.11

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.07

0.05

0.05

0.04

0.03

0.01



difficulties - AWA

		Time, work and cost of agreement making

		Technical constraints

		Staff resistance

		Expertise in agency on agreement making

		Perceived inequity in agreement making

		Legislative barriers

		Perceived secrecy in agreement making

		Management resistance

		Unmet expectations causing frustration

		Government policy restrictions

		Needed to drop some features

		DEWRSB support



Proportion of Respondents

0.14

0.09

0.07

0.04

0.03

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.01

0.01

0.01



differently -CA

		Improve consultation

		Extend the features of the agreement

		Tailor conditions more closely to agency needs

		Allow less time

		Establish a non-union agreement

		Introduce a new classification structure

		Have more direct communication with staff

		Simplify leave provisions

		Allow more time

		Train the consultative team

		Use a different consultative team

		Introduce performance assessment

		Establish a comprehensive agreement

		Introduce performance pay

		Introduce greater working hours flexibility

		Simplify allowances

		Seek external assistance

		Streamline redundancy provisions

		Change the length of the agreement

		Devolve administration

		Hold ground on key issues

		Introduce more flexible salary packaging



Proportion of Respondents

0.3

0.28

0.15

0.14

0.11

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.09

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.06

0.05

0.04

0.03

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.01



Differently -AWA

		Extend features in agreements

		Tailor conditions to agency business needs

		Provide additional rewards

		Introduce performance pay

		Improve consultation

		Introduce greater flexibility in salary packaging



Proportion of Respondents

0.12

0.1

0.06

0.04

0.03

0.03



Assistance

		Improve DEWRSB services

		Ensure more effective staff consultation

		Change funding arrangements

		Change legislation

		Less prescriptive details in APS parameters

		Simplify the certification process

		Decentralisation of authority to agencies

		Greater details provided in APS parameters

		Remove the requirement for clearance



Proportion of Respondents

0.37

0.27

0.19

0.12

0.11

0.05

0.02

0.02

0.01



#s negotiating

		Up to 4

		5 – 6

		7 – 8

		9 or more



Proportion of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.14

0.18

0.3

0.34



time

		Up to 6 months

		7 – 9 months

		10 – 12 months

		13 – 15 months

		16 + months



% of respondents

Proportion of respondents

0.15

0.34

0.26

0.19

0.06



reasons - AWA

		Meet government objectives		Meet government objectives

		Achieve greater conditions flexibility		Achieve greater conditions flexibility

		Achieve greater wage flexibility		Achieve greater wage flexibility

		Promote culture change		Promote culture change



Proportion of Respondents

Proportion Stating Objectives Met

Reasons for Introducing AWAs

0.67

0.97

0.25

0.83

0.19

0.72

0.15

0.5



Chart50

		Gov’t objectives		Gov’t objectives		Gov’t objectives		Gov’t objectives

		Improved employee relations		Improved employee relations		Improved employee relations		Improved employee relations

		Agency strategic direction		Agency strategic direction		Agency strategic direction		Agency strategic direction

		Improve wages and conditions		Improve wages and conditions		Improve wages and conditions		Improve wages and conditions

		Advance man’t initiatives		Advance man’t initiatives		Advance man’t initiatives		Advance man’t initiatives

		Retain agency competit-iveness		Retain agency competit-iveness		Retain agency competit-iveness		Retain agency competit-iveness

		Tailor conditions to agency business		Tailor conditions to agency business		Tailor conditions to agency business		Tailor conditions to agency business

		Change culture		Change culture		Change culture		Change culture



Met

Partially Met

Not Met

Too Early to Tell

Proportion of Respondents

Were Objectives Met?

0.92

0.04

0

0.04

0.86

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.85

0.09

0

0.06

0.82

0.07

0.04

0.07

0.82

0.11

0

0.07

0.77

0.15

0

0.08

0.69

0.3

0

0.02

0.59

0.29

0

0.12



Sheet43

				Gov’t objectives		Improved employee relations		Agency strategic direction		Improve wages and conditions		Advance man’t initiatives		Retain agency competit-iveness		Tailor conditions to agency business		Change culture

		Met		92%		86%		85%		82%		82%		77%		69%		59%

		Partially Met		4%		5%		9%		7%		11%		15%		30%		29%

		Not Met		0%		5%		0%		4%		0%		0%		0%		0%

		Too Early to Tell		4%		5%		6%		7%		7%		8%		2%		12%





Sheet42

		Key Reasons for AWAs		Proportion of Respondents		Proportion Stating Objectives Met

		Meet government objectives		67%		97%

		Achieve greater conditions flexibility		25%		83%

		Achieve greater wage flexibility		19%		72%

		Promote culture change		15%		50%
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		Time taken		% of respondents

		Up to 6 months		15%

		7 – 9 months		34%

		10 – 12 months		26%

		13 – 15 months		19%

		16 + months		6%
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		Size of Negotiating Team		Proportion of Respondents

