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SCHOOL CLEANERS, EMPLOYMENT BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon John Cowdell):  I have the following letter - 

Dear Mr President 

I hereby give notice that at this days sitting I intend to move the following motion pursuant to Standing 
Order 72; 

That the Legislative Council consider as a matter of urgency the Labor Government’s decision to have 
school cleaners put back on staff in all state schools which will cost about $100 million extra over the 
next four years, breach State Supply guidelines and indicates that the union movement is running 
Western Australia. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon Barry House MLC 
Member for South West Region 

At least four members will need to stand in their places - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  There are only three. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Gee, your arithmetic is not good, is it, Minister for Education? 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

The PRESIDENT:  At least four members have done so, although not all were in their places; four were in their 
places and some were not. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [3.45 pm]:  I move the motion standing in my name.  If the notes I am 
referring to, which I will pass on to Hansard staff later, appear a little soiled and crumpled as if they have come 
from a rubbish bin, the fact is that they have.  These notes, along with all the other contents of a briefcase, 
including a mobile phone, wallet and laptop computer, were stolen from my car in Bunbury on Saturday while I 
was attending a planning forum, which I am sure will be the subject of another debate in this place.  About 
midnight last night, on my way to this place, I retrieved the remnants of my notes from a rubbish bin at a 24-hour 
service station in Bunbury.  My speech will be, therefore, an amalgam of the notes I can remember, having 
prepared them, and what I salvaged from the bin. 

The situation, though, is far more serious than that.  There are approximately 750 state government schools in 
Western Australia, 285 of which currently outsource their cleaning to contractors, which involves an industry of 
about 1 200 people.  Cleaning contracts are optional.  Each school community has the discretion of using either 
in-house cleaners or contract cleaners.  The previous coalition government set up that system.  The standards are 
checked and monitored on a regular monthly basis by inspections of schools by principals and contractors.  I 
believe that only six out of the last 4 500 inspections were below standard.  Therefore, what has happened has 
nothing to do with standards.  The previous Minister for Education and Training, Hon Alan Carpenter, to his 
credit, resisted repeated attempts from the Australian Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union, particularly 
through its chief executive officer, Dave Kelly, to scrap the option and bring cleaning in-house at all schools 
throughout Western Australia.  In September 2002 the previous minister implemented a review of the 
Department of Education and Training costings of cleaning in schools.  I guess, faced with the union demand 
and ultimatum, he quite appropriately said that the claims should be justified and that an independent audit 
would be conducted.  This report was put together by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, which was engaged and jointly 
funded on a 50-50 basis by the Department of Education and Training and the Master Cleaners Guild of Western 
Australia, which has since become the Building Service Contractors Association of Australia - WA.  This study 
of cleaning was conducted during a changeover period in four Wanneroo schools.  In 2001 contract cleaners 
conducted the cleaning of these four schools in term 3 and in-house cleaners in term 4; it is, therefore, a 
comparable study.  The result of that independent audit indicated that in-house cleaner costs were far higher than 
the cost of the same outsourced service.  The in-house service for term 3 of that year was $72 752, excluding 
payroll tax, goods and services tax and the correct workers’ compensation rate.  The outsourced service during 
term 4 was $62 127, including payroll tax, GST and the correct workers’ compensation rate.  The Department of 
Education and Training does not pay those add-ons.  The net difference is 15 per cent.  If we add to that the 
compensating factors, plus payroll tax of seven per cent, goods and services tax of 10 per cent and a seven per 
cent correction to workers’ compensation payments, the total additional cost for in-house cleaning is 39 per cent.  
When that is extrapolated across a four-year period, it approximately equates to an extra $100 million.  That 
report was commissioned jointly by the government and a private organisation called the Master Cleaners Guild 
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of Western Australia.  When I asked the Minister for Education and Training a question about this matter on 
Thursday, she appeared to know nothing about the report.   

The next point is that the current Minister for Education and Training, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, recently stepped in 
and directed the Department of Education and Training to bring all cleaning in-house.  I understand that this is 
on the back of a written agreement between the Premier, Dr Gallop, and Dave Kelly, the Chief Executive Officer 
of the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union.  Perhaps the minister will confirm whether that is the case.  
I would be very pleased if she does.  That directive was contained in a letter dated 22 March from the 
Department of Education and Training to service companies which refers to cleaning services for tenders 
ETT162/2004 to ETT168/2004 and reads -  

I wish to advise you on the above Tenders which were advertised on 15 December 2004 and closed on 
20 January 2005.   

