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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 17 June on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Parliamentary Secretary) — 

That pursuant to standing order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 2044A–H 
(budget papers 2010–11) laid upon the table of the house on 20 May 2010. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [3.25 pm]: I rise to support the motion and I welcome the 
opportunity to make some comments on the 2010–11 budget. It is indeed a very interesting budget. It is 
interesting from two perspectives. As I glance through the budget papers I get a bit of a feel for what this budget 
is about; but, as a member of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, there is no doubt 
that I get a different perspective on the way in which this budget is framed. 

No doubt this budget has been framed during a fairly difficult economic time. There is no doubt that the three per 
cent efficiency dividend that was applied last year has cut many operations of government agencies and had an 
impact on them. The ongoing work of the Economic Audit Committee is also adding to some of the financial 
challenges faced by government agencies. I do not doubt that the work of the Economic Audit Committee, which 
I understand is ongoing, is continuing to put additional pressure on government agencies to find the required 
savings to make sure that the budget is kept out of the red and remains in the black. 

Everywhere I go, the one common complaint about the government is that it is failing to provide community 
support for a range of initiatives right across the board. That to me indicates that discretionary revenue is simply 
not there to fund many organisations which have been funded in the past and which no doubt rely to some extent 
on government funding to perform their operations. Nevertheless, as we move closer to the election, people 
invariably will be looking at how this government has fared in the way it has reacted to many community groups 
and organisations within the community, and will vote accordingly. 

I want to spend a bit of time on budget paper No 3, the 2010–11 Economic and Fiscal Outlook. I have to say that 
although there has been a general cut in spending pretty much across the board, the most concerning feature of 
this budget is the net debt position that the government finds itself in; not very much immediately, but when we 
look at that net debt over the forward estimates, there is no doubt that it is quite concerning. Just servicing that 
level of debt must, in itself, be a major challenge to government. The government has also made efforts in the 
past 18 months to rein in the rate of expense growth, which has fluctuated anywhere from 13 per cent last year to 
some 11.8 per cent, at which it is currently running. I am sure the government is keen to put some control on this 
level of expense growth, because there is no way that it is in the public interest for expense growth to be running 
at that double-digit figure. There is no doubt that that level of growth is very concerning. I guess it reflects fairly 
poorly on the Premier—who is also now the Treasurer—that he has not been able to contain that level of growth. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: If you had read the document, you would see that it has been severely curtailed. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So, what is it now, Hon Simon O’Brien? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You are making the speech, but I suggest you read the document and you’ll see that in fact 
that happened. You are playing last year’s record. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is the budget of Hon Simon O’Brien’s government. It is the 2010–11 
budget. The minister may have an opportunity to get on his feet, but there is no doubt that the expense rate 
figures are in this budget, and this is exactly what I am referring to. In fact, I will go directly to page 5 of the 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook, which looks at public sector debt. Public sector debt in 2008–09 was $6.7 billion. 
In 2009–10 public sector debt was $11.36 billion and in 2010–11 it is estimated to be $15.4 billion. Public sector 
debt is projected to be $17.5 billion in 2011–12, and $18.9 billion in 2012–13, and by the time we get to 2013–
14, public sector debt is projected to be $20.1 billion. I understand that yesterday or today the commonwealth 
government has made some gesture about contributing $1 billion, so we could probably wipe $1 billion worth of 
debt off somewhere.  

Hon Helen Morton: It’s probably just our GST coming back. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is probably our GST coming back, but the member would have to agree that 
these are not good levels of debt. There is no doubt that considerable pressure is being placed on families 
because, at the end of the day, if the government spends more than it earns, clearly some adjustments need to be 
made or some cuts in spending are needed. There is no doubt that that is exactly what happened. Although we 
have this uncontrollable level of debt, Western Australian families are in fact the ones who have to foot the bills 
to ensure that the Barnett government’s budget remains in surplus. Western Australian families will be slugged 
with huge increases in household bills this year to pay for the $290 million surplus that is recorded in the budget. 
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In the midyear review papers, the projected surplus was $51 million. That was the projected surplus for the 
2010–11 budget; only $51 million out of a budget that I think runs to $20 billion or thereabouts. I think 
$20 billion is where we are at in terms of the total budget. However, the Premier, since taking on the portfolio of 
Treasurer, has done a bit better than that because he has actually taken the surplus up from $51 million to 
$290 million. I have to say that a lot of pain has been incurred by Western Australian families to get that surplus. 
We understand that the reason it has gone from a $51 million surplus to a $290 million surplus is the increases in 
GST payments and royalties alone; it is not by any great action or policy decision by the now Treasurer, who is 
also the Premier. Therefore, this is more a case of good luck rather than good management. Nevertheless, at least 
the budget is in the black and not in the red. I think we should commend the government for that because I am 
sure that many people really did think that we would have a budget deficit.  

