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able to access the TAFE system with concessions fees 
and not pay around $10 000 to do diploma courses. 

I agree the problem is that there is a policy vacuum. 
There is no commitment to keeping our TAFE system 
vital and enhancing it into the future. What we are 
seeing now is going to devastate TAFE, and it is not 
good for anyone, particularly students. In his 
contribution Mr Lenders mentioned that Mr Hall is in 
the chamber, and I do appreciate that Mr Hall is in the 
chamber and is going to make a contribution to the 
debate on the motion before us. Mr Hall knows there 
was a report in the Age about his letter to TAFE leaders 
in which he said he shared their ‘emotions of shock, 
incredulity, disbelief and anger’ and that his staff shared 
similar emotions for many months as they viewed and 
anguished over the budget decisions. My knowledge of 
Mr Hall over the last five and a half years leads me to 
believe he was genuine in saying that. We spoke many 
times over that period about education issues when 
Mr Hall sat right in front of me over here — he sat in 
the position pretty well where I am standing now. I 
understand he has a commitment to education and a 
passion for it, and I believe he was genuine in what he 
said. 

I say to Mr Hall now that the emotions he was talking 
about — shock, incredulity, disbelief and anger — are 
being felt by everybody who is working in TAFE. The 
anguish that he and his staff were experiencing is being 
experienced now by the people who work in TAFE and 
the students in TAFE. It is with sadness that I have to 
support this motion. I think the government should 
urgently review the budget, put the new prison in 
mothballs, ditch the rollout of protective services 
officers on railway stations — they are not needed on 
railway stations; that was an off-the-cuff promise of the 
government which it should have not made; there is no 
policy background for that — and instead we should be 
restoring funding to TAFE. In fact we should be 
increasing it, paying our teachers better and taking most 
of them off contracts and putting them on as permanent 
staff. Then we would have the basis for an equitable 
and high-quality vocational training system that we 
need for the future in this state. 

Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education 
and Skills) — Wednesday is opposition day in this 
Parliament, and Wednesday is a great opportunity for 
the opposition parties to set their agenda, to spell out 
exactly what their position is on a variety of issues that 
they may choose to put before us. More importantly, it 
is a great opportunity for the opposition to tell the 
people of Victoria just what it would do if it was in 
government and it was faced with the issue under 
discussion. 

I have listened intently to the contributions made by 
Mr Lenders and Ms Pennicuik, and not once did I hear 
either of those two speakers say what they would do. 
They did not tell the people of Victoria what they 
intended to do in that respect. All they wanted to do 
was condemn — and that is the easy part, to throw a bit 
of mud at me and members of the government for our 
poor choices in budget decisions — but not once did 
they tell us what they would do if they were sitting on 
the government benches now. It is a great opportunity, 
especially with the technology we have in the chamber, 
to tell people out there in Victoria exactly what they 
would do, what their vision is for training and what 
their vision is for TAFE , but no, there has not been a 
skerrick of that sort of vision exhibited in the 
contributions that we have heard so far during the 
course of this debate. Perhaps some of Mr Lenders’s 
colleagues or Ms Pennicuik’s colleagues might stand 
up and add to this debate, and tell us what their agenda 
is, what they would do if they were sitting over on this 
side of the chamber. I would love to hear that. 

What has also been galling about this debate and the 
contributions I have heard so far from members on the 
opposition benches is that there has been no acceptance 
that they were part of this particular problem. 
According to them, their hands are completely clean. 
Conveniently they ignore any history with respect to 
what we have now in terms of the training system in 
Victoria. When we look back to 2008 we see it was 
then that the now opposition, when it occupied the 
government benches, introduced radical reforms. It 
introduced a significant change from a 
purchaser-provider system for training to one of a 
market-driven uncapped training system. It was the 
Labor government that did that, and it did that 
according to the document Securing Jobs for Your 
Future — Skills For Victoria. 