Following the Government’s decision on the future of contract cleaning in schools, the Department of 
Education and Training is declining all offers.   

The Department would like to thank you for partaking in the tendering process for contract cleaning in 
schools.   

Should you have any queries . . .  

It was signed by Peter McCaffrey, the Chief Finance Officer of the Department of Education and Training.   

Three major issues must be canvassed.  The first is the cost.  The report to which I have just referred estimates 
that the additional cost of bringing cleaning services in-house in all Western Australian schools will be about 
$100 million over the next four years.  The Minister for Education and Training’s response to the question I 
asked on Thursday indicated that she clearly did not know of the report.  She did not answer the question I asked, 
which was: how much will it cost, and who will pay?  She obviously made the decision to bring all the cleaning 
in-house without understanding the costs involved.  The major issue is: who will pay the extra cost for the 285 
schools that are now being directed to have in-house cleaning?  Will it be the education department or will it be 
the school communities themselves?  That is a major factor.  If it is the Department of Education and Training, 
will there be a budget allocation to cover the extra costs, or will funding be removed from another area of 
education services?   
In answer to several questions that I have asked over the past couple of weeks, the minister has been very quick 
to boast about the government’s platform for education, particularly the 39 new schools that will be built over 
the next couple of years.  If that is the case - the average cost of a primary school is $5 million - the extra $100 
million will cost 20 of those 39 schools.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Per year?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, over four years.  The government’s building program will be cut in half.  That is 
one comparison I can readily make.  There is a possible further cost, I am told, because if the 1 200 people 
employed by service contractors transfer to in-house servicing, their workers’ entitlements, such as long-service 
leave and sick leave, will not automatically transfer from the contractors to the government.  Will the 
government pick up that additional cost?  That is a fair question, and I hope the minister has factored some of 
those costs into her decision.  I hope she will inform the house today if that is the case.   
The other issue is that it appears that state supply guidelines have been breached on two counts.  Tenders were 
advertised in December 2004 and they closed in January 2005.  When a tender is called and invited, there has to 
be a genuine belief that the contract will be let.  Legal minds will investigate that one, I am sure.  The other 
aspect of the supply guidelines is that the options involved in those contracts appear to be disregarded and 
eliminated.  By that I mean that most contracts are tendered and let on a basis of two years plus one year, plus a 
one-year extension.  If a cleaning company is, for instance, two years into such a contract at the end of this year - 
that is the magic date on which the minister has told us that everything will change and become in-house - the 
options for those companies will be immediately removed.  Any options that could be exercised will be 
eliminated.  That is also a breach of contract.  I hope there is room for a bit of commonsense in this issue.  I 
understand that the minister’s decision has to go before cabinet for endorsement.  If that is the case, the least she 
can do is allow the existing contracts to work themselves out over the next two years.  If they are cut off abruptly 
at the end of this year, as the minister indicated, many small firms and businesses that have geared up for the 
contracts will have to sack employees and, frankly, they will go broke.  It is estimated that $25 million will 
disappear from the small cleaning business industry in seven months.  That will impact on many individuals and 
economies.   
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The third issue involved in this is: who is running the state?  It is clear that the LHMW union and Dave Kelly are 
running the state because the Minister for Education and Training has demonstrated that she is a complete lap-
dog to that union.  If the Premier’s reputed written undertaking to that union is a fact, then the Premier himself is 
a lap-dog to that union.  The government has form and history in this regard.  Over the past few years, the 
LHMW union has instructed a number of ministers to disregard the recommendations of their departmental 
heads on matters relating to non-core services such as cleaning.  The ministerial instructions were given despite 
departments pointing out the higher standards and more efficient operation obtained by using an outsource 
service.  The instructions given indicated that such a change was to take place regardless of the cost and that no 
additional funding would be made available.  In some cases, departmental officers indicated that to do so would 
breach their public obligations.  However, they were bullied to comply.  In January 2003, after receiving a 
directive from the LHMW union, minister McHale directed the CEO of the Maritime Museum to take cleaning 
in-house.  The cost to WA taxpayers was $275 000, plus payroll tax and GST over four years.  In January 2003, 
after receiving another directive, minister McHale directed the CEO of the Disability Services Commission to 
take cleaning in-house.  The cost to WA taxpayers was $1.6 million, plus payroll tax and GST over four years.  
Again in January 2003, Minister McHale, after receiving a directive, directed the chief executive officer of the 
Western Australian Museum to take cleaning services in-house.  However, the board of the museum refused to 
do so, and indicated to the minister that she had no authority to make such a demand.  In January 2003, the 
previous Minister for Health, Mr Kucera, directed the CEO of Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital - I am running out 
of time - to take cleaning services in-house, and he did the same with Royal Perth Hospital and Fremantle 
Hospital.  The cost of those directives was respectively $1.8 million over four years, $11.8 million over four 
years and another $3 million over four years.  Mr McGinty, the current Minister for Health, has continued to 
impose those costs.  Now the Minister for Education and Training is inflicting an extra cost of at least 
$100 million over the next four years on school communities.  I want to know where it is coming from.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.00 pm]:  I congratulate Hon Barry House for raising this matter 
and for the very capable way in which he brought the matter forward.  Probably the most alarming matter in all 
of this is that the minister demonstrated last week that she had no idea about the study to which the honourable 
member referred.  That is quite scary, because even if the minister were to look at the matter and make a decision 
on a doctrinaire and totally ideological basis, one would hope that, before doing so, she would look at the 
evidence to see whether the ideological one-eyedness should be mitigated by some of the reality.  I am pleased to 
say that a fairly good one-eyed person, the previous Minister for Education and Training, was at least prepared to 
do that, so it shows that one-eyed people can at times have some regard for their ministerial responsibility.  The 
minister should keep in mind that only recently she took an oath to act as a minister for the benefit of all Western 
Australians, not just for the benefit of the unions.  It is, I believe, in direct breach of that ministerial oath and an 
improper way of proceeding to spend this sort of money purely because the union wants the minister to do it.  It 
is quite scary to think that ministers are now coming into the ministry who are prepared to set aside the clear 
facts that emerged from a study that was actually carried out under the sponsorship of - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Have you read the report? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am not the Minister for Education and Training.  If I were the Minister for Education and 
Training, I would have read the report and I would know about it; and I would especially have read and known 
about it before I made a decision.  The minister seems to think that the opposition must do the job for her as a 
minister.  If it were not for Hon Barry House, I suspect that the minister would never have known about it.  I 
hope that since he raised the matter last week, the minister has gone away and read the report.  If she has not, she 
is even more irresponsible than I thought she was.   

