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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [5.35 pm]:  Before question time I referred to a couple of the 
Government’s broken promises in the training area.  I mentioned the allocation of only $6.4 million rather than 
the promised $6.6 million for apprenticeships and the fact that, had that promise been fulfilled, 20 more 
apprenticeships would have been established.  The promised $3.4 million for new traineeships was reduced to 
$2.7 million.  If that $3.4 million had been allocated as promised, an extra 201 traineeships would have been 
established.  A total of 221 young people will miss out on a good start to their working lives because of the 
Labor Government’s broken promises.   

Being a fair man, I must praise the Government for fulfilling a couple of promises.  First, it promised to establish 
a $4 million skilling Western Australia program, and it has done so.  It also promised to provide 500 public 
sector traineeships during its first term in office, and it has also done that.  Further, it promised to rebuild basic 
research facilities in technical and further education colleges and universities.  I could not find any reference to 
that in the budget papers, so I am looking forward to the estimates committee hearing, when I will ask where that 
money is mentioned in the budget papers.  The Government recently announced that it will fulfil another 
promise; that is, the review of the training sector.  Once again, I am pleased that the Government has honoured 
that commitment.  

The education budget includes an increase of 2.4 per cent.  Volume 3 of the Budget Statements makes reference 
to an increasing need for residential college staff to have competencies in the care, supervision and development 
of children.  It is also stated that a major resource development will come on stream in the north west of the State 
that will attract families into the Pilbara area.  Therefore, we are likely to experience an increase in demand for 
secondary school and boarding facilities.  That increased demand will impact on the Country High Schools 
Hostels Authority.  However, instead of the $6.8 million allocated in the 2000-01 budget, the figure in this year’s 
budget has been reduced to $5.6 million.  That is a loss of $1.2 million, or 18 per cent, in funding.  I cannot 
understand that decrease.   

The Curriculum Council has secured an increase of 11.9 per cent and the education services budget has been 
increased by 10.5 per cent.  Total education spending has been increased by three per cent.  Of course, that is the 
rate of inflation, so there has been no real increase in the education budget.  I suppose we should be grateful that 
at least there has been no reduction.   

I refer to the Curriculum Council budget.  Given the changes in the education arena and the move to outcome-
based education and the post-compulsory review, I wonder why we see an increase and then a decrease in the 
council’s budget.  The allocation in the 2001-02 budget is about $10 million; in 2002-03, it is about 
$9.13 million; in 2003-04, it is $9.3 million; and in 2004-05, it is $9.5 million.  I cannot understand that decrease 
when the council will need far more resources than it has now.  In addition, there has been no increase from the 
1999-00 budget allocation to cover the cost of providing teachers with documents, advice, information, 
consultation, monitoring and professional development.  Once again, this is happening when teachers will need 
much more in-service training as they move to the outcome-based curriculum.   

I refer members to page 1103.  An objective under “Major initiatives for 2001-02” is to attract additional 
commonwealth funding for higher education in Western Australia.  As I said in my motion to amend the 
Address-in-Reply, it would have been far better if this Government had looked at using the payroll tax in terms 
of marginal lending from the Commonwealth Government.  That would have cost this Government about 
$32 million in payroll tax, but it would have gained twice that amount from commonwealth funding, so that was 
fairly short-sighted of the Government.   

Over the past few weeks I have asked a number of questions about laptop computers.  I want to review the 
questions I have asked and the answers I received.  In question 320 on 29 August I asked -  

(1) When teachers are issued with laptop computers, what is their personal contribution both in 
dollar terms, and as a percentage of computer cost?  

(2) Will the computers be comprehensively insured?  

(3) If yes, who will bear this cost and what is the approximate cost per unit?  

(4) If a computer is infected with a virus, whose responsibility will it be to fix the problem?  

(5) Will a replacement computer be made available to the teacher while the computer is being 
fixed?  
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(6) In a school with, say, 50 teachers with laptop computers, how many computer technicians will 
be placed in the school to service teachers' operational requirements?  

