Annex 1

Advantages and disadvantages for different employment models

It is assumed that the need to acknowledge the work done by CCWs as well as the realisation that the rights of this cadre of workers were not always protected, led to the development of this type of policy framework. All seems to be agreeing that this vulnerable cadre of workers are fulfilling a much needed and in some cases critical role in terms of being a link between the formal health care sector and the community and that without this link health care outcomes will be affected negatively.

The issue of whether Government or the NPO should be the official employer of the CCWs was analysed by considering what the advantages and disadvantages would be to the CCWs and NPO under each option. Table 1 outlines the pros and cons of Government and the NPO being the employer of CCWs, by first looking at community-based CCWs and then at facility-based CCWs. 

From the NPO perspective, a key challenge of the NPO being the employer would be that the NPO would be open to litigation; and key challenges of Government being the employer would be who would take responsibility of  the monitoring function; and the withdrawal of the 10% administration fee. Advantages to the NPO include less administration and no interruption of funding.

From the CCW perspective, the over-arching advantage of Government being the employer would be permanent employment and the associated benefits such as pension fund, medical aid, etc. as well as uninterrupted salary payments. The over-arching disadvantage would be the quality of supervision and co-ordination especially for community-based CCWs.  There might also be a potential loss of respect and trust by the community if they are regarded as privileged and part of the “system”.

The analysis was undertaken in the absence of the costing information (Annexure C of the framework, but which was referred to but not included in the document). The framework cannot be properly assessed or commented on, without knowing the costing. The success of the policy is dependent on the funding available, not only for the employment, but also other related costs if the NPO were to be the employer. 
These advantages and disadvantages is by no means comprehensive and could be used to stimulate discussions with NPOs and CCWs in consultation sessions.
Table1: Analysis of advantages and disadvantages of CCWs being employed by Government vs NPO

	Community-based: Home-Based Care and Community-Based Care Workers 

Fact: in rural and remote areas, often caregivers live far from clinics. NPO play the role of monitoring quality of care, task division, de-briefing, record-keeping etc

	Employer 
	Pro
	Con

	
	CCWs
	NPO
	CCWs
	NPOs

	Govt

(NPOs may still exist but their function changes significantly)
	Permanent post with significant benefits, including medical aid, housing etc 

Overtime paid

No pay interruptions. Career pathing (difficult in remote areas). Sustainability livelihoods. Grievance and discipline procedures 

Better access to training (government skills fund)

Better access to kits for those near the clinics. 

Better protected against legal actions on the basis of negligence 

Easier access to unions


	No liability

No risks-labour cases etc

No interruption of funding

Less administration
	Quality of supervision and support 

In case NPOs cease to exist and far from clinics:

No coordination at the local level (record keeping, supervision, weekly schedules for home visits)

No community ownership/Community excluded from decision-making (no governing board, no annual general meeting with the community)

Without organized NPOs less chances of attracting additional funding to the area

Impacts on respect of caregivers on the community
	NPOs cease to exist/roles diminished. 

Where NPOs continue to exist (eg through existing funding for other programmes): Autonomy of the NPO: “caregivers not reporting to the NPO, but the NPO is monitoring the services”

	NPOs (govt pays the NPOs which are established, meeting DSD min requirements, eg constitution, governing board etc) (NOT LABOUR BROKERS)
	Localised management and support of the service (eg debriefing) delivery by the caregiver

Group conformity

NPOs manage their own budgets, have contingency plans in place, multiple sources (3 PDoHs under curatorship)
	10% admin fee

Relative sustainability

Additional fundraising for other development services in under-resourced areas


	Dry-funding periods (interruption of payment)

Less job security: no permanent employment

Decreased sustainable livelihoods

Less benefits 

Uncertain access to training 

Risk of NPO mismanaging the funds at the expense of the caregiver (either corrupt or dysfunctional) 
	Difficult to plan short and long term future of the organization due to unsecure funding by Govt (dry-season)

If not sufficient funding:

· Risks in terms of liability, litigation

If there is funding, the above does not apply, the NPO can:

· Buy professional indemnity

· HR training 

· Running the office 


	Facility: Facility-based Care Workers  (VCT counselors, Health Workers in Step-Down Facilities, Hospices, Clinics)

Working conditions generally better than community-based caregivers, but longer working hours. 

	Employer 
	Pro
	Con

	
	CCWs
	NPO
	CCWs
	NPOs

	Govt
	Wages linked to responsibility Permanent post with significant benefits, including medical aid, housing etc 

Overtime paid 

No pay interruptions. Career pathing (difficult in remote areas). Sustainability livelihoods. Grievance and discipline procedures 

Better access to training (government skills fund)

Better protected against legal actions on the basis of negligence. 

Storage facilities. 

Will resolve cases of hostile attitudes nurses  vs health workers at clinic level

Easier access to unions
	No responsibility to provide work/

-No legal labour risks
	 
	Lose of income (10% admin fee) which may have sustainability impact on those NPOs that utilize the 10%  on  other related community programmes

	NPO
	
	10 % admin fee for administering of stipends

Continuation of other NPO programme partly funded by the 10% admin fee 
	No government benefits

-isks of dry-funding period

Accountable to two supervisors (facility and NPO managers)

Weak/insufficient grievance and discipline procedures 

Risk of unfair discipline 

Difficult to access unions

Little/no access to training 

Limited access to professional supervision (social workers and prof nurses) 

- No overtime
	Risk of litigation and other labour responsibilities

Responsibility to monitor and support staff 

Difficult to be held accountable for caregivers not under your direct supervision
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