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INTRODUCTION

Job Watch

Job Watch Inc is a community legal centre specialising in employment law. Job Watch was established in 1980 and is the only service of its type operating in Victoria.  The organisation is funded primarily by the Victorian State Government (the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development– Industrial Relations Victoria) and also receives funding from the Office of the Employment Advocate.  

Job Watch’s core activities are: 

· the provision of advice, information and referral to Victorian workers via a free and confidential telephone advisory service
. 

· A community education program that includes publications, information via the internet, and talks aimed at workers, students and other organisations.

· A legal casework service for disadvantaged workers and workers experiencing abuses of human rights.

· Research and policy advice on employment and industrial law issues.

· Advocacy on behalf of those workers in greatest need and disadvantage.

Job Watch's client base/constituency

Job Watch has a state-wide focus and services a broad range of Victorian workers, who number in excess of 20,000 annually. We maintain a database record of our callers, which assists us to identify key characteristics of our clients and trends in workplace relations.  

Our records indicate that our callers have the following characteristics:

· the majority are not covered by federal awards or agreements and are only entitled to the minimal employment conditions contained within Schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act 1996;

· the majority are not union members;

· a large proportion are employed in businesses with less than 20 employees;

· a significant number are engaged in precarious employment arrangements such as casual and part-time employment or independent contracting;

· many are in disadvantaged bargaining positions because of their youth, sex, racial or ethnic origin, socio-economic status; or because of the potential for exploitation due to the nature of the employment arrangement, ie apprenticeships and traineeships; 

· many are job seekers attempting to return to the labour market after long or intermittent periods of unemployment; and

· over one third of their enquiries relate to unfair dismissal issues

As the above indicates, we have a particular interest and expertise in the conditions of Schedule 1A workers and due to our client profile, are uniquely placed to comment on the effects that any legislative change may have on their overall conditions relative to that those enjoyed by federal award and agreement employees.  
Consequently, this Submission will focus primarily on Schedule 1 of the Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Protection for Victoria Workers) Bill 2002, however we will make some recommendation in respect of Schedule 2.
The conditions of Schedule 1A workers

The terms and conditions of Victorian employees are regulated by the Workplace Relations Act 1996.  However, this supposedly “unitary” system does not treat all workers equally; rather, it creates two distinct streams of minimum conditions and entitlements.  This means that in the mainstream Victorian workforce, there are effectively two tiers of employees – the majority who are covered by federal awards and agreement and the disadvantaged 356,000 who only receive the minimal entitlements provided by Schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act 1996.

Schedule 1A workers are entitled to five minimum conditions of employment - 4 weeks’ annual leave, 5 days’ sick leave, parental leave, notice of termination and payment for the first 38 hours of work at minimum rates.

These five conditions are lifted directly from Schedule 1 of the Employee Relations Act 1992, the radical legislation introduced by the Kennett Government to abolish State awards and deregulate the Victorian industrial relations system.  

In comparison, federal award employees are entitled to significantly better conditions than Schedule 1A employees, as the Workplace Relations Act provides for the inclusion of 20 allowable matters in federal awards.  Workers whose employment is covered by either individual or collective federal agreements are also entitled to conditions far superior to those of Schedule 1A workers.  

In 2000, the Victorian government appointed an independent taskforce to investigate and report on the operation of the Victorian industrial relations system.  Among the matters considered by the Taskforce were the adequacy of industrial laws applying in Victoria and the disadvantage suffered by employees covered by Schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act.  
In the course of its enquiry, the Taskforce found that Schedule 1A employees face significant disadvantage relative to their federal award counterparts.  The Taskforce concluded that improved protection for Schedule 1A workers will be most appropriately achieved through legislative change.  A recent Full Bench of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission decision also recognised the relative disadvantage suffered by Schedule 1A employees and noted that legislative change is required
.  

Attempts at legislative reform

In response to the IR Taskforce Report, the Victorian Government attempted legislative reform through the Fair Employment Bill 2000.  This legislation, introduced into State parliament in October 2000, provided for the re-establishment of a Victorian industrial relations system.  It gave Schedule 1A workers an entitlement to substantially similar conditions to those enjoyed by federal award employees and provided them will access to a Fair Employment Tribunal to assist with the resolution of workplace grievances.  Despite the support of unions, community groups and some employer groups the Bill was defeated by the Liberal and National parties in the Upper House.  

