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1  Matters arising from the budget 

1. The Australian Chamber has had the opportunity to consider the 2017-18 Budget Papers 
and has not identified a need to review its position as expressed in its earlier submissions 
to this review.  

2. As noted in the Australian Chamber’s previous submissions to the Expert Panel, the 
relationship between the Expert Panel’s considerations and the various measures 
announced in the Budget is complex and difficult to anticipate until implemented and 
anchored back to the considerations that the Expert Panel is required to take into account. 
The size and distribution of the benefits to be had from budget measures will at some stage 
be reflected in the economic indicators the Panel already considers, largely as a reflective 
assessment. The Australian Chamber also notes the cautious approach the Expert Panel 
takes in relation to measures that have not yet been legislated.   

3. However of note, the Budget Papers confirm that slowdown in wage growth has been 
widespread across industries and States. While wages growth is expected to improve as 
domestic demand strengthens, for the purposes of this review it is important to note that the 
outlook for wage growth remains subdued in the near term, reflecting ongoing spare 
capacity in the labour market. The near-term outlook for inflation is also subdued and the 
Australian Chamber addresses the issue of recent changes in measures of inflation in 
further detail below. 

2  Questions ahead of consultation 

2.1  Changes in inflation 

4. The Expert Panel has asked the following question: 

The latest Consumer Price Index (CPI) from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
showed an increase of 2.1 per cent over the year to the March quarter 2017 and 
increase of 1.8 per cent in underlying inflation, both higher than the 1.5 per cent 
increase over the year to the December quarter 2016.1 

Given that a number of parties referred to the CPI in reaching their proposed 
increase to the NMW and/or award minimum wages, with some parties suggesting 
that their proposal provided a real increase in the standard of living of award-reliant 
employees, do any parties seek to revise their proposal?  

5. The Australian Chamber is not persuaded of any need to revisit its position and notes that 
core inflation remains low. It is also important to recognise that measures of inflation can 
demonstrate volatility, are impacted by seasonal factors (particularly in the current quarter), 
require careful and require considered interpretation. We would caution against any 

                                                 
1 ABS, Consumer Price Index, Australia, Mar 2017, Catalogue No. 6401.0. 
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perception that the latest quarter change amounts to a ‘trend’ or suggestion that living costs 
have significantly increased for low paid workers.  

6. Measured CPI inflation is also known to be upwardly biased because the weight assigned 
to each expenditure class is fixed for a number of years. This means that the CPI does not 
take into account changes in consumer behaviour in response to relative price changes 
(known as ‘substitution bias’) and should be treated with caution. The ABS plans to re-
weight the CPI annually in future, which will reduce substitution bias on an ongoing basis. 
As a result, the forthcoming re-weighting is expected to reduce measured inflation, 
although it is hard to predict by how much because the effects of past re-weightings have 
varied significantly and are not necessarily a good guide to future episodes.  

7. Nevertheless, the factors driving the change the Expert Panel refers to are worthy of 
investigation and in this regard the Reserve Bank of Australia’s analysis as contained within 
its May 2017 Statement on Monetary Policy notes that: 

 domestic cost pressures remain subdued;2 

 competitive pressures in the retail sector continue to put downward pressure on 
consumer prices;3 

 rent inflation remains low;4 

 administered prices (excluding utilities discussed below) slowed in the quarter, partly 
due to falls in education fees and public transport fares.5 

8. These are relevant considerations in assessing the needs of the low paid although it is also 
acknowledged that fruit and vegetable prices increased in the March quarter and that this 
may persist in coming quarters as a result of Cyclone Debbie.6 Cyclone Debbie, along with 
severe flooding in northern NSW continues to have impacts on businesses in effected 
areas that experienced loss of production as well as businesses in the tourism sector and it 
can be expected that changes in consumer behaviours may result (reflecting substitution 
bias).7 Of note, contributing to the recent uptick in CPI is: 

 the cost of new dwelling construction (which the RBA attributes in an increase in the 
cost of construction materials with mixed outcomes regarding labour cost pressures). 
These costs are not necessarily costs that can be flowed on to consumers with the 
result that construction firms may be required to absorb the increased costs;8 

 a pick-up in inflation in fuel and utilities prices.9 In particular the RBA observed that year 
ended inflation reached its fastest pace since 2014, that wholesale gas and electricity 
prices increased strongly across the year and the recent closure of coal-powered 

                                                 
2 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 49. 
3 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 49. 
4 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 51. 
5 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 52. 
6 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 50. 
7 See for example The Courier-Mail, ‘Queensland Cyclone Debbie: Economic impact’, 3 April 2017. 
8 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 49. 
9 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 49. 

http://www.couriermail.com.au/business/queensland-cyclone-debbie-economic-impact/news-story/dabed7d1c567e01f519fd9567ed0a21d
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electricity plants will continue to drive electricity prices up.10 While both employees and 
employers are impacted by increases in utilities, this is felt more acutely by businesses. 
The RBA has acknowledged that the increase in utilities will increase input costs for 
business.11 The RBA also noted that it had previously found that a 10 percentage point 
increase in utilities price inflation is associated with a 0.3-0.4 percentage point increase 
in underlying inflation, over and above the direct effects.12 We note however that the 
sharp decline in oil prices in recent days may moderate the recent uptick in inflation to 
the extent that fuel is a driver. 

2.2 Relative living standards and the needs of the low paid 

9. The Expert Panel stated in its Annual Wage Review 2015–16 decision: 

‘… we do not accept the proposition that most low-paid workers are not in low-
income households. Around two-thirds of low-paid employees are found within the 
bottom half of the distribution of employee households and have lower living 
standards than other employees. Increases in the minimum wage and award 
classification wages do have a role to play as part of a package of measures to 
address the relative living standards and the needs of the low paid. So much is 
evident from the minimum wages objective and the modern awards objective in the 
Act.’13 

10. In reference to this statement the Expert Panel has asked whether any party disputes either 
the facts or interpretations that the Expert Panel has placed on them in the paragraph cited 
above. 

11. Section 284(1)(c) of the Fair Work Act 2009 (Cth)(FW Act) requires that the Fair Work 
Commission establish and maintain a safety net of fair minimum wages, taking into account 
relative living standards and the needs of the low paid. In reviewing modern award 
minimum wages the Expert Panel is also required to apply the modern awards objective as 
set out in section 134(1) of the FW Act which also requires relative living standards and the 
needs of the low paid to be taken into account.14 

12. As such, the Australian Chamber does not challenge the Expert Panel’s view that, so far as 
the statutory framework is concerned, relative living standards and the needs of the low 
paid are relevant considerations in its review of minimum wage and award wages. 