From 1 July, we know that Western Australians will pay 18 per cent more for electricity, seven per cent more for 
gas, a record 17.7 per cent more for water — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is interesting because we have this concept of cost reflectivity. We hear 
that from the Minister for Energy all the time. We talk about truth in pricing or price reflectivity. I have to say to 
Hon Michael Mischin that the government subsidises a lot of things. It is a policy decision for governments and 
it is the government that makes those policy decisions. If the government wants truth in pricing or cost 
reflectivity in electricity and water charges, will the government then apply that model to transport? I can tell 
members that the government — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Just concentrating on electricity, how much would the deficit be if it was — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is for the member to work out with his people on his side; it is not for me 
to do the member’s figures for him. The point that I am making is that governments have historically made and 
do make policy decisions about what they will and will not subsidise. If the government wants to apply a full 
cost-recovery model to electricity and water, will the government also apply that model to transport? I ask that 
question because I am sure that members of the Western Australian public will want to know whether they will 
be paying $10 the next time that they get onto a train, because that is the true cost of a train trip. Anyway, the 
honourable member can get on his feet, as he has done once before in this house on a matter of policy debate. 
Maybe today the member can have his second shot at it and we will see how he goes. We will be more than 
interested to hear what he has to say. 

However, I want to go back to the point that I was making; that is, invariably, this is a budget that will no doubt 
put pressure on families. It is an interesting debate about price reflectivity, community service obligations and 
truth in pricing, if we like, of those services that have historically been delivered by government to the people of 
Western Australia. That includes utilities and, for example, public transport. I know from my own personal 
experience that the cost of providing public transport is not what people pay when they buy their tickets. In fact, 
when they buy their tickets, they are paying only a fraction of the true cost of catching the train or the bus. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly, we did not move to do what the government is doing with power and 
water charges, and the government will have to deal with that when the election presents. If the government 
thinks that it is doing a good job in those areas, so be it.  

I will go to the point about the public sector being one of the cost drivers. One of the claims that the government 
has been making is that it has been able to achieve a cap of 99 000 public servants, which is one of the reasons 
why the fiscal outlook is better than may well have been anticipated. This goes some way to the heart of the 
integrity of this budget because the government has claimed that over the past 18 months it has reined in the rate 
of expense growth through the implementation of the three per cent efficiency dividend, a new public sector 
wages policy—which we would all like to see—a ceiling on public servant staff numbers and two rounds of 
voluntary severances. All of those are expected to see expense growth ease to 3.9 per cent in 2010–11. However, 
I have to say to members that the government’s claim that it is making any progress in the area of a ceiling on 
public servant staff numbers just simply does not ring true. There was a ceiling on public servant staff numbers 
of 99 155 full-time equivalent staff, which was the target set by the Premier within six months of taking office. 
Of course, 18 months later, we now find that that benchmark has changed to 102 911. The new ceiling has been 
put in place, but, to make matters worse, we now have a public sector cap that has blown out to nearly 115 000 
people. No wonder it is difficult to contain expenses when the government has a lack of discipline and a lack of 
financial controls in place. The government is a real embarrassment in that sense. 

