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Summary of key points 
 When a customer interacts with a bank that interaction is seen as a 

sales opportunity to be exploited rather than the chance to meet the 
needs of the customer 

 The existing remuneration and work systems are designed to drive 
behaviours that place the needs of the institution above the needs of the 
customer 

 It is the systems that are the problem rather than one form of payment 
or commission 

 FSU members do not believe the industry will change without 
legislation 

 Significant positive changes have occurred, for example FOFA, but do 
not apply to the full range of financial products and services 

 FSU members believe the existing remuneration systems are causing 
the industry harm and are driving behaviours that are generating poor 
customer outcomes 

 The existing remuneration systems are having a detrimental impact on 
the lives of bank employees 

 FSU proposed changes that will restore trust and confidence in 
Australia’s banking and financial services industry 
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Introduction 
The FSU is a trade union that represents workers in all banks across the country. 
The union has a proud tradition of advocating for changes that improve the 
standards and professionalism of our industry. Our members want to provide 
quality customer service and meet each customer’s genuine financial needs with 
quality products and services. 
 

Motivation for the review 
The ABA’s initiative, in commissioning this review, indicates that the industry 
wants to ensure that, ‘banks have the right culture, the right practices, and the 
right behaviours and their remuneration structures, for people selling products, 
align with customer outcomes’. 
 
We welcome this approach. 
 
Based upon the experience of the FSU and the experiences of individual 
members of the union as conveyed to the union through our survey and other 
engagements, it is clear that the existing remuneration systems do not meet 
these standards. 
 

Preparation of the FSU submission 
The FSU welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this inquiry, but believes that 
the narrowly cast terms of reference have the potential to prevent the scope of 
the inquiry from examining the root causes of poor customer service outcomes. 
If this risk eventuates, then the recommendations emanating from the review 
will necessarily fall short of the changes needed to restore trust and confidence 
in Australia’s banking system.   
 
The inquiry should avoid a product centric approach as products are continually 
evolving and market forces regularly bring changes that render product centric 
initiatives as historical curiosities.  
 
A narrow interpretation of the terms of reference that limits the review to the 
operations of the retail banking sector risks misunderstanding the integrated 
approach of highly centralised command and control cultures. In banking the 
remuneration system is a fundamental tool used to drive a culture dominated by 
short term financial goals with a “tin ear” to community disquiet about the 
apparent lack of attention to community service obligations that should flow 
from the privileged position of being able to provide an essential service on a for 
profit basis.  
 
The culture of rewarding volume based sales exists across each institution in all 
business units and begins with executive remuneration structures that cascade 
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down to each level of management rewarding and prioritising the sale of 
products and services to customers, often regardless of the need of the customer. 
In fact those remuneration systems inevitably offer higher rewards for those 
who manage the culture and performance of the bank than to those who actually 
sell the products. 
 
This submission builds on the numerous submissions and positions published by 
the union in respect to remuneration policies that apply across the industry. 
 
In preparing this submission the FSU invited its members to complete a survey 
(a copy is attached at Attachment A). The purpose of the survey was to collect 
feedback and examples from bank employees regarding the impact of 
remuneration systems, management structures and work cultures on their 
ability to provide ethical and quality customer service. 
 
In addition to the survey results, the FSU accessed its extensive records and 
institutional memory regarding the performance and standing of the industry 
and the operation of remuneration systems across the industry. 
 
The examples and stories from workers in the industry emanating from the FSU 
survey make a compelling body of evidence that shines a spotlight on serious 
issues that leave parts of the banking industry on the edge of a crisis of 
confidence and an erosion of trust that undermines the stability of the banking 
system.  
 
This feedback and these examples should be acknowledged as a direct insight 
into what happens in bank offices and branches each day. The comments must 
be read as a part of the desire of bank workers to restore the standing of their 
industry. 
 
FSU members believe improving the standing of their industry begins with 
rewarding and promoting a professional approach to the provision of quality 
banking services and products that meet the genuine banking needs of 
customers rather than rewarding ‘product pushing’. 
 

Acknowledging that some change has happened  
The FSU acknowledges that recent years have seen the industry start to move 
away from linking volume based sales targets and performance pay for some 
staff. This is reflected in new enterprise agreements that break the link between 
fixed pay and sales targets for many staff in ANZ, CBA, NAB and the Westpac 
Group. It is also reflected in the response to the FOFA reforms.  
 
