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

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.04 pm]:  I was discussing the comments that flowed from the 
ministerial review into the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act which 
reported in July 2002.  I wanted to refer to some issues mentioned in that report about improving the quality of 
training.  At page 19 it states -  

The Review has had difficulty in determining whether the quality of training has been improved in the 
last ten years.  On balance, there is no qualitative or quantitative evidence to suggest there has been an 
improvement in the quality of training.  In developing its Operational Plans, the BCIT Board found that 
industry is frustrated at the highly variable skill levels of apprentices and the capacity of tradespeople to 
deliver training.  It was also noted that industry’s understanding of the national training framework and 
competency based training is generally poor.  This may suggest there has not been an improvement in 
the quality of training. 

It continues -  

This mission and its associated outcomes are more focused on increasing the number of skilled workers 
rather than the quality of training and this needs to change. . . . Given the high proportion of levy funds 
directed at apprenticeship training, more focus needs to be applied to improving the skill levels of those 
undertaking trade training by improving the quality of training. 

The Review has concluded that there is no evidence to suggest there has been an improvement in the 
quality of training, mainly because objectives and performance indicators relating to the quality of 
training have not been established.   

I put this question to the parliamentary secretary: is there any indication that objectives and performance 
indicators are now in place to allow an assessment into the future?  The report continues -  

A number of underpinning objectives and outcomes that are specific and measurable need to be 
developed. 

I wish to refer to a couple of other points in the report.  We are supportive of this fund and its ongoing operation.  
However, we seek some assurances that the money will be well directed and will provide better outcomes and 
that criteria will be put in place to assess that.  The report continues - 

This analysis highlights a number of interesting points.  Firstly, there has been a spectacular increase in 
the number of building and construction apprentices in the last ten years.  This increase is three and a 
half times that of apprentices in all other industries.   

That is excellent.  It continues - 

There has been a more modest increase in the number of building and construction completions, though 
it is still higher than all other industries.  However, given the huge increase in commencements, the 
number of completions is disappointing.  And finally, the completion rate of building and construction 
apprentices over the last ten years is nine percentage points below that of apprentices in all other 
industries. 

. . .  

The statistical analysis also highlights a number of concerns.  Given that $39m has been provided for 
apprenticeship training in the last ten years, the success rate (measured by the number of apprentices 
completing training and attaining a trade certificate) is very poor compared to apprentices in all other 
industries that have not had this high level of funding support. 

Submission comment:  “Informed spokespersons within the industry have stated that an estimated 50% 
of ‘tradespersons’ working in the industry in the non-licensed trades have not completed trade 
training.” 

The BCIT Board has been successful in enticing employers to take on apprentices because the incentive 
funding has been attractive and was paid very early in the apprenticeship (In the first two years for 
direct indenture employers.).  However, there have been no incentives provided for employers to keep 
apprentices on to completion. 
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That might have changed.  I am sure the parliamentary secretary will respond to that.  I believe there is a change 
where there is an incentive on completion. 
Hon Alan Cadby:  I think there is still a 30 per cent drop out. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  It is still an issue.  It goes on to say -  

The poor apprentice completion rate in the building and construction industry also has an impact on the 
Department of Training.  The success of the BCIT Board in increasing commencements means the 
Department is committing more funding to TAFE colleges and private training providers for the off-
the-job training of apprentices.  With so many apprentices not completing their training, the Department 
(and the industry) is not getting a good return on its investment in training. 

If my brief experience in teaching carpentry and joinery in the TAFE system is any indication of the way in 
which TAFE training is provided and the way in which staff are supported to provide that training, it is a wonder 
that anyone gets any training.  I found that an appalling experience.  Despite the intention of the then head of the 
building section to have some women teaching in the trades, my experience was such that I would not 
recommend to anyone that they go into that area of training.  It was abysmal.  I do not have recent experience of 
the TAFE system.  Perhaps things have changed.  However, there is certainly a weak link in the way some TAFE 
colleges operate.   

The report goes on to say -  

In general, far more emphasis needs to be placed on demonstrating that the funds have been expended 
effectively for the benefit of industry.  There needs to be a clear and agreed understanding of what is to 
be achieved specifically in each of the programmes funded by CTWA that are aimed at increasing the 
number of skilled persons in the industry.  The skills need to be identified, targets need to be set and 
evaluation processes established so the level of success can be clearly demonstrated.   

The last point I want to make comes from my experience as a woman in the trades.  From my reading of the 
review, it certainly does not go into any detail about encouraging women to go into training and apprenticeships 
in the trades.  The Western Australian Building and Construction Industry Training Fund has put out a glossy 
brochure to encourage involvement in training.  However, all of the photographs in that brochure are of men.  If 
the fund is really interested in encouraging women to go into the trades, it will need to produce something that 
demonstrates women working in the trades.  Material such as this really does not help, because it tends to 
promote stereotypes and discourage women from considering a trade qualification as a good career option.  I 
would encourage a shift in emphasis in this area.   

