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Executive summary 

Ravensworth coal mine, in the Hunter Valley of NSW, is 
operated by Peabody Resources.  It supplies a domestic 
energy corporation that is located adjacent to the Mine.  The 
mine employs 54 staff and 197 production and engineering 
employees, with ten of the latter covered by an Australian 
Workplace Agreement (AWA).  The other 187 operational 
employees are members of either the Construction, Forestry, 
Mining and Energy Union (Mining and Energy Division) 
(CFMEU) or the Communications, Electrical, Electronic, 
Energy, Information, Postal, Plumbing and Allied Services 
Union of Australia (CEPU) and are covered by a members-
only certified agreement. 

The first AWA was implemented when one worker left the 
union and needed alternative coverage.  The others that chose 
to adopt an AWA were attracted by word-of-mouth, as, 
deliberately, there was little formal promotion of AWAs by 
Peabody.  The most common reason cited by these 
employees for choosing AWA coverage was the ability that it 
gave them to directly influence their own employment 
conditions and decisions. 

Despite this limited coverage, AWAs have been a benchmark 
for conditions and productivity improvements against which 
the most recent certified agreement was forced to match.  In 
that respect, the Ravensworth certified agreement compares 
favourably to other collective agreements in the Hunter 
Valley.  The AWA employees’ ability to work while the 
union members were on strike during negotiations over this 
agreement also provided leverage to Peabody, as supplies of 
coal continued despite union strike action.   

In short, the presence of AWAs has facilitated a significant 
improvement in the employee relations environment at the 
mine. 
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Research process 

An initial meeting was held with Peabody Resources to 
explain the proposed methodology and to establish a timeline 
of key steps.  After gathering and scoping relevant 
background material, one day was spent conducting primary 
research.  Interviews were held with the mine manager, 
industrial relations officer, human resources manager, two 
senior plant managers and two supervisors of teams that 
included AWA employees.  Two focus groups were held 
with the employees covered by AWAs (a total of nine 
participants, one person on an AWA was absent), and one 
focus group was held with employees who were union 
members and covered by the certified agreement (seven 
participants). 
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Background  

Peabody Resources Limited operates an open cut coal mine 
at Ravensworth in the Hunter Valley of New South Wales.  
Ravensworth is a 24-hour operation, producing 
approximately six million tonnes per annum.  At the 
Ravensworth mine site, nearly four million tonnes are 
produced from the Ravensworth South Mine, and two million 
tonnes are produced from the Narama Mine.  In 2001, the 
output from Ravensworth will reduce to two million tonnes 
per annum, once the Ravensworth South mine is completely 
exhausted.   

In preparation for this decrease in production, Peabody 
reduced the number of operational employees at the mine in 
February 1999 from 253 to 197 through voluntary 
redundancy.  Peabody plans to reduce this level further to 
approximately 70-85 employees by 2001.  This is the 
projected number of employees needed to continue to meet 
Peabody’s current supply contracts. 

The mine serves only one customer, a domestic corporation 
that meets more than 40% of the demand for electricity in 
NSW.  Peabody is one of several suppliers of coal to this 
customer, and is contracted to meet approximately half of the 
corporation’s coal requirements until 2001.  After that time, 
when the Ravensworth South mine is no longer in 
production, Peabody will supply less than one-fifth of the 
corporation’s coal requirements.  The run-of-mine coal is 
delivered to the corporation via a conveyor belt that runs to 
the New England Highway in the Hunter Valley.   

The parties at the mine site consist of the employer (Peabody 
Resources Limited), 54 staff and 197 operational employees.  
All of the staff are employed under individual common law 
contracts based on the concept of a salary for a position.  
Approximately 25 staff are members of  the Australian 
Collieries’ Staff Association (ACSA).  Of the operational 
employees, ten are employed under an Australian Workplace 
Agreement (AWA) while the remaining 187 employees are 
covered by a certified agreement.  Of those 187 employees, 
180 are members of the CFMEU and seven are members of 
the CEPU.  Five unions operated on site until they 
amalgamated into two during 1992-93. 

Mine employees perform roles such as electrician, plant 
mechanic, boilermaker/welder and plant operator.  Until the 
first AWA was implemented, all employees were members 
of a union and employed under a members-only agreement.  
This situation was reflective of the coal industry more 
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generally, which can be characterised as one of the most 
highly unionised industries in Australia. 

Several economic, political and international factors 
influence Peabody’s operation of the mine and its employee 
relations strategy.  A key economic factor is the domestic and 
international price of coal.  This can have a significant 
impact on the mine given output levels are relatively fixed 
over the short term.  Should prices fall dramatically, the mine 
must adjust by reducing costs, which can prove difficult if 
employment conditions must remain relatively fixed.  Other 
economic factors include shifts in foreign exchange markets 
and the effect of the Asian crisis on exports of coal to buyers 
in the region.  These factors do not have a direct impact on 
Peabody at this point in time, given its only buyer is a 
domestic corporation.  However, an indirect impact results 
from the effect that these changes have on wider industry 
norms and thus on Peabody’s operational decisions.  For 
example, lower international coal prices may make the 
domestic market more competitive. 

The change of government at a Federal level was a political 
factor that had a significant influence on both the industry 
and on Peabody Resources, as a result of the Coalition 
Government’s attempts to free up industrial relations via the 
introduction of the Workplace Relations Act 1996.   

The changes brought by the Act created windows of 
opportunity for employers such as Peabody in heavily 
unionised industries.  The ability to provide alternative 
employment contracts in an endeavour to better align the 
interests of employees and employers has resulted in 
significant changes occurring in some parts of the coal 
mining industry. 

Another factor that has had a considerable impact on the 
mining industry is the growth in the international ownership 
of Australian mines.  Ravensworth Mine is one example of 
this change, as Peabody Resources Limited is part of the 
Peabody Group, a company based in Missouri, USA.  This 
development has led to a more concerted effort being made 
to enhance the efficiency and productivity of domestic mines, 
to bring Australian operations up to the standards set by their 
overseas counterparts. 
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Starting point 

Over the past decade, agreement making at the Ravensworth 
Mine has been characterised by lengthy periods of 
negotiation and disputation (see Table 1 overleaf).  
The failure of the CFMEU and CEPU to share a set of 
common goals with Peabody management was cited by the 
company as the key reason for such prolonged processes.  

The first enterprise agreement (Mark I) was implemented on 
1 September 1992 after 10 months of negotiation.  This 
agreement emphasised team based structures.  In revising this 
agreement, negotiations over the Mark II agreement took 
twenty months (the agreement was implemented on 22 April 
1996).  Negotiations over the current agreement, Mark III, 
took 19 months and the Agreement was implemented on 17 
May 1999.  