However, other matters are highly important in all of this.  I believe the government has definitely left the state 
open to a claim in damages.  Even though a person cannot be forced into a contract against his will - in other 
words, he cannot be forced to agree - the cases are quite clear that if a person does not in good faith do what he 
says he will do, and somebody else wastes money as a result of the way in which he has been led into doing so, 
the person who does not act in good faith is responsible for at least the costs that the other person has wasted.  
Hundreds of people have spent money and prepared detailed tenders.  The minister probably would not have the 
faintest idea about those costs because she has never been involved in business.  It is an expensive business to 
prepare tenders, especially when a person knows that he must sharpen his pencil to try to beat other people.  It is 
one of the major costs involved in any contracting business.  People have spent good money and wasted their 
time because the government, without good faith - it is a breach of good faith - has made this decision after 
inviting tenders.  It is a breach of good faith for the government to say that it will not do it because the minister 
has made an ideological decision.  Governments are bound to act continuously.  Even if the coalition had called 
for tenders, a change by the current government would be a breach of good faith.  The government has breached 
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good faith, and so it has rendered the state liable in compensation for all those people who spent time and money 
preparing tenders.  That is the first thing.  In addition to the $100 million, there is that cost. 

I will add another cost; that is, the government is definitely liable in damages for those people whose contracts it 
has repudiated by repudiating their options.  Hon Barry House has raised that as a possibility.  I can say that 
there is no doubt about it at all.  It is an absolute breach.  The government has repudiated those contracts, and it 
will be liable in damages for them, too.  That is another one.  It is not just that the government will be liable in 
damages; the whole concept of a government repudiating contractual liabilities is absolutely anathema to me.  
The fact that the government does it so lightly shows how it regards any obligation as being not worth it.  This is 
a stupid decision that was taken in a manner that will cost this state at least $100 million.  Numerous people 
throughout the state will waste their time, because they will have to go to the bother of suing the government to 
get their compensation, unless, of course, the government tells us that they will all be fully compensated for the 
time they have wasted.  The government has rendered the state liable, and its reputation has been damaged by the 
fact that the government will repudiate those contracts. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Will this money come out of the education budget? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  There is only one place it will come from, and that is from the taxpayers’ pockets.  
Whether or not this results in half the school building program being lost, it will cost Western Australians 
$100 million over four years.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It might be parents’ school fees. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  If the government asks the parents to pay it, that would be disgusting.  It will not need to 
do so, because this government is rolling in money from some rather clever deals that were done by the previous 
government to give it revenues from the commonwealth.  It is also due to the fact that this government is taking 
the benefit of the booming times in Western Australia caused by the deregulation of the gas industry.  All these 
things, of course, are attributable to the Court government.  This government is rolling in money not because of 
anything it has done, but because of things that were cleverly done by the Court government.  Therefore, this 
government feels free to waste $100 million.  Who will notice it?  It has so much money coming out of its ears, 
and it will not hand a bit back to the taxpayers!  The government should be making massive cuts.  It is telling the 
commonwealth that it can go and get stuffed because it is not prepared to give one bit of those ill-gotten gains 
back again.  The government has doubled stamp duty.  What will it spend it on?  It will spend it on ideological 
benefits for cleaners.  Is there any benefit in this for the schools?  No, because at the end of all this, the jobs at 
the schools will not be done as well as they were done previously. 

