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IN THE FAIR WORK COMMISSION 

 

Matter No: AM2016/8 

 

Section 156 - Four yearly review of modern awards – Payment of wages 

 

SUBMISSION 

 

UNITED VOICE 

 

INTRODUCTION  

1. United Voice is concerned with a large number of modern awards where the payment of 

wages must be done on a weekly or fortnightly basis and monthly payment is not permitted.  

2. These modern awards are noted below: 

 Aboriginal Community Controlled Health Services 2010; 

 Aged Care Award 2010; 

 Ambulance and Patient Transport Industry Award 2010 

 Car Parking Award 2010; 

 Cleaning Service Award 2010;  

 Corrections and Detentions (Private Sector) Award 2010; 

 High Education Industry(General Staff) Award 2010 

 Hospitality Industry (General) Award 2010; 

 Dry Cleaning an Laundry Award 2010; 

 Security Service Industry Award 2010; 

 Social, Community, Home Care and Disability Services Industry 

Award 2010; and 

 Registered and Licenced Clubs 2010. 

3. The awards noted above at paragraph 2 require either weekly or fortnightly payment of wages 

and generally cover low paid work. All  modern awards deal with those paid the minima in 

the sector that the award covers.  

4. The 3 main modern awards that United Voice is interested in that allow monthly payment are 

the Restaurant Industry Award 2010, the Children’s Services Award 2010 and the Supported 

Employment Services Award 2010. In each case, we would consider that monthly payment 

however modified is problematic with the low paid nature of the work under these awards and 
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in relation to the Restaurants Award the high rate of casual work in the sector covered by the 

award makes monthly payment problematic.  For example, a casual kitchen hand earning 

$23.50 an hour who works 2 days a week may be paid monthly under the Restaurants Award. 

The Children’s Services Award notionally does not permit casual employment on a regular 

basis as clause 10.5(b) says that a casual employee is ‘one engaged for temporary and relief 

purposes.’ Despite this, permanent casual employment appears to be a feature of the childcare 

sector.
1
 The Supported Employment Award covers employees with disabilities, who as a 

result of wage assessment tools are on very low incomes . Many employees covered by this 

award have disabilities and associated challenges that make budgeting over a month more 

difficult. 

5. The frequency of the payment of wages is an important aspect of the safety-net for low paid 

workers. Where household budgets are constrained toward the end of pay periods many low 

paid workers experience indigency. This is not a matter of poor financial management but a 

function of their low pay and the high costs of living. If a worker is indigent for 2 days at the 

end of their fortnightly pay period when the pay period becomes a month; the period of 

indigency is increased.  The possibility of longer periods of indigency with more damaging 

consequences for the worker and his or her family becomes more likely as a result of monthly 

payment intervals. 

6. The discussion within this common issue appears to have proceeded on the basis that monthly 

payment is a standard or possibility that should be adopted across the modern award system 

generally and is in some sense benign. Further, there appears to be a focus on the efficiencies 

less frequent pay days provides to employers without proper regard to the significance of 

payment frequencies for low and medium income workers. 

7. United Voice considers this approach misconceived. 

8. As noted in the Decision of 1 December 2016 at [22], there are about 70 modern awards 

where there are clear provisions concerning payment frequency that do not allow monthly 

payment.  

9. In the modern awards that do contemplate monthly payment, the facility of monthly payment 

is commonly qualified. In the Children’s Service Award, monthly payment is only allowed by 

‘agreement between the employer and employer’ (clause 19.1). In the Clerks-Private Sector 

Award 2010, monthly payments are only permitted on the basis of ‘two weeks in advance and 

two weeks in arrears ‘(clause 23.1).  

10. The model term proposed in the Decision does circumscribe monthly payment: a change from 

weekly or fortnightly payment can only be done by agreement and monthly pay must be two 

weeks paid in advance and two weeks in arrears. The clause still does not provide any 

                                                           
1
  4 yearly review of modern awards –Casual Employment and Part-time employment [2017] FWCFB 

3541 at [229]. 
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impediment to employees being engaged initially on a monthly basis where an employee’s 

bargaining position is weakest. 

11. The current balance of regulation within the modern award system is broadly against monthly 

payment and if any change is contemplated, this common issue should be considering further 

restrictions on monthly payment rather than the normalisation of it. 

