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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Louise Pratt) in the chair. 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Eighth Report - Matters Referred to the Committee and 

Other Miscellaneous Matters 

Resumed from 28 June. 
Consideration of the report postponed until the next sitting, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the 
House). 

West Coast Rock Lobster Fishery - Management Arrangements - Statement by Leader of the House 

Resumed from 30 August 2005. 

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the statement be noted.  

This statement was made last year on 30 August, almost 12 months ago.  The plan referred to in the statement 
has been implemented and has operated during a season.  No doubt the minister can update the house on its 
success.  A series of meetings along the coast was held in the first week of July so that fishermen could discuss 
what they thought was wrong with the plan and what they liked about it.  Part of that arrangement was the 
closure of the rock lobster fishery from 15 January to 9 February inclusive.  I am glad that the minister moved 
quite quickly when the industry pointed out to him that fishermen would have to leave their fishing vessels 
inside the port for that period.  They could not even take their kids out on an expedition or on a picnic.  That was 
of course changed to allow that flexibility.  No pots were in the water so how in the hell could they have caught 
crays?  I have since spoken to a number of those fishermen’s families.  They told me that they were delighted 
with the arrangement because it was one of the few school holiday periods during which they have been able to 
spend time with their families, especially their children.  The children were able to go away with the family 
rather than see dad go fishing every day.  January has always been a quiet month in the rock lobster industry.  
Many fishermen take only two or three-day hauls and some do not bother to fish.  That closure was not a great 
imposition on the industry.  

A number of other issues arose but I will not say too much because the arrangement has been implemented.  The 
changes that will occur in the rock lobster industry as a result are only just commencing.  Generally, the cost of 
fuel and of bringing a lobster up over the side of a boat has been more clearly recognised by the industry.  I do 
not know whether the industry will accept quotas or input or output controls; nonetheless, as it does for every 
other industry, some rationalisation must occur.  I think the average number of pots held on a boat now is 146.  
Let us face it; one of the good things the government did, which the opposition supported, was to get rid of the 
150-pot rule.  The change allows flexibility and freedom.  Given the cost of fuel, there is not much point for a 
fisherman with a normal fishing vessel to go out to sea with 130 pots if his boat can comfortably handle 
170 pots.  Most of them are pretty good these days but there is an economic cut-off on the number that can be 
handled efficiently.  The removal of the 150-pot rule will provide an additional benefit, although that benefit has 
not been evident quite as soon as the benefits arising through the closure arrangements.  I will not say any more 
because this program has been implemented.  I notice that the minister has a full report on what happened during 
the past rock lobster season.  

Hon JON FORD:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson for his comments.  I have been generally very happy with the 
response to the closure arrangements because they have been received very well.  Some of the responses have 
been interesting.  Hon Bruce Donaldson indicated that children appreciate the closures because they mean that 
they can spend time with their dads.  I have heard comments that there should be fixed closures of three-day 
weekends because fishermen enjoy watching the footy occasionally and the like.  Reference is made to fixed 
closures because people in this industry have an astonishing work ethic.  When the season is open, they fish until 
they drop.  That is driven by a culture of competition.  In other words, even though all the economics tell a 
fisherman that if he goes fishing on a particular day he will not catch any rock lobster, he cannot sit at home in 
case another fisherman is out catching a rock lobster. 

