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IV

The committee recommends that:
planning, review and evaluation activity for the 1992-93
review of AEDP should be commenced as soon as possible
so that it is co-ordinated with current review procedures
and is part of a publicly visible and accessible process.
the 1992-93 review of AEDP should constitute a major
assessment of all aspects of the CDEP, within the AEDP
framework, covering policy issues, efficiency and
effectiveness, administrative competence and
co-ordination between key agencies.
community development plans remain a priority for the
CDEP scheme and that the effectiveness of the planning
process, including community development plans, work
plans and regional plans be monitored and kept under
review.
the implementation of both the User Guide and the work
program requirement be kept under review, to monitor
the extent of their effectiveness in ensuring that the aims
of CDEP are being met.
the original and stated intention of CDEP, to pay
participants the equivalent of foregone unemployment
benefit entitlements in exchange for agreed work be
maintained as the norm. Equally, the principle that the
agreed work must be performed if payment is to be
received should also apply. The monitoring role by
ATSIC to ensure that this equilibrium occurs should be
maintained.
ATSIC and DSS maintain a close watch on relativities
between CDEP and the payment of unemployment
benefit and more closely coordinate their policy
responses. The AEDP Task Force may provide a vehicle
for dealing with unresolved issues.
efforts continue to improve the take up of FAS by eligible
CDEP participants and that both ATSIC and DSS
continue to monitor these take up rates.

improved procedures continue to he implemented by
ATSIC and DSS to ensure the correct allocation of funds
an adequate monitoring of the success of these enhanced
arrangements be maintained and that the results be fed
into the 1992-93 CDEP review process.
the research project into the impact of applying
appropriate industrial awards to CDEP communities
proceed as quickly as possible. It will be important to
reach a timely conclusion to this exercise which, again,
should present some outcomes for the 1992-93 review.
a high priority be given to the training and support
needs of CDEP administrators, through the combined
efforts of ATSIC and DEET.
as foreshadowed by DEET, an evaluation of the
effectiveness of current training programs in support of
administrative competencies for CDEP participants be a
significant element of the review of AEDP in 1992-93.
senior management of ATSIC and DEET take a
significant role in the effective oversighting of improved
financial management and accountability for CDEP.
support and development to increase the effective
administration of CDEP be a key priority for review hi

AEDP

Aboriginal Employment Development Policy

ATSIC

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission

CDEP

Community Development Employment Projects

DEET

Department of Employment, Education and Training

DSS

Department of Social Security

FAS

Family Allowance Supplement

VI

1.1
The Report of the Auditor-General No. 12, 1990-91, Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Commission - Community Development Employment Projects, was
referred to the Committee by the House of Representatives on 4 December 1990.
1.2 In considering the matter referred to it, the committee sought and received
responses from three agencies:
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC)
Department of Social Security (DSS)
Department of Employment, Education and Training (DEET).
1.3
A public hearing was held on the inquiry on 14 March 1991 at which the
above organisations and the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) gave evidence.
The list of witnesses who appeared at the public hearing is at Appendix 1. Written
responses from the respective organisations are included in the transcripts of
evidence.
1.4
In reviewing the Audit Report the committee did not attempt a full review of
the Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP). Rather, the committee
limited itself to the issues raised in the Auditor General's Report which focuses on
future planning and implementation in key result areas to ensure an efficient and
effective scheme. Central to the future operation of the scheme will be a publicly
conducted review process leading up to a full review of the Aboriginal Employment
Development Policy (AEDP) in 1992-93.
1.5 The CDEP scheme has now been in operation, in its various forms, since 1977
and a formal, public review of the program has not taken place since the Miller
Report (Report of the Committee of Review of Aboriginal Employment and Training
Program) in 1985. The committee is of the view that it is timely to examine the
matters raised in the Audit Report in the context of the forthcoming formal review
process.
1.6
The committee finds that CDEP is proving to be a sound and effective scheme
that has much to offer. However, given the rapid rate of expansion of the scheme
and the administrative issues of scale and complexity that have arisen as a
consequence of this, there is considerable scope for improved efficiency. This process
of expansion within the newly evolving agency of ATSIC is also impacting on
statutory and program relationships with DSS and DEET.