Both of these reforms are critically important changes that have and will 
continue to change the industry for the betterment of both customers and the 
people who work within the industry. But it should be acknowledged that even 
these changes have been gradual, limited and a long time coming in the face of 
fierce opposition from parts of the industry.  



  

 
      FSU Submission to ABA Retail Banking Remuneration Review 

 

 

Page 5 

 
 

 
The FOFA reforms were vehemently opposed by parts of the industry, the initial 
proposed legislation was substantially watered down and delayed before 
implementation as a result of lobbying by the major banks. Even, post 
implementation, opposition remained strong from banks who successfully 
lobbied the Federal Government in 2015 to make further concessions through 
regulations before the Senate disallowed those regulations.  
 
The FOFA reforms sought to remove conflicted remuneration models and 
aggressively placed the ‘customer’s best interests’ as the primary concern in 
relation to providing customers with financial advice and delinking volume 
based sales of “wealth” products from performance pay. The impact of the FOFA 
reforms has been limited by the adoption of a “balanced scorecard” exemption 
applying to some payments in some circumstances. The FOFA reforms make no 
attempt to deal with debt products such as loans and credit cards. 
 
The question the FSU poses is why is it that the above reforms have not been 
applied across the industry?  
 
Why is it that the customer’s best interest test does not apply to all of the 
products and services provided by banks, particularly debt related products? 
Why is it appropriate to delink volume based sales targets from the pay for 
employees employed under an enterprise agreement but retain the link between 
volume based sales targets and fixed pay for non enterprise agreement 
employees? Why is it that bonus schemes and other “at risk” remuneration still 
allows for product based payments for all staff, whether covered by an 
enterprise agreement or not?   
 
The current remuneration and work systems that continue to reward senior 
executives and local managers for securing volume based outcomes create a 
cascading system that drives behaviours that incentivise and reward the pushing 
of products and services regardless of customer’s needs. Our own survey results 
indicate that bank staff in the front line and their immediate managers are often 
eligible for bonuses (driven by product sales volumes) of between zero and 
$20,000 per annum but the senior executives who set the sales targets are paid 
millions each year. (See Attachment B - 2015 Annual reports for fixed and 
variable remuneration outcomes for executives).  
 

Assessment of harm 
The Australian finance industry can be proficient at assessing risk, but too often 
the assessment regarding harm occurs in respect to the potential for something 
to go wrong in the future. It follows that this potentiality is handled through a 
risk management framework that seeks to balance the probability of the harm 
eventuating with the cost of risk avoidance. Banking inevitably involves a degree 
of risk and successful banks manage those risks rather than avoid them.  
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The ABA said on 21 April in announcing this initiative that the review would 
seek to avoid “poor customer outcomes” resulting from product based payments. 
The FSU has been unable to ascertain from banks how they would define a “poor 
customer outcome”. This is a fundamental question and if it can’t be adequately 
answered in designing a remuneration system connected to product based 
payments, then it follows that product based payments must be banned 
otherwise the industry will be confined to a rear view mirror approach to 
failures in the system.  
 
The definition of a poor customer outcome must include any circumstance when 
the customer is seen as an opportunity to be exploited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The existing remuneration systems that reward product pushing and create 
potential conflict with customer’s best interest duties is causing both 
reputational harm to the industry and leading to customers viewing interactions 
with banks with suspicion. These systems are eroding public trust and 
confidence in our banks. 

Remuneration systems do affect outcomes 
The FSU has held a consistent view in relation to the impact that remuneration 
systems can have on the behaviours exhibited within the industry, this position 
has often been incorrectly characterised as nothing more than the union 
endeavouring to entrench its pay claims. 
 
The scandals, debate and processes that ended with the FOFA reforms clearly 
recognised the role that remuneration systems have on influencing behaviours 
that can lead to poor customer outcomes. Those who downplay the roles of 
remuneration in driving behaviour and culture fail at the first hurdle when 
asked, if the remuneration system doesn’t drive behavior and culture, why do 
our banks invest so much into the development and defense of remuneration 
systems designed to do exactly that? 
 
When discussing the role of remuneration in financial system scandals in 
Australia, Mr. Chris Cuffe, former CEO of Colonial First State said in April 2016 
that, “Culture is hard to measure but easy to feel. You soon learn about their ethics 
and standards when you deal with anyone. Culture is the combination of beliefs, 
values and attitudes that guide behaviour. In my view, the scandals in financial 
advice, life insurance and rate setting are primarily caused by one thing: the 
remuneration structure. Pay someone to behave a certain way and there's a good 
chance they will.” 