Since these measures were introduced, the rock lobster tour has sought feedback about how the package is going 
and what adjustments have to be made.  One of the suggestions put forward by the industry is to increase the 
moon closures from three to five days.  That comes back to the issue of people enjoying time off.  Some want 
Sundays off during the entire season.  Other suggestions include not having a consignment of lobsters on 
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Sundays and starting the Abrolhos Islands zone A season on 1 March.  To date, we have not reached a consensus 
on those suggestions.  However, a number of recommendations made by the Rock Lobster Industry Advisory 
Committee have been supported by the industry overall.  I have been given notice that some of recommendations 
that will come before me in an official capacity include an amendment to the timing of the moon closures so that 
it is aligned with the day of the moon and two days after; a simplification of the pot reduction rates; and the 
implementation of a three-day soaking period at the end of the summer closure.  All these things seem very 
insignificant to us; however, they are a big deal for the industry.  The general comments about the current 
package have been that fishers enjoy time off during the summer moon and Sunday closures and that they 
support maintaining those provisions next season.  It was suggested that the closures provided not only economic 
advantages, but also social benefits for the fishery.  The industry seems to be pleased with the overall package.  
Time off for the crews has been positive.  Octopus predation during moon closures remains an issue.  There is 
the view that feeding octopus is all that is done during that period.  There are cost savings for the processors 
during the closures, although one processor said that it is difficult to maintain casual staff when there are 
interruptions.  Some industry members felt that they should be allowed to select when they take days off for 
closure.  In the same way as a rostered day off, they would like to decide to take a Wednesday off -  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  They can do that now. 

Hon JON FORD:  Yes, that is right.  However, given the culture of the industry, I cannot imagine a rock lobster 
fisherman sitting on the beach knowing that a whole fleet is out there taking his rock lobsters.  It has been 
suggested that packages should be left as they are for three years to determine their outcomes before making any 
wholesale changes.  Certainly that is an important consideration.  There was some debate about the soaking 
period, but generally the feedback was positive.  
The debate in the industry about quota versus input measures has changed since I became the minister.  When 
we were considering this package, it became clear to me that not many people understood the details of the 
debate about pot reductions and pot controls versus quotas.  I came to the view that the processors were driving 
the debate because they had marketing issues.  They saw quotas as a solution to meeting those marketing 
demands, specifically the emerging Chinese new year market, which moves backwards and forwards each year.  
The season was closed over that period and if there are quotas, closures can be excluded from that part of the 
package, which would allow processors to control supply.  Some people have suggested to me that there should 
be a permanent pot closure of between 30 and 40 per cent.  That would have a huge effect on the number of 
boats.  I asked them how many pots they have and after they told me, I suggested that they were arguing 
themselves out of a job, to which they replied that they were not.   
As part of the tour and education process, we arrived at three simple economic models based on the three 
average-sized pot holdings.  We considered how quotas and different pot reduction rates would affect them and 
the transfer calculations should the system go from pots to quota.  It is interesting because now there does not 
seem to be such a push for quotas.  There is a push, but it is much more measured.  People are now debating the 
assumptions that were made in the models.  That signals to me that they get it.  They must understand where the 
debate is at, because they are arguing the assumptions and how they apply to their own business.  I am pleased 
with the way it is going and I am pleased to have the industry’s support.   
I cannot close without saying that the rock lobster fishery is Australia’s most valuable single-species fishery.  It 
is world class and world recognised.  There is no way in the world that any government could manage that 
fishery without the cooperative support we receive from the industry.  It is a fantastic industry, and I am glad to 
be a part of it.  
Question put and passed.  

Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation - Fifteenth Report - Annual Report 2005 
Resumed from 29 November 2005.   