My colleague Hon Dee Margetts has placed some amendments on the supplementary notice paper.  I foreshadow 
that when we move into committee, if Hon Dee Margetts is unable to be in the Chamber at that time - she is 
unwell at the moment - I will move those amendments in her name.  The Greens are proposing that after the 
initial three-year review there be a further commitment to ongoing five-yearly reviews.  I will obviously deal 
with that further when we get to the committee stage.  The Greens support the Bill.   

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education and 
Training) [5.15 pm]:  I thank members for their contribution to the debate and their indications of support for the 
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Amendment Bill 2003.  I will deal first 
with the point that Hon Alan Cadby raised; that is, that the fund has repeatedly spent substantially less on 
training than it has received in income, and, as a consequence, its reserves have built up over the years.  That is 
not true of the fund entirely.  In our view, in the first few years of its operation the fund did not operate with 
reserves that were above what was prudent and acceptable.  The fund operated with a couple of million dollars in 
reserves in the first few years of its operation, and we believe that was not a problem.  The under-expenditure of 
reserves started to kick in around 1996-97 and 1997-98.  The figures indicate that the reserves have gradually 
grown since that time.  It is true also, of course, that under this Government the reserves have continued to grow.  
I accept and agree with the comments of Hon Alan Cadby in that respect.  There is little point in having a fund 
for training when it is continually adding to its reserves in the way it has been doing over past years.  That is a 
critical issue that the board needs to address.  There is no question that the board needs to reduce the amount it 
holds in reserves.  It is prudent for the board to hold a sufficient amount in reserves, but not an excessive 
amount.  We agree that at the moment the amount is excessive, and the board needs to address that immediately.  
In saying that, I hasten to mention also that we need to acknowledge and understand that the commitments to 
fund training in the industry, particularly apprenticeship training, occur over a four-year period.  Therefore, the 
board will need to reduce its level of funding over a number of years so that it does not put itself on an 
expenditure path that it will not be able to sustain over the four-year period and into the future because it has 
spent too much straight up.  However, the board does need to address the issue of reserves as a matter of 
urgency, and I think it is doing that. 
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Hon Alan Cadby:  Could that be targeted in schools as part of the T program?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I think we would need to change more of the provisions in the Act to achieve that 
than we are doing in this Bill.   

The point was made - and I agree - that the fund has too much in reserves.  Regrettably, the board will be adding 
to its reserves this year.  However, I believe the board has good plans for turning that around and improving that 
situation.  The new board, which was installed in July last year, has made a number of strategic decisions to 
increase training subsidies and implement new programs that will ensure appropriate distribution of revenue 
received to meet the objectives of the legislation.  There has been an immediate impact this financial year, with 
projected expenditure on training support increasing by $1.9 million to $8.8 million.  That is a substantial sum.  
The board has also established a four-year plan to implement these changes and to reduce the reserves of 
uncommitted funds to approximately $4 million, which would leave enough money for it to continue to run 
programs and to cover what it terms its contingent liabilities.   

Hon Alan Cadby argued that apprentices are missing out on career opportunities because of the failure to spend 
the funds in the reserve.  It is hard to argue against that.  If the fund is not putting that money into training and 
supporting the industry, then arguably in the past there have been missed opportunities - or potentially missed 
opportunities.  I am advised that expenditure on apprenticeship support this financial year will total $6.2 million, 
which is an increase of $800 000, or 15 per cent, on the amount spent in the previous financial year.  There are 
good signs therefore that the fund is being directed at the right places.  I am also advised that it is planned to 
spend $28 million on apprentice and training support in the next four years.  The critical question is: how does 
that translate into people to be trained in the industry?  For example, in 2002-03 the fund supported the 
employment and training of approximately 2 311 apprentices and trainees.   

Hon Alan Cadby interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  That is the number of people who were funded in 2002-03.  Trainees might have 
come and gone within that year; and apprentices, depending on which year they were in.  However, that is how 
many people the fund supported in that year.  In 2003-04, it is anticipated the fund will support approximately 
2 500 apprentices and trainees.  The figure is therefore trending up. 

Hon Alan Cadby interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, one might argue in larger increments but the fund is certainly addressing those 
issues incrementally. 

I note also the comments of Hon Alan Cadby about the skills and career paths being provided to students in 
schools.  That issue was raised in a letter from a group of players in the building industry, signed by Dale 
Alcock, I think, in which the group noted the matter and stated that it is addressing the issue.  The Building and 
Construction Industry Training Board recognises this problem and has allocated funds to develop and implement 
a comprehensive career and training promotion program that will focus on schools.  The board, therefore, is 
addressing the issue raised by Hon Alan Cadby.  The objective of that program is to increase the calibre and 
number of school students who are considering the building and construction industry as a career choice.  It is 
hoped that promotional materials will be ready for distribution to secondary school students by August 2004.  

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I have heard Hon Giz Watson’s comments and I will inquire about the gender 
neutrality or otherwise of the promotional material.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  Maybe Hon Giz Watson’s photograph should be on the front cover! 

