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BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND AND LEVY COLLECTION 
AMENDMENT BILL 2003 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 13 May. 
HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.16 pm]:  On the last occasion 
that we dealt with this Bill, I was winding up my comments.  I want to say a couple more things.  When last we 
debated this Bill, I was addressing some of the issues raised by Hon Norman Moore when he spoke to the Bill.  
He and a number of other speakers raised the general question of the success of the levy, the fund and the board 
over the term of its existence.  I think it is generally agreed that it is one of those difficult things to measure.  We 
can see that training in the building industry has outperformed that in other industries in the addition of trained 
personnel into the industry.  I think there is a very powerful argument to say that that is a consequence of the 
fund’s existence.  However, actually measuring that is difficult.   
The ministerial review of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act, 
chaired by Hon Norm Marlborough in July 2002, about which a number of members spoke, touched on some of 
the indicators of the success of rates of training in industry.  I will refer to just two indicators.  At page 20 of the 
review it is stated -  

In analysing apprenticeships, the number of apprentice commencements and completions in the year 
prior to the establishment of the levy (1990/1991) was compared to the number of commencements and 
completions ten years later (2000/2001).  A similar comparison was taken with all other apprentices in 
the state over the same period.  This analysis shows the following: 

 The number of building and construction apprentice commencements has increased from 210 in 
1990/1991 to 701 in 2000/2001, an increase of 234%.   

- The percentage increase for all other apprentices over this period was 66%.   

We can see that compared with all other apprenticeships, apprenticeships in the construction industry certainly 
performed very well, and one would have to say that that had something to do with the fund.  The second dot 
point states -  

 The number of building and construction apprentice completions has increased from 257 in 
1990/1991 to 453 in 2000/2001, an increase of 76%.   

- The percentage increase for all other apprentices was 49%.   

Those are two very useful statistics.  A measurement of performance indicates that the fund has not been stable 
throughout its existence.  A number of speakers in the debate pointed to the increase in the fund’s reserves, and 
suggested that too much money was held in reserve because insufficient money was being spent on training.  I 
said that that is a powerful argument.  Interestingly, I note that Hon Norman Moore spoke in earlier debate on 
this matter when he was the responsible minister in the early 1990s.  The fund got off to a good start in 1990-91 
and performed very well in its early years; that is, it provided necessary skills training in the construction 
industry.  It seemed to match its expenditure and revenue, which may be one measure of its performance.  
However, the board started to build on its reserves from 1996-97.  From that point, the board has not matched its 
expenditure with its revenue.  That is where some might argue that it fell behind in its output.  It received the 
revenue, but did not spend those funds on training.  That is a logical argument for members to put.   

From 1996-97 to recent times, that trend continued.  I made the point earlier in debate that the current board has 
already turned that situation around, and projections have been made for the erosion of much of the surplus built 
up in previous years by broadening its range of activities; that is, it will broaden its intelligence and knowledge 
of the industry and determine how to achieve the best outcomes from the dollars spent on training and skills 
development.   

I end on that note: the new board that has been in place for less than a year is showing strong signs that it has 
taken on the challenge to improve the performance of the board in its application of the fund.  Its projections and 
plans indicate a much healthier future for skills development in the industry.  I thank members for their support 
for the Bill.  A couple of amendments are on the supplementary notice paper, and the Government has indicated 
to Hon Dee Margetts that it intends to support her amendments at the committee stage.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
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The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; Hon Graham Giffard (Parliamentary 
Secretary) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  As I was unfortunately ill when I would normally have had the opportunity to make a 
contribution to the second reading debate, I take this opportunity to make some brief comments on the Bill.  I 
speak in the context of the amendments I intend to move during the committee process.   