The answer was - 

(1)-(6) The previous Minister for Education made an unfunded commitment in the enterprise 
bargaining agreement to provide all teachers with low-cost access to laptop computers for 
personal and work use.  The funding requirements to meet this commitment - which could be 
as high as $32 million over four years - and related implementation details, are being 
considered in the current budget round. 

That was on 29 August.  I thought that after the budget had been delivered the Government would have far better 
information on laptop computers, so on Thursday, 20 September in question 372 I asked -  

In the budget allocation of $5.97 million for the program to provide laptop computers for teachers -  

(1) What is the start-up date for the issuing of computers?  

(2) How many teachers will receive laptops in the first complete academic year?  

(3) How will they be distributed across the two major sectors; that is, primary and secondary 
education?  

(4) Now that the minister has made a budget allocation for this program, what will be the total unit 
cost of each computer and the amount each teacher will need to contribute?  

The answer I received was - 

(1)-(4) The Department of Education has requested tender proposals by 14 September 2001 for the 
provision of laptop computers to teachers.  When the tender process is complete, full details 
will be provided. 

Members may wonder why I am asking these questions about laptops.  I have had some experience of laptop 
computers, and they are important for our schools.  An article by Susan Hewitt in The West Australian on 16 
August reads - 

The teachers’ union expects all teachers to have laptop computers by the end of the year. 

If the computers are not supplied the union has foreshadowed industrial action. 

. . .  

Union president Pat Byrne said that if teachers did not get the promised computers this year the union 
would take industrial action.   

However, Education Minister Alan Carpenter said the Government could not afford to supply all the 
computers this year.   

The Government intended to honour the teachers’ agreement and he would announce how that would 
happen soon.  

The article reports Ms Byrne as saying - 

The roll-out is a condition of the current agreement 2000 between the Government and the teachers and 
we are fed up with the delays.   

She goes on to say that under a similar plan in Victoria 60 per cent of teachers took up that offer.  The allocation 
in the 2001-02 budget for laptop computers is $5.97 million, which will grow to $8.76 million in the following 
two years.  I have done a little research on laptops.  A number of independent schools in Western Australia 
already have laptop programs, so I rang quite a few to get a rough idea of the pricing.  If we look at a cost of, 
say, $3 492 a unit, which includes basic office software, a bag and insurance, and a leasing agreement of $31 per 
thousand per month for three years, the likely cost is $1 200 a year.  That means the allocation of $5.97 million 
will lease about 4 600 computers and not the 20 000 that are expected.  To provide 10 000 units in the first year - 
the promise made by Hon Alan Carpenter - teachers will need to spend $703 a year for three years themselves.  
However, it is not that simple.  If there are 20 000 teachers and the total allocation over three years is 
$24 million, and the Government provides $1 200 to each teacher from the budget over three years, each teacher 
will need to provide $2 700 over the three years or $900 a year.   

According to the budget papers, the laptops for teachers program will enable teachers to have low-cost access to 
a leased notebook computer with software, network access, training, insurance and support for work and 
personal use.  In all the figures I have gone through I have not made any allocation for in-service training, so my 
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figure of about $900 a year per teacher would seem to be conservative.  If my figures are correct I would say that 
each teacher will pay at least a $1 000 a year.   

The figures do not include a staff allocation, which will be needed to employ technicians.  Schools that have 50-
odd computers for teachers, will need at least one, or maybe two, technicians to service the needs of the teachers.  
Also, I have done my costing on generic software and not on software that may be needed for particular 
curriculum areas.  I know that is quite expensive, particularly in the science and mathematics areas.   

I refer now to behaviour and discipline in schools.  The budget includes an amount of $2.5 million extra a year 
over four years for schools in a behaviour management and discipline initiative.  The budget papers state -  

The Behaviour Management and Discipline initiative will provide additional staff to selected secondary 
schools to reduce class sizes in years 8 and 9 where behaviour problems affect learning outcomes.  In 
addition, resources will be provided to enable selected secondary schools to implement support 
programs, services and strategies to meet the needs of students with challenging behaviours.  In a less 
destructive learning environment, teachers will be able to focus more on teaching and spend less time in 
addressing discipline problems. 

