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VOCATIONAL AND CAREER TRAINING — GOVERNMENT FUNDING 
Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.57 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its unwarranted attack on vocational and career 
training in Western Australia through budget cuts, job losses, a massive increase in student fees and the 
eradication of equity-based training courses for the most disadvantaged in our community. 

I really struggle to try to understand what is happening to technical and trade training, and skill development in 
Western Australia at the moment. We have had an explanation from the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development that Western Australia is going through a process of reform in vocational training. We 
have heard that word quite often recently from the Barnett Liberal-National government, and when we hear the 
word “reform”, it is usually government code for cuts; budget cuts, job cuts and general cuts to a portfolio, 
dressed up under the heading of “reform”. So, as we have seen with the public education system, which is 
basically under attack by Minister Collier under the guise of public sector reform, so the TAFE colleges, and 
training generally in Western Australia, are under attack by Minister Redman under the title of “reform”. The 
reform in question for the technical and further education sector is dressed up under the National Partnership 
Agreement to change the way funding is provided to colleges and students. It was initiated by the federal 
government, I might add, and adopted by the various state governments around the country. In Western Australia 
the reform is titled Future Skills WA, and under an entitlement model, students can apparently choose where 
they will undertake training and, therefore, the institution will be funded to deliver the training. This is the 
supposed market-based outcome the Minister for Training and Workforce Development crowed about at length 
in the budget estimates committee. When we strip away the rhetoric and look at exactly what is happening, there 
is no doubt there is a national-initiated change to technical and vocational training across the country. But this 
Minister for Training and Workforce Development is taking advantage of those changes by bringing about cuts 
to his own portfolio in line with the requests that have been made by the Treasurer, and the minister is on the 
record as effectively saying that.  

Mr V.A. Catania: Can you give an example?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am going to spend the next half an hour going through examples, member. I cannot 
understand why a minister would launch a financial attack on his own department and vocational training 
colleges at this time in our economy. Why is he doing that now? According to the Treasurer, the economy is still 
strong and there is no doubt it is still growing at just under three per cent, despite the catastrophic budgetary 
woes the current Liberal–National government has inflicted on itself. According to the minister and others in the 
general community, such as the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, there is still strong 
demand for people with certain skills and unique qualifications, particularly tradespeople. While that demand is 
there, our training system will be decimated and our students will be disincentivised through massive increases 
in TAFE fees.  

I refer to the state priority occupation list and the priority list that belongs to the government, which should line 
up with the Department of Training and Workforce Development’s skill priority list. If they do not line up, we 
have to question what the hell the minister is doing. I have not counted them all, but under state priority 1 of the 
Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of Occupations, at least 50 separate occupations are priority 
1. Listed under those priorities are cabinet makers and enrolled nurses. Lots of professionals are included, but I 
am giving some examples of particular occupations. Listed also are fitters, fitters and turners, welfare workers, 
welders, registered nurses for aged care, and motor mechanics. There is a series of technical and professional 
skill demand and, as the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry has indicated, areas of skill 
demand for people who work in small business. They relate to the lower levels of skill and sometimes include 
clerical areas of skill such as bookkeeping. Those are the occupations in demand; they should be encouraged to 
grow in Western Australia. They are the occupations that we should push our young Western Australians to take 
up vocational training in. Are we doing that? We are not. What is happening instead? The minister proudly made 
an announcement in the budget about skilled migration. He indicated that his department was involved in the 
state migration plan and had processed 5 314 applications in the last year. That can be found in the budget 
estimates transcript at page E133. If the job growth remains strong and the minister has proudly stated that it is—
recorded in Hansard in the budget estimates committee—and part of the process is to bring in skilled labour 
from overseas, why is he making it harder for local Western Australians to undertake training and improve their 
skills? Regardless of what he thinks about his reform and the entitlement model, the reality is he is making it 
harder for people to go into vocational training and thereby fill those occupations highlighted under the state 
occupation priority list. In effect, he is handing over the jobs to foreigners who come in under the state migration 
plan. That is what is happening.  
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The spending changes highlighted in the 2013–14 budget papers for the Department of Training and Workforce 
Development show the impact of the proposed reforms. I refer in particular to the spending changes at page 505. 
I will run through for the house some of those changes in just the last year. It shows what has been happening to 
TAFE until July 2013. There is a 1.5 per cent reduction in procurement expenditure, a $1.3 million cut; a 
reduction in the full-time equivalent ceiling, a freeze on FTEs, a $9.6 million saving; a temporary advertising 
freeze, a $518 000 saving; a temporary procurement freeze—not taking on anyone else—a $9.67 million saving; 
and leave liabilities capped at the 2011–12 level, a saving of $318 000 last financial year and $327 000 next 
financial year. That has been happening until July this year. In the current financial year, under the heading 
“Program Rationalisation” there are savings of $5.8 million, and $8.1 million a year in the out years. Under the 
public sector reform program across all portfolios, initiated by the Treasurer, for the department of training and, 
ultimately, to flow on to colleges, there is a saving of $15.7 million in the current financial year, $16.5 million in 
the next financial year and $15 million and $11 million in the out years. In summary, over the next three to four 
years, TAFE colleges will face financial cuts, an employment freeze, a wage freeze, a reduction in programs and 
a deliberate policy called the entitlement model, as described by the minister himself in the budget estimates 
committee hearing and reported in Hansard. This is a deliberate policy to force students out of the public 
vocational training sector and into the private sector under this supposed entitlement model. The minister 
described in detail what had happened in Victoria as an example of a shift away from the public sector to the 
private sector. 

Mr D.T. Redman: It was a policy introduced by the federal Labor government. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It was certainly not a policy that I endorsed. Minister, it was not a policy that I endorsed and 
it was not a policy that this side of the house endorsed, regardless of what the former federal government did. 
That is exactly what is happening, and the minister was proud to talk about it. He gave us a complete description 
of what happened in Victoria and what should happen here in Western Australia. We are facing wage freezes and 
cuts to the employment of trade trainers in particular. There will also be voluntary redundancies as expressed by 
the minister in the Hansard record of the estimates committee. Those redundancies will go across colleges, not 
just the Department of Training and Workforce Development itself. On top of that, there are financial cuts to the 
colleges themselves that will ultimately lead to a reduction in the number and availability of programs. That is 
one part of the equation of what the minister is doing in his attacks on vocational training in Western Australia. 
That is just one part of it—the direct attack on vocational training institutions in Western Australia. 

On top of the blatant attack by the Minister for Training and Workforce Development on his own department, 
the Barnett Liberal–National government is also making it literally more difficult for Indigenous people and the 
most disadvantaged people in our community to get into vocational-based training. In the “Details of Controlled 
Grants and Subsidies” table in the budget papers, particularly the line, “Grants to Private Training Providers”, we 
see that those grants have been cut from $126.7 million in the 2011–12 financial year to $97.9 million in this 
financial year, and it will continue to reduce in the out years to $67.8 million in the 2016–17 financial year. 
Effectively, that is a 50 per cent cut in grants to private providers over a four-year period. 

Minister, these cuts will hit the most disadvantaged in our community. They will hit training programs for the 
long-term unemployed, Indigenous people and those with learning difficulties in their attempts to get into 
vocational training. I raised equity-based training programs with the minister during the estimates committee and 
he indicated that, yes, they will be hit. Those equity-based training programs are things such as literacy and 
numeracy, the learning how to learn programs and programs that help the long-term unemployed start the 
discipline of vocational training—it gets people off the bottom of the heap and into vocational training so that 
they can improve their lives. Those are the programs that will not be cut, but have been cut. It is not just me 
making this claim. Go and talk to the private providers of training. Ask them what programs have been cut, and 
they will tell the minister that these programs have been cut and the providers are not able to take these 
disadvantaged people on. There is no more money. That is the end of it. 

