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There are many factors as will be described and explained in the following 
material. The important thing to remember is that when a person 
volunteers, they do so for purely altruistic reasons whether they are 
offering themselves to help in their own local community or further afield. 
They are reasonably entitled to be valued and assisted to do so. 

 They just want to help and get the job done without obstacles put in their 
way by bureaucratic or other official processes.  

These are the people that the fire service brands as “Not Professional”, by 
virtue of the Act written for, if not by, the UFU that states only Fire and 
Rescue staff can be “Professional Firefighter”. These are the people that 
make a supreme effort to go through the training to raise themselves to the 
standard of a safe and capable operational emergency service member, 
some becoming selected to be full time staff members. 

The factors that impact on volunteers joining or staying are below: 

1. Social. 

Interference with a person’s social life is caused by the requirements of 
training obligations. Weekly, monthly,  irregular multi day courses, 2 to 5 
days, minimum 3 yearly.  

Operational callouts, average 25 a year for active volunteers in the 
emergency services. These incidents are by their urgent nature gross 
interferences in a volunteer life and can occur at any time day or night, in 
the early hours of the morning, or when it is usually quite inconvenient such 
as when I have just cooked a nice steak dinner and have to run off and 
leave it!  

Even worse when a family member or an ill family pet  needs support! 

This  level of commitment severely limits a volunteer’s social involvement 
in the normal social activities that a non-volunteer would be able to 
participate in. No movies, no sporting events, football games, concerts, 
family gatherings. These types of activities are frequently foregone as part 
of the volunteer’s service.  
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The loss of leisure time and social activities can be a factor in reducing 
mental health levels in volunteers and also their family. 

 

2. Family. 

A Volunteers family is adversely affected to varying degrees. This can be a 
simple absence from a family dinner, missing Milestone events with 
children or spouse’s, not being available to provide transport to family 
members when needed.  

The list goes on and on. Some absences can be quite protracted and 
stretch to days, weeks, or months in the case of overseas deployments. 

But even a few hours of precious time with family lost due to volunteering is 
an imposition that causes damage to family interactions. 

Family/work commitments account for 42.2 percent of factors inhibiting 
volunteering. 

 According to “The Cost of Volunteering Report 2006 Anglicare. S. King, J. Bellamy, & C. Donato-Hunt” © 

3. Work. 

In my experience as a Brigade First Officer, a volunteer’s activities as a 
volunteer can have a wide variation of direct and indirect effects on their 
work commitments. This is dependent on whether the volunteer works for a 
government Agency, a private employer (either a small to medium 
enterprise or a large corporation), or are self-employed as a sole trader, or 
as an employer managing their own business. 

I had members in my Brigade  that fitted in all of these 
categories at various periods, myself being self-employed for some time 
before retiring. Personally, I was prepared to forgo earnings on many 
occasions, being in a fortunate position to do so. Many of the brigade 
members were not so fortunate as I, but  they still sacrificed earnings to fill 
their role to protect the community the best they could accordingly, as their 
circumstances permitted. 

Those members that were employed by other entities experience vastly 
different conditions of support, or not, depending on whether the employer 
allowed them time off in lieu, time off on full or reduced wages, or no 
support. Obviously, those volunteers that had no employer support either 
did not attend activities, or attended a bushfire event and suffered the loss. 
Obviously not a desirable outcome, but at periods of major emergency this 
was occasionally the result but was unsustainable for long, and was not to 
be encouraged.  
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Volunteers that are employed by Councils or State or Federal Government 
are given either time off in lieu, or emergency services leave for set periods 
on full pay. This is a helpful concession, but not copied by private 
enterprises except for some larger corporations.  

All of these different circumstances have a myriad of effects on preventing 
or inhibiting volunteers offering themselves for service. 

This could be alleviated by the scheme below that I have submitted to the 
departments of the QFES and SES previously, without any satisfactory 
response. 

 

COMPENSATION FOR LOSS OF INCOME TO VOLUNTEERS 

1. During recent operational activities involving personnel and rural fires volunteers at 
long duration wildfire events, , it was apparent that many members  lost a large portion of 
their normal income due to giving an enormous commitment to the service. Some 
members gave up 2 weeks of work.  
2. Although this is not a desirable situation, it is sometimes forced onto the 
members due to the attrition of personnel as a result of the workload that is 
created from large and long duration events, whether they are fire, flood, search 
for missing persons, etc. Land searches are usually long duration events, 
sometimes stretching for weeks, even months in many cases. 
3. It would be fair to those members that are so committed that they are willing to 
give so much up, that they be compensated fully for what they lose monetarily. 
Particularly those key personnel  that are necessary to provide a leadership role in 
a team with continuity. 
4. By compensation being available from government, a burden would be removed 
from employers that do give wages support to their volunteer staff that provide an 
extremely valuable service to their community, sometimes lifesaving support.   
5. There would be some reliability of staffing operational forces of volunteers when 
extreme events occur such as the recent bushfires in 2004, 2012, and 2019 
seasons.  
6. It would reduce resentment when volunteers are working alongside paid staff doing the 
same tasks. This is a very real situation during long events. 
7. Previous bushfire events in NSW and the A.C.T. have resulted in the state providing 
resources to re-imburse volunteers for loss of income on application by the member, on a 
case by case basis for that particular event, as an ex-gratia payment.  
8. A permanent policy should be in place  to cater for future long events to provide 
compensation funding, either from state funds or NDRA funding. It is suggested that this 
policy be invoked after a minimum time period has elapsed, consider 24, 48, or 72 hours 
as suggestions. 
9.    Due to the present employment and social climate, and cost of living it is normal for 
both partners to need to work, sometimes more than one job, to be able to provide for 
their families. This situation impacts markedly on whether to join a volunteer service or 
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not. If compensation for loss of income incurred as a result of serving the community was 
known to be available, then it would be an incentive to family breadwinners to join a 
service and attract the type of member we need. 

10. Please note, this is not to be seen as payment to volunteers, or a diminishing of the 
volunteer ethic in any way, as it would only be applied in long standing operations when 
the community is in dire need and would be declared as part of disaster declarations. 

11. The relevant government departments, SES, QFD, etc. need to become familiar with 
and understand commonly stated predictions from demographic studies that predict that 
there will be vastly reduced workforce due to aging population, to service a 
commensurately increased cohort of persons needing assistance compared to numbers 
of today’s needs. This will impose real difficulties on volunteer services to support their 
respective communities. 

Document ends. 

 

4.Expenses.  

Following on from the work factor and loss of wages and work time, 
disruption of leave entitlements and various employment conditions, there 
is  another factor that impacts the employees incentive to join a volunteer 
service. These are the expenses incurred by the volunteer directly as a 
result of their giving of their time and body to the government. Below is an 
extract of total costs incurred by a volunteer as an employee, and as a 
Self-employed worker, according to “The Cost of Volunteering Report 2006 
Anglicare. S. King, J. Bellamy, & C. Donato-Hunt” ©. 

I have attached this report to my submission for the committee’s review 
and information as to the costs involved in volunteering. Even though this 
study was compiled in 2006, the same factors are still relevant today. 

 

 Cost. All employees $1,679 (adjusted for inflation in 2025-$2718) 

Self-employed $3,282 (adjusted for inflation in 2025-$5314.62)   

According to “The Cost of Volunteering Report 2006 Anglicare. S. King, J. Bellamy, & C. Donato-Hunt” © 

 

On a personal note, I calculated I incurred a loss of approximately $3000 a 
year on average, culminating in a cost of $5,000 over all factors during my 
final year as the Brigade First Officer. 

 

5. Departmental service conditions.  
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This is probably the most influential factor to influencing a volunteer to join, 
or stay and continue to serve their community, as the conditions of service 
are continually impacting the member or applicant. The difficulties 
commence from the time a person decides to sign up with an organisation. 
Over the last decade or so there has been a proliferation of documentation 
to complete to become an active volunteer. First there is the initial 
application to complete. This has become more comprehensive in the 
information required, police checks, medical checks etc. Once the 
application has been submitted it can be an extended period of time before 
the member is accepted and issued their member number. Reports I have 
received vary from around 3 weeks to 9 months, which although rare, 
happen to illustrate the type of delay experienced by many applicants. 

The next obstacle is the Blue Card application process. This is an onerous 
process that can mean whether or not an applicant proceeds with their 
application, though not for any fear of any past criminality, but because of 
the bureaucratic process involved. The whole Blue Card introduction was 
probably the worst program ever introduced to a volunteer organisation in 
the bullying way it was presented, “Apply or else you will be sacked” was 
the approach from the senior executive officers. As an example, an 80 year 
old Grandmother that had been serving a Brigade for over 30 years was 
told she would be sacked, after giving her services for free as a Brigade 
Secretary over that length of time. Thousands of members were dismissed 
because they objected to being tarred as “Paedophiles”. 

The whole Blue Card introduction was based on a lie because someone in 
the Crown Legal  Department believed that all fire fighters held First Aid 
Certificates and decided this designated them as “Health Care Workers”, 
so requiring them to hold a Blue Card. The ludicrous application of this 
resulted in the resignation/dismissal of approximately at least 8000 
volunteers. In all of my 35 years of fighting fires all over the State, I have 
never come across an unsupervised minor at a fire. 

In my view, this just illustrated the contempt that volunteers are held in by 
the Senior Leadership Team, the Senior civilian staff, and the belief by 
them that volunteers are just “Cannon Fodder” and can be replaced on a 
constant rotation. 

Many dignitaries give flowery speeches venerating volunteers and their 
service to the community, but then will disrespect them whenever it suits 
the service because of some issue.  

One example of this is a situation where a Brigade First Officer identified a 
discrepancy in the payments of the Rural Fire Levy from the relevant 
Council to his Brigade. When he raised this with the QFES at the time, he 
was denigrated, constantly threatened, bullied by the senior officers in the 
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Department and eventually dismissed. This is even though a forensic Audit 
had proven him to be correct. This volunteer had given many years of 
service to his community, as a Firefighter and as a QAS First Responder, 
on one occasion being voted “The Citizen of The Year”. 

Another example is when the First Officer of the  
laid a complaint against a Staff member, resulting in the Staff member 
being disciplined and held back from promotion. As a result of the 
complaint, the Staff member conducted a vindictive “get square” campaign 
which resulted in a couple of spurious charges against the First Officer. 
When the members of his Brigade refused to remove him from the Brigade, 
the Commissioner, under advisement from the senior staff within the RFS, 
closed the Brigade down. A complaint regarding the whole process was 
made to the CMC, but as is the usual modus operandi it was sent back to 
the RFS where it was swept under the carpet, “nothing to see here”. 

My experience with the Queensland Ambulance Service as a First 
Responder exposes the lack of concern for the volunteers welfare and 
provision of compatible conditions of service. I live near Kilcoy and was 
due to complete an Advanced First Aid Course to maintain my competency. 
I was offered a number of course locations, one being Toowoomba which 
was150 km away. Another location offered was Chermside in Brisbane, 
another long drive for over an hour through traffic. To offer these locations 
to a volunteer that has to use their own means of transport to attend these 
courses shows a complete lack of empathy or understanding of a 
volunteers situation when they offer themselves to an emergency service. 

Previously this training had been provided in nearby locations for the Kilcoy 
First Responders, requiring only 15 minute drives to the location. Just 
because the QAS can expect their paid personnel to travel wherever they 
may be directed to, this is not a fair expectation to impose on a volunteer, 
an in my view displays the lack of any tangible empathy to volunteers.  

Further illustration of the contempt and lack of trust for volunteers is the 
example of forbidding a First Responder, one  that has completed and 
passed the same driving course as all other QAS Staff, from driving under 
lights and sirens. Even though I had the same driving Qualifications I was 
not permitted to drive an ambulance when a “Code 1” case was being 
transported to a hospital. And even though I have been driving Fire 
Appliances under lights and sirens for over more than 25 years. 

 

TRAINING 

Training doesn’t meet real needs, it used to do so  in a rather ad hoc and 
improvised formal fashion, and then Rural Fire training was incorporated 
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into the QFES RTO and now the training syllabus is monumental, not rolled 
out, not fit for purpose and not all modules are written. Former 
Commissioner Greg Leach came up with a new, streamed system that 
acknowledged that volunteers could train locally and be certified as 
competent in their local brigade to complement the national compliance 
programme. The RFBAQ fully supported this plan but it was shot down by 
Fire & Rescue in late 2022. (The plan proposed by Commissioner Leach 
would solve many problems). The main problem being that as the training 
is so onerous and documentarily lengthy (i.e. 40 questions to an exercise 
to be answered in long hand), and there is a distinct lack of certified 
volunteer trainers, only about a third of the state has even a modicum of 
fully trained fire-fighters.  

The training syllabus is being written by academics, for academics. NOT 
volunteers. A senior training department told me to my face that ”the 
training is developed to protect the backside of the Commissioner and all 
the staff”. Not a very satisfactory way to formulate a training package for 
volunteers.  