The real issue is that it is no different from personal levels of debt. The more debt a person has, the more 
disposable income that person has to find, because borrowing money does not come cheaply. It certainly does 
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not come cheaply at a time when we are seeing increases in interest rates. There is no doubt that if people can 
reduce their debt, they will be better off for it. The same principle that applies to households applies to 
government. There are a number of major drivers for expense growth in the 2010–11 budget, including higher 
employee costs and salaries, which account for most of the increases in the key service delivery areas of health, 
education, and law and order. In fact, when the government lifts the number of FTEs, as it has done, rather than 
maintaining a cap, there is no doubt that there will be flow-on costs. In addition, there is a range of other drivers. 
But I do not want to go through all of them because I want to take the opportunity to turn my attention to 
something that I am passionate about—that is, our requirement to invest in skills for the benefit of all Western 
Australians and to ensure that we have a well-trained, capable workforce to take up those challenges that will 
present themselves as the boom becomes stronger. There is no doubt that skills investment is important to take 
advantage of the impending economic boom. Skills training will mean that more Western Australians will be 
able to take up the employment opportunities that arise. Unfortunately, the picture that we see in the area of 
training and workforce development is a fairly grim picture indeed. 

Before I move on to what the government has done, I want to tell members that I sit in this place and I am told 
day in and day out by the now Minister for Training and Workforce Development how hopeless I was and that I 
did not do anything. I am sure that he does not mean it personally, but a bit of it rubs off. I know that he does not 
mean it. I know that he says it when he is having one of his hissy fits, but the fact is that he does say it. 

Hon Peter Collier: Ditto. 

Hon Helen Bullock: You have to take it seriously. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do have to take it seriously. I really am quite sensitive, because underneath 
this very tough exterior lies a very sensitive — 

A government member interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: — and artistic person; that is true. 

Hon Peter Collier: Your face is actually straight at the moment. I can’t believe it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, that is right. I am very sensitive. 

I want to put on the public record some of the systems training achievements. They were all recorded. I am going 
to quote from the “Western Australian State Training Profile 2009 – 2011”. This profile has been put together by 
the State Training Board. Members would be amazed; this is only one part of a 300-page document. Keith 
Spence, the chair of the State Training Board, together with his board, put an enormous amount of work into this 
document. They looked at the whole training system, all the occupational areas and all the regions. They put 
together a state training profile that everybody should be really proud of. They consulted with everybody. I think 
that this state training profile is a magnificent piece of work. The one thing I cannot understand is why, given the 
state training profile covers 2009 to 2011, some two years since the minister took over the portfolio, the minister 
has not managed to produce his own workforce development plan. I cannot understand why he has gone to the 
effort of producing—when he produces it—some little five-page glossy thing. I cannot understand why, given 
the volume of work that has been done on this state training profile, the minister had to do a workforce 
development plan. The only reason I can put it down to is that this plan may well have been done in part by 
people who were appointed by Labor—certainly some of them were —  

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister might be able to explain why he has just trashed this profile and 
why, two years later, we are still waiting for his workforce development plan and for him to explain what his 
workforce development plan is going to deliver that has not been covered in the state training profile. I am very 
curious about this. 

I will now explain some of the achievements that the minister has never acknowledged in this place. First of all, I 
will quote from page 17 of the state training profile. It states — 

The training system has had a number of significant achievements guided by several key reviews, 
including the Skills Formation Taskforce; the WA VET Delivery and Infrastructure Review; the State 
Training Board’s Beyond the Resources Boom study; — 

This was all done in our time — 

and the Review of Industry Training Advisory Arrangements. 

In summary, the major achievements include: 
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• Major changes to the apprenticeship and traineeship system in response to recommendations of the 
Skills Formation Taskforce. These changes include a reduction in the nominal duration for more 
than 30 existing trades; the creation of 11 two year trades for the residential building sector; and the 
establishment of part-time and school based apprenticeships in a range of industries. 

• Expanded User Choice arrangements — 

To the best of my knowledge we are the only state in the nation that has a totally competency-based training 
system. That system relies on the acquisition of competencies, rather than the serving of time. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is called Fast Track. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister knows it is not called Fast Track. 

Hon Peter Collier: You asked a question about it last week. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will get on to Fast Track; I have some interesting figures for the minister on 
Fast Track. The profile continues — 

• Expanded User Choice arrangements for apprenticeship and traineeship delivery. Private training 
providers are now eligible to deliver publicly funded apprenticeship and traineeship training 
throughout the State, thereby increasing student choice. The following graph shows a 79% increase 
in the number of SCH funded under User Choice during the period 2003 to 2007.  

