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

Second Reading 
Resumed from 12 November 2003. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [5.07 pm]:  I speak on behalf of the Liberal Party on this Bill.  The 
Bill is to amend the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990 and the 
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Amendment Act 1998.  The building and 
construction industry training fund was established in 1990.  The purpose of the fund was to assist the 
construction industry to reduce the cyclical skills shortage that seems to plague the industry.  When the coalition 
was in government in 1997 the Act was amended and a sunset clause of three years was incorporated.  The 
coalition also introduced a number of amendments to the Act following briefings from industry.  The Labor 
Party opposed the sunset clause and now that we have a Labor Government it is its intention to remove the 
sunset clause.  The sunset clause was introduced after findings from a review by Len Hitchen of the Building and 
Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990, which was tabled in Parliament on 11 
August 1994.  Mr Hitchen consulted widely within the industry and found concerns expressed about the 
effectiveness of the fund.  As a result, amendments to the Act, such as the sunset clause, were deemed necessary.  
The levy is applied to all residential, commercial and civil engineering projects with a value over $20 000 at a 
rate of 0.182 per cent of the total construction cost, inclusive of GST.  For example, for a house worth $100 000, 
the amount payable is $182.  In 2001-02 income from the levy was $9.2 million, and training expenditure was 
$6.4 million.  In 2002-03 the income was $10.3 million, and the training expenditure was $6.9 million.  Before I 
asked a question today I understood that the fund had a closing reserve of $12.4 million.  After receiving an 
answer to a question I asked during question time today, I understand that the current reserve stands at $14.1 
million.  I tried to ask the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure a question some time ago about how much 
money would be payable with the southern railway extension but an answer was not forthcoming.  If $1 billion 
was used in construction - I have no reason to think that figure is correct - that would mean $1.8 million extra 
would go into that fund.   

There is a general consensus within the industry that this training fund should be maintained to ensure that the 
State has adequately trained people coming into the industry to maintain its high standard of skills.  However, 
the area of training is very dynamic; it is frequently changing.  Therefore, systems that are put in place must be 
actively reviewed to ensure relevance.   

The Bill amends the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990.  The 
purpose of this Bill is to repeal the sunset clause.  I want to make it clear that the Liberal Party supports the fund, 
without a shadow of a doubt.  The minister attempted to put the view that the Liberal Party did not support the 
fund.  That came about because of a flippant remark that was made to one of my parliamentary colleagues at a 
recent briefing.  I suggest that it is important that the policy officers who attend those meetings disregard flippant 
remarks, because it sends the wrong message.   

Hon Kim Chance:  We will get a flippant filter for them.   

Hon Norman Moore:  One of the problems is that you cannot be given a briefing by a departmental officer 
without a policy officer being present, which is not a very nice way to do business.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I thank the member for that.  The necessity for quality training in the industry is essential.  
However, it is vital that this fund be managed properly.  The recent revelations of the excessive reserves show 
that constant review of this fund is necessary.  We welcome the change in the other place whereby the review 
will be conducted every three years instead of every five years, and we thank the Government for agreeing to the 
Opposition’s amendment.  Reviews are important to measure the level of success of the fund.  However, 
members of the industry are not offered any guarantee that the review’s findings will be implemented.  That is 
why we believe it is crucial for the sunset clause to remain.   

The major concern about the incorporation of the sunset clause is that the fund will no longer exist.  Clearly that 
is not the case.  The training fund, which involves a great deal of money, must be used in an effective manner.  
The inclusion of the sunset clause will give the industry the opportunity to ensure that an effective mechanism is 
in place for the improvement of training.  The sunset clause provides the opportunity for the fund to be extended 
if the Parliament as a whole considers it worthwhile.  In other words, it is an important point for us that this fund 
be accountable to Parliament.   

We do not believe that the implementation of a sunset clause will result in the levy ceasing to exist, as the 
minister suggested.  The sunset clause will ensure that the fund is accountable to members of Parliament.  A 
more successful fund would result in a greater level of accountability.  The Opposition supports the 
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implementation of a sunset clause and believes it would be beneficial to the fund to extend this clause to the end 
of 2007.   