 

Personal Equipment  

This is the next obstacle to overcome. Although most applicants receive 
their full complement of Personal Protective Equipment in a reasonable 
amount of time there are many examples of delays of very necessary  PPC 
being available in a timely manner, requiring waiting periods of months in 
many cases. In the recent floods in Townsville, there were gross shortages 
of clothing for the volunteers working during the deployment. To make 
matters worse, no laundering facilities were available to wash dirty and 
contaminated PPC, so thousands of dollars’ worth of contaminated PPC 
was dumped. 

 

VEHICLES 

Following on from personal equipment is the provision of vehicles. The 
latest round of Medium Attack appliances being issued to Brigades is 
probably the most complained about vehicles in the history of vehicle 
builds. This is mostly because there was NO consultation by the 
responsible persons on the vehicle production team in Kedron, which is the 
MOD. 

 The Manager of Operational Development and his staff are supposed to 
be consulting with the Operational Strategic Working Group (OSWG), this 
is  the panel of appointed firefighters, all of senior backgrounds of decades 
of operational and Command experience.  
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As the prototype of the latest medium attack was being manufactured and 
near to final design was reached, the OSWG was invited to the factory to 
examine the prototype vehicle. When they attended the site, they were 
informed that they could not touch or operate any of the controls, open 
lockers, or even enter the cabin to learn about the fitout of the cabin. This 
was stated due to “Commercial in Confidence” provisions. So, one of the 
most critical designs of vehicle to the safety and use by firefighters could 
not be inspected for useability, capability, or safety by those most informed 
of the requirements of this type of vehicle.  

Nor were the Firefighters in the Brigades around the State consulted, nor 
the Staff in the Regions that work with and support the Brigades. 

Below is the “Fit for Task-Vehicle Design” process that was developed by 
fire fighters and submitted to the Chief Officer of the RFS in December 
2017 and this was approved as the process to be followed by the MOD. It 
never has, that is why the vehicles of all designs are of such poor standard. 

By comparison, the Light and Heavy Attack Appliances designed and built 
according to the RFBAQ specifications have received the highest approval 
ratings by written Feedback Forms from firefighters that inspected and had 
use of them for extended periods, above 85 per cent approval. This was 
the highest ever level of approval of vehicles produced by any designers. 
In contrast with these  RFBAQ fire fighter designed vehicles, designs that 
comply with all ADR’s, the historical legacy QFES designed Medium Attack 
vehicles have been proven to be overweight by a large margin. Despite 
attempts to ameliorate the issue, many are still on the road as overweight 
vehicles, thus exposing the drivers and all chain of command personnel to 
charges of varying degrees, if any are examined by Police or Qld Transport 
inspectors as a result of an incident. 

 

Please see below the Fit for Task-Vehicle Design process diagram that was 
agreed with the Chief Officer and the RFBAQ. 
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The major problem with the vehicle designs is the blinkered thinking of the 
persons responsible to come up with the final project, whatever the class of 
vehicle whether it is to be a  Light Attack Fire Appliance, a Medium Attack 
Fire Appliance, a Heavy Attack Fire Appliance, a Command Vehicle, or a 
Support Vehicle. 

As an example of the short sightedness of the design and procurement 
department of the QFD is the “Project Electric Back”. This was initiated by 
the RFBAQ to develop a design of a fully Electric powered Fire Fighting 
Pump and associated firefighting hoses, reels, etc. to deliver firefighting 
agents, either water or foam to combat and extinguish a fire, to be installed 
on a normally powered (diesel) Light Attack cab chassis. Also to have the 
capability to Draught (suck) up water from a suitable source to refill the 
tank. 

This was a resounding success, the resultant equipment that was 
integrated with the batteries, solar panels, the pump and delivery hoses 
produced a system that was vastly more efficient than any current pump 
and engine powered sets currently in use. It also had a more than triple the 
duration of its power supply than any current equipment using diesel or 
petrol fuel. AND it was virtually noiseless, not requiring the pump operator 
to wear bulky ear protection! This is a factor in reducing operator fatigue 
and improves verbal communication between the crew members. 

The final prototype was demonstrated to a number of fire agencies, 
resulting in at least two agencies placing order to purchase in quantity.  

Fit for Task- Vehicle Design 06 December 2017 

New Rural Fir e vehicle design process 

Customer= Rural Fire brigade volunteers - and the communit ies they protect. 
A brill iant idea or an issue is - Vehicle Manufacturer builds Strategic Working Gro up = RFS facilitator organises 
identified by the Customer/ 

prototype and delivers 
Operat ions Strategic Committee. RFS Area Staff 

Service Provider = QFES / RFSQ 

I I I I I I Facilitator = PSBA. 

RFS MOD = Rural Fi re Service Manager 

Operat ion Development Findings are forwarded to 
RFS MOD and RFBAQ Rep 

RFS DO = Rural Fire Service Director RFS MOD fi lters ideas for the Service Provider (QFES Fleet cunsolt with Customer/ RFS 
Strategic Working Group Subcommittee) for 

Area Staff for review Operat ions 
endorsement 

I I 

il\ 
I I I I 

RFS MOD and RFBAQ Rep 
RFS MOD and RFBAQ Rep Taken to t he Strategic report back to Strategic 

report to the Strategic. Working Group for 
Working Group ➔ RFS 

Working Group deliberation 
Steering Group for approval 

~ RFBAQ 
I I I I I I 

c---- ~ 

1 RFS MOD and 1 RFBAQ Rep ---- RFS MOD and RFS DO The idea has merit, and I-
Consul tation with the Strategic Working Group then 

inst ruct the Facilitator to requires ground-truthing and 
Customer/ RFS Area Staff report to Service Provider 

begin production plan local input 
re levant t o concept 

~ 
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NOTE. The QFD vehicle design staff that were invited to attend the 
demonstration, but could not be bothered to do so, even though it was in a 
convenient and close location. 

Nor did the QFD Chief Officer or the MOD take up the offer to attend an 
information day at a large vehicle manufacturer’s  factory in Melbourne, to 
be given a familiarisation session on a new vehicle prototype that will be a 
vast improvement on the  vehicle currently in use. The RFBAQ was in 
attendance, as were other fire agencies. 

Another example is the current design of the Command vehicles developed 
by the various builders. These are usually built up as a module onto a light 
4wd cab chassis, either single or dual cab to fit out all the communication, 
display documentation, and management capability.  

By contrast, the Fire and Rescue arm of the QFD have 15-20 tonne 
Pantechnicon trucks that are fitted out with every available audio-visual 
presentation aids, every method of communication means ( mobile cells, 
Satellite internet, fax,) self-contained electric generators, maps production, 
and the most important of all is REAL TIME TRACKING of all personnel 
and vehicles on the fireground. The difference is that they will only looking 
after an area of a couple of city blocks at the very most, whereas the Rural 
Incident Managers can be managing an area of hundreds, even thousands 
of hectares of fireground.     

 

 

 

Brigade Finances.  

Since the formation of the QFD under the latest Legislation, the finances of 
the Brigades has resulted in confusion, mismanagement, appropriation of 
Brigade funds into the QFD bank account. All the while vastly increasing 
the workload of volunteer treasurers that have to comply with the same 
provisions of accountancy as full time staff without any renumeration to 
compensate for their own time while doing so. And creating extreme 
difficulty for public donations to be given to a Brigade when desired after 
conducting HRB’s.  

One recent example I was made aware of is that a land owner wanted to 
give a donation to the Brigade that conducted a HRB on his country. The 
only way he could do so legally was to either go to a store and buy 
something for them, or give them shop Gift Certificates! 

This is because funds cannot be deposited into a Brigades Sub-account, 
only to the QFD accounts, which a civilian cannot do. 
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In my view, an enquiry is warranted into Rural Brigades funding and 
accounting processes’ by the QFD. 

 

6. Distance 

Another obstacle to volunteering is distance. To varying degrees 
volunteers, have to travel vast distances to attend Brigade activities, 
meetings, fires, etc. This is dependent on whether they own a vehicle, have 
access to one, or not. If the volunteer has a vehicle they will be impacted 
with extra fuel costs, vehicle running and servicing costs, and the time 
involved in the travel. If a volunteer lives distant from the Brigade, this time 
alone can be a considerable impediment. 

With the increase of fuel costs that are charged today, this can make the 
difference between volunteering or not. 

 

All of the above issues could be rectified by introducing the Volunteer 
Respect Act, as proposed a number of years ago. Please see the proposal 
below. 

Why a Queensland Emergency Volunteer Respect Act (EVRA) 

A Queensland Emergency Volunteer Respect Act (EVRA) will recognise that 
emergency service volunteers work in unique operating environments and 
organisational resource models, alongside paid workers and delivering professional 
levels of service equivalent to that of paid workers, but without the rights, protections, 
recognition etc. of paid workers. 

The most recent experience of this was the 2024 wholesale legislative and detrimental 
change to all the Rural Fire Brigades in Queensland without real or honest 
consultation. An action that would not have been permissible to paid staff covered 
under industrial agreements or instruments. 

A Queensland EVRA would: 

· Ensure consultation with Emergency Volunteer (EV) organisations happens as there 
currently is no requirement for consultation. 

· Enable Government to communicate or enquire on Emergency Volunteer (EV) 
organisations as there is currently no ability for them to do so; 

· Be non-operational; 

· Ensure that correct process were followed. 

· Ensure Emergency Volunteers have a voice that is recognized; 
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· Identify potential issues early and internally;· Support a process that brings 
Emergency Volunteer representative organisations together; 

· Decouple money from having a voice; 

· Provide advice and feedback to Minister for Volunteers and Government; 

· Increase in Emergency Volunteer recruitment. 

What is an Emergency Volunteer? 

The inclusivity of the EVRA will be driven by defining what an “Emergency 
Volunteer” is and by doing so will: 

· Develop parameters for form and function of Emergency Volunteers a 
representative association; 

· Will include agencies that meet interpolative guidelines; 

· Ensure inclusive and adaptable voice; 

· Allow for associations to migrate in/out as form and function changes. 

Emergency Volunteer Respect Act (EVRA) would have an Emergency Volunteer 
(EV) Council that: 

· Will refer to appropriate established dispute processes; 

· Is an environment which is apolitical, performing its functions in an impartial and 
professional manner; 

· Is not a complaints process; 

· Will ensure that most matters will be dealt with at local service committee level; 

· Provide greater active voices for Emergency Volunteer Associations; 

· Will have EVRA staff to support all EV Associations in finding their voice and to 
promote their EV organisation. 

· Report annually to Parliament. 

Principles 

· Respecting rights 

Respect the rights of emergency volunteers to enable them to perform their roles 
without discrimination, no loss of legal standing, no disadvantage or loss of integrity 
and provide for all persons a means to volunteer according to their capacity without 
discrimination; 
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· Consultation 

Enshrine for emergency volunteers the right to be consulted with, in advance on any 
matters which might impact on volunteer rights or duties and have agreement between 
the parties on any matters which might impact on emergency volunteers; 

· Integration with legislation 

Ensure all subsequent legislation, deeds and contracts as far as is permissible by law, 
is reviewed to ensure compliance with these principles does not unfairly impact on 
the rights of emergency volunteers in the performance of their duties; 

· Resources 

Enables emergency volunteers to have reasonably adequate resources to be able to 
perform their roles in a manner that is safe and without risks to their health; 

· Education 

Provide for an education fund for emergency volunteers to aid with enhancing skills 
of volunteers directly for the public good; 

· Compliance 

Enable breaches by persons or organisations to be properly dealt with according to 
Law; 

· A fair go without hardship 

Where not already provided for, to establish an emergency volunteer hardship support 
fund to aid emergency volunteers who meet certain criteria, to provide for their 
personal costs and losses incurred as a part of their volunteering efforts; 

· Skills recognition 

Provide for recognition of emergency volunteers’ skills to agreed national 
competency levels and where an emergency volunteer has been competently assessed, 
not discriminate against a volunteer in any way including the basis of qualifications 
and experience. 

· Out of pocket expenses 

Where otherwise not expressly provided for, provide for the reimbursement for out of 
pocket costs incurred by emergency volunteers as a direct cause of them volunteering 
if they so wish to claim; 

· Immunity from prosecution 
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Provide for immunity from prosecution for emergency volunteers and those who are 
directly supporting emergency volunteers whilst performing their duties and acting 
within the law and in good faith. 

 

   

ENDS 

 

I have had a very comprehensive experience of discussing issues with 
hundreds of volunteers over more than 30 years, both in a leadership 
position in a Fire Brigade or SES unit, and as a representative for the 
RFBAQ. Below is a compilation of  comments made by volunteers 
following consultation workshops with fire fighter throughout Queensland 
during 2023 prior to the formation of the QFD. There are not many positive 
comments, if any. 
 
 
The things that directly affect brigades and that brigades complain about most are the 
tangibles. 

 
 
• Trucks; not enough, poor design, overweight – the design and procurement 

programme is a mess. It has been one band aid cheap fix on top of an earlier 
band aid cheap fix that has led us here. I suggest that QFleet or an independent 
assessor from a large fleet / logistics background be brought in for an honest 
3rd party assessment of the end-to-end process. As of October 2024, using 
QFD’s own figures we are 171 trucks behind needs. 