1.7
The CDEP scheme was first introduced in 1977 in some remote Aboriginal
communities where there was little or no prospect of employment or economic
development. Since its inception the CDEP has undergone a number of phases in its
development.
1.8
It originated as a limited income support system for Aboriginals in remote
areas where mainstream employment was not available. Communities agreed to
pool their unemployment benefit and work on community projects to earn the wage
equivalent of unemployment benefit.
1.9
CDEP was initially restricted to remote communities with little or no labour
market and projects tended to be directed towards the maintenance of community
services and infrastructure.
1.10 The second phase of the scheme encompassed both expansion of the funding
for the scheme and an increased emphasis on economic development through the
concept of work or job creation. The committee has been advised that attractive
features of CDEP which contributed to this growth were its acceptance by
Aboriginal people, the fact that it was self-managed, and the cultural
appropriateness of the work to be undertaken, relating as it does to traditional and
community activities.
1.11 In 1985, the CDEP became a significant component of the overall Aboriginal
Employment Development Policy and now has the status of a major employment
program within the ATSIC portfolio.
1.12 The budget for 1990-91 is in excess of $180 million which accounts for much
of the expenditure growth under the government's AEDP. There are 188 CDEPs
operating in Australia, with some 18,000 people participating in the scheme. Most
projects are located in the remote parts of Western Australia, Northern Territory,
South Australia and Queensland, however
"... in recent years the scheme has extended into the semi-remote, rural
and urban areas of Queensland, South Australia, New South Wales and
Victoria."'1*
1.13 The scheme has also obtained guaranteed funding from the Department of
Finance to all eligible communities to the foreshadowed levels outlined above.

Community Development Employment Projects - Review of Funding and Administration, Febiiiary 1990 - CDEP Working
Party Report to the Review Steering Committee, P 11.

1.14

ATSIC now emphasises that CDEP
"is an employment program in which Aboriginal Communities forego
Unemployment Benefit entitlements in exchange for participation in
a program which promotes the enhancement of work skills, training
and community development"

and
"From the many definitions of CDEP, and its operation in practice four
broad orientations of the program can be identified: Community
Development, Employment, Economic Development and Social
Support. All or some of these may appear in a particular CDEP and
the orientation of any one CDEP may change over time".(2)

(21
' CDEP Working Party Report, P 6, P 14.

2.1
The Audit Report comments on a number of specific areas for improved
effectiveness and efficiency for the CDEP scheme within the overall context of the
Aboriginal Employment Development Policy.
2.2
Following from the submissions and public hearings, the committee makes
recommendations in relation to the key result areas noted by Audit. It concludes
with some additional overview comments on the process for achieving demonstrable
results and outcomes for CDEP.
CO-ORDINATING AND MONITORING OF AEDP
2.3
The Audit Report notes the comprehensive review of AEDP to be undertaken
in 1992-93. ATSIC advises that this review supersedes previously proposed annual
review processes and that discussions have commenced with the Department of
Finance in preparation for what will constitute a major review of AEDP.
2.4 The committee considers that this review process is central and provides a
context and focus for assessing the viability and effectiveness of CDEP. To date,
there has been little available public documentation on the success of CDEP against
stated performance indicators. It is noted that the significant growth and
development of CDEP has made such performance expectations difficult to quantify.
Equally, ATSIC is at a formative stage and while there is much optimism and
enthusiasm in relation to CDEP, it is difficult to obtain effectiveness measures and
definitive results from ATSIC in relation to the CDEP program.
2.5
The committee believes that the corporate planning process within ATSIC
should make a more effective contribution than it has to date to the accountability
of CDEP. The ATSIC corporate plan should be a publicly available document,
produced annually and clearly linking the planning process for CDEP to key result
areas for the scheme,
2.6
The committee notes the role of the AEDP Task Force, as an overview group
to ensure co-ordination between the key funding agencies and to monitor the
implementation of AEDP programs, including the CDEP. It further notes that the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs is now the Chairman of the AEDP Task Force and
that the Department of Social Security has been formally reintroduced to the AEDP
Task Force.