I can remember during the time before the coalition came into government in 1993 that the real problem was not 
so much the cleaners or the gardeners, although both of them were problems; it was the fact that we had day 
labour from the works department.  We could never get anything done.  There was no way whatsoever of making 
people do things.  I remember a gardener who spent his whole time drunk in a garden shed.  No-one could get 
him out, nor could he be sacked.  Once those people are taken onto the government payroll, they will get paid 
whether or not they do the job.  It does not really matter whether they clean the school, because they will get 
paid.  The reality of the matter was that these jobs just did not get done, and we will go back to that.  The 
government has completely disregarded the net result for the schools; that is, whether they are clean.  It has 
completely disregarded the fact that it will cost another $100 million.  It has completely disregarded the fact that 
the reputation of the government of this state has been destroyed by repudiating contracts, when the government 
has a clear contractual liability, and it has completely disregarded the fact that it commenced a tender process 
that it has whimsically abandoned.  It is whim.  The courts know exactly what this is.  Just because the 
government has changed its mind, it is whim.  There are plenty of cases on that matter.  The government has 
completely disregarded the fact that it has betrayed the people of Western Australia.   

The minister has acted for ideological political purposes and in complete breach of the ministerial code of 
conduct.  That is neither a good outcome nor a good standard for this state.  It is interesting.  The minister has 
said that standards and outcomes are not all that different.  In this case they are the same thing.  The standards 
stink, and so too do the outcomes.  The minister will be taking money off people.  In exchange, she will be 
giving them dirty schools, and she will be causing grief to hundreds of contractors.  That is a low standard.  It is 
also a low outcome.  Both the standards and the outcomes stink, because the minister cannot live up to her 
ministerial oath.  It is absolutely disgraceful.   

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.10 pm]:  I had the opportunity this 
morning of attending a breakfast -  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Was it nice? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY:  It was lovely, thanks. 

The group of people at that breakfast were addressed by a woman who had been a school cleaner in the 
education system.  She had then worked under a contract cleaner, and she is now cleaning in house at a primary 
school in the northern suburbs.  She read out to us what she had written to describe her experiences as a cleaner.   

I will take this opportunity to read it to the house -  

I am here on behalf of myself and all school cleaners around the state who are or have been cleaners 
with both Education and Contract cleaning Companies. 

•  And wish for it to return to IN HOUSE CLEANING 

I started with Education cleaning and stayed on when it changed over to Contract cleaning, why? 
because I loved my job and the school I cleaned for.  And I suppose if I were honest it was the lure of a 
$1000.00 to each cleaner who stayed working at their current schools.  That certainly swayed a lot of us 

to continue doing our school cleaning jobs with the company that got the Schools contract. 
I stayed because while I was there the school would be clean. 

•  CLEANERS WHO DIDN’T WISH TO CHANGE OVER WERE RE-DEPLOYED TO OTHER AREAS 
WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT. 

Their hours had to be absorbed into our hours.  The shock to the system from day one, was you had 
double to do in the same time frame. 

Having to put up with People with no cleaning experience, sent to schools as cleaners and doing a 2 
hour job in 10 minutes flat. 

Having to ask for bin liners, or cleaning products when you ran out of items midway through the term. 
My pet hate was at the end of the term having to clean not only our school, but one or two more. 

I think the Education Department realised the first year that they had done the wrong thing in factoring 
schools out to contract cleaning companies they were not going to save money, it was costing a lot 
more, and the flood of complaints by Principals, Teachers, even parents on the worsening decline 

of cleanliness in some of our schools. 
Not only by the lack of cleaning products, but school cleaners in general. 

. . . 