Motion 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I move -  

That the report be noted. 
I ask members of the chamber to take note of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation’s report for 
the 2005 calendar year.  Members will be aware of the comments I have made on previous occasions about our 
standing committees.  This particular report gives an indication of why I believe our committees do an absolutely 
marvellous job.  The members who have been part of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation 
over the years have done a wonderful job.  Some of those members are no longer members of Parliament, while 
others have moved on to what they believe are bigger and better things.  Those who have served on the 
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committee have done a particularly good job for this chamber and, indeed, the other chamber, because it is a 
joint committee and an arm of the Parliament.   
The committee staff in particular have done an absolutely marvellous job.  I will refer to some of the statistic in 
the report to give members an indication of the amount of work that has been undertaken.  Four reports were 
presented to the chamber in the 2005 calendar year on issues that had to be brought to the chamber’s attention.  
The number of instruments scrutinised in 2005 was 523, which is a large number.  That figure does not reflect 
the fact that many of the instruments considered by the committee were often very lengthy documents.  
Irrespective of their size, the instruments often involved very complex issues that span a diverse range of subject 
matters.  Of those 523 instruments, 90 were local laws.  That is 17.2 per cent.  The total number of notices of 
motions for disallowance - what we term protective notices - was 24.  The total number of notices subsequently 
withdrawn was 21, and the total number of instruments disallowed on the recommendation of the committee was 
but one.  I think that might suggest to members that, in particular, the local government authorities that were the 
subject of those protective disallowance motions took heed of what the committee saw as an anomaly within 
their local law and gave the committee an undertaking to correct it.   
As I said, the committee has looked at a great number of instruments.  In addition, its members also attended a 
number of conferences.  That was very important because, as members know, subsidiary legislation - delegated 
legislation - is part of the operations of every Westminster Parliament and so the same principles apply.  It is 
particularly important, therefore, that we be aware of what is happening elsewhere purely for the sake of trying 
to develop what is generally known as best practice.  For that reason, a number of members attended conferences 
in Canberra in that year.   
In addition, the committee and, more importantly, the staff of the committee developed a working group of local 
law stakeholders, which has worked particularly well.  Although it does not meet frequently, it meets as required 
and has been able to explain and therefore overcome many of the earlier problems that the committee had with 
the local laws.  Again, I commend the report to members and also commend to them report 6 of the committee, 
which discusses its approach to subsidiary legislation in some detail.  
Question put and passed. 

TAFE Funding - Statement by Minister for Education and Training - Motion 
Resumed from 28 June on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the Opposition) -  

That the statement be noted. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I was in the process of commenting on this matter when we concluded debate on the 
last occasion it was discussed.  At the outset, I want to draw to the attention of the Minister for Education and 
Training standing order 125(aa).  I will not go into the reasons that I have drawn that to her attention today.  
However, I do so in the context of this ministerial statement.  If she wants to know what my concerns are, she 
should read the debates that lead to the resolution of the house on 30 August 2001 when it was decided that a 
minister did not need to seek leave of the house to make a ministerial statement.  The intention was that it was 
not a debatable matter.  I have read the minister’s statement, the final paragraph of which states - 

This is another sad chapter for states’ rights in Australia, - 

I agree with that - 

another sad chapter in the Howard government’s growing abuse of power, - 

I think that is argumentative, but I agree fundamentally that there has been a significant attempt by the Howard 
government to usurp states’ responsibilities - 

and another sad chapter in the silence on these matters by members opposite. 

I do not know anybody on this side of the house who shares the view that the federal government should be 
taking over the responsibilities of the states.  I know many members on this side, including me, who have on 
many occasions argued against the Howard government on these matters.  It was when we last discussed this 
ministerial statement that I said that I agreed with the minister’s concerns about the way in which the federal 
government has attached strings to the funding of technical and further education.  If that is silence, I do not 
know what is!  I also remember doing quite a lengthy Stateline interview about states’ responsibilities and 
criticising the federal government quite roundly.  I might add, though, that in today’s newspapers there is an 
article about the federal Leader of the Opposition, Mr Beazley, and Julia Gillard announcing that a federal Labor 
government has every intention of taking over the whole health system in Australia.  What is the response of the 
Labor Party in Western Australia on that issue?  Silence!  The reason that there is silence is that that is exactly 
what the Labor Party stands for.  It is a centralist party and it has always been a centralist party; it has never 
denied it.  What is different now, of course, is that there happens to be a federal Liberal government in Canberra.  
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Therefore, the Labor Party in Western Australia talks about states’ right as though it believes in them.  We all 
know that it is just a convenient vehicle for criticising the federal government, which happens to be a 
conservative federal government at the present time.  The bottom line is that the Minister for Education and 
Training is no more a state-righter than Kim Beazley or Julia Gillard, and the only way that she can prove to me 
that she is not is by getting up and roundly criticising Julia Gillard and Kim Beazley for their avaricious attempts 
to take over the health system of Western Australia and Australia in the same way that I criticised the Howard 
government and the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training in the context of the statement the state 
minister made on TAFE funding.   