Mr D.T. Redman: The member made the comment a second ago that he was concerned about the impact of the 
entitlement model in shifting focus from state training providers to private providers, and now he is making what 
sounds like a defensive statement on behalf of private providers. What is the member’s position? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is very simple, minister. The money that I am talking about at this minute—that he has 
cut—is money provided to registered training organisations that deliver equity-based training. That is what has 
gone. The entitlement model that the minister is talking about is other forms of vocational-based training that 
may or may not be in the private sector, either now or in the future, where people could go and seek that type of 
training. They are two different issues. I explained that to the minister during the estimates committee hearings. 
Maybe I did not explain it clearly enough, but that is the issue. Those equity-based programs are the types that 
have already been cut. On top of this, the minister has already made further changes with the four Metropolitan 
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Workforce Development Centres being abolished. Again, those centres helped people transition from long-term 
unemployment or problems associated with being unemployed—whether they came from prison or had mental 
health or drug problems—and move from the most disadvantaged part of our community, start learning how to 
learn and go on to vocational-based training or employment. Those centres were doing a great job in 
transitioning people into employment. Those four metro workforce development centres have been abolished. In 
the estimates committee, the member for Mandurah pleaded with the minister not to abolish the Southern 
Metropolitan Workforce Development Centre because of the impact it had on the long-term unemployed in 
Mandurah and the surrounding country regions. As the minister said, he made his mind up and they are gone. 

Group training funding has been cut by $360 000, the industry training centre grants have been cut by $150 000, 
and grants to the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centres will stop. Why? Why is the minister making it 
more difficult for those struggling to get a job to get into vocational training? Why is the minister kicking the 
most disadvantaged in our community? I cannot understand it. At a time when there is still demand from small 
business for jobs, when there is still demand from industry for people — 
Mr D.T. Redman: We set up the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centres. I think we chose first of all to 
reconcile and take out some of the resources that were not being spent in that area. The resources that we put into 
that—it was $150 000 from memory—were significantly smaller in comparison to the resources that were 
eventually boosted into the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centres. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know why the minister is cutting the subsidy. The minister has virtually said that the exact 
reason that he is cutting the funding is that it is about state priorities. He said that in the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations. We know it is about saving money, but why kick the poor? Why kick the 
most disadvantaged in our community? They are struggling with employment and trying to get onto the first 
rung of the ladder of vocational training. That is not what a minister should do to save money. He should not go 
home and kick the dog just because the Treasurer has asked him to find savings.  

I cannot understand why the minister is attacking his own department, colleges and vocational education and 
training in Western Australia. I do not understand why those funding cuts have to be made to TAFE in such a 
way and why programs have to be rationalised for private registered training organisations. I am still struggling 
to come to terms with why those things are being done. The two components in the equation so far are, firstly, 
the attack on TAFE as an institution through the Department of Training and Workforce Development; and, 
secondly, the attack on private training and equity-based training providers and the most disadvantaged who are 
training to get into vocational-based training and career development. The third part of the equation is not about 
cuts, it is about fee increases. This is an attack on not only colleges, but also students. I understand that as a 
minister, he is trying to bring some financial discipline to his portfolio. He is under pressure from the Treasurer 
because he has been requested to find funding cuts and the minister is taking a rational approach to his portfolio. 
He is also implementing, in his own way, the national partnership agreement that is being rolled out. Why is the 
minister doing it in this way and why is he doing it now? This will have long-term implications in skill demand 
and the supply of skilled labour for Western Australia’s future economy. Why do it this way?  

The third element I will refer to is fee increases for our students. I will go back to where I started—that is, the 
state priority occupation list. I provided examples of the types of — 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order member for Mirrabooka! Please seek leave. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: I did; I thought you nodded.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I did when you entered, but not when you walked past the member on his feet. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I talked about the types of occupations that have been highlighted as state priority 1 
occupations under the state priority occupations list. Members would have thought that the Minister for Training 
and Workforce Development would ensure that any possible increase in fees for those occupations would be 
exempted simply to ensure that the target for attracting those occupations as a state priority can be met from 
within the state’s own future workforce developed here in Western Australia. Members would have thought the 
form of training that lined up with the state priority occupation list would be exempted from fee increases. 
Unfortunately, they are not. For example, there would not be anyone in this chamber who would not understand 
that the need for people to work in aged care is dire, and it continues to be dire across the board. Clearly, it is an 
occupation that is needed, as was stated in the state priority occupation list. Western Australians should be 
encouraged to undertake training in that profession so they can be employed in that industry. In 2013, the fee for 
undertaking a certificate III in aged care is $621 and as of next year it will be $1 901, which is a 206 per cent 
increase. Over possibly a three-year period, by 2017 the cost to the student undertaking that training will be 
$2 934. That is a 372 per cent increase from the fee structure being paid at the moment. This is an occupational 
industry that is in high demand, and everybody in this chamber knows it. Why would the government do that? I 
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understand the economic argument of finding funding cuts for the department and trying to eliminate the subsidy 
the state government pays to these courses. These fees are going up because the minister is reducing the 
subsidies to these courses. I understand that from a financial point of view, but why would the minister do it in 
the occupations that are recognised by his own government as being a high priority and in demand? That is the 
point I cannot understand. The government is effectively shooting itself in the foot. The minister is killing off the 
future workforce because some people just will not be able to afford these fees. Obviously, students will ask for 
concessions and some will continue receiving concessions, but even with the concessions there are significant 
increases in those course fees. As a result, we will see people start to drop out.  

I will now turn to other occupations, beginning with a certificate IV in disability care. Once again, everybody in 
this chamber knows that it is very difficult to get people to work in the disability sector because it is a tough area 
of work and often the work is low paid. We are trying to encourage people to move into and also increase their 
skill levels in that type of work. In 2013, the cost of obtaining a certificate IV in disability is $621 per annum. 
People who work in very low-income areas of disability care and who want to improve their skills might 
consider attaining a certificate IV to improve their career. As members can see, the fees paid across these types 
of courses are consistent. However, in 2014, the fee for that course will increase by 341 per cent to $2 744. An 
unfortunate student who is looking to enrol in 2016–17 will pay $4 295. That is a 581 per cent increase in the 
cost of that course. That is in an area for which there is a significant demand for skills. Low-paid workers in that 
industry who would like to advance their skills and get paid more would have paid $612 until July this year, but 
next year they will pay over $2 700, and in 2017, they will pay over $4 200 to increase their qualification to the 
higher level. I know, as many people in this chamber know, that people who work in that industry will struggle 
to pay those fees. They just do not have that type of disposable income. If they are in the industry, they will drop 
out because a lot of people who work in this area are married women who may well be working part-time or 
casually. Those fees are beyond the reach of people who work in that industry.  

The certificate III in health service assistance (acute care) is for people working in nursing homes, which is a 
seriously difficult area to get hold of people to work in because of the pressure and the complex nature of work 
in nursing homes. The fee structure for that type of course up until July this year was $621. Next year it will be 
$1 860, a 200 per cent increase, and by 2017, if people can possibly remain in the course, it will be $2 874. That 
is a 362 per cent increase above what it cost until July this year. As members know, trying to encourage people 
to take on those types of training and qualifications on the rates of pay that they earn in nursing homes is difficult 
enough, but when the fee structure goes up by between 200 per cent and 370 per cent, it is virtually impossible. 
However, it does not end there.  

To see the impact on trade training as well, we can look at the area of building and construction. Again, these are 
the rates for a particular college. For a certificate III, which is a full trade training course, in bricklaying and 
block laying, apprentices currently pay $833.35. As of next year, it will be $2 727. For a tradesperson trying to 
complete their apprenticeship in carpentry, as of next year the fees for a certificate III in carpentry will be 
$3 088.63. The area of mechanical trades, welding and all the other trades highlighted in the state priority 
occupation list are the types of trades that are being sought at the moment by Chevron for Wheatstone and, as we 
saw in the paper today, the Buckeridge Group of Companies for the Roy Hill project. These companies all seek 
people with similar types of skills, whether they are motor mechanics, automotive technicians, welders or 
mechanical tradespeople, yet their training fees jump. For example, the current fees for a motor mechanic 
undertaking their certificate III trade training is $1 036.75 per annum. As of next year, it will be $3 366.71. That 
is a 224.7 per cent increase—a fee jump of over $2 300.  