The last sentence is most important.  I totally agree that in a less disruptive learning environment the teacher will 
be able to teach.  Let us look at this: all 143 government secondary schools have some destructive students.  Let 
us estimate that 50 per cent, or 72 schools, are allocated some funds from the $2.5 million, which is an average 
payout of $34 700 per school.  I know teachers are poorly paid, but I do not think many teachers would work for 
$34 700, particularly if they had to subtract from that the add-on costs such as superannuation and long service 
leave.  This amount of money is unlikely to employ even one extra teacher, never mind fund the suggestions 
made in the document.   

If we have 120 students in a particular year, it is likely that four teachers are allocated to them at any one time in 
the timetable with a class size of 30.  Remembering that we will reduce the number in the class, because that 
makes for fewer discipline problems, if we wanted to reduce the class size to the mid-20s, we would need about 
one extra teacher a year or about two a school.  That would cost approximately $90 000 if we work on a cost of 
$45 000 for employing each teacher.  An amount of $45 000 is fairly conservative for employing a teacher who 
has been teaching for four or five years.  If we went to the extreme and looked at somebody as long in the tooth 
as I am, who has been teaching for 31 years, we would be looking at a classroom teacher at $55 000 to $60 000 
with all the add-on costs.  If we extrapolate these figures, it is likely that the $2.5 million will help between only 
25 and 27 schools out of the 143 schools, or just 18 per cent. 

Another matter that was mentioned was retention rates.  The budget talks about retention rates and it is 
interesting to look at the graph on page 1068 of volume 3 of the budget papers.  The horizontal axis of the graph 
covers a period from 1980 to 2000, and the vertical axis shows the percentage of students staying at school who 
started in year 8.  It is a pity this graph cannot be incorporated in Hansard.  It clearly shows that the retention 
rate under a coalition Government was way above the rate under a Labor Government.  The next four years will 
be interesting. 

One figure that concerns me is the boys’ graduation rate of only 44 per cent compared with the girls’ graduation 
rate of 58 per cent.  I have not seen in the budget papers a reference to any programs that might alleviate this 
major problem.  Yesterday’s newspaper had a double-page article about boys and education, and the fact that 
schools are failing boys and something needs to be done quite dramatically.  Some initiatives might be in the 
pipeline, but I did not find them in the budget papers.  I did note mention of a social emotional developmental 
program to assist boys in educational achievement.  I do not have a clue what that means.  That is probably the 
same sort of program the Government ran in the 1970s which looked at some of the factors affecting boys’ 
education.  It decided that the home environment is a very important factor if boys decide to stay on at school.  I 
could have told members that; they do not have to do a big study. 

Not only big promises were broken in Labor’s budget, many other promises made to the electorate prior to the 
election were also broken, but I am sure this side of the House will reinforce these broken promises over the next 
nine or 10 days.  There were some small promises, and the one I asked about the other day related to the shuttle 
bus service from Whitfords to Hillarys Boat Harbour.  I received a fairly lengthy response to my question, which 
was - 

(1) Have funds for this commitment been allocated in the 2001-02 budget?  

(2) If yes,  

(i) how much has been allocated; and  

(ii) what is the commencement date of the trial and its time line? 

(3) If not, why not?  
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We were promised a trial.  The answer was basically, “No, we are not going to do it.”  The answer was that there 
was a basic bus service which ran every hour from Whitfords station to Fremantle via Hillarys Boat Harbour and 
they can use that.  Once again, a small promise, but maybe an important promise to those people who live down 
Hepburn Avenue, with all the vehicle traffic going along there.  That would have been something I would have 
supported, but unfortunately it is another broken promise. 

All in all I found the budget fairly disappointing, particularly in the area of education, with very few policy 
innovations.  I suppose the previous Government was a difficult act to follow.  After all, the coalition 
Government, when it was defeated in February, left this State with a $255 million surplus, which was achieved 
by the good management of those on this side of the House.  We heard another untruth from the Treasurer when 
he said that we left the Labor Government with a deficit of some $50 million. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon B.K. Donaldson. 
 


