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Summary of ASU recommendations
Chapter 10 Workforce issues:
•

When determining market wages the government should look at the public sector
equivalent wage rate or to the private sector jobs outside the sector that require the
equivalent responsibility and qualifications.

•

The ASU recommends establishing a new body with government and industry
representatives including trade unions to undertake workforce planning for the
sector.

•

The ASU recommends the inclusion of portable long service leave as an essential
strategy for tackling the workforce crisis. Such a scheme should be legislated,
compulsory, broad based and with funds held and administered by an industrybased body independent of employers.

Chapter 12 Government funding:
•

The ASU recommends that the government establishes an industry-based and
independent tripartite accreditation board with responsibilities including enforcement
of minimum standards and rating of service performance above the minimum
standard according to a series of industry informed legislated standards.

•

The ASU recommends that government funding should be only available to
accredited services.

•

The ASU supports periods of accreditation (and associated contract periods) of 5
years.
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Introduction
1.

The Australian Services Union (ASU) is one of Australia’s largest Unions,
representing approximately 120,000 employees.

2.

The ASU was created in 1993. It brought together three large unions – the
Federated Clerks Union, the Municipal Officers Association and the Municipal
Employees Union, as well as a number of smaller organisations representing social
welfare, information technology workers and transport workers.

3.

Today, the ASU’s members work in a wide variety of industries and occupations
and especially in the following industries and occupations:
•

Local government (both blue and white collar employment)

•

Social and community services, including employment services

•

Transport, including passenger air and rail transport, road, rail and air freight
transport

4.

•

Clerical and administrative employees in commerce and industry generally

•

Call centres

•

Electricity generation, transmission and distribution

•

Water industry

•

Higher education (Queensland and South Australia)

The ASU has members in every State and Territory of Australia, as well as in most
regional centres as well.

5.

The ASU is the largest union of workers in the social and community services
(SACS) sector.

6.

The ASU covers workers in what is commonly termed the "non-government social
and community services industry". The term non-government can be misleading as
most organisations or services receive funding from the government; however,
workers are not employed by the government. Funding sources are also not
confined to the government with additional funds coming from philanthropic
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sources. Workers are generally employed by community based management
committees, boards or collectives.
7.

These employers administer government funds and oversee the management of an
organisation or service.

8.

Members of the ASU work in services such as: youth refuges, women's refuges,
family support services, disability services, community legal centres, employment
and training services, employment services, aboriginal organisations, community or
neighbourhood centres, family day care centres, community transport services,
home and community care services, environmental organisations, aged pensioners
and superannuants associating community sector peak bodies, migrant or ethnic
services and aid agencies.

9.

Large employers in the SACS industry include the Catholic Church (including St
Vincent de Paul), Anglicare, The Smith Family, Mission Australia, Uniting Church,
Relationships Australia, Max Employment Services, Amnesty International, Oxfam,
ACF and Greenpeace.

10.

ASU members in the SACS industry work for both not for profit and for profit
providers, so we have a unique perspective of the operation of both models of
service provision in this sector. That said, the majority of employers are not for
profit organisations.

11.

As the principal union for clerical and administrative employees in Australia the
reach of the ASU into the not for profit sector is even wider when other employer
not for profit organisations are considered. ASU members work in unions, clubs,
sporting organisations, associations etc. as well.
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Response to Workforce Issues (Ch 10)
12.

The Draft Report’s appraisal of the current workforce issues in the Social and
Community Services sector is an accurate picture of the difficult conditions which
workers experience. The ASU supports the sentiment of the two draft
recommendations proposed in chapter 10 that is Draft Recommendations 10.2 &
10.3 and has further suggestions on the detail.
Draft Recommendation 10.2
In order to ensure that not-for-profits can sustain their workforces, Australian governments
purchasing community services need to based funding on relevant market wages for equivalent
positions. Costings need to take into account the skill sets required to perform the purchased
services and be indexed appropriately to market wage growth within that industry sector.

13.

In relation to Draft Recommendation 10.2 the ASU recommends that the
Commission spells out clearly the market wages that are to be benchmarked
against.

14.

The ASU strongly recommends that when determining market wages the
government look at the public sector equivalent or to private sector work
requiring the same responsibility and qualifications.
Draft Recommendation 10.3
The Australian Government, through the Community Services and Health Industry Skills
Council, should undertake workforce planning for the community services sector having regard
to the current and future workforce challenges arising from growing demand and increasing
supply constraints.