Both management and employees acknowledge that the 
conclusion of negotiations over the Mark III agreement was 
expedited because ten employees signed AWAs during this 
negotiation period.  When strike action was implemented 
during the negotiations, these ten AWA employees, together 
with the mine’s staff, were able to ensure continuity of 
supply.  This significantly increased the company’s leverage 
in the negotiations.  This is because it was the first time that 
staff numbers had been sufficiently supplemented to allow 
supply to continue.  Another contributing factor was the 
method of supply; the use of a conveyor belt to deliver coal 
to the customer prevented the union from gaining power by 
using a picket line to impede the physical supply per se.   

The limited life of the Ravensworth South mine (only 18 
months until December 2000) was a third factor that 
expedited the conclusion of negotiations over the Mark III 
agreement (and also contributed to the ten employees 
choosing to sign AWAs).  This was because employees were 
concerned that they only had a short time to make money, 
that they could not afford to take strike action for too long as 
it was taking away the time available to mine the coal, given 
the remaining life of the Ravensworth South mine.  In 
addition, the presence of AWA employees meant that 
production could continue and thus the closure date would 
not need to be extended to reflect the time that was lost when 
the unions were on strike. 
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Table 1: Key employment relations events at the Ravensworth Mine 

Month Certified Agreement AWAs Comment 

September 1992 Mark 1 productivity agreement 

Award is the coal Mining Industry 
(Production and Engineering) Interim 
Consent Award 1990 

– Negotiations took 10 months 

April 1996 Mark II productivity agreement 

Award is the Coal Mining Industry 
(Production and Engineering) Interim  
Consent Award 1990 

– Negotiations took 20 months 

September 1997  – Mark III negotiations 
commenced 

December 1997  First AWA approved Negotiations took 8 months to 
conclude the first AWA 

June 1998  Five more AWAs approved  

July 1998  Two more AWAs approved  

October 1998  AWA revised after 
consultation, second version 
approved for all eight 
employees 

 

December 1998  Two more AWAs approved 
(second version) 

Mark III negotiations 
continuing 

February 1999   56 employees and six staff 
take voluntary redundancy 

March 1999  One more AWA approved 
(second version) 

Mark III negotiations 
continuing 

May 1999 Mark III productivity agreement 

Award is the Coal Mining Industry 
(Production and Engineering) 
Consolidated Award, 1997 

Ten AWAs on site of a total of 
195 employees (one AWA 
resigned) 

Mark III negotiations 
concluded, after 19 months 

Agreement reached in part 
because of existence of AWAs 
and remaining mine life of 
only 18 months 
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Before the first AWA was developed, all employees were 
covered by the Mark II enterprise agreement, which was a 
members-only agreement.  Peabody’s implementation of the 
first AWA was initially a response to circumstance rather 
than a deliberate strategic move.  In 1997, one employee 
resigned from the union and thus was no longer covered by 
this enterprise agreement.  As a result, Peabody placed this 
employee on a common law contract that was a duplicate of 
the Mark II agreement.   

However, the use of this employee on a dragline during a 
monthly union meeting led the CFMEU to lodge a dispute 
with the Australian Industrial Relations Commission (AIRC).  
The CFMEU argued that there was a breach of the minimum 
manning requirements as specified in the Mark II certified 
agreement, and that the employee was also bound by these 
requirements given the conditions in the individual contract 
were identical to the Mark II agreement.   

Commissioner Harrison discussed the matter in a conference 
with Peabody and the CFMEU.  He did not bring down a 
ruling but encouraged Peabody to adopt an alternative 
employment arrangement with the non-union employee, to 
prevent a similar issue arising again.  Peabody then turned to 
the new option unveiled recently by the Federal Government, 
that of an AWA.   
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Intent  

The company acknowledges that before the first AWA was 
put in place, it did not have a firm idea what outcomes would 
result.  While there was a broad understanding that it would 
help to free up work practices for those covered by the AWA, 
there was little awareness of the broader impact that AWAs 
could have on the company or unions. 

After the first AWA had been implemented, Peabody 
management became more fully aware of the benefits that 
could be offered in terms of increasing flexibility and thus 
productivity and efficiency.  These benefits arose from the 
fact that the AWA reduced restrictions placed on work 
practices, such as manning levels, demarcation boundaries, 
seniority and the use of contractors.  Management also saw 
AWAs as an opportunity to align workers’ needs with those 
of the company because workers were more able to influence 
their own pay, conditions and development.  In addition, the 
AWAs provided Peabody with an enhanced ability to 
continue to deliver coal during industrial action. 

The AWA was also seen as an opportunity to change the 
culture of the workplace by reducing workers’ antagonism 
towards company management in an attempt to achieve 
Peabody’s longer-term aim of a more cooperative workplace.  
The opportunity for cultural change was seen to be facilitated 
by the flexibility offered in the AWA regarding work and pay 
arrangements and the closer alignment of individual 
performance (rather than team performance) to the mine’s 
production targets.  Change also resulted from the time spent 
by AWAs working with staff to supply coal when the union 
was on strike during the Mark III negotiations; and from the 
company’s attempts to discuss management issues more 
freely and frankly with the employees under AWAs. 

Those who chose to adopt an AWA after the first one had 
been implemented primarily did so because they were 
dissatisfied with the union’s handling of the Mark III 
negotiations.  In particular, the employees disliked the loss of 
income resulting from the frequent strike action being taken 
via overtime bans and 24 hour stoppages.  These employees 
felt that the Union was trying to fight in vain for certain 
conditions that were unsustainable, such as seniority.  In 
addition, these employees felt that the impending decrease in 
production at the mine meant that time was at a premium and 
lengthy delays in negotiating the agreement were unwise. 

Thus these employees saw an AWA as an opportunity to 
exercise greater control over their employment conditions 
and to ensure continuity of income.  One employee said that 
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it represented a “chance to make a difference to my future”. 
Some said that they signed for the company’s sake, not just 
for themselves, as evidence of their loyalty and flexibility.  
They wanted to show that they were keen to be part of the 
smaller group of employees to remain at the Narama Mine.  

Other reasons cited for signing an AWA included employees 
having the opportunity to provide more direct input to 
management via the system of regular monthly meetings held 
between managers and the AWA employees.  

In contrast, union employees perceive AWAs as a way for 
Peabody management to reduce union influence and thus 
increase the company’s power in the employment 
relationship.  Members also feel that the AWA’s individual 
performance bonus is likely to lead to a reduction in safety as 
AWA workers attempt to cut corners to increase output.  The 
bonus system was also perceived as a vehicle for the 
company to reduce pay rates over time, as the methods used 
to measure performance were seen as unreliable by the 
unions.   

Union members also see the AWA as a less secure form of 
employment contract than the certified agreement, 
particularly given the redundancies planned for the future at 
the site.  This is because union members perceive the AWA, 
incorrectly, as a fixed term agreement that could leave the 
AWA workers in a vulnerable position when it expires. 
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Process 

Negotiations over the first AWA took eight months, from the 
first meeting to the signing of the agreement (March to 
September 1997).  