At the time of the State Bill’s defeat, the federal Workplace Relations Minister, Tony Abbott announced plans to improve the position of Schedule 1A workers.  Some months later in August 2001, Minister Abbott introduced the Workplace Relations Amendment (Minimum Entitlement for Victorian Workers) Bill 2001.  While this Bill proposed to give Schedule 1A workers access to increased personal leave, some of which could be taken as carers’ leave; bereavement leave; and the right to be paid (at ordinary rates) for hours worked in excess of 38, it did not give Schedule 1A workers access to the same rights as other employees under the federal system.  

This Bill lapsed at the time of the November 2001 federal election and was re-introduced in March 2002, as the current Bill under consideration - Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Protection for Victorian Workers) Bill 2002.  

The Victorian government concurrently continued with its plans to improve Schedule 1A conditions.  In April 2001 Victorian Premier Bracks announced that his government would refer further powers to the Commonwealth to allow for the making of common rule awards to provide all Victorian workers access to the same basic safety net under a unitary system.  On 22 August 2001, the State Government introduced the Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) (Amendment) Bill.  The Second Reading Speech occurred on 23 August 2001 but this Bill did not progress.   

This Bill was revised and re-introduced by the Victorian IR Minister John Lenders’ as the Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill on 12 September 2002.  In addition to providing for the referral of the common rule power to the Commonwealth, it provided an alternative approach, which involved giving the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal the power to allocate federal awards to apply to Schedule 1A workers as common rule awards.  

This legislation was defeated by the Liberal and National Parties in the Upper House on 22 October 2002.  

Job Watch’s position

Job Watch supports a unitary system of industrial relations. However, we believe that the unitary system should provide the same basic safety-net for all employees to whom it applies, regardless of the industrial coverage of an employee’s workplace, the State they live in or the size of their employer’s business.

We further believe that no convincing justification has been put forward to support the continuation of a system which arbitrarily distinguishes between the majority who are covered by federal awards and agreements and the disadvantaged 356,000 who only receive the minimal entitlements provided by Schedule 1A.

On this basis we supported the Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill. 

Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Protection for Victoria Workers) Bill 2002
Job Watch supports any legislative move to augment the conditions of Schedule 1A workers.  We accordingly, support the Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Protection for Victoria Workers) Bill 2002.  
However, we do not believe that the proposed changes adequately address the relative disadvantage faced by this group of workers.

We refute the assertion that  “this Bill will amend the Workplace Relations Act 1996 (WR Act) to improve the workplace relations arrangements in Victorian workplaces covered by Schedule 1A of the WR Act.
” 

Rather, we recognise that the Bill will provide some additional entitlements to Schedule 1A workers, but submit that it does not improve the workplace relations arrangements as it maintains the artificial and unjust two-tiered system of employment conditions.  This certainly is not an improvement.

The inadequacy of the current Bill is clearly apparent when the conditions it provides to Schedule 1A employees are compared to those of their federal counterparts

Redundancy 

The Bill does not provide Victorian workers with any entitlement to redundancy pay, despite redundancy pay being an allowable matter for the purposes of federal awards.

This contrasts with the entitlement provided in most federal awards, of up to eight weeks’ redundancy pay in accordance with the standard set out in the 1984 Termination, Change and Redundancy case.  

Job Watch believes that all workers should have an entitlement to severance 

pay upon redundancy.  Severance pay is not a windfall, rather, it provides a limited amount of compensation for the adverse and often serious consequences redundancy can have.  These include job loss and consequent financial loss; loss of accrued benefits such as sick leave and long service leave; long periods of unemployment (especially when for long-term employees with workplace specific skills and expertise); and consequent psychological problems such as depression and anxiety.

The exclusion of Schedule 1A workers from access to redundancy entitlements further entrenches the disadvantage suffered by this group of vulnerable workers.  Furthermore, it is out of step with the community standards referred to by Minister Abbot
.

It should also be noted that the ACTU has recently lodged a claim with the AIRC for a new standard of redundancy payments, on the basis that the current eight-week maximum is inadequate.  

Case studies

Terry worked in a clerical role at a manufacturing company.  He was employed at the company’s Dandenong outlet for over 6 years.  The company were looking to redeploy him to their Altona factory due to restructuring.  However given that Terry lived in Berwick on the other side of town redeployment was not a viable option for him due to the extensive travel involved.  Terry faced redundancy but despite his years of service he had no entitlement to any severance pay.