  
• Training; doesn’t meet real needs, it sort of used to and then Rural Fire training 

was incorporated into the QFES RTO and now the training is monumental, not 
rolled out, not fit for purpose and not all modules are written. Former 
Commissioner Greg Leach came up with a new, streamed system that 
acknowledged that volunteers could train locally and be certified as competent in 
their local brigade to complement the national compliance programme. The 
RFBAQ fully supported this plan but it was shot down by Fire & Rescue in late 
2022. (I still believe that the plan proposed by Commissioner Leach would solve 
many problems) 
  

Below are some quotes from brigade members regarding training (drawn from a RFSQ 
2023 series of engagement sessions) 

• "Training doesn't reflect volunteer needs. Too complex, needs to be delivered at 
brigade level." 

• "Debriefs and lessons learnt are very poor. We don’t learn from our mistakes." 
• "We need more air ops training. Air Ops needs to be in RFS as we are the 

biggest users." 
• "Training should be delivered locally. We should not have to go to Beaudesert 

just because it's where the State trainers live." 
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• "We need hands-on accredited training not answering 70 questions on a 
foundation skills exam." 

• "We need staff focused on training, and that needs to be practical training not all 
this online stuff." 

• "Training is just too complex. Volunteers do not have the time to do all the online 
work that is far too complex." 

• "Training is a big failure in recent times. What we need is an RFS training Centre 
of excellence." 

  
• Equipment; in many instances it does not meet user needs and is unavailable or 

there was a limited budget allocation and the funding has been spent. 
  

• PPC/PPE; difficult to access and not in stock. Outstanding orders for PPC and 
PPE in fire season. 

  
• Sheds / stations; existing stations / sheds now mostly owned by the state, yet 

QFD devolves most maintenance or repair to brigade. New station builds being 
organised by QBuild instead of brigade which is leading to cost blow outs, 
extended construction time and difficulty finding suppliers who want to work with 
QBuild. Previous builds were managed by brigades using local suppliers and 
getting good value for money. (My own brigade had our shed bulldozed in March 
2017 to make way for a new highway and we are still squatting in a tin shed with 
a crusher dust floor and a porta potty. We have 3 trucks, are very active and 
have multiple female firefighters all using the one porta potty. The fire service 
has been studiously working for 8 years next month on a solution.) 

  
• Recruitment and retention; the mantra is all about new people being fed into 

the machine as this is measurable, retention is not. A one in covering one out 
policy does not give the same geographic coverage where we lose a person 
from Wallumbilla but recruit one in Buderim. The loss of local knowledge is also 
a killer in a place based fire service. When the A/Chief Officer sent out the email 
of 14/02/2025 to all of RFSQ stating that – “The RFSQ Volunteering and Culture 
team have reduced the processing time for onboarding volunteers. Prior to the 
end of the calendar year, there were 77 applications outstanding to be 
processed. This has now been reduced to zero with approximately 12 
applications coming into the team for finalisation on a weekly basis.” This created 
a number of phone calls to the RFBAQ from 1st Officers saying that they still had 
outstanding applications, some over 4 months old. Emails like that with obviously 
incorrect information again distances brigades from Kedron. 

  
Below are some quotes from brigade members regarding Recruitment and retention 
(drawn from a RFSQ 2023 series of engagement sessions) 

• "Keeping members is hard - too much bureaucracy. Red tape is a big issue. 
Losing members due to Blue Card red tape." 

• "Blue Card is killing Brigades. We are losing members because they do not want 
the hassle of getting one." 

• "Challenges getting new members and when we do get them the bureaucracy 
drives them away." 

• "Less people on the land - smaller brigades - need help with recruiting volunteers 
from the land." 

• Finances; a new, untried system that was imposed on brigades without need by 
a group of people trying to achieve control over something that was in the vast 
majority of cases operating well and transparently. This was done against the 
warnings of  and . 
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• Local Knowledge and Autonomy and operations; highlights the importance of 
local autonomy, decision-making, and the need for staff who understand local 
conditions and respect the knowledge of rural fire brigade members. Paid staff 
move around and as we don’t have a large fire season each year, when we do 
get a season, it will be their 1st experience in that locality. This means that they 
are learning, whereas local live there and have their locally learnt generational 
knowledge relating to fire / flood behaviour in the local topography. The new 
legislation clearly defines for the 1st time the difference between a Rural Incident 
and an Incident. 

  
Below are some quotes from brigade members regarding Local Knowledge and 
Autonomy (drawn from a RFSQ 2023 series of engagement sessions) 

• "RFS is far too Brisbane-centric. Decisions should be locally led and locally 
resolved." 

• "We need our own command structure with people who come from a rural 
background and understand bushfires and volunteers." 

These are direct drivers towards the general unhappiness in Rural Fire in Queensland 
and to try and tackle each individually or as community of interest topics will not 
address the underlying core problem of bad structure, leadership that does not 
understand or relate to community based volunteering, non-empowering legislation, no 
assured funding stream and disempowerment of the person who provides and 
emergency service for free at no small personal cost. 
Brigades are change fatigued, commencing another round of engagement by people in 
unforms flying up from Brisbane trying to ascertain what the problems are is just going 
to antagonise them more. There is however much good will for the new Gvt and 
Minister. (In conjunction with this I would like to bring up the Malone Review and how 
much brigades appreciated Ted and his honesty and genuine care for brigade members 
and empowering communities.) Is there a way we can utilise this good will to engage 
with brigades in a way that would give them confidence without uniforms / Kedron 
managing the program. 
 

ENDS 
 
 
The above material reflects my experiences during my involvement in 3 
emergency services over 35 years, and a collection of opinions and 
experiences I have gathered from hundreds of volunteers, and l believe 
describes the monumental obstacles and issues that inhibit volunteering 
and impel volunteers to reject serving any longer. 
I also hope the documents regarding “Cost of Volunteering”, the “Volunteer 
Respect Act proposal”, along with the collection of statements from the 
anonymous volunteers that provided a vast compilation of problems that 
they have had to overcome to continue in their respective service provides 
the Committee with the information to lay a foundation that will result in 
volunteer services that satisfies the volunteer’s needs and the people of 
Queensland.  
 

I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to make submission 
to you and I hope my efforts will assist you to make improvements to 
volunteering outcomes in all spheres that it occurs. 
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My Service and Qualifications.  

SES 22 years. 12 years as Local Controller. 1989-2011 Awarded SES 
Meritorious Medal. 

RFS 35 years. 33 years as First Officer.1989-2025 to current.  Awarded the 
Australian Fire Service Medal, Diligent and Ethical Service Medal, 1st and 
2nd Clasp to National Medal, National Emergency Medal. 

QAS First Responder 11 years, 2012- 2023. Qld Amb Svc Officer of the 
Year 2017. Awarded Qld Ambulance Service Medal. 

 

Note, the above service periods were con-current service in the respective 
service as shown according to the dates above. 

 

Ian K. Swadling AFSM 

24 February 2025. 
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Executive Summary 

ANGLICARE Sydney was commissioned on behalf of the Australian Emergency 

Management Volunteer Forum (AEMVF) by Emergency Management Australia 

(EMA) to design a national survey to estimate the direct financial costs and in-kind 

contributions of volunteers in the emergency management sector. Such costs are 

those borne personally by volunteers after any reimbursement and exclude the cost 
of items fully provided by volunteer organisations. 

This report is based on findings from the national survey carried out from May to 

July 2006. A total of 2982 questionnaires were distributed and 702 were returned, 

giving a response rate of 24%. About 70% of the volunteers in this survey were aged 

between 35 and 64 years. The respondents were predominantly male (60%) with 

44% having a personal income of more than $40,000 per annum. The predominant 

reasons given for volunteering were altruistic and the main factor inhibiting further 

volunteering was family or work commitments. 

Volunteers engage in a wide range of activities and these do vary between 

non-activation and activation (when involved in an emergency or incident). 

The predominant activities during a non-activation period were being on stand-

by, training, and operational exercises. During an emergency or incident, 

communication activities (eg phone, radio usage), being on stand by, clean-up and 

leadership and coordination were predominant activities. 

Volunteering occurs on a frequent basis for most respondents. Almost two-thirds 

(62%) reported that their volunteering happened at least once a week- indicating 

a high level of time commitment. The majority used their own vehicles during both 

activation and non-activation periods as part of travelling to their volunteering work. 

The focus of this research project was that of direct financial, and in-kind, 

contributions made by volunteers - based on their own estimates for the preceding 

12 months. Direct financial costs were the out-of-pocket expenses incurred as a 

result of volunteering. In-kind contributions reflected use of a volunteer's personal 

equipment or resources. The following findings emerged: 

• The average direct financial cost per volunteer, for the period April 2005 to 

March 2006, after reimbursements, was $544. 

• The average In-kind contribution per volunteer after reimbursements was $406 
per annum. 

• Therefore, the combined average of both direct costs and in-kind contributions 

per volunteer was $950 per annum. 
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These costs are net of reimbursements. Only a small amount of the money expended 

by volunteers was reimbursed by volunteer organisations. Reimbursements were 

assessed at 9.9% of direct financial costs and 5.1 % of in-kind contributions. 

There were also the following additional costs depending upon employment status: 

• Volunteers in paid employment comprised more than half of the respondents (54%). 

For those employed • if direct costs, in-kind contributions and employment costs are 

all taken into account - the average cost of volunteering was $1679 for the period April 

2005 to March 2006. It is also clear that some of the cost burden is shared with their 

employers through special leave arrangements, roster flexibility and access to work 

vehicles or office equipment. 

• Volunteers who were self-employed comprised another 13% of respondents. For 

those self-employed - the average cost of volunteering taking into account direct 

costs, in-kind contributions and business costs were $3282 for the period April 2005 

to March 2006. 

• Calculations were also made for the 20% of respondents who indicated that they 

were retired . The average costs for this group, taking into account direct costs and 

in-kind contributions was $687 for the period April 2005 to March 2006. 

Not only was there a marked difference in costs to the volunteers depending on their 

employment status, there was also an indication that those on low incomes were 

making significant contributions to sustain their level of volunteering. 

There were other significant variations to the costs of volunteering depending upon: 

• the type of volunteer agency with which a volunteer is associated; 

• whether the local branch of the volunteer agency is located in a metropolitan, 

rural or remote location; 

• the frequency of involvement in the volunteer organisation; and 

• the level of income of the volunteer. 
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1. Introduction 
Volunteers assist their communities in a wide variety of ways. One of the most important fonns of volunteer 

service is in the emergency management sector. These volunteers assist the community in times of crisis, 

such as in floods, severe stonns, bushfires and other natural disasters, as well as in providing assistance 

at accidents, with injuries and in life-threatening situations. The State Emergency Service (SES) , Surf Life 

Saving Australia (SLSA) and Australian Red Cross are just some of the organisations in this sector that 

provide a vital coverage in emergencies. There are more than 500,000 volunteers in the sector who are the 

backbone of emergency management structures throughout Australia.1 

Volunteers give freely not only of their time but also of their other resources. There are costs associated with 

being a volunteer that are willingly absorbed by volunteers but which may act as a deterrent towards some 

people volunteering. These costs may also lead to some volunteers reducing their level of involvement due to 

reduced income, such as occurs when people move into retirement. The Policy Unit of ANGLICARE (Diocese 

of Sydney) was commissioned to undertake a study of the costs of being an emergency management sector 

volunteer. The research was commissioned by the Federal Government's Emergency Management Australia 

(EMA) , responsible for providing a comprehensive approach to emergency management in cooperation with 

other Government agencies. Responsibility for directing the study rested with the Australian Emergency 

Management Volunteer Forum (AEMVF), which is the peak body of volunteer organisations in the emergency 

management sector. 

The research was carried out during 2005 and 2006. The survey form was designed and pilot tested in 2005. 

The national survey was carried out from May to July 2006 with a preliminary report presented to the AEMVF 

in August 2006 and this final report in November 2006. 

1.1 ORGANISATIONS IN THE STUDY 

The AEMVF represents a number of volunteer organisations. Volunteers associated with the following 

member organisations took part in this national study: 

• Adventist Development and Relief Agency Australia 

• ANGLICARE (Diocese of Sydney) 

• Australian Council of State Emergency Services 

• Australian Red Cross 

• Australian Volunteer Coast Guard 

• NSW Volunteer Rescue Association 

• St John Ambulance Australia 

• St Vincent de Paul Society 

• Surf Life Saving Australia 

• The Salvation Army 

• Volunteer Ambulance Officer Association of Tasmania (representing the Council of Ambulance 

Authorities) 

Volunteers associated with the Royal Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP) were part of a pilot study leading up to 

the national survey. 

1 AEMVF website www.aemvf.org.au 
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The Australasian Fire Authorities Council (AFAC), representing volunteer bush fire organisations and one of 

the largest volunteer agencies, withdrew from the study just prior to the conducting of the national survey. But 
it is likely that the costs of volunteering in the bush fire services are similar to other response organisations. 

1.2 MAIN RESEARCH ISSUE 

The main research issue for the study posed by EMA and the AEMVF was as follows: 

To assess the negative direct and in-kind financial impost on volunteers from their activities 
in emergency management services. 