2.7
The committee believes that the above activities should be linked structurally
to ongoing evaluation and review processes, which incorporate the activities of the
ATSIC Office of Evaluation and Audit and should involve consultation, through the
Regional Councils, with relevant communities and organisations.
2.8 As noted by ATSIC itself, the committee agrees that it is important not to
duplicate review processes by the various activities outlined above. It will no doubt
be the responsibility of the review committee which is to undertake the 1992-93
review to dovetail these planning and review mechanisms so that they feed into that
major review.
2.9

The committee therefore recommends that:
planning, review and evaluation activity for the 1992-93
review of AEDP should be commenced as soon as possible
so that it is co-ordinated with current review procedures
and is part of a publicly visible and accessible process.
the 1992-93 review of AEDP should constitute a major
assessment of all aspects of the CDEP, within the AEDP
framework, covering policy issues, efficiency and
effectiveness, administrative competence and
co-ordination between key agencies.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS
2.10 ANAO noted that "the Commission should increase its emphasis on
encouraging CDEP communities to prepare Community Development Plans and
annual work programs for CDEP activities".*3'
2.11 ATSIC advised the committee that it acknowledges the importance of
community development plans and advises that work has commenced between the
Commission and the Department of Employment, Education and Training,
developing a program that will trial the community development planning process
in six communities. ATSIC makes the point that it is necessary to ensure effective
linking of community development plans, work plans and regional plans.
2.12 Further, a template for regional planning is to be prepared by a consultancy
that is to be finalised shortly.
(3)
Audit Report No. 12 1990 - 91 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission - Community Development Employment
Projects.

2.13 The committee notes these initiatives but is concerned that not enough
emphasis and priority is being placed on community development plans.
2.14

In its 1990 report "Our Future, Our Selves", the committee stated:
"The Committee strongly supports the development of
community plans as a means of co-ordinated action on
the part of government agencies. In its report A Chance
for the Future the Committee recommended that the
government agencies assist Aboriginal people to develop
community plans and to include education and training
needs within them. Community development has rarely
been discussed with Aboriginal people in an overall
context which draws together economic, infrastructure,
social and cultural needs. The Committee has been
struck time and time again by this fact."

and

"The development of community plans may be time
consuming and requires a level of awareness and
expertise not always available in Aboriginal communities.
Non-Aboriginal staff may also be unfamiliar with
principles of community development. Consequently,
there is a need to develop training packages for both
Aboriginal people and non-Aboriginal community based
staff or departmental personnel, which are based on
accepted principles of community development."'41
2.15 The committee notes that liaison is currently taking place between ATSIC
and DEET to clarify their respective roles, particularly in relation to training
support for the skills to develop effective community plans.
2.16 The committee reinforces its support for the development of effective
community plans,

(4)
Our Future, Our Selves - Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Community Control Management and Resources - House
of Representatives Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs - August 1990, P 82 para 6.56 & P 84 para 6.62.

2.17

It is recomxnended that:
com.muB.ity development plans remain a priority for the
process, including community development plans, work
plans and regional plans be monitored and kept under

2.18 ANAO notes some lack of clarity in the assessment process and criteria
against which CDEP funding is allocated. This, in turn, points to the need for
clarification of the objectives of CDEP.
2.19 ANAO recommended "activities funded by CDEP need to be better targeted
and criteria for assessment and priority setting need to be adopted"/ '
2.20 In its response ATSIC points to the revised guidelines and procedures being
put in place to ensure correct assessment processes. The recently completed CDEP
User Guide is aimed at assisting communities and ATSIC staff to develop a better
understanding of how the CDEP scheme can be utilised as an employment program.
2.21 As part of these revised funding arrangements a CDEP work program is to
become a pre-requisite for funding and must be provided with the application for
ATSIC grant funds.
2.22 The committee notes the work done to date to improve these assessment
processes and re-emphasises the Audit Report's concern to link projects to the
objectives of CDEP. The enhanced guidelines provide the means of achieving
correctly targeted projects; they are not an end in themselves. The success of these
guidelines will need to be measured against the improvement in types and success
of CDEP projects.
2.23 While the nature of programs undertaken under CDEP are necessarily broad,
including community development, employment, economic development and social
support, it is important that each work program is linked to the stated objectives of
the CDEP and, as a consequence, provides a means of assessing the degree of
success achieved by each project in quantifiable terms.