Given the current controversial public attention given to safety standards in certain industries, mainly the 
resource sector, it is necessary in dealing with the Bill to understand that the building and construction industry 
training levy legislation has changed over time.  As was probably pointed out by my colleague Hon Giz Watson, 
amendments to the legislation in 1998 exempted certain areas of agriculture, the resources sector and work 
carried out by government from the application of the levy.  I would love to have the opportunity to move 
amendments to at least debate whether those exemptions should continue.  I would strongly argue - this relates to 
the safety debate in the resource sector - that Parliament should do everything in its power to improve the 
standard of training of apprentices in the resource sector.  Answers I have received to questions asked have 
indicated a growing shortage of skilled tradespeople in a range of areas in Australia, and in Western Australia in 
particular.  I refer to not only the building and construction industry, but also a number of other skilled trade 
areas.  Also, this matter must be considered in the context of recent national debates about encouraging people to 
have more babies to be future members of the work force.  The committee must be aware that in Western 
Australia, as in other States of Australia, we as legislators do not do nearly enough to ensure that sufficient 
apprenticeships are offered to people who aspire to be skilled tradespeople.  People working in often dangerous 
industries must be given appropriate training so they can safely participate in those industries.  I reiterate that if 
the opportunity were made available, I would love the Chamber to debate the removal of the exemptions for the 
resource industry from the application of the training levy.  First, this industry does not have a particularly good 
reputation for training and meeting its responsibilities to ensure sufficient skilled people are available for the 
future of that industry.  At the same time, more table thumping is seen from industry and Governments 
demanding skilled migration programs.  Instead of providing incentives to ensure we have sufficient properly 
trained people in our work force now and into the future, the easier way out is taken; that is, industry tries to shift 
the supply curve by bringing in cheaper skilled labour that has acquired skills and been trained in other countries.  
That is not the way to go.  Theoretically, if we leave such matters for the market to determine, the industry’s 
response to a shortage of skilled labour is to change the market and undercut the incentives to bring additional 
local skilled people, especially through apprenticeships, into the system.   

Regrettably, given the structure of the Bill, I will not have an opportunity to bring on a debate about removing 
the exemptions.  I foreshadow that I am particularly interested in making sure that whatever way the system 
works, it works well and that the boards that operate the scheme have the right balance.  I have omitted to say 
that a construction and training levy of this sort is creditable.  However, I wish more industries had such a levy.  
I wish that, as consumers, we had the opportunity to contribute to the training and provision of apprenticeships in 
the future so that we know we are doing the best we can to ensure that, in addition to incentives for women to 
have babies, there are opportunities for our young people to find jobs.  We must ensure that we do not consider 
this generation’s workers as useless and throw them on the unemployment or unskilled casual labour heap.  If 
members do not think that is true, they should ask any group of friends their age how many young relatives or 
friends they know - not lazy gadabouts - who have tried to access apprenticeships.  They should, at the same 
time, talk to people in regional Western Australia who have had difficulty getting apprenticeship placements 
because of a lack of support.  It is often difficult for young people to risk moving to a regional area to take up an 
apprenticeship if they do have not enough money to support themselves.  We should be doing more.  This is the 
very least we can do to support this industry.  With those few words, I support my colleague and re-emphasise 
that the Greens (WA) support the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection 
Amendment Bill and the removal of the sunset clause.  If industry needs certainty, so too do those involved in 
training programs now and into the future.  There is a very good case for ongoing reviews to ensure that these 
programs are heading in the right direction and to ensure that money collected from such levies is used in a 
productive way for not only short-term training programs, but also apprenticeships that provide people with the 
ability to work in the industry and training to allow them to operate their own businesses in the future.  We are 
reaching a stage at which many of those operating businesses are in their late fifties.  In the next five to 10 years, 
we will face a dire situation because many small business operators and tradespeople will retire.  The current 
shortage in skills will become more serious.  I have asked questions about the current skills shortages, which are 
likely to get worse.  I refer not to short-term training programs, but apprenticeships that allow people to 
participate in their trade and to safely operate in a trade environment.  As I said, I support the levy.  I would not 
mind having to pay for a levy in a building approval if it guarantees that apprenticeships will continue to be 
available in the future and that there is a commitment to ensuring a place for young people and an ongoing work 
force in the future.  It is a pity that sometimes the industry’s commitment is not what it should be.  In the future I 
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would like the board to keep an eye on the distribution of the benefits of levies, especially to regional Western 
Australia.  Perhaps we can think of a way to broaden this scheme to other industries.   

Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.  

Clause 4:  Section 32 replaced -  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I move -  

Page 2, line 20 - To insert after “2003” - 

and thereafter at intervals of 5 years calculated from the date on which the original report is 
laid under subsection (3) 

Page 2, line 21 - To delete “that” and insert instead “each”. 

Page 3, line 1 - To delete “based on the” and insert instead “following each”. 

I do not know whether it is appropriate to cognately debate my amendments because they are related.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  That is quite appropriate.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Although there has been some debate about whether the sunset clause ought to be 
removed, the Greens obviously believe that it should be repealed.  However, the argument that this is such an 
important issue and that the schemes are so important that they should not suffer from the vagaries of changes in 
the board or in government is good.  Parliament should provide regular scrutiny to ensure that there is a public 
benefit, that the public and private benefits are distributed in a reasonable and fair way and that the industry is 
using the fund in a way that provides the best value to those who purchase houses and buildings.  In the future I 
would love to see the exemptions lifted to provide incentives to other areas of industry in which there is not a 
great emphasis on taking responsibility for training apprentices and making sure that they play their part in 
providing a skilled work force in the future.  I would love the review process to look at whatever shortfalls may 
exist and to try to solve them at some stage.  It is a very commonsense amendment.  Instead of keeping a sunset 
clause, there should be a regular rolling review.  That rolling review will ensure that the board is well balanced, 
that the industry is doing the right thing, that the aims are clear and that the scheme is providing good value.  I 
urge members to support rolling reviews of five-year intervals for the building and construction industry training 
fund and levy.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  It is fairly clear that the preferred option on this side of the House is for the sunset clause 
to remain.  However, that will be defeated.  Therefore, we will support the amendments moved by Hon Dee 
Margetts.  I will say a couple of things about the review.  The last review was chaired by Mr N.R. Marlborough, 
MLA, in July 2002.  Some of those recommendations suggest that there is a grab for more money.  The 
nineteenth recommendation states that there shall not be any provision for levy reductions or exemptions, except 
for work undertaken for charitable purposes.  The first recommendation is interesting because it states that all 
financial commitments to organisation are to be shown as liabilities in the financial statements, not as reserves, 
so that it is clear what funds are committed and what funds are unencumbered.  I wonder whether that is a 
strategy to hide the truth about the amount of money that is being raised and not being used.  Certainly, I agree 
with Hon Dee Margetts that more money needs to be spent on training in lots of different areas, particularly in 
this area.  The third recommendation states that current financial reserves of nearly $9 million are to be reduced 
and that in the future as much of the collected funds as possible should be allocated to training each year.  That 
reserve has gone up in two years to $14 million, which is scandalous.  That is the equivalent of 1 500 potential 
apprentices who have not been given the opportunity to start an apprenticeship.  Recommendation 13 states that 
research is to be undertaken into why apprentices do not complete their apprenticeships.  That is a very important 
issue.  Between 30 and 40 per cent of apprentices in the building industry do not complete their apprenticeships.  
It is a terrible shame for young people who start on the long road of an apprenticeship to find they cannot 
complete it.  It is important that we see an improvement in that figure in the next review.  I understand the board 
is preparing research into why apprentices are dropping out so quickly.  I look forward to reading that report, as 
that is a very important factor.  Although a large number of apprenticeships are not being taken up by young 
people, about 30 to 40 per cent do drop out.  That is unfortunate and, I think, scandalous. 