The research undertaken to address this issue has a number of distinctive features: 

1. Unlike other research into volunteering, it deals specifically with emergency management volunteers 
rather than the wider volunteering population. 

2. The research is not trying to determine the value of the economic contribution which volunteers make 
through this voluntary work, but rather the negative in-kind and direct financial impacts that volunteering 

has on those involved in the emergency management sector. 

3. The focus of the research is not on the costs incurred by the volunteer agencies but by individual 

volunteers. Such costs are those borne personally by volunteers after any reimbursement and exclude 

the cost of Items fully provided by volunteer organisations. 

Given these parameters, the focus of the research has been on developing an estimate of the dollar cost to 
volunteers, as individuals, of involving themselves in voluntary work in the emergency management sector, 
apart from the time that they give to volunteering. It should be remembered, however, that 'giving time is 

giving money' and that the donation of time can also be costed. Indeed some researchers go so far as to 
recommend that such hours be considered a tax deductible donation to the not-for-profit sector to encourage 
volunteering in that sector.2 As Ironmonger states: 

It is critical that we as a community acknowledge that volunteer time is a real 
donation as valuable as money.3 

Participants in the survey were asked to indicate the average number of hours volunteered per week and 

how many weeks over the course of a year, in order to arrive at an estimate of the amount of time spent in 
volunteering. While it was beyond the brief of this study to cost the time spent by volunteers, time spent is 

included in this report to more fully describe the volunteer commitment. 

The findings from the study are presented in three parts in this report: 

1. A profile of volunteers responding to the survey questionnaire 
2. Volunteering activity of respondents 

3. The costs of volunteering among respondents 

2 Soupoumas, F. and ~orvnonger, D. (2002) Giving Time - The Economic Value of Volunteering in Victoria, Department of Human Servla!s, Melbourne, 
p77. Online at http:/..ww.-v.dhs.vic.gov.au1')dpdlpclls/gMngdme.pdf 

3 lrorvnonger, D. (2002) Valuing Volunteering - The Economic Value of Volunteering in South Australia. A report t> the Goverrvneot of South Australia 
and the Olfice for Volunteers, Universly of Melbourne: Melbourne 
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2. Background to the Study 

Volunteers make a significant contribution to Australia's national li fe. 
In 2004 just under half of the adult Australian population provided 
836 million hours of service, a 19% increase since 1995.4 

2.1 DEFINING A 'VOLUNTEER' 

There are a number of definitions of volunteering, both for the 
individual and for agencies, which have been developed in the 
literature. For example an international study of 24 countries from 
the John Hopkins University defined the parameters of volunteer 
agencies as those that met the following five criteria: 

• A formal organisational structure with rules, goals, activities and 
membership clearly defined 

• Self governance 

• Non-Profit 

• Private 

• Voluntary - neither coerced nor mandated by law.5 

A volunteer has been defined by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) as: 
.. . a person willingly giving unpaid help in the form of time, services or skills, 
for or through an organisation or group. 

An organisation has been defined by ABS as: 
.. . any body with a formal structure. It may be as large as a national charity or as small 
as a local book club. Purely ad hoc, informal and temporary gatherings of people 
do not constitute an organisation.6 

According to a Western Australia study the definition of volunteering that is most widely used in the Australian 
context is based on three important principles: 

a. It involves the provision of a service to the community 
b. There is a freedom of choice in terms of involvement 
c. The service provided is not compensated except for the reimbursement of expenses 

- ie volunteers are not paid for their time.7 

4 Dept of Families, Corrmunlty Servloos and lndigenousAflai's (FACSIA} (2005) Giving Australia: Research on Philanthropy in Australia. A report 
commissioned br the Giving Australia Projec~ canberra, pvill 

5 Salamon L M. and Sokolowski, W. (2001) Volunteering in Cross National Perspective: Evidence from 24 Countries, Working Paper of the Johns 
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, p3. 

6 Austraian Bureau of Statistics, 2000, Voluntary Work, Australia, ABS cat. no. 4441.0, Canberra, p41 
7 Rosenberg-Russell, Julie (1995), Volunteering in Western Australia, Policy and Planning Department of Community Development, 

Perth, p7. 

The Cost Of Volunteering Report 2006 19 



A 2006 Australian study has offered the following definition: 

The term 'volunteer' generally designates a person who provides services or benefits to 
others for motivations other than financial or material rewards. 8 

Within the context of this research project a volunteer is defined as: 

An lndlvldual choosing freely to provide a service to the community, without 
payment, except for reimbursement of expenses. 

2.2 THE VALUE OF VOLUNTEER SERVICES 

There have been attempts to estimate the financial value of volunteering of all kinds in Australia. Recent 
estimates (2006) indicate that services from volunteering are 'worth more than double the value of services 
provided by all levels of government in Australia.9' This value can be established in terms of simple 
opportunity cost - since volunteering actMty often substitutes for expenditure by governments. 10 A Victorian 
study in 2001, for example, estimated that the contribution by volunteer fire fighters was worth more than half 
a billion dollars. 11 The total value of volunteering nationally has been estimated to range between $30 billion 
and $53 billion or 5.7% of GDP. 12 

Other studies have sought to measure the value of volunteering in non-monetary terms as well, such as its 
contribution to the growth of social capital and the building of resilience in communities. A Victorian study 

claimed that: 

Volunteering helps create a cohesive and stable society and adds value to the 
services that governments provide ... The levels of volunteering have often been used 
to measure the well-being of a democratic and committed society. Most voluntary 
work by bringing people together for the good of the community creates bonds of 
trust and encourages cooperation. In other words, voluntary and community activity 
creates social capital. 13 

The positive impact of volunteering on social capital, social connectedness and strengthening communities 
has also been echoed in a recent report by FACSIA. 14 Some have even gone so far as to describe 
volunteering as the 'moral spinal cord of our economic and social fabric'.15 

There have also been cited benefits to the volunteers themselves in terms of potential employment 
opportunities, upskilling, social interaction and inclusion. 

However, while there have been numerous studies and methodologies developed internationally to impute 
the value of volunteering services there has been very little work done on estimation of the actual cost to 
volunteers of providing such services. This research study bridges that gap. 

8 Bittman, M. and Fisher, K (2006) Exploring the Ecoromlc ard Social Value of Present Pattems of Volunteering in Australis, Social Policy 
Resea{ch Paper No. 28, FACSIA, SYQ'ley, pv 

9 bid, p5 
1 O Barnett, G. (2006) Volunteering in Austra6a: How can We Help? A report supported by Volurteering Auslrala and Volooleering Tasmania p4. Online at 

http://Www.guyba'TletlcomAndex php?Pc11J8:::show_artide&artid=558 
11 ;bid, p15 
12 ibid. p4 
13 Soupormas F. and lroM10119er, D. op cit pn 
14 Bitman, M. and Fisher, K. op cit p3 
15 Barnett, G. op cit, pl 
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2.3 TYPES OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Within the emergency management sector volunteering can range from response to an emergency situation 

such as bushfires, sea rescues, li fe threatening accidents and potential drowning (response) to provision 

of transport for people and goods, preparation of food and shelter, assisting with clean up operations etc 

(recovery). 

Participants in this study are generally involved in one of two types of organisation: response or recovery. 

Response organisations included the Austral ian Volunteer Coast Guard, State Emergency Services, Surf 

Life Saving Australia, St John Ambulance, NSW Volunteer Rescue Association and the Volunteer Ambulance 

Officer Association. Recovery organisations included the Adventist Development and Relief Agency, 

ANGLICARE, Australian Red Cross, the Salvation Army and St Vincent de Paul Society. 

These organisations are represented in the Australian Emergency Management Volunteer Forum (AEMVF) 

which directed the current study. 
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3. Study Methodology 
The methodology used in carrying out this study has been 

a national survey of volunteers. This was considered to be 

the best way to arrive at estimates of the costs of volunteering 

among individuals. The steps in designing, implementing and 

reporting the findings of this study were as follows: 

Phase 1: 
1. Literature review 

2. Design and development of a questionnaire 

3. Pre-test amongst volunteers 

4. Pilot test of questionnaire on Royal Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP) 

volunteers 

5. Data entry, analysis and reporting 

6. Mid Term Report - August 26th 2005 

Phase 2: 
1. Revision of questionnaire based on pilot input. 

2. Sampling strategy devised by Denise Conroy, Queensland University of Technology 

3. Dissemination of questionnaires 

4. Survey implementation 

5. Collation, data entry and analysis 

6. Interim report to AEMVF -August 2006 

7. Final Report to EMA and AEMVF - November 2006 

3.1 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND PRETEST 

Designing such a survey proved to be quite complex. Defining all of the different kinds of direct and in-kind 

costs, such as motor vehicle expenses, and phone, office, uniform, food and membership fees required 

consultation with AEMVF representatives and feedback from volunteers themselves. The questionnaire 

went through a number of review phases and it was pre-tested on a focus group of ANGLICARE emergency 

service volunteers. The feedback from these respondents assisted in further improving the design. This was 

then followed by further feedback from the Royal Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP) board members relating to 

terminology and length of time req uired to complete the questionnaire. 

Consequently, while the resulting questionnaire was comprehensive, it could also be quite daunting to 

potential respondents. For this reason, a large pilot study was conducted among volunteers from one agency, 

the RVCP, in order to be satisfied that the length of the questionnaire was appropriate and there was no 

ambivalence in the question wording. Response to the pilot study exceeded expectations, with some 43% of 

volunteers in that agency completing the pilot survey. 

The focus of the questionnaire was on volunteering activities undertaken and costs incurred over a 12 month 

period. Respondents were asked to provide this information for the 12 month period prior to the survey: 1st 

April 2005 to 31st March 2006. 

12 1 The Cost Of Volunteering Report 2006 



3.2 SAMPLING STRATEGY 

Following amendments to the questionnaire, a national sample was drawn of potential respondents. 

Three options were considered for drawing the sample: 

• A random sample of volunteers, in proportion to the size of their agencies 

• A quota sample, in proportion to the size of agencies 

• A purposive (convenience) sample. 

It was immediately clear that there were too many gaps in agency listings of volunteers to enable a random 
sample of volunteers nationally. In addition, there was the problem of distinguishing active from inactive 

volunteers on such lists. For these reasons, a national random sample of volunteers was not considered 

feasible for this study. 

A quota sample would involve drawing a sample of volunteers from available lists, based on the estimated 

size of each agency. However from the data available on the size of each agency, it became clear that such 

a sample would be dominated by volunteers associated with the Australasian Fire Authorities Council (AFAC) 

and Surf life Saving Australia (SLSA), which together would have accounted for 75% of potential survey 

respondents. This was considered undesirable for painting a broader picture of volunteering across the 

agencies represented in the AEMVF. (AFAC withdrew from the survey just prior to its distribution). 

The adopted sampling strategy was a purposive or convenience sample, where the numbers of volunteers 

were selected both by agency and by location type. This approach ensured that there would be adequate 

coverage of the variables deemed to be most important by the AEMVF: 

• Location (metropolitan/ rural/ remote) 

• Agency type (response/recovery) and 

• Volunteering status (active/ non-active) 

The final sample size was a function of the budget allocated for this research, with a target set of 750 

completed questionnaires. 

The 'metropolitan' classification included all state capital cities, the ACT and large urban areas such as 

Newcastle and Wollongong. The 'rural' classification included regional centres and surrounding districts. The 

'remote' classification included postcodes defined as such under the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 

2001 Statistical Local Area to Remoteness Area Concordance. Postcodes selected from each of these 

classifications reflect the locations of emergency management operations. The selection of postcodes was 

also purposive to gain a wide spread of respondents from each of the three geographic classifications and 

to minimise the possibility of respondents receiving more than one questionnaire through belonging to more 

than one agency. Therefore, the results from the survey will be indicative only, in the absence of a full random 

sample. Despite this, it needs to be recognised that the data is Immensely valuable as it provides insights into 

aspects of volunteering that have not been collected previously. 

The questionnaires were distributed by each agency to a prescribed number of volunteers in each agency in 

urban, rural and remote locations. Although the questionnaire was distributed by each agency rather than from 

a central point, such distribution was conducted by each agency according to instructions from ANGLICARE. 

Completed questionnaires were returned directly to ANGLICARE. While distribution of the materials by each 

agency carried certain advantages, it was found that response rates by agency varied considerably, reflecting 

the differing structures, cultures and level of survey promotion and follow-up within each agency. 
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3.3 RESPONSE RATE BY AGENCY 

A total of 2982 questionnaires were distributed and 706 were returned during the survey period from May 
to July 2006. Four of the questionnaires were unusable, making a total of 702 completed questionnaires tor 
analysis. 

Based on these figures, an average of 23. 7% of survey forms were returned across all organisations. It 
should be noted that this response rate would probably be higher if it was possible to determine whether the 
full quota of forms was actually received by volunteers within each agency. Distribution within some agencies 
involved two or three tiers of management, making it difficult to gain feedback on the distribution process. 

Table 1 shows that the response rate by agency varied markedly, from less than 10% in some agencies to 
more than 40% in other agencies. Nearly 70% of questionnaires sent to State Emergency Services (SES) 
volunteers were returned. 