13. In its Annual Wage Review 2015-16 Decision the Expert Panel interpreted its requirement 
to consider relative living standards and the needs of the low paid as follows: 

[54] The assessment of relative living standards requires a comparison of the living 
standards of workers reliant on the NMW and modern award minimum wage rates 
with those of other groups that are deemed to be relevant. Relative living standards 

                                                 
10 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 51. 
11 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 51. 
12 Reserve Bank of Australia, Statement on Monetary Policy, May 2017, p. 52. 
13 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at para. 410. 
14 Fair Work Act 2009 (Cth), s 134(1)(a). 
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focus on the comparison between award-reliant workers and other employees, 
especially non-managerial employees, but does not exclude comparison with other 
groups. For the reasons set out in paragraphs [354] and [357], we do not favour a 
comparison with pensioners or small business owners for the purpose of assessing 
the relative living standards of the low paid.  

[55] The assessment of the needs of the low paid requires an examination of the 
extent to which low-paid workers are able to purchase the essentials for a “decent 
standard of living” and to engage in community life, assessed in the context of 
contemporary norms.15 

14. The Australian Chamber does not challenge the Expert Panel’s view that its requirement to 
consider relative living standards or the needs of the low paid is a part of a package of 
other measures directed at these considerations. In previous submissions the Australian 
Chamber has acknowledged that the concept of an income safety net requires the Expert 
Panel to consider a combination of both minimum wages and the tax/transfer system with 
this being accepted by the Expert Panel in its Annual Wage Review 2011-12 decision:  

We agree that minimum wages and the tax/transfer system are both relevant to the 
maintenance of an effective safety net for the low paid: each has its part to play…16 

15. It is also reasonable to assume that in giving effect to the statutory framework that the 
Expert Panel is required to take into account, Parliament knew about the range of levers 
available to address these considerations and the Australian Chamber maintains its view 
that some of these levers are more effective than others. Factors beyond wages such as 
assets, household income, and the operation of the tax and transfer system will impact 
living standards and ability to satisfy needs.  

16. As noted above, the statutory framework within the FW Act is particularly concerned with 
the needs of the low paid which the Expert Panel has defined as follows: 

We accept that adult award-reliant employees who receive a rate of pay that (as a 
full-time equivalent) is below two-thirds of median (adult) ordinary time earnings 
provide an appropriate and practical benchmark for identifying who is low paid. 
Whilst no specific conclusion is available, the information as a whole, suggests that 
a sizeable proportion—probably a majority—of employees who are award reliant 
are also low paid by reference to the two-thirds of median weekly earnings 
benchmark. 17 

17. Of this cohort, the Expert Panel has stated: 

‘… we do not accept the proposition that most low-paid workers are not in low-
income households. Around two-thirds of low-paid employees are found within the 

                                                 
15 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [54]- [55]. 
16 [2012] FWAFB 5000 at [161]. 
17 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [56]. 
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bottom half of the distribution of employee households and have lower living 
standards than other employees.’ 

18. However the submission of the Australian Government made to this review offers an 
alternative perspective regarding the number of award-reliant employees that are low paid, 
notwithstanding that the Expert Panel’s benchmark for low paid is applied: 

12. The Panel’s decision impacts 122 modern awards, incorporating over 2,000 
adult rates of pay, not just those on the national minimum wage. Around 2.3 million 
Australians are paid an award rate as of May 2016. Of these 2.3 million, the 
majority (70.3 per cent) are not low-paid and more than a quarter (26.5 per cent) 
are paid more than the median hourly wage (of $29.00 per hour as at May 2016). 
The Panel should keep in mind the diversity of award classification wages which 
range from the current national minimum wage, approximately $35,000 per year, up 
to around $166,000 per year (Air Pilots Award 2010).18  

13. The Department of Employment estimates that in May 2016 (latest data) around 
196,300 (or 1.9 per cent of all employees), were paid the national minimum wage 
rate, while 22.7 per cent of employees are on award classification rates. In recent 
years, Annual Wage Review decisions have flowed through to all award 
classification wages at the same percentage as the increase in the national 
minimum wage.  

14. Even among the low-paid, household financial situations are diverse. Minimum 
wage increases have a limited and uncertain effect on income inequality, 
particularly noting that a significant proportion of the low-paid are members of 
higher-income households - with 17.9 per cent of low-paid workers in the bottom 
two household income deciles, and 13.6 per cent in the top two household income 
deciles.  

19. The Australian Chamber maintains that there are clear limitations in the effectiveness of 
minimum wage fixation in addressing the needs of the low paid in contrast to the tax and 
transfer system which is better placed to target measures to household circumstances. This 
is articulated in the Australian Government’s submission which states: 

28. In Australia, the current tax-transfer system is highly targeted towards low-
income households, particularly families with children.  

29. Since many low-paid workers are in households in the top half of the income 
distribution, there are better ways to address inequality than increases in the 
minimum wage and award classification wages.  

30. Only part of an increase to the minimum wage and award classification wages 
flows through to employees when taxes and transfers are taken into account. The 
Government shares the view of the Panel’s 2014 decision, which stated that 
“increases in minimum wages are a blunt instrument for addressing the needs of 

                                                 
18 Note the assumptions underpinning this data are detailed at Chart 2.1 of the Australian Government submission. 
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the low-paid” (Paragraph 360), since some low-paid people live in households with 
high effective marginal tax rates, and others live in households with relatively high 
disposable incomes. Similarly, the Panel’s decision on the minimum wage and 
award classification wages is not well suited to addressing the complex factors 
underlying gender pay inequity, since the gender pay gap is greatest among high-
income earners. Furthermore, since they are a larger proportion of the low-paid, 
women are likely to be particularly at risk from any impacts on employment. 

