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Methodology

Duration: 2017-2019

Universe:

FCA/CNH/Magneti Marelli in Italy

62,000 employees, of whom about 50,000 metalworkers, distributed in 54 manufacturing
plants, including a number of logistics units.

Research group:

= FIOM-CGIL (Italian federation of metalworkers)
= Fondazione Di Vittorio

= Fondazione Sabattini

Methods:

1) Qualitative interviews (about 160) in 16 FCA/CNH/Magneti Marelli plants

2) Survey by questionnaire in 54 FCA/CNH/Magneti Marelli plants

Approximately 10 thousand questionnaires obtained (9,668)

For the purposes of the analysis, 1,835 questionnaires (19% of the total) excluded (incomplete or
insufficient response rate)

Final sample: 7,833 respondents (5,646 from FCA and 2,187 from CNH)



Interviewees’ profile:

socio-professional characteristics

= Sex: Men 80% (CNH, 92.4%; FCA, 79.2%)

= Average age: 45 (in the Southern plants the workforce is younger)

= Level of education: school-leaving certificates 46.4%, professional qualification 16.9%,
middle school certificates 34.2%, graduates 1.4%.

= Prevalence of permanent employment contracts (91.8% of respondents)

Union membership

FIOM-CGIL (actually): 21.8%
Other Unions  (actually): 24.6%
FIOM-CGIL (in the past): 12.9%
Other unions (in the past): 12.5%
No member (never): 28.3%



Interviewees’ profile:
professions

v.a. % v.a. % v.a. %

Line operators 2918 51,7 784 35,8 3702 47,3

Workers in supply activities 609 10,8 315 14,4 924 11,8
(preparation areas and logistics )

Plant operators 505 8,9 282 12,9 787 10,0

Component-shifting workers 552 9,8 206 9,4 758 9,7
(forklift and transporter drivers)

Indirect production workers
P 422 7,5 214 9,8 636 8,1

(maintenance, testers, reviewers, etc)

quality control staff 256 4,5 111 51 367 4,7
Team leader 90 1,6 52 2,4 142 1,8
Other jobs 294 5,2 223 10,2 517 6,6

TOTALE 5.646 100 2.187 100 7.833 100



Relationships with management
Trade union intervention
Professional classification (level)
Toilets and changing rooms
Working process organization
Risk of accidents

Shifts

Physical working environment
Training activities

Workload

Salary

Harmfulness of working environment
Working time

Individual protective tools

Totally/Very Negative -

Working conditions
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Working conditions

Most negative evaluations

= Line workers: most negative evaluations, in particular with regard to workload, trade
union intervention, training activities, toilets and changing rooms, and the organisation
of the work process in general+

Some specificities af the professional groups:

= Employees in quality control: salary and professional classification

= Plant drivers: harmfulness of the working environment

= Indirect production workers: shifts

= Forklift drivers/transporters: risk of accidents

= Logistics/preparation area employees: individual protective equipment
= Team leaders: less critical assessment



Working conditions

Working conditions trends in the recent years

Deterioration of the working conditions 60%
Unchanged situation 28%
Improvement of the working conditions 12%
Total 100%

Deterioration of the working conditions: dimensions

45

EFCA = CNH B TOTALE



Intensification

Evaluation of some key features after the introduction of the WCM and Ergo-UAS
System.

Focus on the “LINE WORKERS” operating in plants with Ergo-UAS System (%).

Worsening No variation Improvement Total
&i‘:;;::isna"d 39,8 42,4 17,8 100
Working Time 77,3 18,5 4,2 100
Workload 78,1 17,6 4,3 100
Work-related 791 18.2 27 100

stress

- Breaks are insufficient (55,4%)



Accidents: denounces and hidden cases

= Accident in a period of time prior to the last 3 years: 24%
= Accident during the last 3 years: 4% of the sample

In the last 3 years (2015-2017), injuries were “reported” only in 57% of the cases
The remaining cases saw the accidents transformed into events of a different nature:
- sick days (22.7%)

- holidays and leave (4.5%)

- “commuting accidents” (6.8%)

- “other” events (6.2%), such as changing workstation or work area.

If we consider all the previous accident cases (before 2015), the probability of their being
properly reported rises instead to 85%.

Actually: there is a greater probability than in the past of accidents with “other
outcomes” than being regularly reported.

Major causes of accidents (multiple responses)

- “lack of space available on the workstation” (29.9%),

“reduction of work times” (29.1%)

“pressure from the management” (26.6%)

“lack of investment in new plant” (24.4%)

Individual attitude as “badly executed work/distraction” (22.2%)



Health issues

Visit to the factory infirmary at least once a month: 34,3%
major reasons:
- musculoskeletal disorders
- general physical fatigue

30% of the sample had a “formally recognized reduced working capacity”
(20.7% permanent, 7.8% temporary)