		Up to 4		14%

		5 – 6		18%

		7 – 8		30%

		9 or more		34%





Key issues

		Identifying potential productivity gains

		Introducing staff retention initiatives

		Already traded everything in

		Introducing performance assessment

		Introducing performance pay

		Tailoring conditions to agency business needs

		Identifying potential savings

		Introducing new classification structures

		Simplifying allowances

		Finding funds for negotiations

		Improving staff communications

		Simplifying leave

		Introducing mobility provisions

		Introducing greater salary packaging flexibility

		Changing hours of work

		Streamlining redundancy provisions

		Introducing additional rewards

		Introducing family-friendly policies/practices



Proportion of Respondents

0.31

0.2

0.19

0.16

0.14

0.12

0.1

0.1

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.05

0.04

0.04

0.03

0.01

0.01




_1005463368.xls
Objectives

		Tailor conditions to agency business

		Advance culture change within agency

		Complement strategic directions for agency

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions

		Advance particular management initiatives

		Meet government objectives

		Improve employee relations

		Retain agency competitiveness

		Pay a wage increase to staff

		Respond to union demands



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.48

0.36

0.34

0.3

0.29

0.27

0.22

0.14

0.06

0.01
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		Nominated Objective		% of respondents

		Tailor conditions to agency business		48%

		Advance culture change within agency		36%

		Complement strategic directions for agency		34%

		Achieve improvements in wages and conditions		30%

		Advance particular management initiatives		29%

		Meet government objectives		27%

		Improve employee relations		22%

		Retain agency competitiveness		14%

		Pay a wage increase to staff		6%

		Respond to union demands		1%

		Agency Objectives for Agreement Making





Type

		Central Office

		Partly decentralised

		Decentralised



% of Respondents

Agency Type

42

22

36



Sheet2

		Agency type		% of Respondents

		Central Office		42

		Partly decentralised		22

		Decentralised		36





reasons for union

		Staff preference

		Large union membership

		Union cooperative

		Desire to minimise potential disputes

		Strong union

		Management preference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with
 s.170LJ Agreements

0.33

0.25

0.19

0.18

0.14

0.13
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		Reason		% of Respondents

		Staff preference		33%

		Large union membership		25%

		Union cooperative		19%

		Desire to minimise potential disputes		18%

		Strong union		14%

		Management preference		13%

		Reason for Union Agreement





reason employee

		Management preference

		Staff preference

		Small union membership

		Dispute unlikely

		Less union interference



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents with 
s.170LK Agreements

0.34

0.18

0.13

0.03

0.01
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		Reason		% of Respondents

		Management preference		34%

		Staff preference		18%

		Small union membership		13%

		Dispute unlikely		3%

		Less union interference		1%

		Reason for Employee Agreement





initial increases

		Levels offered in other APS agencies

		Internal budget

		Productivity increases achieved

		Savings identified in the agreement

		General expectations of staff

		Administrative savings achieved

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved

		Compensation for delays in agreement making

		Union claim for a wage increase



% of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.6

0.55

0.42

0.23

0.18

0.18

0.17

0.06

0.03
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		Factor		% of Respondents

		Levels offered in other APS agencies		60%

		Internal budget		55%

		Productivity increases achieved		42%

		Savings identified in the agreement		23%

		General expectations of staff		18%

		Administrative savings achieved		18%

		Rationalisation of conditions achieved		17%

		Compensation for delays in agreement making		6%

		Union claim for a wage increase		3%

		Factors Determining Initial Wage Increases





Chart6

		Yes

		No



Payment of Retrospective Wage Increases

0.39

0.6



Sheet6

		Yes		39%

		No		60%





Chart7

		





Chart7

		Delays with agreement making

		Lever to reach agreement

		Fairness to staff

		Provided for in agency budget



Proportion of Respondents Who Paid Retrospective Increases

Reasons for Retrospective Wage Increases

0.41

0.32

0.3

0.03
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		Delays with agreement making		41%

		Lever to reach agreement		32%

		Fairness to staff		30%

		Provided for in agency budget		3%





ongoing wage

		Automatic adjustment

		Costed productivity

		Costed administrative savings

		Estimates of productivity

		Costed rationalisation of conditions

		Estimates of administrative savings

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions



% of Respondents

Proportion of Resondents Who 
Pay Ongoing Wage Increases

0.73

0.09

0.05

0.03

0.02

0.02

0.02
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		Method		% of Respondents

		Automatic adjustment		73%

		Costed productivity		9%

		Costed administrative savings		5%

		Estimates of productivity		3%

		Costed rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Estimates of administrative savings		2%

		Estimates of rationalisation of conditions		2%

		Method for Determining Ongoing Wage Increases





developing ag

		New consultative team

		Existing consultative team

		New, informal consultative team

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.06

0.06

0.04
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		Arrangements		Percentage of Respondents

		New consultative team		62%

		Existing consultative team		6%

		New, informal consultative team		6%

		Ad hoc negotiating arrangements		4%

		Other'		21%

		Arrangements for Developing Agreement





membership

		Central IR/HR

		Representatives nominated by staff

		SES managers

		Paid union officials

		Representatives nominated by union

		Middle managers

		Representatives nominated by management

		CEO

		Regional IR/HR

		External consultant

		No team used



Percentage of Respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.68

0.67

0.55

0.54

0.46

0.23

0.22

0.21

0.06

0.05

0.05
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		Membership of Negotiation Team		Percentage of Respondents