Comments made in the recently released annual report of the Building and Construction Industry Training Board 
point to the very pleasant fact that 7 800 apprentices were in training in the construction industry, which was a 
10 per cent increase on the previous year. But the annual report also points out — 

However, commencements in the construction trades were 13% below the previous year. 

Those figures have been compounded over the last few years. The report goes on to state — 

Although the number of apprentices in training remains relatively high, there has been a 30% reduction 
in commencements in the last two years which will impact in the next 12 months to 2 years. It is 
therefore important for recruitment to increase again as soon as possible.  

Mr V.A. Catania: Member, is that because the resource sector is poaching, if you like, those people in 
construction anyway? I’m just asking the question. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I cannot answer that question; the member would have to ask the BCITB. But what I can say 
is: When the government is faced with those statements and those figures, why would it increase the fees for 
apprentices in that industry by over 270 per cent? Why would the government do it? It is absolutely nonsensical! 
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The government can talk about reform and the entitlement model all it likes, but we know that is simply 
government code for saving money. It is about saving money, cutting courses, cutting the costs of running TAFE 
colleges and increasing the fees for students so that the government does not subsidise them as much in order to 
meet the directions from the Treasurer to fix the disastrous situation that he and the Premier have created.  
Mr D.T. Redman: Member, you just used apprenticeships as an example. Do you support the Fair Work 
Commission decision in August to raise apprentice wages? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Absolutely I do. 

Mr D.T. Redman: You do? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Absolutely I do; why would we not? Why would we not support it, given one of the things 
pointed out by industry, particularly the automotive industry, over and over again was that the pay structure was 
so low it could not attract people into the industry? That is why. 
Mr D.T. Redman: So you’ve just spent the last 10 minutes couching an argument to say how the fee increase 
that the government is imposing as a product of its changes in the fee structure in training—which are nowhere 
near the level of the impact that that Fair Work Commission decision is having—is going to have an impact on 
training, and now you’re telling me the argument is that it is not by increasing the wages. It’s a total 
counterargument, member! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Let me give the minister a bit of information, because I have been around a little longer than 
he has in this area of trade training. There was an example in Queensland, whereby the unions, working with the 
metal industry group, encouraged the Queensland government to fund apprenticeship training free of charge, as 
it did. Employers were given subsidies to take on apprentices and there was no cost to the employer at all. It was 
remarkably difficult even then to get young people to take on trade training. One of the things recognised by the 
automotive industry has been that the wages are so low for apprentices that young people are choosing not to go 
into trades. Therefore, it is not the increase in wages that will push people away. Once people are in the trade and 
then have to pay for their trade training at college, that is a disincentive, minister. That is a much bigger 
disincentive because not all employers, mate, pay for the trade training at college. Some of that comes out of the 
apprentice’s own pocket.  

Mr D.T. Redman interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: If the minister whacks up those fees from $600 to $2 700, he will see a reaction where 
people will drop out because they cannot afford to pay the fees. The wage increase that the minister has just 
described that has been handed down by Fair Work Australia will be gobbled up by none other than the minister 
through these TAFE fee increases. That is where that monetary increase for apprentices will go. It will go out of 
their pockets and straight into the Treasury of Western Australia, via the Department of Training and Workforce 
Development. Brilliant! What a work of genius from this government!  

I cannot understand why any Minister for Training and Workforce Development would want to do this. At a time 
when the construction industry is saying to the government and has put in its annual report that it will be in 
trouble in 18 months to two years because it will not have enough locally-trained tradespeople, and at a time 
when there is strong demand for workers in key areas, such as enrolled nurses and aged-care workers, why 
would the minister want to make it more difficult for Western Australians to take up that vocational training that 
will deliver them a career path in those industries that need skilled labour? The reason the minister is doing this 
is because he does not understand his portfolio and the economic consequences of his portfolio. The minister is 
more obsessed with meeting the needs of the Treasurer and cost cutting than he is about ensuring the future 
economic growth of Western Australia. That is the only reason the minister would do that.  

I condemn this government for its attack on TAFE in the form of these fee increases. It is a disgrace. It is not 
only damaging for local Western Australians in terms of their vocational training and future career path, but it is 
damaging to the economy. It will have a long-term impact on the economy of this state. The reason we have a 
skill shortage is that we did not do the training over the previous three years to four years that we should have 
done. The current Minister for Training and Workforce Development is now compounding that problem, 
because these fee increases will act as a disincentive to students to undertake training, and that will lead to skill 
shortages in the future. That is highlighted in this report. Yet the minister is continuing in his merry way, talking 
about reform and about the entitlement model, and believing that everything will be okay and the market will 
sort itself out. 

The government stands condemned. We will not let this matter go. It will cause long-term problems for the 
economy of this state. The opposition will continue to highlight the damage that this minister is doing to training 
in Western Australia. 
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MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [5.43 pm]: This motion evidences yet another instance in which this 
government does not value education and training. We have spoken in this house in the last few weeks about 
what is happening in primary schools and high schools. The so-called reforms that this government wants to 
make in the training and further education sector indicate clearly to all of us on this side of the house that many 
people who are minded to acquire a skill, and whose skills this state needs, will be deterred from doing that and 
in fact will be unable to seek that TAFE training. 

I want to refer now to a press release from the Minister for Training and Workforce Development dated 
22 August. I have to say that it reads like something out of 1984. To use the words of Don Watson, it is rife with 
“weasel words”. The word “reform”, which has been the favourite word of the government in recent weeks, 
actually means “cuts”. The press release is headed, “Training sector reform to bring new opportunities”. It goes 
on to say — 

Western Australia’s training system will undergo its biggest ever reform to ensure that more students 
gain priority skills to meet the needs of a growing workforce. 

In this press release, the minister accepts that there is a growing workforce. Yet the fees that will be imposed 
under this so-called reform will deter many people from acquiring those skills. I particularly like the line in the 
press release in which the minister says — 

The course fee structure will be changed as part of the move to a competitive, market-driven funding 
approach, which will result in some fee increases. 

Talk about an understatement! It continues — 

There will also be a removal of the existing cap on annual course fees. 

These fee increases will mean, for example, that a person who is undertaking an 18-month nursing diploma will 
have to pay $8 000 instead of the current $2 000. In the aged-care sector in particular, there is a huge need for 
enrolled nurses. This sort of payment structure will deter many people from getting that training and entering 
that profession. There is also a huge need for all the technical skills that are needed in a growing economy, such 
as electrical trades. As the member for Cockburn has said, for some people the TAFE system is the only viable 
option for tertiary training. The quantum of these fee increases will mean that people who are disadvantaged and 
cannot afford to go to university, and people who would prefer to have technical training, will be deterred from 
even applying for TAFE courses.  

A report on the ABC on 23 August this year claims that the minister is alleged to have said—I hope this was not 
said—that “the increase in fees will mean students treat TAFE courses more seriously”. That is an extraordinary 
statement to make. I know of many apprentices and other people who treat TAFE very seriously. A tripling of 
the TAFE fees will not necessarily mean that people will become more focused on their training. It may mean 
that they will have to drop out of their training halfway through. I hope the minister will deny having ever made 
that statement. 

Late last week, the Treasurer decided to have a little go at me and the member for Cockburn for some travel that 
we undertook when we were ministers. I recall some of the travel that I did when I was Minister for Small 
Business. I went overseas to recruit skilled personnel that we did not have in this state and that we urgently 
needed. At that time, many people in this state were disinclined to do training, because it was the beginning of 
the mining boom, and they could go up north and get a low-skilled job with a mining company with a substantial 
pay packet. So we went to other states with our “Go West” campaign. We also went to New Zealand. In fact, we 
picked up a number of police officers, prison officers and nurses from New Zealand. We would not have had to 
do that recruitment if there had been a stronger skill base in this state. I was pretty annoyed when I heard the 
Treasurer have a go at me about that, because we were trying to address not a labour crisis, but a skill shortage 
that occurred because of the huge demand for jobs from the mining boom at that stage. 

