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COST OF TRAINING COURSES — CENTRAL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.32 pm]: I rise tonight to speak on recent changes to the 
government funding model for the Diploma of Applied Language at one of our state training providers—that is, 
the Central Institute of Technology. These changes illustrate the concerns that I and others have about the 
potentially negative impact of training privatisation and the grave risks facing state training providers as 
community educators in the changing training market. The Diploma of Applied Language is a course offered at 
the Central Institute of Technology. The diploma is offered in Mandarin, French, German and Spanish. Students 
can acquire skills that allow them to communicate in a complex range of personal and many work situations. 
Between 2008 and 2011, the average fees for units undertaken as part of the Diploma of Applied Language were 
slightly increased each year, and enrolments ranged between 91 and 100 students. In 2011, concession students 
were charged an average fee of $32 per unit; this equated to half the standard unit fee of $64. But in 2012, the 
diploma moved from a subsidised fee structure to full cost recovery, and the average fee for units has increased 
from $70.75 to $320. As a result of this change in fee structure, only 39 students were enrolled as at 30 April 
2012, and none of these students was eligible for concession fees. The dramatic decrease in student enrolments 
has come at a personal cost to some of my constituents, and I wish to speak specifically about two former 
diploma of French students. 
Until the start of 2012, both my constituents were concession students at the Central Institute. One of them was 
on a disability support pension and the other has a Commonwealth Seniors Health Card. As a result, both my 
constituents were eligible for concession fees for units in the diploma at half the rate of standard fees. Both of 
them began their diploma several years ago. At that time, they were searching for something they could do 
together on a weekly basis. When they decided to enrol in the diploma, they were delighted to have found an 
accessible, affordable course that would allow them to study together and to revive and improve their language 
in a context that meant something to them. By the end of 2011, both of them had almost completed their 
diploma, with only a few units remaining. However, just before the course commenced this year, diploma 
students were contacted about the change in course fees. In addition to a major increase in fees, course hours and 
term length were reduced, so students were getting less for more. With limited finances at their disposal, both my 
constituents were forced to withdraw from the diploma, as it had become utterly unaffordable. Other diploma 
students decided to continue; however, the cost of completing their final units is that they now face significant 
debt and financial hardship. Even that option was not available to my constituents. 
Understandably, my constituents were extremely upset that they could not continue at the Central Institute, so 
they began asking the hard questions of the institute and also began writing to government. Rather than 
satisfactory answers, the responses they got have left them feeling even more hopeless than before they started. 
Central Institute failed to offer any alternatives to diploma students who are now unable to complete their course, 
and the minister was apparently satisfied that Central’s management of the diploma was in the interests of the 
continued viability and availability of a recognised qualification in language studies. The search for answers also 
proved to be an added struggle for them and they eventually lost the energy to keep pursuing this. As a result, 
both my constituents have diplomas that will remain unfinished and unrecognised. Equally or, perhaps, more 
importantly, they have been denied what had become a very important part of their lives. 
The experience of my constituents has tarnished their opinion of our state training providers. Both have made it 
clear that they want nothing more to do with the TAFE system and that they will never enrol in TAFE-delivered 
training again. As someone who went to TAFE—in fact, Central TAFE—and who completed a certificate IV, I 
want to say how sad I am to hear that this is how former students are feeling. When I went to TAFE many years 
ago, I found that the training it provided was excellent and also affordable. But these two constituents are not the 
only students who have been affected. We have been contacted by a number of other Central Institute of 
Technology students. Their stories highlight a broader problem within the WA training system and with its 
ability to provide for all Western Australians. The Greens (WA) acknowledge and support a training system that 
is tailored to meet the needs of the WA economy. However, it is crucial that these needs do not overshadow and 
compromise the traditional place of state training providers in providing education opportunities for the most 
disadvantaged and other members of the WA community. As the situation of one of the two constituents I just 
described illustrates, the new WA training model is already failing to meet the needs of people with disabilities. 
The WA participation rate by people with disabilities in the vocational education and training sector is already 
the lowest across Australia. Furthermore, those who have overcome the barriers in accessing training are not 
happy with their courses. The recent student satisfaction survey shows marginal growth in the level of course 
satisfaction for VET students who have a disability that affects their study, and that is up from 77.8 per cent in 
2010 to 79.2 per cent in 2011. However, collectively, they remain the least satisfied of all VET students. 
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I have spoken before in this place about the very special place that state training providers have traditionally 
occupied in providing realistic and accessible options for people who would not otherwise be privy to training 
opportunities. The Diploma of Applied Language was an example of the courses that make our training system 
rich. Such courses provide vulnerable and disadvantaged members of the community with an invaluable 
opportunity for social engagement, and they allow people of all ages, backgrounds and economic circumstances 
to learn, to interact with our community and to reaffirm a place for themselves within it. We cannot let the 
changing market pressures and the needs of our economy undermine the ability of state training providers to 
provide these courses. My constituents’ story is a stark reminder of the costs that our training system and our 
society will incur if access to training is limited to the privileged few. We must ensure that we guard the 
reputation of our state training providers. We must ensure that courses that provide educational opportunities for 
the most vulnerable and disadvantaged members of the Western Australian community remain open, affordable 
and available to all. We cannot afford to take away these opportunities. We need to do more to ensure that this 
stops happening.  
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