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

Second Reading 
Resumed from 5 May.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [12.35 pm]:  I do not wish to 
spend a lot of time on this Bill other than to reminisce for a moment, having been the minister responsible for the 
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund for four years during the 1990s, and having taken a quite 
serious interest in the affairs of the organisation.  I was in Parliament when the organisation was first set up way 
back in 1990.  I recall the controversy that surrounded the formation of the organisation and the fact that it was 
to levy projects in Western Australia to provide a fund that, theoretically, would be used to provide training for 
people in the building and construction industry.  I remember well my first meeting with the BCITF board.  I felt 
like Daniel in the lion’s den, because a large number of people who were sitting around the table were not 
supporters of mine in any political sense at all and were quite distressed to think that a Liberal minister would be 
turning up to talk to them about what they might or might not be doing. 

I always had a concern about the BCITF and the way in which funds were spent and the way in which the union 
movement was very heavily involved in the decision-making processes that surrounded the spending of those 
funds.  Because the funds were basically extracted from the pockets of people paying for construction, it was a 
transfer of funds from builders and construction companies to a board that was subject to very significant union 
influence.  Without in any way reflecting on what has happened over the years, I am disturbed, having heard the 
comments of Hon Alan Cadby, that the amount of money that continues to exist in the fund is very significant 
indeed.  It worries me that it is not being used.  The whole purpose of the exercise was to raise funds to provide 
training.  I always supported the basic reason for the existence of the funds, because of the vagaries of the 
building and construction industry.  However, it is disturbing to know that millions of dollars are sitting around 
and not being used.  I hope that the parliamentary secretary will use whatever influence he has to convince the 
board that it must spend it in a proper way, recognising that training is an important part of industry and that the 
money is there for that purpose and should not be hoarded and kept without being used for the purpose for which 
it was originally provided.   

I confess that there were times when I was minister when I thought about getting rid of the BCIFT because I 
believed that there were other ways of providing the necessary training.  I discussed it with industry and various 
companies.  They took the view that although they were not all that happy about having to pay the compulsory 
levy and the union influence on the decisions that were made, they believed that it had a real and proper purpose 
and, if used properly, would provide a positive input to training in the building and construction industry.  I took 
the view that we should look at how it operated and endeavour to restructure the way in which it operated to put 
in place processes that made sure that there was no domination by any one part of the industry and that training 
was in fact the main and only reason for the existence of the fund. 

I was also partly involved in the decision to bring on the amendment to the Act that provided the sunset clause 
that this Bill seeks to remove.  I am a very strong supporter of sunset clauses as opposed to review clauses.  
Sunset clauses provide that a particular piece of legislation will expire on a particular date unless something is 
done to re-enact it.  That places a significant impost, if I can use that term, on an organisation or piece of 
legislation that relates to the setting up of an organisation; it must perform.  If it is not performing, it will not 
continue to exist, unless somebody takes a positive approach to reinstate it.  There is a notion of a termination 
point.  For example, if an organisation does not do the right thing or make a serious and important contribution, 
it will be terminated on a particular date.  That will be the end of it unless it is performing.  Review clauses, on 
the other hand - I have seen dozens of them and been involved with a number of reviews - are just ho-hum.  The 
Western Australian Tourism Commission is an example of an organisation to which a review clause relates.  I 
was Minister for Tourism when a review was undertaken pursuant to the legislation.  Nobody took a lot of 
interest in the review because everyone knew that the tourism commission would carry on anyway.  The review 
was simply a report card on how things were going; it had no effect in any legislative sense.  I read the report of 
the review into that commission, which said that everybody was happy, so it just continued.  The review 
document itself attracted virtually no interest from anybody.   

The proposal in this Bill is to get rid of the sunset clause and amend the review clause to allow a review to occur 
in another three years.  All that basically means is that in three years another review will be done, a report will be 
provided to the minister and tabled in Parliament, and the fund will keep on going whether or not it is doing any 
good.  I will not oppose the Bill, as the Government has made a decision that the fund should stay in place.  I 
guess the argument was used when we brought in the sunset clause that we were doing so to get rid of it.  I will 
not argue about that, because if I did, government members would run out and say that a former minister thinks 
that we should get rid of the building and construction industry training fund and that we should keep sunset 
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clauses in place.  I will not give government members the satisfaction of saying that.  I believe, as Hon Alan 
Cadby has said, that we should continue with the fund.  I decided, as minister, that it had a useful purpose to 
serve.  A lot more statutory authorities and the Acts of Parliament that set up statutory authorities should be 
subject to a sunset clause, which would basically mean that they would terminate on a particular date unless the 
Government of the day moved, in a positive sense, to reinstate them.  That is the best way of making sure that 
people are doing what they are supposed to do.  It is a bit like zero-based budgeting, in which one starts from the 
beginning every year, instead of saying that a range of expenditure is accepted as being normal and a range of 
income is expected, so to start above that.  Zero-based budgeting and sunset clauses require one to go back to the 
basic reasons that things exist and to ask whether they are delivering those things and are needed.  I do not know 
how many statutory authorities we could do without in Western Australia.  If they all had a sunset clause 
attached to them, I suspect that we would get rid of a few of them, because their use-by date would have passed.  
Sunset clauses are a very good mechanism to provide proper accountability of organisations set up under statute.   