The amounts that will be charged are still somewhat rubbery and we have not been able to pin the minister down 
on some courses. Certainly, I am aware of a young man who is an air-conditioning technician and his fees will 
double. It is not a choice for apprentices; TAFE training is part of their apprentice training. It is not as though 
they can go ahead without that training component. 

I want to refer to an article, but I am not able to name the author, but it is from a blog entitled “thinking is real”. 
Under the heading “TAFE WA—for the rich”, it notes — 

While the federal Liberal Party are hell-bent on pushing ahead with the most bizarre example of reverse 
welfare ever proposed in Australia through their “Upper-Class Baby Bonus Scheme”, their WA state 
counterparts are seeing to it that young people will not have access to tertiary education unless they are 
supported by a wealthy family. 
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My nephew advises me that his TAFE course fees are set to increase by at least four times next year, 
from hundreds of dollars per semester, to thousands. 

I called the local TAFE to get the figures and he’s right. In one example, a course in digital media, 
which one might easily argue is the required skill of the future, will increase from $626 per semester in 
2013 to $2862 per semester in 2014. The cost will continue to rise to somewhere around $5500 per 
semester in 2017—almost a 10-fold increase in price over 3 years. 

And why? Well, the official reason, as announced by Minister Terry Redman, is — 

Here is the quote again — 

“the increase in fees will mean students treat TAFE courses more seriously”. I can see how my nephew 
will take his course more seriously when he can no longer afford to actually do it due to an 
unprecedented price hike. 

Mr D.T. Redman: What course was he doing? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It was a digital media course. 

Mr D.T. Redman: What level?  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It does not say in the article, I am afraid. I quoted from it earlier, minister. 

I have also seen letters in the newspaper, one of which was from a constituent of mine who lives in Hamersley. 
He said that, with the hike in fees, he did not feel he was able to support his daughter, who was about to leave 
school and had intended to do a nursing course. We have to remember that the National Australia Bank survey 
on housing affordability indicates that 80 per cent of key workers such as police officers and nurses cannot 
afford to buy a house. On top of all the other expenses that this government has subjected workers such as 
enrolled nurses to, people will now have a crippling higher education contribution scheme debt around their 
necks to deal with. 

This decision is very short-sighted. No doubt the minister will say that there are charges in other states. The other 
states do not have the kind of growth rate or the skill shortages that mean that we have to encourage more school 
leavers and adults to go to TAFE, not positively deter them. 
MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [5.53 pm]: I, too, rise to support the motion before the house. I am 
particularly concerned as community members in the electorate of Mirrabooka have raised issues with training 
for those who have English as a second language, especially for newly arrived community members, and the 
impact that the entitlement model will have on those communities. I understand that the Future Skills entitlement 
model is a voucher system and it will be based on a market-based outcome. My concern is that in the other states 
that have similar models with a private market–based outcome, the private providers have undercut government 
providers and TAFEs and have watered down the training. The results have been documented. It has resulted in 
an ineffective system delivering skills that are not relevant to need. There was quite a concern that people were 
gaining a certificate III in areas that they would not subsequently use. One of the stories I have heard was about 
young people in the fast-food industry signing up to do certificate III training in a business-area model. They just 
signed up to it and did some in-house training provided by a private provider to the particular fast-food business. 
When young people leave school after doing their studies, they front up to TAFE only to be told that it is now a 
fee-based system because they used their entitlement with their part-time employment they had to get some extra 
money together while they were at school. Unbeknownst to these young people, they are now finding that they 
have been signed up by an employer to do training delivered by a private provider, and the employer may have 
done that to get some sort of additional traineeship funding. I am not entirely sure how these things work. The 
story that was relayed to me was that under these sorts of entitlement models, there will be restrictions on the 
sort of public education that people thought would be available to them through the TAFE system. Many people 
in our community view TAFE as an extension of the public education system that all communities should be 
able to enjoy, as it is a second-chance opportunity for post-secondary education. The story that was relayed to 
me was that it would place these particular people at a disadvantage. 

As I understand it, the entitlement model allows everyone to get a certificate III qualification, but there is a loan 
system for further courses. The member for Cockburn raised the issue of training for nursing home workers such 
as patient-care assistants and nursing aides. A certificate III is really the basic training for many workers in 
nursing homes. The quality assurance system for nursing homes requires many staff to gain higher qualifications. 
Certainly, it is important that staff have the qualifications so that their liability for the work that is expected in 
nursing homes is protected, especially as it is getting harder and harder to get registered nursing staff in nursing 
homes. The push is on enrolled nurses to do a lot more of the quite senior work, and then the push is on nursing 
assistants and patient-care assistants to do the more detailed work or the work that requires a high level of 
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understanding and training, such as moving people so that they do not get lesions and bedsores, and monitoring 
people in case there is an issue and a nurse needs to be called. 

In the community that I represent, there is a high proportion of newly arrived migrants, and many of them are 
from South Sudan. As members would know, I have an ongoing relationship with many of those people. A  lot 
of the people from South Sudan, especially many of the women, work in aged care because it gives them the 
flexibility to work on weekends so that they have people to care for their families—they often have large 
families—or to work in the evenings so that they have flexibility if they need their children to be cared for in 
their home. They all embark on getting qualifications because they see that as very important. In fact, the 
community holds qualifications very highly. The ability to attend courses to gain employment in nursing homes 
is important for them not only from an educational point of view, but also, obviously, to be able to provide for 
their families and for themselves and to get financial security in a new country when they are trying to establish 
themselves. 

The difficulty they face now is with the entitlement model. When they first come to Australia, they often do 
certificate III English language courses. Under the new entitlement model, they will have already used their 
entitlement when they first came here and accessed English language courses, which people will be placed into 
straightaway. Previously, they could get their first certificate III course paid for, but suddenly, because of 
circumstances in which they need to reach English language levels so that they can undertake further studies and 
train to get employment and establish themselves in the community and establish their home and family security, 
they will now effectively be disadvantaged because they will have done their first certificate III training. 

It is difficult for Karen or Chin refugees on the Burma border—particularly Karen refugees on the Thai–Burma 
border. The Thai authorities do not accept that there are refugee camps there, so the United Nations cannot go 
into those refugee camps. Often the Royal Thai Army and the Burmese Army disperse the refugees in those 
camps, so there is a movement of refugees who establish themselves on the Thai–Burma border. When those 
people are finally offered the opportunity to become humanitarian refugees in Australia, and in Western 
Australia in particular, their English language skills are limited. The refugee camps from which they come are 
different from other large refugee camps across the world, some of which have populations greater than that of 
the City of Perth. When they arrive, they are very keen for various reasons to establish themselves. They may 
have children who are going to school, and they may want to participate in their children’s schooling so that they 
will know that their children are achieving. That is another aspect of disadvantage. The higher the educational 
attainment of a parent, the higher the educational attainment of a child. Opportunities come with education. I 
have been told that agencies that deal with humanitarian refugees and newly arrived Australians are concerned 
that just being able to attend an English language course for that short period under the new entitlement model 
will not be sustainable for those refugees and newly arrived Australians. That will not meet the needs of those 
communities in a manner that will benefit our community. At the end of the day our community benefits when 
accessible and affordable training is provided to those communities. 

I note that the member for Cockburn talked about skills shortages and the fact that these funding cuts and 
reforms are undermining the delivery of courses for those people in our community who need to develop certain 
skills that are required for our economy. Some of these funding cuts completely undermine the operation of good 
policymaking at that very basic level in our communities. I note that the St Vincent de Paul Society provided a 
submission to the inquiry into the role of the technical and further education system and its operation being 
undertaken by the federal House of Representatives Standing Committee on Education and Employment in 
Canberra. With the indulgence of the house, I would like to quote from some of that submission, because I think 
it makes a good deal of sense. The St Vincent de Paul Society is one of the organisations that are extraordinarily 
active in delivering to people on the ground in the area that I represent. The Smith Family and the Edmund Rice 
Centre also deliver some English language training. Mercy Care, Centrecare, Parkerville Children and Youth 
Care and a number of other organisations are also very active in the area and are ensuring that people get the best 
opportunities possible to be able to establish themselves and get the best outcomes for themselves and their 
families. The submission states — 

The Society believes that every Australian has the right to “a place to learn”. 