 

FSU Member Comment: 
 
“We don’t get a referral for a customer that wants to open one 
account, so it is common practice to talk customer into two 
accounts. Internet banking is also added on whether they want it 
or not. I have served customers that did not know they had internet 
banking or an extra account.” 
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The union is proud of the fact that many of its positions in relation to 
remuneration systems and regulation were adopted within the FOFA reforms. 
 
One element of the final FOFA reforms that is not given sufficient weight is the 
realisation by government that after considering the industry’s position, the 
government determined that it was necessary to establish regulations that 
banned specific behaviours and remuneration systems. 
 
The government not only rejected the notion of self regulation but felt that it was 
necessary, in addition to banning specific behaviours and remuneration systems, 
to legislate to establish the primacy of the ‘customer best interests’. 
 
This response was a result of the assessment of the impact that remuneration 
and work systems have on the behaviour of individuals and how those 
behaviours tend to default to the serving the ‘best interests’ of the institution 
where there is conflict between the institution’s interest and those of the 
customer. 
 
Given these conclusions by government, the union asks why would anyone not 
believe the same protections are required in relation to debt and credit products 
and services. 
 
It is axiomatic that the same protections and regulations are required 
throughout the full range of financial products and services 
 
The union’s position is supported  byrecent academic research into the effects of 
conflicted remuneration systems as well as the evidence uncovered from the 
recent inquiries into the provision of financial advice that have determined that 
remuneration systems can and do drive negative and even unethical behaviour.  

It is the system that drives the outcome 
The FSU’s position is that it is not one form of commission or payment that can 
and does lead to poor customer outcomes, rather it is the systematic application 
of remuneration and work systems that drive employees to sell and/or push 
products and services onto customers, coupled with threats to an employee’s job 
security should they fail to meet their targets. This sales focus is coupled with the 
deliberate understaffing of service based roles and together these strategies lead 
to poor customer service outcomes. 
 
The FSU has received consistent feedback from bank workers that how they are 
treated at work and often whether they retain their employment is dependent 
upon their ability to gain referrals, sell the product of the week or reach a volume 
based sales target. 
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League tables and punitive management action 
Whilst it may be a truism that the higher the amount of commission or payment 
you offer a person, the more you can influence their behaviour, this is not the full 
story in Australia’s banks. In our banks the incentives in the remuneration 
system are coupled with punitive measures to control human behavior. Sales and 
sales referral results   often determine how you are treated at work or even 
whether you retain your employment. This combination is far more persuasive 
when it comes to driving behavior than remuneration alone. 
 
This is further emphasised when you examine how most employers define a 
successful bank worker in 2016. The bank workers that are most celebrated and 
rewarded (both in the form of recognition and monetarily) are those with the 
best sales records. Most banks have league tables that not only reward top 
sellers but are also used to challenge and in some cases embarrass all of those on 
the table below first position.  
 
These tables list the names of staff, their sales results and then rank them against 
other employees within their district, state and across the country. The league 
tables are displayed in open view on whiteboards or shared electronically 
through intranet and email. Often those who are above target are recorded in 
green and anyone below target for any reason will have their name and their 
results recorded in red at the bottom of the league table.   
 
These league tables are used to name and shame workers who are below target 
for sales and sales referrals. Staff are informed that the consequences of 
appearing on the leader board as performing below target are that they won’t 
receive a bonus and that their employment will be jeopardised. What’s not 
officially acknowledged is the shaming and embarrassment of being public 
branded as underperforming amongst your peers.  
 
In one iteration used by at least three of the four major banks as well as other 
employers these league tables are part of productivity system where they are 
formally titled, “Visual Management Board” providing an insight into their true 
purpose.  
 
There are also league tables that compare the sale outcomes of branches across 
the state and country. 
 

FSU members’ comments 
 
“Trying to sell a credit card to a person already in debt is not right and I 
refuse to do it but it can be detrimental to my career.” 
 
“My Manager is constantly threatening to place me on performance 
management for being behind on targets.” 
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Attached are examples of league tables that operate within the industry and 
immediately below are comments from FSU members about their use. ( See 
Attachment C – League Tables and Leaderboards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The FSU has numerous examples from bank workers detailing the requirement 
that they offer a customer a credit card that they can either not afford or don’t 
need or deliver a sales pitch to a customer they have known for years even 
though they know the customer doesn’t need the product. 
 