Audit Report No. 12, P VII.

2.24 This will enable the CDEP to move away from a reliance on "good news"
stories and enable successful CDEP models to be established for use by other
potential applicants.

requirement be kept under review, t
the extent of their effectiveness in ensuring that the aims

2.26 An area of some discussion in the course of this inquiry has been the
relationship between CDEP and unemployment benefit and ANAO highlights this
as an area where ATSIC staff, DSS and community members need to clarify their
understanding of entitlements to CDEP vis-a-vis unemployment benefit.
2.27 A principle concern is whether "there was scope for individuals, by virtue of
CDEP, to receive less than otherwise would have been available as UB".(6)
2.28

ATSIC advises that
"Under CDEP guidelines, participants must be given the opportunity
to receive income at a level at least the equivalent to their otherwise
UB entitlement.
While ATSIC encourages the payment of wages at award rates, it is
within a community's discretion to fix actual hours worked, and to
implement a principle of "no work, no pay". Where individuals elect not
to take up the offer of work, their level of income may well be affected
much the same as if they were in general employment or receiving UB.
It is the case that ATSIC and DSS staff have not clearly understood or
consistently interpreted the availability of partial UB for CDEP
participants. ATSIC is liaising with DSS regarding the implementation
of arrangements to address this matter."*71

{6>

Audit Report No. 12, P 13.

(7) Transcript of Evidence, P 69.

2.29 The Department of Social Security states that CDEP is an ATSIC program,
funded by ATSIC and that payments to individuals participating in CDEP are the
responsibility of individual communities. The DSS responsibility is related to the
appropriate payment of unemployment benefit.
2.30 The committee recognises the difficulties that can arise where people
participating in CDEP may receive less than the equivalent of unemployment
benefit. The committee reinforces the need for ATSIC field staff to monitor this
situation and to assist in the resolution of conflicts where they occur.
2.31

The committee recommends that:
the original and stated intention of CDEP, to pay
participants the equivalent of foregone unemployment
benefit entitlements in exchange for agreed work be
maintained as the norm. Equally, the principle that the
agreed work must be performed if payment is to be
received should also apply. The monitoring role by
ATSIC to ensure that this equilibrium occurs should be
maintained.

2.32 Another issue that has arisen is whether individuals can opt out of CDEP
when they are members of a participating community and what implications this has
for what the Department of Social Security calls the "convention" that
unemployment benefit and participation in CDEP are seen as mutually exclusive.
2.33 This "convention" may become more of an issue as the scheme expands
further beyond remote communities and has implications for the application of the
work test by DSS.
2.34 The Department of Social Security advises that some of the justifications for
existing arrangements which were valid at the inception of CDEP in late 1977 are
now being called into question and tested at appeal tribunals.
2.35 The committee notes the capacity for these anomalies to occur and supports
the Audit recommendation that liaison and negotiations take place to minimise the
difficulties arising.
2.36 While an emerging area of concern, these problems do not appear to be of a
nature to undermine the basic philosophical and policy underpinning of CDEP, at
least on the basis of arguments and examples produced to date.

2.37 The committee emphasises that the flexibility of CDEP and its adaptability
to a wide range of circumstances is one of its strengths. Consequently, while there
is a need to tidy up some linkages provisions between DSS and ATSIC, the scheme
should be given the necessary scope to continue.

benefit and more closely coordinate their policy
responses. The AEDP Task Force may provide a vehicle
for dealing with unresolved issues.