Another comment I want to make is that I do not know why the review is to take place in five years.  There will 
be a review in three years and then another one five years after that.  Five years is a very long time; it is one year 
longer than most apprenticeships.  It would be better to have a review every three years rather than every five 
years.  There must be a reason that it is five years; perhaps somebody can tell me why five years rather than three 
or four years was chosen. 
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I will answer Hon Alan Cadby’s question.  Given that the last review was in 1990 and 
the next review is to be three years from now, the member will see that reviews will take place more often than 
they have taken place in recent times.  The board must collect data and needs a reasonable time to conduct a 
proper review.  Reviews will occur more often than they do now and at least will be conducted regularly.  As 
Hon Alan Cadby knows, we have been members of this place for close to four years, yet it seems like only 
yesterday that we were elected.  The reviews will occur more often than one term of government.  Perhaps that 
will provide some stability to the program.  I guess there might be a program to review the reviews, but I think 
five years is a reasonable compromise. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I have previously indicated, and I formally indicate now, that the Government 
supports this amendment, as it supports the three amendments in the name of Hon Dee Margetts on the 
supplementary notice paper.  The Government accepts the reasons put forward by Hon Dee Margetts for the 
need for these amendments.  For those reasons we have agreed to a regular five-yearly review. 

Hon Alan Cadby raised a couple of issues.  He again made the point that the reserves have continued to rise and I 
have acknowledged that point.  I made the point that the reserves started rising in 1996-97 and continued to rise 
until this financial year.  I also made the point that the new board, which has been in operation for less than a 
year, has an operational plan in its four-year projections to bring down those reserves.  I make the point that the 
board is on the right track and that for a number of years the reserves were, but should not have been, allowed to 
grow.   

I agree with Hon Alan Cadby that the issue referred to in recommendation 13 about people not continuing their 
training in the industry is important.  That recommendation has been embraced by the board and I am advised 
that the board has already commenced its research into the issue.  Like Hon Alan Cadby, I look forward to 
seeing the results of that research.  I also support the reason put by Hon Dee Margetts for the need for a five-
yearly review in preference to a three-yearly review.  We believe that five years is a more appropriate time frame 
for conducting a proper review for the implementation of changes and for enough time to assess those changes if 
the review is to be on a rolling basis, which it will be.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I apologise if the question I will ask has already been asked and responded to.  Will the 
parliamentary secretary tell me how widely these apprenticeship packages have been advertised?  Also, will he 
give me details of the improvements to the scheme that will provide incentives and information to prospective 
apprentices, schools and people in other educational institutions so that a demand and wider knowledge of the 
scheme will be created to avoid any unused capacity in the scheme in future? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  It is worthwhile returning to review recommendation 19; that is, that there should be no 
exemption from payment of the levy.  I am also concerned about the comments made by the Greens (WA).  In 
reality this levy is a tax of 0.182 per cent.  I would hate to see that tax thrust upon the mining or agriculture 
industries.  When I asked questions some time ago about the review, I was told that no consideration was being 
given to recommendation 19.  In other words, the Government told me 12 months ago that it had no intention of 
applying this levy to any other industry, particularly the mining and agriculture industries.  Will the 
parliamentary secretary reconfirm that that is the position of this current Government? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  In answer to the first question raised by Hon Dee Margetts about advertising 
campaigns for apprentices and making schools aware of the opportunities in the construction industry, the board 
is establishing a program that should be available by August this year to run a campaign in schools for students 
which will promote a range of existing occupations in the construction industry.  That is a new initiative that has 
been recently signed off.  It has probably come from the review process and it acknowledges that 
recommendation.  In answer to the specific point raised by Hon Alan Cadby, there is no intention to broaden the 
scope of the activities of the board through a levy on other industries.  There are plans to broaden the scope of 
the board’s activities so that it can pick up more trades.  As I indicated to the member, there has been an increase 
in the types of apprenticeships that the board is funding.  However, that increase will not broaden the industry 
base; it acknowledges that the industry needs to promote and develop those particular trades as well as all the 
other trades that are being promoted.  That is where the broadening of the activity goes.  Indeed, as the nature of 
these work practices changes, the importance of other trades may well become more critical to the needs of the 
construction industry.  We might see the board embracing other trades as well, but in the context of addressing 
the training and skills needs of the construction industry. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for his response to my question on providing 
information.  I believe the problem is not entirely with people who want apprenticeships.  Incentives and 
information are not just for educational institutions.  It is a question of providing sufficient sales pitch or 
incentives for government enterprises, and small, medium and larger businesses to take on apprentices.  Some 
young kids go from business to business and cannot find a place.  It seems to me that the sales pitch is not just 
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about informing or encouraging young people to go into the building industry; it is about getting employers past 
the stage of saying that the schemes may be of benefit to them, especially in regional Western Australia.   