15.

The Community Services and Health Industry Skills Council ("CSHISC") is not a
body that is equipped to do ongoing workforce planning.The CSHISC experience is
with VET qualifications. The vast majority of SACS workers have and need a
University qualification. A recent UNSW study showed that 60% of workers
surveyed in NSW had a bachelor degree or higher.1 The Skills Council is not fully
equipped to plan for the demands of the future SACS workforce which will inevitably
have tertiary degrees.

1

UNSW Social Policy Research Centre ‘Labour dynamics and the non- government community services
workforce’ (May 2009)
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16.

The ASU believes that workforce planning should be undertaken by a tripartite body
whose whole focus is planning. Interaction with the CSHISC will be important to
plan training needs but not workforce needs in general.

17.

The ASU recommends establishing a new body with government and industry
representatives including industry trade unions to undertake workforce
planning for the sector.

Portable Long Service Leave Scheme
18.

The ASU is pleased to provide further comment on the possible introduction of a
portable long service leave scheme. We strongly support the introduction of such a
scheme.

The advantages of a portable long service leave scheme
19.

As the draft report acknowledges the not-for-profit sector is beset by chronic
workforce issues that has resulted in staff dissatisfaction and high turnover. One
way of reducing this turnover and incentivising employees to stay in the sector is to
establish a Portable Long Service Scheme. There are many reasons people are
leaving the sector, but one of the key reasons is wages are much higher in the
public service for comparable work. Comparable public sector employees can move
to different positions within the state/territory or Commonwealth public sector and
retain the continuity of employment that contributes to long service leave. A
Portable Long Service Scheme is one way of making the Social and Community
Services sector more attractive and competitive with other sectors.

20.

The draft report cites opposition to the scheme from employer groups. The basis of
their arguments has proved unjustified by independent research commissioned the
Department of Human Services, Victoria.2

2

David Quinn- Watson, Bendzulla Actuarial ‘Feasibility study into a Portable Long Service Leave Scheme for
the Community Services Sector in Victoria’, (29 September 2007)
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21.

The first cited claim is that such a scheme will increase direct costs to employers.
This is not true for all employers, particularly over the longer term. The entitlements
that would be provided under the scheme have already been provided for in current
funding arrangements. Employers should already be setting aside funds for Long
Service Leave, and where the right to those funds does not accrue because the
employee leaves their employment, an employer can redirect the money to other
purposes. The only ‘cost’ to employers would be those unused workers entitlements
foregone; it will not add to the essential ongoing costs of the employer.

22.

An issue may arise whereby any levy imposed by a scheme ends up being at a
higher rate than that which the employer currently sets aside for Long Service
Leave. Actuarial studies show that over time levies imposed on employers reduce
as the scheme becomes self-funding, thereby removing any discrepancy that might
exist.

23.

The second claim is that such a scheme encourages workers to change employers
more frequently. This is already a feature of the sector, and it is due to the
workforce issues identified in the report. The advantage of a Portable Long Service
Leave scheme is that where a worker decides to change jobs they might choose to
stay within the SACs sector rather than leaving for better wages and conditions in
the public or private sector. The major advantage to the not-for-profit sector as a
whole of implementing such a scheme is that the sector retains important skills that
experienced workers build up throughout their careers rather than losing these skills
to another sector.

24.

There are many advantages for employers in having employees with a wide range
of experiences. It means employees are exposed to a range of clients, have
networks and contacts for referring clients and have a knowledge of how
organisations tackle different social problems which enables the sharing of skills
and best practice across the sector. It is a reality of the sector that some
organisations deal with particularly challenging social issues which takes an
emotional toll on workers. The ability to move around the sector (and not lose
workers entitlements) can give workers a much needed change of scenery,
preventing burn out and preventing workers leaving the sector permanently.
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25.

The availability of Long Service Leave is about fairness. In other industries workers
are provided with a career path, training opportunities and remuneration incentives
that make it comparatively easy to stay at the one organisation for a long period of
time. These opportunities are not generally available to SACS workers. As the draft
report attests, there are limited opportunities for career progression within the one
organisation or investment in workers to develop their skills. Workers therefore have
to look to change organisations, or move outside the sector to gain new
opportunities and advance their career. This is in part a feature of the sector being
made up of small organisations. It is not a traditional industry where a worker can
work her/his way up within one large organisation and have access to a diversity of
opportunities. Even with adequate workforce planning many career paths will
involve changing organisations within the sector.