2.39 The Audit Report found that "more assistance is needed for the significant
proportion of people entitled to Family Allowance Supplement (FAS) who had not
taken up that entitlement"18' amongst CDEP participants.
2.40 Both ATSIC and DSS report significant improvement in both the take up
rate for FAS and the processes for keeping this under review.
2.41 DSS has undertaken to ensure that all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
families, particularly those participating in CDEP, are adequately informed about
the Family Allowance Supplement and are encouraged to claim their entitlements.
2.42 The provision of new participant schedules as from 1 March 1991, increased
awareness by DSS staff concerning eligibility of families participating in CDEP,
routine activities of staff, such as the Remote Visiting Teams and monitoring by
survey have all contributed to the successful take up of FAS to approximately 70%
of eligible CDEP participants.

efforts continue to improve the take up of FAS by eligible
CDEP participants and that both ATSIC and DSS
continue to monitor these take up rates.

<8>

Audit Report No. 12, P VII.
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2.44 Funding arrangements for CDEP were an area of concern and Audit found
that "various factors that contributed to inaccurate payments need to be
addressed".'9* These included failure to submit accountability documentation,
unnecessary delays in payment adjustments, lack of authority at the regional level,
lax security for computer systems and incorrect advances.
2.45 Both DSS and ATSIC report considerable progress in this area since the
Audit report.
2.46 ATSIC reports that it is now a requirement that each CDEP
community/organisation provide a full list of participants on the newly designed
participant schedule to the ATSIC Regional Office four weeks prior to the
commencement of each quarter. Where communities/organisations have the
resources they can opt for provision of monthly schedules in lieu of quarterly
schedules. The monthly schedules must be submitted within two weeks of the start
of each month.
2.47 All participant schedules must be accompanied by a covering certification,
signed by the chairperson or an authorised employee of the recipient organisation,
stating that all persons listed on the schedule are eligible to participate in the CDEP
in accordance with eligibility criteria set out in the certification. Provision of the
new participant schedule commenced on 1 March 1991.
2.48

The CDEP User Guide states:
If a community or organisation fails to submit at least a quarterly
participant schedule funds can not be released until the schedule is
submitted, (p 33)(10S

2.49 The numbers provided on the participant schedule are used by ATSIC to
calculate the next quarter's wages funding entitlements. The quarterly grant for
those communities/organisations who submit monthly schedules will be re-costed at
the end of the next quarter and any adjustments will be made in the next quarter.
2.50 The Commission checks schedules against the previous schedule as part of its
monitoring role, and undertakes spot checks during community visits as well as
checking schedules at review time.

(9)

Audit Beport No. 12, P VII.

(

'Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission - Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP) - User Guide,
January 1991.
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2.51 Participant schedules are forwarded to the Department of Social Security
(DSS) which checks the eligibility of participants and where appropriate ceases
unemployment benefit payments to individuals. It is the responsibility of DSS to
advise ATSIC where individuals listed on the participant schedule are considered
ineligible for CDEP. Any adjustments resulting from the DSS check of the schedule
will be made in the following quarter.
2.52 DSS confirms that the arrangements will be monitored and reviewed. The
issue of provision of schedules to DSS has been followed up on a regional basis.
Discussions are underway with ATSIC on possible improvements to processes in the
medium term.
2.53

The committee recommends that:
improved procedures continue to be implemented by
ATSIC and DSS to ensure the correct allocation of funds
to CDEP communities
an adequate monitoring of the success of these enhanced
arrangements be maintained and that the results be fed
into the 1992-93 CDEP review process.

2.54 Another area of concern was whether Award rates of pay are paid, where
appropriate. This is a particular dilemma given that CDEP funding is only at a rate
equivalent to unemployment benefit. Additionally, because of the short hours
covered by unemployment benefit equivalents, casual or penalty rates may further
reduce the hours if Award conditions are applied strictly.
2.55 There is little by way of outcome to report at this stage and ATSIC advises
that a research project is underway to determine the potential impact of unionism
and industrial award coverage. The terms of reference for this project are as follows:
To assess the applicability of industrial awards to CDEP program activity in
ATSI communities;
Consider whether existing awards may apply, whether a new award
needs to be created for CDEP or whether CDEP should be exempt
from award coverage;
To assess the potential impact of the mandatory introduction of awards from
both a program and community perspective;
12

