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FOREWORD

Stevedoring is a mgjor link in the waterfront chain. Its performance can thus
have a significant impact on the efficiency of the traded goods sector and
ultimately affects the performance of the economy as awhole.

The ‘thinness’ and variability of Australian shipping trades creates a particular
need for flexible work arrangements at Australia’s ports. This study examines
selected work arrangements and assesses their implications for the performance
of container stevedoring workplaces. The effects on employees and users of
stevedoring services are also considered, and impediments to achieving
improved work arrangements are analysed.

The study has drawn on detailed information collected throughout 1997 from
consultations with industry participants, a public call for views and evidence,
discussions at selected workplaces, and workplace information requests. We are
grateful to all those who took part. It should be noted that the study does not
take account of developments in April 1998 involving Patrick Stevedores,
which occurred when it was being finalised.

This is the first in a series of research reports requested by the Government on
work arrangements in key industries. It was prepared in the Labour Market
Research Branch. It is complemented by the Productivity Commission’s report,
International Benchmarking of the Australian Waterfront, which benchmarks

port performance across container, bulk and break bulk trades, and cruise

shipping.

The Commission welcomes further feedback on both reports, consistent with its
objective to improve the information base on key issues affecting Australia’s
economic performance and community living standards.

Gary Banks
Acting Chairman
April 1998
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GLOSSARY

Australian vocational
trainee

Break bulk cargo

Bulk cargo

Casual employee

Clerks

Common user

Container

Container terminal

An employee who is part of a national training
scheme (the Australian Vocational Training
System) administered by the Australian National
Training Authority. These trainees are employed
by stevedores under the Stevedoring Australian
Vocational Training System Award 1994

Non-bulk cargo that is not containerised. It can
include unitised cargoes as well as miscellaneous
goods in boxes, bales, cases or drums — for
example, assembled cars, steel coil and timber

Cargo (such as coal, mineral ores, oil or wheat)
that is carried loose, taking up the shape of the
ship’s hold. It is handled by direct application of
conveyors, grabs, pumps, and elevators

An employee engaged on a daily basis without
any commitment by the employer on the period of
engagement

Operational employees who perform tasks
associated with tracking the movement of
containers into, within and out of the terminal and
other clerical tasks

Port facilities, including berths and equipment
such as straddle carriers and cranes, that can be
used by a number of stevedores that have a
contract with the port company

Standardised steel boxes (20 feet or 40 feet long
and 8 feet wide and high) used to carry cargo

The wharf and adjoining area where containers
are loaded and unloaded from vessels
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Continuous work shift

Double header

Down driver

Elapsed rate

Employee

Enterprise agreement

Enterprise employment

Failure to report

Foreman

Guaranteed wage
employee

A work arrangement where equipment is operated
through rest breaks. Gang members are alotted to
staggered rest breaks so that at any time during
the shift there is always a sufficient number of
employees to continue operating the equipment

Two consecutively worked shifts, usually worked
from day to evening shift

A driver not currently operating a crane or other
heavy equipment who may either be on a rest
break or performing other duties

The number of containers moved per ship per
elapsed hour. Elapsed time is the total hours over
which the ship is worked, measured from labour
on to labour off

A person employed by a container stevedore,
including  management,  supervisors  and
operational employees

An agreement at an individual workplace between
the employer and workers (usually represented by
their union) on terms and conditions of
employment

An employment relationship between workers and
a stevedoring workplace

When an employee does not report for the
commencement or resumption of a shift or shift
extension

An operational employee who, in consultation
with supervisors, supervises the work of other
operational employees in the working of shipsand
receival and delivery operations

An employee engaged by a stevedoring firm on a
permanent part-time basis, but only guaranteed to
be paid for a minimum number of hours per week.
Guaranteed wage employees are entitled to other
conditions of service on a pro-rata basis




GLOSSARY

Idle time payment

Industrial dispute

Internal transfer vehicle

Irregular shift

Lashing duties

Maintenance employee

Management

Manning levels

Manning scales

Nick, the

Nonmanagerial
employees

Operational employees

Payment to operational employees for full shifts
during which they must be available but are not
required for work

A withdrawal from work by a number of
employees or a refusal by an employer or a
number of employers to permit some or all of
their employees to work

A truck with trailer which is used to transport
containers between the crane and the yard

That part of the roster where employees may be
assigned to any shift on a day-to-day basis

Manoeuvring heavy 12-foot rods which lock
containers onto the ship’'s deck to prevent
containers from dislodging while the ship is at sea

An operational employee who works in
maintenance operations at a stevedoring
workplace. Usually, the employee holds a
mechanical or electrical trade certificate

Managerial employees at the workplace,
excluding supervisory employees

The number of persons employed at a stevedoring
workplace

The number of workers per gang required to
perform defined tasks (such as operating heavy
equipment or performing lashing duties)

The practice of employees leaving the terminal
before the end of the shift while still being paid
for the full shift

Supervisory employees and operational employees

All employees in grades 1 to 6 and Australian
vocational trainees. Excludes supervisors and
management. Operational employees are involved
in tasks including operating machinery, clerical
work, maintenance and lashing
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Order of engagement

Permanent employee

Port authority

An arrangement which specifies the order in
which employees are engaged for a shift (also
known as the ‘order of pick’)

An employee engaged by a stevedoring firm on a
full-time continuing basis. They are entitled to an
average of 35 ordinary hours of work per week,
annual leave, sick leave, long service leave,
rostered time off and other conditions

Public agency responsible for the control and
management of a port and its facilities

Productivity Employment A productivity-based remuneration and

Programme

Quay crane

Reefer

Rubber-tyred gantry

Shipper

Ship planner

Ship turnaround time

Site Committee

Smoko

Stevedore

employment arrangement implemented at CTAL
Sydney

A shore-based crane used to move containers on
and off ships

Refrigerated container

A mobile vehicle similar to a straddle carrier
which is used to move containers between road
and rail transport and yard storage areas

A person or enterprise having a commercial
arrangement with a shipping organisation for the
shipment of cargo. A shipper is the sender or final
receiver of cargo

An employee primarily responsible for planning
the placement of containers on ships that need to
be loaded and unloaded

The time between a vessel mooring to labour off.
It may also be measured as the time between a
ship entering port and leaving port

A committee of Maritime Union of Australia
representatives at each workplace, elected by
employees

A rest break during a shift (usually 20 minutes in
duration)

A company or terminal operator that engages in

Xii



GLOSSARY

Stevedoring

Stevedoring industry

Straddle carrier

Supervisor

stevedoring
The loading and unloading of ships’ cargoes

Includes bulk, break bulk and container
operations

A vehicle used to move containers between yard
storage areas and the quay crane or land transport

An employee who has overall responsibility for
the working of a ship

Supplementary employee An employee engaged by a stevedoring firm on a

20-foot equivalent unit

Variably rostered shift

Wharfie
Workplace

Yard planner

non-permanent basis. Supplementary employees
are generally paid at the shift rate being worked,
plus 20 per cent

Container counting unit based on the International
Standards Organisation 20-foot by 8-foot
container

A shift where operational employees may be
assigned to one of two shift types

Operational employee

A company-operated worksite where container
stevedoring functions are performed

An employee primarily responsible for receiving
information from the truck booking system on
which containers are being delivered or picked up
by trucks or rall

Xiii



Xiii



KEY FINDINGS

Flexibility in the allocation and use of labour is critical to stevedore
workplace performance, given the highly variable demand for stevedoring
services at Australian ports.

The container stevedoring industry is characterised by a system of complex,
inflexible and prescriptive work arrangements which constrain workplace
performance. They impede productivity, reduce timeliness and reliability,
and increase labour costs.

The most significant of these work arrangements are the order of
engagement (specifying the order in which different types of employees are
engaged for a shift), shift premiums and penaty rates, and redundancy
provisions.

The order of engagement, in combination with relatively high shift
premiums and penalty rates, add significantly to total labour costs for a
given level of activity. They detract from productivity by creating incentives
for permanent operational employees to seek overtime and lead to poor
timeliness and reliability. They can also have deleterious effects on the lives
of operational employees.

The high cost of redundancies restricts the ability of stevedores to adjust
manning levels of permanent employees. The redundancy agreements also
foster skill mismatches and reduce the ability of management to allocate the
best person for the job.

There are a number of factors which impede change, including an
adversarial workplace culture, strong union bargaining power, limited
competition in the labour market for operational stevedoring employees, and
limitations on competition in the industry.

The Workplace Relations Act 1996 facilitates change by enabling work
arrangements to be determined primarily at the workplace level. Together
with the secondary boycott revisions to the Trade Practices Act, it has also
reduced some sources of union bargaining power.

Responsibility for better outcomes ultimately rests with managers and their
employees. Greater competition in container stevedoring would increase the
pressures on both sides to change work arrangements and improve
performance.
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OVERVIEW

The effects of
stevedoring work
arrangements on

wor kplace performance
are examined.

Work arrangements are
defined broadly

... and the direction and
broad magnitude of
their effects on
performance are
assessed.

This study focuses on
container terminals

... and uses new
information.

This study examines selected stevedoring work
arrangements and assesses their implications for
workplace performance. The impact on employees
and users of stevedoring services is also considered,
and impediments to improving work arrangements
are analysed.

Work arrangements are defined broadly to include
the way in which stevedoring work is performed and
the conditions attached to that work. They include
arrangements specified in the Stevedoring Industry
Award 1991 and enterprise agreements, as well as
those that have evolved through custom and practice.

While the direct effects of some work arrangements
may be measurable, for others it is only possible to
assess the direction and broad magnitude of their
effects on workplace performance. Many other
factors also affect stevedore performance, including
throughput levels and difficult stows. Moreover, it is
difficult to quantify the effects of changing a single
work arrangement, because often it is the
combination of several work arrangements that
constrains workplace performance.

The scope of this study is confined to stevedoring
services in container terminal operations. Workplace
arrangements are discussed in terms of their effects
on productivity, reliability, timeliness and cost.

This study, with its emphasis on understanding the
complexities of work arrangements and their
interactions at the workplace, differs from previous
studies of the Australian waterfront. It uses a
considerable amount of information not previously
collated and analysed. The study approach and scope
are outlined in box 1.
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WORK ARRANGEMENTS IN CONTAINER STEVEDORING

It is complemented by The study is complemented by the Productivity

the Commission’s Commission’s report oimternational Benchmarking

International of the Australian Waterfront, which benchmarks

Benchmarking report.  performance across container, bulk and break bulk
trades, and cruise shipping. The report compares
charges and service quality for stevedoring, port
infrastructure and marine services.

Box 1: Scope and approach of the study

Scope
This study focuses on a range of work arrangements at selected container stevedoring

workplaces. Container stevedoring services account for around one third of waterfront
charges. Labour accounts for over half of the container stevedoring operating costs.

Data collection methods

A number of methods were used to collect qualitative and quantitative data from primary
sources including: initial consultations with industry participants (stevedores and unions)
and other parties; a public call for views and information; detailed discussions at
selected workplaces with managers, supervisors and site committees; and workplace
information requests.

Selection of work arrangements

The selection of particular work arrangements for closer analysis was iterative. Work
arrangements were first selected on the basis of initial consultations and analysis of the
Stevedoring Industry Award, enterprise agreements and secondary sources. Specific
work arrangements were finalised following the detailed discussions at the chosen
workplaces.

Selection of workplaces

Five Australian container workplaces were selected for detailed analysis: Sea-Land
(Port Adelaide); CTAL (Port Botany, Sydney); P&O Ports (Port Melbourne); Patrick
(Port Melbourne); and Patrick (Fisherman Islands, Brisbane). Together they account for
around three quarters of the annual throughput handled by major container terminals.

Fergusson Terminal, Ports of Auckland, New Zealand was chosen for international
comparison because: its annua throughput falls within the range of that handled by the
Australian workplaces selected; New Zealand and Australia have broadly similar
cultures and living standards; extensive reforms have occurred in New Zealand; and
initial consultations indicated that work arrangements at New Zealand terminals differed
significantly from those at Australian terminals.
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OVERVIEW

Manning levels

Manning scales

Operationa employees

Permanent employees

Guaranteed wage employees

Supplementary employees

Box 2: Some key terms

The number of persons employed at a stevedoring
workplace.

The number of workers per gang required to perform
defined tasks (such as operating heavy equipment or
performing lashing duties).

All employees in grades 1 to 6 and Australian
vocational trainees. It excludes supervisors and
management. Operational employees are involved in
tasks including operating machinery, clerical work,
maintenance and lashing.

Employees engaged by a stevedoring firm on a full-
time continuing basis. They are entitled to an average
of 35 ordinary hours of work per week, annual leave,
sick leave, long service leave, rostered time off and
other conditions.

Employees engaged by a stevedoring firm on a
permanent part-time basis, but only guaranteed to be
paid for a minimum number of hours per week.
Guaranteed wage employees are entitled to other
conditions of service on a pro-rata basis.

Employees engaged by a stevedoring firm on a non-
permanent basis. Supplementary employees are
generally paid at the shift rate being worked, plus
20 per cent.

Stevedoring and waterfront performance

Sevedoring isan
important part in the
waterfront chain.

The waterfront provides a critical link in the
distribution of traded goods internationally and
within Australia. Stevedoring, the loading and
unloading of cargo from ship to shore, is an
important part of the waterfront chain.
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WORK ARRANGEMENTS IN CONTAINER STEVEDORING

Thereis significant
scope for further
Improvement.

Poor performance
imposes direct and
indirect costs.

Demand for stevedoring
servicesis highly
variable.

These features mean
that labour flexibility is
critical to performance.

International benchmarking by the Productivity
Commission and other studies indicate that
performance of Australian container stevedores
remains significantly below that of many overseas
operations, despite having improved both during and
since the waterfront industry reform process
(1989-92).

Poor performance in stevedoring imposes both direct
and indirect costs on users of stevedoring services
and the rest of the economy. Berthing delays, for
example, can cost shipping lines about $30 000 per
day for a ship with a 2000 TEU (20-foot equivalent

unit containers) capacity. Examples of indirect costs
include maintenance of higher than normal inventory
levels, loss of confidence by overseas buyers and
discouragement of investment throughout the

economy. Moreover, inefficiencies in stevedoring

weaken the capacity of other links in the distribution

chain to perform to their potential.

Demand for stevedoring services and labour
requirements is highly variable, due to:

fluctuations in the number and type of ships
arriving at any one time;

variations in the number of containers to be
loaded and unloaded; and

unexpected factors, such as delayed arrivals and
difficult stows.

This variability is particularly pronounced at
Australian ports because of the ‘thinness’ of shipping
trades (low volumes over long distances) and the
need for ships to make multi-port calls.

