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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING, FEDERAL FUNDING 

127. Dr J.M. WOOLLARD to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training:   
(1) In December 2003, why did the state government reject an offer from the Australian government of 

$325 million over three years for vocational education and training - including $21.8 million above the 
2003 funding levels - which, according to the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training, 
resulted in the loss of an additional 7 141 training places being created in Western Australia over three 
years?    

(2) What is the state government doing to establish higher education contribution scheme arrangements, 
similar to those provided for university students, for TAFE students who currently have no option but to 
pay TAFE course and tuition fees up-front?   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question.  I received notice last week and was ready with an answer, 
but the member for Alfred Cove did not get the nod.  I will use my memory to answer the question.  First of all, I 
am delighted to have been asked the question.  I seem to get more questions about education and training now 
than I did during the four years that I was minister, which is befuddling.   

(1) As I recall, in relation to the assertion from the federal minister, please, please, please - I say this from 
experience - do not take anything that the federal minister says at face value.  He is a very nice and 
amiable fellow; however, members should not accept anything he says about commonwealth 
contributions to the states and what the states are not doing because, invariably, they will not be given 
the complete picture.  In December 2003, I was the Minister for Education and Training.  What the 
commonwealth did then - as I understand it, it is still trying to do so now - was to impose conditions on 
states for accepting funding for training.  The situation related to the building industry, as I recall.  The 
commonwealth wanted all the states, as I recall it, to place all workers on building projects on 
Australian workplace agreements, or something along those lines.  That was totally unacceptable to the 
states.  In fact, for that very reason, Victoria had earlier refused to accept something like $90 million of 
commonwealth contributions for the redevelopment of the Melbourne Cricket Ground.  Ideological 
impositions were put on funding for training because of issues that the commonwealth government 
wanted to take up in the building industry - they had nothing to do with training.  The second point is 
that there was no growth funding in the commonwealth’s offer.  As I recall it, we would have been 
worse off under that offer than if we rolled the funding over.  That is what happened - the funding 
model was rolled over.  All states universally said that, first, they would not accept those conditions 
and, second, they would not accept a funding package for the next three to four years that allowed for 
no growth in training.   

(2) The second question asked why the state government had not established a higher education 
contribution scheme for TAFE.  HECS is administered by and run through the Australian Taxation 
Office.  The state government does not have the capacity to unilaterally put in place a higher education 
contribution scheme, no matter what people think of the desirability of doing so.  That cannot be done.   

 