Marijana – who was a 53 year old worker - had worked as a cleaner in an aged care facility for 18 years on a permanent full-time basis.  Marijana was informed by her employer that they would be contracting out the cleaning services.  Although she was initially told that she would have a position with the contractors, this was later withdrawn.  Marijana was told by her employer that she had no entitlement to severance pay.  

Nick and his wife Sue had worked as leading hands for a manufacturing company for about 2 years.  They received a letter in the mail notifying them that the plant they worked at in Dandenong was closing down.  The company offered them work at another plant on the other side of town.  Nick and his wife could not take up the offer due to the distance of the plant from their home and child care constraints.  The couple – who would both lose their jobs - were not entitled to any severance pay.

Loadings on rates of pay  

Workers covered by federal awards and agreements are usually entitled to a loading, which is paid in addition to their hourly rate of pay as compensation for working non-standards or overtime hours.  They also receive additional payment during periods of annual leave, in the form of a 17.5 per cent loading.

In contrast, Schedule 1A employees have no such entitlement to loaded rates of pay.  

Although there is scope for employees to negotiate above the minimum conditions provided by Schedule 1A, and undoubtedly this was part of the reasoning behind the Kennett government’s deregulation of the system, the Independent IR Taskforce found that this negotiation is not actually occurring and employees are generally only receiving minimum entitlements.

Specifically, the Taskforce enquiry revealed that 

· Just 16% of low-paying workplaces pay weekend penalty rates and annual leave loading. 

· A mere 6% of workplaces covered by Schedule 1A system pay shift allowances, 

· 24% pay penalty rates for weekend work, 

· 35% pay holiday loading and

· 41% pay overtime rates. 

The fact that Schedule 1A workers generally don’t receive loading means that they are disadvantaged relative to their federal award counterparts.  

This disadvantage is compounded when the wages of Schedule 1A employees are factored in.  Other findings of the IR Taskforce include:

· Schedule 1A employees receive lower pay rates than their federal counterparts.  

· Low wages are more prevalent among Schedule 1A employees (18% of workplaces have employees on minimum rates less than $10.50 an hour) than federal award employees (10%).
· 42% of Schedule 1A employees are on minimum rates, compared to 26% of federal award workers in Victoria.  

· Those workplaces paying the lowest rates also tend to be the least likely to pay such benefits.

While the federal award employees are entitled to superior wages and loadings and Schedule 1A employees are not, the relative disadvantage they suffer will be maintained. 
 Parental leave for casuals 

Long-term casuals employed under Schedule 1A are not entitled to parental leave.

Consequently, this group of employees face a significant disadvantage if they chose to have children.  They are denied the right to return to their job upon return from parental leave, they suffer economic insecurity and income loss and potentially adverse effects on their ability to reconcile work and family responsibilities.  In some circumstances, women are left with no choice but to abbreviate their maternity leave in order to allow for the additional time if will take them to find suitable work.

In comparison, many federal award employees enjoy this entitlement as a result of the ACTU’s test case in 2001
.    The ACTU’s application was resolved by consent when the ACTU and employer groups reached agreement about a clause that may inserted into federal awards upon application to the AIRC.  The clause gives casuals with over 12 months’ continuous service with their employer the same entitlement to parental leave as permanent employees.

There is no reason that casual workers covered by Schedule 1A should not have access to this entitlement.  The parental leave entitlement is an unpaid entitlement and is consequently of no financial or other cost to employers and the wider economy.  However, the benefits experienced by workers, especially women are considerable.

The IR Taskforce suggested that the extension of maternity leave to casual workers would be have the following effect:

“If such a provision were to be applied to Victorian workers, it would certainly have a positive impact on the working lives of thirty-two percent of women who work as casuals in this state, many of whom are in long-term continuous employment.  It would represent an important and progressive response to the changing nature of the workforce and labour market, in particular by addressing the growth in numbers of working women who are employed on a casual basis”.
  

Case Study

Deanne worked as a dental nurse in a private practice in regional Victoria for 7 years.  She was employed initially for 12 months as a casual employee with a possible view to permanency after 12 months.  However, when the 12 months expired her employer continued to retain her on a casual basis.  