On this matter, I agree that the funds provided by the commonwealth to the state for TAFE funding should come 
with no strings attached.  I also have a long memory, and one of the reasons that the federal government has a 
significant involvement in TAFE funding is that a previous state Labor Minister for Education, Hon Kay 
Hallahan, joined with a then federal Labor government to create a thing called the Australian National Training 
Authority.  That gave the federal government a significant entry into training in Australia and created what I 
thought would be a huge, monolithic bureaucracy run by Canberra that would eventually usurp the role and 
responsibilities of the states on training.  That is what has happened.   

I suggest to the Minister for Education and Training that she read a bit of the history of Labor governments 
federally and of the state Labor governments that existed in the 1980s and the early 1990s.  She should look at 
where we were going with education and training in those days.  There was a move, stopped by me as I have said 
many times, on a national curriculum.  There was also the creation of ANTA, which always would be a 
bureaucratic organisation that would, through the allocation of funds, give the federal government significant 
power on training issues and significant influence over what the states are doing in training.  We now have a 
situation that I predicted then and deplore now in which the federal government is saying to the state government 
that it can have the money for training in Western Australia but that strings are attached.  The strings that are 
attached, regrettably in this case, relate to industrial relations.  I support the federal government’s industrial 
relations system.  However, I do not support its being imposed upon the states and I do not support the federal 
government saying to the states that they can have money for training but only on the condition that they impose 
its industrial relations system.  I do not support that at all.  At some time in the future when this sort of thing 
happens again, I would like the state government - if it has the intestinal fortitude - to tell the federal government 
to stick its money!  If the state government is so offended, as the minister implies in this statement about what 
the dreadful federal government is making it do, it should say one of these days, “Enough is enough; you can 
keep your money because we will not accept the strings that you are attaching to this grant of money.”  I 
acknowledge that this involves $400 million. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is a lot of money. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is a lot of money.  However, the minister does not care because all she is doing is 
taking the money and having a shot at the federal government, knowing full well that if the federal government 
were a Labor government, it would be doing exactly the same thing.  The minister would not complain if it were 
a federal Labor government.  The minister is about cheap political point scoring against the federal government, 
but does not have the faintest commitment to, or acknowledgement or acceptance of, the notion of federalism.  
The Labor Party is not a federalist party - it never has been and never will be - yet the minister trots out these 
sorts of ministerial statements in these terms as cheap political point scoring against the federal government.  On 
this occasion it is more to do with industrial relations than with anything else.  It always amuses me when the 
Labor Party talks about industrial relations.  This statement makes reference to the federal government’s 
ideological obsession with industrial relations.  Good grief!  The Labor Party was created by a group of 
industrial organisations.  The Labor Party was brought into existence by the labour movement.  The Labor 
Party’s fundamental reason for being is industrial relations and industrial organisations.  Talk about ideologically 
driven!  The labour movement and the Labor Party are ideologically driven on industrial relations issues.  That is 
what they are for.  That is why the Labor Party was created.  That is why the party platform and constitution 
allow trade unions to be members of the Labor Party.  It just so happens that the current federal government 
takes the view that it should let individuals in Australia make their own decisions about their industrial relations 
circumstances.  This is not some ideological obsession; it simply fits in with the Liberal Party’s view that people 