It goes on to refer to the fact that TAFE institutions and the public education arm of technical and further 
education have been pivotal in the delivery of skills in Australia. The submission goes on to state that the 
instrumental value of TAFE, providing skills to the nation, is only part of what it provides. The submission 
states — 

… we believe that there is also intrinsic value in all education that cannot simply be measured in 
economic output: the value in broadening people’s minds, their understanding of the world, and giving 
them greater self-confidence. 
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When governments restrict people’s options and increase charges because the government will raise more 
revenue, the government restricts the capacity for people to take that intrinsic value and the value that grows the 
wellbeing of our whole society, instead of just the economic mechanisms of our community. Education is not 
simply about human capital theory and investing in oneself so that one becomes a cog in the machinery of the 
economic growth of a nation. However, I point out that the greatest productivity reform that has happened in 
Australia over the past 50 years has been the increased participation of women in our workforce. TAFEs and 
TAFEnow have been part of the drivers of that increased participation of women in the workforce. TAFE 
courses were made available to the community at affordable prices and that ensured that over the past 50 years 
women had the confidence, and sometimes the courage, to enter the workforce. For many years, women who 
chose to juggle the joint demands of family and home were judged. As people would no doubt acknowledge, I 
certainly would never hold that view. My view is that women’s participation in the workforce should be 
absolutely equitable. That participation is absolutely important to the wellbeing of our economy, because the 
higher the workforce participation, the lesser our unemployment and the higher our economic growth. It is 
intrinsic to the wellbeing of our community. The report goes on — 

TAFEs are fundamentally linked to employment opportunities. Many see a TAFE course as a route to 
gain or update skills that will help them enter the workforce.  

A Centre for Policy Development study, “Valuing Skills: Why Vocational Training Matters”, by Christopher 
Stone that was released in November 2012 stated — 

… attendance at a TAFE course is correlated with a $324,632 increase in lifetime earnings.  
So it benefits our economy, wellbeing and people individually.  

I do agree with this motion. I notice that UnionsWA listed the massive cuts that the TAFE sector has endured 
under this government since 2008: West Coast Institute of Training has lost more than $3 million; Challenger 
Institute of Technology, $6 million; Central Institute of Technology, $10 million; Durack Institute of 
Technology, $2 million; Great Southern Institute of Technology, $2 million; South West Institute of Technology, 
more than $3 million; Kimberley Training Institute, more than $2 million; C.Y. O’Connor Institute, more than 
$1 million; Polytechnic West, $11 million; Pilbara Institute, $4 million; Vocational Training and Education 
Centre, $207 000; and Goldfields Institute of Technology, $143 000. Since 2008, 191 courses have been 
discontinued across the 11 TAFEs in WA. It seems very fitting that we are today saying that these further 
reforms are really cuts. Effectively, our once-proud post–secondary education system is being turned into a fee-
based system. I understand the rationale behind it is to fit in with the Council of Australian Governments’ 
national partnership in schools reform, and I understand that was introduced by the federal government to 
address the underfunded training sector. It was not to justify further cuts. It was not to justify the change to a fee-
based system. It was not to justify taking away good training opportunities for people, particularly newly arrived 
refugees and people for whom English is a second language. It was not to take away from school students who 
may have received a certificate III and want to increase their education. It was not for the cuts in education we 
are seeing now. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [6.13 pm]: I would like to make a few comments on this motion. Training in this 
state has been through a number of regenerations or re-engineered systems over the 20-odd years I was involved 
with it. It used to be a provider that offered training opportunities to adults in the community who wanted to 
learn something. It used to be an institution where everyone was welcome, and indeed could afford to go. TAFE 
used to offer adult and community education that this state was very proud of.  

Over the years, with the rise of the autonomous college model, competition entered the TAFE arena, and it 
became a highly competitive, college-against-college environment. I was there through those reforms, and I well 
remember what they did to colleges and their directors, and how the reforms ultimately influenced the 
curriculum. Colleges were no longer able to afford to encompass the concept of adult and community education. 
People used to go to TAFEs for a range of handicraft courses, as well as hardcore, work-related courses. People 
could go to TAFE colleges to do courses a bit like those offered by the University of the Third Age—those kinds 
of interest-based courses.  

But that all went away when the words “preferred provider” entered into the language of training in Australia; 
“preferred provider” became, if you like, the bible. We had to be “the best at”, and we had to deliver more 
outcomes that linked directly into job opportunities. There is nothing wrong with that. A training system should 
be delivering jobs. Absolutely, unequivocally, of course it must.  

Mr D.T. Redman: I am pleased you made that point. I was wondering where you were going to go with your 
argument.  
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Ms L.L. BAKER: Of course it must deliver job outcomes. That is why our apprentices are there and that is why 
our traineeship programs are there, particularly the adult ones, which have added so much to training in this 
state. These things are really vital.  

I have been closely involved in the training arena. I was a director in the training central office at the time, 
running what was then the access and equity directorate, and I had under my wing the disabilities branch, the 
adult migrant education branch, as it was in those days, Aboriginal education and adult literacy—I am sure I 
have forgotten one; all the branches that deal specifically with individual target groups of people who perhaps 
might find it a little more challenging to access the training arena. I speak from that perspective, having seen the 
very challenging arrival of the “preferred provider” model and competitive training outcomes, which refined 
courses significantly.  

Training has to change according to the workforce and the industry and economics. We have done some really, 
really excellent things by engaging employers more directly in the training arena over the past 10 years or 
15 years. I am completely opposed though to the COAG agenda on human capital; I find it deeply offensive to 
talk about people in terms of their capital outcomes. I am sure that will not surprise many members, and I am 
also sure there are members on both sides of the house who share my views. Human beings are human beings; 
they are not capital units of production, despite what might be argued in some ideologies. Once we start to treat 
training as being only a pathway into a job, we lose some of the value, richness, complexity and joy that training 
provides to Western Australians.  

I want to speak directly on the issue of the certificates TAFE offers around the community and human services 
sector and put on the public record my concern that the human services workforce is massively understaffed. The 
sector has been in crisis for quite a long time now. I remember the disabilities sector doing a workforce study 
about eight years ago that showed it was massively understaffed and underfunded, and that it was really difficult 
to find workers for the sector. I will just read a few of the courses available that relate directly to the human 
services sector: certificate in community services; certificate in aged care; certificate in home and community 
care; certificate in children’s services; the education support qualification; the disabilities; the mental health 
qualification; education support, youth work; and community services. Every time we raise those course fees and 
change the playing field for people who want access to those courses, we affect the sector because it becomes 
harder to find good, trained employees. We will have all had experience with, particularly, the aged-care sector 
and people who have had difficulties trying to access employment in that sector. I have walked around with 
some refugees who have been through a training program to get access to the sector, but had great difficulty. I 
have gone and doorknocked with them and introduced them to some of the aged-care facilities to try to help 
them access employment.  

All the people who work in the human services sector need to be helped into and through appropriate 
qualifications, because this industry cares for very fragile people. If the training is not robust and accessible to 
the workforce, it will impact on the client, the person who is on the receiving end of these services. We have 
seen some dreadful instances of poor service in some of these facilities over the years and I do not need to dwell 
on that. Every time we raise the cost of a training course or we change the playing field around training as an 
access point to these jobs, we impact on the end user of the service, the client who is very vulnerable and, in 
some cases, very fragile. I wanted to ensure that was on the public record because in my electorate I see many 
instances that show we need more well-trained staff entering the professions of disability support workers and 
carers in the aged-care sector and across the whole human services industry. We need well-trained staff to not 
only deliver practical services, but also contribute at the policy end of things to make sure that things work better 
in the future.  