20. These limitations have previously been acknowledged by the Panel. In its Annual Wage 
Review 2015-16 Decision it stated: 

We accept, as we have in the past, that the relative living standards of award-reliant 
employees are affected by the level of wages that they earn, the hours they work, 
tax-transfer payments and the circumstances of the households in which they live. 
We also accept that increases in minimum wages are a blunt instrument for 
addressing the needs of the low paid and other instruments are required to assist in 
the task of ensuring that every employed family, whatever their composition, has 
sufficient income to meet their material need.19 

21. It is also important to acknowledge that the consideration of relative living standards and 
needs of the low paid in the context of minimum wage fixation must be balanced against 
the other statutory considerations relevant to the Expert Panel’s review. The Expert Panel 
has acknowledged this in its previous reviews: 

As the Panel has observed in previous Review decisions, there is often a degree of 
tension between the economic, social and other considerations which the Panel 
must take into account. No particular primacy is attached to any of these 
considerations. For example, a substantial wage increase may better address the 
needs of the low paid and improve the relative living standards of award-reliant 
employees, but it may (depending upon the prevailing economic circumstances) 
also reduce the capacity to employ the marginalised and hence not “promote social 
inclusion through increased workforce participation”. It is this complexity that has 
led the Panel to reject a mechanistic or decision rule approach to wage fixation, 
such as the adoption of real wage maintenance. The real wages of award-reliant 
employees are relevant to our task, but not determinative. The range of 
considerations we are required to take into account calls for the exercise of broad 
judgment rather than a mechanistic approach to fixing minimum wages.20 

22. Notwithstanding this and as acknowledged by the Expert Panel in its Annual Wage Review 
2015-16 Decision the NMW has increased in real terms in most years under the current 
framework.21 This will have assisted low paid workers to have been in a position to 
“purchase the essentials for a “decent standard of living” and to engage in community life in 
the context of community norms” however as noted above the Panel should exercise 

                                                 
19 [2016]FWCFB 3500 at  
20 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [151]. 
21  [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [57]. 
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caution not to award an increase that risks reducing capacity to employ the marginalised 
and hence not “promote social inclusion through increased workforce participation”. 

23. We encourage the Expert Panel to revisit the emphasis it places importance of low paid 
work as an entry point to the labour market and stepping stone to employment. In particular 
we note its consideration of this issue in its Annual Wage Review 2015-16 Decision in 
which it stated: 

[71] Evidence on the duration of employment in low-paid work points to its role as 
an entry point into the labour market and a stepping stone for many into better paid 
work. But a substantial number of low-paid workers either remain in low-paid work 
for a number of years, or move between low-paid work and no work. We cannot be 
indifferent to the standard of living of low-paid workers just because many do not 
stay in that situation for long periods. Those employees who are reliant on the 
NMW and award wages are a relevant concern to the Panel in exercising its 
statutory obligations.  

[72] The possibility that there are greater long-run and cumulative effects on job 
openings for low-skill workers is a constraint on raising minimum wages to a level 
that would more fully satisfy the requirement to take into account the relative living 
standards and needs of the low paid. The modest growth in the NMW and award 
wages over the past decade gives little basis for a view that these wage 
adjustments have in fact diminished entry-level and low-skill jobs. 

24. However we also note the Australian Government’s observation in the current review that: 

Low-paid and low-skilled employment often serves as an important entry point to 
the workforce and a stepping stone to higher paid employment. According to data 
from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics Australia (HILDA) survey, more 
than half of those who are low-paid in one year move into a higher paying job the 
following year.  

25. The Australian Chamber submits that the Expert Panel should elevate its consideration of 
these factors in the current review. As noted in the Australian Chamber’s initial submission, 
persistently high levels of youth unemployment, growing long term unemployment and 
underemployment point to weak market conditions and ongoing economic adjustment 
impacting those vulnerable in the labour market more acutely. The need to encourage 
social inclusion and participation through encouraging the creation of entry-level and low-
skill jobs should weigh heavily in the Expert Panel’s consideration, particularly concerning 
the worrying trends in sectors such as retail which have traditionally made significant and 
positive contributions in this area.  

2.3 Award wage relativities 

26. The Expert Panel has noted that ACCER submitted that the Panel’s: 
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‘policy of maintaining relativities set in the past … based on relativities established prior 
to the enactment of the Fair Work Act, is not based on the terms of the legislation’:22 

‘The obligation on the FWC is to take into account the needs of the low paid 
unconstrained by wage relativities within award classifications.’23 

27. ACCER submitted that the Panel, in deciding that a percentage increase should be applied 
to both the NMW and award wage rates, ‘conflated what should have been two separate 
wage setting processes.’24 

28. The Expert Panel has invited interested parties are invited to comment on this aspect of 
ACCER’s submission. 

29. There is scope for debate about the purpose and role that differing award wages rates 
within highly complex classification structures play in the setting of a safety net however 
such a debate turns to a consideration of the type of system that best suits the 
circumstances of the Australian labour market and economy and is beyond the scope of the 
Annual Wage Review and jurisdiction of the Expert Panel. While the current system is in 
place the Expert Panel is required to work within it and in its previous decisions cast light 
on how it approaches this task.   

30. Since the FW Act came into operation, various representations have been made regarding 
the importance of award relativities and impacts of changes. For example: 

 the Australian Chamber has previously submitted that there was no evidence to support 
an assertion that changes in award relativities between award classification levels had 
an adverse impact on bargaining and agreement making and that a safety net 
framework of award classifications sitting below the level of bargained wage outcomes 
should act as an incentive to bargain and reach agreement, not act as a disincentive as 
the ACTU had asserted;25 

 the Australian Chamber (and Ai Group) has previously submitted that priority should be 
given to the needs and circumstances of the low paid rather than maintaining relativities 
and that the priority to maintain relativities is lower than it was decades ago given 
modern awards are intended to be an underpinning safety net of minimum 
entitlements;26 

 CCIWA has previously submitted that a flat dollar increase “better reflects the focus of 
the annual wage review in establishing a suitable national minimum wage for low paid 
workers” and in relation to the proposition that flat dollar increases compress wage 
relativities that “…no evidence has previously been provided to substantiate that this 
has created any practical difficulties. Furthermore, the previous history of flat dollar 
increases means a percentage based increase in this or future years won’t restore the 