• Establishment of the ApprentiCentre as a ‘one-stop-shop’ to provide assistance and information on 
apprentices and traineeships. 

• A 56% increase in the number of apprentices and trainees in training, from 24 366 in 2003 to 
37 929 at September 2008. The following graph shows growth in the number of apprentices and 
trainees in training during the period 2003 and September 2008. 

By comparison, we know that this minister has in fact seen the number of apprentices and trainees in training go 
backwards. The number of apprentices in training has been reduced from 23 000 in September 2008, when we 
left government, to 20 000 currently. So, the minister has actually seen the number go backwards. This is a 
minister who gets up time and again and wants to have a free kick at my expense. This is a minister who wants 
to have this house believe that in some way we were deficient in training—when, by comparison, the minister’s 
performance has been absolutely dismal.  

When we were in government, we refocused the vocational education and training program in schools to 
encourage more young people into training. We increased the participation of Indigenous people in employment-
related training. We made significant investments in new and upgraded TAFE WA infrastructure and equipment 
to improve the capacity of the system to provide modern and industry relevant trade facilities. I could go through 
all the capital infrastructure projects that we were involved in when we were in government. However, I will not 
do that, because I want to go straight to the Budget Statements. I want to go in particular to page 601 of the 
Budget Statements, division 47, training and workforce development, and the heading, “Net amount appropriated 
to deliver services”. That paints an interesting picture. In 2010–11, $426 million has been allocated to deliver 
services. In 2011–12, $429 million will be allocated to deliver services—a bit of an increase; in 2012–13, 
$408 million will be allocated to deliver services—it is starting to trend backwards; and in 2013–14, 
$422 million will be allocated to deliver services—again, a slight adjustment upwards. This is not a picture of a 
training minister who is developing a workforce for a boom. There is simply not enough money here for a 
training minister to be developing a workforce for a boom. It amazes me that in 2009–10, the budget allocation 
was $401 million, and in 2010-11 the estimated budget allocation will be only a little extra at $426 million. We 
know that people are being turned away from TAFE colleges. We know that apprentices cannot find employers. 
We know that something shonky is going on with the productivity placement program. Look at the minister 
now!   

Hon Peter Collier: What? I tune off when you start, because most of what you say is absolute rubbish. You 
should see your media releases! They are just absolute rubbish! What about the 38 000 who are disengaged. 
What about what the Deputy Prime Minister has said? Would you like to tell us about that? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is no growth. There is nothing here. Can anyone believe that this flat line 
represents growth? It is not even a flat line at a higher level! It is just a flat line! That would indicate to me that if 
we have only $420 million, or thereabouts, in the forward estimates for training, next year we will be able to buy 
only a similar number of training places to what we could buy this year. There will not be a lot more in it. The 
year after that, we will be able to buy only a similar number of training places to what we could buy in 2011–12. 
We have a really interesting phenomenon here. There is no doubt that it warrants some investigation. It also 
warrants, even more so, some explanation.  
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If that was not bad enough, we also need to look at the capital appropriation. In 2010–11, the capital 
appropriation is $32.4 million. In 2011–12, the capital component will go down to $9.2 million. That is a big 
drop—it is a drop by almost two thirds. That is very concerning. If we then go to 2012–13, guess what! The 
capital appropriation goes down even further to $6.7 million. By the time we get to 2013–14, the capital 
appropriation for training and workforce development is only $3.4 million. An amount of $3.4 million will not 
buy much in training. We would be lucky if we could buy new lathes with that money for the whole of the state 
training system.  

If we then reflect on total appropriations, which comprise both capital and recurrent, in 2010–11, it is 
$458.4 million. It then drops to $438.2 million, and then drops further to $414.9 million. That demonstrates that 
we have a training and workforce development system that is in decline. We know that the demand for training 
places already exceeds the supply. 

Hon Peter Collier: So it is working! That shows that what we are doing is working! We have put in another 
$19 million. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister is all smoke and mirrors!  