12. If monthly payment is something that an employer believes is of particular utility, it can be 

obtained in the context of a bargained industrial relations outcome. 

Section 323  

13. Section 323 of the Fair Work Act 2009 (‘the Act’).appears in Part 2-9 of the Act which is 

titled ‘Other terms and conditions of employment’ and within a division called ‘Payment of 

Wages’. The provision is not part of the National Employment Standards (‘NES’) but is a 

civil remedy provision. Section 323 is a fixed limit generally on employment conditions. The 

relevant part of the section notes: 

Method and frequency of payment  

(1) An employer must pay an employee amounts payable to the employee in relation to 

the performance of work:  

(a) in full (except as provided by section 324); and  

 (b) in money by one, or a combination, of the methods referred to in 

subsection (2); and  

(c) at least monthly. (emphasis added) 

Note 1: This subsection is a civil remedy provision (see Part 4-1).  

Note 2: Amounts referred to in this subsection include the following if they become 

payable during a relevant period:  

(a)   incentive-based payments and bonuses;  

(b)  loadings;  

(c)  monetary allowances;  

(d)  overtime or penalty rates;  

(e)  leave payments.  

14. The first explanatory memorandum to the Fair Work Bill 2008 notes: 

1280. A modern award, enterprise agreement or contract of employment 

may provide for more frequent payment. 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s768bc.html#employee_a
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s26.html#subsection
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s26.html#subsection
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s26.html#subsection
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s702.html#penalty
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1281. Subclause 323(1) does not provide an exception from the requirement 

for at least monthly payment to deal with the situation where payment of 

wages falls due on a public holiday.  In such a case, the employer would 

need to ensure that appropriate arrangements are put in place so that 

employees are paid before the public holiday. 

1282. This subclause is a civil remedy provision under Part 4-1 (Civil 

remedies). 

1283. The legislative note after this subclause makes clear that the payment 

rule covers a wide range of payments, where they fall due during the 

relevant payment period - including incentive-based payments and bonuses, 

loadings, monetary allowances, overtime or penalty rates and leave 

payments.  However, the amounts referred to in this subclause would not 

include superannuation contributions or non- monetary benefits.
2
 

15. It is clear from the text of section 323 and the explanatory memorandum that the Parliament 

intended a month to be the outer limit to the interval between payment to an employee in 

relation to the performance of work. A contract or agreement may provide more frequent 

payment but when the end of the month draws near the payment needs to be made ‘before the 

public holiday’ so as to ensure that the interval between payments is no greater than a month. 

16. Vice President Lawler, as he then was, in Casey Grammar School v Independent Education 

Union of Australia
3
 observed: 

Section 323 is, as it heading indicates, concerned with regulating the timing and 

frequency of the payment of “amount[s] payable” to an employee, together with 

the method by which those payments must be made. It does not create the 

underlying legal obligation to pay that renders an amount as “an amount payable 

to an employee” within the meaning of s.324(1). Rather, it operates on an existing 

legal obligation to pay and then imposes further obligations on the employer in 

relation to the timing, frequency and method of such payments. The words of 

s.323(1) are apt to cover all wage and wage-related amounts due from a national 

system employer to one of its employees, irrespective of whether those amounts 

become legally “payable” by virtue of the NES, an award, an individual or 

collective statutory agreement or a common law contract.
4
 

                                                           
2
  This text refers to the then proposed section 323 which was as it is currently enacted. There were 

amendments in the Bill to other provisions  in Part 2-9 i.e. current sections 324 and 326 but not the relevant part 

of section 323. 
3
  [2010] FWA 8218 (25 October 2010). 

4
  As above, at paragraph 9. 
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17. When section 323 was drafted it appears that the issue of when wages accrue was not at the 

forefront of Parliament’s concern. The word ‘payable’ appears in the text and is a surrogate 

for accrue.  Logically, when something is payable, it makes no difference to the impact of the 

periodicity of the payment as section 323 is ultimately about the intervals between payments.  

18. Section 323 has not received comprehensive judicial consideration but where courts or Full 

Benches of this Commission have had to apply section 323 it is read to mean, consistent with 

its characterisation in the above quoted single decision of a member of the Commission, that 

the interval between the performance of work and payment for that work should be no greater 

than one month. 