                                                 
22 ACCER submission, 29 March 2017 at para. 70.  
23 ACCER submission, 29 March 2017 at para. 70. 
24 ACCER submission, 29 March 2017 at para. 485.  
25 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [227]. 
26 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [301] and [303]. 
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relativities within the award…issues of relativities are best addressed through 
enterprise bargaining”.27 

 the Association of Professional Engineers, Scientists and Managers, Australia 
(APESMA) has previously raised concern that awarding flat dollar increases in the past 
amounted to “erosion” of relativities which “seriously weakened the safety net for 
professional employees”;28  

 the ACTU has previously submitted that the compression of relativities in the award 
classification structures is a serious problem which contributes to the declining 
relevance of award wages to market rates;29  

 the ACTU has previously submitted that a compression of wage relativities is unfair 
because it diminishes the extent to which award rates of pay reflect the level of skill and 
responsibility in different jobs and the value attached to those jobs;30 

 the ACTU has previously submitted that unless award rates for middle and upper level 
award classifications are properly maintained there is a risk that the classifications will 
cease to have practical significance;31 

 the ACTU has previously submitted that the compression of relativities reduces 
incentives to improve skills.32 Similarly ABI has previously contended that “[D]ifferential 
relativities for classifications with higher work value are a way of encouraging 
employees to take up training and acquire more and better skills. To the extent that this 
is the case it would seem that the need to differentiate the value of classifications is 
demonstrably greater at the lowest classifications where employees have the fewest 
skills and also the least experience of training and skills acquisition”.33 

 the ACTU has previously submitted that the erosion of award rate of pay at the middle 
and upper classifications levels lowers the floor for enterprise negotiations and 
weakens the bargaining position of employees.34 In subsequent reviews the ACTU has 
sought a flat dollar increase up to the C10 classification and percentage increase above 
that arguing “We believe that an increase structured in this way best balances the 
range of factors that the Panel must take into account. It delivers the largest 
proportionate increase to the lowest paid, while preserving the existing skill-based 
relativities for award classifications above C10. Research for this Review finds that 75% 
of award-reliant workers are employed below the C10 rate of pay, strengthening our 
contention that there should be special emphasis on the needs and relative living 
standards of the lowest paid”;35 

 Ai Group has previously submitted that compression of relativities in award rates of pay 
is not problematic in the context of setting a ‘safety net’;36 

                                                 
27 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [164]. 
28 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [47]. 
29 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [277]. 
30 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [299]. 
31 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [299]. 
32 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [299]. 
33 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [304]. 
34 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [299]. 
35 [2014] FWCFB 3500 at [110]. 
36 See for example [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [158]. 
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 Ai Group has previously submitted that higher skilled workers are typically in high 
demand and receive considerable over award payments which substantially reduces 
any detrimental impact of compressed relativities.37 

31. These arguments have typically been advanced in debating the appropriate form of wage 
increase. The Annual Wage Review 2009-10 provided the Expert Panel with the first 
opportunity to consider this issue udder the FW Act’s framework: 

In considering the nature of the increase we are particularly conscious of the 
requirement that we ensure modern awards provide a fair and relevant minimum 
safety net. The history of adjustment of minimum wages in federal awards since the 
legislated introduction of enterprise bargaining in 1993 has been one of dollar 
increases rather than percentage increases. This has compressed relativities in the 
award classification structures. While the compression of relativities is an important 
issue in itself, a number of parties also submitted that it is desirable that the real 
value of minimum wages should be maintained throughout award structures, not 
just at the lower levels of the minimum wage…Furthermore, there may be adverse 
implications for the incentive for employers to bargain if the gap between award 
wages and earnings is too big.38 

32. The statement raises questions around what provides an incentive or a disincentive for 
employers to bargain and it is apparent that there may be a conflict of views in this regard. 
This is an issue that we return to further in this submission.  Notwithstanding the Expert 
Panel’s view that there was a strong case for a percentage adjustment on the basis that 
“uniform dollar increases reduce the relevance of the safety net at the higher award levels 
and erode the real value of award wages at most levels”,39  it elected to award a flat dollar 
increase of $26 per week in its Annual Wage Review 2009-10 Decision, stating: 

With some hesitation we have decided on a dollar increase. There are two reasons. 
The first is that to the extent there is a choice between a percentage increase 
benefiting the higher levels and a dollar amount benefiting the lower levels we think 
that the current circumstances favour a greater benefit for the lowest paid. We are 
required in particular to take the needs of the low paid into account. In light of the 
fact that award-reliant employees have not had an increase in wages since 2008, it 
is desirable that we increase award rates by the largest amount consistent with the 
statutory criteria. Secondly, we have very little data concerning the impact of a 
percentage increase on costs and employment. We have insufficient information to 
be confident that a percentage increase would not have disproportionate effects on 
employment at the higher award levels …40 

                                                 
37 [2011] FWAFB 3400 at [303]. 
38 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [335]. 
39 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [336]. 
40 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [337]. 
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33. The Annual Wage Review 2009-10 Decision was the first and last decision awarding a 
dollar increase under the current statutory framework. In its Annual Wage Review 2010-11 
Decision the Expert Panel stated: 

Section 134 of the Fair Work Act requires the Panel to ensure that modern awards, 
together with the National Employment Standards, provide a fair and relevant 
minimum safety net. The matters which must be taken into account in an annual 
wage review include relative living standards and the needs of the low paid. The 
nature of increases to award rates in annual reviews over the last twenty years has 
compressed award relativities in the award classification structures and reduced 
gains from skills acquisition. The position of the higher award classifications has 
also been reducing relative to market rates and to average earnings. Furthermore, 
while the real value of minimum wages has been maintained at the lower award 
classification levels, it is clear that the real value of minimum wages above those 
levels has fallen. On the information available to us at present we accept that many 
people on wages have their wages set at award rates higher up the scale. The 
ACTU’s approach, which involves a dollar increase at the lower levels, would 
involve further compression of relativities below the C10 level. For these reasons 
we consider that in this review we should decide on an increase which will not 
further compress award relativities and which will at least maintain the real value of 
minimum award wages.41  

34. These considerations influenced the outcome of subsequent reviews with the Expert Panel 
Stating: 

 In its Annual Wage Review 2011-12 Decision “...As noted in the Annual Wage Review 
2010–11 decision (2010–11 Review decision)1, the nature of increases in award 
minimum rates over the last 20 years has compressed award relativities and reduced 
the gains from skill acquisition. The position of the higher award classifications has also 
been reducing relative to market rates and to average earnings. In that review those 
considerations led the Panel to determine a uniform percentage increase. We have 
reached the same conclusion in this Review, for the same reasons”.42 

 In  its Annual Wage Review 2012-13 Decision “…As to the form of the increase, the flat 
dollar increases in award minimum rates over the last 20 years have compressed 
award relativities and reduced the gains from skill acquisition. The position of the higher 
award classifications has reduced relative to market rates and to average earnings and 
has fallen in terms of real purchasing power. In the Annual Wage Review 2010–11 
decision (2010–11 Review decision)19 these considerations led the Panel to determine 
a uniform percentage increase and we have reached the same conclusion in this 
Review, for the same reasons”;43 

 In its Annual Wage Review 2013-14 Decision “…As to the form of the increase, past flat 
dollar increases in award minimum rates have compressed award relativities and 

                                                 
41 [2011] FWAFB  3400 at [307]. 
42 [2012] FWAFB 5000 at [27]. 
43 [2013] FWAFB 4000 at [44]. 