These negotiations were held between the mine manager, the 
industrial relations officer and the employee, who also had a 
bargaining agent during part of this process.  The bargaining 
agent was a current employee at the mine who was a union 
member.  According to the first employee to take up an 
AWA, he did not utilise any other source of advice or 
information during this negotiation process.  Peabody 
Resources sought advice from an external consultant in 
industrial law and also drew upon documentation from the 
Office of the Employment Advocate (OEA).  Verbal advice 
was sought by the company from the OEA during the 
ratification process. 

Peabody management described the development of the first 
AWA as a difficult and time-consuming process.  The 
company wanted to maximise the opportunity provided to 
rewrite the employment contract from the ground up and to 
create an extremely favourable agreement, but this also 
demanded significant care and consideration in developing a 
viable proposal for the employee’s and OEA’s consideration.  
In particular, the company grappled with determining 
whether various provisions would pass the no-disadvantage 
test. 

All further AWA agreements were also negotiated between 
management and the employee.  No bargaining agents were 
involved in any of these negotiations.  After the first AWA 
had been agreed in September 1997, seven more agreements 
were signed in June and July 1998.   

The nine-month delay between the first and second round of 
AWA signings stemmed from the fact that the negotiations 
over the Mark III certified agreement commenced shortly 
after the first AWA had been signed.  The expiry date of the 
Mark II agreement was 3 July 1998.  Thus the second group 
of employees who signed AWAs in June and July 1998 did 
so because they were dissatisfied with the union’s handling 
of the negotiations over the certified agreement, which had 
been underway for several months by that time. 

Shortly afterwards, management held a meeting off-site to 
discuss improvements to the agreement.  The company 
invited participation from all AWA employees and those 
employees interested in signing an AWA.  The AWA was 
revised as a result of this process of employee input.  All 
eight existing AWA employees signed the second version.  
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Three more employees adopted this second version, two in 
December 1998 and the last in March 1999.  

Peabody management did not formally promote to employees 
the benefits of switching from certified agreements to 
AWAs.  Instead, information about the availability of AWAs 
was disseminated by word of mouth.  This approach was 
chosen because management did not want the option of 
moving to an AWA to become a significant issue amongst 
employees on the site. 

Those employees who were interested in adopting an AWA 
approached management on an individual basis.  The process 
of an employee considering and signing an AWA at 
Ravensworth involved the following:  
1. Employee expresses interest in AWA to the Team Leader 

or Section Manager 
2. Employee receives a copy of the AWA to read (must wait 

14 days before signing) 
3. An initial meeting is held between the employer (the 

section manager and the industrial relations officer) and 
employee to discuss key content and process issues 

4. Further consideration is given to the AWA by the 
employee 

5. A meeting is held between the employer and employee to 
discuss content further 

6. Signing of the AWA by the employee  
7. Approval by the OEA (14 days to ratification.  In some 

instances employees applied to waive the 14 day delay 
before their agreement was ratified). 

As part of this process, the written information that was 
provided to employees about AWAs consisted of the 
following: 
� a letter of offer from Peabody management, which was 

sent after employees requested a copy of the AWA; 
� a copy of the AWA; 
� an explanatory letter outlining the key features of the 

AWA; and  
� the OEA’s Australian Workplace Agreement Information 

Kit – Employee Guide.   

Some employees also clarified issues with employees already 
covered by an AWA.  All reported that they did not seek 
information from any other source. 

The AWA employees also noted that the union exerted 
significant pressure on those who were considering whether 
or not to sign an agreement.  This intimidation was so strong 
that one employee requested that his AWA be withdrawn 
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after it had been lodged with the OEA.  After some members 
had signed AWAs, they received letters from the union 
asking them to explain why they should not be expelled as a 
result of “allegations of signing an AWA”.  All resigned 
from the union before being expelled. 

Some management representatives commented that those 
who adopted AWAs were relatively similar to mine staff in 
terms of work attitude and flexibility in adapting to changes 
in work practices.  One manager reported that most AWAs 
were from the top 15% of performers on the site.  In addition, 
the AWA employees expressed a high degree of confidence 
in their own ability both on the job and in finding 
employment generally.  Several had worked in industries 
other than mining and as such were less concerned about the 
Company providing them with long term job security.  
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Content  

Table 1 sets out the key provisions in the AWA, and 
compares them to the Mark III certified agreement, which 
came into effect on 17 May 1999.  The provisions of the 
Mark II certified agreement are also included to illustrate the 
differences between it and the Mark III agreement. 

As can be seen in the Table, the Mark III agreement 
incorporates many of the features of the AWA and its 
adoption has meant that all employees at Ravensworth are 
now covered by relatively similar conditions.  Key features 
of the AWA that are not, however, included in the Mark III 
productivity agreement are: 
� a bonus based partially on individual performance;  
� pay rates that are CPI adjusted on an annual basis (those 

under the certified agreement receive a 1.5% increase on 
the first anniversary of the agreement).  The CPI 
indexation is seen as an important feature of the 
agreement by the AWA employees; 

� employees have an individual development plan that 
allows them to identify and pursue training and career 
progression needs that are aligned with the company’s 
objectives; and 

� the salary continuance plan is more valuable than that 
offered by the union’s plan and its cost is favourable when 
compared with the cost of annual union fees. 

In addition, the AWA employees noted that they feel that the 
AWA’s dispute resolution procedures are more favourable 
than those provided by the certified agreement.  The AWA 
procedures allow disputes to be negotiated without going to 
the AIRC, the employer funds all costs involved and the 
AWAs continue to be paid while disputes are being 
negotiated.   

Peabody management also noted that the AWA provided the 
opportunity for greater flexibility in rostering staff, although 
this gain is difficult to realise at the moment given that the 
ten workers covered by AWAs belong to different work 
teams that predominantly comprise employees under the 
certified agreement. 

Management and AWA employees have reviewed the 
content of the AWA on two occasions.  As a result of this 
process, management feels that there is now little scope to 
renegotiate the AWA as it currently stands.  If further 
employees express interest in adopting an AWA, they will be 
offered the latest version. 
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The key provisions shared by the AWA and the Mark III 
agreement are designed to achieve the company’s objectives 
of increasing productivity, decreasing manning requirements 
for equipment, decreasing downtime and increasing the 
ability to base retention on performance.   

There are no additional employment arrangements at the 
mine (for example, informal arrangements) given the 
unionised nature of the workplace. 

When considering the highly collective nature of the mining 
industry more generally, Peabody’s AWA represents a 
significant advance in terms of securing an individual 
employment contract.  The majority of companies in the 
industry continue to offer collective agreements and face 
considerable resistance to any attempts to move towards 
individual arrangements. 

Peabody’s certified agreement and AWA also represent an 
advance over other employment contracts because seniority 
is no longer a determining factor when arranging rosters and 
making other work-related decisions at the Mine.  In 
addition, contractors can be used at Ravensworth without 
restriction, unlike at other mines.  These differences, along 
with the emphasis on individual performance and additional 
reward, make the Ravensworth AWAs (and the certified 
agreement based on them) significantly different from other 
companies’ certified agreements, as Table 3, comparing 
Ravensworth with Drayton Coal and Mt Owen Mine, shows.  
For these reasons, Peabody management feels that they have 
the “best agreement in the Valley”. 