Given these characteristics, flexibility in the
allocation and use of labour is critical to stevedore
workplace performance in Australia.
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OVERVIEW

Impact of work arrangements

A system of complexand The container stevedoring industry is characterised
prescriptive work by a system of complex, inflexible and prescriptive
arrangements constrains work arrangements which constrain  workplace
container stevedoring performance. They reduce and distort incentives to
workplace performance. improve productivity, reduce timeliness and

reliability, and increase labour costs for a given level

of activity.
Most work The Stevedoring Industry Award provides the
arrangements have been  structural base for the development of work
incorporated in arrangements in enterprise agreements. However,

enterprise agreements.  work arrangements negotiated during and since the
waterfront industry reform process have usually been
incorporated into enterprise agreements examined.
These agreements were made prior to the enactment
of the Workplace Relations Act 1996.

Therehavebeensome  As a result of enterprise bargaining and the

improvements waterfront reform process there have been some
improvements in work arrangements, including some
use of supplementary employees at maor ports,
lower manning scales, earnings equalised over longer
periods, and more efficient use of down drivers (a
driver not currently operating equipment).

... but many existing However, many existing work arrangements provide
work arrangements inappropriate incentive structures, inhibit workplace
constrain performance.  flexibility and constrain the ability of workplaces to
The most significant adapt to changes in industry conditions. Three work
are: arrangements of particular significance are the order

of engagement, shift premiums and penalty rates, and
redundancy provisions.

... the order of The order of engagement (also known as the ‘order

engagement; of pick’) specifies the order in which different types
of employees are engaged for a shift. The order of
engagement is prescribed in enterprise agreements
(see box 3 for a typical example). There is little
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WORK ARRANGEMENTS IN CONTAINER STEVEDORING

variation among the workplaces, with the exception
of CTAL Sydney.

Box 3:

1st pick
2nd pick

3rd pick

4th pick
5th pick

6th pick
7th pick
8th pick
9th pick

Weekday order of engagement, Patrick Melbourne, 1996

Regularly rostered permanent employees (evening, day)

Variably rostered permanent employees (midnight/irregular, evening/day,
day/evening)

Irregularly rostered permanent employees (normal order of allocation:
midnight, evening, day)

Guaranteed wage employees to limit of guarantee?

Permanent employees working double headers® (limited to two non-
consecutive days per week)

Guaranteed wage employees beyond guarantee?

Supplementary employees

Permanent employees working additional double headers

Guaranteed wage employees and supplementary employees working double
headers

a Guaranteed wage employees are guaranteed a minimum of 15 hours work a week.
b Two consecutively worked shifts.
Source: Patrick Melbourne Enterprise Agreement (1996)

The order of engagement constrains management’s
ability to make the most effective use of the
workforce, thereby reducing productivity and, in
turn, timeliness and reliability.

In particular, at most workplaces, management
cannot use supplementary employees until permanent
employees have been given the option of working
‘double headers’ (two shifts worked consecutively).
This increases the access of permanent employees to
high levels of overtime. The resulting longer hours
can also adversely affect the health and safety of
employees. Stevedoring has the highest cost of work
related injuries per employee of all major industries.

Further, by restricting the amount of time that
supplementary employees are able to work, the order
of engagement limits their ability to increase their
skills and income. This arrangement also adds to the
administrative complexity of the rostering system.
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OVERVIEW

... shift premiums and Shift premiums and penalty rates are higher than for

penalty rates, employees under other relevant awards.! For
example, the Stevedoring Industry Award specifies
that a weekday night shift must be paid at twice the
ordinary rate, whereas this shift is paid at a rate of
1.5 or 1.3 in other awards examined.

The order of engagement, in combination with
relatively high shift premiums and penalty rates, add
significantly to total labour costs. They also detract
from productivity by creating incentives for
permanent operational employees to seek overtime
and lead to poorer timeliness and reliability.

Australian Bureau of Statistics data indicate that, in
1996, stevedoring operational employees on average
were paid for 36 hours of ordinary time and nine
hours of overtime per week. However, the average
hours actually worked would be significantly lower
than paid hours because of payments made for idle

and call-up time and various forms of leave. These
averages also conceal considerable week to week
variation within a roster cycle — total hours of work
attended can vary from zero to 60 or more. Such
work patterns not only impact on labour productivity,
but can also have deleterious effects on the lives of
operational employees.

Average annual gross earnings of operational
employees at the Australian container stevedoring
workplaces examined were in the range of $60 000
to $100 000 in the last financial year, with overtime

contributing around 20 to 30 per cent. This places
these operational employees in the top 5 per cent of
Australian wage and salary earners.

1 National Building and Construction Award 1990, Transport Workers Award 1983, Sorage
Services — General — Interim Award 1990, Metal Industry Award.1984
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... and redundancy
provisions.

Retirement and redundancy agreements
(incorporating identical  entitlements a  the
workplaces examined) have the potential to impose
high redundancy costs on stevedores, particularly
when substantial numbers of surplus employees are
involved. Patrick The Australian Stevedore recently
estimated that the average redundancy payment was

$73 000 for Maritime Union of Australia members

and $190 000 for Australian Maritime Officers’
Union members. Redundancy payments are
substantial even for employees with short periods of
service. For example, an employee (any age under
60) with three years service would be entitled to 78
weeks pay.

Entittements specified in the retirement and
redundancy agreementsarkedly exceed those in
other awards examined.

The high cost of redundancies restricts the ability of
stevedores to adjust manning levels of permanent
employees. Industrial disputation is a significant
further deterrent to initiating redundancies. The cost
of redundancy and the possibility of industrial

disputation contribute to retention of surplus labour,
thus lowering productivity, and can also inhibit

recruitment.

The agreements also foster skill mismatches and
reduce the ability of management to allocate the best
person for the job. For example, management at
several workplaces noted that some clerks, when
made surplus by the introduction of the computerised
vehicle booking system, were retrained and
redeployed to perform other tasks such as straddle
carrier driving, because it was less costly than
offering them redundancy packages. However, in
terms of labour productivity, it may have been more
efficient if the clerks had been given redundancy
packages and people with the best skills and aptitude
for operational areas were employed instead.
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OVERVIEW

Other work
arrangements which
constrain
performance are:

... the prescribed
workforce size and
composition;

There are several other work arrangements which
also impact on container stevedoring workplace
performance. These are described in turn.

Workforce size and composition (that is, number by
grade and/or function) are prescribed in extensive
detail in the enterprise agreements examined in this
study. These highly prescriptive arrangements
constrain the ability of management to alter manning
levels and composition to meet operational
requirements, as well as contributing to higher
manning levels of permanent employees (see box 4
for atypical example).

Box 4:  Workforce size and composition, P&O Ports Melbourne

The enterprise agreement of P& O Ports Melbourne prescribes the size and composition
of the permanent operational workforce. The following table shows the number of
permanent employees by grade and function in the operational area (excluding
maintenance). The agreement also prescribes the number of permanent maintenance
employees by grade and function (chapter 5).

Source: P& O Ports Melbourne Enterprise Agreement 1996
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... equalisation
schemes;

... existing productivity
schemes,

The enterprise agreements include provisions to
adjust workforce size and composition under certain
circumstances, but such changes must be negotiated
with the union.

The objective of equalisation schemes is to equalise
earnings across permanent operational employees
within functional areas by ensuring they have equal
access to shifts which pay above the normal shift

rate. From the perspective of employees, by
equalising earnings opportunities, these schemes can
promote the morale and motivation of the permanent
workforce. However, depending on the length of the
period over which schemes are equalised, such
schemes can have a negative impact on productivity

and timeliness by restricting management’s ability to
allocate the appropriate employees to particular shifts
and tasks. The schemes may also diminish incentives
for permanent operational employees to improve
their individual work performance.

The practical application of such schemes has
improved in recent times, as the period over which
earnings are equalised has been extended. Several
workplaces now equalise over a period of 12 months,
although some still equalise over a considerably
shorter period.

Nevertheless, combined with equalisation schemes,
the order of engagement assures access by permanent
employees to overtime and reduces work allocated to
supplementary employees. This ultimately impacts
on productivity and costs.

The primary objective of productivity schemessich

as bonuses based on the number of containers lifted,
IS to increase incentives to work more efficiently. In
practice, these schemes do not appear to have been
very effective.

At the workplaces examined, productivity bonuses
are not targeted at individual employees. Instead,
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OVERVIEW

... aggregate wage
schemes;

... leave provisions,

... limits on contracting
out;

bonuses are equalised across the workforce. Thus
individual employees can have only a minor
influence on their productivity bonus.

In addition, for many operational employees the
potential earnings from overtime continue to
outweigh those from productivity bonuses. Although
there is some variation across workplaces, overtime
usualy accounts for 20 to 30 per cent of gross
earnings, which can be severa times greater than
earnings from productivity bonuses.

Under aggregate wage schemes, yearly gross wages
are based on a prescribed set of ordinary, premium
and, in some cases, penalty hours. They are paid as
an average weekly wage. These schemes can reduce
incentives to undertake overtime but, in practice,
have served to lock in high labour costs.

Leave provisions include annual leave, sick leave
and long service leave, as well as rostered weeks and
days off. Most of these provisions exceed those that
apply to workers under the other awards examined,
and can have a significant effect on labour costs. For
example, permanent operational employees receive
five weeks annual leave under the Stevedoring
Industry Award, compared with four weeks for
employees under other awards. Further, a loading of
275 per cent applies to long service leave for
permanent stevedoring employees, whereas no such
loading is payable in the other awards examined.

The existing leave provisions contribute to the need
to maintan a higher number of permanent
employees, given the prescribed composition of the
workforce and the order of engagement.

Good management practice would normally involve
a case by case assessment of the viability of
contracting out, by comparing the benefits and costs
of alternative providers. However, provisions in the
enterprise agreements at the Australian workplaces

examined limit the extent of contracting out. Some
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...and call-up and idle
time provisionsin
combination with
notification
requirements.

also specify that contracting out should not reduce
the size of the permanent workforce. These
restrictions, by precluding access to potential
efficiencies, are likely to detract from workplace
performance.

There is limited contracting out at the Australian
stevedore workplaces examined. All workplaces
contract out building maintenance and major
linemarking work. Only a few aso contract out
office cleaning, work area cleaning, refrigerated
container monitoring and the truck booking system.
Apart from occasional specialised outsourcing, there
Isno regular use of contractors in the maintenance of
equipment.

Unlike Australian stevedoring workplaces, there are
no prescribed restrictions on contracting out at the
New Zealand stevedoring workplaces examined.
Management has the choice of contracting out if it
wishes. The ability to contract out increases pressure
on permanent employees to be competitive with
contractors, thereby  improving  workplace
performance.

Call-up payments are made to operational employees
for attending work to commence an allocated shift
for which they are then not required.

Idle time payments occur when permanent
operational employees are rostered on for a shift, but
are not alocated to undertake the shift and do not
attend the workplace. They are not available to
supplementary employees.

Such payments reduce uncertainty of earnings due to
the variable nature of containerised stevedoring.
However, cal-up and idle time payments, when
combined with notification rules, can create
additional costs, particularly for weekend shifts.
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These work The broad effects of each of these work
arrangementsinteract to arrangements on container stevedoring workplace
form a system which performance are depicted in summary form in
retards container table 1. Many (such as the order of engagement, shift
stevedoring premiums and penalty rates, and redundancy
performance provisions) are mutualy reinforcing, interacting to

form a system which further constrains performance.

These work arrangements create both the opportunity
and the incentive for permanent employees to work
longer hours to obtain high levels of overtime. They
also constrain the ability of management to alter the
size and composition of the workforce and choose
the most appropriate employees for a particular task.

The outcome is reduced levels of productivity, poor
timeliness and reliability, and high labour costs.

...and they havewider =~ The impact of work arrangements on stevedore

effects. performance is felt more widely than in the
stevedoring industry aone. Increased costs and
reduced service quality can lower output and
employment in other industries that rely on the
efficient distribution of their products, and ultimately
impact on national economic performance and
standards of living.

They are lessflexible Work arrangements in New Zealand container

than in New Zealand stevedoring workplaces are considerably more
where extensivereform  flexible than in Australia. For example, rostering
has occurred. arrangements and the ratio of permanent to casual

labour vary considerably across workplaces, whereas
they are relatively uniform across the Australian
container stevedoring workplaces examined.

New Zealand’s extensive port, labour market and
transport reforms over the past decade increased
competitive pressures within and between ports,
which, in turn, drove improvements in work
arrangements. These reforms have resulted in much
improved stevedore performance.
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Table 1: Summary of the key direct?® effects of individual work
arrangements on performance
Sevedoring work  Key effects of work arrangements on Productivity Labou  Timeliness
arrangement performance b rcosts andreliability
Order of Constrains the use of supplementary 7 7’ 7
engagement employees and the most appropriate
use of labour $ 3
Encourages high levels of overtime
Relatively high Create large price differentials for - -
shift premiums different shifts
and penalties Provide incentives to seek overtime ¥ » ¥
Relatively high Maintain higher manning levels 7 A -
redundancy Reduce incentives to recruit employees
payments with appropriate skills ¥ ” ¥
Prescribed Reduces flexibility to alter the size and
workforce size skill composition of the workforce N7 A _
and composition when demand varies
Equalisation Can decrease ability to allocate 7 - 7
schemes appropriate labour to tasks
Can distort incentives to improve N7 _ ¥
performance
Existing Generally outweighed by overtime A ? T
productivity incentives
schemes
Aggregate wage Reduce incentives to undertake A 7 T
schemes overtime
Can lock in high premiums and _ A _
penalties
Relatively high Increase the absence of permanent
leave and operational employees from the N7 A _
rostered time off workplace and increase manning levels
provisions
Constraints on Reduce pressures on permanent
contracting out employees to be competitive with N7 A ¥
contractors
Minimumcall-up  Can create extra costs when combined
and idletime with notification requirements on _ A _

weekends

Little or no effect; W Decrease/N Increase; ? Direction uncertain.

a Direct effects exclude the effects that arise only from interactions with other work arrangements.
b Productivity refers broadly to indicators such as: output divided by employment; and crane rates.
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Enabling change

Why do unproductive
work arrangements
persist?

| mpediments to
changing work
arrangements include:

... aworkplace culture
characterised by a high
level of disputation
between employers and
employees;

Responsibility for changing work arrangements
ultimately rests with stevedoring managers and
employees. Management and employees (represented
by unions) in container stevedoring have negotiated
and agreed to these arrangements. The outcomes
reflect the attitudes and abilities of the parties
involved, their relative bargaining power and the
incentives and disincentives for change.

There are a number of factors which impede change
to work arrangements, including an adversaria
workplace culture, strong union bargaining power
and limitations on competition in the industry.