Hon Peter Collier: We gave you another $19 million, and you’re still not happy! You need to loosen up! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister has been given two junior portfolios. They gave the minister that 
department so that basically he can keep his hands — 

Hon Peter Collier: Where did they put you after you had education and training?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They gave the minister two junior portfolios. That shows a real lack of 
confidence.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order! It is not interjections at the moment. It is just noise. The 
great thing about this particular reply is that everybody gets to speak to it, and everybody will get a turn if they 
wish. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the floor.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What we have from members opposite is a show of extreme embarrassment 
because the government has been exposed as being utterly incompetent and useless! Absolutely useless! I bring 
this to the attention of members because at the same time as we have this reduction in capital and recurrent 
expenditure—capital expenditure is an absolute joke—we have a growing number of resource projects in this 
state. Western Australia continues to lead the way as Australia’s premier resource state and as the premier state 
for investment, particularly in mining activity —  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Rudd will fix that! At least the Premier is standing up for Western Australia achieving 
something.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The comparison I want to make is that Western Australia has more than 
$100 billion worth of resource projects in the pipeline or approved. We know that conservatively we are going to 
need at least 40 000 jobs—although these estimations do vary. I notice that the government has one lot of figures 
for those labour requirements and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry Western Australia has a different set 
of figures, but the fact is that we know that over the next few years we are likely to need at least 40 000 
construction workers. There will be 40 000 construction jobs and 12 500 permanent jobs in the mining sector 
alone. What is really concerning is the reduction in the amount of funding in the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development and that the number of apprentices and trainees has not advanced since September 
2008; in fact, the number of apprentices has actually gone backwards. Quite frankly I do not know how this 
minister is going to meet this challenge without additional resources. So far, we have not heard anything from 
the minister. In fact, it has taken me months and months to get the minister to admit in this house that he has a 
problem in the apprenticeship and traineeship system. It has taken the minister months and months to admit this. 
Just as the minister admitted that his apprenticeship numbers have gone backwards, I am going to ask him to 
admit that he has mucked up the productivity places program, because that is where the debate is going shortly.  

The opposition has said time and again that in the apprenticeship and traineeship system there were 2 500 
cancellations in 2008, 2 500 cancellations in 2009, and 3 077 cancellations around the beginning of the year, 
which has accumulated for 2009–10. We know that there has been a 7.7 per cent fall in apprenticeships and 
traineeships from March 2009 to March 2010. We know that they are down from 21 870 in March 2009 to 
20 195. The minister has gone very quiet.  

Hon Peter Collier: I have not! Every time I open my mouth, you will not take my interjection.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We know these things because they are on the public record. Whilst in 
government this minister has had these negative figures, but under the Labor government there was a 56 per cent 
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rise in apprentices and trainees from 2003 to 2008. In 2003 there were 24 366 and in 2008 there were 37 929. 
When the Labor Party left office, there were 23 000 apprentices, and in total there were 37 929 apprentices and 
trainees. This minister could stay in office for the next decade and, frankly, he would not be able to achieve the 
same results because clearly he is simply not up to the job.  

Hon Peter Collier: I am offended by that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not care whether the minister is or he is not!  

Hon Peter Collier: I am a sensitive soul!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister does not have a soul; he has nothing!  

I want to move onto another area that is causing some concern amongst the people in the training industry with 
whom I have contact, and that is institutional-based training. There was a flurry of activity in institutional-based 
training that started in October 2009, although it has probably been around for a little longer than that. Basically, 
some comments were made by the Master Builders Association about the government considering a proposal for 
a new school-based apprenticeship system in which students would pay to learn a trade in a classroom rather 
than getting paid to learn on the job. When this issue arose, the media came to me and to a number of other 
people for our comments. I put my concerns about this on the public record, and I then came into this place and 
asked the minister whether he was considering a proposal for a new school-based apprenticeship system in 
which students would pay to learn a trade in the classroom rather than getting paid on the job and whether the 
department was hiring a consultant by the name of Mr Robert Stowell, who was the director of Training 
Australia, to investigate institutional-based apprenticeships, amongst other programs. I asked him a number of 
questions like “How much is Mr Stowell being paid?”, “What are the terms of reference for his consultancy and 
will the minister table them?”—I think the minister was good enough to do that—“Does Training Australia, of 
which Mr Stowell is a director, represent private training providers?”, “If yes … can the minister list which 
ones?” and so on and so forth. As a result, we got to the bottom of this and we now understand that Mr Stowell 
has produced a report. I have not sought the outcome of that report, so I ask whether the minister will be good 
enough to make that report public — 