Of further concern is the increasing feedback from bank workers that they feel 
required to see each customer as an opportunity to secure a sale or referral. 
 
Bank workers care deeply about their customers and want to provide them with 
quality customer service, The following represents a sample of the feedback 
provided by FSU members in respect to their ability to provide quality customer 
service outcomes: 
 
 
 

FSU members’ comments 

 

“My General Manager sent an email saying they want a percentage increase by each 

branch in the number of accounts opened that has nothing to do with customers only 

where the district ranks against the rest of Australia.” 

 

“I overheard a teleconference that my manager had on speaker phone where myself 

and another seller were threatened with performance management if we did not sell a 

particular product by the end of the week (as we were the only two sellers in our region 

who had not opened this particular product) and our RGM wanted to gloat about 

100% participation by his region.” 

 

“I work alongside retail employees. They tell me of their experiences, and that it’s all 

about the numbers, even though the mantra is to 'put the customer at the centre of 

everything you do', in reality staff are being named and shamed for not reaching 

targets, rather than appreciated for the care they take with their customers and the 

protection of compliance issues and the company brand.” 

 

“Every day staff are pushed to get more and more sales and referrals. There are 

morning and afternoon meetings espousing the same fierce sales culture (and stopping 

us from doing our real work). Analysing individual results during these afternoon 

meetings can be humiliating for some staff and should be discussed in private. 

Comparing everyone's results in front of the group can cause discouragement (apart 

from the humiliation) instead of the impetus to achieve more.  The bank appears to 

keep Managers that are willing to push this fierce sales culture and have little regard 

for the mental wellbeing of their staff.” 
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FSU members’ comments 
 
“I believe that senior leaders turn a blind eye to unethical behaviour as long as the staff member is 
performing. Only once this behaviour starts to attract attention from others is disciplinary action 
taken.” 
 
“I think the pressure to perform is greatly impacted on by the current bonus system as my 
manager wants a better bonus so she puts pressure on me to perform better, even though it is 
with the best of intentions.” 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The ability to provide quality customer service outcomes is also dependent upon 
how workers are managed. FSU members provided extensive feedback on how 
their  
manager’s behaviour can impact upon their ability to deliver excellent customer 
service. The following represents a sample of that feedback: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FSU members’ comments 
 
“I live in a small town and it’s embarrassing to have to ask the same people each time they come in 
whether they want a credit card.” 
 
“We are pushed and pushed to reach targets that are unachievable unless you basically bullying 
people into saying yes.” 
“There has been a change to our sales bonus structure with the introduction of ‘Home Rescue’. 
There has been a massive drive to push the sale of this product and the failure to reach your home 
rescue sales targets affects your bonus more than any product. Meaning if you reach targets on 
every other product but fail to reach your home rescue target it may affect your total bonus. 
Managers push the sale of home rescue at every single coaching session.” 
 
 “I have witnessed numerous times where customers have had additional accounts applied for 
them by sales staff (whose KPI's rely on sales targets) that the customer didn’t understand, or even 
at times were not aware of.” 
 
“When working in the call centre I was told that I had to ask every single credit card customer, that 
had a pre-approved limit increase offer available, if they would like to increase their credit card 
limit, even if during the conversation it was apparent that such an increase would be unsuitable 
for that customer.” 
 
“If you open a transaction account online, a savings account is opened at the same time. A 
colleague and I were so disbelieving of this that we did the online opening and discovered that it 
does happen. We could not see anywhere where permission was given by the individual or where 
the bank stated that this would happen.” 
“Due to the focus on targets some of our tellers are beginning to sound like a McDonalds employee 
“do you want fries with that?” Our version is do you want a savings account or can I review your 
insurance arrangements? We have to ask these questions even if the customer came into the 
branch last week. You sound like a broken record, particularly given the reduced number of 
customers we have coming through our doors. It is not only is terrible service, it's embarrassing.” 
 
“We are expected to actively prospect our friends and family to make referrals to try and meet our 
targets.” 
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It affects your life 
In addition to the impact that remuneration systems have on customer 
outcomes, it is clear from the feedback supplied to the union that there is 
another cost attributable to the current remuneration systems – and that is the 
health of the people who are forced to meet volume based targets in order to 
secure a livable wage or retain their employment. 
 