Deanne worked a minimum of 32 hours a week and on occasion up to 44 hours a week.  In her seventh year in the job and at the age of 30 she informed the employer she was pregnant.  Deanne told the employer that she would like to return to work at the dental practice for 2½ days a week once the baby was around 4 to 6 months of age.  The employer agreed to that suggestion.  One month after her announcement the employer hired a junior nurse on a full-time basis who Deanne helped train.  Further into her pregnancy the employer told Deanne that they could not employ her on a 2½-day basis but could only offer her one day’s work.  However, on her last day at work the employer informed her that there would be no position available for her unless someone else resigned.  

Superannuation 

Under the Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Act 1992 most employees are entitled to have superannuation contributions made on their behalf, regardless of whether their employment is covered by Schedule 1A or by a federal award or agreement
.  

Under section 89A of the Workplace Relations Act, superannuation is an allowable award matter.  This means that federal employees who do not receive their appropriate superannuation entitlements in accordance with their award and can take action against their employer.  The action may be taken in the Federal, Magistrates’ or County Courts.

Schedule 1A employees have no such right.    While superannuation payments are made on behalf of employees, these funds are not owed to employees.  This means that once an employer has failed to make contributions, they are moneys owed to the Australian Taxation Office, which has exclusive power to enforce payment.  A Schedule 1A employee has no standing to enforce their superannuation entitlements.

Underpayment and non-payment of superannuation is a significant concern to Job Watch due to the large number of calls we receive on this issue.  In the absence of tighter regulation of employer superannuation contributions, Job Watch submits that Schedule 1A employees should be empowered to take action against their employers to recover their lawful entitlements.

Hours of work 

Under section 89A, federal awards may provide clauses dealing with ordinary time hours of work and the times within which they are performed, rest breaks, notice periods and variations to working hours.

In contrast, Schedule 1A is silent on this matter.  In effect, this means that there is no maximum or minimum number of hours of engagement and no regulation of the way in which hours may be varied.

In some circumstances, this results in employees being sent home from work early or having rostered hours changed at short notice.  This may have significant financial consequences for individual employees.  

Case Study

Murray worked on a full-time casual basis for a call centre.  For over 2 years he was rostered on full-time hours but then most of his shifts were cancelled, usually on the morning he was due in.  The lack of hours meant a huge cut in pay necessitating him to go to Centrelink to claim a NewStart Allowance.   Murray talked to his Manager who said there was no agreement that he would receive full-time hours.

On the other extreme, many workers are required to work excessive hours.  Job Watch welcomes the long-overdue recognition contained with the Bill of Schedule 1A employees’ right to be paid for each hour in excess of 38 worked per week, however we submit the engagement of workers for more than 38 hours should be regulated.  It is widely accepted that excessive hours of work have a detrimental impact on workers in terms of their health and safety and workers’ family and social lives are also adversely affected.

As the AIRC recognised in the Reasonable Hours Test case earlier this year, excessive hours of work are a significant issue for the Australian workforce, with fewer employees working standard hours of work
.   

The AIRC decision in that case imposes a new test case standard, which gives employees an explicit right to refuse to work overtime where it would result in unreasonable hours. It sets out a number of criteria for assessing the reasonableness of an employee's refusal which include risks to employee health and safety; personal circumstances, including the employee's family responsibilities; and notice given by the employer of the overtime or the employee of refusal.

This decision served to strengthen the existing rights of federal award employees to refuse excessive overtime.  

In contrast, Schedule 1A workers have no express right to challenge employer demands that they work excessive overtime.   It is therefore arguable, that given their vulnerable position in the labour market that many Schedule 1A employees are effectively forced to work excessive hours.

Job Watch submits that the working hours of Schedule 1A employees be subject to greater regulation, at least to the federal award standard.

Case Studies

Kathy worked as a full-time Assistant Manager in a Fast Food outlet.  Kathy worked 50 hours a week but was only paid for 40 hours.   She got burnt out working those hours and went part time.  Kathy was rostered to do a 9-hour shift with no meal break. She ended up only being paid for 8 hours of work.  

Jan had been working as a casual full-time store assistant for over 12 months.  She and the other employees who were covered by Schedule 1A were told by their employer that he was going to stop paying them time and half for the hours above 38 they worked.  He expected them to work 12 days’ straight and 12 hour long days.

Larry worked as a Manager at a tourist park.  On average he worked between 45 and 50 hours a week.  However Larry did not receive any overtime penalties for the extra hours he worked.  He was promised time off in lieu but did not always receive it.

Classification 

The wages and classifications of Schedule 1A employees are provided under 19 Industry Sector Minimum Wage Orders.  