Adversarial relations between management and
employees pervade most of the Australian container
stevedoring workplaces examined. The level of
industrial disputation remains high relative to other
industries. Stevedoring experienced the second
highest annual average number of days lost between
1992-97, after coal mining (figure 1).

... Substantial employee
bargaining power;

An important source of employee bargaining power,
in addition to the extensive coverage of operational
employees by the Maritime Union of Australia, is the
high cost of berthing delays or stoppages. The
shipping lines exert pressure on stevedores to settle
disputes quickly, including through penalty clauses
and shifting business elsewhere. The Maritime Union
of Australia has used its power in this situation to
deliver favourable terms and conditions of
employment to its members.
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Figure 1.  Average level of industrial disputes in selected industries,
1992-97 (working days lost per '000 employees)

6000

Days lost per '000 employees

5000 T+
4000 +
3000 +
2000 T
1000 + I
0 ; ; - | | | — | ——

Coal mining  Stevedoring  Construction Metals Other All industries

manufacturing manufacturing

a The number of working days lost is from ABS 1997a. Employment in 1992 and 1993 uses industry statistics
collected by the Waterfront Industry Reform Authority. Productivity Commission estimates of employment for
each year over the period 1994 to 1997 assumes a fixed intake per year to reach employment levels in 1997.
Estimates of employment in the stevedoring industry include full-time, part-time and supplementary employees
working in container, break bulk and bulk operations.

Sources: ABS (1997a); BTCE (19954); unpublished ABS data; workplace information requests

... limited competition in
the labour market for
operational stevedoring
empl oyees;

... iImportant constraints
on competition within
the industry;

The high cost of redundancy payments makes it
difficult to reduce the number of excess employees if
contracts are lost. These costs a'so make stevedores
reluctant to dismiss poorly performing employees, so
reducing competition for jobs and the incentive for
employees to improve their performance. Employee
turnover in container stevedoring remains very low
compared with other industries.

Container stevedoring is characterised by a high
concentration of ownership and considerable barriers
to entry. Constraints on competition enable the cost
of inefficiency to be more easily passed on to users
of stevedore services, such as shipping lines,
exporters and importers. The main barrier to entry is
the exclusive, long-term leasing arrangements that
stevedores currently have in place with Australian
port authorities (table 2).
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Table 2: Length of container terminal leases at the ports of Sydney
and Melbourne
Commencement year Length of Additional years if option
Lessee of lease lease to renew leaseis taken up
Patrick Sydney 1978 40 years? 5years
CTAL Sydney 1979 25 years 5years
Patrick Melbourne 1993 21 years 21 years
P& O Ports Melbourne 1993 20 years 20 years

a Recently renegotiated and increased from 25 years by the stevedore — on the basis of additional capital
expenditure of approximately $100 million in the short term.
Sources. Melbourne Ports Corporation; Sydney Ports Corporation

Stevedores in New Zealand face lower barriers to
entry, partly because common user facilities —
where wharf facilities can be used by a number of
stevedores — are available at several ports.
Australian interport competition is also limited by the
large distances between ports and by the relatively
high cost of land transport.

... and indirect The shipping lines are the only users of container
contractual stevedoring services that have a direct contractual
relationships. relationship with the stevedore. Other users, such as

exporters, importers, road and rail transport
companies, have no direct market mechanisms with
which to influence stevedore performance. The
interest of the shipping lines is for ships to be loaded
and unloaded quickly. Shipping lines are less
concerned with other costs of delay in the movement
of cargo.

Improved industrial relations framework

Most enterprise Enterprise agreements in the Australian workplaces
agreements pre-datethe examined were negotiated in 1996, prior to the
enactment of the enactment of the Workplace Relations Act.

Wor kplace Relations
Act.
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The major objective of
the Act isto encourage
negotiation of work
arrangements at the
workplace level.

Provisionsin the
Workplace Relations Act
that affect stevedoring
include:

... the ‘no-disadvantage’
test

... award simplification;

... therole of third
parties;

The main objective of the Workplace Relations Act
Is to provide a framework for cooperative workplace
relations by, among other means, ensuring that the
primary responsibility for determining matters
affecting the relationship between employers and
employees rests with those parties at the workplace
level.

There are several important parts of the Act that
affect the negotiation and organisation of work
arrangements.

Provisions in the Act require that a workplace
agreement not reduce the overal terms and
conditions of employees compared with the relevant
avard. From July 1998, only alowable matters
(defined in the Workplace Relations Act) in awards

will be considered when the ‘no-disadvantage test’ is
applied to all agreements.

Some provisions of the Stevedoring Industry Award,
such as provisions for right-of-entry and stop work
meetings, appear to fall outside the scope of
allowable award matters under the Act. Moreover,
some work arrangements, such as the order of
engagement and equalisation, are not in the
Stevedoring Industry Award. As nonallowable

matters may still be included in workplace

agreements, the relative bargaining power of the two
parties will continue to influence the outcome.

The role of external parties has changed under the
Workplace Relations Act compared to the previous
industrial relations legislation. The scope of awards,
for example, has become limited to that of a safety
net, with additional matters to be determined at the
workplace. This effectively reduces the role of the
Australian Industrial Relations Commission in
workplace negotiations. The Act also makes
provision for individual workplace agreements.
However, the Maritime Union of Australia’s

XXXl



OVERVIEW

extensive coverage of operational employees and its
strong preference for collective agreements had led
to only collective agreements being negotiated at the
workplaces examined.

... and dispute settlement  The Workplace Relations Act and changes to the

provisions. Trade Practices Act 1974 introduced provisions that
alow for sanctions on employees and unions
engaging in certain types of industria action. In
particular, the reintroduction of the secondary
boycott provisions (under the Trade Practices Act)
has reduced one source of the Maritime Union of
Australia’s bargaining power.

The Workplace While the Workplace Relations Act facilitates

Relations Act facilitates change to work arrangements, responsibility for
change to work better outcomes ultimately rests with managers and
arrangements, but their employees. Greater competition in container
greater competition is stevedoring would increase the pressures on both
also important. sides to change work arrangements and improve

performance.
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1 ABOUT THIS STUDY

This study examines selected work arrangements in container stevedoring and
assesses their implications for workplace performance. The impact on
employees and users of stevedoring services is also considered, and
impediments to achieving improved work arrangements are analysed.

Thisis the first in a series requested by the Government on work arrangements
in key sectors of the economy. The study is complemented by an international
benchmarking study of the waterfront by the Productivity Commission
(PC 1998), which measures the performance of Australian waterfront industries
relative to that of other countries. The focus in that report is on the charges and
level of service to ship operators, exporters and importers, as well as
productivity performance.

Stevedoring is an important part of the waterfront chain of services. The
waterfront, the interface between sea and land transport, is critical to Australia’s
overseas and domestic trade. Three quarters of the value of Australia’s imports
and exports, and nearly one third of the domestic transport taskcarried by

sea (PC 1998; BIE 1995a). Thus, the efficiency with which the different parts of
the chain operate affects all parts of the economy, and ultimately community
living standards.

Stevedoring services are critical because they influence both the cost and
timeliness of the transport of imported and exported goods. Container

stevedoring services are a significant component of charges on the waterfront
(estimated to be around one third by the Bureau of Transport and

Communications Economics (BTCE)Labour, in turn, accounts for over half

of the terminal operating costs of container stevedoring sefvices.

1 Measured in terms of net tonne kilometres.

2 Thisincludes charges imposed for other waterfront services such as custom brokerage, pilotage,
harbour dues and road transport related services. The BTCE estimated that the average cost of
moving an import container across the waterfront in the first half of 1997 was about $655. The
average cost for an export container was about $595, reflecting a simpler clearance process for
exports (BIE 1995b, p. 15; BTCE 19974, p. 9).

3 Termina operating costs include labour costs, capital depreciation, rent and other property
costs, equipment maintenance and hire, electricity and management, administration and
marketing. Estimates based on data provided by the Australian stevedoring workplaces
examined in this study.
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Cost is an important factor, but industry has also nominated reliability as an
important requirement for stevedoring services (for example, Meta Trades
Industry Association, response 9, p. 1; Australian Chamber of Manufactures,
response 8, p. 2). The direct costs of delays are substantial, estimated at about
$30 000 per day for a ship with a 2000 TEU4 capacity (BTCE 1995a). The
spectre of unreliable service may also mean that firms incur additional indirect
costs through, for example, the maintenance of higher than normal inventory
levels (which may require additional storage facilities) and that exporters may
suffer as overseas buyers lose confidence (PC 1998).

Overall, while productivity improvements in stevedoring are important, the
savings from improved reliability may be more significant in reducing costs to
users (PC 1998).

Recent studies of the performance of container stevedoring operations have
found that the performance of Australian stevedores lags that of overseas
operations. The Productivity Commission (1998) found that container
operations in Australia had higher terminal charges, lower rates of productivity
and less reliable service than comparable operations in several other countries
(box 1.1).

Box 1.1: Productivity Commission international benchmarking study
of the waterfront

A recent Productivity Commission study of waterfront performance found, after
allowing for disadvantages resulting from the scale of container stevedoring operations
in Australia, that:

container handling charges were, on average, higher than those at any of the
overseas terminals surveyed;
labour and capital productivity were lower than at overseas terminals; and

the reliability at Australian container terminals was relatively poor.
Source: PC (1998)

The Commission aso found that notwithstanding improvements in recent years,
there is gignificant scope to improve Australian container stevedoring
performance. Similar conclusions were drawn in the preceding benchmarking
study by the BIE (1995b).

4 TEU (20-foot equivalent unit containers). Containers are usually either 20 or 40 feet in
length.
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Flexibility in the allocation and use of labour are critical to stevedore workplace
performance. Flexibility is required to meet the highly variable demand for
stevedoring services generated by:

the number and type of ships arriving at any one time;
the number of containers to be loaded and unloaded; and
unexpected factors, such as delayed arrivals and difficult stows.

This variability is particularly pronounced at Australian ports because of the
‘thinness’ of shipping trades (low volumes over long distances) and the need for
ships to make multi-port calls.

In the container stevedoring industry, labour is an integral part of the
stevedoring process, so the direct cost of labour is relatively high. Work
arrangements are a major determinant of the cost of labour and the incentives
faced by managers and employees to improve performance. They also affect
productivity, timeliness and reliability.

1.1 Approach

The stevedoring industry adopted enterprise bargaining in the early 1990s to
replace the previous industry-wide labour arrangements. This provides a strong
rationale for shifting the focus of research on work arrangements to the
workplace level. Unlike previous research (for example, BTCE 1995a;
HRSCTCI 1992), this study focuses on one element of the waterfront chain of
services (stevedoring) and examines in detail a range of work arrangements in
selected container stevedoring workplaces. The advantage of this approach is
that it can reveal important insights into:

the nature and extent of work arrangements (for example, whether and
how they vary across workplaces);

interrelationships among work arrangements (for example, how rostering
arrangements affect manning levels);

links between work arrangements and workplace performance (for
example, how pay systems influence incentives and productivity); and

internal factors (such as workplace culture) and external factors (such as
the industry structure and industrial relations framework) which may be
inhibiting changes in work arrangements.

This study describes and analyses these issues, thereby providing a factual base
for further public policy debate. It identifies, describes and discusses a number
of work arrangements and their effects on workplace performance, but it does
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not make recommendations about any individual arrangements as thisis outside
the scope of the study.

The Commission has consulted with a range of industry participants:
stevedoring employers, maritime unions (the Maritime Union of Australia and

the Australian Maritime Officers’ Union) and other parties, including
government departments and specialist academics (appendix A). In addition,
public input was invited in response to a Research Issues Brief. This phase
assisted in:

defining the scope of the study and the likely set of issues; and
selecting the work arrangements and workplaces for analysis.

Scope

Only stevedoring services are examined in this study, particularly the core
functions of stevedores — the loading/unloading of ships and the
loading/unloading of freight of land transport operators servicing the wharf
(receival and delivery).

The focus is on container terminals, not bulk or break bulk terminals, in order to
facilitate comparability across workplaces.

Measurement of workplace performance

Work arrangements are one of many factors that affect workplace performance.
Others include:

the technology used by the workplace;

the institutional and competitive environment faced by the workplace;
level of throughput;

difficult stows;

the mix of container sizes; and

late delivery and receival (appendix E).

Given the variety of factors that influence workplace performance, it is difficult
to quantify the impact of changing any one work arrangement on workplace
performance.

While the direct effects of some work arrangements may be measurable, for
others it is only possible to assess the direction and perhaps broad magnitude of
their effects on workplace performance. For example, the direct and indirect
effects of redundancy costs on output and investment are not easily estimated.
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Workplace arrangements are discussed in terms of their effects on:

productivity — the amount of output that can be produced from a given set
of inputs;

timeliness — which relates to the delivery of cargo on time;

reliability — which relates to the variability in the time taken to deliver
cargo; and

costs.

Productivity has important interactions with the other indicators of performance.
It has a direct relationship with workplace costs — when factor prices are
constant, the relationship between productivity and costs is strictly proportional.

Improvements in productivity also affect timeliness and reliability. For example,
higher net crane rates(a commonly used measure of productivity in
stevedoring) can result in quicker loading and unloading of ships. This can lead
to shorter ship turnaround times. If crane rates are consistently high, timeliness
and reliability can be improved.

Selection of work arrangements

Work arrangements are broadly defined to include the way in which work is
performed and the conditions attached to that work. They include arrangements
specified in the&evedoring Industry Award 1991 and enterprise agreements, as

well as those which have evolved through custom and practice. Many of the
work arrangements are interconnected: they are negotiated as a package and
agreed by management and employees at the workplace.

The process of selecting work arrangements for detailed analysis in this research
was iterative. Work arrangements were initially selected on the basis of
preliminary consultations and a detailed analysis of the Stevedoring Industry
Award, enterprise agreements and secondary sources. This phase revealed a
complex set of highly prescriptive arrangements that could reduce performance.

The Research Issues Brief provided interested parties with the opportunity to
comment on the work arrangements initially selected. The list of specific work

arrangements was finalised following the detailed discussions with managers,
supervisors and site committees at the chosen workplaces (table 1.1).

5 Broadly defined as the average number of containers moved per net hour per crane. Net
timeis equal to time from labour on to labour off minus time unable to work the ship due
to award shift breaks, ship’s fault, weather, awaiting cargo, industrial disputes, holidays, or
shifts not worked at the ship operator’s request.
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Table 1.1: Work arrangements selected for analysis

Broad arrangement Soecific arrangement

Rostering Order of engagement
Equalisation schemes
Notification
Rostered time off
Shift types
Shift length

Manning Gang sizes
Continuous work shifts
Manning scales
Manning levels

Recruitment, redundancy Preference clause

and contracting Selection process
Redundancy provisions
Contracting

Remuneration Base plus pay systems
Shift premiums
Penalty rates
Productivity schemes
Aggregate wage systems
Hours worked and wage levels

Paid non-working time Shift breaks and delays
Shift extensions
Call-up payments
Idletime
L eave arrangements

Selection of workplaces

The study is concerned with container terminals. Five Australian workplaces
handling containers were selected for analysis:

Sea-Land (Port Adelaide);
. CTAL (Port Botany, Sydney);6
P& O Ports (Port Melbourne);
. Patrick (Port Melbourne); and
Patrick (Fisherman Islands, Brisbane).