I make those few comments in the context of the history of this organisation to dispel any doubts anyone might 
have about the Liberal Party’s attitude on whether it should continue.  I indicate that we think it has a useful 
purpose.  However, it is basically unacceptable for a fund to contain millions of dollars at a time when training 
needs remain important.  Something needs to be done about that.  The review that will be put in place will be a 
simple review that nobody will take much notice of, and the fund will carry on.  I indicate to the parliamentary 
secretary that this is one organisation in which I will continue to take an interest.  I will be one of the people who 
will read the next review.  I might be the only one, but people need to ensure that they keep track of what these 
organisations are doing and whether they are fulfilling the purpose for which they were created in the first place.  
As I said, we had problems with this fund in the beginning.  It can provide a good service to the community, but 
I am yet to be convinced that it has.  If we had allowed the sunset clause to remain, rather than getting rid of it, 
the Government would have had to come back with new legislation to reinstate it.  That would have been a better 
way of assessing whether this organisation is doing its job properly.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  I am interested in whether you agree that, overall, the fund and the board has made a 
positive contribution to the industry.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I really do not know.  I can only assume that it has, because I have not been told that 
it has not.  If new legislation were needed to re-create the BCITF, the Government would be required to 
introduce a Bill to the Parliament, make a second reading speech, and put an argument that the fund had done a 
good job.  It would need to describe what the fund had done and why it should be reinstated, so that it could 
continue to do the things that it had been doing.  That is what sunset clauses require.  They provide a far better 
system of accountability than to simply have a review and to say that if it gets a guernsey in some debate, so be 
it.  I would like to know some time down the track just how successful this organisation has been.  If I were to 
measure that by the amount of money still in its bank account, that would not be an indication of success; that is 
an indication of failure.  The money should be spent, but obviously not unwisely, to provide the training that is 
required.  If the money is in the bank account because it is not needed, because the training needs of the building 
and construction industry are already being met, the Government should reduce the levy.  That would take some 
burden off people involved in the industry.  That would be a positive thing to do.  Building up a reserve does not 
achieve the ultimate aim of the exercise.  If the money is not needed, the levy should be reduced.  That makes 
sense.  We should make sure that the training that we think is so important in this industry is delivered to those 
who need it.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.47 pm]:  I support this Bill.  The Bill we are debating today 
seeks to repeal the sunset provision, which is due to expire on 30 June this year.  The Greens (WA) support the 
continuation of the fund and the training that is available as a result of the fund.  I note that the recommendation 
to remove the sunset clause was part of a ministerial review of the Building and Construction Industry Training 
Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990, which reported in July 2003.  That review acknowledged that there was 
significant support for the continuation of the collection of the levy and the fund.  Twenty-two submissions were 
received which supported the continuation.  We acknowledge that.  I also put on the record that we support the 
principle on which this levy is based.  The building and construction sector is a major sector of the Western 
Australian economy.  It is a big employer and there is a high turnover of capital in that sector.  Therefore, it is a 
good principle to levy a small amount from the various projects to aid with training.   

The report outlines the history of the fund.  The history of the fund is worth noting, because over the years the 
levy has been reduced in both percentage amount and in the sectors to which it has been applied.  The report 
states at page 4 -  

The Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and the BCIT Board were established on the 1st 
July 1991 . . .  

It goes on to say, further down the page -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 May 2004] 

 p2860b-2863a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson 

 [3] 

The levy was established at 0.2% of the estimated value of all residential, commercial and civil 
engineering construction projects valued over $6,000.  The funds were allocated to the three industry 
sectors (residential, commercial and engineering) in approximately the same proportions that were 
collected from those sectors.  The legislative changes in 1998 removed this requirement.   

The levy is collected by local government authorities and is paid when the building permit is issued. . . . 
The amount paid directly to the BCIT Board is currently about $3.0m.   

Changes to the legislation in 1998 allowed for exemption from the levy in certain areas of agriculture, 
the resources sector and work carried out by government.  Other changes in 1998 included a provision 
for reductions in, or exemptions from the levy by application.   

The report goes on to say at page 5-  

In the ten financial years the BCIT Board has been in place (1991/1992 to 2000/2001), it has raised 
$70.2m, ranging from $4.8m the first year to $9.3m in 1999/2000.  A further $2.3m income was 
received from other sources (mainly investments).  Of the total revenue amount of $72.5m, $56.4m 
(77.8%) has been expended on training and $8.0m (11.0%) on administration.  The balance is held in 
reserve. 