Identify the attitudes of ATSI communities to the introduction of industrial
awards;
Identify potential areas of conflict between community structures and
aspirations and union practices;
Make recommendations as to whether or not industrial awards are applicable
to ATSI CDEP communities considering relevant social and cultural factors,
and assess what, if any, are the likely resource implications.
2.56 A steering committee has been established to oversee the project. It consists
of an ATSIC Commissioner, senior ATSIC and DEET officers and an independent
Aboriginal person.
2.57 It is expected that the project will be completed within six months of the
commencement of the study.
2.58 The committee notes progress to date and recognises that this is another of
the anomalies presenting to CDEP as it expands it scope and coverage.
2.59

The committee recommends that:
the research project into the impact of applying
appropriate industrial awards to CDEP communities
proceed as quickly as possible. It will he important to
reach a timely conclusion to this exercise which, again,
should present some outcomes for the 1992-93 review.

ADMINISTRATION BY COMMUNITIES
2.60 The administration and financial management of CDEP at the operational
level has been a matter of ongoing concern since inception. This continues to be a
factor in perceptions as to both the viability and credibility of CDEP.
2.61

ANAO confirms that this situation continues:
"CDEP operates in an essentially unstable environment of high staff
turnover and lack of adequate experience and training. As noted
previously, the amount of assistance provided to communities by
officers through programs of visits to the communities, which would
help over time to overcome administrative and managerial problems,
had been less than satisfactory.
13

The ANAO is of the view that the effectiveness of CDEP in achieving
its objectives relies heavily on the advice and assistance that can be
provided by the Commission's officers, supported by appropriate
training programs in conjunction with relevant agencies. This should
be a key factor taken into account by the Commission in resource
allocation decisions."'11'
and the Audit Report finds:
"communities needed more support and training to overcome difficulty
in fulfilling the management and accountability requirements of the
scheme." (12)
2.62 It is acknowledged by the committee that this is an area where progress
cannot be achieved overnight and that both ATSIC and DEET have programs in
place to improve training support to CDEP communities.
2.63 ATSIC advises "the Commission is addressing these issues in a number of
ways. Government has agreed to ATSIC's submission for additional staff resources
as outlined in the Review of CDEP Funding and Administration, and AEDP/CDEP
support staff will soon be located in all State and a number of Regional offices.
Additional administration funds have also been provided.
2.64 Terms of reference are currently being devised for a pilot project involving
the Commission, DEET and DSS whereby 10 CDEP communities throughout
Australia will be targeted in an effort to assess the effectiveness of current services
and the adequacy of available resources. The aim of the exercise is to develop
support strategies which reflect community priorities and to ensure each agency
adequately services those communities in a co-ordinated manner."(i3)
2.65 DEET confirms that it provides support for CDEP under the Training for
Aboriginals Program. (TAP) and other DEET programs and advises:
"The principle aim, particularly in the most recently implemented
CDEP projects, has been to commence training potential CDEP
administrators from within the community prior to commencement of
the project. In some instances this training is continued on for up to
twelve months after the project commences in the guise of the DEET
funded Community Training Officer. Few of these arrangements have
been completed so far, and success is therefore difficult to gauge,
(US

ANAO Report No. 12, P 19.

(12) ANAO Report No. 12, P VII.
(13) Transcript of Evidence, P 71.
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It is intended that DEET will shortly commence a full evaluation of
the community sector elements of TAP, under which training
assistance is provided to Aboriginal communities, including those with
CDEP projects. This evaluation will feed into the evaluation of the
Aboriginal Employment Development Policy as a whole in 1992/93."(14)
2.66 The committee is of the firm view that an adequate skill base at the level of
administration of individual CDEPs is the most fundamental requirement to the
success of CDEP. This is also the view of ANAO which stated at the public hearing:
"Making all these requirements for grant acquittal and participation
schedules is all dependent, of course, on the skill base in the
community, and we can see that Aboriginal communities, because of
their isolation among other things, have particular problems in that
regard. So it was heartening to hear other people giving evidence
earlier, saying that they saw this as a need to be addressed."(16)
2.67 Difficulties of isolation, staff turnover, and existing levels of administrative
skills and capacities are all factors that will require long term strategies and
programs and a continuum of ongoing support. Notwithstanding these difficulties,
training of CDEP communities must be pursued, with co-ordination between ATSIC
and DEET at all levels, to maximise the efforts of these organisations.
2.68