She goes on to say how she has gone from being a contract cleaner to being employed in house and is now 
employed by the Education Department.  She continues - 

I’m still head cleaner, I have one extra staff member and we have the time to be able to do a good job in 
all cleaning levels at our school. 

And best of all I still love my job. 

Why should schools go back to in house cleaning. 

Being accountable to the Principal. 
Choice in cleaning staff. 

Choice in cleaning products used. 
Being proud of your work ethics. 

Having the time to do each job correctly 
From 
Glass 

Carpets 
Dusting 

Vacuuming 
Toilets 

Blowing path & verandas 

Lets weed our patch and clean our patch and make our schools the best and cleanest in Australia. 

For those reasons, I oppose the motion.   

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [4.13 pm]:  The 
first thing I want to put on record is that I have been called a lot of things, but I have never been called a lap-dog.  
The second thing I want to put on record is that I have been overwhelmed by the level of support that I have 
received from people for this proposal.  I went to a ceremony on Anzac Day, and I was amazed at the number of 
people who came up to me and told me that they think I have made the right decision in bringing cleaners back 
in house, because they are sick and tired of having their children attend schools that are not cleaned to the 
standard to which they should be cleaned.  It is imperative that all students work in a clean environment.  Parents 
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expect their children to work in a clean environment.  That is a reasonable expectation.  Currently 292 schools 
are being cleaned under contract.  Those contracts will expire in 2005-06.  In order to meet my legal obligations 
under the contractual arrangements, I need to give three months’ notice that there will be no extensions of those 
contracts.   

I am pleased that this motion has been brought before the house because it gives me the opportunity to put a 
number of things on record.  Firstly, we made a commitment before the election that all school cleaning will be 
done in house.  That change to the policy will be implemented progressively as the existing cleaning contracts 
expire.  I pride myself on that decision.  In this portfolio area, my priority will always be what is in the best 
interests of Western Australian school students.  Make no mistake about it: the students who attend our schools 
will always be my highest priority.  I want to honour the commitment that we gave, and I have signalled my 
intent to do so.   
The opposition is running around with a furphy about an amount of $100 million.  The biographical notes for 
Hon Barry House state that many years ago, when he was a young man, he studied economics at the University 
of Western Australia.  I am amazed that anyone who managed to get a Bachelor of Economics from UWA can 
come up with that figure of $100 million.  I am keen to find out how Hon Barry House got that figure.  Hon 
Barry House is so thick -  
Hon Barry House:  You are a pain!  Not only are you a pain, but you are a rude pain.   
The PRESIDENT:  Order!     
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not want to insult the member’s intelligence, but someone has given him a 
figure somewhere down the line, and without questioning it he has just added a bit to it, and so on and so on.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  What is the correct figure?  Don’t you know?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I put on record it will not cost anywhere near the $100 million that has been 
bandied around.  I understand that this figure has come from the Master Cleaners Guild of Western Australia and 
the opposition and is the direct result of some very creative accounting.  The preliminary advice from the 
department suggests an annual cost in the vicinity of $3 million, although this has to be checked to ensure that 
we harvest all the efficiencies that we possibly can from bringing school cleaning in house.  A figure of 
$3 million is a long way south from $100 million.  I do not care how hopeless Hon Barry House was as a 
student.  Frankly, he could not have been so hopeless that he could get the variation so wrong.  This is a case of 
absolute scaremongering.   
Hon Barry House mentioned a report by Deloitte that showed that contract cleaning will be 17 per cent cheaper.  
However, the report contains a significant qualification.  It indicates that the assessment was based on cleaning 
costs of four Wanneroo schools over terms 3 and 4 in 2001.  A letter from the executive director, corporate 
services of the Department of Education states -  

However, the difference in costs has changed since this time due to:   

•  New contract prices are higher than the prices paid for contract cleaning in 2001.  
The cost of contracts has increased significantly since 2001.  It continues - 

•  Competitive tendering for cleaning equipment and consumables has seen prices come down 
significantly from what was paid to set up the Wanneroo schools, i.e. from 8% down to around 5% 
of labour costs.  