6 P&O Ports has a magjor shareholding in the CTAL terminal and operates the terminal as
part of its national terminal operations.




1 ABOUT THIS STUDY

Throughput and employment at the stevedoring workplaces examined is given
in table 1.2. The terminals selected account for around three quarters of the
annual throughput handled at major container terminals in Australia. Selection
of the workplaces considered:

the scope to document variations in work arrangements;

. the importance of including larger as well as smaller stevedoring
operations; and

the ability to compare the same stevedoring company in different cities and
to compare different stevedoring operations in the same city.

Table 1.2: Throughput and employment of operational employees,
stevedoring workplaces examined, 1996-97

Workplace Port Location Throughput Employment?
'000 TEUS no.
Sea-Land Port Adelaide Adelaide 87 129
CTAL Port Botany Sydney 351¢ 400
P&O Port§ Port Melbourne Melbourne 326° 345
Patrick Port Melbourne Melbourne 434 346
Patricke Fisherman Islands Brisbane 105 127
Fergusson Port of Auckland Auckland (NZ) 290 204

a Operationa employees, excluding supervisors. Estimates for Australian workplaces include permanent full-
time employees, guaranteed wage employees and supplementary employees. Australian vocationa trainees are
counted as permanent employees.

20-foot equivalent unit.

Calendar year 1996.

West Swanson Container Division.

Operational employees at Patrick Brisbane also carry out some break bulk operations.

Includes a proportion of maintenance employees at the Ports of Auckland based on the ratio of TEU throughput
of Fergusson Termina to TEU throughput of the Ports of Auckland. Does not include al clerical employees.
Includes permanent and casual employees.

Source: Workplace information requests

- 0O Q O T

Fergusson Termina in New Zealand was chosen for an international
comparison for a number of reasons. First, New Zeadland and Australia are
countries with broadly similar cultures and living standards. Second, the annual
throughput of Fergusson Terminal falls within the range of container throughput
handled by the selected Australian workplaces. Third, extensive reforms have
been undertaken in the New Zealand waterfront, transport sector and labour
market in the past decade (appendix I), which have led to significant increases
in productivity and lower costs. Finally, consultations suggested that work
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arrangements in New Zealand differed significantly from work arrangementsin
Australian terminals.

Fergusson Terminal is not necessarily representative of stevedoring operations

more generally in New Zealand, because there appears to be considerable
variability in work arrangements in stevedoring operations in that country
(appendix I). Thus, Fergusson Terminal has not been identified as a ‘model’
workplace, but as illustrative of alternative work arrangements.

Data collection

A number of methods were used to collect qualitative and quantitative data
from:

consultations with selected industry participants;

a public call for views and evidence;

detailed discussions at selected workplaces; and

workplace information requests.

Data were supplemented by information drawn from:

the Stevedoring Industry Award, enterprise agreements of the selected
Australian workplaces and any industry-specific and general industrial
relations legislation;

the awards of four other industries: thieansport Workers Award 1983,
the Storage Services — General — Interim Awdr@Og the Metal
Industry Awardl984and the National Building and Construction Industry
Award 199Q

previous studies on the industry, including government inquiries and
reports; and

labour economics, industrial relations, occupational health and safety and
human resource management literature.

Further details about the information collection methods can be found in
appendix B, while a detailed analysis of awards and agreements appears in
appendix J.

1.2 Report structure

The next chapter describes the key features of the stevedoring industry, its
workforce characteristics and recent changes to work arrangements in the
industry. Aspects of the culture of Australia’s stevedoring workplaces are
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discussed in chapter 3. Culture influences how people respond to existing work
arrangements and how they develop new arrangements.

The subsequent five chapters consider work arrangements relating to rostering
(chapter 4), manning (chapter 5), recruitment, redundancy and contracting
(chapter 6), remuneration (chapter 7) and paid non-working time (chapter 8).
The impacts of selected work arrangements on workplace performance, along
with their benefits and costs to employees and users of stevedoring services, are
the focus in these chapters. These discussions are drawn together in chapter 9,
which highlights the links between these work arrangements, the main
beneficiaries and losers, and impediments to the introduction of performance-
enhancing work arrangements.




2 CONTAINER STEVEDORING IN AUSTRALIA

There are only two major providers of container stevedoring
services in Australia, and throughput at Australian portsislow by
international standards. Flexibility in service provison is
important, given the unpredictable and variable nature of
demand. Major changes occurred in the industry under the
waterfront industry reform process during 1989-92, in a bid to
improve the sector's performance. Enterprise agreements
negotiated since this time have tended to be complex and highly
prescriptive. The agreements incorporate most of the details of
the majority of work arrangements operating at the workplaces.
The Stevedoring Industry Award, however, still provides the
structural basis for the development of some work arrangements
in enterprise agreements.

This chapter outlines the structure and operation of the container stevedoring
industry and describes workforce characteristics — including the types of labour
employed by Australian container stevedores and their entitlements. The chapter
also summarises recent reform of stevedoring services and changes in work
arrangements.

2.1 Industry structure and operation

The core functions performed by stevedores on the waterfront are the loading
and unloading of cargo from ships, and the loading and unloading of cargo from
land transport operators servicing the wharf. Stevedoring services in Australia
and New Zealand are performed under contract with shipping lines; there is no
contractual link between stevedores and transport operators, importers or
exporters (PC 1998).

Containerisation is an important means of transporting cargo (box 2.1).
Container imports, for example, accounted for around two-thirds of the total
value of imports handled by the Australian waterfront in 1995-96 (PC 1998).

11
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Box 2.1: Containers and their contents

Reusable containers for carrying cargo were first widely adopted in the late 1950s. The
International Standards Organisation reached agreement in 1966 on standard shipping
container sizes, based on an eight-foot square external end area with lengths varying in
multiples of 10 feet from 10 to 40 feet and incorporating standard fastening and lifting
points.

The 20-foot length (representing one TEU) is the most common container in use in
Australia. However, 40-foot containers (equal to two TEUS) are also used, particularly in
trade with North America.

Contents of import and export containers, Sydney, 1995-96

Source: Sydney Ports Corporation (1996, p. 20)

There are various types of containers based on these dimensions, such as open top, open
sides, ventilated and refrigerated. Refrigerated containers (known as ‘reefers’) arg¢ used
for the shipment of perishable goods such as meat, fruit and vegetables. Subsgtantial
guantities of perishable goods are exported and imported in containers.

Reefers require monitoring on the wharf to ensure that the refrigeration system is in
operation.

Large quantities of chemicals are also imported and exported in containers. Containers
holding hazardous chemicals require special handling and storage procedures.

Source: BTE (1986, pp. 10-12)

The Australian waterfront is characterised by the ‘thinness’ of shipping trades
(low volumes over long distances — box 2.2) and the need for ships to make
multi-port calls (PC 1998).

12
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Box 2.2: Container traffic in overseas ports

The throughput of Australia’s container terminals is small compared with the volimes
handled by major ports in Asia, North America and Europe. The higher cost of container
operations in Australia is partly related to the lower levels of throughput.

Container traffic at selected ports, 1995-96

Data source: TCS (1997a)

Scale of throughput is also a determinant of the quantity and quality of equipment used at
container terminals.

An average of 37 600 containers was handled in Australian container terminals per quay
crane in 1995-96. In contrast, each quay crane in some terminals in Singapore and Pusan
handled an average of approximately 110 000 containers in the same period.

Higher levels of throughput reduce the unit capital costs of providing container stevedoring
services. This may allow operators in terminals with a high level of throughput to invest in
equipment that is capable of higher levels of performance (such as crane lifts per hour). If
similar equipment were used in terminals with relatively low levels of throughput, then unit
capital costs would be higher.

Source: TCS (1997a)

Container handling in Australian ports is concentrated around mainland capital
city ports, with terminals in these ports accounting for about three quarters of
thiswork (table 2.1).
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Table 2.1: Australian container terminal operations, by port, 1995-96

Proportion handled by
Port Port throughput container terminals®
'000 TEUs %
Melbourne 923 73
Sydney 699 84
Brisbane 249 78
Fremantle 203 95
Adelaide 69 96
Regional ports 261 na
Total 2404 71¢

a Includes mgjor container terminals operated by P& O Ports, Patrick and Sea-Land.
b Other Australian ports including Hobart, Burnie and Darwin.
Container terminal share of total port throughput.
na Not applicable.
Sources: BTCE (1997a); Melbourne Port Corporation (1996); SCNPMGTE (1996)

Nearly all container handling services at the mainland capital city ports, are
supplied by two operators — P&O Ports and Patrick The Australian Steviedore.
Adelaide has a single operator (Sea-Land (Australia) Terminals), but it accounts
for only around 4 per cent of the combined throughput of the major container
terminals (table 2.2.

In New Zealand, the port of Auckland has four operators. One operator has
exclusive use of Fergusson Terminal and moves 70 per cent of the total port
container throughput. The other three operators share Bledisloe Terminal, a
common user facility suitable for container operations (table32.2).

There is some movement of contracts between stevedores at Australian ports,
but the shipping lines’ choice of stevedoring options is limited. Competition is
not as intense as in New Zealand where there is a greater number of stevedores

1 The company now known as Patrick is the result of several company mergers in the
stevedoring industry during the early 1990s. The most recent merger occurred between the
then Strang Patrick Stevedoring and National Terminals (Australia) in July 1992 to form
Australian Stevedores. In September 1994, Jamison Equity (now the Lang Corporation)
acquired the sharesin Australian Stevedores held by Howard Smith and ANL.

2 Sea-Land recently announced that it intends to open a container terminal in Brisbane
(Daily Commercial News, 9 February 1998, p. 5).

3 Common user facilities enable any stevedore to use the container terminal facilities, such
as quay cranes and straddle carriers, on a short-term |lease basis.
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at most ports, contracts change hands more frequently and the cost of entry and
exit is lower (appendix I). Australian interport competition is further limited by
the large distances between ports and the high cost of transport by road or rail
relative to the cost of seafreight (chapter 9).

Table 2.2: Market structure of container terminal operations, by port,

1995-96
Port Container  Annual throughput?@ Cranes Straddles
operators

no. '000 TEUs no. no.
Sydney¢ 2 587 10 28
Melbourné 2 674 10 56
Brisban® 2 194 6 d
Adelaide 1 66 2 12
Aucklanc? 4 405 7 36

a Estimates based on table 2.1.

b Number of cranes and straddles are for Patrick and P& O only.

¢ Includes 12 rubber tyred gantries used by one operator.

d Mix of equipment used, so unable to aggregate.

e Three operators use Bledisloe Terminal, a common user berth.

Sources: BTCE (1997a); Ports of Auckland (1997); workplace information requests

Pattern of ship and cargo arrivals
Several characteristics of container stevedoring affect planning and labour
requirements, including:

terminal operating hours;

the variability and unpredictability of ship arrivals;

the variability in size of exchange;

interface with land transport; and

seasonal variability.
Container stevedoring can be a 24-hour, seven-days-a-week operation,
particularly at large mainland workplaces. This reflects the demands of shipping

lines which incur high daily fixed costs when a ship is tied up at a wharf —
estimated at $30 000 a day for a ship with a 2000 TEU capacity (BTCE 1995a).

Stevedores typically face highly variable demand for their services. This is
generated by variability in ship arrivals and the size of exchanges (the number
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of containers loaded and unloaded). An analysis of ship arrivals at Sydney
container terminals in 1995 found an almost random pattern of arrival times
(BTCE 19953, p. 19). An earlier study of a sample of ship arrivals at the first
port of call in Australia found that approximately 50 per cent arrived on the day
which was specified two weeks earlier, the remainder were spread between
being three days early and five days late (BTCE 1993, p. 103).

Most stevedores attempting to accommodate variability in ship arrivals now try

to plan labour requirements based on arrival and departure time ‘windows’. If a
ship arrives within a certain time window, enough labour is allocated for ship
loading and unloading purposes to ensure the ship is ready to leave within its
departure time window. Pricing signals, through penalties and bonuses between
stevedores and shipping lines, encourage both parties to better adhere to
shipping windows.

However, substantial variability will remain as a result of several influences
outside the control of stevedores. Ship arrivals are affected by factors such as
weather conditions and delays in other ports. These introduce an element of
uncertainty into arrival times, and stevedores may have to respond to late or
early arrivals at short notice. The daily variation in ship arrivals is illustrated by
figure 2.1, which shows the number of ships being worked per shift at the
CTAL terminal, Sydney, over a 24-day period in 199 average of 2.4 ships
were worked per shift, but the number of ships worked ranged from zero to four
(full berth capacity for the terminal).

Such fluctuations in the demand that stevedores face for their services (from the
variability in ship arrivals and the number of containers loaded and unloaded),
mean that flexible work arrangements are critical to workplace performance.
Other factors that also contribute to this need include unexpected difficulties in
the lashing task (chapter 5), storage constraints related to receival and delivery
of containers, and seasonal variation.

There is limited storage available in waterfront areas. Therefore, the movement
of containers received from ships and delivered to land transport operators (and
vice-versa for outgoing containers) is related to the arrival of ships and
exchange sizes. Container stevedores generally deliver to, and receive
containers from, land transport operators between 7 am and 3 pm on weekdays
(the day shift) and as required by land transport operators at other times,
including weekends. Rail operations by stevedores are performed as required.

4 This period was considered by CTAL to be ‘representative’ of the operations of the
terminal (response 10, p. 12).
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Figure 2.1: Ships worked per shift, CTAL terminal, selected period in 1995
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Source: Response 10, p. 14

The type of cargo handled at each port affects the pattern of demand over the
year. Sydney, for example, generally has alarger share of import containers than
export containers. This results in greater demand for container stevedoring
services around October and November, when wholesale and retail firms build
up stock levels before the Christmas season.

In contrast, the higher proportion of export containers in Brisbane results in
significant seasonal variation related to the shipment of primary produce
(mainly cotton and meat) between June and October each year. The similar mix
of import and export containers in Melbourne means that the port is less
affected by seasonal patterns.