The Minimum Wage Order occupational classifications and relative wage rates were introduced by the Victorian Employee Relations Commission in 1995.  At this time the total number of occupational classifications was reduced from 12,500 to less than 500.   

Social worker classifications provide a useful illustration of the unjust outcomes which arise from the application the Minimum Wage orders, as compared with the federal awards.  The federal Social and Community Services - Victoria Award 2000 provides for the employment of social workers and offers a starting wage of $15.86 per hour.  It contains 15 different classification levels which recognise increased levels of experience, qualification and responsibility and provides rates of up to $24.83 per hour.

In contrast, the Health & Community Services Industry Sector Minimum Wage Order provides for only 4 social work classifications and increments, which range from $15.07 on commencement to $21.07 per hour.  

Under the terms of the referral of the Victorian industrial relations power, the AIRC was not vested with the power to make any alteration to the classifications provided by the Minimum Wage Order.  As such, there is no way that these inflexible and outdated classifications can be altered. 

Incidental matters –

In addition to the 20 allowable matters the AIRC has the power to include provisions in awards that are incidental to the allowable matters and necessary for the effective operation of the award.

A particular example of this power operates in respect to the payment of wages.  

In the Award Simplification Decision
, the Full Bench held that the allowable matter of “rates of pay generally (such as hourly rates and annual salaries), rates of pay for junior trainees or apprentices, and rates of pay for employees under the supported wage system” provided under section 89A(2)(c) includes: 

· minimum wage rates (including for juniors, trainees and apprentices), increments, supplementary payments and safety net adjustments (as long as they are relevant);

· mixed function payments;

· process and procedures for the determination of age;

· juniors paid as adults;

· eligibility for supported wage including provisions for assessing an employee’s production capacity;

· provision of work trials as part of a supported wage arrangement including induction or training appropriate to the job being trailed;

· provision for payment of wages;

· manner of payment of wages eg, wages to be paid in cash, by cheque of by electronic funds transfer;

· payments for when work not performed;

· deductions from wages.

In contrast, Schedule 1A only provides for the payment of a minimum wage in accordance with section 501 of the Act.  It makes no provision for regulation of the payment of wages.  Consequently, employers are not required to pay wages at any particular time or in any agreed manner.  

We welcome the provisions of the Bill that provide for inspectors with greater power to enforce the entitlements or Schedule 1A employees.  However, such increased powers are not especially useful when the Bill does not actually provide appropriate entitlements that may be enforced.  

The many Schedule 1A callers to Job Watch who report problems with the payment of their wages are not afforded adequate provisions under the amendments proposed by the Bill.

Case Studies

Adam worked as a programmer for a computer company on a permanent full-time basis.  He was paid on a fortnightly basis but for a 6-week period he had not received his pay.

Janet worked as a dental technician.  Her wages were never paid on the time; the employer always paid them late.

Dispute settling procedures 
Section 89A allows for the inclusion of dispute settling procedures in federal awards.  These clauses typically provide a mechanism for the handling of disputes within a workplace in the first instance.  Should the parties find themselves unable to resolve the matter, section 99 of the Workplace Relations Act provides employees, through their union, with the right to take the matter to the AIRC for resolution.  

In contrast, there is no requirement for employers of Schedule 1A employees to handle any disputes or grievances internally.  When disputes or grievances arise, employees do not have access to the AIRC, except in the event of termination of employment.  

Given the large number of areas where dispute may arise due to the lack of specificity in Schedule 1A, such a mechanism is essential.  This may be relevant in the circumstances referred to previously, such as where an employee’s terms and conditions of employment have been varied unilaterally or where an employee has not been paid appropriately.  

The only avenue open to Schedule 1A in respect to these issues is taking action in the common law courts to rectify breaches of their contract of employment.  As a practical matter this avenue is not a realistic option. The lack of regulation surrounding Schedule 1A employment means that there is no requirement for an employer to provide employees with a written contract of employment or even to verbally set out an employee’s terms and conditions of employment.  Even if an employee does have a written contract or can otherwise establish their entitlement to a particular conditions, the courts are not accessible to most Schedule 1A employees – legal action is expensive, potentially quite complicated and it is likely to have an extremely adverse effect on an existing employment relationship.

Job Watch submits that Schedule 1A employees must have access to internal dispute resolution procedures and access to the AIRC in order to help preserve and improve their employment relationships and to assist with the enforcement of their entitlements. 