19. The High Court in Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union v Mammoet Australia 

Pty Ltd (‘Mammoet’).
5
 Mammoet principally concerned whether accommodation was an 

amount payable under section 323 in the context of payments for periods of protected 

industrial action. The Court observed in relation to section 323: 

It is tolerably clear from the terms of s 323(3), and is confirmed by the Explanatory 

Memorandum which accompanied the Bill for the Fair Work Act 2009, that s 

323(1) addresses the same mischief addressed by "Truck Acts" as they had by then 

come to exist in each State], that is, that an employee's entitlement to payment for 

work might be compromised by an employer requiring the employee to accept some 

form of payment in kind of less value than the payment of money forgone.
6
 (Notes 

deleted) 

20. The Court in Mammoet is more concerned with what is a payment for the purpose of 

protected industrial action but its analysis does not appear to suggest that section 323 provides 

for anything less than a requirement that after work is performed payment must be within at 

least a month.   

21. A Full Bench of the Fair Work Commission in United Voice v MSS Security Pty Ltd
7
 clearly 

proceeded on the basis that a month is the outer limit to the payment of wages generally. This 

decision concerned delays in the payment of over time worked by security guards by up to 3 

months after the work was performed. An undertaking that would still delay payment by 3 

months was considered unacceptable and the Full Bench noted in addition to the undertaking 

being unacceptable as it would contravene paragraph 190(3) (a) of the Act by causing 

‘financial detriment to any employee covered by the agreement’ and it would also contravene 

section 323 of the Act ‘which require that employees are remunerated at least monthly.’
8
 

                                                           
5
  [2013] HCA 36 (14 August 2013) 

6
  As above, [45] 

7
  [2017] FWCFB 651 (31 January 2017) 

8
  As above at [39] 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s323.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s323.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s323.html
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22. Section 323 is a machinery and civil remedy provision that sets the outer limit to the 

acceptable period between the payments of wages payable for work performed. It applies to 

an employee earning $200,000 per annum and one earning $30,000. It is not a safety net 

provision in the sense that the Commission must take into account section 323 when setting 

what is a ‘fair and relevant safety net of terms and conditions’.  

23. For safety net considerations, the relevant perspective is frequencies of payment less than a 

month. This is not akin to saying the employee’s perspective is the only relevant one but 

indicative of a month as the outer limited. An employer might derive significant benefit if it 

were possible to pay employees once a year but this cannot occur. Modification of payment 

periods can only ever be less than a month and generally therefore the necessity in terms of 

the modern awards directive will be derived from the safety net benefit of a lesser period 

between pay days for an employee. 

24. The model clause found at [34] of the Decision  and its variants that have been adopted with 

some enthusiasm by employers has the option of one month pay periods and then sets the pay 

date as ‘no later than 7 days after the end of each pay period’. An employee’s pay period may 

be a month. While it may be assumed that once a pay cycle is established the pay day will be 

regular and hence weekly, fortnightly or monthly, the clause does not require this. The clause 

does allow monthly pay dates to in effect be of intervals greater than 1 month. For this reason, 

this aspect of the clause and other clauses under consideration is problematic.  

25. Section 323 does set the interval between an employee’s pay dates as no more than a month. 

Any formulation that allows any additional period in terms of ‘no later than 7 days’ to a 

monthly pay period is not a proper term of any modern award. Such a provision might be 

tolerable in the context of weekly or fortnightly pay but not monthly pay periods. 

26. The model terms should reflect that the monthly pay option requires payment for work 

performed at least monthly and before the end of the month. This could be done with the 

addition of the words in clause (a) of the model terms after ‘no later than 7 days after each 

pay period except in relation to monthly payment.’ 

Weekends and public holidays 

27. The Decision and subsequent submission discuss whether section 36(2) of the Act 

interpretation Act 1901 (‘the AI Act’) has any relevance is problematic. The comments here 

are directed to monthly payment. 

28. Section 36(2) of the AI Act has no relevance and there is no need to use an interpretive aid. 

Section 323 is a clear proscription that the Parliament intended rigidity concerning the 

interval between the payments of wages for work performed at least in relation to monthly 

payments. As noted above the First Explanatory Memorandum goes out of its way to discuss 

the problem posed by public holidays and monthly payments when it notes: 



7 
 

1281. Subclause 323(1) does not provide an exception from the requirement for at 

least monthly payment to deal with the situation where payment of wages falls due 

on a public holiday.  In such a case, the employer would need to ensure that 

appropriate arrangements are put in place so that employees are paid before the 

public holiday. 