  

12      Fair Work Commission Minimum Wage Panel Annual Minimum Wage Review 2016-17     Post-budget Submission – 12 May 2017 
 

 

reduced the gains from skill acquisition. The position of the higher award classifications 
has reduced relative to market rates and to average earnings and has fallen in terms of 
real purchasing power. These considerations led the Panel to determine a uniform 
percentage increase”;44 

 In its Annual Wage Review 2014-15 Decision “As to the form of the increase, past flat 
dollar increases in award minimum rates have compressed award relativities and 
reduced the gains from skill acquisition. The position of the higher award classifications 
has reduced relative to market rates and to average earnings and has fallen in terms of 
real purchasing power. These matters have led us to determine a uniform percentage 
increase…” 45 

 In its Annual Wage Review 2015-16 Decision the Expert Panel stated  “As to the form 
of the increase, past flat dollar increases in award minimum rates have compressed 
award relativities and reduced the gains from skill acquisition. The position of the higher 
award classifications has reduced relative to market rates and to average earnings and 
has fallen in terms of real purchasing power. A uniform percentage increase will 
particularly benefit women workers, because at the higher award classification levels 
women are substantially more likely than men to be paid the minimum award rate rather 
a bargained rate. These matters have led us to determine a uniform percentage 
increase. The considerations to which we have referred have led us to increase modern 
award minimum wages by 2.4 per cent”.46 

35. In its Annual Wage Review 2010-11 Decision was the Expert Panel considered the ACTU 
suggestion that it should provide “guidance on the approach to be adopted to facilitate the 
restoration of relativities in award structures”. The link between the ACTU’s proposal and 
the statutory objectives guiding the process of annual wage reviews is not apparent and the 
Expert Panel has previously refrained from adopting such an approach: 

… Our decision in this review is based on the current economic and other 
circumstances including developments since the last annual wage review is based 
on the current economic and other circumstances including developments since the 
last annual wage review. We do not think we should give any indication as to the 
appropriateness of award relativities beyond what is necessary for this decision. We 
note, however, the submissions advanced by some employers that it would be 
unfair to restore relativities the practice of awarding flat dollar increases in past 
annual reviews has resulted in higher increases for employees in the lower 
classification levels than would have occurred if relativities had been maintained. In 
our view that submission raises a serious argument against any claim to restore 
relativities.47 

36. We agree that the Expert Panel should not address the appropriateness of award 
relativities beyond what is necessary for its decision in relation to the Annual Wage Review. 

                                                 
44 [2014] FWCFB 3500 at [60] 
45 [2015] FWCFB 3500 at [76]. 
46 [2015] FWCFB 3500 at [104]. 
47 [2011] FWAFB  3400 at [308]. 
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37. However in its Annual Wage Review 2011-12 Decision, the Expert Panel, in responding to 
claims seeking differential wage setting on an industry specific basis, sought to link its 
concerns with award relativities to the statutory objectives guiding annual wage review 
process, stating: 

…If differential treatment was afforded to particular industries this would distort 
award relativities and lead to disparate wage outcomes for award-reliant employees 
with similar or comparable levels of skill. In that context, it is important to note that 
in establishing and maintaining the minimum wages safety net, the Panel must take 
into account the principle of equal remuneration for work of equal or comparable 
value.48 

38. This rationale was also present in the Expert Panel’s subsequent Annual Wage Review 
Decisions.49 The Expert Panel has however stated that: 

The Act does not compel the variation of modern award minimum wages in all 
modern awards. The Panel has a discretion to vary some or all modern award 
minimum wages in the context of a Review. However, in exercising that discretion 
considerations of fairness and stability tell against an award-by-award approach to 
minimum wage fixation.50 

39. The setting of the NMW requires the Expert Panel to exercise discretion in taking into 
account the statutory considerations to which it must have regard in the circumstances in 
which the review takes place. We acknowledge that the statutory framework does not 
mandate the form of increase or require a variation to wage in all awards however at this 
point in time the Australian Chamber does not advance reasons supporting a need for the 
Expert Panel to depart from its now established practice of awarding a uniform percentage 
increase as reflected in the decisions referred to above. Notwithstanding this, the Australian 
Chamber does not depart from its principles as expressed in earlier reviews that it is 
unclear how easily the circumstances of the low paid can be improved through high wage 
increases when the problem for those who are worst off is likely to be their marginal 
attachment to the labour market. Another factor that mitigates the circumstances of the low 
paid is that low paid work is an important pathway into the workforce for unemployed 
employees and that many low paid employees do not remain low paid for long. 

2.4 Encouraging collective bargaining 

40. The Expert Panel has invited parties to provide more detailed consideration of the reasons 
for the increase in award reliance, including the findings from Fair Work Commission 
Research Report 4/2017—Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining.51 

                                                 
48 [2012] FWAFB 5000 at [258]. 
49 [2013] FWCFB 4000 at [77], [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [132]. 
50 [2016] FWCFB 3500 at [134]. 
51 Peetz D & Yu S (2017), Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining, Fair Work Commission Research Report 4/2017, 

February. 

https://www.fwc.gov.au/documents/sites/wagereview2017/research/peetztrendsbargaining.pdf
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41. Section 134(1)(b) of the FW Act provides that the Fair Work Commission must ensure that 
modern awards, together with the National Employment Standards, provide a fair and 
relevant minimum safety net of terms and conditions taking into account (among other 
considerations) the need to encourage collective bargaining. 