SCHEDULE 2 of the Bill

We support the submission of the Textile Clothing and Footwear Union of Australia in respect to this Bill and accordingly recommend that Schedule 2 of the Bill be rejected

The protections afforded to outworkers under the Bill do little to alter or increase their bargaining power of this extremely disadvantaged group of workers. 

We submit that the Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill 2002 (Vic) currently before the Victorian Parliament is superior to current federal Bill.  The proposed Victorian law provides greater protection to outworkers and confers on them all the rights available to employees, while providing protection from victimisation, accessible compliance mechanisms and the assistance of information services officers.

CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS– 

1.
That the Bill be split into two parts - Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 and that each be considered separately.

2.
That the Commonwealth Parliament accept the referral of the power to declare common rule awards from the Victorian government as provided by the Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill.  The Commonwealth Parliament would then need to introduce legislation to provide for the operation of common rule awards.  

This course of action would be relatively simple and would ensure that Victoria operated under a genuine unitary system. 

3.
Alternatively, we suggest that the current Bill be amended to provide  Schedule 1A workers with conditions in respect of each of the allowable award matters provided by section 89A.   This would mean that all workers would have access to a comparable minimum safety net.  However, it would not allow for variations to accommodate the specific conditions of specific occupations and industries and would not provide a genuine unitary system as Schedule 1A employees would still be treated differently. 
4.
That Schedule 2 of the Bill be rejected in its entirety.

In conclusion, we draw the Committee’s attention to the following statement made by the President of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission Geoffrey Guidice

 “Our regulatory framework should be designed in a way which accords consistency of treatment…. There are still differences in the nature and level of entitlements.  Where those differences have no rational basis but are accidents of industrial or political history they advantage some citizens and disadvantage others.  This too is a lack of equality and it undermines our society in a significant way.”

APPENDIX A

· Job Watch’s telephone advice service received over 20,000 enquiries in the 2001-2002 year.

· Over 20 percent of enquiries to Job Watch relate to redundancy, change in hours, contract change, underpayment of wages and non-payment of entitlements where Schedule 1A workers will receive no benefit under the proposed Bill.

· Schedule 1A workers are primarily employed by small businesses of less than 20 employees and small business employees constituted 45.3 percent of callers to Job Watch last financial year.

· Of callers to Job Watch who resided in rural areas 51.1 percent were small business employees and likely to be covered by Schedule 1A.

· Of callers to Job Watch who resided in metropolitan areas 44.2 percent were small business employees and likely to be covered by Schedule 1A.

· The main gender of small business and Schedule 1A employees who contacted Job Watch was female (54.7 percent) compared to male (45.3 percent).

· The age groups that small business and Schedule 1A employees came from were 25 to 34 year old age group (35.6 percent); 35 to 44 year old age group (22.2 percent); 19 to 24 year old age group (21.2 percent); 45 plus age group (15.0 percent) and 18 years and under age group (6.0 percent).

· Main industries that small business and Schedule 1A employees are likely to come from, are Retail Trade (20.7 percent); Property and Business Services (13.1 percent); Manufacturing (11.5 percent); Accommodation, Cafes and Restaurants (11.3 percent) and Health and Community Services (8.7 percent).

�The Job Watch advice service has incoming 11 phone lines, including a designated 1800 telephone number which prioritises calls from rural and remote areas of Victoria.


� Applications for minimum wage orders for certain Victorian employees [AIRC PR921046 – 7 August 2002].


� Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Protection for Victoria Workers) Bill 2002 Explanatory Memorandum, page 1.


� Media Release – Minister for Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business Even Better Arrangements to Protect Employee Entitlements.  20 September 2001


� Full Bench of the AIRC PrintP904631 – 31 May 2001


� Victorian Industrial Relations Taskforce Report page 99


� Some employees are not entitled to superannuation.  This group includes those who are paid less than $450 (before tax) within any calendar month; under 18 years old and work 30 hours or less per week; 70 years old or more; paid to do work of a domestic or private nature for 30 hours or less per week. 


� Full Bench – Print P072002 – 23 July 2002


� Full Bench Print P7500 – 23 December 1997


� Job Watch took 18,288 telephone enquiries, 200 non-phone enquiries such as drop-ins and emails, for a total figure of 18,488 for 2001/2002.


� These and the figures below are based on data in relation to 14,474 callers that had been collected and entered onto the Job Watch database.  The 14,474 figure does not include all advice calls made to Job Watch during the period such as follow-up calls, quick referrals and non-phone enquiries.
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