I note, as my colleague the member for Mirrabooka has also noted, the New Opportunities for Women program, 
which has been around for many, many years. I was quite surprised to see it still named the same thing and still 
on the agenda. I used to be involved in teaching that course many, many years ago. It will not surprise members 
here to know that an irate husband came in and abused the central office staff, with me at the helm, for running 
this outrageous course that had incited his wife to stand up for herself and be a human being.  

Mr T.K. Waldron: I think my wife did that course!  

Ms L.L. BAKER: It might have been the minister! Having to stand and defend this gentleman’s wife for having 
a brain, and using it, and for suddenly feeling as though she could perhaps get a job, changed my philosophy on 
feminism to some degree. I realised then—I was quite young at the time—with absolute clarity that when we 
change and reform culture like that and make an impact on women’s lives, we need to make sure that we take 
care of and bring along the men with whom the women happen to be in close proximity. Otherwise we end up 
with irate husbands at the head office of TAFE wanting to know about this dreadful course called the New 
Opportunities for Women program.  
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I wanted to comment on the value of training and to argue that any increase in training fees, particularly to this 
extent—by 300 per cent on some courses and 500 per cent on others—for courses that are hugely important to 
me with my background in human services, puts barriers in place and will keep people away. I understand and I 
am very familiar with concessional rates. I applaud them and I want to make sure that they remain in place. 
Having been on a governing council for some time, I am concerned about how the increase in concessional fees 
over time reflects the community’s changing ability to pay for training. I wonder whether at some point colleges 
will be forced to say that they cannot have any more than X per cent of students pay concessional fees and that 
percentage will be brought down to a level that keeps people out of advancing themselves and supporting our 
industries, particularly the human services industry. I urge the minister to be cautious about these fee changes 
and the impact that they have on the human services sector.  
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Training and Workforce Development) [6.24 
pm]: I am sure a number of speakers would probably like to get on the record and talk to this motion, but I am 
sure the opposition would like me to comment before we run out of time. I will start with the budgetary 
challenge faced by the government. The argument has been prosecuted at length by the Treasurer in bringing 
down the budget: he has had to create a balanced budget that in the out years reflects a fair amount of investment 
in capital, which has had an impact on state debt.  
I find it quite interesting that in the last week the opposition has regularly raised concerns about how the 
government is managing the state budget and its fiscal responsibility, yet every time we make a case for the 
changes that we have made in budgetary settings for our portfolios, the strong position from the opposition is 
that it should not change; we should not make savings; we should not attack these areas; and we should not make 
the decisions that we have made. I find it a bit hypocritical that the opposition argues a strong case for the 
government to maintain a fiscally responsible budget, yet it also puts a strong argument that the government 
should not make any cuts in particular areas. The budget allocates $6.8 billion to the fiscal action plan. As the 
minister for a number of portfolios, I am responsible for doing my bit to ensure that I find a strategy that strikes a 
balance between meeting that budgetary challenge and trying to preserve what is really important to this state—
that is, having a level of support from the state government for training in apprenticeships and traineeships and a 
range of certified courses to support the growth of the state and the economy.  

Training is critically important. In my short time as minister I have had a good chance to go around and meet 
many of the people who are at the shopfront of training. They are fantastic people who are very passionate. In 
question time I talked about launching the Roaming Education and Community Health program this morning. I 
met people who are hugely passionate about what they are doing and about bringing innovation to how they 
deliver training. The state training providers, previously known as TAFEs—the TAFE language still gets used—
provide about 80 per cent of training in Western Australia, which we support through a state government–
subsidised program, and private training providers provide about 20 per cent.  

The motion moved by the member for Cockburn has two themes; the first issue is the entitlement model in 
training and the second issue is fees. I will deal with them separately although they are somewhat related. We 
took very careful consideration in rolling out the entitlement model. I think the member for Mirrabooka talked 
about her experience of reading commentary about what other states have done in rolling out a model whereby if 
someone walks in the door of a training provider, they are guaranteed a state-subsidised training place in the 
course of their choice in the facility of their choice. Victoria in particular made a lot of mistakes in rolling out its 
entitlement system and it cost the state a fortune. It predicted the system would cost less than $1 billion, but it 
turned out to be more than $1 billion. A lot of providers in the system capitalised on the political settings that 
were created.  

The member for Mirrabooka talked about quality of education. There are two things I am really passionate 
about: one is quality of training and the other is industry links. In other words, we are servants of industry in that 
we are doing something that supports industry’s needs. In rolling out any reforms in Western Australia, it is 
critical that we are confident that quality training is in place and that it is not done by any fly-by-nighters 
capitalising on the government’s reform. We have been very careful to look at what has happened in Victoria. 
We have limited the scope of the entitlement model in Western Australia. It will apply to only 40 per cent of the 
training that happens here. It is not a wholesale shift. There is a bit of speculation, because we do not know how 
the market will behave. In rolling out an entitlement model we do not know what training providers will walk 
into, where they will choose to do their training, what course they will choose and so on. Previously, we have 
funded a seat somewhere with a particular provider and the provider has tried to get someone to fill that seat. 
Now we are funding a student and the dollars go with that student. But we have been careful to limit the scope 
and to not include areas such as recognition of prior learning, which, in other states, have gone off the charts in 
attracting support and caused significant costs to government for no particular gain to industry. I make the point 
that we are very carefully walking down this path. The entitlement model applies to 636 qualifications, which are 
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all apprenticeships and traineeships and selected certificate courses in the priority quality qualifications area. The 
member for Cockburn referred to the priority qualifications list, a tightened version, which refers to 
qualifications that are not only important to the state but that have not met the demand in certain areas. We have 
been very careful with the scope of qualifications.  
The other important point is that this reform means that training will be market driven. A lot of people in the 
opposition shudder when we talk about something being market driven, but I think it is important. Industry is 
market driven. 

Dr A.D. Buti: The Premier does not believe in markets.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The group we are servant to—industry—in many ways being the ones that will 
determine — 
Mr F.M. Logan: How can you say you are servant to industry?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the member for Cockburn not think training in Western Australia is servant to 
industry? 

Mr F.M. Logan: You’re not servant to industry, for God’s sake; you’re the government —  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The fundamental goal of education and training in Western Australia is to get people into 
employment. Our path is to develop the skills to support the state.  
Mr F.M. Logan: TAFE is more than industry training. If you don’t realise that, you’re doing the state a 
disservice.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I take the point. I cannot remember the terminology used by the member for Maylands, but 
was it “community education”? 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s part of it; and a very important part.  

Ms L.L. Baker: Community education is a significant component of the TAFE delivery.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I was going to get to that point in a second, but I will pick it up now because that is the 
point of commentary. Fundamentally, when we look at where we are providing subsidised training in the 
Western Australian system, we want to subsidise the qualifications and occupations that will support the growth 
and development of the state. That is the basis of the priority list and of trying to steer resources into those areas 
to support that training. I live in the town of Denmark where a lot of people choose to study a range of courses 
we might consider come under community education. Community education has a role. But if we look at how 
we prioritise our resources, it is probably appropriate to prioritise them more strongly in favour of industry.  

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will come to fees in a minute.  