 

W
C

P_
Pe

ab
od

y_
fin

al
 re

po
rt

.d
oc

  
Pa

ge
 1

5

T
ab

le
 2

: C
om

pa
ri

so
n 

of
 A

W
A

 w
ith

 C
er

tif
ie

d 
A

gr
ee

m
en

ts
 M

ar
k 

II
 a

nd
 II

I 

A
re

a 
M

ar
k 

II
 C

er
tif

ie
d 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

A
W

A
s 

M
ar

k 
II

I C
er

tif
ie

d 
A

gr
ee

m
en

t 
C

om
pa

ny
 h

as
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

al
l s

ki
lls

 h
el

d 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

pr
od

uc
tio

n 
or

 e
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

st
re

am
s  

   
   

   
   

   
   

 
(n

o 
de

m
ar

ca
tio

n)
 

C
om

pa
ny

 h
as

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
al

l s
ki

lls
 h

el
d 

 (n
o 

de
m

ar
ca

tio
n)

 
C

om
m

itm
en

t t
o 

tra
in

 in
 a

ny
 sk

ill
 if

 re
qu

ire
d 

Em
pl

oy
ee

 h
as

 in
pu

t i
nt

o 
sk

ill
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t  

C
om

pa
ny

 h
as

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
al

l s
ki

lls
 h

el
d 

 (n
o 

de
m

ar
ca

tio
n)

  
C

om
m

itm
en

t t
o 

tra
in

 in
 a

ny
 sk

ill
 if

 re
qu

ire
d 

M
in

im
um

 m
an

ni
ng

 re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 (e

g 
th

re
e 

pe
op

le
 o

n 
a 

dr
ag

lin
e)

 
C

on
tra

ct
or

s c
an

 b
e 

us
ed

 –
 m

in
in

g 
ra

te
s a

nd
 

co
nd

iti
on

s a
pp

lie
d 

N
o 

m
an

 fo
r m

an
 re

qu
ire

m
en

t 

N
o 

m
in

im
um

 m
an

ni
ng

 re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 
N

o 
re

st
ric

tio
ns

 o
n 

us
e 

of
 c

on
tra

ct
or

s 
N

o 
m

in
im

um
 m

an
ni

ng
 re

qu
ire

m
en

ts
 

N
o 

re
st

ric
tio

ns
 o

n 
us

e 
of

 c
on

tra
ct

or
s 

Se
ni

or
ity

 sh
al

l p
la

y 
no

 ro
le

 in
 th

e 
da

y-
to

-d
ay

 
se

le
ct

io
n 

of
 sk

ill
s o

nl
y 

N
o 

se
ni

or
ity

 
N

o 
se

ni
or

ity
 

D
is

pu
te

s l
ea

di
ng

 to
 st

op
 w

or
k 

pe
rm

itt
ed

 
N

o 
pa

rti
ci

pa
tio

n 
in

 in
du

st
ria

l d
is

pu
te

s (
ie

 st
rik

es
) 

N
o 

pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 in

du
st

ria
l d

is
pu

te
s (

ie
 st

rik
es

) 

G
en

er
al

 
C

on
di

tio
ns

 

W
ee

kl
y 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

M
on

th
ly

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t i
ns

te
ad

 o
f a

w
ar

d 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t 
(o

ne
 w

ee
k)

 
W

ee
kl

y 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t 

W
ag

es
, h

ou
rs

 
an

d 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

 
W

ee
kl

y 
pa

y,
 p

lu
s b

on
us

 a
nd

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 o

ve
rti

m
e,

 
al

so
 p

ai
d 

w
ee

kl
y.

 
A

nn
ua

l r
os

te
r v

al
ue

, p
lu

s b
on

us
, p

lu
s a

dd
iti

on
al

 
ov

er
tim

e,
 p

ai
d 

w
ee

kl
y.

  
%

 o
f b

on
us

 li
nk

ed
 w

ith
 in

di
vi

du
al

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
as

se
ss

m
en

t 

W
ee

kl
y 

pa
y,

 p
lu

s b
on

us
 a

nd
 a

dd
iti

on
al

 o
ve

rti
m

e,
 a

ls
o 

pa
id

 w
ee

kl
y.

 
N

o 
lin

k 
w

ith
 in

di
vi

du
al

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t 

 
Sk

ill
-b

as
ed

 p
ay

 (i
ni

tia
lly

 w
ith

 3
 le

ve
ls

, r
ed

uc
in

g 
to

 2
 le

ve
ls

 in
 th

e 
fin

al
 y

ea
r)

 
Si

ng
le

 w
ag

e 
ra

te
 

Si
ng

le
 w

ag
e 

ra
te

 

 
N

o 
an

nu
al

 in
cr

ea
se

s i
n 

pa
ym

en
t  

A
nn

ua
l i

nc
re

as
es

 in
 ro

st
er

 p
ay

m
en

t b
as

ed
 o

n 
C

PI
, 

su
bj

ec
t t

o 
sa

tis
fa

ct
or

y 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 

A
nn

ua
l i

nc
re

as
e 

se
t a

t 1
.5

%
 a

fte
r t

he
 fi

rs
t y

ea
r 

an
ni

ve
rs

ar
y 

 
R

os
te

r s
ys

te
m

 p
ay

m
en

ts
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

35
 o

rd
in

ar
y 

ho
ur

s M
on

da
y 

to
 F

rid
ay

 
R

os
te

r s
ys

te
m

 p
ay

m
en

ts
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

35
 o

rd
in

ar
y 

ho
ur

s 
M

on
da

y 
to

 F
rid

ay
 

R
os

te
r s

ys
te

m
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
35

 o
rd

in
ar

y 
ho

ur
s 

M
on

da
y 

to
 F

rid
ay

 
 

R
an

ge
 o

f s
hi

ft 
sy

st
em

s –
 u

p 
to

 8
.5

 h
ou

rs
 p

lu
s 

ch
an

ge
 o

ve
r  

  
O

ne
 m

on
th

’s
 n

ot
ic

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
fo

r c
ha

ng
e 

of
 ro

st
er

 

R
an

ge
 o

f s
hi

ft 
sy

st
em

s –
 u

p 
to

 1
2 

ho
ur

s p
lu

s c
ha

ng
e 

ov
er

   
 

O
ne

 m
on

th
’s

 n
ot

ic
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r c

ha
ng

e 
of

 ro
st

er
 

R
an

ge
 o

f s
hi

ft 
sy

st
em

s –
 u

p 
to

 1
0 

ho
ur

s p
lu

s c
ha

ng
e 

ov
er

   
 

O
ne

 m
on

th
’s

 n
ot

ic
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r c

ha
ng

e 
of

 ro
st

er
 

 
N

o 
m

en
tio

n 
of

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

sh
ift

 sy
st

em
s 

A
dd

iti
on

al
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

s m
ay

 b
e 

ag
re

ed
 

A
dd

iti
on

al
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

s m
ay

 b
e 

ag
re

ed
 

W
ag

es
, h

ou
rs

 
an

d 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

 
(c

on
t) 