29. This is because a month is the fixed outer limit to acceptable payment frequency. If the 

payment for work performed is made after a month has elapsed section 323 will be 

contravened.  

30. Accordingly, any model award provision should reflect that if the final day or days of a 

monthly payment period is a public holiday or week end then arrangements need to be put in 

place ‘so that employees are paid before the public holiday.’ 

Monthly payment and the modern award objective 

31. We have concern that this common issue is moving towards recognising monthly pay as a 

standard form of pay frequency in modern awards. This common issue has already made 

decisions on the basis of no evidence or the clear articulation of any merit case for change. 

The desirability for standardisation alone and reducing the frequency of a task for employers 

which is intrinsic to employment (paying wages) to the outer limit (and perhaps beyond) 

appears to be the main stated justification for change. 

32. There is no requirement that modern awards contain a term concerning the payment of wages. 

Section 136 is titled ‘What can be included in modern awards’ and none of the terms that may 

be included (subdivision D) or must (subdivision C) or terms that supplement or are ancillary 

to the NES clearly provide a basis for a modern award to contain a payment of wages term. 

33. There are many modern awards that do contain payment of wages provisions and insofar as 

some or all of these terms are proper terms it is likely that they can be characterised as an 

incidental or machinery term in accordance with section 142 of the Act. A payment of wages 

terms is an incident of the fact that modern awards may and universally do provide for the 

payment of wages and other forms of remuneration in relation to the performance of work. 

34. Section 151 of the Act prohibits modern awards from containing terms about payments and 

deductions for the benefit of employers. The section reads: 

A modern award must not include a term that has no effect because of 

subsection 326(1) (which deals with unreasonable payments and deductions for the 

benefit of an employer) or subsection 326(3) (which deals with unreasonable 

requirements to spend an amount). 

35. If a term or proposed term of a modern award allows an employer to withhold monies payable 

to an employee beyond the date that the money must be paid, the withholding is likely an 

illegal deduction in terms of section 326.  

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s26.html#subsection
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/fwa2009114/s26.html#subsection
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36. The definition of deduction in section 326 is broad: 

326(1) (c) the deduction or payment is:  

(i) directly or indirectly for the benefit of the employer, or a party related to the 

employer; and  

(ii) (ii)  unreasonable in the circumstances;  … 

37. Where wages are not paid ‘at least monthly’, the employee is deprived of the benefit of his or 

her wages for a period and the employer has the benefit of the use of the money for the 

period. This is a form of deduction and prohibited. 

38. Lastly, section 138 of the Act provides that in achieving a modern award: 

A modern award may include terms that it is permitted to include, and must include 

terms that it is required to include, only to the extent necessary to achieve the 

modern awards objective and (to the extent applicable) the minimum wages 

objective. 

39. As section 323 sets a limit of a month, any term within a modern award that simply replicates 

this outer limit is arguable unnecessary. The model term insofar as it makes monthly payment 

a more difficult option may be considered adapted to the modern awards objective subject to 

our overriding concern that terms that facilitate the monthly payment of wages are 

problematic in a safety net instrument and need to be adapted to the circumstances of the 

sector covered by the modern award. 

40. The payment of wages is not a matter that must be included and as the matter is not an NES 

matter, it is not something that can be characterised as ancillary or supplementary to the NES. 

Terms that are consistent with or reduce the frequency of payment intervals are potentially 

permissible but a term that goes beyond a provision of the Act is not a proper term of a 

modern award. 

41. All indications are that it is far easier, cheaper and less onerous to pay an employee in 2017 

than it was in 2010 mainly due to more efficient and less costly electronic payrolls systems 

and the ubiquity of electronic transfers. Anecdotally, if there is a standard of pay date 

frequency it appears to be fortnightly. 