Tools

Evaluation of work tools | FCA |  CNH | TOTAL(%)
v.a. 598 211 809

New and functioning

% 23,4 17,6 21,6

v.a. 746 353 1.099
Old and not functioning

% 29,2 29,5 29,3

v.a. 671 445 1.116
Old but functioning

% 26,3 37,2 29,7

v.a. 536 220 756
Overuse

% 21 18,4 20,1

v.a. 102 30 132
Other

% 4 2,5 3,5
Total v.a. 2.556 1.196 3.752

* Multiple responses



WCM and Workers’ Participation

Tmﬂas—&adodimdomﬁ.aﬁmmﬁqm iguz i il Wem per variabili di profilo — (solo chi
.. . ha risposto di conoscerlo) - punteggi relativi alle 4 affermazioni (<=3; >3)
WCM and Participation - - -
3 <=3 otale
N | % N | % N ] %
Territorio
4,8 Nord 869 [T%) 1075 55.3 1944 100
Team-leader support L s Centro-Sud 90 | 72 | 9 | eab | w6 100
H 4 (Genere
COOperatlon 58,8 Maschio 1239 411 1779 58.9 308 100
Femmina 220 430 292 57.0 512 100
Eta
<=30 anni 367 435 476 56.5 843 100
- .7 60.
WCM favour collaboration e = 22 e —
59,4 Titolo
Diploma* 729 40.2 1085 50.8 1814 100
(Oual. Prof. 268 433 351 56.7 619 100
Media inf. 162 421 615 57.9 1097 100
| feel to have more Azienda
. Fca 1065 424, U4, 57.6 2500 100
Importance 69,2 TCoh 204 86 627 614 1021 700
Mansione
Addettilinea 651 38.2 1051 618 1702 100
. Altre mansioni 808 442 1020 55.8 1828 100
WCM improves the problem Inquadramento
. 3° Liv. 822 38.9 12090 f1.1 2112 100
SOIVmg process 54,8 4° Liv. 454 449 557 55.1 1011 100
5° Liv. 183 45.0 224, 55.0 407 100
Ammortizzatori sociali
S 498 426 672 574 170 100
O 20 40 60 80 No 961 40.7 1399 59.3 1360 100
Iscrizione al sindacato
Ora o inpassato 1040 39.4 1598 60.6 2618 100
B Strongly Agree No 219 470 473 530 592 100
Totale 1459 4.3 20Mm 58.7 3530 100

B Quite Agree

W Strongly Disagree



WCM and Workers’ Participation

Participation to the meetings on the work monitoring with the team leader or other
supervisor

Submission of proposals for improving the product / production processes

Answers to the workers about their proposals

If managers consider the workers’ warning for critical issues or anomalies in the
production process that can led to the stop of the production and activities



WCM and Workers’ Participation

Submission of improvement
proposals
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Answers after the worker's proposal
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Impact of Participation on Working Conditions

I Worker’s Participation Index: [1=Low — 5=Max] I

— 20,1
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Working Conditions

a) New productions led to a greater workload (Yes / No)

b) Working conditions with the WCM are: improved / worsened / unchanged

c) Working times are: sustainable / unsustainable

d) Saturation of working times: increased/ decreased / unchanged in recent years
e) Breaks are sufficient in relation to the workload




Impact of Participation on Working Conditions

Assessment of the Workload: Positive (>6) - Negative
Tavola 17 — Gindizio sul carico di lavoro ( »=6; <6) per profilo del rispondente e livello di partecipazione

== <6 Totale

N % ) N | b N | ]
Territorio
Nord 160 H L0.0 1590 G 50 100
Centro-5ud 552 25.0 1656 T5.0 2208 100
Livello di partecipazione
1 1949 06 767 0.4 QG 100
2 15 30.8 TOG 6.2 10 100
3 &35 3140 LT ] Go.0 13T 100
4 337 0.4 408 505 i35 100
5 336 5.8 326 40.2 2 100
Totale 1612 \ 13 J J246 668 £EcE 100

Assesment of breaks: They are sufficient
Tavola 21 - Giudizio sulle pause ( se sufficienti rispetto al carico di lavoro assegnato) per profilo del

rispondente e livello di partecipazione
Pause sufficienti Pause non sufficienti Totale
N [ % N | % N | %o
Territorio
Nord i35 476 140 T X7 i00
Ceniro-5ud 379 201 1508 709 1B8B7 100
Livello di partecipazions
| 168 196 0 B, BsE 10
2 261 30 580 G0 Bid o
3 395 339 770 il 1165 10
& il 455 373 5.5 a8y, o
] 7a 54-3 235 £5-7 514 100
Totale L1 148 ) 2648 fi5.2 L6 100




Impact of Participation on Working Conditions

= Participation spaces are limited and WCM does not favor collaboration
= Workers have a propensity to collaborate by submitting proposals
= A participatory and cooperative environment is associated with better working
conditions, in particular considering the relationship between participation and:
- the judgment on the workload
- the risk of suffering an injury
- judgment on work organization
- judgment on breaks (if sufficient for workload)

The features associated with participation are:

=  Workforce (minimum among the on-line workers, relatively higher for quality
control and indirect production workers, maximum among the "team leaders")

= Work area (minimum in the "body" department, relatively higher for "logistics"
and "processing workshop").

= Territory (> participation in the North)