10
 m

in
ut

es
 to

le
ra

nc
e 

tim
e 

‘S
m

ok
o’

 to
 b

e 
ta

ke
n 

on
 th

e 
ru

n 
N

o 
to

le
ra

nc
e 

tim
e 

or
 ‘s

m
ok

o’
 

O
ne

 re
st

 b
re

ak
 p

er
 sh

ift
 fo

r a
ll 

sh
ift

s u
p 

to
 1

0 
ho

ur
s  

10
 m

in
ut

e 
to

le
ra

nc
e 

tim
e 

fo
r f

irs
t 1

2 
m

on
th

s, 
th

en
 

di
sc

on
tin

ue
d 

 
N

o 
‘s

m
ok

o’
  

N
o 

ag
re

em
en

t r
ea

ch
ed

 o
n 

re
as

on
ab

le
 m

in
im

um
 

ov
er

tim
e 

N
om

in
al

 re
as

on
ab

le
 m

in
im

um
 o

ve
rti

m
e 

is
 si

xt
ee

n 
ho

ur
s p

er
 m

on
th

 
N

o 
ag

re
em

en
t r

ea
ch

ed
 o

n 
re

as
on

ab
le

 m
in

im
um

 
ov

er
tim

e 
O

ve
rti

m
e 

A
bi

lit
y 

to
 w

or
k 

ov
er

tim
e 

on
 R

D
O

s 
A

bi
lit

y 
to

 w
or

k 
ov

er
tim

e 
on

 R
D

O
s 

A
bi

lit
y 

to
 w

or
k 

ov
er

tim
e 

on
 R

D
O

s 
Si

ck
 le

av
e 

C
er

tif
ic

at
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

af
te

r 6
 si

ck
 d

ay
s p

a 
   

   
   

   
   

 
(o

f c
as

ua
l, 

si
ng

le
 d

ay
 a

bs
en

ce
s)

 
C

er
tif

ic
at

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
af

te
r 3

 si
ck

 d
ay

s p
a 

   
   

   
   

   
   

(o
f 

ca
su

al
, s

in
gl

e 
da

y 
ab

se
nc

es
) 

A
bi

lit
y 

to
 c

as
h-

ou
t e

xi
st

in
g 

si
ck

 le
av

e 
an

d 
sa

la
ry

 
sa

cr
ifi

ce
 fu

tu
re

 a
cc

ru
al

s  

C
er

tif
ic

at
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

af
te

r 6
 si

ck
 d

ay
s p

a 
   

   
   

   
   

   
  (

of
 

ca
su

al
, s

in
gl

e 
da

y 
ab

se
nc

es
) 



 

W
C

P_
Pe

ab
od

y_
fin

al
 re

po
rt

.d
oc

  
Pa

ge
 1

6

A
re

a 
M

ar
k 

II
 C

er
tif

ie
d 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

A
W

A
s 

M
ar

k 
II

I C
er

tif
ie

d 
A

gr
ee

m
en

t 
Jo

b 
se

cu
rit

y 
N

o 
re

tre
nc

hm
en

ts
  

R
et

en
tio

n 
cr

ite
ria

 - 
sa

fe
ty

, a
tte

nd
an

ce
, p

un
ct

ua
lit

y,
 

qu
al

ity
 a

nd
 q

ua
nt

ity
 o

f w
or

k,
 te

am
 w

or
k,

 a
nd

 in
iti

at
iv

e 
R

et
en

tio
n 

cr
ite

ria
 - 

sa
fe

ty
, a

tte
nd

an
ce

, p
un

ct
ua

lit
y,

 
qu

al
ity

 a
nd

 q
ua

nt
ity

 o
f w

or
k,

 te
am

 w
or

k,
 a

nd
 in

iti
at

iv
e 

D
is

pu
te

s 
pr

oc
ed

ur
e 

A
w

ar
d 

D
is

pu
te

s’
 H

an
dl

in
g 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

e 
Sp

ec
ia

l a
rr

an
ge

m
en

ts
, c

om
pa

ny
 to

 p
ay

 re
as

on
ab

le
 

co
st

s, 
pa

ym
en

t t
o 

co
nt

in
ue

 d
ur

in
g 

re
so

lu
tio

n 
Fi

ve
 st

ep
 p

ro
ce

du
re

 u
lti

m
at

el
y 

in
vo

lv
in

g 
A

IR
C

 

Sa
la

ry
 sa

cr
ifi

ce
 

Ex
te

nd
ed

 sa
cr

ifi
ce

 p
ro

vi
si

on
s s

ub
je

ct
 to

 A
TO

 
lim

its
 

Ex
te

nd
ed

 sa
cr

ifi
ce

 p
ro

vi
si

on
s s

ub
je

ct
 to

 A
TO

 li
m

its
 

Ex
te

nd
ed

 sa
cr

ifi
ce

 p
ro

vi
si

on
s s

ub
je

ct
 to

 A
TO

 li
m

its
 

A
nt

i 
di

sc
rim

in
at

io
n 

N
ot

 sp
ec

ifi
ca

lly
 m

en
tio

ne
d 

M
od

el
 c

la
us

e 
in

se
rte

d 
N

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ca
lly

 m
en

tio
ne

d 

Si
ck

 le
av

e 
pa

yo
ut

 sc
he

m
e 

Si
ck

 le
av

e 
pa

yo
ut

 sc
he

m
e 

Si
ck

 le
av

e 
pa

yo
ut

 sc
he

m
e 

C
as

h 
si

ck
ne

ss
 b

en
ef

it 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

th
ro

ug
h 

un
io

n 
(n

ot
 p

ar
t o

f a
gr

ee
m

en
t) 

Sa
la

ry
 C

on
tin

ua
nc

e 
Pl

an
 su

pe
rio

r t
o 

th
at

 o
ff

er
ed

 b
y 

un
io

n 
 P

ro
vi

si
on

 fo
r e

m
pl

oy
er

 c
on

tri
bu

tio
n 

C
as

h 
si

ck
ne

ss
 b

en
ef

it 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

th
ro

ug
h 

un
io

n 
(n

ot
 p

ar
t 

of
 a

gr
ee

m
en

t) 

O
th

er
 

N
o 

in
di

vi
du

al
 b

on
us

 sc
he

m
e 

In
di

vi
du

al
 b

on
us

 sc
he

m
e 

N
o 

in
di

vi
du

al
 b

on
us

 sc
he

m
e 



 