TABLE 1 Response Rate by Agency 

Volunteer Agency Talal returned Tolal181d 

Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA) 6 80 7.5% 

ANGLICARE Emergency Services 46 80 57.5% 

Aust Volunteer Coast Guard (AVCG) 84 185 45.4% 

Australian Red Cross National Disaster Services 42 417 10.1% 

NSW Volunteer Rescue Assoc (VRA) 32 185 17.3% 

State Emergency Services (SES) 262 385 68.1% 

Surf LWe Saving - Australia (SLSA) 101 1150 8.8% 

St.John Ambulance 59 225 262% 

St Vincent De Paul Society Disaster Services 16 40 40.0% 

The Salvation Army Emergency Services 31 100 31.0% 

Volunteer Ambulance Officers Assoc (VAO) 27 135 20.0% 

TOTAL SAMPLE 706 2982 23.7% 

There are several possible reasons why these response rates varied so much: 

• It was observed in the pilot study that one of the reasons tor the high response rate of 43% among Royal 
Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP) volunteers was that the questionnaire was not mailed out, but was 
distributed by RVCP personnel to volunteers as they arrived at their base. Much of this positive result is 
thus attributable to the diligence of both the management of the RVCP and the staff involved in the 
distribution process. Agencies that relied upon personal distribution would be expected to have achieved 
a higher response than they would have otherwise. 

• The structure of some agencies appeared to make the promotion, distribution and follow-up of the survey 
more effective. 
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4. A Profile of Volunteers 

A profile of volunteers (respondents) was developed according to their 

demographic characteristics and their attitudes towards volunteering. 

This part outlines the characteristics of the respondents in relation to: 

• age 

• sex 

• income 

• employment status 

• motivations for volunteering 

• inhibitors to volunteering. 

4.1 AGE GROUP 

Respondents were mainly middle aged, with almost 70% between the ages of 35 and 64 years. In this 

respect the age profile for volunteers is different to the Australian population aged over 15 years, with 48% 

aged 35 to 64 years. Far fewer respondents were aged 15 to 34 years (19%) than in Australia as a whole 

(36%) and fewer respondents were aged over 75 years (2%) than in Australia as a whole (7%). The chart 

below shows the age distribution of respondents. 

It is likely that the relatively low proportion of over 75s reflects the significant physical demands of 

volunteering, especially the work of response agencies. 

Chart 1 Age Distribution of Respondents 
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4.2 GENDER 

The gender distribution in the current survey conforms to this general pattern. Just over 60% of respondents 

were male and a little under 40% were female. It would be expected that the majority of emergency 

management volunteers would be male. However, according to the AEMVF, the relatively high proportion of 

females reflects anecdotal evidence of increasing nl,lmbers of females in volunteer ranks in recent years. 

Chart 2 Gender Profile of Respondents 

4.3 INCOME 

Cl Female 

Male 

It is understandable that some people are not comfortable in revealing their income in a questionnaire survey. 

However, in this survey, respondents were very willing to provide this infonnation; only 14% did not supply 

income details. 

The study shows that around 44% of respondents had personal incomes of $40,000 per annum or above 

(See Chart 3). The 2001 Census found that, by comparison , only 19% of Australian adults had personal 

incomes above $40,000 per annum. Even allowing for growth in wages since the last Census, it is clear that 

respondents with upper middle and higher incomes were over-represented. 

To some extent, the higher income profile of volunteers reflects the predominant age groupings found 

amongst this volunteer sample, with both young adults and the older retired age groups being under­

represented. 

Most respondents (56%) had an annual personal income of less than $40,000. Indeed just over 30% reported 

incomes of less than $20,000. The large proportion of respondents in lower income groupings is significant in 

a study on the cost of volunteering. Volunteer financial contributions need to be viewed within the context of a 

capacity to pay, an issue that is taken up later in this report. 
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Chart 3 Income Distribution of respondants 
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4.4 EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

Two-thirds of those responding (67%) were employed full-time, part-time, or casualty, or were self-employed, 
reflecting the high number of respondents of working age. This compares with 56% of the Australian 
population aged over 15 years. 

TABLE 2 Employment Status of Respondents 

Fn,quency Percent 
Employed • full time 272 40.4% 

Employed• part time or casuaUy 93 13.8% 

Self employed - full time 69 10.2% 

Self employed - part time or 20 3.0% 
casual! 
Student 27 4.0% 

Full time ho duties 26 3.9% 

Retired 134 19.9% 

Unemployed and looking for work 14 2.1% 

Other 19 2.8% 

Total 674 100.0% 

(Did not answer= 28) 

4.5 MOTIVATIONS FOR VOLUNTEERING 

Motivation for volunteering has been examined in this study, to better understand the extent to which the cost 
of volunteering can act as a disincentive towards further volunteering. 
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The volunteering literature identifies a number of positive benefits from volunteering for the individual 
concerned. A study of Australian Bureau of Statistics results for Western Australia indicated that the benefit 
most cited by volunteers from their activities was that of personal satisfaction, followed by social contact, 
helping others and doing something worthwhile.16 

International studies have also explored the relationship between volunteering and the acquisition of job 
related skills and the enhanced job opportunities that can result. One Canadian study established a high 
correlation between volunteering and job-related motivations among young people aged between 15 and 
24 years. This correlation dropped as volunteers moved into the next age bracket - 25 to 34 years. It was 
not only the case for young people but also for the unemployed where 42% gave this as the reason for 
volunteering. 17 The gaining of interpersonal communication skills may have accounted for the fact that 
almost one quarter of the volunteers in this study in the 15-24 year age group, indicated that volunteering had 
assisted them in gaining employment in the past and almost two thirds of the unemployed volunteers felt that 
it would lead them to full time work in the future.18 

These authors also have suggested that volunteering by those physically disabled can mitigate negative 
stereotypes and aid social integration. For young people it offers 'opportunities for self development and risk 
taking, and provides a valuable grounding in citizenship. ' 19 

Respondents in the current study were asked to indicate what factors attracted them to volunteering. This 
information is helpful in gauging an understanding of retention. Respondents were given a number of choices 
of possible motivations for volunteering and were allowed to select more than one. 

The results in Table 3 indicate that the volunteers do so for predominantly altruistic reasons - that of giving 
back to the community and helping those in need. For almost two thirds there was also the motivation related 
to learning new skills, as well as being active and the social contact that derives from the activity. 

TABLE 3 Stated Reasons for Volunteering 

Reason Percent 
Help others/commun~ 619 90.8°/4 

Personal satisfaction 568 83.3% 

To do something worth\tkaffe 541 79.3'%, 

To learn new skills 443 65.0% 

Use skills/experience 406 59.5% 

Tobe active 388 56.9% 

Social contact 346 50.7<%, 

PersonaVfamily involvement 192 28.2% 

Gain work experience 101 14.8% 

Religious beliefs 86 12.6% 

Just happened 43 6.3% 

Feel obliged 22 3.2% 

Other reasons 35 5.1% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could select more than one answer. 

16 Cited in Conroy, D. K. (2002) Preliminary Res9;;1rch Findings: Volunteers in Queensland State Government, Working Paper No CPNS 4, Omtre 
for Philanthropy and Non Profit Studies, Queensland University ofTechnology, Brisbane. 

17 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (2000) The Benefits of Volunteering, Statistics Canada; Ottawa., p 1. Online at 
http:ltwww.givingandvolunteering.ca 

18 ibidp2 
19 ibidp2 
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These findings support a Western Australian study where the most common reasons given for volunteering 
were those centred on altruism - that is, providing a service to the community.20 Soupourmos and 
Ironmonger have identified, that within general volunteering, these motivations can change over a volunteer's 
life cycle. Their study indicated that older volunteers tend to be more motivated by personal satisfaction and 
the opportunities given for social interaction.21 

4.6 FACTORS INHIBITING VOLUNTEERING 

Respondents were also asked what factors might inhibit them from volunteering more frequently, including 
the costs involved in volunteering. More than half did not consider that there were any such factors; for the 
remainder however the most serious barriers to further volunteering were family/work commitments (42%). 

Costs were viewed as a significant barrier to further volunteering by 13% of respondents overall . Further 
analysis of those identifying cost as a factor, found no statistically significant relationship between the 
perception of cost as an inhibitor to further volunteering, and the personal income of volunteers. Cost was 
seen as a barrier among all income groups. 

Cost was viewed as more of a barrier among respondents from response organisations (15%) than recovery 
organisations (5%), an issue which is discussed later in this report. The pilot study conducted with Royal 
Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP) members revealed cost to be a particular issue, with 46% of respondents 
citing the costs of volunteering as an inhibitor to further volunteering.22 This higher percentage may reflect 
the much higher proportion of retirees found among RVCP volunteers (64%) than among respondents to the 
national survey (20%). In addition, there is anecodotal evidence that the cost of volunteering in the marine 
rescue environment may be higher than for other forms of emergency management. 

TABLE 4 Factors Inhibiting Further Volunteering 

!FACTORS Frequency Percent 

Nothing 350 52.2°~ 

Family/work commitments 283 42.2% 

Costs of volunteering 86 12.8% 

Exploitation 66 9.8% 

Unpredictable nature of the work 54 8.0% 

Lack of support 49 7.3% 

Lack of recognition 43 6.4% 

Problems with child care 32 4.8% 

Transport difficulties 20 3.0% 

Cost of child care 18 2.7% 

Poor training 11 1.6% 

Other factors 82 12.2% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could select more than one answer. 

20 Soupoumas, F. and Ironmonger, D. (2002) op cit p75 
21 ibid, p75 
22 ANGLICARE Research and Planning Unit 2005, p14 

20 I The Cost Of Volunteering Report 2006 





5. Volunteering Activity 

Questions were included in the study about volunteer 
activity, including the frequency of volunteering. This was to 
complement the picture of the costs of volunteering. Time 
spent on volunteering can result in volunteers foregoing 
income. 

The following issues are examined in this part of the report: 

• How often volunteers are activated 

• Activities undertaken during periods of activation and 
non-activation 

• Frequency of involvement 

• Transport used 

• Training. 

5.1 FREQUENCY OF ACTIVATION 

In terms of the number of operational emergencies or incidents attended in the last 12 months almost 30% 
of respondents had not been so involved - reflecting the mix of both response and recovery services in this 
study. Some 81 % of respondents from recovery organisations had not attended an emergency or incident in 
the previous year, compared with just 16% of respondents from response organisations. 

At the other end of the spectrum, more than one third of all respondents had attended 11 or more 
emergencies or incidents and just over 13% had indicated they had attended more than 30 emergencies or 
incidents over the last year. 

TABLE 5 No. of Incidents Attended in Last 12 Months 

I Number Frequency Percent 

None 184 28.8% 

1 to 5 132 20.7% 

6to 10 88 13.8% 

11 to 15 63 9.9% 

16 to 20 38 6.0% 

21 to 30 48 7.5% 

Morethan30 85 13.3% 

Total 638 100.0% 

(Did not answer= 64) 
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5.2 MAJOR ACTIVITIES 

In order to assess the nature of the volunteer work that is being conducted, respondents were asked to 
indicate the type of activities that represented their volunteering work. A distinction was made between 
activation and non-activation for an emergency, since there may well be a relationship between the nature and 
frequency of certain activities and costs incurred. 

5.2.1 Activities during Non-Activation 

The study shows that respondents were involved in a wide range of activities during periods of non­
activation, which can contribute to volunteering costs. When not attending an incident, more than half of 
the respondents stated that their chief activities included being on stand by, training and team building, 
operational exercises, administration and maintenance of equipment. Table 6 shows the most common 
activities during periods of non-activation. 

TABLE 6 Activities during Non-Activation 

Actlv Percent 

On stand by I at home I at base 469 68.00/4, 

Training/skills development/team 
455 65.9% building 

Operational exercises 
I 

426 61.7% 

unication - phone, radios 
384 55.7% 

Administration/clericaVrecruitment 378 54.8% 

E91,!i~ t maintenance 362 52.5% 

BetriendingAisten Ing/supporting 339 49.1% 

Teaching/instruction/providing 
335 48.6% information 

Management/committee work/co-
312 45.2% 

ordination 

Fundrais!'Q!'.sales 310 44.9% 

Team leader/group or unit leader 309 44.8% 

Free use of your professional 
259 37.5% expertise 

Transporting people/goods 239 34.6% 

173 25.1% 

Preparing or serving food 155 22.5% 

Counsell!!:tg 113 16.4% 

None 9 1.3% 

Other activity 63 9.1% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could select more than one answer. 
(Did not answer= 12) 
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5.2 .2 Activities during Activation 

The study provides an outline of the array of activities carried out by response and recovery volunteers during 
periods of activation. Respondents could indicate more than one activity on the questionnaire and therefore 
the results below do not sum to 100% as there were multiple responses. 
These results are provided in Table 7. 

During activation, direct emergency activities are frequently cited such as rescue (38%), first aid and patient 
care (37%) and land/water search (31%). However the most frequently cited activity during an emergency 
was communication on the phone or radio - and this was true for just under 60% of respondents. Being on 
stand-by was also significant as in periods of activation. 