Hon Peter Foss:  That’s a good idea. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No; we do not want to be accused of shameless promotion of our so-called coalition 
partners leading up to a state election, so I do not think we could come at that, noble though the idea is.  That 
program will also be followed up in schools and industry participants will talk to teachers, parents and groups of 
students about the program. 

Hon Alan Cadby also suggested that workers in the industry be retrained to work outside the industry.  The 
difficulty with that in the first place is that workers who are no longer able to undertake work in their chosen area 
of employment, perhaps for physical reasons, are able to access subsidised training and retraining in other areas 
in the industry.  Again, that is outside the scope of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and 
Levy Collection Act.  One of the Act’s requirements is to promote a number of skilled people in the industry. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  Yes, it was within industry I was talking about. 
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Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, within the industry the board is looking at further programs to retrain people 
for work inside the industry.  However, there are already training and retraining programs that people can look at 
as alternative employment streams. 
Hon Alan Cadby:  So is the reserve of nearly $15 million more than could be expected? 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  We are returning to the same issues.  The board is examining those programs 
and will, hopefully, be able to bring those programs on stream to assist workers who are no longer able to 
continue with their previous form of employment. 
It is fair to consider what the board has done since the sunset clause was inserted in the Act, what it has done in 
the past six to seven years and what it has done since July last year.  On my understanding of the matter, there 
was a real breakthrough in our attitude towards getting the board to focus on the objectives for which it was 
established; that is, spend its reserves to train more people and encourage more skilled workers into the industry.  
The board has taken a greater strategic and planning approach since July.  I will quickly advise members of the 
actions that the board has taken since it was established less than a year ago.  The board has reviewed the 
supplementary skills program, upgraded the retraining skills program and increased the retraining subsidy from 
45 per cent of course costs to 80 per cent; that makes it much more affordable for people to participate in 
alternative or new training.  The board has reviewed the apprenticeship support program and has increased the 
subsidy from $7 000 to $9 000 for the employment of apprentices and established a standard subsidy for all 
apprentice employment in the group or direct indention schemes.  I recall Hon Alan Cadby talking about the 
distinction between direct employment and group training.  The board has recognised and acted on that 
distinction.  The board has changed the distribution arrangements, which was an issue raised by Hon Giz 
Watson, for direct indenture.  It will pay $3 000 to an employer at the commencement of indenture, a further 
payment after an apprentice completes off-the-job technical training and a final $3 000 on completion of the 
indenture.  That is clearly designed to discourage people from leaving their apprenticeship, say, three and a half 
years into it thinking that they know everything.  That distribution of payments will encourage an employer to 
ensure that an apprentice completes the apprenticeship and receives the relevant papers.  That is a sensible 
initiative.  The board has expanded the trades recognised for apprenticeship subsidies to include mechanical 
refrigeration fitting, sheet metal work, first-class welding and fabrication, boilermaking and metal construction 
and fabrication.  The board recognises cabinet making for subsidies under the supplementary skills program.  It 
has also established a research program.  Most of those initiatives touch on many of the issues that members 
have raised, such as why there is not a better completion rate and why people do not complete their 
apprenticeships.  Those questions relate to an appropriate structure for research and financial incentives to ensure 
people complete their apprenticeships.  The board is acting in this multifaceted way.  It is addressing the 
financial issues and the strategic issues.  It has commenced research into the attrition rate of workers in the 
industry and the barriers to training.  It has established a policy to support a school-to-work transition program in 
the building and construction industry.  It has allocated funding to establish a career promotion program that is 
designed to encourage school students to consider the industry as a career option.  It has established a 
cooperative working relationship with WorkSafe and has conducted a review of supplementary skills programs 
and redefined policies for the support of upskilling and additional training for people already qualified in the 
industry.   

I think members can get a sense that the board is focusing on a much broader and more invigorated brief.  It has 
a big job ahead of it.  By no stretch of the imagination has the board been a failure or anything of that nature.  
The board has made a very positive contribution.  However, the board recognises that it can do better and I think 
in the future it will do better. 

Hon Norman Moore, in questioning the existence of the fund, acknowledged that the industry supported the fund 
when he was a minister.  He went on to say that he strongly supported the sunset clause as a significant impetus 
for an organisation to perform.  It is also a significant statement of a lack of faith in an organisation.  I think the 
review clause is much more appropriate and effective.  A review is a dynamic process.  Hon Dee Margetts 
referred to the changing nature of training and the changing dynamics of the industry, how the board will need to 
keep abreast of what goes on in the industry and where new training needs are emerging.  A five-year review 
will enable the board to keep itself up to date and to continue to justify its existence.  The review will 
acknowledge also the multi-year time frame under which it must operate.  It deals with apprentices over a four-
year term.  If a sunset clause requires the Act to cease in a particular year, it will create a logistical problem.  A 
review is a much more appropriate mechanism for the nature of the brief and the task of this board.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders.  

House adjourned at 5.30 pm 
__________ 

 