The main point is that we believe it is perfectly fair and in the best interests of the industry that this sunset clause 
be extended for four years.  That is a significant period and it will allow a degree of certainty in the industry as to 
the continued operation of the fund.  It will also ensure that a conscious decision is made by Parliament that the 
fund continue to operate.  We are not suggesting that this fund will come to an end.  As I have said, probably the 
contrary is the case.  It is most likely that, if the fund continues to prove its worth over the next three or four 
years, a decision will be made to continue it, as we are doing in this Bill.  It is important to have that scrutiny.   

I recently raised the issue that an amount of $12 million is sitting inactive in the fund while apprentices miss out 
on career and training opportunities in the industry.  A ministerial review in 2002 recommended that the reserve 
should be reduced.  The levy has consistently raised more than the amount spent on training, with a surplus last 
year of $2.91 million.  With the accumulation of a surplus in one year of close to $3 million, it appears that 
perhaps more needs to be done to make sure that the funds are used appropriately.  I understand I will have an 
opportunity to extend the discussion on reserves via a motion some time during the next few weeks.   

In answer to the question that I asked today, the minister said that the target reserve was $5 million by June 
2008, $2 million of which would be retained for contingent liabilities.  That is a far more reasonable situation 
than currently, with $14.1 million in the fund.  It is interesting to speculate about how many people are missing 
out on training opportunities in that industry because $12 million is sitting in the fund and is not being used for 
training because the money has not been forthcoming.  I worked out that about 1 500 trainees or apprentices are 
missing out because the money is being held in reserve.  That money should be spent to assist young people.   

I have a problem with schools and their skills and career guidance.  In the main, the people in schools who give 
advice to young people about their careers have had a tertiary education.  Some of them might have been 
involved in private practice and have then gone back into the school system.  They might be schoolteachers, 
psychologists or guidance or careers advisers.  It seems to me that when they give advice, they do so from within 
a culture that encourages students to try to get into university.  I think too many students apply to attend 
university when they would be much better off applying for apprenticeships in highly skilled areas.  I question 
those sorts of value judgments that are made by the career advisers.   

People in every area of industry to whom I have spoken have said that they are facing a serious shortage of 
skills.  An appropriate number of students are not applying for those types of jobs.  A lot of pressure is placed on 
children to undertake tertiary education.  That pressure is applied by parents and the community in general, as 
well as by education ministers statewide, and, to some extent, by teachers.  I would seek to try to change the 
culture in schools that says that students are successful only if they complete high school or get a good TEE 
score that enables them to go to university.  Any student who achieves graduation and has an ambition to do a 
job he thinks is in his best interests has succeeded.  To measure the success of a school by looking at tertiary 
entrance ranks, or the number of students who go to university, is wrong.  That is why we are facing such 
widespread shortages in the skilled areas.  I suggest that we need to promote the building and construction 
industry to high school children.  If that occurs, then a new wave of skilled workers will come through the school 
system.  However, there is a problem with the public perception that the industry is unattractive to young people.  
We only have to consider the behaviour of some of the representatives of that industry to see why many parents 
would not want their children to enter that industry.   

In the 2003 national and state skill shortage list, several trades were listed from the building and construction 
industry.  The result of the skill survey revealed skill shortages across a range of occupations over the past year, 
with particular difficulty in recruiting bricklayers, carpenters, wall and floor tilers, and plasterers.  If anyone has 
tried to do a small building project at home, which I have done, they will know that it is exceedingly difficult to 
get a brickie to provide a quote.  A person can ring up as many brickies as he likes and they all say that they will 
be there, but we know they will not.  There is a skill shortage.  The main implication for skill formation arising 
from rapid changes in technology are the need for all skills training programs, including apprenticeships, to 
continue to be developed to meet the changing skill requirements in the workplace.  Attention needs to be given 
to the upgrading and renewal of the skills of existing workers, and to the acquisition of qualifications by new 
entrants.   