26.

SACS workers are no less committed to their employer or job than workers in other
industries. It is just that the conditions in this sector make it very difficult to stay in
the one position for an extended period enough to accrue Long Service Leave. It
seems only fair that when workers are giving the same length of service to the
industry, rather than a specific organisation that they should receive Portable Long
Service Leave entitlements. It is these workers who truly deserve the respect and
recognition of long service as they are the people caring for our communities most
vulnerable in often very difficult working conditions. It is only fair that their
commitment is recognised as it is for workers in other industries.

Features of a successful portable long service leave scheme.
27.

The ASU supports the approach that the Victorian and ACT governments are
currently considering for the establishment of a Portable Long Service Leave
scheme. The ASU has been a long standing advocate for a scheme that is
compulsory, legislated, self funding and with contributions held in a centralised pool.
These are the basic requirements of a successful scheme and have been proposed
in the Victorian model and the ACT model currently before the ACT parliament

28.

The essential features of a Portable Long Service Leave scheme that the ASU
supports includes:
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(a) Full compulsory statutory scheme:
This approach was favoured by the Victorian feasibility study as it maximised
portability for workers and reduced operational costs by spreading the burden
across a larger number of employers.3

(b)

Central pool of funds:
Entitlements should be paid into a central independent pool which is
administered by a government statutory authority or public company. The
Victorian report suggests this might reduce costs for employers as the pooled
entitlements put into the scheme will attract a higher rate of return than those set
aside on each employer’s books or in a separate bank account.4

(c)

Broad based scheme:
The greater the number of participants in the scheme the more effective it is for
providing options of portability and spreading the operational costs over a larger
number or employees, reducing their individual contributions. A broad based
scheme would include all non government, not-for-profit and for-profit
employers delivering Social and Community Services .

29.

The Victorian report also canvasses a number of schemes operating in the cleaning
and building industry in Australia with varying sizes. The smallest is the ACT
cleaning contract scheme which in 2005/2006 had 76 employers and 1,999
employees participating. The largest is the Victorian Building and Construction
industry which in the same year had 15,326 employers and 148,985 workers
participating.5 This shows that the scheme is sustainable at any size. A broad
based national Social and Community Sector scheme would be three to four times
larger than the Victorian Building and Construction industry scheme.

30.

The Victorian report estimates that the likely administration costs for a scheme of
over 20,000 workers would be $25 per worker. (This individual cost would reduce
even further as numbers increased over 20,000 participants).

3

David Quinn- Watson, Bendzulla Actuarial ‘Feasibility study into a Portable Long Service Leave Scheme for
the Community Services Sector in Victoria’, (29 September 2007) pp36-38.
4
Ibid p37.
5
Ibid p20.
10

31.

The ASU recommends the inclusion of portable long service leave as an
essential strategy for tackling the workforce crisis. Such a scheme should be
legislated, compulsory, broad based and with funds held and administered by
an industry- based body independent of employers.

Response to funding model (Ch 12)
32.

The ASU commends the draft report for its very accurate reflections of the current
problems created by competitive tendering or the ‘purchase- provider’ funding
model. The wide spread dissatisfaction documented by the submissions of not-forprofits is echoed by our members who feel undervalued and are underpaid as a
direct result of the current funding arrangements. We agree the system needs to be
fixed, however many of the solutions outlined are a backward step and will
exacerbate the problems identified.

33.

The ASU believes that competitive tendering is irredeemable and merely limiting its
application will not solve the problems identified in the report. Even more
concerning is the slated introduction of an Individualised funding model in some
markets which we believe will exacerbate the problems facing the sector, creating
downward pressures on wages and conditions, and service quality.

34.

As part of our ‘A National Plan to address the workforce crisis in the Social,
Community and Disability Services Industry 2009’ which was included in our first
submission, the ASU envisaged a funding model based on the accreditation of
organisations. Accreditation secures quality and accountability for consumers and
ensures downward competitive pressures do not undermine the wages and
conditions of SACS workers. An accreditation process provides an important
safeguard for workers and quality assurance for the government and community
when determining where to allocated funding.

35.

The Commission indicates that it did not look at funding arrangements for schools,
hospitals or universities during its study. This is a shame as the ASU views that
other funding models such as the ‘basket of goods’ approach used in funding
independent schools would be useful assessing applicability to NGOs in community
services delivery.
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Accreditation
36.