have responsibility for their own affairs and are able to make their own decisions.  It is not some ideological 
obsession.  If there is an ideological obsession in this issue, it is the view that individuals should be entitled to 
make their own decisions in as many circumstances as is humanly possible, instead of having to belong to a 
collective, group or community before they are entitled to any benefits or entitled to do anything in this country. 
Putting all those things to one side, I share the fundamental view that the minister has expressed - even though 
she probably does not believe it herself; that is, the direction being taken by the current federal government, with 
strings being attached to funding in areas that are the state’s responsibility, simply has to stop.  Regrettably, this 
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statement is now 12 months old.  Nothing has changed in the past 12 months; if anything, it has become worse.  
We now have a new federal Minister for Education, Science and Training who is from Western Australia - which 
makes it even worse again - and who seems to think that she is going to run the states’ education systems.  There 
is an extraordinarily crazy debate about history.  Although I agree absolutely with the notion that history needs to 
be taught in our schools, it has absolutely nothing to do with the federal government.  It has not a skerrick to do 
with the federal government.  If the federal government wants history to be a compulsory subject in all the 
schools it runs, it can go for its life; however, it does not run any schools.  The schools of Australia are run by 
the state and private education systems.  It is the responsibility of the states to determine what is taught in those 
schools.  Regrettably, this is the rub: the reason the federal government is sticking its nose into these affairs is 
the absolute and total incompetence of the education minister in Western Australia, and the education and 
training ministers in all the other states of Australia.  Through their absolute inability to run the system, they are 
leaving the door open for the federal government to walk in.  Of course the federal government will stick its nose 
into the affairs of the states if the states cannot manage their affairs properly.  That is where the problem lies.  
That is why I have a problem telling Julie Bishop that she should get out of the history debate because it has 
nothing to do with her.  She says to me that if history was being taught in the state school systems, as the vast 
majority of people think it should be, she would not say anything because she would not have to. 
This is the problem with the federalism debate.  If the states were doing their job properly and did not have their 
heads buried in the sand on industrial relations issues, if the Western Australian government did not bring in an 
industrial relations regime that runs counter to the state’s best interests and if the states were running their 
education and health systems well, there would be no need for commonwealth governments of either persuasion 
to seek to impose their own agenda on these areas of state responsibility. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Do you think the federal government should evaluate the work of the states?  Is that its 
role? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not at all.  The minister is a politician like I am, and she responds to what people 
say about things.  The federal government has responded to the almost continuous criticism the minister gets 
about the running of her portfolio, to criticism of the state health portfolio and to criticism of the running of 
virtually every portfolio that any state government has responsibility for.  From what I can gather, they are 
ignoring what the vast majority of people think they should be doing.  The federal government, like all 
politicians, responds to community concerns.  I wish it would spend its time worrying about the defence of the 
realm and immigration, and all the other issues that comprise its constitutional responsibilities, and keep right 
out of our affairs.  Regrettably, it is not going to.  The tragedy of all this is that there is now a federal Liberal 
government that is acting almost identically to the way previous federal Labor governments acted towards state 
funding and involvement in state affairs.  We now know that this is also the agenda of a future federal Labor 
government, if we are ever unfortunate enough to have such a thing.  If members do not believe me, it was in 
The West Australian. 