2.2 Employment in stevedoring

Employees in the stevedoring industry work in bulk and break bulk operations
as well as container operations. Workforce characteristics of these employees
are described in detail in appendix D. In summary, the typical stevedoring
employee is likely to be male, in his mid-40s, and Australian born. This
employee is likely to have relatively low levels of formal education, be involved
in ajob with often long and variable hours, and be relatively highly paid.

The detailed discussions revealed that employee turnover in container
stevedoring is still very low relative to other industries — in some cases zero. In
comparison, almost 20 per cent of all Australian employees changed employers
between 1994 and 1996 (ABS 1997b).
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Employees are grouped into grades according to skill level. A description of the
tasks performed by operational employeess in the container stevedoring process
Is contained in appendix C and summarised in table 2.3. Tasks discussed in
detail include those performed by foremen, clerks, maintenance employees and
also those tasks of the machinery operators and general duties employees, such
as driving quay cranes and straddle carriers and performing lashing duties. The
mix of tasks indicates the need for a workforce comprising both skilled,
experienced and less skilled employees.

Stevedoring is a capital intensive industry. Given the nature of the work process,
individuals — for example, those operating expensive and sophisticated
equipment such as quay cranes — can have a significant impact on overall
workplace performance.

Improvements in work arrangements affecting individual efficiency can
translate into higher workplace productivity and reliability — for example,
improvements in work arrangements that provide the incentive for crane drivers
to work more efficiently can lead to higher crane rates and improved timeliness.

Other factors can also impact on workplace performance (chapter 1). These
include factors outside the stevedores’ control that specifically relate to the
loading and unloading of a ship (box 2.3 and appendix E).

Three main unions cover employees in the container stevedoring industry.
Supervisors and planners are members of the Australian Maritime Officers’
Union (AMOU). In some terminals, electricians are members of the
Communications, Electrical, Electronic, Energy, Information, Postal, Plumbing
and Allied Services Union of Australia (CEPU) (table 2.3Yirtually all
operational employees, including clerks, machinery operators, general duties
and some maintenance employees, are members of the Maritime Union of
Australia (MUA).

5 All employees in grades 1 to 6 and Australian vocational trainees. Excludes supervisors
and management.

6 Approximately 25 CEPU members work in stevedoring maintenance positions nationally.
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Table 2.3: Container stevedoring labour arrangements at a typical

workplace®
Employment
Occupation and grade? Responsibility/duties Union¢ arrangement
M anagement
Terminal manager General management of  Nil Individual
the container terminal contracts
Operations manager Logistical aspectsof the d Individual
terminal contracts
Supervisors Working of the ship AMOU SIA S EAS
Ship and yard planners Determine where AMOU SIA, EAS
containers are placed on
shipandinyard
Operational employees
Permanent full-time employees
Foreman (typically grade 5 or 6) Coordinate/monitor MUA SIA, EAs
operational employees
Clerk (typically grade 4, 5 or 6) Track movements of MUA SIA, EAs
containers
Machinery operators (typically Work as crane driver, MUA SIA, EAs
grade 3, 4, 5 or 6) straddle driver
General duties employee (typically ~ Work in general MUA SIA, EAs
grade 3, 4 or 5) duties/lashing
Maintenance (mechanic or Maintain egquipment MUA or SIA, EAs
electrician) (typically grade 4 or 5) CEPU
Permanent part-time employees Depends on skills MUA SIA, EAs
(guaranteed wage employees) acquired
(various grades)
Supplementary employees (various Depends on skills MUA SIA, EAs
grades) acquired
Australian vocational trainees Undergo structured MUA Sevedoring AVT
training program Award 1994

a Simplified description of labour arrangements in a typical stevedore workplace. Some workplaces may have
other types of employees (including engineering service managers or commercial managers).

b For full list of grades based on skill levels, refer to table C.1.

¢ Australian Maritime Officers’ Union (AMOU); Maritime Union of Australia (MUA); Communications,
Electrical, Electronic, Energy, Information, Postal, Plumbing and Allied Services Union of Australia (CEPU).

d Some operation managers may be members of the AMOU.

e Sevedoring Industry Award 1991.

f Supervisors and planners at Patrick terminals are covered by the same enterprise agreement (EA) across Patrick
workplaces as well as by the Stevedoringustry Award. Supervisors and planners at P&O terminals are
covered by a separate EA at each workplace, the operational employee EAs and the Stevelmtingg |
Award.

Sources: Stevedoring Industry Award; selected enterprise agreements
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The high level of union membership in the stevedoring industry is in contrast

with substantially lower levels of union membership — approximately 25 per
cent — in the private sector workforce as a whole. The level of union
membership in industries covered by awards used to compare employee
conditions in chapter 7 is approximately 40 per cent for manufacturing
industries, 50 per cent for the transport and storage industries and 30 per cent in
construction (ABS 19970).

Box 2.3: Some factors affecting container stevedores’ performance
in loading and unloading a ship

A number of factors act as constraints on the performance of Australian container
stevedores in loading and unloading a ship (see appendix E for a more detailed
discussion). These include:

Throughput. Large international hub ports discharge relatively large ships using four or
five cranes. In Australia, at most three cranes are used. As the Container Business
Manager from P& O Ports Victoria recently stated:

If we had 90 per cent transhipment instead of 10 per cent and vessels of 6000 TEU
capacity instead of 600 TEU, with single destination cargoes, and no late changes to
cargo stowage and lower safety standards, we would achieve over 30 containers per
crane on all vessels, al of thetime. (MUA 1997a)

Difficult stows. Some stevedores, being either a first or last port of call, tend to have
more difficult stows. A humber of containers may need to be moved (and later restowed)
to access the containers required. As Captain Andrews from Sea-Land explained:

Adelaide may only have half the container rate of some Sea-Land terminals, but all
our other terminals trade Sea-Land stowed ships. Stow is central to productivity. Sea-
Land ships are computer stowed. The boxes that come off first are stowed on the side
of the ship, not in the middle where you have to lift them four high to get them out.
(MUA 1997b, p. 46)

Mix of containers. The number of 40-foot containers versus 20-foot containers loaded
and unloaded affect productivity. The 20-foot containers are generally more difficult to
load and unload.

7 Several awards used for a comparison of award conditions in this report may cover
employees performing similar work in several industries. The Storage Services — General
— Interim Award 1996for example, covers employees working in several industries
(including retail trade, wholesal e trade and manufacturing).
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Types of stevedoring employment
There are four main types of operational labour employed by Australian
stevedores, each with a different set of employment conditions:

full-time permanent employees,
. guaranteed wage employees;

supplementary employees; and
. Australian vocational trainees.
Full-time permanent employees accounted for over haf of employees in the
stevedoring industry in 1997 (table 2.4), but prescribed engagement
arrangements mean that they undertake the mgjority of the hours worked. Full-
time permanent employees are engaged on a full-time continuing basis and are
entitled to an average of 35 ordinary hours of work per week (see chapter 7 for a

detailed discussion of hours worked). They are aso entitled to other conditions
of service such as annual leave, sick leave and long service leave.

Table 2.4: Stevedoring employees, by type and employer, 19972

Guaranteed Australian
wage  vocational Supplementary

Employer Permanent employees trainees labour pool?  Total
Patrick 1440 70 . 1260 2780
P& O Ports 1350 300 40 500 2280
BHP 210 25 . 90 320
Sea-Land 90 20 10 10 130
Strang 30 10 . 80 120
Other¢ 200 . . 85 285
Total 3320 425 50 2115 5910
Per cent of industry totald 56 7 1 36 100

o]

Includes container, break bulk and bulk terminals. Employee numbers are rounded to nearest five.

b Indicates the approximate number of supplementary employees available to work for each stevedore. Actual use
of supplementary employees varies according to work arrangements at each workplace and the level of demand
for stevedoring services (chapter 5).

¢ Includes regiona stevedores such as Northern Shipping and Stevedoring and Federated Stevedores and
operatorsin major ports such as Union Stevedoring and Brambles.

d Indicates the share of employeesin each category.

... Nil or rounded to zero.

Source: Workplace information requests

The use of permanent employees in stevedoring dates back to the late 1960s.
Previoudly, all stevedoring employees were hired on a casual basis from an
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industry-wide pool of labour. Technological changes in the 1960s, particularly
containerisation, and the need for a more highly skilled workforce led to the
introduction of permanent employment opportunities.

Guaranteed wage employees are also engaged on a permanent basis. They are
guaranteed pay for a minimum number of hours per week (two shifts at the
workplaces examined in this study). Additional work may be available as
required by the stevedore. These employees are also entitled to other conditions
of service such as annual leave on a pro-rata basis.8 They comprise around 7 per
cent of Australian stevedoring employees.

Supplementaries are employed on an ‘as and when required’ basis. They do not
receive additional entitlements such as sick leave or annual leave, but do receive
a 20 per cent premium over the shift rate (table 2.5). Supplementary employees
may work for more than one employer, and they receive a minimum payment of
one shift on any day when engaged by a stevedore.

Each employer maintains a pool of supplementary employees. The number of
new supplementary employees that can be recruited to the pool is prescribed in
some enterprise agreements. The shifts to which they can be allocated are
significantly restricted by the order of engagement (chapter 4). Thus, the
number of supplementary employees actually called on in any week is usually
less than the full size of the pool, and larger pools of supplementaries for some
companies do not necessarily equate with increased flexibility in labour supply.
Supplementary employees have mainly comprised former permanent employees
who left the industry under the redundancy program of the Waterfront Industry
Reform Authority (WIRA), although they are being progressively replaced. The
supplementary labour pool currently makes up about one third of stevedore
employees (table 2.4).

‘Casuals’ are typically a more significant part of the New Zealand stevedoring
workforce than are supplementary employees in Australia. In New Zealand,
casual labour may comprise from close to all of a workplace’s operational
stevedore workforce to less than 25 per cent. In those workplaces with lower
proportions of casual employees, permanent employees tend to have the more
skilled jobs, (for example, crane driving), while the casuals perform the less
skilled tasks (such as lashing).

8 However, notification provisions that apply for permanent employees do not generally
apply for guaranteed wage employees (or supplementaries) (chapter 4).
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Table 2.5: Stevedoring employee entitlements

Permanent employee  Supplementary employee

Average 35 ordinary? hours work per week yes no
Shift premiums and penalty rates yes yesP
Holiday rates of pay® yes yes
Redundancy payments yes no
Annual allowanced yes yese
Annual leave yes no
Sick leave yes no
Compassionate leave yes no
Jury leave yes no
Rostered time off yes no

o]

Ordinary hours are rostered shift hours.

b  Supplementary employees receive a 20 per cent loading on pay rates to account for loss of other entitlements
common to permanent operational employees.

¢ The Stevedoring Industry Award specifies the rate of pay for employees working on any holiday.

d Thealowance is paid in lieu of other payments covering items such as laundry, telephone and allowances for
certain work conditions, including working in oily and greasy conditions, and in wet weather.

e Supplementary employees are paid 1/250th of the annual allowance for each day worked.

Sources: Stevedoring Industry Award; selected enterprise agreements

Australian vocational trainees are part of a national training scheme (the
Australian Vocational Training System) administered by the Australian National
Training Authority. They are employed under the Stevedoring Australian
Vocational Training System Award 1994 and undergo a structured training
program (consisting of on-the-job and off-the-job training for a period of two
years). Training is based on defined industry competency standards. The scheme
does not guarantee employment on completion.

Recruitment of operational employees, supervisors and managers is discussed in
chapter 6.

Industrial disputation

Despite a significant reduction in 1996 and 1997 in the average total number of
working days lost per employee as a result of industrial action, the incidence of
industrial disputation in the stevedoring industry remains comparatively very
high, and is exceeded only by coal mining (table 2.6). This has important
implications for reliability of stevedoring services and its impact on service
users.

23



WORK ARRANGEMENTS IN CONTAINER STEVEDORING

Table 2.6: Industrial disputation by industry, 1992-96 (working days lost
per '000 employees)

Six-year
Industry 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 average
Coal mining 3078 2915 5964 7707 7171 4206 5174
Stevedoring?® 1729 1737 4598P 2472 836 609 1997
Construction 126 41 29 865 892 290 374
Other mining 840 254 323 128 73 19 273
Metal products/machinery 309 426 117 153 146 180 222
and equipment
Education/health and 172 106 63 181 187 73 130
community services
Other manufacturing 243 121 123 75 70 104 123
Transport and 192 37 137 53 43 101 94
storage/communication
Other industries 57 41 16 16 17 11 26
Average all industries 147 100 76 79 131 74 101

a The number of working days lost is from ABS 1997a. Employment data for 1992 and 1993 use industry
statistics collected by the Waterfront Industry Reform Authority. Productivity Commission estimates of
employment for each year over the perid@®4-96 assume a fixed intake per yeartch employment levels
in 1997. Estimates of employment in the stevedoring industry include full-time, part-time and supplementary
employees working in container, break bulk and bulk operations.

b This figure is significantly inflated by disputation over proposed redundancies at Australian Stevedores (now
Patrick) Sydney (box 6.3).

Sources: ABS (1997a); BTCE (1995a); unpublished ABS data; waglinformation requests

These Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data tend to understate the extent
of time lost, because a dispute at an establishment is not included when the time
lost by all workersinvolved in the stoppage isless than 10 working days.®

ABS statistics also do not cover disputes which involve a part withdrawal of
labour, such as ‘go-slows’, work—to—rule and overtime bans. Authorised
stoppages, such as stop work meetings, are also excluded from the ABS data.

To gauge the extent of time lost as a result of a wider range of industrial action,
the Productivity Commission obtained detailed data from a large stevedoring
workplace over the period 1994-97 (table 2.7). These data exclude disputes

9 Incident statistics may not include, for example, an hour-long stoppage involving up to 79
workers (which, assuming an eight hour day, would sum to less than 10 working days).

10 The Stevedoring Industry Award includes provisions for two paid and six unpaid stop
work meetings per year of up to four hours duration (clause 46).
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which involved a part withdrawal of labour. Over the period, a dispute occurred
amost every month on average and resulted in aloss of work of approximately
150 working days. The pattern of working days lost at the terminal shows that a
smal number of disputes involving large numbers of working days lost
accounted for a significant proportion of lost working time.

Table 2.7: Incidence and duration of disputation® at an Australian
container terminal, 1994-97

Working days lost per dispute Number of disputes Total working days lost
Lessthan 10 7 180
11-100 11 621
101-200 7 1010
201-300 1 249
301-400 3 1100
401-500 3 1293
More than 500 1 642
Total 33 4933

a Reasonsfor disputation include, among others, walk off under union direction; stop work; and walk off.
b Several disputesrecorded did not result in any recorded time | ost.
Source: Workplace information request

The incidence of industrial disputation varies among the workplaces examined.
Smithwick (1995, p. 12) noted that amount of disruption at the CTAL terminal

caused by actions such as ‘go-slows’, was at least equal to that recorded in ABS
statistics. Some other stevedores indicated the incidence of disputes involving
part withdrawal of labour had been relatively minor in the last few years.