Over the last 10 years the FSU has dealt with an increasing number of members 
who are suffering severe medical issues caused by stress. This includes members 
who have committed suicide as well as members who have contemplated 
suicide. 
 
The union’s grievance handling records show that from 2013 to September 
2016, 25% of all cases handled by the union relate to the enforcement of the 
sales target regimes within the major four banks. 
 
There was a time when the greatest risk to a member’s health was being 
involved in an armed hold up. A risk that continues to this day but thankfully has 
reduced over time. 
 
The greatest risk to the health of a bank worker in 2016 is to be employed in a 
position that judges your worth, success and suitability for employment against 
arbitrarily established volume based targets, targets that even the industry 
acknowledges are ‘stretch targets’. 
 
Members who completed the FSU survey provided the following insight into 
their life as a bank worker; 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“I suffer from stress and anxiety constantly. It seems I can't escape it. I lay in bed at night not 
able to sleep because of the relentless pressure, the feeling that I'm a failure, an impostor that 
will never be good enough.  
 
I count the hours ticking away aware that time is running out and I'll be back at work again.  
 
I can't escape work wherever I am, because I can't stop worrying about it. It feels like it's my 
whole life. I work unpaid hours to try and catch up. I'm physically and mentally exhausted so I 
have no social life. I can't have a decent conversation with my husband or kids because I'm so 
preoccupied by the thoughts and the fears running through my head.  
I am the sole breadwinner for my family, if I lose my job we'll be on the street. Everyone at work 
is stressed, you can tell because they're starting to turn on each other arguing about pointless, 
ridiculous things.  
 
I have to be really careful what I say in case it's misinterpreted, but on the other hand if I keep it 
to myself someone else will interpret that as a slap in the face.” 
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Staffing levels undermine customer service and compliance 
Another consistent piece of feedback that the union received is that existing 
staffing levels are undermining the ability of staff to provide quality customer 
service. 
 
Inadequate staffing is compounding each of the issues that the union has 
identified in this submission, particularly as it relates to poor customer service 
outcomes. 
 
Every time a bank chooses to reduce staff or continue a ‘staffing freeze’ they 
expose the gap between their rhetoric in relation to customer service and 
prudential responsibilities and the reality experienced each day by their 
customers and staff.  
 
Inadequate staffing severely limits the ability for staff to undertake required 
training and this in turn, can lead to poor customer outcomes. 
 
Even where banks have well considered policies in place aimed at mitigating the 
risks associated with their remuneration regimes, inadequate and insufficient 
training regularly undermines the successful implementation of these policies. 
Much of the anecdotal experiences of FSU members sees what should be core 
training, essential to good banking practices, reduced to “tick and flick” on line 
exercises.  
 
An example of the feedback the union received from its survey with respect to 
staffing included: 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Customers are constantly impacted on by staffing issues.”   
 
“Constantly get complaints because you could normally finish a loan funding in half a day, but 
because you get caught with other things and management are busy so they can’t verify your 
work and then you forget all about the loan funding because you have so much else to remember.  
The client calls 2 days later angry because they don’t have your money so you make up lies to 
cover your story as to why it’s not funded so that the bank doesn’t look bad. “ 
 
“Every branch I have ever worked at in my almost 9 years with the bank has had to run short 
staffed because the computer says our FTE is fine. It puts a lot more pressure on the staff as you 
are trying to do all aspects of your job whilst still servicing the customers walking through the 
door usually resulting in staff members staying back an hour or two (without pay) to finish their 
work. If this is brought up then upper management claim we are not managing our time 
effectively.” 
 
“Credit experience this a lot - go to a credit team - three credit managers for the whole state. If you 
need to refer something you are looking at that file sitting in a queue waiting to be looked at. 
Whether client is in position to wait that long impacts on if deal being held or lost.” 
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Is the scorecard really balanced? 
 
A regular retort by banks when the emphasis on securing sales in performance 
management systems is called out is that every employee’s performance is 
assessed against a balanced scorecard, a scorecard that balances compliance, 
customer service and sales when determining the performance of an employee. 
 