It goes on to say -  

The levy was reduced from 0.2% to 0.182% in December 2000 by the previous Minister to compensate 
for the impact of the Goods and Services Tax (GST) on the retail price of construction work. 

The BCIT Board is of the view that the reduction of 0.018% was too large and over compensated for 
the extra revenue that would have been raised because of the GST.  The abolition of other taxes when 
the GST was introduced was not taken into account.   

Hon Alan Cadby has asked questions in this House about the current level of reserves in the Building and 
Construction Industry Training Fund.  That is a significant matter.  There is clearly a shortage of skilled 
tradespeople in this State.  I suggest there is a critical shortage of bricklayers, carpenters, tilers and plasterers, 
although I acknowledge that that fluctuates from time to time depending on which projects are running in the 
State at the time.  Therefore, it seems strange to me, to say the least, that the money in the fund is not being fully 
utilised.  On 5 May 2004 Hon Alan Cadby asked the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Education and Training -  

(1) What is the current level of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund levy 
reserve?  

The answer was -  

(1) The current level of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund reserve is 
$14.1 million.  

That is a significant amount to be held in reserve.  Hon Alan Cadby went on to ask -  

(2) What action has the minister taken to reduce the reserve to a more acceptable level?   

The answer was -  

(2) The minister appointed a new board in July 2003 and gave it responsibility for implementing 
reforms that would use the reserve in an appropriate way to support training and skills 
development in the industry.  Earlier this year, the minister approved a variation to the board’s 
2003-04 operational plan.  The fund is based on predicted program expenditure in 2003-04 of 
approximately $8.8 million, which is $1.9 million or 27 per cent more than the $6.9 million 
spent in 2002-03.   

I guess that is at least an improvement.  The final question that Hon Alan Cadby asked was -  

(3) What is the target reserve and when will this be reached?  

The answer was -  

(3) The BCIT board has established a four-year financial plan that will see the current reserve 
reduced to approximately $5 million by 30 June 2008, of which $2 million is to be retained for 
contingent liabilities.  

We are not knocking the fund and the importance of it.  What we are doing is suggesting that more needs to be 
done to ensure that it is being used effectively, particularly when there is a critical shortage of skilled 
tradespeople in some areas.   
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The review looked at two important questions.  The first was: why is there a large reserve that is not being 
expended?  The second was: how successful have the training programs that are funded by the fund been or 
continue to be?  The report states at page 9 - 

The Review believes the poor take up of the skills development and recognition programmes needs to 
be researched and remedial action implemented.  More promotion or an increase in the 45% subsidy 
may need to be considered.   

It seems to me that the problem is not so much in getting people to start the training courses but in getting them 
to successfully complete them.  I wonder whether it is worth reassessing the nature of the training that is being 
provided.   The report states at page 19, under the heading “Achievement of the Objects of the Act” -  

While there are no explicit ‘objects’ in the Act, the Review has accepted the following as objectives:   

•  improving the quality of training; and  

•  increasing the number of skilled persons in the building and construction industry.   

Submissions were inconclusive about the achievement of the objects of the Act.  The positive responses 
pointed to the increased number of apprentices in the system.  The negative responses pointed to the 
high number of people operating in the industry without a trade qualification, the poor apprentice 
completion rates and the lack of focus on improving the quality of training.  Others said there was a 
lack of available information to determine the achievement or otherwise of the objects, particularly in 
regards to the object of improving the quality of training.  

This is a significant issue.  I believe, having not recently but certainly for a substantial part of my working career 
been in the building industry, that there is a significant issue with regard to how many people, particularly young 
people, who come into the industry choose not to gain a formal trade qualification because they argue that they 
can earn just as much and do everything they want without doing the necessary training.  That is a real shame, 
because training can significantly improve both quality and output.  I believe that part of the reason that people 
choose not to undertake training is that the training is not marketed or sold to them in a way that attracts them to 
the benefits that they will gain from undertaking that training.  I am certainly aware of the problem of people 
starting apprenticeships or courses to gain trade qualifications but dropping out for various reasons.   

The review goes on to say -  

Some submissions stated there needed to be more funding for the BCIT Board’s Skills Enhancement 
program, upskilling, post-trade training and areas where skill shortages has been forecast.  Criticism 
was made of funded courses that are not linked to employment opportunities or competency standards 
that build to an industry qualification.  It was suggested that funding priority be given to courses that 
address national competency standards.  The increase in the number of apprentice commencements was 
attributed to the levy but this needs to be tempered with the poor completion rates.  A completion 
incentive payment was suggested.   It was noted little funding had been made available for research and 
development with respect to future training needs.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 2891.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