42. There is clear evidence that enterprise agreement making and coverage is in decline under 
the current system and the Australian Chamber has made reference to this in its earlier 
submissions to this review. The trend towards increased award reliance comes at a time 
where there is clear case for the reduction in the influence of awards so as to encourage 
workplace based bargaining with wages and conditions linked to productivity as was 
intended by the reforms of the 1990s. 

Table 1 – Enterprise agreements and coverage 

 
Industry  Agreements as at 

June 2016  
Change in no. 
agreements since 
2014  

Change in no. 
agreements since 
2009  

Change in no. 
agreements since 
2006  

Accommodation and Food 
Services  

432  -23.0%  -70.6%  -38.1%  

Employees  144,996  -1.9%  159.9%  158.4%  
Administrative and Support 
Services  

552  -25.6%  -17.0%  113.1%  

Employees  44,925  -14.2%  -23.0%  123.3%  
Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fishing  

150  -29.6%  -62.2%  47.1%  

Employees  9,297  24.0%  -21.2%  99.7%  
Arts and Recreation 
Services  

148  -9.8%  -45.0%  35.8%  

Employees  42,757  10.2%  3.2%  102.7%  
Construction  3,907  -47.9%  -44.1%  -32.0%  
Employees  102,411  -24.3%  -30.5%  5.1%  
Education and Training  570  -10.1%  -18.0%  214.9%  
Employees  137,711  11.5%  124.9%  246.8%  
Electricity, Gas, Water and 
Waste Services  

396  2.1%  19.3%  97.0%  

Employees  25,934  -14.1%  11.8%  62.5%  
Financial and Insurance 
Services  

129  -23.2%  -48.8%  17.3%  

Employees  99,001  -26.4%  61.7%  24.7%  
Health Care and Social 
Assistance  

1,455  -19.5%  7.9%  71.6%  

Employees  302,830  10.2%  66.4%  240.6%  
 
Information Media and 
Telecommunications  

94  -35.2%  -62.8%  -44.7%  

Employees  41,887  -14.7%  19.9%  19.9%  
Manufacturing  2,437  -21.1%  -33.4%  -17.0%  
Employees  162,768  -18.1%  -33.0%  -28.0%  
Mining  443  -18.4%  -21.6%  59.4%  
Employees  49,962  -13.6%  20.0%  107.9%  
Other Services  384  -20.2%  -7.0%  116.9%  
Employees  48,499  22.1%  160.0%  301.8%  
Professional, Scientific and  
Technical Services  

397  -32.0%  22.2%  331.5%  
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Employees  36,372  3.6%  90.5%  346.4%  
Public Administration and 
Safety  

212  -24.3%  -35.2%  73.8%  

Employees  17,568  3.8%  -15.5%  78.1%  
Rental, Hiring and Real 
Estate Services  

268  -31.1%  -2.5%  170.7%  

Employees  8,086  -11.8%  62.8%  270.1%  
Retail Trade  259  -49.1%  -84.4%  -23.8%  
Employees  126,632  -57.1%  -67.5%  -60.4%  
Transport, Postal and 
Warehousing  

1,213  -14.9%  -15.5%  24.7%  

Employees  132,586  2.5%  14.6%  46.8%  
Wholesale Trade  507  -7.7%  53.6%  302.4%  
Employees  36,158  9.7%  137.3%  384.1%  
 
Total  

13,953  -30.8%  -35.6%  2.8%  

Employees  1,570,380  -13.2%  1.6%  35.6%  
 

Source: Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017,  Workplace Agreements Database 

43. Australia’s current productivity growth is falling well short of the sustained, stronger 
productivity growth of previous decades. The Productivity Commission noted that since 
2004 multi-factor productivity has stalled and that low wage growth and falling fixed capital 
investment suggest that a weak income outlook may persist past the decline in Australia’s 
terms of trade.52 Even returning to the much higher labour productivity growth of the 1990s 
would not be enough to maintain the per capita income growth Australia enjoyed in the 
2000s given the drag from the declining terms of trade and ageing population over the next 
decade. The Productivity Commission has noted that while there are still skills available for 
today’s work environment that can be drawn down on for some time, “failure to develop 
polices most relevant to future productivity – and its outcome, higher income – will burden 
future generations with the eventual adjustment cost”.53 A failure to adopt productivity 
enhancing measures now risks long run effects for Australia’s prosperity and living 
standards. The current decline in enterprise bargaining and increase in award reliance is, in 
the Australian Chamber’s view, a move in the wrong direction. 

44. The Research Report states that “[m]uch of the earlier decline in CA coverage density 
appeared due to a decline in employee coverage by non-union agreements” noting a 
substantial increase in coverage by current federal union CAs across the same period.54 It 
goes on to observe a drop in coverage by union agreements between 2014 and 2016 
which it suggests reflects a decline in replacement union agreement-making.55  

45. The Research Report states that “[i]n Australia, the vast majority of employees on CAs will 
be on union CAs, so we would expect than an important explanatory factor in any decline in 
CA coverage will be the decline in union density”.56 However the Research Report also 

                                                 
52 Productivity Commission, ‘Increasing Australia’s future prosperity’. November 2016, p. 1. 
53 Productivity Commission, ‘Increasing Australia’s future prosperity’. November 2016, p. 1. 
54 Fair Work Commission Research Report 4/2017, Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining, p 2. 
55 Fair Work Commission Research Report 4/2017, Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining, p 2. 
56 Fair Work Commission Research Report 4/2017, Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining, pp 1-2. 
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notes that the decline in union density between 2000 and 2016 was much greater than the 
decline in CA coverage density.57  

46. There are also other factors that suggest that the explanation for the decline in enterprise 
agreement is much more complex. The decline in agreement making in the retail sector has 
been particularly pronounced. The Department of Employment has observed that 
agreement numbers in the retail trade industry have been declining since 2011 and in Q1 
2016 were down to 259 agreements from a peak of 2,015 agreements in Q1 2011. 

47. Feedback from the Australian Chamber membership suggests a wide range of structural 
problems in the FW Act that are contributing to the decline in enterprise agreement making. 
The FW Act introduced processes and steps that an employer must follow to make an 
enterprise agreement that are highly prescriptive. There are many more procedural 
landmines or points of potential error in the system, at which enterprise bargaining can go 
wrong. Bargaining will typically require legal/expert representation that can be costly and 
can still fail to deliver an agreement due to the framework’s inherent uncertainty. The FW 
Act requires that any agreement be assessed against a test requiring that employees 
covered by the enterprise agreement be “better off overall” compared to the relevant 
modern award and a body of decisions has emerged which clearly indicate this is a highly 
complex assessment that gives rise to considerable uncertainty in the bargaining process. 