Hon Peter Collier: Put that to me in question time. When I try to interject, you will not let me, so ask me at 
question time!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am asking the minister now. I do not need to ask twice, surely. In view of the 
fact that taxpayers’ money to the tune of $20 000 was spent on this report, and this is causing some concern 
amongst training providers and professional associations — 

Hon Peter Collier: Who?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not going to tell the minister because they know what the minister is like. 
They know that the minister cannot —  

Hon Peter Collier: When was the last time you went to state training providers?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They come to me.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order! This is not question time. The member on her feet is not 
helping the situation by inviting people to comment. I ask that the member address her comments to me.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The only point I want to make is that a lot of water has gone under the bridge 
since this report was commissioned. This is an issue that is of concern to people in the training sector. The 
minister has gone fairly quiet on this matter, however, it is of concern. I will refer to an article in the 
Construction & Plumbing Journal of March 2010 on institutional training. It contains the caption “They’re 
joking aren’t they?” I have heard from a number of training organisations and providers that are having some 
very serious concerns about this. They fear that the minister might attempt to move to institutional-based training 
given the budgetary position he finds himself in and the problems he faces, such as not finding employers to take 
on apprentices, employers not holding apprentices, and the TAFE system turning away apprentices and trainees 
from its door. That would mean that he would not have to find employers to take on apprentices, that employers 
would not have to pay apprentices for the on-the-job component and that he could find a series of quick fixes to 
deal with this challenge. This challenge, of course, is a training system that is going backwards at a rapid rate of 
knots, when it should be going forward, and one that is under-resourced by any measure, particularly given the 
demands it will face as a result of the mining activity that is predominantly to the north of here, but not 
exclusively because we know there are mines et cetera in places such as Boddington and Collie.  

Hon Peter Collier interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have access to the minister’s data; I know what the latest training figures are 
and I am very concerned at the lack of growth. This is where his big problem is. The Auditor General has already 
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advised him that he should not be measuring inputs; he should be measuring outputs—dare I say it, not incomes, 
outcomes.  

Hon Peter Collier: Commencements will ultimately lead to more apprentices.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, no, no.  

Hon Peter Collier: Of course it is; you don’t understand that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly that is not borne out by the data because the number of completions is 
only a fraction of the number of commencements.   

Hon Peter Collier: We are talking about commencements.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is the problem. The Auditor General provided a report to this Parliament 
about 18 months ago and made this a broad —  

Hon Peter Collier: Eighteen months ago is six months of our government.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It was during the minister’s period of government.  

If the minister does not remember this, there is something wrong. He should get a copy of the report. The tenor 
of the Auditor General’s recommendations was that the whole system should be realigned, if we like, so that the 
emphasis is on the number of completions rather than the number of commencements. Clearly, students are 
going into apprenticeships and for whatever reason they are not completing their trade. They therefore represent 
an opportunity cost because the state has already invested in them.  

I will go back to the institutional-based training issue and refer to the article by the Construction & Plumbing 
Journal in which it says — 

Consider this!!   

One year of training, sitting in a training institution and simulating the “on-site” building environment 
without setting foot on a “real” building site, then issuing a Certificate 3 qualification, or as you know 
it, a tradesperson’s level qualification!! I am not kidding you!!   

This is exactly what this minister is considering introducing as a way of dealing with his growing number of 
problems in the training portfolio. Do members know why he has a growing number of problems? He has taken 
a very laissez-faire attitude to this portfolio. People tell me that they —  

Hon Peter Collier: Ask industry.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister does not want me to go to industry; I know what industry thinks. 
He does not want me to go there. He just does not—I am telling him.  