42. Being paid once a month instead of a fortnight or weekly has no benefit for an employee but 

only detriment. For a person on a low income with limited savings, a monthly pay day will 

have deleterious effects on that person’s life, family and increase the possibility and duration 

of indigency. These problems are readily identified with the modern awards objective as the 

employee’s relative living standards will be affected as a low paid worker. Problems of 

indigency are likely not restricted to low paid workers and in places such as Sydney and 

Melbourne where the cost of living is high likely the notionally well paid may also ‘go short’ 

at the end of pay periods. 
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43. More frequent pay days also likely have general productivity benefits in the sense that there is 

a more even spread of any increase in consumer spending occasioned by an employee being 

paid. This effect is directly relevant to considerations 134(1)(f). Indigency also has 

deleterious effects on consumer spending and demand which makes it not just relevant to 

consideration 134(1)(a). 

44. Monthly pay dates will advantage employers insofar as they will have to do something once a 

month instead of twice or four times. Critically, the employer will have the benefit of the 

money that it must pay the employee for at least an additional 2 week. For a company with a 

large payroll this will be a real and quantifiable benefit.  

45. Once monthly payment is normalised or made more accessible, the quantifiable benefits of 

monthly payment of wages for employers will likely make the practise appealing. There will 

be a financial logic in heading towards the monthly payment for any employer. There may be 

initial problems with the transition to monthly payment but once it is established as ‘how we 

pay’, it will be obdurate. Qualifications that monthly payment can only be done by a majority 

or agreement will be capable of abuse in light of the power imbalance between the employer 

and employees in most workplaces. The model clause makes no allowance for the 

commencement of the employment relationship and ‘new starters’ can be offered monthly 

payment as the only available option. 

46. An analysis of the benefits of the monthly pay of wages for employers against the modern 

awards objective provides little or no traction. Monthly pay is an unadorned gift to employers 

with no discernible social or productivity benefit as required by the modern awards objective. 

As an award variation it is best characterised as rent seeking.  

47. As the Full Federal Court in Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union v Anglo 

American Metallurgical Coal Pty Ltd
9
 recently observed: 

It is of the essence to appreciate that a modern award is not an instrument the 

product of agreement, or conciliation and arbitration as representing all the terms 

and conditions of employment of identified employees. Rather, together with the 

National Employment Standards its purpose is to provide a fair and relevant 

minimum safety net of terms and conditions.
10

 

48. In relation to the frequency of payment, the relevant modern award covering a sector provides 

the safety net standard and there are good reasons why many modern awards do not permit 

monthly payment of wages and regulate the payment of wages in a manner which is more 

restrictive than section 323. 

                                                           
9
  [2017] FCAFC 123. 

10
  As above at paragragh 18. 
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49. Section 323 only informs what is an acceptable outer limit to the frequency of the payment of 

all payments for work generally and should not be conflated with provisions of the Act that 

directly inform what will constitute a fair and relevant safety net of conditions.  

50. In any model term, casual employment should not be allowed to be paid monthly. Monthly 

payment is inconsistent with the nature of the engagement. A casual worker has no certainty 

concerning future work. The fact that an employee may be a regular casual does not alter this. 

As we have noted some modern awards allow casual employees to be paid monthly. The 

situation of casual employees focusses attention on the problem of the normalisation of 

monthly payment. 

51. Any model term that includes monthly payment needs to function on the basis that monthly 

payment requires scrutiny and restrictions.  

52. For modern awards, where monthly payment is not an option, a merit case for change 

establishing monthly payment as an appropriate safety net standard must be made out.  

Conclusion 

53. Section 323 does set a limit and payment 7 days after a monthly pay period ends will 

contravene the section and also be an illegal term under section 151 of the Act. At least in 

relation to monthly payment, the wording should follow closely the text of the Act and make 

it clear that the payment needs to be ‘at least monthly.’ 

54. In relation to the modern awards listed at paragraph 2, these awards should not have monthly 

pay as a possibility. Unless there is some clear claim to vary these awards, their current 

payment provisions should be ‘red circled’.  

55. We have some concern about the rhetorical point of a model term. If such a term is designed 

purely for those modern awards that currently permit monthly payment this is acceptable but 

suggesting it expresses a standard is not appropriate.  

56. For the 7 modern awards where there is no payment of wages provision, there is the threshold 

issue of whether such a term is necessary to fulfil the modern awards objective. 

57. Payment frequency is a significant issue for individuals and has broader macro-economic 

consequences. There has been no merit consideration of these issues. A priori all the 

considerations and the likely factual matrices that will be relevant namely the modern awards 

objective and improvements and efficiencies in payment technology suggest a reduced 

frequently of payment is appropriate. It’s easier to pay staff now than it ever was. 