The ASU renews it calls for a national system of accreditation and staff certification
via an independent body with industry representatives. Experience tells us that
industry led regulation improves quality and reduces regulatory burden giving more
time for organisations to focus on their clients. It is an essential part of any strategy
to tackle the workforce crisis in the sector.

37.

We recommend establishing a tripartite board with responsibility for:
•

Standards and mechanisms for the accreditation of service.

•

Codes of conduct for employers and employees.

•

Standards and mechanisms for the certification of staff. The establishment
of standards for certification of staff shall be via formal certification of the
courses of study that provide access to the profession.

38.

Accreditation of staff and services forms the foundation of any successful funding
model. Accreditation can replace the burdensome tendering process as government
has ongoing access to an independent source verifying an organisation’s capacity
to perform a service. It allows government and consumers to compare like
organisations and assess appropriate funding distribution on the basis of the actual
cost to deliver a quality service, rather than the current model which requires
assessment on the basis of cost delivering a bare essentials service.

39.

The UK introduced an accreditation scheme for social services in 2000. The Care
Quality Commission registers all health and social care providers and assesses
them against a number of legislated quality standards. They also have responsibility
for monitoring, inspection and enforcement of those quality standards. Another
body, the General Social Care board registers all social workers and students.

40.

The legislated quality standards that the Commission assesses are; environment,
quality of management, lifestyle, staffing and more. Of particular interest to the ASU
are the standards for staffing.
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41.

Some of the standards required for staffing in Care homes for adults in the UK
scheme are as follows:
•

Staff need to develop a relationship with the clients.

•

There should be sufficient numbers and skill levels.

•

Records should show low rates of turnover and sick leave and low use of
agency staff.

•

The home should have a training and development plan, dedicated training
budget and designated person with responsibility for training and
development programme.

The full list is in Attachment A

42.

The results of the Commission’s determinations for each centre are accessible to
the public. The Care Quality Commission website allows consumers to view the
quality rating for each registered service provider. This allows consumers to make
an informed choice based on real information for which service provider they or
their dependent will use. A screen shot of the search function and its results is on
the following pages and shows the breadth of information available to consumers:
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43. Search:
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44. Results:
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The UK provides a good framework but is limited to health and social services. The
ASU believes there is need for accreditation of the wider social and community
services sector not just those related to health services.

45.

The ASU recommends that the government establishes an industry-based
and independent tripartite accreditation board with responsibilities including
enforcement of minimum standards and rating of service performance above
the minimum standard according to a series of industry informed legislated
standards.

Accreditation and the draft regulatory regime
46.

The regulatory regime outlined in the draft report is focussed on harmonising
fundraising arrangements and taxation status and is not concerned with service
quality. It would not be appropriate for accreditation to sit under the same regulatory
structure, if accreditation is to be relevant and successful it needs to be industry led.

Accreditation and government funding
47.

Accreditation should form the basis of any funding model. This is particularly
important within a market based model of funding, as accreditation can ensure
minimum standards of quality are met (that are undermined if left entirely to market
forces) and gives consumers information so they can make informed choices based
on quality.

48.

In order to receive government funding a service should have undergone a quality
evaluation and be accredited. This guarantees they have the ability to provide a
service to the standards the community expects. It also reduces the adverse effects
of competitive tendering where services under bid to secure contracts. Under an
accreditation system services will need to tender on the basis of how much it costs
to produce a quality service, otherwise they risk losing accreditation and a reputable
rating.
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Draft Recommendation 11.2
For new or significantly changed services or activities, Australian governments should
undertake an independent costing exercise to determine their full cost. This costing should take
all relevant costs into account in assessing the minimum cost for effective provision of the
specified quality of service or activity. This would not preclude the scope for government to set
the fixed fee for service or user contribution.

49.

The ASU supports the draft recommendation 11.2 on independent costing and
agrees that this would go some way to stopping this practice of underbidding. It
would also ensure that governments provide funding to the full cost of service
provision, not partial cost as is currently the open practice in some programs.
However we note that the recommendation of costing is limited to new services,
when it should be for all services submitting tenders. However even independent
costing cannot assess all the relevant factors that government should consider
when allocating funding. The accreditation approach as recommended by the ASU
takes in factors other than cost. It evaluates factors such as staff retention and the
corresponding benefits to quality of care as clients are supported by familiar faces
that are aware of their particular traits and needs. Those quality indicators cannot
be fully reflected in an independent costing, those are the factors which affect
consumer welfare and satisfaction and they should be a key factor in what matters
to government.