When you examine the ‘balanced scorecard’ document they can give the 
appearance that sales are not the determining factor when assessing 
performance, however when you speak to an employee about the application of 
the ‘balanced scorecard’ they will inform you of two facts. Firstly the only 
element of the scorecard that is emphasised (usually in an aggressive manner) 
by a manager during a meeting is whether sales targets are being meet and 
secondly their performance is often assessed against elements that are not listed 
on the scorecard. 
 
The language used in the ‘balanced scorecard’ gives an insight into what actions 
are valued the most, for example: 
“This is a new metric where you can earn new revenue…” 
“New revenue can now be earned when you refer …” 
“New revenue target of $45k per FTE/quarter …” 
“Expected levels of activity; home loan opportunities (18 per quarter (increased 
from 12)), personal loans (9 per quarter), credit cards (15 per quarter (increased 
from 12)), net insurance sales (24 per quarter (increased from 12))” 
 
The documents also show that when assessing behaviours an employee does not 
need to achieve a 100% rating but when it relates to sales they do, for example: 
 

KPI Metric Required Rating 
Performance rating Effective or above 
Behaviour rating 2 or above 
Risk and compliance MET 
Banking new revenue target $50,000 per quarter per FTE 100% 
Expected levels for home loans top ups, credit cards, home 
loans, personal loans and sticky credits 

At or above all 5 

Wealth new revenue target $10,000 per quarter per FTE 100% 

“I am always behind with my work and when I call various Help Desks I can often be on hold 
for some time or am not able to talk to anyone due to their department being short staffed.” 
 
“This happens daily. We are understaffed and have been since October 2015. We have been 
receiving complaints and warnings and breach OHS requirements daily. We have to close 
branch for lunch, as there are not enough staff. Then when we reopen it’s to abusive 
customers.” 
 
“We have a high influx of calls in our mortgage servicing teams currently - this means that 
our retention team have to take overflow calls - meaning that it's often taking 10+ minutes 
for our cliff-edge customers to come through to the team that's trying to retain their 
business... Often, these customers are already annoyed about interest rates or something 
similar, and wait times just exacerbate this annoyance.” 
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Expected levels for general and risk insurance combined, 
H&C insurance and wealth 

At or above all 3 

Summary of FSU Survey Responses 
The union received 1,298 survey (both via the web and paper) responses 
between 11 and 26 August 2016. The following tables break down the survey 
responses received by the union.  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Gender breakdown 

Female 71.82% 

Male 24.5% 

Not specified 3.68% 

Breakdown by salary 

Under $35k 13.25% 

$35 - $50k 18.57% 

$50 - $75k 36.13% 

$75 - $100k 17.57% 

Over $100k 8.78% 

Not specified 5.7% 

Breakdown by employment type 

Full Time 65.97% 

Part Time 30.10% 

Casual 0.48% 

Not specified 3.44% 

Amount of bonus 

0 37.13% 

$1 - $5k 40.60% 

$5 - $20k 10.32% 

$20 - $50k 3.24% 

Over $50k 1% 

Not specified 7.7% 
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Survey question responses YES NO N/A 
Do you agree that product and performance based pay 
in the finance sector has undermined public trust in 
our industry?  

71% 24% 5% 

Do you think that the connection between performance 
targets and pay impacts the behaviour of you or your 
manager? 

71% 26% 2% 

Recently the chairmen of the boards of each of the 
Australian big banks were quoted as saying that they 
believe that performance based payments can lead to 
poor customer outcomes. Have you ever witnessed a 
poor customer outcome that you think was caused by 
performance targets?  

48% 46% 6% 

Do you believe the targets you have been set for the 
current year have been fair and achievable in ordinary 
hours?  

26% 72% 2% 

Have your performance objectives impacted on your 
life outside of work?  

69% 29% 2% 

Do you believe your employer knowingly allows staff 
to engage in conduct that might amount to a breach of 
ethical standards or responsible lending obligations?  

20% 76% 4% 

Do you believe your employer consistently acts 
according to ethical standards?  

55% 41% 4% 

When at work have you ever engaged in conduct, or 
witnessed conduct that might amount to a breach of 
accepted ethical behaviour? 

27% 69% 4% 

Have you ever been asked to do something that is not 
ethical at work? 

17% 80% 3% 

Have you ever felt obliged or put in a position where 
you felt you had little choice but to engage in conduct, 
or turn a blind eye to conduct that might amount to a 
breach of the accepted standards and practices at 
work?  

16% 80% 4% 

When thinking about performance expectations and 
ethical behaviour, do you believe you have a 
comprehensive understanding of your responsibilities?  