Occupational health and safety

Easson, McCann and Ronfeldt (1997) found that with respeatctapational
health and safety:

... the available statistical evidence suggests that the stevedoring industry is
performing very poorly in comparison to other sectors of the maritime industry
and other major industries in Australia. This is reflected in a high rate of work-
related fatalities, injuries and disease. For instance, the number of work-related
injuries and diseases per 1000 employees in stevedoring in 1994-95 was 169.9
whereas the next highest figure among major industries was 64.3 for the mining
industry. (p. 1)
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It was also noted in the same study that the incidence of new cases of work-

related injury and disease in the stevedoring industry had risen dramatically over

the period 1991-92 to 1994-95. Easson, McCann and Ronfeldt hypothesised that

this rise may reflect increases in the intensity of work (given a smaller
workforce) having led employees and supervisors to ignore basic safety
standards, or an increased inclination on behalf of employees to make workers’
compensation claims, or a mixture of both factors. The study concluded that
many of the mechanisms of injury inflictiBireported (such as ‘body stressing’
and ‘falls, trips and slips’) could be relatively easily remedied using a more
systematic approach to occupational health and safety management and
regulation (appendix G).

This poor performance in occupational health and safety entails significant
costs. Workers and their families bear the costs of reduced income in the event
of long-term injury, as well as the personal costs of pain and inconvenience
associated with temporary or permanent disability. Employers bear the direct
cost of higher workers’ compensation premiums, as well as the indirect costs of
training new staff, downtime and the disruption that is often associated with an
injury in the workplace. There are also costs borne by the wider community,
such as medical expenses and sickness benefits that can be paid if a worker is
transferred from the workers’ compensation scheme to the general social
security system.

It is difficult to accurately quantify many of these costs. In 1995-96, workers’
compensation premiums for the stevedoring industry totalled $2.9 million.
Using the ratios between indirect to direct costs developed in the ot
Health and Safety (IC 1995), this would imply indirect costs of around
$8.7 million and total costs of around $11.6 million.

A key issue is the relations between management and workers on the waterfront
(chapter 3). Easson, McCann and Ronfeldt found that ‘innovation and
improvements in the area of OH&S [occupational health and safety] are being
frustrated by a combative industrial structure’ (1997, p. 48).

The Industry Commission has noted that best practice in occupational health and
safety is generally obtained by employers who have enterprise safety systems,
based on the principles of total quality management (1995, p. 83). However,

there may be some practical difficulties in applying such systems to stevedoring,

because stevedores have limited influence over the work environment aboard
ship. Safety standards can vary greatly from ship to ship.

11 *Mechanism’ refers to the means by which the injury or illness for which the employee
was compensated for was inflicted.
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Wooden and Robertson (1997, p. 1) observed that job characteristics and
conditions can influence the incidence of work-related injuries. Stevedoring
operational employees undertake a variety of tasks — from driving vehicles to
lashing containers and operating computers. The degree of exposure to injury
risks is likely to vary according to different tasks and working environments
(box 2.4).

Box 2.4: Job characteristics and work conditions

Stevedoring employees can experience a variety of work conditions which can have
different injury risks. Down drivers, for example, may be required for lashing on
unfamiliar ships. Other workers, such as clerks, usually undertake desk-related duties in
afamiliar office environment.

Unlike work in the office or straddle carrier, lashing duties are regularly undertaken in
unfamiliar conditions because each ship is a new environment. Older and smaller ships,
for example, may have less room for employees performing lashing duties to move
between container stacks, and other ships may not have decking rails to protect lashing
employees from falling.12 Weather conditions can also make tasks difficult.13 Ship and
container surfaces can become dippery from a mixture of rain and oil, and maintaining
balance on high exposed containers can be more difficult in strong winds. Employees on
lashing duties may have to deal with poorly maintained ships (and shipboard equipment).

Source: Detailed discussions

It is beyond the scope of this study to determine the relative influence of each of
these on the poor occupational health and safety performance of the stevedoring
industry. However, examples of some of these factors are evident in the
stevedoring industry.

2.3 Reform of stevedoring services

The Inter-State Commission examined all aspects of operations on the
waterfront in an inquiry conducted between 1986 and 1989 (ISC 1989a).
Responding to the recommendations of that inquiry, the Commonwealth
Government established WIRA in 1989 to coordinate and monitor a three-year

12 For a description of lashing duties, see appendix C.

13 Work ceases under extreme weather conditions. All enterprise agreements incorporate
clauses that enable work to cease (for employees not operating in air-conditioned buildings
and equipment) once the temperature at the workplace exceeds a certain level, for example

(appendix J).
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reform process (box 2.5 and appendix F). WIRA's role included developing and
implementing an ‘in-principle’ reform agreement between the parties in the
industry.

An early retirement and redundancy program implemented as part of the reform
process led approximately 4500 workers to leave the industry between
September 1989 and October 1992. The program significantly changed the size
and age composition of the workforce. The total cost of the program over three
years was $419 million. The Commonwealth Government directly contributed
$165 million. The remaining $254 million was ultimately paid by users of the
stevedoring industry through a levy imposed on cargo (BTCE 1995a).

The WIRA reforms also involved a move from an industry-based labour force,

which could be transferred among employers, to enterprise employment. Some
aspects of work arrangements (which reflected the different requirements of
each workplace) were to be negotiated at a workplace level. Other issues
addressed included job structure, classification and training (box 2.5 and
appendix F).

Box 2.5: Summary of WIRA reforms
Several significant WIRA reforms included:

amove from an industry-based |abour force to enterprise employment, whereby all
employees were directly employed by a firm. Industry-wide dispute resolution
processes were also abolished;

aretirement and redundancy program under which approximately 4500 employees
left the industry. The program was funded at a cost of $165 million to the
Commonwealth Government, and $254 million was paid by users of the industry;
and

the development of a single industry award which introduced new skill
classifications. The award left some conditions to be included in enterprise
agreements negotiated at the workplace level.

Source: BTCE (1995a)

The average level of productivity in the major container terminals, measured in
TEUSs, improved significantly between 1989 and 1997 (figure 2.2). (Productivity

in figure 2.2 is measured in terms of TEUs rather than container lifts because
time series data were available only in TEUs.) Much of this improvement
occurred during the reform process (1989-92) under WIRA, when new work
arrangements and conditions in enterprise agreements were implemented (see
below).
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A deterioration in productivity in 1993-94 led some observers to question the
sustainability of the WIRA reforms (BIE 1995Db, p. xvi). However, productivity
increased again between 1994 and 1997. Nevertheless, the crane rates presently
achieved in Australian terminals are generally below those of several overseas
ports (PC 1998).

Figure 2.2: Stevedoring productivity, five-port average, 1989-97% °
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a All measuresin TEUs. A small part of the changes in TEU-based measures of performance may reflect changes
in the composition of the size of containers used in trade with Australia. One 40-foot container, for example, is
equal to two 20-foot containers (box 2.1). The net crane rate measures the number of TEUs moved per crane
per net hour. The net rate measures the number of TEUs moved per net hour for the ship (therefore dependent
on the number of cranes working a ship). The elapsed rate measures number of TEUs moved per ship per hour
based on elapsed time. Elapsed time is the total hours over which the ship is worked, measured from labour on
to labour off. Data were not collected for 1992-93. The crane rate and net rate for March and June 1997 are
provisional. Award shift bresks are included in the measure of time used to calculate net rates and crane rates to
the end of September quarter 1992, and excluded from the measure of time in later quarters. Elapsed rates and
net rates from March quarter 1997 are not directly comparable with earlier figures given changes in a terminal
operator’s information system.

b Five major mainland ports — Melbourne, Sydney, Brisbane, Fremantle and Adelaide.

Source: BTCE (1998)

As discussed in chapter 1, timeliness and reliability are other key indicators of
stevedore performance. A survey by the Bureau of Industry Economics
indicated that liner shipping companies consider the timeliness and reliability of
stevedoring services to be more important than the price of the service
(BIE 1995b, p. xvi). Despite an improvement of around 400 per cent in the
length of ship delays over the period 1988-92 (BTCE 1995a, p. 89), the
Productivity Commission’s international benchmarking study found that the
reliability of Australian container terminals in 1997 compared poorly with those
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of overseas terminals (PC 1998). About one fifth of ships calling at Australian
ports sampled for the Productivity Commission study experienced a delay, for
example, that resulted from a berth not being available, industrial disputation or
some other reason (PC 1998).

Changing work arrangements

The WIRA reform process saw significant changes in both the structure of the
workforce and workforce demographics. Formal enterprise agreements were
first developed in this industry under the WIRA reform process. Many
stevedores have since negotiated subsequent agreements, usually for a three-
year term.

The negotiation of work arrangements at the Australian stevedoring workplaces
examined in this study are influenced by specific workplace characteristics and
institutional factors (see appendix Jfor a detailed discussion).

Bargaining outcomes will also be influenced by the negotiating expertise of the
parties, the relative strength of the parties and the extent to which organisational
hierarchy (for both the stevedore and unions) brings broader organisational
strategy to bear on workplace bargaining.

The enterprise agreements are complex and prescriptive, incorporating
substantial detail on numerous work arrangements. These agreements are
important, but so too is the Stevedoring Industry Award (which provides the
structural basis for the development of detailed work arrangements in enterprise
agreements). The award provisions regarding shift length and starting times, for
example, form the basis of detailed roster systems negotiated at each workplace
and are incorporated in the relevant agreement (table 2.8 and appendix J). The
Australian Industrial Relations Commission also continues to use the award
when ratifying a new enterprise agreement (chapter 9).
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Table 2.8: Summary of provisions in the Stevedoring Industry Award
that relate to selected work arrangements®

Work arrangement Summary of provisions
Recruitment, redundancy Specifiesjob skill grades
Includes union preference clause®
Rostering Defines day, evening and night shifts within time bands
Remuneration Defines base wage for a 35-hour week (averaging possible)

Defines shift premiums
Defines overtime penalty rates (including double headers)
Allows productivity schemes to be introduced

Paid non-working time Defines leave conditions
Defines minimum shift extension and ‘call-up’ payments
Defines minimum breaks

a Thistableisasimplified summary of the award provisions relating to the work arrangements examined in this
study. For details refer to table J.3 and the Stevedoring Industry Award. Caution should be applied to the
interpretation of this table, given the relationship between these provisions and the enterprise agreements

(appendix J).
b Thisprovision can not be legally enforced as aresult of the Workplace Relations Act 1996.
Source: Stevedoring Industry Award

Since the introduction of enterprise bargaining, most new stevedoring work
arrangements have been incorporated in the agreements and prevail over those

in the award (to the extent of any inconsistency with the award). Provisions
relating to the order of engagement, roster schedules and remuneration schemes,

for example, are detailed in agreements (table 2.9 and appendix J). Many of

these work arrangements — for example, reduced manning scales for some
types of equipment — represent a substantial change from pre-WIRA work
arrangements.

Most provisions in the enterprise agreements at different workplaces are
remarkably similar — for example, the order of engagement and manning
scales. Only a small number of provisions vary between agreements — for
example, some workplaces have adopted an aggregate wage system while others
have retained a base wage plus overtime system of remuneration (appendix J).

The base provisions in the Stevedoring Industry Award were compared with
those in four other awardstational Building and Construction Industry Award

1990, Transport Workers Award 1983, Storage Services — General — Interim
Award 1990and Metal Industry Award 1984l hese awards were selected for a
variety of reasons (see appendix J). Workers covered by the Transport Workers
Award in the transport industry, for example, are involved in moving containers

and therefore undertake some similar tasks to those of stevedore workers.
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Table 2.9: Summary of provisions specified in the majority of selected
enterprise agreements®

Work arrangement Summary of provisions

Manning Describes manning levels for different types of operations
Redundancy Specifies redundancy entitlements?

Contracting out Sets limits on contracting out

Rostering Explicitly sets the order in which different types of labour can be

engaged on a daily basis

Describes roster schedules for different operation areas

Describes hours of work for different shifts

Mentions equalisation schemes in passing but does not define their
operating rules

Remuneration Defines base weekly wages
Details penalties rates as defined in the Stevedoring Industry Award
Details productivity bonus schemes
Details aggregate annual allowance in excess of Stevedoring
Industry Award to all permanent employees
Describes principles or method of wage payments

Paid non-working time Specifies break lengths and timing
Specifies most minimum payments for call-up and shift extensions
Specifies various |eave entitlements

a Thistableisasimplified summary of some provisions relating to work arrangements examined in this study, as
specified in the majority of enterprise agreements examined. Thus, the provisions listed may not be specified in
every agreement. For details see table J.3 and the agreements. Caution should be applied in the interpretation of
this table, given the relationship between these provisions and the Stevedoring Industry Award (appendix J).

b Specified in retirement and redundancy agreements which are annexed to most agreements.

Source: Various enterprise agreements

While comparisons between award conditions in different industries should be
treated with caution, severa of the base provisions in the Stevedoring Industry
Award relating to work arrangements examined in this study exceed those in the
other awards examined. Employees under the Stevedoring Industry Award are
entitled to an annual leave loading of 27.5 per cent, for example, compared with
17.5 per cent for employees under the other awards examined. Shift premiums
are also usually higher: for example, the shift premium for stevedore employees
for weekday nights is double ordinary time, compared with 1.5 or 1.3 times the
ordinary rate under most of the other awards examined (table J.4).

There are anumber of factors which mean that a simplistic comparison of award
conditions applying to different industries may be misleading. Work
arrangements may vary in practice, for example, from the award provisions.
Furthermore, important links exist between award provisions, between
provisions in specific enterprise agreements, and between the award and an
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agreement. Such links are illustrated by those between provisions relating to
shift premiums and penalty rates (in the Stevedoring Industry Award and
enterprise agreements) and the order of engagement (in enterprise agreements).
Thus, it is necessary to look beyond a simple comparison of award provisions to
understand the operation and effect of various work arrangements. Other
caveats are discussed in appendix J.
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Workplace culture affects how people respond to current work
arrangements and how they develop future arrangements. It is a
major influence on the ability of the workplace to adapt to change,
thereby affecting performance. Adversarial relations between
management and employees pervade most of the Australian
container stevedoring workplaces examined. The culture is
characterised by high levels of industrial disputes, poor occupational
health and safety performance, limited internal communication and
information sharing, lack of allegiance to the employer relative to
the union, and concerns about management style and the
prescriptiveness of enterprise agreements. But workplace culture is
not uniformly poor at all workplaces.

Discussions at the workplaces examined indicated that workplace culture is a

major influence on the ability of organisations to adapt to changes in industry
conditions. But workplace culture is a difficult concept to define or measure.