48. The Australian Chamber does not consider it a coincidence that the decline in enterprise 
bargaining has occurred post-commencement of the FW Act.  The significant peak in 
approvals in Q2 2009 when people rushed to have agreements approved can be seen in 
the chart below. At the very least there was a perception at that time that bargaining was 
going to be made more difficult under the current framework, whether through the new 
statutory requirements for agreement making and approval or as a result in changes to the 
safety net resulting from award modernisation that was to see rates of pay (including 
conditions such as penalty rates and loading) increase for many employers via complex 
transitional arrangements. However that perception has proven accurate as problems with 
the bargaining framework continue to emerge. 

  

                                                 
57 Fair Work Commission Research Report 4/2017, Explaining recent trends in collective bargaining, p 1. 
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Chart 1 – Private sector agreements by agreement size and approval 

 

Source: Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, Chart 4 

 

49. No other major international trading economy has an award wage system like Australia. On 
the surface, bargaining presents an opportunity to displace the ‘one size fits all’ character of 
the award structure and to instead implement a wage and conditions structure of greater 
relevance to the employer and employees in a particular enterprise. However, in addition to 
the structural flaws in the FW Act that are impeding this outcome, the Australian Chamber 
maintains its position that if award and minimum wages are set at a rate that is too high this 
will undermine the incentives that employees and employers in award-reliant sectors have 
to seek to achieve enterprise agreements.58  

50. The ACTU submitted in the Annual Wage Review 2013-14 that “[e]mployees have 
significant incentives to bargain given the large difference between minimum rates and the 
wages paid in collective agreements. Employers have incentives to bargain due to the 
inability to negotiate for working conditions that best suit the enterprise”.59 However wage 
outcomes in enterprise bargaining agreements have moderated considerably post 
commencement of the FW Act. 

51. The Australian Government previously cautioned about the potential impacts of increases 
in award wages on enterprise bargaining as signs of a decline in bargaining began to 

                                                 
58  See for example [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [295] – [296]. 
59 [2014] FWCFB 3500 at [452]. 
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emerge. This was noted in the Expert Panel’s Annual Wage Review 2013-14 Decision in 
which it stated: 

The Australian Government submitted that the Panel should consider the link 
between increased award rates and greater proportions of award-reliant employees 
compared to those covered by enterprise agreements. In particular, the Australian 
Government noted that: 

“Between 2010 and 2012 there was a shift away from collective bargaining 
towards awards – as measured by the proportion of employees who had 
their pay set by collective agreements and awards respectively (ABS 
2013c). This was the first increase in the proportion of employees who were 
award-reliant during the 12 years that the ABS Employee Earnings and 
Hours data has been regularly collected. This recent increase in award-
reliance has coincided with the period where the Commission increased all 
award wages by a percentage of the NMW, rather than a dollar amount.”60 

52. In the view of the Australian Chamber it is the overall level of the increase rather than its 
form that may be impacting bargaining. If wages are not set at a level sufficiently below 
enterprise agreement wage outcomes they will discourage the making of enterprise 
agreements. 

53. In its Annual Wage Review 2009-10 Decision the Expert Panel stated: 

We accept that the gap between award minimum wages and bargained wages is 
likely to increase the incentive for employees to bargain. On the other hand, a large 
gap may be a disincentive for employers to bargain. Furthermore, minimum wages 
are only one element of the incentive to bargain, which may be more directly 
affected by other conditions, such as penalty rates, and economic factors including 
those specific to the enterprise concerned. Looked at more broadly, there is no 
evidence that the incentive to bargain has been adversely affected by the increases 
in minimum wages which have occurred over the last decade. There has been a 
very significant reduction in award reliance across all industries, including those 
which are traditionally regarded as award-reliant. The evidence, although not 
completely satisfactory, indicates that increases in minimum wages are compatible 
with the continuing encouragement of enterprise bargaining.61 

54. While the Australian Chamber accepts that the factors influencing the decisions of 
employers and employees to bargain are complex and multi-faceted, it is likely that the 
combination of current level of award wages and prescriptive award conditions are, at the 
very least, not acting to encourage bargaining as evidenced by the continual decline in 
enterprise agreement making across most industries.  

                                                 
60 [2014] FWCFB 3500 at [448]. 
61 [2010] FWAFB 4000 at [302]. 
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55. It should also be noted that the Fair Work Commission has previously conducted research 
on award reliance and incentives to bargain contained in Research Report 6/2013 and 
Research Report 7/2013 which concluded that: 

The study did not reveal a positive or negative relationship between AWR increases 
and the incentive to bargain, instead pointing to a complex mix of factors that may 
contribute to employee and employer decision-making about whether or not to 
bargain.62 
 

56. The Australian Chamber’s agrees that there are a complex mix of factors that contribute to 
employee and employer decision-making about bargaining agreement however in 
considering the study’s findings during the Annual Wage Review 2013-14 the Australian 
Chamber noted that the rise in award reliance at that time “offers a cautionary note, 
particularly in light of the levels of increase determined over the operation of the FW Act”.63 
Australian Chamber member AFEI also commented on the reported differentials between 
award rates and enterprise agreements of Research Report 7/2013 and submitted that: 

In terms of incentives to bargain, the findings that employers reported that AWR 
increases neither discouraged or encouraged bargaining, and that a [sic] for a 
significant number of industries the differential between award rates and enterprise 
agreements rates is small suggests that high minimum rates in those industries and 
occupations are a disincentive to bargain. Overall the report confirms that 
employers are sensitive to labour costs and ‘unless bargaining helps achieve a 
desirable commercial end employers will have little interest in it. 