It is recount!ended that:
a high priority be given to the training and support
needs of CDEP administrators, through the combined
efforts of ATSIC and DEET
as foreshadowed by DEET, an evaluation of the
effectiveness of current training programs in support of
administrative competencies for CDEP participants be a
significant element of the review of AEDP in 1992-93.

(141
Transcript of Evidence, P 117.
(15) Transcript of Evidence, P 61.
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2.69

The Audit Report finds that:
"there is also scope for the Commission to improve administrative
procedures in a number of areas."(16)

The key issue under this finding is a concern with the financial management and
accountability under CDEP.
2.70 ATSIC advises that Commissioners have recently made a decision to give
priority to the timely acquittal of grants and to the training of ATSIC officers in the
relevant procedures.
2.71 It is noted by the committee that ATSIC has primary responsibility for
training CDEP staff in financial management and accountability.
2.72 The key initiatives reported are the Grant Procedure Training and the CDEP
Training Package which includes modules on critical factors to make a successful
CDEP.
2.73 This training, which targets ATSIC, DSS and DEET staff is of recent origin
and ATSIC advises "it is too early to judge effectiveness against improvements in
work performance"/17'
2.74 It is further stated that the Commission is reviewing performance indicators
for CDEP with a view to making them more appropriate measures of the scheme's
effectiveness.
2.75 While reinforcing the need for greater management competence and
accountability among ATSIC staff, and through them at the community level, the
committee recognises that this will not be achieved overnight and that this is a
longer term objective for the CDEP scheme.
2.76 The committee does, however, make the point that it is the responsibility of
ATSIC, in conjunction with other key Departments, to manage this process by
defining key result areas and benchmarks against which progress can be assessed.
2.77 It is in this area of steady, planned, assessable progress that the long term
credibility and viability of CDEP will be established.
!16)

ANAO Report No. 12, P VII.

(17)

Transcript of Evidence, P 87.
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2.78 Administrative and financial management difficulties have tended to impact
on the credibility of the scheme. Some of these are resource based and others relate
to the incremental way in which CDEP has developed.
2.79 ATSIC highlights program accountability for CDEP as a key priority. The
implementation of the above initiatives, particularly in the area of training for
increased financial management and clear performance indicators against which
progress can be assessed will be fundamental to establishing this accountability.
2.80 The committee endorses the initiatives taken by ATSIC and DEET to clarify
their respective roles and to provide complementary training to improve the
administration of CDEP.
2.81

The committee recommends that:
senior management of ATSIC and DEET take a significant role
in the effective oversighting of improved financial management
and accountability for CDEP.

2.82

The committee further recommends that:
support and development to increase the effective
administration of CDEP be a key priority for review in 1992-93.
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2.83 The CDEP is now a major Government program. It is fair to say that it has
probably escaped its share of external review and scrutiny to date.
2.84 There are number of issues which continue to influence the credibility of the
scheme. Some of these are resource based (the capacity of ATSIC to provide
adequate oversighting of the scheme). Others relate to the incremental way the
scheme has developed, causing problems in CDEP's relativities with other policies
and programs, in particular unemployment benefit and award rates of pay.
2.85 Additionally, administrative and financial management difficulties have been
endemic and will increase with the expanded scale and complexity of CDEP unless
strategies and plans are in place to address them.
2.86 Against this background and the Government commitment to CDEP, the key
issues relating to CDEP's future operations are ATSIC's policy framework and
organisational management of the scheme and the capacity of the staff to achieve
this; the actual operation of CDEP and relationships with other organisations,
particularly DSS and DEET.
2.87 Priority areas for attention highlighted in this report are contained in the
recommendations at the front of this report. They include improved planning and
evaluation for CDEP within the AEDP framework, an identification of key result
areas against which the efficiency and effectiveness of the scheme can be measured,
a restating of the importance of community development plans, targeting of CDEP
projects to defined objectives, improved training and developmental support for
communities and staff of oversighting agencies and, through this, a capacity to
achieve increased financial and administrative competence for CDEP at all levels of
administration.
2.88 An emphasis has been placed on the importance of the major review of AEDP
to be undertaken in 1992/93 as an appropriate and timely means of reviewing
progress in these key result areas for CDEP. In the view of the committee this
review should incorporate specific activity currently underway and provide a full
evaluation of CDEP, and a forward plan for its further development.