That is fundamentally why we have chosen a fee structure that reflects a greater increase in fees as a proportion 
of the total funding cost for those general industry training areas than for the priority industry training areas and 
apprenticeships and traineeships. I think that is a reasonable priority setting. This new model has been rolled out. 
The other point I think someone made was that we can only access that entitlement once. That is not the case in 
Western Australia, but it is the case in other states. People in Western Australia can access that entitlement on 
consecutive occasions. 
Ms J.M. Freeman interjected.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: They can access an entitlement to training but, I think in other states, once people have 
accessed it, they have to progress through the qualifications to pick up a new support. I hope I have got this right, 
member, but I will certainly clarify it.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: One of the biggest concerns in the community I represent is that one course in English will 
not be sufficient for someone with a non-English speaking background. They need to almost repeat the course or 
do a similar course or extend to the next course. Without that they will not be able to participate firstly in the 
community and eventually in work, which is what they want to do. Is the minister saying they will get the 
package to do that without paying fees?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is no change to the fee structure for foundation skills, which is largely access to 
literacy and numeracy training linked to qualification.  
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Mr F.M. Logan: Sorry to interrupt, but the skills you are talking about are linked into training—that is, for 
example, apprentices struggling with literacy and numeracy. That is completely different from what the member 
for Mirrabooka is talking about.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, but I was making the point that there is no increase in fees. The proportion of fees 
people pay for foundation skills is less than one per cent. As the member for Cockburn said, generally they are 
offered with and run alongside other programs, for which there is a fee structure. If that is the point he is making, 
I agree. 
Ms J.M. Freeman: That is not the point I’m making; I’m making a different point. Currently they can have 
ongoing access to English language until they meet the competency levels, but they have been told that once they 
have been allotted to a number of terms, they will not have access, even though they may not have reached the 
competency levels.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will have to take that on notice. If the member wants to make that clearer, I will get a 
response.  
Ms J.M. Freeman: I will. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I make the point that in our assessment of fees—I have not come to that yet—we have put 
a priority on reducing the fee increases for industry priority areas.  
Ms J.M. Freeman: No; this is about English language skills.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: But it is not for foundation skills. We have quarantined foundation skills, which were often 
offered as part of the other program. I will pick up the member for Mirrabooka’s question. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: These are English language skills. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Foundation skills are those skills people need in order to access a training process.  

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am perfectly happy to clarify that another time, member.  

I have some expectations; first, that we will not compromise quality. The Training Accreditation Council in 
Western Australia and the federal equivalent have a role in endorsing registered training organisations, and that 
quality is important. There is a general push at a national level to ensure that we maintain the level of quality in 
industry because industry has asked for it.  

I quite rightly used the example of Victoria, because when it rolled out the entitlement model, it saw a market 
shift from the market share of training that occurred among the state training providers compared with the 
market share among the private providers. I expect that to be the case but the industry example in Victoria was 
that the total market grew. Although I expect there to be some impacts on the entitlement model, we are a little 
speculative about that and are putting in a very close monitoring regime to understand exactly what the 
behaviours are as we roll out what is a national reform. That means that it needs to be in place by the end of 
2014. I believe it will sharpen the pencil of training providers to offer something industry needs and has 
endorsed and that has credibility with industry, including the state training providers. I think that is a good thing. 
Some fantastic training is occurring among state training providers. I have been exposed to a number of facilities 
that, in recent days, have had the full endorsement of industry, and, in fact are developing relationships directly 
with industry to co-support that training. I highlight that what I have seen is extremely good. This will put a bit 
of market pressure into the training space, and I think that is a good thing.  

I will move on to talk about fees. If the forward estimates figures for the 2012–13 budget had applied to this 
year’s budget, I would have had to drop the number of subsidised training places in Western Australia. I chose to 
say, “Rather than do that, let’s look at a fee structure whereby we can keep the level of training places as close as 
we can to the current number of about 144 000 subsidised training places in Western Australia.” In the current 
budget the number has dropped to about 138 000—notionally in the same vicinity, but nowhere near what might 
have happened had we not chosen to put in the fee structure. Yes, we are choosing to increase the proportion of 
fees that a student has to pay as part of the regulated training cost of those courses. We are using a glide plain. 
For diploma courses and above, we are moving from the current process, which is the student component or the 
tuition fees as a percentage of the total courses—about seven per cent—to 30 per cent from next year. That has 
been chosen for diploma courses from next year because students will be eligible to receive vocational education 
and training fee help. In other words, the federal government is offering a higher education contribution scheme 
equivalent. That is probably not a good comparison when looking at higher education. Higher education is very 
expensive. This is still considerably below that. There is still a substantial subsidy from the state to support 
training. That was the reason diploma courses took that step. When there is reference from the opposition to 
diploma courses, that is the most aggressive step in terms of the fee component, but it is the group that can 
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access VET fee help. Hopefully, being able to access that help means equity issues are dealt with in exactly the 
same way as equity issues for access to higher education.  

All apprenticeship and traineeship courses will have a fee component increase from 10 per cent to 20 per cent. 
There has been an increase from eight per cent to 20 per cent in the priority industry training areas. This is in the 
forward estimates; this is not for 2014. For general industry training, the regulated course component rises from 
about 7.5 per cent to 25 per cent; that is, as a percentage of the regulated course component.  

Out of the whole training sector in Western Australia, the average component that the state subsidises of the 
regulated cost of training is just over 90 per cent. That is probably not a good way to work because I know there 
are different courses and different notional hours to those courses. The state currently subsidises just over 
90 per cent of that training. At the end of the forward estimate period, which is the four-year glide plain of the 
introduction of the fee structure we have put in place, the state-subsidised component, on average, of training in 
Western Australia is just over 80 per cent. That is a shift. We still have a heavily subsidised training sector in 
Western Australia.  

I make the point that it is coming off a very low base. Presently, no-one in Western Australia has an annual 
charge for training greater than $2 000. It is effectively capped at $2 000. For 2014—this is after these fees are 
introduced, in the first-year tranche of those changes—it is 92 per cent. That is what is anticipated: 92 per cent of 
the training cohort in Western Australia will pay less than $2 000 for annual training fees. It is coming off a very 
low base —  
Mr F.M. Logan: Ninety-two per cent will pay less than $2 000?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, in 2014. That moves up in year four of the rollout, the last year, to around 87 per cent. 
That is still just under 90 per cent, according to current numbers and predictions of the training in Western 
Australia. The annual fee will be less than $2 000. I make the point that it comes off a very low base and it is still 
heavily subsidised in Western Australia. There is grandfathering on this. Those who are currently engaged in 
training which will extend into next year will not be subject to a fee increase. We are trying to preserve that. 
From 2015 onwards, all people undertaking state-subsidised training will be subject to the new fee structure.  

As the member for Maylands highlighted, the concessions are still in place. That does not change. Obviously, 
there will be a concession on a higher fee; I recognise that. I also recognise that there is a steep shift. Around a 
third of training places are concessional, which is significant. There are eligibility criteria related to those 
concessions; the member for Maylands would be more aware of them than I am. That does not change. I was 
extremely conscious of trying to maintain, in the current budgetary environment, the level of state-subsidised 
support in training, but I also recognised that there are equity groups. I want to come to equity groups in a little 
while. This highlights the member for Maylands’ concerns, and it is one of my points of anxiety: equity groups 
may well have an unreasonable impact, albeit, I would argue, because of fairly modest shifts in the fee 
component.  

The member for Girrawheen talked about a statement I made in public. I think she used the words, “If you pay a 
greater fee, you’ll treat it seriously.” I have little doubt that I made a comment along those lines. My comment 
was based on what I call “buy-in”. In anything we do, if we make a reasonable personal contribution to 
something, we are much more likely to take it seriously and we are much more likely to want to succeed. We are 
much more likely to want to see that course out to get the benefits of our financial commitment. I still maintain 
that these increases are modest. There is an argument that there will be greater buy-in and therefore that buy-in 
may well have a positive impact on, firstly, the choice of course and, secondly, the likelihood of success. Maybe 
that is a slightly loose argument on my part — 

Mr F.M. Logan: I will give an example.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will just finish off my comments. The member for Girrawheen questioned whether I said 
it or not. I am sure the answer is yes, I did. I guess that is my argument. 
Mr F.M. Logan: The minister did say it, and he also said it during the estimate hearings. Where is the buy-in 
and where is the fairness, for example, when a pre-apprentice will be slugged again with significant fees? 
Remember they are not employed and the only people who will pay that will be the parents; where is the fairness 
in that?  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will come to another point that the member made a second ago about apprenticeships. He 
cited a number of examples of the impact of fees on people choosing to do apprenticeships. The strength of the 
member’s argument was that the changes in fee structure we put in place will impact upon the choice of people 
who will do apprenticeships. He cited a few examples of the impact of those apprenticeships on the workforce in 
Western Australia, and hence what is happening in the economy and the need to support that. I raised via 
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interjection the fact that the Fair Work Commission recently made a decision around changing the mandated 
wages for apprentices in the workplace. I find it a bit hypocritical that the member first used the argument for the 
fee increase that this state imposed on training apprentices and then he supported the Fair Work Commission 
decision to raise the wages. If I can use the example — 
Several members interjected.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I would love to have had the examples the member had a second ago. They already pay a 
fee in doing an apprenticeship. The other point I made via interjection was that the increase in fees we are 
imposing, in the majority of cases will ordinarily go through to the employer. That is actually mandated. If 
apprentices are working under the federal award, which most of them are, it is mandated that any fee increase 
goes through to the employer. The member for Cockburn was making the case that a fee increase will affect — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Not all employers pay it.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: But the vast majority of them work under the federal award; it is mandated that that fee 
goes through to the employer.  