50.

The ASU recommends that government funding should be only available to
accredited services.

Proposed funding models
51.

The ASU has a number of observations about the proposed funding models and
Draft Recommendation 12.1 and we address our concerns about competitive
tendering, the ‘individualised funding’ model and the short term nature of contracts.
Draft Recommendation 12.1
Australian governments should ensure that they choose the model of engagement with not-forprofits that best suits the characteristics and circumstances of the service being delivered. In
choosing between alternative models of engagement, governments should consider: the nature
of the outcomes sought, the characteristics of clients, and the nature of the market. In particular:
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- there should be no presumption that the purchaser-provider model will always be the most
appropriate model where governments are seeking the delivery of a clearly defined outcome
and markets are genuinely contestable the purchaser-provider model should remain the
preferred approach
- where truly competitive markets develop and clients face real choice in the services available
to them, governments should consider moving to client-directed service delivery models. This
transition should be conditional upon there being appropriate safeguards in place to protect and
empower vulnerable clients (or their carers) in exercising choice and ensure an acceptable
minimum level of service quality and provision.

The continuation of competitive tendering
52.

Just limiting the application of competitive tendering will not solve the problems that
are endemic in the approach. While the problems may be tempered by lengthening
contracts and addressing workforce issues in other ways, the root cause of these
issues facing the sector is the funding model that pits organisation against
organisation in a competition for which can provide the service for the lowest price
for government. The model has no regard for how much a community values the
service or its value to service users. It is not an approach that promotes cooperation, or adequate funding of services. We commented on this issue
extensively in our original submission. Competitive tendering must end.

Client directed ‘individualised funding’ model
53.

The ASU holds serious concerns about the proposal that individualised funding
should be introduced to administer government funding in some sections of the notfor-profit sector. This funding approach has been applied in the education and child
care sectors and has resulted in a significant deterioration in service quality and
workforce conditions. Safeguards cannot fully prevent the downward pressure that
an individualised funding market creates on service quality, wages and conditions
including increased use of casuals and independent contractors, or compensate for
the information disadvantage that consumers have as compared to government.
Individualised funding has the potential to increase choice to those people who
have the means to supplement the voucher and less choice and worse service for
those who cannot.
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54.

Ultimately consumer choice in these markets is a mirage. Market pressures drive a
demand for the lowest common denominator meaning that quality service providers
are driven out of the market resulting in a reduced diversity of choices for
consumers. Individualised funding models result in the loss of diversity, social
innovation, quality care and ultimately any real choice for consumers.

55.

If consumer empowerment is the objective this can be better achieved through
establishing an accreditation model that feeds the views of consumers into its
service appraisals and provides information on quality standards to prospective
consumers (similar to what is available on the UK registration websites). Consumer
can then choose which service they use based on real information. Services with
high usage rates, or waiting lists should then be prioritized for government funding.
This will create market signals based on quality rather than lowest cost and give
consumers a constructive voice in what services receive government funding.

Example: The impact of ‘individualised funding’ on the childcare industry.
56.

One need only look at what the individualised funding system has done to childcare
in Australia to see the devastating effects that such a system has had on the
childcare workforce and on consumers.

57.

The government introduced the individualised funding model, the ‘Childcare
Benefit’, to the child care market in July 2000. This replaced a model of direct
operational grants that were administered to private, public and not-for-profit
childcare providers. This scheme led to the proliferation of for-profit childcare
providers as operators attracted by profit rather than the public interest entered the
market.

58.

The model reduced government oversight and regulation of the industry as the
government abandoned its regulatory responsibilities and put their faith in the
individual consumer who through making a ‘choice’ would create market signals
that would both regulate and distribute funds effectively for the sector.

59.

Unsurprisingly consumers failed to live up to the standard of the perfect decision
maker who can evaluate quality levels, educational value, staffing levels and
expertise against cost, location and other relevant factors. Understandably they
19

made decisions on brand, location, cost or they made no decision at all and just
secured a place wherever one became available because the market had failed so
badly to ensure the adequate supply of places. The market signals sent to service
providers were that quality could be sacrificed as long as cost was low and places
available.
60.