Hon Peter Collier: They’d be embarrassed at what you said.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They know what the minister is like. His visit to the Great Southern was a 
classic case when he said, “Sorry, I can’t hang around. I’ve opened this rebadged college and had my photograph 
taken; I now have to go to Kalgoorlie because I have to go and play tennis.” Not only did he go and play tennis 
but he insulted the people there.  

Hon Peter Collier interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I will say this slowly so that you can 
understand. The member on her feet needs to address her comments to me, and that might avoid the members on 
the other side from being tempted to address their comments directly to you. They should address them to me as 
a point of order if they have a problem. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the call. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am sorry to have deviated, although it was still on the training area. The 
minister told me to go and speak to people. When I spoke to those people, they could not believe what he did. 
When I asked a question of the minister in this place, in his response he went on and on about how it was great to 
catch up with all those people and how they all looked so much older than he does. I could not believe it; I 
thought it was probably because no-one else has the big 1970s part in their hair! Everyone else has a part on one 
side or the other of their head.  

Hon Peter Collier interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He does not have a 70s in-the-middle part!   

Hon Peter Collier interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, you are slipping into farce!   
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are all still shocked in Kalgoorlie at being insulted so much about how 
none of them, apart from the minister, were looking good. He works only two hours a day; of course he looks 
good!   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members!   

Hon Peter Collier: You don’t go for the man, do you?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No way. We have to laugh!   

Hon Peter Collier: That was quite good; I quite enjoyed that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It was good, was it not? I had one of those parts in the 70s too—we all did, so 
the minister should not feel bad. 

Hon Peter Collier: Who do you blame for your looks?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Good genes. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members; we are slipping into irrelevancy here. I am losing track.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am going to go back to talking about the institutionalisation of training. The 
minister should not tell me to go and speak to people. When I do that, I have to report honestly to this house 
what has been said. 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s always wrong.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In relation to institutional-based training the Construction & Plumbing Journal 
reports further — 

This proposal has been put forward and is being promoted by the Master Builders Association and has 
support from the Housing Industry Association. Does their membership support this? Now that you are 
back in your chair, let’s have a look and reflect what this really means.   

I know I am getting close to the mark because the minister has gone very quiet and gone into his shell.  

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He is thinking to himself, “This member is on the ball.” I am that member. It 
continues — 

I, like the majority of our readers, have completed a traditional 4 year Apprenticeship and I am very 
proud to say I am a tradesperson and suitably qualified in all aspects of the professional Plumbing and 
Gasfitting industry.  

For all of us, that qualification did not come easy. A certain amount of pain and what appeared to be a 
long stint in my youth certainly prepared me and what’s more, instilled the confidence in me to embark 
on my career at the completion of my Apprenticeship. 

That underlying pride in achieving that trade qualification for any tradesperson is something that runs in 
your veins. Those that don’t hold that tag of a “truly qualified” tradesperson don’t and possibly will 
never understand.  

Looking back, how could I have learnt the tricks of the trade and what was required from me to be a 
true craftsman, without the mentoring and the imparting of the knowledge, experience and expertise on 
the job, from the tradespeople I worked under and with throughout the 4 years of my Apprenticeship?  

To them I am forever grateful  

Without that, I would not have made the grade. That’s not taking anything away from Wes Warren, 
John Stephens, Les Willers, Visco, Bert, Leggy and all the other plumbing trainers of that era and those 
before and after them. They all played a part in moulding us, however; it was the “blend” of learning on 
the job and in the training institution that made us somewhat complete with a broad range of skills to 
venture out into the BIG WIDE WORLD as a tradesperson, where the true learning, to me, began.  

You too I am sure will have a strong opinion on this proposed “Institutional Pathway” for the 
Construction Industry. At the MPGA we’d like to hear from you. Drop us a line … 

I guess it is good to have reforms in training, but I think we will be running a major risk if the Minister for 
Training and Workforce Development moves down the institutional-based training line, particularly when it 
comes to trades. If we look at the way the training budget, or the service summary on page 602 of the Budget 
Statements, is organised, we see a line item for “Institutional Based Training (IBT)”, which is a significant 
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amount of expenditure, but when we look at “Employment Based Training (EBT)”, which predominantly covers 
the trades areas, we see a significant decline in funding over the forward estimates. 