Mr F.M. Logan: And not all employers pay it.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member raised the argument that that fee increase will impact upon the capacity for 
those employers to take on an apprentice, yet he still supported the Fair Work decision. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Do you support the Fair Work increase? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, I do not. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You don’t support it! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: For the very reason — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, I do not mind interjections—that is part of what goes on in 
here—but not three interjectors at once! That is totally inappropriate.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: What has been raised with me, particularly by group training providers, is the impact of 
that decision on people choosing to do apprenticeships. Let us just look at an example.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: This example was provided to my office from the Housing Industry Association, so this is 
apprentices in the construction sector. Those apprentices are employed under the Building and Construction 
General On-site Award 2010. A first-year carpentry apprentice who has completed year 12 will have an annual 
wage increase of $4 800. A second-year carpentry apprentice will have an annual wage increase of $5 200.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Hang on! Let us look at the point being made. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am pointing out the hypocrisy in the member’s argument. He made the argument that our 
fee increase on training will impact — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I have given you a warning that shouting down is not 
appropriate. I call you for the second time.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The argument that the member for Cockburn made was that the fee increase will impact on 
employers’ capacity to take on apprentices. That is the argument the member made. He said that there will be 
employers not taking on apprentices on the basis of our fee increase. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Hansard will tell us that! The argument that the member made — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! We are having three interjections at once. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member raised the point that the fee increase will impact on the preparedness of 
employers to take on apprentices.  

I just cited a couple of examples of the impact of the wage increases from the Fair Work Commission’s decision. 
For a first-year apprentice, the government fee increase we have put in place as part of this budget is $309. 
Compare that with a first-year carpentry apprentice’s annual wage increase of $4 800. Therefore, the member 
cannot prosecute one argument and not accept the other.  

Mr F.M. Logan: You will steal their money!  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member cannot prosecute one argument and then not accept the other.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The government put in place some other savings, such as program savings and so on. I 
have responded to questions about a number of those in both the budget estimates hearings and question time in 
this place. This is an endeavour to try to put the effort in to resource the areas that are critical to support training 
in Western Australia that supports the priority occupations and skills needed for the growth of this state. We 
have a very rigorous process to determine those priority areas; the industry training councils determine that and it 
flows through to where the government chooses to put its resources. 

I will close by saying that this is a significant reform on two fronts—the entitlement model rollout for about 
40 per cent of the training sector and the fee structures that we are putting in place. We are asking for an 
increased contribution from those who choose to do training. I make the point that a substantial level of subsidy 
comes from the state to support that training. We are trying to prioritise that subsidy to get preferred outcomes. 
Another thing that I am anxious about is some of the equity groups. I made a point to all the state training 
providers, heads of the governing council and managing directors whom I have met that I am looking for 
feedback on, first, the market behaviour and, second, the price sensitivity to various segments of the market. I 
want feedback if there are emerging issues for particular equity groups—it might be youth, Indigenous people or 
people from low socioeconomic status areas. Some of the regional training providers and metropolitan-based 
training providers have particularly large cohorts of some of these groups who may well be impacted on, so it is 
important that we have an understanding of what is happening with the market and the shift in behaviour of those 
particular trainees.  

We will not support the motion because, right from the outset, I want to do my bit as the minister to support a 
contribution to maintain a fiscally responsible budget. Secondly, in doing that, we have been very, very careful 
in working through the areas in which we think we can deliver change. Adding fees was a strategy to try to 
maintain the level of subsidised training places in Western Australia, because training is important. We have a 
fantastic training system here in Western Australia that supports a fantastic industry. We will not support the 
motion, but I have made my contribution. I think that the opposition was keen for me to get to my feet, as I have 
done, and hopefully restate some of the government position on the decisions in training that we have made. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [6.55 pm]: What a stupid comment that the fair rate of labour is therefore 
justification for increasing taxes on Western Australians! That is bizarre. The price of electricity has gone up, so 
it is okay for the minister to increase the cost of attending TAFE colleges. The cost of petrol has gone up, so let 
us increase the cost of TAFE. They are unrelated issues. How stupid is this minister? How stupid is that man? 
No wonder the Premier sacked him from his previous portfolios. It is no wonder the minister was dumped from 
senior roles and put into the junior roles that he has, because that is what the Premier did. The Premier sacked the 
minister from the important job of running the prisons of this state because he could not do it properly. 
Unfortunately, that same incompetence is now being demonstrated in the further education and training system. 
How stupid can the minister be to come into this place and say that because there has been a wage increase 
for — 

Mr P.T. Miles: You’ve lost your argument, so now you’re getting personal! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Look—it is the empty vessel from Wanneroo! The empty vessel from Wanneroo has 
never made a single contribution to this chamber — 

Mr P.T. Miles interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo, you are not to shout someone down. I call you for the 
second time today.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The reason the Fair Work Commission increased the wages for workers in that industry 
is that it was a fair outcome. One of the biggest problems with filling apprenticeships in this state is that people 
can earn more when they are not doing an apprenticeship. How many members in this chamber have talked to 
adult apprentices about how hard it is to survive on an adult apprenticeship wage and why they give up in 
incredible numbers? These adult apprentices do two years and then they give up. Is that the system the 
government wants whereby people fail and drop out because their wages are so low? This is a ridiculous 
argument from the minister. The minister has increased taxes on the employers of trainees and he says that 
because the wages have gone up, that is okay. What a stupid argument! The minister needs to get a handle on his 
portfolio. He needs to talk to people who employ apprentices; they will tell him that many apprentices do not 
finish their qualification because the wages are too low. The minister talks about this issue as if somehow 
people’s wages are related to the charges that the government puts on them and their employers for training 
places. What a stupid discussion!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I know what the member for Cockburn said; he said that if the minister increases the 
taxes on people employing apprentices — 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The member for Cockburn said some unparliamentary comments. Can he retract those? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): I did not actually hear what he said. Member for Cockburn, was it 
unparliamentary? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, it was not unparliamentary; you have already ruled on it. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The fact is that the government is increasing the charges on trainees and their 
employers. That has nothing to do with wages being increased to take account of the fact that they were not high 
enough to keep people in the industry. If the government wants to continue to have a high level of wastage of 
apprentices and trainees, whereby they start a program and do not finish, it should argue that case. I was on the 
State Training Board, I have been chairman of a range of industry training councils and I have been on the 
executive of a range of industry training providers, so the idea that somehow or other, because the input costs for 
an employer have increased, that is a justification for a tax increase by this government is bizarre. Yet, that is the 
approach the minister takes. No wonder he is a failure in this portfolio! What a ridiculous argument to make! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is no wonder that the minister does these things when he is such a failure in his 
portfolio. He should come along here and tell us what plans he has to make things better instead of these plans to 
make things worse, harder and more difficult. What is he going to do about the electricity price increases that the 
Premier has broken his promise about? The electricity price increases are higher than the biggest input costs for 
many small businesses. What is the government doing about those? Is that a justification for a higher level of 
taxation in the TAFE system?  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  
House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
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