Culture can be thought of as a system of shared meanings or beliefs that
distinguishes one group from another. It influences the group’s priorities, its
values and how these affect the behaviour of the group, including how it solves
problems (Trompenaars 1993). Hofstede (1991) has observed that aspects of
organisational culture, or people’s ‘shared mental software’, are slow to change.

Today’s stevedoring culture in Australia has been shaped by a long history of
antagonistic industrial relations on the waterfront dating from the late 1890s
(Beasley 1996). Some aspects of workplace culture in stevedoring may be
difficult to change, but there is evidence that other aspects of workplace culture
can be altered, and are even improving:

Communication between employees and the different levels of management has
improved considerably athough there still is some sense of mistrust between
management and employees. To some extent there has been a cultural shift
whereby an individual employee is able to feel comfortable to approach the
appropriate management person on an issue of concern. (Manager)

Notwithstanding these developments, the culture at the Australian workplaces
examined in this study (with the exception of Sea-Land Adelaide) appears to be
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still characterised by a high degree of mistrust between management and
employees. As discussed in this chapter, this mistrust is evidenced by:

high levels of industrial disputes;
poor occupational health and safety performance;
limited internal communication and information sharing; and

concerns about managerial style and the prescriptiveness of enterprise
agreements.

The culture of Australian container stevedoring workplaces and its devel opment
are briefly examined in this chapter as a backdrop to the review of particular
work arrangements in subsequent chapters.

3.1 Brief history of employee and management relations in
stevedoring

Workplace culture in container stevedoring today reflects the history of
employee and management relations on the waterfront. According to Sheridan
(1994):

The history of waterfront labour relations had always been bitter. Only cod

mining had a more disputatious history. Mgjor port closures occurred in 1890,

1917 and 1928, each ending in crushing defeat for the strikers. In 1917 a ‘scab’
union in Sydney obtained registration ... Although the scab union soon began to
wither on the vine, the 1930s were a bleak time for most wharfies. While men
laid off in other industries queued at the dock gates in hope of a half-day’s work,
the employers ruled the roost. (p. 260)

Prior to mechanisation, stevedoring employees were faced with difficult
workplace conditions. An industrial hygienist inspecting working conditions in
Brisbane in 1956, when 45 kilogram bags of sand were being loaded, noted that:

... [the bags] are carried on the back just below the neck and are pushed or
dropped into that position by a worker standing over the pile of bags onto the
pallet. The process is crude and awkward and lacks any definite pattern of energy
use and output but in spite of this the two tons are stacked [in] the hold in three
to four minutes ... It is hard enough to stoop and pick up a hundredweight of
sand. But on the pallets, workers have to have the bags dropped on their backs in
the early stages and in the later they have to do eternal knee-bends sitting on their
heels to get the bags on their backs and straighten up with a hundredweight of
sand ... (Beasley 1996, p. 195)

Until the late 1960s, all stevedoring employees were hired on a casua rather
than permanent basis. There was an industry-wide pool of labour which could
be transferred by labour coordinators between workplaces and companies at
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each port as required (appendix F). This method of employment, combined with
strong union loyalty and militancy, engendered low levels of loyalty to
stevedoring companies. It attracted employees who preferred irregular work and
the ability to stay away from work without affecting their employment
prospects.

Stevedoring managers, on the other hand, were usually former ships’ officers
who had ‘a tendency to assert authority through physical confrontation’,
according to Sheridan (1994).

The irregular nature of work was one of the main causes of high labour turnover
in the 1950s. Many local stoppages occurred during the 1950s and 1960s,
mainly for better pay and conditions. In 1954 and 1956, there were major
nationwide waterfront strikes. This resulted in legislative change, including

penal sanctions and fines aimed at curbing union power.

Technological change in the 1960s, particularly containerisation, led to large job
losses as work became more capital intensive. The requirement for a more
skilled workforce encouraged employers to support the introduction of
permanent employment — a policy of the Waterside Workers Federation of
Australia aimed at improving conditions. As described by Kierce (1996):

Permanent employment was introduced in 1967-69, following the National
Industry Stevedoring Conference (Woodward Conference 1967) with the
objective of achieving long term improvement in the conditions in the
stevedoring industry. However, permanent employment did not bring about the
industrial harmony contained in its objectives, in fact, the opposite may even be
argued. (p. 12)

Sheridan (1994) noted that while the union supported permanency, a large
minority of the union membership opposed the introduction of permanency out
of fear that their earnings would be cut and a suspicion of anything their
employers supported.

A key objective of the Waterfront Industry Reform Authority (WIRA) was to
encourage employee loyalty to their employer as a means of improving
productivity and innovation. Many claimed during the detailed workplace
discussions that strong employee loyalty to the union remains, despite the
WIRA process. The Port of Brisbane noted that this can affect workplace
performance:

The maritime unions actively foster commitment to the unions at the expense of
the employers. This leads to a lack of commitment to the organisation and a less
than ideal working environment. (response 14, p. 1)
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Discussions with management also revealed that they perceive that there is still
insufficient employee loyalty to the individual employer, although change has
been occurring:

There used to be no loyalty to the enterprise but this is changing. Changing that
culture is a long-term process, but it has changed enormougly. ... The aim is to
continue to change this culture. (Manager)

Difficulties in establishing an appropriate workplace culture are not unigue to
Australia. In New Zealand, there is aso along history of adversarial relations
between employers and employees. The reforms in New Zealand appear to be
changing this situation, but slowly (appendix 1).

3.2 Poor workplace culture

The culture in most of the Australian stevedoring workplaces examined is
epitomised by a ‘them and us’ relationship between management and
operational employees. Bill Giddens, National Industrial Officer of the
Maritime Union of Australia (MUA), considered that the biggest problem in
stevedoring is that:

... we have management on one side demanding unfettered discretion to manage
and the employees on the other side resisting every change that management try
to make. ... The lack of communication and cooperation is one of the big
problems keeping productivity from reaching acceptable levels. ... | think
employees are very suspicious and | think there is not a high level of trust [of
management]. (cited in Kierce 1996, pp. 120-128)

Some appreciation of the nature of the culture in stevedoring can be gained by
briefly examining the nature and level of industrial disputes, occupational health
and safety performance, internal communication, and managerial style and the
prescriptiveness of enterprise agreements.

Causes of industrial disputes

Most stevedoring workplaces are characterised by high levels of industria
disputes, which are a major source of ship delays at Australian ports (PC 1998).
The level of industrial disputation has fallen considerably over the past few
years, but it is still high and is exceeded only by coa mining (chapter 2 and
figure 3.1). Improved management and employee relations in stevedoring would
Increase stevedore performance by reducing ship delays and turnaround times.
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Figure 3.1: Working days lost in stevedoring as result of industrial
disputes by cause, 1989-96
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Source: ABS, unpublished data from Industrial Disputes Australia, cat. no. 6321.0

Over the eight years to 1996, data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics!
indicate that ‘managerial policy’ was one of the main causes of disputes in the
stevedoring industry, accounting for a particularly large number of working
days lost per employee in 1991, 1993 and 1994 (figure 3.1).

Another major cause of working days lost was disputation over wages. The
number of working days lost in 1996 was considerably lower than during the
previous two years. The relatively high number of days lost in 1994 was mainly
a result of disputation over proposed redundancies at Patrick, Sydney (box 6.3).

Occupational health and safety

As discussed in chapter 2, stevedoring has the highest incidence of new cases of
work-related injuries and the highest cost of injury per employee of all major
industries in Australia (table 3.1). The average compensation per employee and
the incidence of new compensation cases in the stevedoring industry are both
significantly higher than in other industries.

1 Based on data obtained from employers and trade unions.
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Table 3.1: Occupational health and safety indicators in stevedoring and
other selected industries, average for 1991-92 to 1994-95

Incidence of Average Average cost Costs per

Industry new cases? duration® of claims employee
no. weeks $:000 $

Stevedoring 148.6 9.2 7.0 1061
Mining 64.9 8.7 8.4 547
Manufacturing 46.6 10.0 7.7 359
Construction 47.6 12.2 9.3 443
Transport and storage 47.7 10.2 7.5 361
All industries 28.0 11.0 8.1 228

a Number of new compensation cases per thousand employees.
b Working weeks lost per occurrence.
Source: Easson, McCann and Ronfeldt (1997)

Management has an important influence on occupational heath and safety
performance. An Industry Commission (1995) report observed:

More than anything else ... risk management requires cultural change in the
workplace. This must be driven by top management that is sufficiently
committed to provide resources and hold line managers and work teams
responsible for outcomes. (p. xi)

Easson, McCann and Ronfeldt (1997) argued that many of the injuries in
stevedoring are avoidable and that a major contributor to poor occupational
health and safety performance is the poor state of management and employee
relations on the waterfront.

Internal communication

The MUA is the primary means of transferring information on strategic issues
between managers and employees in many of the Australian workplaces
examined. Almost all operational employees in container stevedoring are
members of the MUA (chapter 2).

Unions, by providing a collective voice, provide a mechanism that may increase
the flow of information between management and employees. Thus, employees
are less likely to express their dissatisfaction by quitting (Elliott 1991). This
suggests that in principle, unions may reduce recruitment and other associated
costs of employment.
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On the other hand, unions may not be able to fully reflect the sometimes diverse
views of their membership. Managers at several Australian workplaces
examined were concerned that information channelled through the union may be
limited and potentially unrepresentative of the views of all employees.

There is no formal requirement stipulating that the employer must communicate

via a union rather than directly with employees. The Sevedoring Industry
Award 1991 (clause 43) specifies that any major workplace change which has a
‘significant effect’ on employees must be discussed with ‘emplogadsr
[emphasis added] their union/s’. Nevertheless, most but not all enterprise
agreements of the Australian stevedoring workplaces examined explicitly
provide a role for unions in information sharing. For example, both the CTAL
Sydney and P&O Ports Melbourne agreements stated that:

The parties shal provide on a regular basis accurate and comprehensive
information to employees on a range of operational, industrial, personnel and
organisational matters. Such information sharing shall be achieved through
forma and informal means, eg team briefing, annual report,
newsletters/magazines, day-to-day discussions and regular meetings with the
Union Committee. (CTAL Sydney, clause 7.2, p. 3; P&O Ports Melbourne,
clause 1.7, p. 5)

The enterprise agreement at Sea-Land is similar, but does not explicitly mention
consultation with the unions. Instead, it refers to employee representatives, but
these are typically union representatives:

The parties recognise that it is essential to achieve a spirit of trust and
cooperation between employer representatives and employee representatives, as
required within the overall objectives of enterprise-based employment. (Sea
Land, clause 79)

The parties shal provide on a regular and systematic basis accurate and
comprehensive information to employees on a range of operational, industrial,
personnel and organisational matters. Such information sharing shall be achieved
through formal and informal means, eg team briefing, the SLAT [Sea-Land
Austrdia  Terminalg| Communication  Committee, annual report,
newsl etters/magazines, day-to-day discussions and on-the-job discussions. (Sea-
Land, clause 7d)

The Patrick enterprise agreements were less focused on the processes:

It is the intent of this agreement to ... avoid division and conflict through grass
roots communication, by providing the opportunity for employees to make
contributions to decisions involving their work and their working environment
and by fostering a mutually supportive relationship between management, all
employees and the unions. (Patrick Melbourne and Brisbane, clause 6, p. 3)

The Patrick and Sea-Land enterprise agreements also prescribe the operation of
communication committees. The Patrick agreements note that these committees
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provide a forum for contribution to decision making relating to ‘the objectives
of the Company, the welfare of employees and levels of customer service
provided’ (Patrick agreements, clause 9, p. 4). The role of the committee is to
facilitate these objectives through ‘consultation, communication and
understanding’ (appendix J)'he composition of Patrick's communication
committees is prescribed in the agreements as ‘management, Supervisors,
operational employees and union representatives’.

The Sea-Land agreement specifies the objectives of the communication
committee as being ‘to increase employees’ contributions in the decision
making process and to ‘focus attention on the requirements of customers and the
needs of employees and to improve site productivity’. Sea-Land’s committee is
specified to comprise eight members: ‘six general members elected by fellow
employees’ and two management members (Sea-Land, annexure 1, p. 41).

P&0O (CTAL Sydney and P&O Ports Melbourne) does not prescribe
communication committees in the agreements examined, although P&O Ports
Melbourne does have a Productivity Committee (which, while not specifically
noting communication as an objective, provides for the transfer of information
on performance). However, all agreements do prescribe an Occupational Health
and Safety Committee, comprising employee representatives and management,
which provides a venue for communication on these issues.

The Stevedoring Industry Award contains a clause describing procedures which
should be followed in the event of a dispute. Specific roles for union
representatives are outlined. Unions and employers shall notify each other as
soon as possible if they feel that any industrial matter may result in a dispute. In
the event of a dispute at the workplace, the union delegate and supervisor must
confer without delay and attempt to resolve the matter. If agreement is not
reached, then there is facility for the dispute to be referred to a conciliator. The
container stevedoring enterprise agreements have replicated this clause, without
modification.

Various formal means of communication within the workplaces examined, such
as newsletters, noticeboards and grievance procedures, are summarised in table
3.2. Formal processes to facilitate the sharing of information are in place at each
workplace, but information on these processes does not indicate how these
processes are used at individual workplaces, nor their effectiveness.

2 The Patrick enterprise agreements examined do not prescribe the membership of the
committee. Indeed, the committee is recognised as being important in the agreements, but
its function is not detailed.
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Furthermore, the importance of informal communication should not be
overlooked.

Table 3.2: Methods of employee involvement and communication, by
workplace examined, 1997¢

Sea-Land CTAL P&O Patrick Patrick Fergusso
Adelaide  Sydne  Ports Melbourne Brisbane n
y Melbourne Auckland

Processes
Communication yes no no yes yes yes
committee?
— regularity monthly na na six-weekly  monthly monthly
— direct participatioh  yes na na yes yes no
— union participation yes na na yes yes yes
OH&S committee yes yes yes yes yes yes
Workplace newsletter yes yes yes yes yes yes
Noticeboard yes yes yes yes yes yes
Grievance procedures  yes yes yes yes yes yes
Information sharing
— financial yes no no some some nod
— performance yes yes yes yes yes yes

[}

Table structure adapted from Callus et al. (1991).

b Committee names vary between workplaces, but are essentially a forum for information sharing between
management and operationa employees.

¢ Opento all employees, not just union del egates.

d Would like to share more financia information than they do now.

na Not applicable.