Intricate and complex costing considerations must be examined when cost comparisons are made.  I am very 
surprised that Hon Barry House has been running around using the figure of $100 million purely and simply to 
create a sense of excitement and sensation and to create mischief, which is really the honourable member’s 
objective.  If he were interested in students, as I am, he would want them to learn in a clean environment.  Quite 
frankly, if he does not want that, he should not be the shadow spokesperson on education.   
In-house cleaning has many advantages.  It will provide a higher quality cleaning service and cleaners will 
always have access to cleaning products.  Members heard the information that Hon Sue Ellery just provided.   
Hon Norman Moore interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is compounded time and again.  I have heard about the supplies that 
contract cleaners have been given; for example, a limited amount of bleach is supposed to last a cleaning team 
for a year.  Contractors cut down on the amount of bleach or the particular product to make it last.  If, at the end 
of the day, they do not have it, they cannot use it.  It is very easy to work cost efficiently if efforts are not made 
to provide a safe working environment.  For example, cleaners can save money by standing on chairs rather than 
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using ladders to clean above certain heights.  It is very easy to be economical if cleaning products are not 
purchased.  
Hon Barry House interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hon Barry House does not know anything about cleaning or education.  He is a 
disgrace.  It is very easy to save money by ignoring occupational health and safety, restricting the use of products 
and implementing rules such as unrealistic time lines by which jobs are to be completed.  It is easy to allow an 
hour in which to complete jobs that are physically impossible to complete within that time because they are two-
and-a-half-hour or three-hour jobs.  Cleaners often work the extra time under very difficult circumstances purely 
to create the right environment.  I know in my heart of hearts that this is the right decision.  I know that schools 
will enjoy better cleaning outcomes and that, consequently, better learning environments will be created for 
Western Australian school children. I am very disappointed that on this issue, which should be of concern to 
every parent and every member of our community, this scaremongering has occurred.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.21 pm]:  I will not take long; I understand the Leader of the 
Opposition wants to make a few comments.  I am amazed that the decision of the new Minister for Education 
and Training is in direct contrast to that of the previous minister.  I want the minister to make clear to people - I 
am very interested in country schools - the impact her decision will have on schools.  Is the minister absolutely 
sure that the cleaning will be carried out to the standard she requires?  What impact will this decision have on 
country schools?  Is the minister absolutely sure the job will be done?  She must realise that her decision means 
that the school cleaning policy will revert to that in place prior to contracting out of school cleaning.  It will 
create complete upheaval in some country schools.  
Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am well aware of the issue of teachers having to clean their own schools in some 
areas, particularly in the north west.  I understand completely the situation in those places.  I have had direct 
contact with people who have had to do that; in fact, they did all the administration in the schools. 
Hon Norman Moore:  Particularly in remote areas. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Exactly.  I also ask the minister to identify exactly how much money will be 
required to fund in-house cleaners.  I want to put on the record the considerable requirement for the construction 
of new schools and the upgrading of established schools.  Kalbarri and Dongara schools come to mind.  In the 
very near future I will ask the minister her intention regarding those schools.  I understand she will progress the 
issue, and I want that well and truly on the record.  I am more than keen to hear any justification for this decision 
that the minister has.  I would also like to see the study she has undertaken of the supply guidelines on school 
cleaners.  They are very interesting guidelines.  Issues must be considered before decisions such as this are made.  
The management of contracts interests me most of all.  When cleaning contracts are let, the people managing the 
contracts must be confident that the contractors can carry out the work.  The minister and the department must be 
confident that the people who manage the contracts ensure that the cleaning has been done to the required 
standards; otherwise the contractors should not be paid.  I cannot understand the minister’s argument.  There is 
incompetence in either one area or the other.  The minister should seriously ensure that the contractors have done 
the job properly before they are paid.   I will well and truly watch with interest how school cleaning will be 
carried out in country areas and any impact this policy has on country people. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.27 pm]:  I was interested to 
hear the minister say that she is a person who makes decisions.  That is encouraging from a number of points of 
view; ministers should make decisions.  In the minister’s case decisions of this sort will ensure that she does not 
succeed in her position.  She announced a decision, yet she has told us today that she does not know how much 
her decision will cost.  Someone said it might be $3 million.  Hon Barry House said it would cost more than 
$100 million.  The minister simply does not know.  When a decision of this magnitude is made she should know 
what the consequences of it will be.  Good decision making involves ascertaining the issues and learning about 
the consequences.  A decision can then be made knowing the outcome.  When people make decisions without 
knowing the outcome they get themselves into serious trouble.  
I made the decision in 1994 as the Minister for Education to contract out cleaning of schools.  Does the minister 
know why I made that decision?  At the time it was to save $10 million a year from the Department of 
Education’s budget.  I decided that that $10 million would be better off being spent on education rather than on 
cleaning schools.  Contract cleaning was adopted on the basis that with good contract management the schools 
would be properly cleaned.  The minister is saying that anyone who works for a private cleaning company is 
incompetent and incapable of doing a cleaning job.  The implication is that if cleaners are employed in house, 
they are the sort of people who have a deep and abiding commitment to their job, as described today by Hon Sue 
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Ellery.  There are good and bad cleaners in the private sector as well as in the in-house sector.  It is the same in 
every job.  
It seems to me that the minister made a decision, not on the basis of any understanding of its cost but simply 
because the union in charge of cleaners has told the government that it wants it to deliver on its ideological 
position.  The previous minister, Hon Alan Carpenter, made a decision that the schools could decide, although he 
made it hard for schools to use contract cleaners.  It was a Hobson’s choice, but at least it was a choice.  If a 
school was happy with a private contract cleaner, it could continue with the contract, and, if it was not happy, the 
cleaning work could be brought in house.  Many schools are still using private contract cleaners.  At least the 
choice belonged to the school.  Now the new minister is making an ideologically driven decision without any 
knowledge of the consequences of that decision or how much it will cost.  It is all about looking after her union 
mates, and that is what this government is all about.  It is about making decisions that satisfy the needs of the 
unions.  That is why Western Australia has industrial relations laws that do not meet the needs of Western 
Australian industry.  That is why Parliament last year passed workplace safety legislation in the mining industry, 
because it means that unions can have a foot in the door in that industry, which they have now done.  They are 
now using provisional improvement notices extensively in the mining industry.  Parliament is about to deal with 
legislation on safety in the petroleum industry.  It is the same legislation; it is the same union power.  It is all 
about ministers looking after their union mates.  I can understand the government doing that, but at least it 
should say that that is what it is doing. 