I conclude by saying that this intrusion by the federal government into states’ responsibilities has to stop.  On the 
other hand, the state has to lift its game.  When the minister first got her job, I said publicly that she would be 
either a very, very good minister or a very, very bad minister.  I think the argument has been had and the 
decision made by the Western Australian community about which side of the ledger the minister comes down 
on.  That, regrettably, is one of the reasons the federal government seeks to stick its nose into the state 
government’s affairs.  I am happy to move that we note this ministerial statement.  I hope that future ministerial 
statements reflect the requirements of standing order 125(aa), but we can indeed still have a debate about the 
issues on the occasion that this happens. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I begin by endorsing the comments made by Hon Norman Moore.  It was a very 
passionate plea for a return to the federal system of government, which I endorse completely.  For that reason, I 
am inclined to agree with Hon Norman Moore in supporting aspects of the ministerial statement.  The statement 
begins - 

I regret to once again inform the house that the federal government has abused its powers and trampled 
on states’ rights. 

It is true; I agree.  I have said on numerous occasions that regardless of which way it is looked at, Australia is a 
federation, and it must be remembered that the states created the commonwealth; the commonwealth did not 
create the states.  I can rest easy with my views on federalism because the Liberal Party is a party that represents 
the federal structure of government.  That is why I do not like seeing the federal government being involved in 
so many areas that have traditionally been areas of state jurisdiction.  I do not agree with it at all, and I cannot 
support it.  However, for the very real reasons that Hon Norman Moore articulated so well a moment ago, I can 
perhaps see why it feels the necessity to do so.  One way the federal government has been able to do this - 
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particularly since World War II - has been through that insidious section of the Constitution known as section 96.  
It basically ties grants and funding to conditions within a particular jurisdiction.  That has occurred under 
successive governments, both Labor and Liberal.  As I said, I certainly have not enjoyed watching the current 
federal Liberal government virtually go down the same road as its predecessors from the Labor movement, 
particularly when the Liberal Party’s manifesto is that it is a federalist party.  With all due respect, the Labor 
Party’s manifesto is one of centralism and unitary government, with power essentially resting with that 
centralised authority.  I assume that the Minister for Education and Training is supportive of that approach. 

I actually downloaded the Australian Labor Party platform, and I looked at the section on education.  I will not 
go through the whole lot, but I will highlight a couple of areas.  This is what the Labor Party believes in 
regarding education - 

Labor will work with the States and Territories to develop an integrated and nationally consistent 
system of child care and early childhood education to ensure that all Australian children under school 
age have access to early childhood education and other appropriate developmental and social activities, 
provided in a safe environment.  . . .  

Labor will establish a national education, care and development curriculum for children aged 0-5 years 
that is suitable for use in all aspects of early education and care and that provides a useful guide to 
parents. 

 . . .  

Labor will negotiate a national compact with State and Territory governments and with non-government 
school authorities to achieve these principles on behalf of all students in all Australian schools.  . . .  

Labor supports national consistency in school curriculum in such core areas of learning as English, 
mathematics, science and information technologies, . . .  

Labor also supports the further development of a national approach to the assessment and reporting of 
student achievements in an educationally responsible way.  

I would be interested to know whether the Minister for Education and Training believes in a national curriculum 
and national assessment procedure, because, quite frankly, that is what the Labor Party believes in.  The 
document has nationally agreed objectives, strategies and planning processes all the way through it.  In the 
ministerial statement, specific to apprenticeships and training, the same thing appears; that is, national 
approaches.  The Labor Party platform continues - 

Labor supports the development of a genuinely national system of vocational education and training, 
with increased resources from government and employers for growth and for improved quality.  . . .  

The development of a national system of vocational education and training, including related national 
industry standards must be based on the expert advice from industry. 

As I said, that is what the Labor Party stands for.  It stands for a national, centralised system of government.  
That is why I was quite interested to see in the ministerial statement that the minister commented about 
trampling on states’ rights etc.  As Hon Norman Moore suggested, if a federal Labor government were elected in 
the future, it would be interesting to see whether the state government would endorse that federal government’s 
encroaching on states’ rights. 

Essentially, this ministerial statement deals with the Skilling Australia’s Workforce Act 2005 and the problems 
with funding.  As I have said over and over again, I do not agree with strings being attached.  In this instance, the 
fundamental cause of concern for the minister is industrial relations.  The ministerial statement reads - 

Under the legislation, states and territories are required to implement a range of industrial relations 
changes in order to receive funding.  These changes include offering Australian workplace agreements 
to TAFE employees, and implementing performance-based management and pay schemes in TAFE 
institutions.  

The minister objects to the fact that TAFE employees must be offered, or given the option of being offered, 
workplace agreements.  Interestingly enough, further on the ministerial statement reads - 

Although signing the agreement obliges the state government to offer Australian workplace agreements, 
it will be open to TAFE employees as to whether or not they wish to take up the offer of an AWA or, 
alternatively, benefit from a replacement certified agreement. 

