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FORSTAFF MEMBERS - AVALON

RE: Member update.

Recently Forstaff issued a notice to all staff on general issues containing certain
statements, which cannot remain, unanswered. The ALAEA’s position on these issues
is:

FORCED TRANSFER OF HANGAR 5 & 6 EMPLOYEES TO HANGAR 4

The ALAEA Executive’s in principle position on this issue is that an employee from
H5/6 should not be forced to transfer to H4 if it means being involuntarily required to
work an extended hours roster. The practice until recently was that such transfers
were done by seeking volunteers. The Forstaff EBA Clause 9.7 relating to transfer
between systems of work, in our view, was put in place and applies in the context
where different systems of work involve 8-hour rosters and not extended hour rosters.
Based on ACTU Protocol, the ALAEA is committed to ensuring that an extended
hour roster involving 12 hour shifts are only implemented in a workplace after a
majority vote in that workplace by employees affected subject to a prior trial period.
This procedure was duly followed in H4 and only H4 employees were involved.

H5 and H6 employees were not part of this process in any way. It ought to be noted
that Forstaff rightly held the view that the vote be confined to only H4 employees, and
to not extend the ballot to include H5 & H6.

In all fairness the ALAEA is unable to support the Company’s contention that it can
transfer H5/6 employees against their will to H4 on extended hours rosters. Some
members have objected to being forced to go to H4 on the extended hours roster and
the ALAEA has disputed this and the matter was referred to the AIRC. It was in a
conciliation conference that the ALAEA was able to gain an extension of the notice
period and the Commissioner recommended the Company issue a notice again calling
for volunteers. However the Commissioner also remarked that if no volunteers came
forward then the Company could attempt to compel the relevant employees to transfer
to H4.If those employees still objected the parties had the opportunity to return to the
Commission for a decision. The AIRC has not made any decision, and the dispute
will be re-listed for hearing in the AIRC. I shall keep you informed of developments.
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[image: image2.png]The ALAEA is disappointed and takes umbrage at Forstaff allegations that the
ALAEA “will continue to their attempt to interrupt any movement of staff between
hangers and in fact any initiative that benefits the long term viability of Avalon.” The
ALAEA is duty bound to protect the rights and interests of its members and makes no
apologies for doing so in cases it sees fit. The ALAEA has not caused disruption to
any work and ensured all work proceeds normally. Furthermore the fact that Avalon
was established in the first place and rapidly grew to become the huge successful
operation it is today is in no small measure, due to the pioneering, facilitative and
cooperative role-played by the ALAEA and its members all these years. The ALAEA
will continue to contribute to Avalon’s long-term future, but it will stand by its
members to protect and promote their interests.

AME Quota Level positions

The company’s position on Quota levels is that it is a “Vehicle” for the company to
introduce “enhanced” levels of multi-skilling, but the ALAEA views the proposed
multi-skilling requirements selection criteria to access the quota controlled positions
exceed the arrangements in place at Qantas. This has implications, in regard to safety,
selection criteria and standards, on which Forstaff and the ALAEA have been unable
to agree.

You will recall the ALAEA consulted all the Avalon workers at specially convened
meetings where the overwhelming majority voted against the company proposed
position requirements and selection criteria and moved for this matter to be referred to
the AIRC. The AIRC recommended preliminary process of written exchanges of
views between the parties has been exhausted. The Company remains intransigent
and now the case will be heard before the AIRC, where we will present strong
arguments to substantiate our case.

For the Company to imply in its notice that it is because of the ALAEA’s stance
“these increases have been delayed for so long....” is an incorrect assertion. The fact
is that Quota levels have been provided in the EBA’s since 1999. In May 2002, the
ALAEA sought to have the quota set at 20% on Qantas parity basis, which was agreed
in EBA4 negotiations. Subsequent to EBA4 certification, Forstaff agreed with the
ALAEA’s request for parity with Qantas of 25% quota level access but the issue of
selection criteria and position requirements for quota level access has not been
resolved because the ALAEA and Forstaff have not agreed on the selection criteria or
position requirements of the quota positions due to the extent of multi-skilling
demanded by Forstaff.

DAVID KEMP
Eederal Secretary
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