Duncan Kerr MP
Chairman
13 May 1991
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The Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP}
scheme is designed as an alternative to continued reliance
on unemployment benefit. It enables Aboriginal communities, or specific interest groups within communities, in
rural and remote areas and small rural towns and in other
situations where there are no alternative employment
prospects, to undertake community development activities
designed and valued by the community or group, and which
involve the employment of community members.
The scheme was administered by the former Department of
Aboriginal Affairs until 5 March 1990 and since then has
been the responsibility of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Commission. An audit of the administration of the
Scheme during 1989-90 produced the following key areas
for attention:
• the Commission should increase its emphasis on encouraging CDEP communities to prepare Community
Development Plans and annual work programs for CDEP
activities (paras 5.2.6 and 5.3.4)
• activities funded by CDEP need to be better targeted,
and criteria for assessment and priority setting need to
be adopted (paras 5.3.5 and 5.3.8)
• both Commission staff and community members need to
clarify their understanding of entitlements to CDEP visa-vis unemployment benefit (para 5.4.11)
• more assistance is needed for the significant proportion
of people entitled to Family Allowance Supplement (FAS)
who had not taken up that entitlement (para 5.5.2)
• various factors that contributed to inaccurate payments
need to be addressed (para 5.6.3J
• wage rates under CDEP generally did not reflect relevant
award rates despite CDEP Guidelines requiring that they
should (para 5.7.2)
• communities needed more support and training to overcome difficulty in fulfilling the management and accountability requirements of the scheme (para 5.8.13), and
• there is also scope for the Commission to improve its administrative procedures in a number of areas (para 5.9.2).
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ACTU

Australian Council of Trade Unions

AEDP

Aboriginal Employment Development Policy

ATSIC

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission

ADC

Aboriginal Development Commission

CDEP

Community Development Employment Projects

DAA

Department of Aboriginal Affairs

DEET

Department of Employment, Education and Training

FAS

Family Allowance Supplement

UB

Unemployment Benefits
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Chapter 1

1.1.1 In 1984-85 the then Commonwealth Ministers for
Aboriginal Affairs and Employment and Industrial Relations commissioned a major independent review of
Aboriginal unemployment. The Report of the Committee of
Review of Aboriginal Employment and Training Programs
was presented to the Government in September 1985. It
highlighted the need for a redirection of Commonwealth
and State/Territory Government programs. As an initial
response to the Report, the Government announced the
Aboriginal Employment Development Policy (AEDP) in
August 1986. In November 1987, the AEDP was launched
by the Prime Minister.
1.1.2 The AEDP was developed as a long-term policy to be
administered jointly by the Department of Employment.
Education and Training (DEET). the former Department of
Aboriginal Affairs (DAA) and the former Aboriginal Development Commission (ADC). It combines measures to promote
employment, education and enterprise development to help
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people to move away
from welfare-dependence towards self-sufficiency and
economic independence.
1.1.3 AEDP includes a number of high level strategies
directed towards the social, cultural and economic development of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders, including:
• public and private sector employment
• community based employment and enterprise
• educational and formal training, and
• co-ordination and consultation.
1.1.4 CDEP is one element of the strategy to develop community based employment and enterprise.
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