I believe that is only a fair and just outcome.  However, as I said, I am at pains to endorse strings attached to 
financial contributions to the states from the commonwealth. 
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With regard to the actual statement, I will provide a bit of background, as far as the federal government is 
concerned, to the funding agreement for skilling Australia’s work force.  The payment of Australian government 
funds under the funding agreement is made quarterly on the fifteenth of the month in February, May, August and 
November.  Under the Skilling Australia’s Workforce Act 2005, the Australian government is unable to release 
the funds unless a range of criteria are met.  One of those criteria is that an agreement needs to be in place.  In 
August 2005, the rollover of the previous agreement had expired in all jurisdictions; it had expired on 30 June 
2005.  Following the May 2005 quarterly payments, the Australian government was not able to release funds to 
any jurisdiction until it had accepted the new agreement.  Western Australia accepted the new agreement, and the 
August payment was made subsequently on 5 September 2005, and quarterly payments have since followed.  
There was a delay, as I understand it, in the February 2006 payment, as the vocational education and training 
plans had not been finalised, which was a requirement for 2006.  It is important to note that the payments 
increased under the 2005-2008 agreement - that is, from 1 July 2005 to December 2008 - as this agreement 
contains additional funding. 
Under the Commonwealth-State Agreement for Skilling Australia’s Workforce, $5 billion for the 2005-2008 
quadrennium has been allocated.  That is $215 million additional funding compared with the 2004 funding 
levels, representing a real increase of about 4.1 per cent.  This is in contrast with the Western Australian state 
Labor government funding increase of 0.5 per cent in 2005-06.   
In defence of the Australian government and its commitment to training, I will present a few facts, first of all 
with regard to Western Australia.  The Australian government funding of $102.1 million in 2004 represented a 
43 per cent increase on the $71.4 million in 1996.  The Australian government funding of $107.2 million in 2005 
represented a 50 per cent increase on the $71.4 million in 1996.  The Australian government funding has resulted 
in a 19 per cent increase since 1996 in the number of students in vocational and technical education.  The 
Australian government funding has resulted in a 234 per cent increase in Australian apprenticeships commenced 
since 1996.  The Australian government funding has resulted in an 89 per cent increase since 1996 in the number 
of Australian apprentices in training.  The Australian government funding has resulted in a 218 per cent increase 
since 1996 in the number of Australian apprenticeships completed.  The Australian government funding has also 
resulted in a 29 per cent increase since 1996 in the number of Australian apprentices in training in the trades.  

I will present a few facts and figures on the Australian government’s commitment to training overall, to put 
matters in perspective.  The Australian government will provide $10.8 billion over the next four years. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank both members for their contributions.  First of all, I must say that it is 
certainly very frustrating dealing with Canberra.  The negotiation of the Commonwealth-State Agreement for 
Skilling Australia’s Workforce was one of the most frustrating exercises that I have been involved in.  In fact, 
the frustration was exacerbated by the fact that the federal minister gave commitments about the agreement and 
about legislation at the meetings that he had with state and territory ministers.  However, none of the agreements 
that we reached with the federal minister was in fact upheld.  These were about having access to the legislation 
so that we would have a very clear idea of what was going through the federal Parliament.  Of course, that did 
not occur.  That is not the basis for good negotiations and good relations between the commonwealth 
government and the state and territory governments. 

Having said all that, the thrust of the issue was that if we had not signed the agreement, it would have cost the 
state $400 million.  People might say, “Sure, you must stand up to them and tell them where to go.  Surely, if 
you don’t want to be bullied, that’s the way to go.”  I say to members that $400 million over the life of the 
agreement is a considerable sum of money.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Nobody disagrees with that.  There has to come a time when somebody says “no more”.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That money would need to be found elsewhere.  The member would know of 
the economic, social and political consequences of saying, “We’re going to have a $400 million reduction in the 
training budget for the state of Western Australia.”  If that happened, we might as well all pack up and go home. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You probably could afford that.  You’re getting so much more at the moment. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We could not afford to do exactly what the opposition is doing plus take that 
action. 