TABLE 7 Activities during an Incident 

Activity Fraquency Percent 

Communication - phone, radios etc 404 59.9% 

On stand by / at home / at base 327 48.4% 

Clean up of equipment and sites 323 47.9% 

Co-ordination / leadership 318 47.1% 

Befriendingi1istening/supporting 276 40.9% 

Rescue 255 37.B°/4 

First aid / patient care 247 36.6% 

Land I water search 212 31 .4% 

Transporting people/ goods 200 29.6% 

Free use of your professional expertise 175 25.9% 

Storm damage operations 154 22.8% 

Counselling 103 15.3% 

Never been activated 100 14.8% 

Media / pubfic education 91 13.5% 

Flood operations 83 12.3% 

Preparing /serving food 83 12.3% 

Meeting basic needs - clothing, accommodation 68 10.1% 

Fire fighting 36 5.3% 

Other activity 74 11.0% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could select more than one answer. 
(Did not answer= 27) 

5.3 FREQUENCY OF VOLUNTEERING 

Although no attempt is being made in this project to value financially the time spent on volunteering activities, 
it is important to gain some understanding of this cost to the individual - even if it is not being quantified. 
Accordingly, respondents were asked how often they were involved in volunteering activity and for how many 
hours per time in the last 12 months. As is evident from the table below, for almost two thirds of respondents 
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it is a weekly activity-which is a considerable commitment of time. This resonates with a 2005 FACSIA study 

on national volunteering where the average time given by each volunteer was 132 hours per annum. 24 

Chart 4 Time Spent on Volunteering Activities 
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At least weekly 

■ At least fortnightly 

■ At least monthly 

■ Several times a year 

■ Less regularly 

Not in the last year 

62% 

5.4 USE OF TRANSPORT 

In considering costs to the volunteer it is important to understand the use of transport, whether it is an 

organisational or a private vehicle, and the distances travelled both during activation and non-activation. 

Results are indicated in Table 8. 

Almost all respondents reported using private vehicles during non-activation for their volunteering activities. 

This proportion falls during activation with the organisation's vehicles being used more frequently. Even so, 

three quarters of the respondents still use their own vehicle during activation. 

TABLE 8: Transport Used for Volunteering 

Transport Mode During Activation (%) During Non Activation (%) 

Private vehicle transport 74.5% 94.5% 

Public transport 0.8% 2.5% 

Walking or bicycle transport 4.4% 9.9% 

Vehicles owned by organisation 32.0% 14.1% 

Other 2.2% 2.2% 

None • Volunteer from home 1.7% 1.8% 

Never been activated 9.'1°/4 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents could select more than one answer. 
(Did not answer = 70 and 35 respectively) 

24 FACSIA, op cit, pviii 

The Cost Of Volunteering Report 2006 125 



5.5 DISTANCES TRAVELLED 

Respondents were also asked to estimate the average distance travelled during non-activation periods 

and also when activated for an emergency or incident during the previous 12 months. Some volunteers 

travelled substantial distances as part of volunteering. Chart 5 shows that about a quarter of respondents 

travelled more than 50 kms during periods of both activation and non-activation. For 35-40% of respondents, 

volunteering was a more localised activity, involving less than 1 0kms of travel. 

It might be thought that volunteers would travel much greater distances during periods of activation. However, 

these results indicate that the distances travelled were not significantly different between activation and non­

activation. This reflects the decentralised nature of the delivery of emergency services and emphasises the 

importance of the local involvement of volunteers in emergency management work. 

Chart 5 Average Distance Travelled 
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5.6 TRAINING 

Training is an important aspect of volunteering activities and respondents were asked to indicate the type 

of training they received as a volunteer. Respondents were allowed to tick all types that applied to them. It 

is apparent that the most significant method of training they received is that which is fonnal and accredited 

(79%) followed closely by handouts from the relevant organisation (77%). 

Chart 6 Types of Training Received 
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6. The Costs of Volunteering 

In designing this study it was recognised that financial costs can be 

incurred in many different ways by volunteers. A goal of the study was to 

identify the range of the most significant costs. Three primary financial 

costs were identified and explored through the study: 

• Direct financial costs - these are out-Of-pocket expenses incurred by 

volunteers as part of their volunteer activities. A wide range of these 

was identified individually through the study, including petrol, food and 

drink, clothing , membership fees, training and self-education. 

• In-kind contributions - these are where volunteers commit their own 

equipment or other resources at no cost to the volunteer organisation. 

Volunteers were aske<.l to estimate the size of such in-kind 

contributions; the use of their own phone, office equipment, motor 

vehicle repairs and maintenance, machinery, tools, boat repairs and 
maintenance and laundry. 

• Employment costs - Employees who volunteer sometimes need to 

take annual or unpaid leave or forego overtime. Similarly self- employed 

volunteers may need to close their business or hire additional staff to keep the business operating. 

These costs have also been estimated by volunteers in each of these employment situations. 

In order to estimate the costs to the volunteer both direct financial and in-kind, respondents were asked to 

identity these costs and were also asked details about any reimbursements. This is an important factor as it 

can offset costs. Further, the nature of employment may also be a cost or an offset. Those who are employed 

may take a leave entitlement to support their volunteering activity - which is considered in this analysis to be 

a cost. Their employer, however, may provide paid leave or other in-kind contributions. For the self-employed 

the situation is somewhat different. There may well be the need to close the business down for the length of 

an emergency/incident or the need to employ casual labour to keep the business operating. 

All expenses were for the 12 month period immediately prior to the commencement of the survey: ie April 

2005 to March 2006. Such expenses may fluctuate from year to year depending upon the level of activation 

in any given year. It is not really possible to control for these events, which varies from service to service and 

from region to region. 

6.1 DIRECT FINANCIAL COSTS 

These are direct financial or out-of-pocket expenses related to volunteering. The majority of respondents 

(84%) incurred direct expenses that were not otherwise covered by reimbursements. Respondents were 

asked to select, from a comprehensive list, the items for which they had to make payment and if there were 

any reimbursements. They were also given the option to include in an 'other' section any items which were 

not included in the list. 
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Table 9 shows that the item of greatest average cost per respondent was petrol ($227), which was four times 
greater than the next most costly item - food and drink purchases ($56). This was followed by protective 
clothing ($47) and dress uniform costs ($38). The average cost for all items combined across the 702 
respondents was $544. 25 

TABLE 9 Net Direct Financial Costs 
April 2005 to March 2006 

n=702 

Item Avsaae Costa 
Petrol $227 

Food and drink $56 

Protective clothing $47 

Dress uniform $38 

Personal equipment $31 

Travel costs $28 

Training $18 

Self education $16 

Membership fees $14 

Child minding $8 

Postage/stationery $8 

Other fees $3 

Other costs $50 

Combined Total $544 

It should be noted that 'other costs' in Table 9 may include some in-kind contributions that appear in the next 
section. It is not really possible from the brief descriptions supplied by volunteers in response to this 'other' 
option, to reallocate any of these as in-kind contributions or to determine whether overlap occurs. 

The response rate per item indicates that the most common item of expenditure was on petrol (65%), which 
was also the item that incurred the greatest average level of expenditure. Food and drink (38%) was the next 
most common expense, followed by dress uniform (34%) and membership fees (28%). Chart 7 illustrates 
these trends. 

25 Averages in the table were obtained by dividing the total net value of costs per item by the total nurrber of respondents (702). 
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Chart 7 Most Common Items of Expenditure 

10% 

0% 
7J 31 C, ~ "'C "'C ~ ~ -I Q fl,' Q 0 

I CD <I> a pl =r 
8. 

<I> 

~ 2i "' =r = =r a: gi 3 <ii 5 · < !!! !!! c:: O'" :J S1 c2l 5 · !!?- ~ C) 

5· C: <I> 
!!!.. <. ~ (Q 

~ i "' :J cil CD ,... ~ =r m <I> 2i "' en 

3 
-5· .0 (') ~ a· C: 0 ro -5· 0 :J 

5' ::, m 3 cB. ~ <I> 
a 

In understanding the costs involved in volunteering, it is important to gauge the range of costs, not just the 

average. Table 10 shows that some respondents incurred high or very high direct costs. Some 14%, or about 

1 in 7 respondents, incurred costs of more than $1000 for the year. Table 1 0 also shows that for nearly half of 

volunteers (47%), direct costs were less than $200. A further 27% incurred direct costs of between $200 and 

$600. For around two thirds of volunteers, direct costs were below the average of $544 per year. 

It is important to bear in mind that the average cost is significantly affected by the small proportion of 

respondents who experienced higher order costs. By comparison with the average direct cost, the median 

direct cost, or that cost reported by the middle ranked respondent, was $250. This reflects the larger 

proportion of respondents for whom d irect costs were less than $200 per annum. 

TABLE 10 Range Of Net Direct Financial Costs 
April 2005 to March 2006 

Cost Ranges Frequency Percent 

Nil 113 16.1% 

$1 to $199 214 30.5% 

$200to$399 100 14.2% 

$400 to $599 87 12.4% 

$600to$799 45 6.4% 

$800 to$999 42 6.0% 

$1000 to $1999 64 9.1% 

$2000 to $2999 18 2.6% 

$3000 to $4999 11 1.6% 

$5000 or more 8 1.1% 

Total 702 100.0% 
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6.2 IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS 

Apart from direct costs, volunteers also make in-kind contributions, where people provide their own resources 

and equipment at no cost to the organisation in order to support their volunteering activity. Again the majority 

of respondents indicated that they had incurred in-kind costs during the year (78%), only a little less than the 

percentage that had incurred direct expenses. 

As with direct costs, respondents were asked to indicate these in-kind contributions and estimate their cost 

and any reimbursement. The item that provided the greatest cost of this nature was 'use of own car', which 

averaged $135 per respondent. This item included maintenance and repair costs but excluded petrol costs. 

The second largest in-kind cost was the 'use of own phone', which averaged $88 per respondent, followed by 

office costs ($78). The average combined in-kind contribution was $406 per respondent. 

TABLE 11 Net In-Kind Contributions 
April 2005 to March 2006 

Item Averaae Coat 

Use of own car $135 

Use of own phone $88 

Fax/internet/stationery $78 

Use of own personal equipment $41 

Laundering of unttorms $37 

Use of own boat $8 

Other costs $19 

Combined Tota l $406 

As with direct costs, in-kind contributions were also provided in cost ranges (Table 12). It emerges that more 

than half of all respondents incurred nil or less than $200 per annum worth of in-kind costs. Around 8% of 

respondents, or about 1 in 12 respondents, made more than $1000 per annum of in-kind contributions. The 

median (or middle) in-kind contribution was $140. 

TABLE 12 Range of Net In-Kind Contributions 
April 2005 to March 2006 

CostRang• Frequency 

Nil 154 

$1-$199 233 

$20010$399 106 

$400 to $599 61 

$600 to $799 54 

$800to $999 36 

$1000 to $1999 43 

$2000 to $2999 6 

$3000 to $4999 3 

$5000 or more 6 

Total 702 

PfJrcent 

21.9% 

33.2% 

15.1% 

8.7% 

7.7% 

5.1% 

6.1% 

0.9°/4 

0.4% 

0.9% 

100.0% 

A summary of costs that takes into account both direct costs and in-kind costs is outlined in section 6.5 of this 

report. 
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6.3 REIMBURSEMENTS 

Some have questioned whether the reimbursement of volunteers for their services, even minimally, challenges 
the definition of a volunteer. 26 A distinction needs to be made between payment for services rendered and 

reimbursement for costs incurred as a result of the activity. Volunteering is not without cost to the individual. 
There is thus a reasonable argument to support the view that both individuals and organisations need to 
be properly funded and supported. 'Zl Indeed it has been argued that volunteers should be allowed to claim 

out-of-pocket expenses related to their volunteer work via the income tax system 28 The view has also been 
expressed internationally where the United Nations has argued that: 

' anyone who volunteers should certainly have all the legitimate expenses 
arising out of their actJvities reimbursed by the orgamsation that involves them; 
this is Important, as it prevents them from being out of pocket as a consequence 
of their involvement - and therefore helps to ensure that people with limited 
financial resources are not excluded from volunteering'. 29 

Internationally, the issue of reimbursement for volunteers has also been canvassed. In a recent report, 
Volunteering Ireland expressed the view that out of pocket expenses should be reimbursed: 

Volunteers give their time and skjf/s free of charge: it 1s only fair that they should 
be reimbursed for any expenses they incur whlle doing so. In particular. the costs 
of volunteering should never be allowed to discourage those on low incomes 
(such as students and unemployed and retired persons), as these are often the 
ve,y people who have the time to volunteer. 30 

Among the organisations participating in the study, there is little known about the value of reimbursements 
to volunteers.31 However, analysis of the current study data shows that reimbursements for either direct 
expenses or in-kind contributions are, at best, token. Table 13 shows that respondents only received 
reimbursement for 9.9% of direct expenses and 5.1% of in-kind contributions. 

Of the various items of direct expense, travel costs had the highest degree of reimbursement (37.8%) followed 
by postage and stationery costs (23.7%) and training costs (23.0%). Yet the item which was the greatest 
source of cost to volunteers - petrol costs - was among the least supported by way of reimbursements 

(6.4%).32 

In terms of in-kind contributions, the item which proportionately received the greatest degree of 

reimbursement, was the 'use of own phone' (13.4%). 