58. Any model term should not include casual employees as part of the class of employees that 

can be paid monthly. United Voice would like an opportunity to progress this claim in 

relation to the Children’s Services Award, the Supported Employment Award and the 

Restaurants Award. 
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59. Payment of wage provisions for low paid workers are not inconsequential machinery 

provisions but critical to relative living standards and directly impact of the needs as low paid 

workers. The Commission should acknowledge this in the text of any final decision it makes 

concerning a model payment of wages. 

60. We hope to be in a position to shortly provide the Commission with some empirical evidence 

concerning indigency. 

61. We attach draft determinations varying the Children’s Services Award and the Restaurants 

Award to exempt casual employees from monthly payment of wages. We also attach a draft 

determination deleting monthly payment generally from the Supported Employment Award. 

For an award covering disabled persons most of whom have intellectual impairments it seems 

self-evident that monthly payment is not an option that should be available. 

 

 

United Voice 

23 August 2017 

 

 



DRAFT DETERMINATION 

 

Fair Work Act 2009  

Part 2-3, Div 4 – 4 yearly review of modern awards- payment of wages 

Children’s Services Award 2010 

 

REVIEW OF MODERN AWARDS 

 (AM2016/8) 

ROSS, PRESIDENT  SYDNEY, XX YYY 2017 

Review of modern awards to be conducted. 

[1]  Further to the Decision and Reasons for Decision <<DecisionRef>> in 

<<FileNo>>, it is determined pursuant to section 156(2)(b)(i) of the Fair Work  

Act 2009, that the Children’s Services Award 2010 be varied as follows. 

[2] Delete current 19.2 delete and insert the following: 

  

19.2 Wages may be paid weekly, fortnightly or monthly by agreement between 

the employer and full time and part time employees and for casual employees 

either  weekly or fortnightly, by one of the following means: 

(a) cash; 

(b) cheque; or 

(c) payment into employee’s bank or nominated financial institution 

account by electronic funds transfer, without cost to the employee. 

The determination shall operate on and from XX YYY 2017. 

 

PRESIDENT



DRAFT DETERMINATION 

 

Fair Work Act 2009  

Part 2-3, Div 4 – 4 yearly reviews of modern awards- payment of wages 

Restaurant Industry Award 2010 

 

REVIEW OF MODERN AWARDS 

 (AM2016/8) 

ROSS, PRESIDENT  SYDNEY, XX YYY 2017 

Review of modern awards to be conducted. 

[1]  Further to the Decision and Reasons for Decision <<DecisionRef>> in 

<<FileNo>>, it is determined pursuant to section 156(2)(b)(i) of the Fair Work  

Act 2009, that the Restaurant industry award 2010 be varied as follows. 

[2] Delete current clause 27.2 and insert: 

 

 27.2 The employer will pay permanent employee’s wages, penalties and 

allowances weekly, fortnightly or, by agreement, monthly by cash, cheque or 

by electronic funds transfer into the employee’s nominated bank account, 

without cost to the employee. A casual employee must always be paid either 

weekly or fortnightly or some lesser duration that coincides with the end of 

the employee’s engagement. 

The determination shall operate on and from XX YYY 2017. 

PRESIDENT 

coulson
Cross-Out



DRAFT DETERMINATION 

 

Fair Work Act 2009  

s.156 – 4 yearly reviews of modern awards – payment of wages 

Supported Employment Services Award 2010 

 

REVIEW OF MODERN AWARDS 

(AM2016/8) 

[Full Bench]   SYDNEY, XX YYY 2017 

Review of modern awards to be conducted. 

A. Further to the Decision and Reasons for Decision <<DecisionRef>> in 

<<FileNo>>, it is determined pursuant to section 156(2) (b) (i) of the Fair Work Act 

2009, that the Supported Employment Services Award 2010 be varied as follows. 

1. Delete clause 18.1 and insert new clause 18.1 as follows: 

18.1 Wages will be paid weekly or fortnightly. 

B. The determination comes into operation from XX Month 2017.  In accordance with 

s.165 (3) of the Fair Work Act 2009 this determination does not take effect until 

the start of the first full pay period that starts on or after XX Month 2016. 

 

 

PRESIDENT
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