W
C

P_
Pe

ab
od

y_
fin

al
 re

po
rt

.d
oc

  
Pa

ge
 1

7

T
ab

le
 3

: P
ea

bo
dy

 a
gr

ee
m

en
ts

 c
om

pa
re

d 
to

 o
th

er
 c

oa
l i

nd
us

tr
y 

ag
re

em
en

ts
 

A
re

a 
Pe

ab
od

y 
C

er
tif

ie
d 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

Pe
ab

od
y 

A
W

A
 

D
ra

yt
on

 C
oa

l I
nd

us
tr

ia
l  

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 1

99
9 

M
t O

w
en

 M
in

e 
In

du
st

ri
al

 A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

19
96

 
G

en
er

al
 

C
on

di
tio

ns
 

St
af

f t
ra

in
in

g 
ba

se
d 

on
 b

us
in

es
s 

ne
ed

s 
St

af
f t

ra
in

in
g 

ba
se

d 
on

 b
us

in
es

s n
ee

ds
 

Ea
ch

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
 h

as
 in

di
vi

du
al

 c
ar

ee
r 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t p

la
n 

 

St
af

f t
ra

in
in

g 
ba

se
d 

on
 b

us
in

es
s n

ee
ds

  
Tr

ai
ni

ng
 p

rio
rit

ie
s f

oc
us

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
ne

ed
s o

f t
he

 
w

or
k 

te
am

 

 
N

o 
de

m
ar

ca
tio

n 
N

o 
de

m
ar

ca
tio

n 
N

o 
de

m
ar

ca
tio

n 
N

o 
de

m
ar

ca
tio

n 
 

N
o 

m
in

im
um

 m
an

ni
ng

 
N

o 
re

st
ric

tio
ns

 o
n 

us
e 

of
 c

on
tra

ct
or

s 
N

o 
m

in
im

um
 m

an
ni

ng
 

N
o 

re
st

ric
tio

ns
 o

n 
us

e 
of

 c
on

tra
ct

or
s 

M
in

im
um

 m
an

ni
ng

 st
ill

 e
nf

or
ce

d 
 

N
o 

re
st

ric
tiv

e 
w

or
k 

pr
ac

tic
es

 
C

on
tra

ct
 la

bo
ur

 re
st

ric
te

d 
to

 a
bs

en
ce

s 
an

d 
un

pl
an

ne
d 

ev
en

ts
 

- 

 
N

o 
se

ni
or

ity
 

N
o 

se
ni

or
ity

 
Se

ni
or

ity
 a

pp
lie

s w
he

n 
hi

rin
g 

fo
rm

er
 

em
pl

oy
ee

s w
ho

 w
er

e 
fo

rc
ed

 
re

tre
nc

hm
en

ts
 

 

 
N

o 
pa

rti
ci

pa
tio

n 
in

 in
du

st
ria

l a
ct

io
n 

N
o 

pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 in

du
st

ria
l a

ct
io

n 
 

In
du

st
ria

l a
ct

io
n 

“.
.a

ga
in

st
 sp

iri
t a

nd
 in

te
nt

 o
f t

hi
s 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t..

” 
Ex

em
pt

io
n 

fr
om

 C
FM

EU
 c

am
pa

ig
ns

 m
ay

 b
e 

gr
an

te
d 

 
W

ee
kl

y 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t 
M

on
th

ly
 e

m
pl

oy
m

en
t 

M
on

th
ly

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t 
- 

W
ag

es
, 

ho
ur

s a
nd

 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

 
 

W
ee

kl
y 

pa
y,

 p
lu

s b
on

us
 a

nd
 

ad
di

tio
na

l o
ve

rti
m

e,
 a

ls
o 

pa
id

 
w

ee
kl

y.
 

O
ve

rti
m

e 
pa

id
 a

t d
ou

bl
e 

tim
e 

(M
on

-
Fr

i) 
an

d 
at

 tr
eb

le
 ti

m
e 

(p
ub

lic
 h

ol
s)

 

A
nn

ua
l r

os
te

r v
al

ue
, p

lu
s b

on
us

, p
lu

s 
ad

di
tio

na
l o

ve
rti

m
e,

 p
ai

d 
w

ee
kl

y.
   

 

O
ve

rti
m

e 
pa

id
 a

t d
ou

bl
e 

tim
e 

(M
on

-
Fr

i),
 2

.2
 ti

m
es

 (S
at

 a
nd

 S
un

) o
r t

re
bl

e 
tim

e 
(p

ub
lic

 h
ol

id
ay

s)
 

 

B
on

us
 sc

he
m

e 
ex

is
ts

 

 
N

o 
lin

k 
w

ith
 in

di
vi

du
al

 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t 
%

 o
f b

on
us

 li
nk

ed
 w

ith
 in

di
vi

du
al

 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t 
In

di
vi

du
al

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 m
on

ito
rin

g 
 

 
Si

ng
le

 w
ag

e 
ra

te
 

R
at

es
 d

et
er

m
in

ed
 b

y 
ro

st
er

 
R

at
es

 d
et

er
m

in
ed

 b
y 

ro
st

er
 

Sk
ill

 b
as

ed
 p

ay
  

W
ag

es
, 

ho
ur

s a
nd

 
sh

ift
 sy

st
em

 
(c

on
t) 

R
os

te
r s

ys
te

m
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
35

 o
rd

in
ar

y 
ho

ur
s M

on
da

y 
to

 
Fr

id
ay

  

R
os

te
r s

ys
te

m
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
35

 
or

di
na

ry
 h

ou
rs

 M
on

da
y 

to
 F

rid
ay

 
Pa

y 
ba

se
d 

on
 3

5 
or

di
na

ry
 h

ou
rs

 
M

on
da

y 
to

 F
rid

ay
 

- 

 
O

ne
 m

on
th

’s
 n

ot
ic

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
fo

r 
ch

an
ge

 o
f r

os
te

r 
O

ne
 m

on
th

’s
 n

ot
ic

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
fo

r 
ch

an
ge

 o
f r

os
te

r 
O

ne
 w

ee
k’

s n
ot

ic
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r c

ha
ng

e 
of

 ro
st

er
 

V
ar

ia
tio

n 
to

 sh
ift

 ro
st

er
 c

an
 g

o 
to

 
G

rie
va

nc
e 

R
es

ol
ut

io
n 

Pr
oc

ed
ur

e 

- 

 
N

o 
‘s

m
ok

o’
  

To
le

ra
nc

e 
tim

e 
of

 1
0 

m
in

ut
es

 fo
r 

fir
st

 1
2 

m
on

th
s t

he
n 

di
sc

on
tin

ue
d 

 
 

N
o 

‘s
m

ok
o’

  
N

o 
to

le
ra

nc
e 

tim
e 

 
O

ne
 re

st
 b

re
ak

 p
er

 sh
ift

 fo
r a

ll 
sh

ift
s 

up
 to

 1
0 

ho
ur

s 

‘S
m

ok
o’

 to
 b

e 
ta

ke
n 

on
 th

e 
ru

n 
To

le
ra

nc
e 

tim
e 

pr
ov

id
ed

 
Fl

ex
ib

le
 c

rib
 a

rr
an

ge
m

en
ts

 

- 



 