26 Billman, M. and Asher, K. op cit, p12 
27 C:Ordingley, S. (2004) 'Supportng Volunleerirg in Australia', in Volunteering Australia September, p16 
28 ibidp16 
29 Dingle, Alan et al (2001) Measuring Volunteering: A Practical Toolkit, A pint project of independent sector and United Nations volunteers, Independent 

Sedor: Washirgton. Onlne at http://wv.wjndependentsector.org.tprograms'research/loolkit/lYVToolkit.POF p5 
30 Volunteering ~eland , {2006) 'Expenses ', Newsleller . Online at ht1p :/lwv.w.-.olun100f lngireland.com/page.php~ 
31 Billman, M. and Asher, K. op cit, p14 
32 These percentages were derived by dividirg total reimbursements by total estimated costs for each class of item. A similar calrulation was carried oul for ln-ldnd 

a, nbi tlution s. 
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TABLE 13 Reimbursements as a Proportion of Costs 

Diract Expenses 

Petrol 

Food and drink 

Protective clothing 

Dress uniform 

Personal equipment 

Travel costs 

Training 

Se~ education 

Membership foos 

Child minding 

Postage/stationery 

Other fees 

Other items 

All Items 

In-Kind Conbibution 

Use of own car 

Use of own hone 

Fax/interneVstationery 

Laundering of unnorrns 

Use of own boat 

Other costs 

All Items 

Reimbursement/Coat 

6.4% 

11.8% 

1.5% 

8.8% 

3.4% 

37.8% 

23.0% 

3.4% 

3.9% 

3.1% 

23.7% 

0.4% 

8.8% 

9.9% 

3.2% 

0.2'>/4, 

0.4% 

1.9% 

10.3% 

5.1 % 

Why are the levels of reimbursement so low? Respondents were asked to identify the reasons for lack of 
reimbursement. Over half (52%) indicated that they did not feel any need to claim reimbursement. In this 
study it is clear that there is an ethos among the respondents that sees such personal costs as part and parcel 
of volunteering. Comments were made to the effect that the exercise of identifying the costs to volunteers 
'goes against the grain' for many volunteers. 

Table 14 shows that tor one third, however, reimbursement simply was not available for the kind of expenses 
that they had incurred; Given the altruistic nature of volunteering and the financial situation of the volunteer 
agencies, it is probable that procedures or funds tor reimbursement simply do not exist for many of the items 
of expenditure in the study; 
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TABLE 14 Reasons for Not Being Reimbursed 
n=623 

Reason Percent 

Reimbursement not available 34.3% 

Don't feel I need to claim it back 51.8% 

Too much effort 14.9% 

Reimbursement refused 1,go/4, 

Not done our volunteers 20.2% 

Other reasons 7.1% 

Not licable 11.4% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents 
could select more than one answer. 

Therefore, it is important to consider the legislative treatment of costs and reimbursements for volunteers. 
Within the Australian taxation framework, the release of a paper by the Australian Taxation Office in March 

2005 clearly articulates the position of volunteers in terms of receipts of funds as a result of volunteering 

activity.33 Generally, payments made to volunteers which are a reimbursement for expenses, where there 

is no legal obligation on the part of the agency to pay, and where the amount is 'token' in comparison to the 

services supplied by the volunteer, are considered non assessable. 

Much depends on how certain payments are treated. If a volunteer is paid tor the cost of petrol and/or motor 

vehicle expenses at a kilometre rate then this is considered a reimbursement. Currently there are no specific 

deductions for costs incurred during volunteering activity. To quote the ATC: 

There are no specific provisions of the income tax law that allow deductions for 
expenses while undertaking voluntary work. Voluntary work is usually unpaid, and 
if an individual receives a payment in their capacity as a volunteer, it is generally 
non-assessable income. For this reason most expenses incurred in undertaking 
voluntary work are not tax deductible. 34 

The only expenses which are tax deductible are those that arise out of activities that generate an income. 

Treatment of such costs by the ATC is important because, as participants stated in another survey, ' ... it costs 

quite a bit to be a volunteer. ' 35 

33 Australian Tax Office (2005), Volunteers and Tax, NAT 4612-032005, Canberra. Online at 
http -//www.ato.rpv.au/content/downloads/n4612-02-2005-w. pd! 

34 ibid, p5 
35 Conroy, D. K. op cit, p13 
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6.4 ADDITIONAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EMPLOYMENT 

6.4.1 Additional Costs for Employees 

Emergencies can happen at any time. Volunteers who are in paid employment often need to take time off 

work to assist with such emergencies. Employees who volunteer may need to take annual or unpaid leave. 

They may also have to forego overtime. 

Respondents to the survey were asked if they had taken any leave to support their volunteering in the last 12 

months and what was the equivalent level of income foregone. Even where paid leave Is taken, such leave is 

an indication of cost to the individual, as they use up their leave entitlement in order to volunteer. 

Volunteers who are employed represented just over half of all respondents. Table 15 shows that, on average, 

such respondents had taken 3.32 days of leave or forfeited overtime in the 12 month survey period. This 

amounted to an average cost of $656 per employed respondent, on top of direct and in-kind costs incurred as 

part of volunteering. 

TABLE 15 The Employed: Additional Costs of Volunteering 
April 2005 to March 2006 

n=365 

! Cost Average Days Taken Average Dollar Value --
Annual leave 1.34 $258 

Leave without pay 0.73 $136 

Overtime entitlement 0.14 $36 

Other 1.11 $227 

Total 3.32 $656 

The respondents were asked to indicate if they received any support from their employer for their volunteering 

activities in emergency management and if they did so, what was the nature of this support. It is worth noting 

that for almost three quarters of those employed there was some kind of support from their employer, over 

and above entitlements such as paid annual leave. In fact the most important type of support offered was that 

of roster flexibility (25%) followed closely by paid leave as required (23%) as indicated in Table 16. 

There is evidence in this study that in-kind contributions are being made not only by volunteers but by 

businesses and organisations that employ such volunteers. While a quarter of respondents did not receive 

any such support from employers, the majority have access to a range of formal and informal arrangements 

which means that some of the costs of volunteering are being borne by employers. 
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TABLE 16 Available Support from Employers 
n=355 

Percent 

No support 27% 

Paid leave apart from annual 
11% leave, as a yearly entitlement 

Paid leave apart from annual 
23% leave, as required 

Unpaid leave as required 20% 

Reimbursement - all volunteering 1% 
costs 

Reimbursement-some volunteer 1% 
costs 

Roster flexibifity 25% 

Access to ~rk vehicles 8% 

Access to ~rk equipment (eg 
20% phones) 

Other 11% 

Note: Percentages do not add to 100% because respondents 
could select more than one answer. (Did not answer= 10, NIA =337) 

6.4.2 Additional Costs for the Self-Employed 

For the self-employed, such employer contributions and leave entitlements are not available. The 89 

respondents who indicated they were self-employed gave some interesting responses when asked if their 

volunteering had required that they close down their business while away and/or employ staff to keep it 

operating. They were also asked to estimate days lost and dollar costs. 

It is clear that self-employed volunteers in this study bear the greatest cost burden of all volunteers. On 

average, such volunteers had borne the cost of either closing down their business for a period, or employing 

existing staff or family to fill in for them. For every self-employed respondent, the average reported cost of 

these actions was $1942 for the period April 2005 to March 2006. 

TABLE 17 Self-Employed: Additional Costs of Volunteering 
April 2005 to March 2006 
n=89 

A~ Da sTakan A Dollar Value 

Closing down business while 4,16 $975 volunteeririg 

Employ casual staff to keep the 
0:69 $78 business open 

Rely on existing staff 3.12 $756 

Other 0.47 $133 

Total 8.44 $1,942 
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6.5 SUMMARY OF ALL IDENTIFIED COSTS 

The purpose of this research has been to identify all potential sources of direct financial costs and 'in-kind ' 
contributions made by volunteers within the emergency management sector. From the preceding analysis the 

following overall average costs have been identified for those who participated in the survey: 

• The average direct financial cost per respondent, for the period April 2005 to March 2006, 
after reimbursements, was $544. 

The average In-kind contribution per respondent after reimbursements was $406 per annum. 

Therefore, the combined average of both di rect costs and in-kind contributions per respondent 

was $950 per annum. 

These costs are net ot reimbursements. Only a small amount of the money expended by respondents was 
reimbursed by volunteer organisations. Reimbursements were assessed at 9.9% of direct financial costs and 
5.1 % of in-kind contributions. 

There are add itional costs depending upon employment status. For the benefit of this analysis, calculations 

were made of costs by employment status, which took into account not on ly direct financial and in-kind 
contributions but also the costs to employees of taking their ann ual leave entitlement or leave without pay, 
and the costs to the self employed of keeping their business operational during activation. The following cost 

estimates have been made for these two situations: 

Respondents in paid employment comprised more than half of the sample (54%). For the employed 
- if direct costs, in-kind contributions and employment costs are all taken into account - the average 

cost of volunteering rose to $1679 per annum. It is also clear that some of the cost burden is shared 
with their employers through special leave arrangements, roster flexibility and access to work vehicles 
or office equipment. 

• Respondents who were self-employed comprised another 13% of the sample. For the self employed 
- the average cost of volunteering taking into account direct costs, in-kind contributions and business 
costs rose to $3282 per annum. 

• Calculations were also made for the 20% of respondents who indicated that they were retired. 
The average costs for this group, taking into account direct costs and in-kind contributions was 

$687 per annum. 

Volunteering costs are summarised in Table 18 below. Within this study, the costs of volunteering were 

significantly hfgher for those self-employed, compared to those who were employed or retired. However, costs 
for lower income groupings, such as retirees, take on a new significance when considered as a proportion of 
their income, an issue taken up later in th is report. 
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TABLE 18 Average Costs of Volunteering 

Average Direct Cost$ (n=702) $544 

Average In-Kind Contribution (n=702) $406 

Sub-Total 
$950 Direct and In-Kind Costs 

Average Employee Additional Costs 
$656 

(n:365) 

Average Self-employed Additional 
$1 ,942 Costs (n=89) 

Average All Costs for 
$1,679 Employees 

Average All Costs for the $3,282 Self-employed 

6.6 VARIATIONS IN VOLUNTEERING COSTS 

In planning this study, it was realised that costs may be spread unevenly across the volunteer workforce, 
according to variables such as the type of volunteer organisation and the geographic location of the 
organisation's branch. It was partly for this reason that a purposive, rather than a random sample of 
volunteers was undertaken, to test for these variables. 

This section of the report looks at four variables which potentially could affect the distribution of volunteering 
costs: 

• Type of volunteer organisation: While costs will vary from one organisation to another, the projected 
sample size meant that it was unlikely that a full breakdown of costs for each and every organisation could be 
achieved. Instead organisations have been grouped into two types: response organisations (those dealing 
directly with an emergency situation) and recovery organisations (those providing support and dealing with 
the aftermath of an emergency). 

• Geographic location of the volunteer organisation's branch: Most volunteer organisations are present 
in both urban and rural locations. However the different environments could potentially result in different 
volunteer costs. The selection process included volunteers from metropolitan, rural and remote locations. 

• Frequency of Volunteering Activity: It could be expected that volunteers who are performing activities on 
a weekly basis would incur greater costs than volunteers who are less often involved or who have infrequent 
involvement. 

• Personal Income: It could also be expected that volunteers on higher incomes would have higher 
volunteering costs, since they have more resources to devote to volunteering . However, it is also important 
to consider the relative degree of cost burden borne by those on lower incomes, compared with other 
volunteers. 
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6.6.1 Cost Variation by Type of Organisation 

For this analysis, volunteers were allocated to one of two types of organisation: response or recovery. 

Response organisations included the Australian Volunteer Coast Guard, State Emergency Services, Surf 

Life Saving Australia, St John Ambulance, NSW Volunteer Rescue Association and the Volunteer Ambulance 

Officer Association. Recovery organisations included the Adventist Development and Relief Agency, 

ANGLICARE, Australian Red Cross, the Salvation Army and St Vincent de Paul Society. 

Table 19 shows that there is a marked difference in volunteer costs depending upon the type of agency. 

Respondents in response organisations had, on average, three times the level of direct and in-kind costs, 

compared with those in recovery organisations. These differences are associated with the relative level of 

activation for volunteers in the two types of organisations. 

• Some 84% of respondents from response organisations had been activated for an emergency or 

incident in the previous 12 months compared with 20% of respondents from recovery organisations. 

• Similarly some 73% of respondents from response organisations volunteered at least once per week 

or their organisation, compared with 19% of respondents from recovery organisations. 

• While response volunteers tend to be 'on duty' much of the time, recovery volunteers would tend to 

be called upon only in cases of a widespread emergency. Consequently the costs incurred by the 

former group will tend to be higher than the latter group. 