The previous Minister for Education and Training was at least prepared to pay some lip service to the notion of 
schools being able to make decisions of their own, with the idea of devolution of authority to schools.  The 
school principals should be able to decide whether they want private or in-house cleaners.  This is the sort of 
decision that would be made at the local workplace.  However, the minister has decided that she will make the 
decision at head office.  Head office will decide how every school in Western Australia will be cleaned.  The 
next thing she tells me will be that head office will decide how the pencils will be sharpened in every school.  
The whole notion of letting principals and school communities make their own decisions is an important one, in 
my view, and the government has been moving down that path for the past 10 or 15 years.  It is a good thing, 
although principals are now burdened in a way that they never were before.  However, now they will have to 
worry about in-house cleaners, and make sure they are all doing their jobs, while they are trying to make sure the 
teachers and the clerical staff are all doing their jobs.  Now they become the head serang for cleaning in the 
school.  Why does the minister not say that, if a school wants to have in-house cleaners, it can make that decision 
itself?  

When I was working out how much money this government has - everyone knows that it has vast amounts - I 
discovered that from the 2001 election until the last election, the government had received some $7 billion more 
revenue than was anticipated in 2001.  I was trying to work out where all that money went.  Some of it went on a 
railway line that we still do not have, and that will cost a lot more than the government said, but I think this 
money has actually gone on these sorts of silly nonsense ideas, when ministers simply say that for the sake of 
their union colleagues, schools will have in-house cleaning, even though it will cost between $3 million - the 
figure we have heard today - and $100 million over the next four years.  That is where the money is going.  It is 
also going on paying staff working for the government who used to be on workplace agreements, and who kept 
the benefits of the workplace agreements when they went onto regular enterprise bargaining agreement 
conditions.  That is why it has cost vast amounts of money.  I raised this issue in relation to Rottnest Island when 
it went broke.  The reason it went broke was that the costs of employing labour went up 40 per cent in one year, 
because the workers were taken off workplace agreements.  No wonder the place went broke.  At the same time I 
might add that there was a 20 per cent increase in the number of employees.  This is where the money is actually 
going - to pay vastly increased labour costs within government.  This is another example of what the government 
is doing.  The minister and the government are entitled to make this decision but they are not entitled to make the 
decision without knowing the consequences beforehand.   
I ask the minister one final question.  Will the minister find out, and tell the house how much this will cost?  I do 
not want to hear that she thinks it might be $3 million, but that it is definitely not $100 million.  I would also like 
her to tell us who will pay.  The minister is on record as saying that all these schools around the State have all 
this money in the bank.  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They have.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know they have.  Many of them have a lot of money.  Will the minister say to 
them that they can pay the extra cost of cleaning as a result of her decision? 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I have not said anything of a sort; that is what you said.  You are trying to put words 
into my mouth. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister came out the other day and said that schools had plenty of money.  
The minister, who has now developed the capacity to sound like a fishwife with her reference to my colleague - 
Hon Kim Chance:  The Minister for Fisheries objects to that.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know he does.  I withdraw that remark, because it is an insult to fishwives.  I want 
the minister to tell me two simple things, and then I will sit down.  Will the minister tell us how much it will 
cost, when she receives that information?  Parliament is entitled to know that.  Secondly, will the minister tell us 
who will pay the extra?  Will it come from the education budget, or will the minister ask the schools, which, she 
has already said, have too much money in the bank, to use some of that money to pay for the cleaning of their 
schools?  If the minister will tell us the answers to those two questions, we will know exactly where we stand on 
this matter.  
HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.36 pm]:  I congratulate the Minister for Education and Training.  
This is one of the better decisions that has been made in recent times by this government, and there are very 
good reasons for it.  I did a quick search on the Internet and discovered that, on 19 October 1999, a petition 