W
C

P_
Pe

ab
od

y_
fin

al
 re

po
rt

.d
oc

  
Pa

ge
 1

8

A
re

a 
Pe

ab
od

y 
C

er
tif

ie
d 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

Pe
ab

od
y 

A
W

A
 

D
ra

yt
on

 C
oa

l I
nd

us
tr

ia
l  

A
gr

ee
m

en
t 1

99
9 

M
t O

w
en

 M
in

e 
In

du
st

ri
al

 A
gr

ee
m

en
t 

19
96

 
Si

ck
 le

av
e 

C
er

tif
ic

at
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

af
te

r 6
 d

ay
s 

A
cc

um
ul

at
ed

 si
ck

 le
av

e 
w

ith
ou

t 
lim

ita
tio

n 
15

 d
ay

s p
a 

C
er

tif
ic

at
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

af
te

r 3
 d

ay
s  

A
cc

um
ul

at
ed

 si
ck

 le
av

e 
w

ith
ou

t 
lim

ita
tio

n 
15

 d
ay

s p
a 

A
bi

lit
y 

to
 c

as
h 

ou
t e

xi
st

in
g 

si
ck

 le
av

e 
an

d 
sa

la
ry

 sa
cr

ifi
ce

 fu
tu

re
 a

cc
ru

al
s 

C
er

tif
ic

at
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

af
te

r 5
 d

ay
s 

A
cc

um
ul

at
ed

 si
ck

 le
av

e 
w

ith
ou

t 
lim

ita
tio

n 
15

 d
ay

s p
a 

 
Sa

la
ry

 sa
cr

ifi
ce

 o
f a

cc
ru

ed
 si

ck
 le

av
e 

in
to

 su
pe

ra
nn

ua
tio

n 
 

 

Jo
b 

Se
cu

rit
y 

N
o 

fo
rc

ed
 re

tre
nc

hm
en

ts
 b

ef
or

e 
D

ec
em

be
r 2

00
0 

R
et

en
tio

n 
cr

ite
ria

 - 
sa

fe
ty

, 
at

te
nd

an
ce

, p
un

ct
ua

lit
y,

 q
ua

lit
y 

an
d 

qu
an

tit
y 

of
 w

or
k,

 te
am

 w
or

k 
an

d 
in

iti
at

iv
e 

  R
et

en
tio

n 
cr

ite
ria

 - 
sa

fe
ty

, a
tte

nd
an

ce
, 

pu
nc

tu
al

ity
, q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
qu

an
tit

y 
of

 
w

or
k,

 te
am

 w
or

k 
an

d 
in

iti
at

iv
e 

N
o 

fo
rc

ed
 re

tre
nc

hm
en

ts
 a

s a
 re

su
lt 

of
 

th
e 

ag
re

em
en

t. 
 C

on
tin

ui
ty

 o
f 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t i

s d
ep

en
de

nt
 o

n 
D

ra
yt

on
 

m
ee

tin
g 

ye
ar

ly
 ta

rg
et

s 
R

et
re

nc
hm

en
ts

 a
re

 m
er

it 
ba

se
d 

w
ith

 3
 

w
ee

ks
 p

ay
 fo

r e
ac

h 
ye

ar
 se

rv
ed

.  
If

 
ag

re
em

en
t o

n 
re

tre
nc

hm
en

ts
 c

an
’t 

be
 

re
ac

he
d 

La
st

 O
n,

 F
irs

t O
ff

 w
ill

 a
pp

ly
 

w
ith

in
 se

pa
ra

te
 st

re
am

s o
f e

m
pl

oy
ee

s 

N
o 

em
pl

oy
ee

 m
ad

e 
re

du
nd

an
t o

r r
et

re
nc

he
d 

du
rin

g 
ag

re
em

en
t l

ife
 e

xc
ep

t i
n 

ex
tra

or
di

na
ry

 
ec

on
om

ic
 o

r o
th

er
 c

irc
um

st
an

ce
s s

uc
h 

as
 

m
in

e/
pl

an
t c

lo
su

re
 

D
is

pu
te

s 
pr

oc
ed

ur
e 

Fi
ve

 st
ep

 p
ro

ce
du

re
 u

lti
m

at
el

y 
in

vo
lv

in
g 

th
e 

A
IR

C
 

Sp
ec

ia
l a

rr
an

ge
m

en
ts

, c
om

pa
ny

 to
 

pa
y 

re
as

on
ab

le
 c

os
ts

, p
ay

m
en

t t
o 

co
nt

in
ue

 d
ur

in
g 

re
so

lu
tio

n 

Fi
ve

 st
ep

 p
ro

ce
du

re
 u

lti
m

at
el

y 
in

vo
lv

in
g 

th
e 

A
IR

C
 

 

Pa
rti

es
 c

om
m

it 
to

 p
ro

ce
ss

 g
rie

va
nc

es
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
D

is
pu

te
s P

ro
ce

du
re

  



 

WCP_Peabody_final report.doc  Page 1

Implementation 

The implementation of AWAs at Ravensworth has been a 
gradual one and fairly small in scale.  This stems from the 
fact that Peabody management has followed an informal 
process of primarily one-on-one discussions with interested 
employees, rather than a concerted effort to encourage 
adoption by all employees.   

However, as mentioned earlier, both employees and 
employers agree that the introduction of AWAs enabled the 
Mark III Agreement to be implemented more rapidly.  This is 
because the existence of AWAs provided management with 
the ability to continue to supply coal under strike conditions 
for the first time in the mine’s operation, thus reducing the 
coercive power of industrial action.   

This suggests that the availability and implementation of 
AWAs has had a major impact on the way in which work is 
done on a day-to-day basis.  This is because the content of 
the Mark III agreement is fairly similar to the AWA, 
notwithstanding the fact that the number of employees 
covered by AWAs is relatively small.  Currently only 10 
employees are covered by an AWA out of 195 employees; 
before the redundancies occurred in February 1999 the 
proportion was even smaller at 10 out of 261.  It was the 
move from the Mark II agreement to the Mark III that led to 
a greater direct change in work practices, facilitated in part 
by the introduction of, and the conditions specified in, the 
AWA. 

Union members have a poor opinion of employees on 
AWAs.  They perceive that the AWA employees receive 
preferential treatment because of their access to training and 
their opportunity to discuss issues with management on a 
regular basis.  Members also feel that the AWA employees 
have ‘sold out’ to management. 

As at the time of writing, the dispute resolution procedure in 
the AWA has not been used, and it does not appear likely to 
be used in the near future.  While not conclusive, this 
suggests that employment under AWAs does not lead to 
feelings of dissatisfaction, quite the opposite. 
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Outcomes  

It is difficult to ascertain the exact extent to which the 
implementation of AWAs has led to improvements in 
productivity and efficiency at Ravensworth.  This is because: 
� only 10 out of 197 operational employees are covered by 

AWAs; 
� during the time in which the AWAs were implemented, 

the operations workforce decreased by 22% (from 253 to 
197) yet the level of production was maintained; and 

� the system for measuring performance on key indicators 
such as productivity and efficiency was refined in early 
1999. 