Source: Workplace information requests

It is difficult to measure the effectiveness of forma communication processes
and, even more so, the extent of informa communication within the workplace.
The detailed discussions with managers, supervisors and site committee
representatives indicated that communication between employees and
management could be improved at most workplaces. The discussions aso
suggested there were limited opportunities (except with Sea-Land Adelaide) for
direct participation by employees in decison making. The internal
communication processes at Sea-Land (considered in section 3.3) appear to be
atypical of the workplaces examined.
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Managerial style and the prescriptiveness of enterprise agreements

The high degree of mistrust between stevedoring managers and employees may
be reflected in the preference by some managers for prescriptive enterprise
agreements (appendix J). Prescriptive agreements provide a means of reducing
day-to-day conflict with employees over work arrangements by reducing
uncertainty about the interpretation of rules operating at a particular workplace.
One manager commented:

.. if unions claim an approach should be taken on any issue which does not
conform with what the agreement may say regarding that issue then management
will not accept it. (Manager)

But management, by agreeing to prescriptive agreements, has reduced its
flexibility to improve workplace performance by atering work arrangements.

Supervisors (who are members of the Australian Maritime Officers’ Union)
were not involved in the development of enterprise agreements between
management and the MUA at some workplaces. Supervisors considered that this
reduces their flexibility when planning operations. This also limited the
influence of supervisors over the development of work arrangements which
directly affect their ability to select and reward staff.

Several managers recognised the difficult position of supervisors. One
commented:

Supervisors are going through traumatic times and will tell you that they are the
meat in the sandwich. ... We need to address this. (Manager)

Several managers at the Australian workplaces examined expressed the view
that operational employees did not feel responsible for their performance and
that this was an important issue. Don Hughes, Manager, New South Wales
Southern Region of Patrick, for example, noted that:

We need accountability and responsibility in the workforce, now there is none of
this. ... Thereis not agreat deal of support from the union to increase business or
improve the way we perform compared to the rest of the world. Shipping
companies never know when a ship will return from Australia. We have
industrial problems continually. (cited in Kierce 1996, p. 93)

But managers considered that it was extremely difficult in practice to dismiss
poorly performing employees. They viewed it as a costly and protracted

exercise, requiring detailed recording of an employee’s breaches of their
employment contract. This reduces the competition for jobs and the incentive
for employees to improve performance. Disciplinary procedures, including

dismissal procedures, are included in both the Stevedoring Industry Award and
most stevedoring agreements (appendix J).
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There also appears to be little incentive or reward for operational employees to
undertake additional responsibilities. The position of foreman is rotated among
gang members at some workplaces, for example, while operational employees at
other workplaces can be upgraded for the duration of a single shift if thereis a
shortage of foremen.

The lack of effective rewards for improved performance and lack of effective
sanctions against poor performance may also encourage the reliance of
managers on prescriptive agreements.

3.3 Sea-Land

Sea-Land’s workplace culture stood out among the Australian stevedoring
workplaces examined. Sea-Land Adelaide is characterised by substantially more
positive management and employee relations and good communication, as
shown by one crane operator’s view:

| love my job. | take pride in my work. They put alot of trust in us up there on a

$15 million piece of equipment ... We hear about the other ports and al the
arguments with management. We just don’t have that here. If we have a problem
we tell them and they listen. If we want something fixed they fix it. We work
very closely with the mechanics. (MUA 1997b, p. 47)

Before establishing in Adelaide in 1993, the company’s workplace culture was
apparently similar to other stevedoring workplaces examined. An operational
employee (MUA Branch Secretary) commented:

Before Sea-Land set up in Adelaide it was a disaster. Morale was low, distrust
was high and productivity was abysmal ... Management had no understanding.
(MUA 1997b, p. 46)

The MUA Branch Secretary went on to note that when Sea-Land took over
Adelaide’s container terminal:

... [the General Manager] brought the team together, he went out of his way to

get work for the terminal ... he instilled confidence in the workforce, there would

not be a week go by when he doesn’t walk into the smoko room to talk to people.
(MUA 1997b, p. 46)

The different culture at Sea-Land Adelaide may be attributed to three factors.

First, the degree of competition from Melbourne has increased since the
establishment of Patrick’'s dedicated Melbourne—Adelaide rail link in 1997
(chapter 9). Supervisors at Sea-Land recognise that because Sea-Land is small
and isolated, it will lose contracts if it does not perform. If Sea-Land refused a
late container for loading, for example, then the exporter could easily send it by
rail to Melbourne.
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Second, Sea-Land’s operations are small relative to stevedores at Sydney and
Melbourne. This could be expected to facilitate communication between
management and employees.

A third factor is the apparent difference in management style relative to the
other Australian workplaces examined, as shown by the following comments:

We took a different approach. We listened. Good communication is 50 per cent
listening. | had a lot to learn. Management is a learning process. You can't go by
the book. But I've found if what you do is good for business it's usually good for
everyone else too. (General Manager, Sea-Land, MUA 1997b, p. 46)

And:

The only reason we are doing well is because of the people we have working
here. ... Nothing is perfect and | say to everyone that, ‘we are not necessarily
doing everything right'. | tell the younger people that if they want a job for life
they need to make it. (Manager)

The greater level of information sharing and direct communication with
employeesisillustrated by the functioning of the communication committee. All
employees are encouraged to attend meetings of this committee, and financial
issues and other information are openly discussed (see aso box 3.1). The
approach of management to this committee is conveyed by the following
comment by the General Manager of Sea-Land during the detailed discussions:

At the end of meetings we have financial presentations of performance and
anyone can go along. It's open to questions, scrutiny, costings, whatever. All the
rumours are thrown on the table.

The General Manager noted that the better workplace culture, compared with
other workplaces, was reflected in fewer sick days and industrial stoppages
because problems are more likely to be resolved before they become major
ISsues.

The example of Sea-Land suggests that certain aspects of waterfront culture are
affected by the environment in which stevedores operate. The degree of
competition and management style, particularly the extent of internal
communication, appear to have improved the workplace culture at Sea-Land.
Moreover, as Bill Giddens of the MUA has observed, cultural change at Sea-
Land was achieved with the existing employees:

It is interesting to note that a new player in the field in the last seven or eight
years, Sea-Land terminal in Adelaide, has the same employees that the previous
company Conaust had, but they seem to have a far better relationship. (Kierce
1996, p. 128)
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Box 3.1: Sharing financial and other information — Sea-Land

At SealLand Adelaide, the General Manager and the accountant provide detailed
information on the costs, profits and rate of return of the container termina at the
communication committee (Site Consultative Committee). Any employee may attend
these meetings and a range of grades of permanent employees attend, as do guaranteed
wage employees. At SeaLand, employees who attended the meetings of the
communication committee have discussed matters such as:

the budget, including the profitability of the terminal;

the concept of return on investment. (For example, new straddles were not
purchased because it was found that the expected revenue from the straddles
would not justify their cost); and

reasons for stevedoring contracts being either won or lost by Sea-Land.

An example of the benefits of information sharing was the idea from crane maintenance
staff to change some of the constraints on cranes to make them operate faster.
Productivity for one crane went up three or four moves per hour using the same driver
and machinery.

Sources. MUA (1997b); detailed discussions at Sea-Land Adelaide

3.4 Summary of findings

Workplace culture is amgjor influence on the ability of organisations to adapt to
changes in industry conditions. The ability of a workplace to adapt includes its
capacity to alter work arrangements in response to change. Some aspects of
workplace culture may be difficult to change, but there is evidence that the
workplace culture in container stevedoring can be improved.

Adversaria relations between management and employees pervade most of the
Australian container stevedoring workplaces examined. Thisis manifested in:
high levels of industrial disputes;
poor occupational health and safety performance;

limited internal communication and information sharing (with the union
being the primary means of transferring information between managers
and employees);

primary alegiance by employees to the union rather than the employer;
and

amanagerial style based on prescriptive enterprise agreements.
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However, there is some evidence of improvement, such as better
communication between employees and managers, at most of the workplaces
examined.

In particular, Sea-Land Adelaide is characterised by more positive management
and employee relations. Several factors appear to have contributed to the
improved workplace culture, including the greater level of information sharing
and direct communication between employees and managers. Other factors have
also facilitated change, however, particularly the recent increase in competition

from the Port of Melbourne and the workplace’s small size compared with

operations in Sydney and Melbourne.
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Roster systems are crucial to the performance of container
stevedoring workplaces. Irregular shifts, overtime shifts, guaranteed
wage employees and supplementary employees are used by
stevedores to meet variable demand. When allocating employees to
shifts, stevedores face constraints such as the order of engagement
and equalisation schemes. The order of engagement, in particular,
results in greater use of permanent employees and overtime than
might otherwise be the case, which leads to lower productivity and
higher labour costs. Stevedores have partly reduced the impact of
this constraint by complicated roster design.

Shiftwork in Australian container stevedoring workplaces is a response to
customer demands that a ship be worked ‘around the clock’ until the task of
loading and unloading the ship (that is, the exchange) has been completed. This
demand reflects the substantial daily costs associated with ships remaining in
berth or anchorage.

Roster systems are the mechanism which supply labour when required to
operate container terminals on a continuous basis — that is, 24 hours a day,
seven days a week. These systems need to provide enough flexibility to meet an
often variable and unpredictable workload — a particular characteristic of
Australian ports (chapter 2). The stevedore’s task is to match the available
labour and equipment to the variable workload. As noted by Robinson and
Everett:

The most critical issue in determining productivity levels for stevedoring firmsin

container handling operations is how effectively the firm deals with, or manages,

variability in demand — how effectively it allocates its labour and capital inputs.

(response 10, p. 5)
However, stevedores face several constraints in allocating employees to shifts to
provide an appropriate supply of labour under such conditions.

This chapter examines the rostering arrangements applying to operational
employees at selected Australian container stevedoring workplaces.! It covers:
the main features of roster systems; the key constraints on these systems; and

1 Some workplaces have separate rosters for maintenance employees. Several workplaces
also have separate rosters for gatekeepers, gear storemen, reefer attendants and allocators.
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ways in which stevedores can reduce the impact of these constraints. Shiftwork
and occupational health and safety issues are also addressed.

4.1 Main features of roster systems

As noted, stevedores need to be able to alocate their labour and capital
resources to meet fluctuations in demand. Permanent employees, who are
alocated to rosters, are used to meet normal workloads. Above-normal
workloads are met in two main ways: permanent employees working overtime;
and the use of guaranteed wage employees and supplementary employees. The
latter two groups of employees are not allocated to rosters.

The first step in roster design is to decide on the main elements of the roster
system. These include:

shift times and length (for example, eight-hour shifts);

types of shifts (such asregular, irregular and rostered-off shifts);

the length of the roster cycle (that is, the number of weeks before the roster
repeatsitself); and

weekday and weekend coverage (for example, making weekend work a
rostered shift or a voluntary overtime shift).

The second step is to estimate the expected average daily labour requirements
for the workplace. To calculate labour requirements in terms of person shifts?
per day, the following information is needed:

the expected average daily level of demand for stevedoring services (that
IS, container throughput);

the number of shifts per day and shift length;

the expected average crane productivity per shift (that is, the number of
containers moved per crane per shift);

the quantity and type of equipment (that is, the number of quay cranes,
straddle carriers or rubber-tyred gantries); and

typical manning scales on equipment and for other tasks.

The third step is to estimate the total number of operational employees required
to operate the workplace on a shiftwork basis. The total number of person shifts

2 A unit of measurement of labour input. For example, ten employees each working one shift
is equivalent to ten person shifts (or 80 person hours assuming a shift length of eight
hours).
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required is then distributed between permanent employees, guaranteed wage
employees and supplementary employees.

In the case of permanent employees, allowance must be made for the expected
take-up levels of leave entitlements (such as annual and sick leave) and rostered
time off. The availability of guaranteed wage employees is also affected by
leave entitlements. The level, mix and use of different types of employees are
determined at the individual workplace.

The final step in roster design is to assign permanent employees to different

shift types. The main shift types are day, evening, night, irregular, variably
rostered and rostered off. Permanent employees are divided into panels — one
for each week of the roster cycle. Each panel is usually assigned to a particular
shift type for the week. Panels rotate to a different shift type on a weekly basis
over the roster cycle. Employees on regular panels work their predetermined
shifts — for example, employees assigned to day shift will work day shifts over
that week. However, employees on irregular shifts may be assigned to the day,
evening or night shift depending on requirements. Employees on variably
rostered shifts may be assigned to one of two shift types (for example, evening
or day).

The proportions of regular, irregular and other shifts are negotiated at the

workplace level and are specified in enterprise agreements. For example, the
enterprise agreement at Sea-Land Adelaide specifies each shift type as a
proportion of total shifts for weekdays and weekends over the 15 week roster

cycle (table 4.1).

Table 4.1:  Shift types over roster cycle, Sea-Land Adelaide (per cent)®

Weekends
Shift type Weekdays Saturday Sunday
Day 20
Evening 13
Irregular 53 33
Rostered off 13 67 100

a The number of shifts of a given type (for example, day shift) as a percentage of total shifts for weekdays and
weekends.

. Nil.

Source: Sea-Land Enterprise Agreement (1997)

A further consideration in allocating permanent employees to panels is the need
for the full range of skills required to perform stevedoring functions to be
available on any given day.
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If actual workplace variables, such as productivity or take-up rates of annual
leave or sick leave, differ significantly for a sustained period from the levels
expected, labour requirements (and possibly manning levels) may need to be
re-estimated. The roster may also need to be adjusted until it supplies a
sufficient amount of labour with an appropriate distribution of skills. For
example, if productivity is much lower than expected, then shortages of
permanent employees will arise because more person shifts are required than the
roster supplies.

Similarly, there would be insufficient permanent labour if employees’ take-up of
annual and sick leave increased substantially. Employee absenteeism can also
affect labour supply and workplace performance. For example, in detailed
discussions, management at one Australian workplace noted that a high level of
failures to report were occurring early in the week. This required a scaling back
in operations, because fewer drivers than expected are available to operate
equipment, and may also result in double headers.

If such changes are expected to be sustained, and in the absence of measures
that directly address the source of change, roster and manning adjustments may

be considered necessary. Provisions in enterprise agreements require that

management and the union consult and negotiate any changes to roster and

manning arrangements at the workplace level.

The roster system at Patrick Brisbane is outlined in box 4.1 to illustrate how
these elements come together.

4.2 Constraints on roster systems

The Sevedoring Industry Award 1991 contains provisions relating to shiftwork

and roster design: hours of work (clause 18); shiftwork (clause 20); rostering

(clause 21); overtime (clause 22); double headers (clause 23); annual leave
(clause 27); and sick leave (clause 28). These provisions are outlined in
appendix J.

The detail of roster systems is now determined at the workplace, but award
provisions continue to influence the design of roster systems. The enterprise
agreement at Patrick Melbourne, for example, refers to the award provisions for
a nin