Hon Norman Moore:  The point I am making is that if the states keep giving in, they will be ridden roughshod 
over every time.  It is time they stood up and said no. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I agree.  The states need to take a united position. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Perhaps if all the states did the same thing. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I think there is an argument there.  The commonwealth government needs to be 
reminded of how it gets the money in the first place.  There is an argument about it giving the money back to us.  
At the end of the day, we need to re-evaluate reciprocal obligation and responsibility.  I do not see any mines or 
factories in Canberra.  I do not see too much of a productive nature going on in Canberra full stop.  It is pretty 
shallow if every time a federal minister wants something to happen, whether it is $33 million to teach history, 
$400 million for training or any other amount for education purposes, there is a threat of withdrawal because 
they hold the purse strings.  At the end of the day, the commonwealth government gets that money from the 
states, and it should have an obligation to give it back to the states. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you think we should give income-taxing powers to the states?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is something we should look at. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you think you could write to Mr Beazley and ask him if he supports it?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The relationship between the states and territories and the commonwealth 
government has never been as strained as it currently is.  There seems to be very little cooperation with what is 
happening at the state level.  There is a lack of cooperation by federal ministers.  They argue that we are not 
cooperative with where they want to go.  I do not think that is in the long-term interest of anybody. 

When we were at the last meeting of the Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth 
Affairs, I said to the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training, Julie Bishop, that I had sent her a 
letter a week or so into her appointment inviting her to meet with me so that we could go through some of the 
issues facing the Western Australian education system.  In view of the fact that she is a Western Australian, I 
thought that was a pretty good offer.  She said, “Now that you’ve dropped OBE, I suppose we can meet.”  I do 
not find that acceptable at all.  She still has not met with me, yet she is a Western Australian purporting to 
represent this state.  She was sent by the state to Canberra to do a job and still has not found an hour to sit down 
with the state minister to talk about education.  Quite frankly, I think that is pretty poor.  I am very disappointed 
about that. 

I could go into the details of the agreement but it is not my intention to do so.  Some aspects of it were 
problematic, such as user choice.  It is not an industrial relations issue; it is about private training providers and 
access to training.  On the issue of user choice, it is problematic when we have an excessive amount of 
competition in very thin markets, which means that there is probably not enough depth in the market for the 
training activity to be sustainable.  That impacts on not only TAFE training providers but also private training 
providers.  Whether it be education, health or whatever area of responsibility, the commonwealth government 
starts from the premise that every state and territory is the same; therefore, it comes up with one pattern for every 
state and territory.  That is a fundamental error.  I do not know how many times we have said, “When we talk 
about Western Australia, you have to understand the diversity and the geography of our state and the way that 
we have structured things historically because all those things are very important to the direction of where we 
want to take training, for example.”  That is one of the things that really frustrates me when dealing with the 
commonwealth government.  It is certainly one of the things that frustrates me about the condition of user choice 
in this agreement.  It is only one small part of the agreement that I found frustrating.   

I do not want to take any more of the chamber’s time.  I thank members for their comments.  I ask that this 
motion be noted. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I reiterate what I said earlier about the fundamental concept of the state power being 
eroded because the federal government controls the purse strings.  That is an abhorrence to me.  I have that on 
the record.  As Hon Norman Moore stated, the federal government occasionally feels that it needs to intrude into 
state areas because it feels that the state government is not doing its job.  This is one of those areas.   

In my previous comments on this ministerial statement I commented on what the federal government has been 
doing for training.  I would like to conclude my comments with a few more facts.  I mentioned that the 
Australian government is providing about $10.8 billion for training over the next few years.  We have a skills 
crisis at the moment.  The ministerial statement alluded to that.  The federal government is certainly punching 
above its weight there. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  There was no increased growth funding in this agreement.  You say what you like.  
There was no growth funding in this agreement. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  With all due respect, that has nothing to do with the ministerial statement.  All that 
the minister has been concerning herself with on this ministerial statement is petty point scoring on a political 
front.  That is all it is.   

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 
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Sitting suspended from 5.59 pm to 7.30 pm 
 