The earlier pilot study, which involved volunteers from the Royal Volunteer Coastal Patrol (RVCP), showed 

that volunteers associated with that organisation incurred costs that were greater than the average costs for 

response organisations. Average direct financial costs for RVCP respondents were $1061 per respondent and 

average in-kind costs were $562 per respondent.36 

TABLE 19 Average Annual Costs of Volunteering by Organisational Type 

Costs 

Average Direct Costs (n=702) 

Average In-Kind Contribution 
(n=702) 

Sub Total 
Direct and In-Kind Costs 
Average Employee Additional 
Costs (n---365) 

Average Self-employed Addltional 
Costs (n=89) 

Average All Costs for 
Employees 
Average All Costs for the 
Self-employed 

I 

* Based on less than 30 cases. 

Response organisations 
(nm560) 

$631 

$467 

$1 ,098 

$742 

$2,263 

$1 ,908 

$3,n1 

Recovery organisations AR organisations (n:141) 

$184 $544 

$162 $406 

$346 $950 

$179 $656 

$222* $1,942 

$416 $1,679 

$664* $3,282 

36 ANGLICARE Research and Planning Unit (2005) Issues Paper - Cost of Volunteering. Unpublished report on the Cost of Volunteering pilot survey, 
Parramatta. p34 
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In view of these differences in cost by organisational type, it should be noted that, if it was possible to achieve 
a sufficiently large, random sample of volunteers, that the estimated average costs of volunteering may alter 
from those reported here. 

The variations in cost by organisation serve to highlight the value of each volunteer organisation undertaking 
its own study of its member's costs, since the individual costs of volunteering can vary significantly from 
one organisation to another, depending upon the demographic composition of the volunteers, the range 
of activities undertaken by the organisation and the extent to which costs are able to be absorbed by each 
organisation. What these average data cannot show are the specific costs associated with belonging to a 
particular volunteer organisation. There may be higher costs for the volunteers of that organisation arising 
from activities more frequently undertaken by that organisation than by other organisations. For instance, 
some activities may require greater distances to be travelled, leading to higher volunteer costs. In addition, 
the extent to which volunteer organisations are resourced by government or other by organisations can have 
an impact on volunteer costs, since equipment, clothing , food and other items may be able to be provided by 
some organisations but not by others. 

Chart 8 Average Costs: Response vs Recovery Organisations 
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Volunteers were classified according to whether their volunteer activities were located in metropolitan, rural or 
remote locations. 'Metropolitan ' areas included postcodes found in the state capital cities, the ACT and major 
urban centres such as Newcastle and Wollongong. 'Rural ' included regional centres and surrounding districts, 
while 'remote' included postcodes defined as such under the Australian Bureau of Statistics Statistical Local 
Area to Remoteness Area 2001 Concordance. 
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Table 20 shows that volunteers in metropolitan and rural locations tended to incur similar levels of cost. 

Average direct and in-kind costs totalled $1006 for metropolitan volunteers and $954 for rural volunteers. 

Average costs for remote volunteers tended to be somewhat lower ($614). 

TABLE 20 Average Annual Costs of Volunteering by Location 
of Volunteer Organisation 

Metropoltan Rural Remo18 
Costa voluntaara volun1aars voluntaers All ~luntaars 

(n=302) (n=295) (n::88) 

Average Direct Costs (n=702) $660 $503 $291 $544 

Average In-Kind Contribution 
$346 $451 $323 $406 

{n=702) 

Sub Total 
$1 ,006 $954 $614 $950 Direct and In-Kind Costs 

Average Employee Additional 
$553 $849 $519 $656 

Costs {n=365) 

Average Self-employed Additional 
$2,007 $2,106 $1,340• $1 ,942 

Costs ll=89) 

Average All Costs for 
$1,665 $1 ,827 $1,042 $1,679 Employees 

Average All Costs for the 
$3,362 $3,647 $2,070* $3,282 Self-emP-loyed 

• Based on less than 30 cases 

6.6.3 Cost Variation by Volunteer Act ivity 

As noted in the previous section on cost variation by organisational type, there are marked differences in 

volunteer costs depending upon the level of activation of volunteers. Respondents were asked how often they 

usually volunteered for their organisation in the past 12 months, to which they could respond 'at least weekly', 

'fortnightly', 'monthly', 'several times a year ', 'less regular1y' or 'not at all'. 

For most (62%), volunteering is a weekly activity. Table 21 shows that the costs of volunteering are a function 

of the time spent in volunteer activities; the average direct and in-kind costs of volunteering on a weekly 

basis ($1257) were almost double those of volunteering on a fortnightly or monthly basis ($7 42) , which in turn 

were higher than the cost incurred by those volunteering less often ($244). This pattern was repeated for the 

additional costs incurred by respondents who were also in paid employment 
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TABLE 21 Average Annual Costs of Volunteering by Frequency of Volunteering 

Coats Weekly (n-428) Fortnightly or L9880ften All Volunteers Monthly (n::119) {n::141) 

Average Direct Costs (n=702) $704 I $489 11 $139 $544 ,, 

Average In-Kind Contribution 
$553 $253 $105 $406 

(n=702) 

Sub Total 
$1 ,257 $742 $244 $950 

Direct and In-Kind Costs 

Average Employee Addttional 
$869 $383 $201 $656 

Costs (n=365) 

Average Self-employed Additional 
$2,906 $621* $856* $1,942 

Costs (n=89) 

Average All Costs for 
$2,191 $1,210 $383 $1 ,679 

Employees 

Average All Costs for the 
$4,860 $1 ,48!r $1 ,220* $3,282 

Self-employed 

* Based on less than 30 cases 

6.6.4 Cost Variation by Personal Income 

Costs would also be expected to vary according to personal income. Those volunteers with higher personal 
incomes have more resources available and have a higher capacity to spend on volunteering activities. 

A question on personal income was included in the study. While most respondents chose to provide an 
answer to this question, 97 (14%) chose not to do so. Volunteers who did respond were categorised into 
income bands; those with below average incomes were classified as either 'lower middle income' ($20000 to 
$39000 per annum) or 'low income' (Nil to $19999 per annum). The remainder were in the upper middle or 
high income categories ($40000 or more). 

Table 22 shows that volunteers on upper middle or high incomes tended to have both higher direct costs and 
to make greater in-kind contributions than those on lower middle or low incomes. Those on upper middle or 
high incomes incurred costs that were, on average, double those of the lowest income group. 
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TABLE 22 Average Annual Costs of Volunteering by Personal Annual Income 
of Respondents 

Lower Middle Upper Middle and l 
Lowlncoma 

Coats $0-$19999 
Income High Income 

Al Volun18ers 
$20000-$39999 $40000 or more 

(n-186) (n=153) (n=266) 
I 

Average Direct Costs (n=702) $387 $422 $794 $544 ~ -
Average In-Kind Contribution 

$302 $381 $546 $406 (n=702) 

Sub Total 
$689 $803 $1 ,340 $950 

Direct and In-kind Costs 

Average Employee Additional $4o9 $278 $927 $656 
Costs (n::365) 

Average Self-employed Additional 
$1,77r $1 ,274* $2,363 $1,942 

Costs (n=89) 

Average All Costs for 
$870 $991 $2,240 $1 ,679 

Employees 

Average All Costs for the 
$2,770* $2,800* $4,018 $3,282 

Self-em~loyed 

* Based on less than 30 cases 

However, Table 22 also highlights the relative size of the cost burden being borne by those at the lower end of 
the income spectrum. Taking income level as the midpoint of the range, respondents in the low income band 
would be expending around 6.9% of their annual gross income on volunteering activities while those in the 
lower middle income bracket would expend around 2.7% of their annual gross income. These proportions rise 
to 8.7% and 3.3% where low and lower middle income earners are also employees. 

When examined from the viewpoint of personal income, the cost of volunteering takes on a new perspective. 
These costs, as a percentage of pre-tax income, are very significant, much more so when it is considered that 
many of those on the lowest incomes have limited discretionary income. The capacity to pay is an important 
consideration that must inform discussion about what forms of reimbursement or recognition could be 
instituted through the taxation system or through other means. 

The Cost Of Volunteering Report 2006 143 



7. Conclusion 

Emergency management volunteering is of great 

value to the wider Australian community. It is also a 

valuable activity to government, providing a welcome 

and necessary complement to government services. 

As Howard (2003) notes: 

As the range of safety services required 
by the community has increased, 
governments have found them increasingly 
costly to deliver, so they have been only 
too happy to accept the services of the 
volunteer sector. These services are 
no longer 'add ons ', but are now core 
business of governments. 37 

The Australian Emergency Management Volunteer Forum (AEMVF) has a number of areas of responsibility 

in relation to volunteers and volunteer services, including funding and cost issues. In the past, AEMVF 

has identified volunteer out-of-pocket expenses as an issue requiring action. The AEMVF has previously 

advocated that: 

• support for emergency volunteer sector organisations be extended to include the direct purchase of 

personal protective clothing and mandatory individual safety equipment; 

• the level of support be increased so that volunteers do not have to pay membership fees; 

• any financial assistance schemes provided to offset hardship be available to all AEMVF 

organisations, not just the lead agency; and 

• The charitable status of all emergency sector volunteer organisations be protected. 

This research study provides evidence for further advocacy on behalf of emergency management volunteers. 

It is clear from this research that volunteers incur significant, on-going personal costs. Volunteers responding 

to the survey encountered average direct costs of $544 per year and average in-kind costs of $406, a 

combined total of $950 for the previous year. Employed respondents spent an average of $1679 in the 

previous year, through loss of earnings or needing to use annual leave for volunteering activities. The 

situation appears to be more onerous for self-employed respondents who incurred average costs of around 

$3282 in the previous year, through closing their businesses temporarily, or employing family members or 

casual staff. 

37 Howard, B W (2003) Contemporary Issues in Volunteerism, Paper presented at the Natlonal Disaster Conference, 11 September 2003, Canberra 
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The greatest direct cost of volunteering was tor petrol, which averaged $227 per respondent, or around half of 
all direct costs incurred. This figure is explained by the high level of private vehicle usage among volunteers, 
even during periods of activation, and the number of kilometres which many volunteers must travel as part 

of their volunteering activity. This is an area of concern given the volatility of petrol prices, which has seen a 
steep rise and fall in oil prices during and subsequent to this study. It is anticipated that petrol costs will be a 

major cost for volunteers in future years. 

7 .1 Strategies for Offsetting Volunteer Costs 

Costs associated with the volunteering task such as protective clothing, personal equipment and training 

are also significant direct costs, apart from the cost of petrol. Nevertheless, there would be a strong case for 
the full reimbursement of expenses on such items and for governments to ensure that sufficient funds are 

available to volunteer organisations to cover such costs. Where respondents bear such costs personally, this 
study showed that only a fraction of the cost of such items was reimbursed. A system of reimbursement of 

agreed expenses could be the best way to offset volunteer costs, providing an equitable way of reimbursing 
volunteers across all emergency management organisations. 

In the USA and UK, tax deductions are permitted for certain volunteer expenses. Volunteer tax deductions 

are claimable in the USA where there has been no reimbursement. Items such as mileage, travel expenses, 
paper, copying, convention attendance fees and uniforms, among other costs, can be so deducted.38 In the 
UK, there are tax deductions available for volunteers for mileage. 39 

However, in Australia, emergency management volunteers are not permitted tax deductions for costs arising 
from their volunteer work. Specific rulings which have been adverse to volunteers include: 

• ATO ID 2002/206: payments to volunteers to cover expenses are treated as assessable income 

if the recipient has the discretion whether or not to expend the allowance; 

• ATO ID 2002/910: no deduction allowable under Section 8-1 (ITAA 1997) tor the cost of fire-fighting 

equipment for use as a volunteer fire-fighter.40 

The overall costs to volunteers are significant when direct costs, in-kind contributions and employment costs 

are all taken into account. Given the central role of volunteers in the system of emergency management 
across Australia, a case could be made for some recognition to be obtained for individuals through the 
taxation system; e.g. through rebates or deductions. 

Volunteer costs vary by personal income. While higher income groups bear greater dollar costs, it appears 
that the lowest income group bears significant costs as a proportion of their income. ft could be argued 
that the personal costs of volunteering tend to discriminate against those on lower incomes. Seit-employed 

persons are also another group that appear to bear inordinately higher costs. The suitability of the taxation 
system as a mechanism for reimbursing volunteer costs should be investigated. 

Overseas experience suggests that waiving government fees and charges Is another possible mechanism for 
providing recompense to volunteers. In the USA there are exemptions or reductions for volunteers on charges 

such as motor vehicle registration and health insurance cover. Similar arrangements should be investigated in 
Australia in relation to federal and state government charges.41 

38 Sel\lceleader.org (2004) 'Tax credits br '.'Olunteering oosts', Lyndon B. Johnson Schoo! of Public Affairs, University of Texas, AlJSlln. Online at 
h~ -J/www. sel\l~eader.orgmew/volunleerslarticles/2003.04/00Xl50print.php 

39 Volunleer Centre Ecintiurgh (2003) 'Paying volunteer expenses' Online at hllp:/.www.vounteeredinburgh.org.uk/resource&'Expeoses.hlm 
40 C01Yoy, D. K (2003) 'Vounteers in State Government- Prelimtnary Research Firdlngs', The Public Interest, April 2003, p21 
41 ibid, p21 
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