containing 518 signatures was tabled in the other place asking that the decision on school cleaners be reversed in 
the case of 28 school cleaners’ jobs in 12 goldfields primary schools and high schools, the district education 
office and the camp school.  At about the end of 2000, from my search on the Internet and in Hansard, the 
minister in the previous government indicated that the government was hoping to save $5 million a year as a 
result of privatisation.  I do not know exactly what the figures ended up being, but I am not sure that $5 million 
was saved.  In various inquiries of which I have been a member, including some at the federal level, the issue of 
the conditions of school cleaners and the reality of workplace circumstances was brought up on a number of 
occasions.  School cleaners are largely female.  Their jobs are out of sight and out of mind.  Not many people see 
the kind of conditions they experience and what actually happens in the workplace.  They may see what the 
appearance is, but, as has been mentioned, if poorer equipment and less cleaning gear is used, or perhaps less 
environmentally friendly cleaning products are used because they cost less, people do not necessarily see it.  
However, some people see it, and we need to survey teachers and find out how many of them spend their own 
time cleaning their classrooms, and how many of the reports about standards in schools are reliant upon the fact 
that when those so-called independent assessments are done, the assessors find a school that may meet the 
requirements, but it is only because of the time put in by individual teachers, especially in primary schools, 
cleaning their own classrooms because the standards are not what they were.  The stories I have heard from 
people in those workforces is that, because a profit margin is being taken out by the private sector, the pressure is 
on to do more with less.  That has meant an enormous pressure for unpaid work.  As I have said, it is out of sight 
and out of mind.  People do not see that aspect of the workplace.  There is an enormous level of intimidation in 
the sector, because of the kind of workplace it is.  The changes in standards and quality, the use of less 
environmentally friendly cleaning chemicals, more pressure and less attention to detail have been inevitable.  
These are important health and even safety issues.   
From the stories that have been presented to me in my capacity both here and at a federal level, I congratulate the 
minister for taking up this matter.  In the long run, if one were to add up the real costs, they would not be 
anywhere near the amount mentioned.  It would be very interesting to find out how much unpaid work is done by 
people in the industry.  Many of those working in the system are using their own time, rather than preparing 
lessons and providing quality teaching, to get their classrooms up to scratch so that they are not ashamed of the 
area in which they are teaching.   
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.41 pm]:  The minister was rather derogatory about the fact that I have 
some economic qualifications.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Fishwife, lap-dog - do you think that is nice?   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, I did not say fishwife - it is not my term.  I did an economics degree 30 years ago, 
so I am relying on memory, but it contains theory and practical aspects, macro and micro aspects and a whole 
series of things, not just adding up the cost of certain things.  It actually refers to how things are done in a more 
efficient manner.  It simply does not refer to the straight-out costs of an exercise.   
It has been evident in this debate that the Labor Party hates people having choice.  I thought it was 285 schools, 
but, according to the minister, it is 292 schools that have the choice of using in-house or contract cleaners.  What 
is wrong with the school communities that have monitoring programs to assess whether the job has been done 
well exercising that choice?  If they decide to go in house, that is fine, and it will suit certain communities to stay 
with contract cleaners.   
I will give the house a couple of examples that have come to my notice.  At the Kununurra District High School, 
a contract was terminated by the school choice method in September 2004.  It called for contractors in January 
2005 to complete 50 per cent of the vacation clean and clean 50 per cent of the school for term one of 2005.  The 
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in-house cleaners did such an appalling job during the vacation period that they had to get contractors to fix it.  
At Karratha Senior High School, the teachers were threatening to walk out because of poor in-house cleaners.  It 
appears Perth Modern School has been calling contacts for cleaners because that schools has no in-house 
cleaners.  These are a few examples that have been brought to my attention.  Members opposite have referred to 
examples on the other side of the coin.  Why does the minister not let the choice stay with the individual school 
community? 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