The Barnett government proposal to move apprentices into classrooms may place the future of the apprenticeship 
system at risk. The radical proposal by the Master Builders Association, which has no doubt been given some 
consideration by the minister, is more about the financial interests of some employers than the benefit of the 
apprentices. Apprentices, their parents, employers and the industry will suffer under this proposal. A debate has 
been raging for months and months about the future of training in this state. Under an institutional-based training 
model, the costs of training will be transferred from the Barnett government to parents, who will be left to pick 
up the training bill and cover the living expenses of apprentices who would usually be earning a wage under a 
conventional apprenticeship system. Asking apprentices to pay for the privilege of learning in a classroom, when 
they would actually be paid to work and learn under a traditional apprenticeship model, is simply not on. It is not 
the way forward for training in Western Australia. Any new proposal would see apprentices paying up-front to 
be trained in the classroom and completing their theory and practical training with limited time spent in an actual 
workplace. If all the people who work in construction had done all their training in an environment such as a 
classroom without the on-the-job skills component and without an understanding of the culture of the building 
and construction industry, I do not think that the end product would be anywhere near as good as it generally is 
in the building of houses or big buildings in this state. We do not want a reduction in the standards, and I think 
any move to an institutional-based training model will result in exactly that. It will be a retrograde step for 
training in the state.  

Finally, will the minister give me an undertaking that he will table Mr Stowell’s report? I think I heard a “yes”. 

Hon Norman Moore: I didn’t! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: No, you didn’t!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think that is all I have to say. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [4.25 pm]: I rise to say a few words about this budget, which I 
think is a very strong budget, albeit it was brought down in much easier and different times than those prevailing 
this time last year. It is always much easier to budget in these times, but I wish to raise some points and maybe 
some cautions that we should consider as we go along. In the good times we can easily forget what must be 
done, and that things can change so quickly that we need to prepare ourselves for potential changes that may go 
against us.  

A budget surplus of $286 million is really a political statement, as I see it. But it is a political statement that has 
some beneficial behavioural disciplines. It means that if a government is going to go into surplus when planning 
a budget, it has to at least pay particular regard to the expenses to which it is committing. A surplus or deficit of 
$286 million is really neither here nor there as far as the economy is concerned, but it is important politically, 
and as a discipline to be placed on government it is also important. 

The state’s gross product has a long-term 4.25 per cent growth rate. I will remind members of what the expected 
growth rate for this year was this time last year: it was minus 1.25 per cent for 2009–10. That was the 
assumption when the budget was framed this time last year. For 2010–11 it was going to be minus 0.5 per cent; 
and for 2011–12 and 2012–13 we were expected to return to growth again. The reality is actually quite different. 
In 2009–10 we are estimating the growth for the year to be plus 3.75 per cent, and in 2010–11—the budget year 
we are discussing—it will be 4.5 per cent, increasing to 4.75 per cent in the next year.  

I refer to those figures to demonstrate how quickly things can change. Complacency is the worst possible thing 
into which we could fall. Not that I believe this budget goes anywhere near complacency—I think this is a well-
structured budget in many respects. But we have to be aware of how quickly changes occur and what we need to 
do. 

From reading the 2010–11 Budget Statements, we all know that about 84 per cent of Western Australia’s 
government revenue comes from only three sources. The biggest segment of that is commonwealth funds, 
including the goods and services tax component, which is a general-purpose grant, and then other specific-
purpose grants of different kinds. That comprises 42 per cent of our total revenue cake. Our own transfer fees, 
taxes and those kinds of charges on property and so on comprise 29 per cent. Our royalty income until last night 
was about 14 per cent; it is now higher. Those three components represent 84 per cent of the budgeted revenue of 
$22.6 billion. 

It is also interesting to reflect on some of the sensitivities of that revenue. In most cases our costs can be 
controlled; not in all cases—as in any business—but in most cases. However, when it comes to revenue, a 
number of outside influences can have a serious impact. In fact, this time last year the exchange rate was about 
$US0.68 to the Australian dollar. 
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Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 4173.] 
 