The most recent census of child care service found that 40% of child care workers
had no formal qualifications.6 The 2008 UNICEF report card on child care systems
in OECD countries ranked our system third last (after Mexico). We achieved only
two of the eight benchmarks, failing to achieve quality indicators such as
appropriate staff – child ratios, appropriate funding levels as a proportion of GDP or
child poverty levels. 7

61.

Another key indicator of quality is the wages paid to carers. ABC Learning which
sprung up after the introduction of the individualized funding system pays low rates
to its carers. The award prescribes the entry level rate for unqualified or untrained
child care workers is $497.60 per week. For context the 2009 national minimum
wage is 543.78 per week. ABC Learning is just one example there are many more.

62.

The individualised funding model in child care has had a devastating effect on the
child care industry and resulted in the proliferation of low quality care services
where staff are underpaid and often unqualified. Consumers have not been able to
exercise choice because quality services were driven out of the market by the
market pressure for low cost services. It is not a funding model that should be
imported to any other service sector where quality is a desired outcome.

The short term nature of government service agreements and contracts
Draft Recommendation 12.5
The length of service agreements and contracts should reflect the length of the period required
to achieve agreed outcomes rather than having arbitrary or standard contracts periods.
Extended life service agreements or contracts should set out clearly established:
- Processes for periodically reviewing progress toward achieving a programs objectives.
6

Department of Family and Community Services ‘2006 Census of Child Care services’ Commonwealth of
Australia
7

UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre ‘The child care transition, A league table of early childhood education
and care in economically advanced countries’, (2009) The United Nations Childrens Fund
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- Conditions under which a service might be opened up to new service providers or a provider’s
involvement is scaled back or terminated.

63.

The ASU strongly supports longer contract periods. As the report acknowledges the
current situation of short term contracts creates instability and insecurity in funding
and creates a myriad of workforce issues. Organisations have little incentive to
invest in training and skill development or create career paths and opportunities for
their staff as they may not have a contract within three years. Short term contracts
ensure organisations have a short term vision to the detriment of the workers who
are committed to the sector for the long term.

64.

The ASU supports periods of accreditation (and associated contract periods)
of 5 years.

Considering the wider benefits service providers offer
Draft Recommendation 12.3:
Australian governments should ensure that whatever model of engagement is used to underpin
the delivery of services it is consistent with the overarching principle of obtaining best value for
money for the community. In determining value for money governments should explicitly
recognize any spillover (or wider) benefits that providers may be able to generate. An evidence
based approach should be used to assess the nature, extent and relevance of these types of
benefits on a case- by-case basis.

65.

The ASU supports the consideration of the wider benefits a service offers. This is a
better approach than the current measure of lowest cost regardless of quality.

66.

As part of this process the cost of removing funding should also be considered.
When funding is allocated to new services in many cases another organisation
loses its funding. This means service users need to establish relationships with new
organisations and staff. It also means workers lose their jobs.

67.

Many of these staff are employed by the new provider, however this sometimes
takes place at a lower salary rate (if the competitor won at a lower price) and in all
cases means staff lose their continuity of service and entitlements. This was the
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experience of many ASU members who work in the Job Services Australia system
where tenders were allocated to new organisations.8
68.

The government must consider the cost as well as the benefits of changing a tender
provider, many unnecessary redundancies are paid all for the sake of what in some
cases amounts to a mere change in management as skilled workers are reemployed by the new provider.

Funding levels
69.

Changing the way the sector is funded does not address the central cause of the
problems facing the sector, the level of funding. This is the critical cause of the
workforce problems that are crippling the sector, not enough money is provided to
organisations to run the service they are expected to provide. The
recommendations that would require the government to be explicit about whether it
is partially or fully funding the service are positive but no matter whether it is labeled
full or partial funding, experience tells us, it has never been enough to fairly
remunerate the workforce or provide adequate service levels demanded by
communities. This issue is outside the terms of reference of the draft report, but
needs to be kept in the forefront of our minds throughout the debate on the future of
the not-for-profit sector. Better strategies on to whom and how funds are distributed
are important, but only address part of the picture. If the sector is going to both
meet unmet need and keep the current workers who feel undervalued and
underpaid, as well as recruit and train new workers to cope with the anticipated
increase in demand serious funding increases are unavoidable.

8

ASU submission, 18th June 2009 (original submission to this review).
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