However, the implementation of AWAs has contributed 
directly to an increase in productivity and efficiency because 
it has acted as a catalyst to introduce more flexible working 
arrangements throughout the organisation via the Mark III 
agreement (this is illustrated in Figure 1 below). 

 

Figure 1: Impact of AWAs 

10 AWAs

Continuity of supply

Workers realise strikes counterproductive

Certified agreement conditions match AWAs
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The workplace culture has also changed in several ways as a 
result of the introduction of AWAs.  In particular, the process 
has created a third group at the worksite, that of the AWAs, 
who appear to be in transition from conventional collective 
employment arrangements to arrangements more akin to 
staff.  As discussed above and below, this is having a major 
impact on the way work is done at the site.   

Employment under an AWA has led to some positive 
changes for the ten employees.  Some commented that they 
feel their relationship with their immediate supervisor is 
closer and more direct, reflecting less of an ‘us-them’ 
attitude.  They also enjoy the opportunity that has been 
provided to discuss issues with management at a monthly 
meeting.  One employee noted that adopting an AWA 
reduced the confrontational nature of work.   

These employees have also appreciated having the ability to 
continue working (together with staff) when the unions are 
on strike.  Both managers and AWA employees perceived 
such opportunities for AWAs to work more closely with staff 
as positive. 

The AWA employees said they appreciated being involved in 
the refinement of the AWA.  They see this negotiation 
process as important.  However, they expressed awareness 
that there may be less opportunity for negotiation over future 
agreements, something which they see as undesirable. 

There was no real sense from AWA employees that the 
AWA led to changes in work practices (particularly given the 
similarity between the AWA and Mark III conditions).  The 
only real difference that employees could cite was that they 
were available to work at short notice if requested by 
management.  Management noted that the rostering system in 
the AWA offers more flexibility than the certified agreement, 
but is hard to implement because the majority of workers are 
covered by the latter agreement. 

However, employees also felt that Peabody management has 
not taken full advantage of the opportunities posed by 
AWAs.  They feel that there are still occasions when 
management considers them as part of the same group as the 
union members.  This is of concern to the ten given the AWA 
employees’ perception that they have shown good faith in 
leaving the union despite considerable harassment from their 
colleagues. 

The harassment and intimidation by the union, which 
continues even after signing an AWA, has been the largest 
disadvantage for employees electing to adopt an AWA.  
AWA employees feel that the workplace is much less 
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pleasant as a result of the negative behaviour towards them.  
This behaviour includes  
� a letterbox drop in the local area of some AWA workers, 

protesting an employee’s adoption of an AWA; 
� vandalism of the cars of AWA workers;  
� ostracism in the work place and in the local community; 

and  
� telephone calls to their homes (including to their 

children).   

Both the AWA employees and Peabody management agree 
that more employees would be willing to adopt AWAs if the 
harassment by the union stopped.  AWA employees said they 
knew of several people who were interested in signing 
AWAs but who did not proceed because of intimidation.  
One person signed and then withdrew his AWA as a result of 
harassment.  A representative from the OEA was to visit the 
site to address the issue but the meeting never eventuated, 
reportedly because a legal adviser from the OEA was not 
available to attend.  Management has sent letters via 
registered mail to two particularly bad offenders, asking them 
to desist and warning that their behaviour could lead to 
disciplinary action.   

Peabody management feels that the main change resulting 
from AWAs has been as a catalyst for changes in work 
practices.  In addition, the delays and union action 
experienced in negotiating the Mark III agreement 
significantly influenced the men to sign an AWA.  In turn, 
this led to the negotiations being concluded more 
expeditiously.  Management believes that the process has 
changed the way in which the unions may approach future 
negotiations. 

There do not appear to be any employees in a disadvantaged 
position under the certified agreement or AWA.  
Management feels that the existence of AWAs provides 
employees with considerable flexibility in the negotiation 
process, as it leaves open the option of returning to a certified 
agreement if the AWA is not adopted.   
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Next time  

Peabody management sees AWAs as just one part of its 
industrial relations strategy, which aims to achieve a direct 
employment relationship with all employees within the next 
five years.  AWAs represent a necessary intermediate step in 
its attempts to gradually move employees from certified 
agreements to staff contracts.  One concern expressed by 
management, however, was the potential for the group of 
staff under AWAs to become an ‘alternative union’ as the 
number of AWA employees increased. 

Peabody management would like more employees to sign up 
to AWAs now, but sense that this is unlikely to happen 
because of the level of intimidation in the workplace.  This is 
compounded by the fact that any further employees wishing 
to sign an AWA must leave the union.  This is because the 
Mark III certified agreement does not make provision for an 
employee to remain in the union and be covered by an AWA 
instead of the collective agreement.  The AWA employees 
also noted that the heavily unionised nature of the towns in 
the area, such as Cessnock, Singleton and Muswellbrook, 
means that there are strong community barriers to the 
adoption of AWAs given the likelihood of intimidation.   

For this reason, the current AWA employees feel that they 
should become staff now so that their disassociation with the 
union is more formally acknowledged by management.  They 
believe that this may reduce the stigma suffered as a result of 
leaving the union.  In their current state, the AWA employees 
feel that they are part of a third, minority group and that there 
is still an “us-versus-them” attitude expressed by 
management towards them.  They believe that if this could be 
reduced, it would help to attract more employees to an AWA. 

The fact that two-thirds of the employees will be made 
redundant over the next 18 months as production is reduced 
is also perceived as a barrier to getting more AWAs in place.  
This is because many employees do not see themselves 
staying with the company long after 2000 and so are happy to 
remain under the Mark III agreement (particularly given the 
18 month negotiation process came to an end only recently).  
Ultimately management believes that a direct relationship 
with the majority of the workforce will only be achieved 
once the staffing level at the mine is reduced due to the 
closure of Ravensworth South.   
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Conclusion 

The implementation of AWAs at Peabody’s Ravensworth 
mine has helped to increase the flexibility of the mine’s 
operations.  While the option of implementing AWAs was 
not deliberately pursued by management in an attempt to 
enhance productivity, efficiency or workplace culture, it has 
led to an outcome whereby all employees are now covered by 
an agreement that has the potential to lead to significant 
gains. 

The impending closure of Ravensworth South and the 
gradual reduction of employees at the site have had an impact 
on employment negotiations over the Mark III certified 
agreement.  It also was a contributing factor in the adoption 
of AWAs by some employees.   

The creation of a third group in the form of the AWA 
employees has started to change the culture at the site.  It has 
enhanced the relationship between management and the 
AWA workers and staff, with a greater alignment of each 
group’s goals with the other.  However, it has also been 
accompanied by considerable harassment and intimidation, 
which has been a disincentive to the adoption of more 
AWAs.   

AWAs are an important element in achieving management’s 
aim of a non-union workforce.  To fully reap the benefits of 
the existing AWA and to encourage greater adoption by other 
employees, Peabody now appears faced with a need to 
develop further ways of working with this group of non-
union employees and raising awareness of the benefits for 
those who remain under the Mark III agreement. 

 




