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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

TRAINING AND YOUTH AFFAIRS

16-18 Mort Street,

GPO Box 9880

Canberra ACT 2601

Tel: (02) 6240 8111

Your ref
:


Our ref
:


Ms Helen Donaldson

Secretary

Senate Finance and Public Administration References Committee

Parliament House

Canberra  ACT  2600

Dear Ms Donaldson

Inquiry into APS Employment Matters

I understand that during the course of its enquiry into APS Employment Matters, the Senate Finance and Public Administration References Committee heard evidence relating to this Department through a submission from the Community and Public Sector Union (CPSU).  

Thankyou for the opportunity to provide evidence to the Committee on the matters addressed to DETYA in the CPSU’s submission.  DETYA’s response to these matters is enclosed.

[signed]

WP Burmester

Corporate Division

24 October 2000

This submission by the Department of  Education, Training and Youth Affairs (DETYA) seeks to correct the record of evidence given by the Community and Public Sector Union (CPSU) in two respects. 

Firstly the Department’s approach to agreement making is that the form that an agreement may take (be it a collective staff agreement, a union agreement, or an individual Australian Workplace Agreement) is one of a range of matters to be settled through the agreement making process.  In doing so, the Department has pursued an approach where the views of all of its eligible employees, including union members, are taken into account.

In its first round of agreement making, the Department made two certified agreements with its employees:  a ‘DEETYA Agreement’ to cover around 2,600 staff in National Office and ongoing functions in the States, and a ‘Network Agreement’ to cover around 5,300 staff in the former Commonwealth Employment Service (CES), Employment Assistance Australia (EAA) and Transition Services Units.

Both of these agreements were developed in consultation with all eligible employees, including through an eight member Staff Negotiating Team for each agreement.  In settling these arrangements, comments from employees were invited and a range of views were put forward, including through focus group discussions, individual written and verbal responses, and petitions.  In considering these views it was decided that all permanent staff and the CPSU EETYA Section Secretary were able to nominate as staff representatives to represent all people.

Both agreements were subsequently settled with the Negotiating Teams as staff agreements and supported overwhelmingly by eligible employees that voted, with 96.7% voting in favour of the ‘Network Agreement’, and 87.7% voting in favour of the ‘DEETYA Agreement’.  The Department did not seek to ‘impose a politically-driven preference on its employees’.  The CPSU was invited to participate in the making of these agreements, along with non-union members of the Department, and subsequently decided to become a party bound to the staff agreements upon certification.

In relation to the development of its second round agreement the Department did not preclude the option to make an agreement directly with the CPSU and advised people in DETYA of the basis on which it would in fact do so.  The staff-elected Employee Representative Group, comprising 5 elected employee representatives and the CPSU Section Secretary for ETYA, represented the interests of all eligible people in DETYA.  When negotiations stalled, a proposed staff agreement was put, but not supported in a staff vote.  Following further discussion and negotiation with the Employee Representative Group the agreement was subsequently settled as a Union agreement with amended travel provisions.

The second issue raised by the CPSU went to the Department’s use of AWAs.  
For the Department to be able to attract and retain the people it needs, it is required to respond flexibly to labour market realities.  On occasions this will involve offering AWAs, an option which the law provides for just this purpose.

It is demonstrably not true that DETYA has sought to move ‘towards individual contracts being the only form of employment arrangement made available to its employees’, as the CPSU has claimed in evidence.  As noted above, DETYA has just settled its second round certified agreement and AWAs have only been offered where consistent with business needs.  DETYA employees who are made an offer of an AWA are free to choose whether to accept the offer or not.

The CPSU has made specific assertions about the availability of AWAs to graduates.  In offering AWAs for DETYA Graduates, which occurred in consultation with the Graduates in DETYA, the intention was to provide Graduate-specific provisions, including in respect of  “accelerated advancement”, which could not be facilitated directly within the existing certified agreement framework.  The terms of the existing, and any future, certified agreement would apply except where inconsistent with the terms of the AWA.  Of course, Graduates were specifically advised that, should they decide not to enter into an AWA, their salary and employment conditions including access to advancement provisions would be those applying generally under the Department’s certified agreement.  It was for each individual to decide whether or not to accept the additional options available under the proposed AWA.