		Central IR/HR		68%

		Representatives nominated by staff		67%

		SES managers		55%

		Paid union officials		54%

		Representatives nominated by union		46%

		Middle managers		23%

		Representatives nominated by management		22%

		CEO		21%

		Regional IR/HR		6%

		External consultant		5%

		No team used		5%

		Membership of Negotiating Team





assistance

		Internal IR/HR		Internal IR/HR

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group

		Electoral Commission		Electoral Commission

		Other agencies		Other agencies

		External consultants		External consultants

		DEWRSB Advocacy		DEWRSB Advocacy

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		DEWRSB Workplace Partners

		Legal advisers		Legal advisers



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.92

0.94

0.78

0.53

0.59

0.15

0.54

0.51

0.45

0.34

0.36

0.33

0.3

0.53

0.27

0.32
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		Source of Assistance		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Internal IR/HR		92%		94%

		DEWRSB Workplace Reform Group		78%		53%

		Electoral Commission		59%		15%

		Other agencies		54%		51%

		External consultants		45%		34%

		DEWRSB Advocacy		36%		33%

		DEWRSB Workplace Partners		30%		53%

		Legal advisers		27%		32%

		Sources of Assistance





consultation

		Formal staff briefings		Formal staff briefings

		E-mail or similar		E-mail or similar

		Circular/memo		Circular/memo

		Employee networks		Employee networks

		Union networks		Union networks

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		Existing mechanisms for consultation



Use

Ranking of Helpfulness

Proportion of Respondents

0.95

0.67

0.9

0.53

0.86

0.54

0.74

0.46

0.56

0.21

0.43

0.53
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		Mechanism		Use		Ranking of Helpfulness

		Formal staff briefings		95%		67%

		E-mail or similar		90%		53%

		Circular/memo		86%		54%

		Employee networks		74%		46%

		Union networks		56%		21%

		Existing mechanisms for consultation		43%		53%

		Consultation Mechanisms
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length - factors

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements

		Union involvement

		Lack of knowledge and expertise

		Christmas break disruption to process

		Geographic isolation of staff

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved

		Large agency complications

		Senior management availability



% of respondents

Percentage of Respondents Citing 
FactorsAffecting Length of Process

0.69

0.4

0.33

0.28

0.26

0.22

0.07

0.05
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		Factor		% of respondents

		Collaborative and consultative arrangements		69%

		Union involvement		40%

		Lack of knowledge and expertise		33%

		Christmas break disruption to process		28%

		Geographic isolation of staff		26%

		Waiting for related issues to be resolved		22%

		Large agency complications		7%

		Senior management availability		5%

		Length of process was not an issue		19%

		Factors affecting the length of agreement making





voting

		Mail ballot

		Individual ballot box

		Other

		Electronic ballot

		Show hands meeting

		Secret ballot meeting



% of respondents

Proportion of Respondents

0.62

0.28

0.05

0.02

0.02

0.01
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		Method Used		% of respondents

		Mail ballot		62%

		Individual ballot box		28%

		Other		5%

		Electronic ballot		2%

		Show hands meeting		2%

		Secret ballot meeting		1%

		Method for Voting





certification

		Pre July 1998		Pre July 1998

		July – Dec 1998		July – Dec 1998

		Jan 1999 +		Jan 1999 +



Number of Agreements

Number of Agreements

Date of Certification

Jan 1999+
13%

33

33

49

49

12

12
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		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre July 1998		33

		July – Dec 1998		49

		Jan 1999 +		12
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		Dates		Number of Agreements

		Pre 2000		34

		Jan – June 2000		36

		July 2000 +		24





expiry

		Pre 2000

		Jan – June 2000

		July 2000 +



Number of Agreements

Date of Expiry

July 2000+ 26%

Jan - June 2000
38%

34

36

24



duration

		Less than 12 months

		13 – 18 months

		More than 19 months



% of Agreements

Duration of Agreement

17

27

56
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		Duration		% of Agreements

		Less than 12 months		17

		13 – 18 months		27

		More than 19 months		56





scope

		Stand-alone

		Not Stand-alone



Agreement Scope

0.6

0.4
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		Stand-alone		Not Stand-alone

		60%		40%





Chart19

		Union Agreement

		Employee Agreement



Agreement Type

0.55

0.45
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		Union Agreement		Employee Agreement

		55%		45%





coverage

		Less than 200

		200 – 999

		1000 +



% of Agreements

Staff Coverage of Agreements

40

38

22
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		Staff Covered		% of Agreements

		Less than 200		40

		200 – 999		38

		1000 +		22





Efforts Involve Groups

		Part-time employees

		Women

		Non-English speaking background

		Young people



Proportion of respondents

0.37

0.29

0.2

0.11
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		Group

		Part-time employees		37%

		Women		29%

		Non-English speaking background		20%

		Young people		11%

		Efforts to involve Special Groups