87% 9% 3% 

Have you experienced (either personally or observed) 
a time when you believe behaviours contrary to 
providing the best service for a customer or contrary 
to keeping your workplace safe were exhibited?  

31% 64% 5% 
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What needs to change? 
FSU members care about their industry, they care about their customers. They 
want their industry to be profitable and sustainable. They look forward to a day 
when telling a stranger that you work for a bank isn’t received with a look of 
mistrust or disdain. 
 
Australians require a bank account to fully participate in society; in every way 
banking is an essential service. The institutions that provide, and derive profits 
from, banking services and products have a responsibility to the community.  
 
The world has recently seen the consequences of poor regulation in respect to 
the provision of credit. This submission doesn’t go into detail about the causes of 
the Global Financial Crisis of 2007-2010 but it is common knowledge that 
conflicted remuneration systems in both North America and Europe played a 
significant part in bringing the system to its knees. The industry lost its moral 
compass and failed the communities that it served because of its insensitivity to 
the needs of the community and a nonchalant disregard for the best interest duty 
that true professions owe to clients. 
 
Bank workers are sick and tired of waiting for the industry to change its 
behaviours and live up to the promise of ‘putting the customer first’. They do not 
believe that the industry is capable of change through self regulation. Bank 
workers have seen their industry transform from one that provided the money 
and systems that facilitated the operation of the economy to one where the 
corporations that they serve now dominate the economy. 
 
Competitive forces and the demands of institutional investors will continue to 
prevent a fundamental realignment of the industry without legislative force.  
 
The development and implementation of the FOFA reforms prove this assertion. 
 

Legislative Changes 
Given the above the FSU believes the following changes should be implemented 
via changes to legislation and/or federal regulations: 
 
1. That FOFA bans on conflicted remuneration should be expanded to include 

the sale of all financial products and eservices. They should also be extended 
by the removal of the “balanced scorecard” exemptions.  

2. All conflicted remuneration should be banned from the industry, including 
from executive remuneration systems 

3. A best interest test should be imposed that requires all financial 
intermediaries, their employees and agents to: 
 act in the best interests of each customer at all times 
 only provide appropriate products and/or services 
 prioritise the interests the customer 

4. Each institution should be required to ensure all employees and agents who 
provide advice, products or services to a customer are certified in relation to 
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the best interest test. The same obligation should apply to the managers of 
the employees in question. 

5. All financial intermediaries should be required to provide approved annual 
training to relevant employees in order to maintain accreditation in relation 
to the best interest duties  

6. That the onus of compliance sits with the financial intermediary and a 
reverse onus should apply to cases of suspected contravention  

7. The introduction of new regime of professional qualifications for bank and 
financial services workers that includes: 
 Certificate, Diploma and Degree qualifications 
 Portable accreditation of qualifications with standards overseen by a 

tripartite body representing industry, government and workers 
8. The amendment of the Fair Work Act to facilitate and encourage an industry 

wide skills and jobs classification model as a framework for the qualifications 
and remuneration system detailed above 

 
The union proposes that legislation and regulations that give effect to the 
changes detailed above should be developed through a tripartite process 
involving the FSU, the industry and the federal government. 
 

Changes to be implemented by Employers 
1. Replace conflicted remuneration systems with remuneration systems that 

value skill acquisition and application, positive customer service outcomes 
and regulatory compliance 

2. Senior Executive remuneration systems should be restructured to remove 
any form of conflicted remuneration  

3. All remuneration systems should be structured to encourage and reward 
meeting the customer ‘best interest’ test 

4. All league tables and leader boards should be immediately abolished 
5. The current Balanced Scorecards should be abandoned in favour of a new 

model that reflects skills and service standards aimed at rebuilding trust and 
confidence in the banking and financial services system  

6. The abolition of the sales based remuneration systems should not be used to 
reduce costs, rather they should redirected towards the implementation of 
the skill based remuneration framework 

 
 
 
 
 
9 September 2016  
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Attachment A -  FSU Member Survey 
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Attachment B - 2015 Annual reports for fixed and variable 
remuneration outcomes for executives 

 

 

2015 Directors Remuneration Reports 
NAB Annual Report 2015  
 

 
ANZ Annual Report 2015 
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Westpac Group Annual Report 2015 
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CBA Annual Report 2015
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Attachment C- Leaderboard and League Table 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 