A number of my friends work in the building industry, whether they be plasterers or electricians.  There seems to 
be a point in a worker’s life when he is no longer able to continue with employment in a particular area.  I have a 
very good friend who is a plasterer.  His constant movement up and down on the job means that he has had two 
knee reconstructions.  At the age of 52, he is now unemployed.  For the past 12 months he has been trying to 
gain employment.  He cannot go into the building industry because he just does not have the good health 
required for the work.  There does not seem to be any mechanisms to help these people, and that concerns me.  
In question time tomorrow, I am going to ask - if I get the call - whether any thought has been given to using 
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some of these surplus funds to help those people who need to leave the industry.  I do not think that there are any 
other state funds specifically for the building industry.  If we have made a contribution to the building industry 
and now have $12 million or $14 million in reserve, why can some of that money not be used to retrain and 
assist those men and women?  I do not know too many women in the building industry, but I know there are 
some - I do know one, Hon Giz Watson.  That would be a useful way of spending some of those reserves that are 
rather large at the moment.  Perhaps, over time, another fund could be set up not to train, but to retrain - I do not 
know.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  Essentially, you are saying that you want to raise funds for the building and construction 
industry and then you want to spend it so that people can exit that industry.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The fund has much money in reserve.  As well as providing for the training of young 
people, which is very important, and rather than trying spend it quickly for one reason or another, is there any 
capacity to consider retraining those who need to leave the industry?  It is just a question.  It would be a 
worthwhile investigation.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Perhaps the workers compensation scheme has to be generous enough to deal with work-
related injuries or illnesses.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  That may be so, but I am afraid I have not been briefed on that Bill.  Philosophically, it is 
a worthwhile thing to consider.  If, at a certain point, those people are not able to continue working in the 
industry, the industry could retrain them for another occupation.   

The Liberal Party would prefer to amend the sunset clause to extend it for another four years until 2007.  We 
believe this a viable option for the fund.  The recent comment made by the Minister for Education and Training 
accuses the Opposition of planning a silent death for the levy.  I have stated that that is not true; we strongly 
support the retention of the fund.  All we are saying is that there should be a sunset clause so the fund can be 
accountable to the Parliament to ensure that it is being well spent.  Nobody in their right mind would be satisfied 
with the current level of funds in reserve.  I do not think anybody would be satisfied with the answer that I was 
given today about how the funds will be spent.  The Government is going to reduce the reserve to $5 million, 
but, of course, there is the substantial income to consider.  Would the income amount to about $10 million a year 
now?  

Hon Graham Giffard:  I think it’s $8 million or something like that.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  So the reserve is not being reduced that quickly, is it?  A substantial amount of money 
spent will be spent over the next couple of years to reduce it to $5 million.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  Yes.  You can appreciate we cannot just spend it all in one year because we then put 
ourselves on a spending pattern and bankrupt the fund as training goes on for four years.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The biggest problem the building industry has with the fund is who is responsible for its 
expenditure.  The building industry has been concerned over the past few years that perhaps it has not had the 
sort of input it feels it should have had on how the expenditure is made.  Would the parliamentary secretary 
agree with that?   

Hon Graham Giffard:  That’s a fair comment.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I was briefed on this legislation by Ralph Dawson, amongst others.  He is very sincere 
when he says that he is also concerned with the level of the fund and that the fund should be spent somewhat 
more wisely in the future.  He recognises that there is a demand for more training places, which the fund may not 
have been able to fund in the past.  One of the good things about the changes that the minister has made is that 
$9 000 in funding will now be provided to that area, and it does not matter whether it is provided to an individual 
apprenticeship or a group scheme, which is very positive.  The Liberal Party believes in a fund, but we do not 
support the Bill because it removes the sunset clause, which is a very important accountability tool.  Now that we 
have a new committee, or a new board of management of that fund, let us give it time to work through the 
problems and to see whether it has the capacity to solve the problems that some of us agree on today.  We will 
not support this legislation, but we do support the fund.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.28 pm]:  I rise on behalf of the Greens (WA) to support this 
legislation because proper training and the provision of apprenticeships is extremely important.  Some months 
ago, I made the decision that I will make a point of doing a lot more work on this issue because it is one of the 
most neglected areas of debate within the parliamentary process at a federal and state level.  The debate on this 
Bill provides a very good opportunity to look at what is and is not working within the apprenticeships and 
training undertaken in this industry, and to see how this industry might or might not be a model for what could 
happen in other industries.  It also provides an opportunity to examine how we might make this scheme better.  
Honourable members will hopefully be given a copy of a proposed amendment by the time we debate this Bill 
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again.  That amendment will be circulated if it has not been already.  The Greens (WA) will seek through that 
amendment to have rolling reviews of the levy every five years following the first review.  The aim is to 
maintain a process of review so that, whichever party is in government, we can ensure that the money is used 
and the board acts effectively.  We also need to ensure that the system is one that the industry will continue to 
support as changes occur in society, and is one that serves the needs of future skilled tradespeople and provides 
balance.  There will perhaps be a need to change, tweak or improve the system in subsequent years.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 
 