57. The Australian Chamber is concerned that the risks and cost of bargaining under the 
current system are outweighing the reward. The Department of Employment’s Report on 
Enterprise Bargaining in February 2017 contains analysis of the Workplace Agreements 
Database (WAD). The analysis in the Report is based on agreements that have not 
reached their nominal expiry date or been terminated.64  The Report finds that: 
 

 the number of these agreements peaked in Q4-2010;65 

 between Q2-2014 and Q2-2016: 
o the number of agreements declined by 30.8 per cent; and 
o the number of employees covered by these agreements declined by 13.1 

percent; 66 

 the decline in agreement making has been most pronounced with respect to 
agreements covering up to 19 employees (small agreements) which have declined by 
41.6 per cent in the two years to Q2-2016 and by 43.5 per cent since Q2-2009.67 This 

                                                 
62 [2014] FWCFB 3500 at [469, [472]]. 
63 Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Annual Wage Review 2013-14 Submission, p. 48 
64 Australian Government, Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, p. 2. 
65 Australian Government, Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, p. 2. 
66 Australian Government, Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, p. 2. 
67 Australian Government, Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, p. 4. 
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suggests that bargaining is becoming particularly unattractive in small businesses. The 
Report notes that the average number of small agreements approved was: 

o 595 per quarter in the two years to Q2-2016, 
o 850 between Q3-2012 and Q2-2014; 
o 989 between Q3-2010 and Q2-2012.68 

Chart 2 – Current private sector agreements by agreement size, 20016-2016 

 

Source: Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, Chart 3 

58. While the disincentives to bargain are complex, in the context of the current problems with 
the system a more moderate safety net will, in the Australian Chamber’s submission, better 
encourage bargaining. 

  

                                                 
68 Australian Government, Department of Employment, Report on Enterprise Bargaining, February 2017, p. 4. 
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About the Australian Chamber  

The Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry is the largest and most representative 
business advocacy network in Australia. We speak on behalf of Australian business at home and 
abroad.  

Our membership comprises all state and territory chambers of commerce and dozens of national 
industry associations. Individual businesses are also able to be members of our Business Leaders 
Council. 

We represent more than 300,000 businesses of all sizes, across all industries and all parts of the 
country, employing over 4 million Australian workers. 

The Australian Chamber strives to make Australia a great place to do business in order to improve 
everyone's standard of living.  

We seek to create an environment in which businesspeople, employees and independent 
contractors can achieve their potential as part of a dynamic private sector. We encourage 
entrepreneurship and innovation to achieve prosperity, economic growth and jobs. 

We focus on issues that impact on business, including economics, trade, workplace relations, work 
health and safety, and employment, education and training. 

We advocate for Australian business in public debate and to policy decision-makers, including 
ministers, shadow ministers, other members of parliament, ministerial policy advisors, public 
servants, regulators and other national agencies. We represent Australian business in international 
forums.  

We represent the broad interests of the private sector rather than individual clients or a narrow 
sectional interest.  
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Australian Chamber Members 
AUSTRALIAN CHAMBER MEMBERS: BUSINESS SA  CANBERRA BUSINESS CHAMBER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

NORTHERN TERRITORY  CHAMBER OF COMMERCE & INDUSTRY QUEENSLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE & 

INDUSTRY WESTERN AUSTRALIA  NEW SOUTH WALES BUSINESS CHAMBER TASMANIAN CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE & INDUSTRY  VICTORIAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE & INDUSTRY MEMBER NATIONAL INDUSTRY 

ASSOCIATIONS: ACCORD –  HYGIENE, COSMETIC & SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INDUSTRY  AGED AND COMMUNITY 

SERVICES AUSTRALIA  ARAB CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY AUSTRALIA AIR CONDITIONING & 

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS’ ASSOCIATION  ASSOCIATION OF FINANCIAL ADVISERS ASSOCIATION OF 

INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS OF NSW  AUSTRALIAN SUBSCRIPTION TELEVISION AND RADIO ASSOCIATION 

AUSTRALIAN BEVERAGES COUNCIL LIMITED   AUSTRALIAN DENTAL ASSOCIATION  AUSTRALIAN DENTAL 

INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION AUSTRALIAN FEDERATION OF EMPLOYERS & INDUSTRIES  AUSTRALIAN FEDERATION 

OF TRAVEL AGENTS AUSTRALIAN HOTELS ASSOCIATION AUSTRALIAN INTERNATIONAL AIRLINES 

OPERATIONS GROUP AUSTRALIAN MADE CAMPAIGN LIMITED AUSTRALIAN MINES & METALS ASSOCIATION 

AUSTRALIAN PAINT MANUFACTURERS’ FEDERATION  AUSTRALIAN RECORDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION  

AUSTRALIAN RETAILERS ’  ASSOCIATION  AUSTRALIAN SELF MEDICATION INDUSTRY AUSTRALIAN STEEL 

INSTITUTE AUSTRALIAN TOURISM INDUSTRY COUNCIL  AUSTRALIAN VETERINARY ASSOCIATION BUS 

INDUSTRY CONFEDERATION BUSINESS COUNCIL OF CO-OPERATIVES AND MUTUALS  CARAVAN INDUSTRY 

ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA CEMENT CONCRETE AND AGGREGATES AUSTRALIA  CHIROPRACTORS' 

ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA CONSULT AUSTRALIA CUSTOMER OWNED  BANKING ASSOCIATION  CRUISE 

LINES INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  DIRECT SELLING ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA  EXHIBITION AND EVENT 

ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALASIA  FITNESS AUSTRALIA HOUSING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION HIRE AND RENTAL 

INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION LTD LARGE FORMAT RETAIL ASSOCIATION LIVE PERFORMANCE AUSTRALIA MASTER 

BUILDERS AUSTRALIA  MASTER PLUMBERS’ & MECHANICAL SERVICES ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA MEDICAL 

TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA MEDICINES AUSTRALIA  NATIONAL DISABILITY SERVICES 

NATIONAL ELECTRICAL & COMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT SERVICES ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL FIRE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION NATIONAL RETAIL ASSOCIATION NATIONAL ROAD AND MOTORISTS’ 

ASSOCIATION  NSW TAXI COUNCIL  NATIONAL ONLINE RETAIL ASSOCIATION OIL INDUSTRY INDUSTRIAL 

ASSOCIATION  OUTDOOR MEDIA ASSOCIATION PHARMACY GUILD OF AUSTRALIA  PHONOGRAPHIC 

PERFORMANCE COMPANY OF AUSTRALIA  PLASTICS & CHEMICALS INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION PRINTING 

INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA RESTAURANT & CATERING AUSTRALIA RECRUITMENT & 
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CONSULTING SERVICES ASSOCIATION OF AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND SCREEN PRODUCERS AUSTRALIA 

THE TAX INSTITUTE VICTORIAN AUTOMOBILE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE  