If there is no intention to expand or delete the current exemptions that were put in place in 1998 under the 
previous Government, will the parliamentary secretary provide any statistics on how often this scheme is used in 
the agricultural sector, the government sector and the mining sector?  If it is used a lot, it could be argued that 
there is good reason for people to be paying the levy if they are getting value from it.  If it is not used at all or is 
used very little, there is perhaps an argument for saying that if the purchasers of the services of those industries 
were participating in those schemes, there might be a greater take up or less embarrassment on the part of the 
board about approaching those sectors and getting them to use it.  If they are not currently paying the levy, it 
would be a bit unfair to go to those sectors and tell them to take up the opportunity that everybody else is 
subsidising.  It is not a matter of whacking it onto a particular sector but of asking whether sectors are pulling 
their weight.  If they are not, perhaps we need to provide some commercial incentives to make sure that they are 
pulling their weight.  If the Government is not intending to take the levy off for the resources sector, what can 
the Government do to make sure, when the reviews are carried out, that the industries or sectors, and it might 
even include the government sector, that are not pulling their weight by providing opportunities for apprentices, 
do so in future?  What can we do to make sure they pull their weight, that they feel inclusive or that they have a 
commercial incentive to participate?   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  I am about to give the parliamentary secretary the call.  I 
think it is the mood of the Committee to give every opportunity to the honourable member to make a few points 
on the basis that she missed out on the second reading debate, but I am starting to have increasing difficulty in 
relating her remarks to the immediate matter in hand; that is, the insertion of the words “and thereafter at 
intervals of 5 years calculated from the date on which the original report is laid under subsection (3)”.  No doubt 
all the matters that the honourable member is discussing will be entertained under any review of the Act, but that 
is not really what we are debating at the moment.  I have allowed the debate to go down this path so far because I 
think it is in the spirit of what the Committee of the Whole wishes to entertain, but I draw the parliamentary 
secretary’s attention to the fact that we must get back on to the business that is before us.  He might consider that 
in the length of his reply. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I do not think that I can be too expansive in my reply.  I just make the point that the 
levy is collected within the building industry through building approvals, as I am sure the member knows.  
Employers who access apprenticeship or other training funding declare to the board and demonstrate that they 
are operating in the building industry.  Many small businesses operate in more than one industry, so it is not 
something that is easy to monitor.  For example, a subcontractor may well be operating in the building industry 
and accessing training money to develop the skills of its work force in the building industry.  It might then get a 
job in the mining industry for a shutdown or something similar.  It may well therefore find itself using some of 
those acquired skills.  That is something we are not able to monitor at this point.  I am not sure how we would be 
able to do it.  Certainly the employers who access funding support do so on the basis that the skills development 
program is being used within the building industry.  This is an industry specific fund, and the funds are derived 
from and allocated to the industry for its benefit.  I take the member’s point about the acquired skills being 
shared across other industries, but that is particularly difficult to apprehend.  However, it is critical that those 
employers be operating in the building industry.  I understand those employers must verify that in order to access 
the funds. 

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, with amendments. 
 