It is important that we have a rational debate and that 
people who are listening and people who read Hansard 
understand the background to the position we are in 
today, and that is what I propose to talk about. I also 
propose to provide some analysis of our current training 
system, and the results, four years on, of this new 
model of training. During the course of my debate this 
morning I will outline to the house the government’s 
response and the reasons for our actions. I will give 
some rationale for the changes that have been made. I 
will certainly respond to the comments that have been 
made by Mr Lenders and Ms Pennicuik. Finally, I want 
to do what the opposition did not do, and that is to spell 
out exactly the government’s vision for training in this 
state and what role it sees TAFEs playing in that. I 
intend to approach this debate in that way. That is a 
reasoned and proper way in which to consider these 
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matters, in contrast to the superficial or specific way in 
which they have been dealt with so far by other 
contributions to the debate. 

When I say that the arguments put so far have almost 
been specious sorts of arguments, it is because both 
previous speakers have concentrated on an aspect of the 
training system in Victoria — that is, TAFE and TAFE 
alone. I know the motion refers to TAFE. It does not 
refer to vocational training in Victoria, but I fail to see 
how we can talk about a specific aspect of the 
vocational training system in Victoria — that is, 
TAFE — without a broader consideration of the role 
and the provision of vocational training more generally 
across the state. I think Ms Pennicuik commented that 
where once, four years ago, TAFEs delivered 75 per 
cent of the training in this state, they now deliver 
around 50 per cent of training. In terms of the 
vocational training system in this state, there is more 
than just TAFE, and there always has been more than 
just TAFE. If you talk about TAFE in isolation, and 
you cast aspersions such as have been made in the 
debate on the motion, you do not give the people of 
Victoria the whole picture. What I and my colleagues 
intend to do is give the broad picture of vocational 
training in this state. 

By way of giving some background to this, let me start 
with the document to which I have referred, the 
document entitled Securing Jobs for Your Future — 
Skills For Victoria. It was published in August 2008 
and the then Minister for Skills and Workforce 
Participation, Jacinta Allan, and the then Premier, John 
Brumby, in the foreword clearly outlined what it was 
all about. A program was set out and an agenda of 
staged change. Part of the foreword on the very first 
page of this document states: 

This statement commits $316 million over four years to 
deliver broader and more responsive training options for both 
individuals and business … 

If members look at page 33 of the document, they will 
see it outlines how that $316 million is going to be 
spent. In a one-line item it says: 

Training on demand with contestable 
funding …$139 million … 

Mr Lenders would be familiar with those figures 
because they were the subject of inquiries that I made 
on at least four occasions in this house — about the 
$316 million, $139 million of it for additional training 
effort. My questions were related to the extent that 
$139 million had been drawn down. I asked to be told 
how that $316 million had been expended. Mr Lenders 
will recall, as Treasurer at that time, that I asked him on 

a number of occasions about that particular matter. If 
need be, I could cite for him exactly what I said on 
those occasions. They go right back to 2008 when this 
was first introduced: my contributions to appropriation 
bills through to committee stages of legislation in June 
2010; on 16 September 2010 when there was a 
financial report update; and during questions without 
notice on 17 September 2010. 

There is a history there when I was interested to know 
just how we were tracking with this new system and 
particularly how funding for it was going. If one reads 
the answers I received at that time from the then 
Treasurer, one sees they were not helpful at all. They 
gave me no indication of where we were tracking with 
all of this expenditure. It was only when we came to 
government that I was able to get a handle on how 
much had been spent on training in this state. 

I have put together some figures which outline exactly 
what was budgeted for over the previous four years and 
exactly how much was spent. I have it in a tabulated 
graph form, and I would seek that this document be 
circulated and incorporated in Hansard. I can advise 
you, Acting President, that I have sought permission 
from Hansard and from the President for the suitability 
of the document to be incorporated, so I seek leave that 
this document be circulated and incorporated. 

Leave granted; see graph page 78 

Hon. P. R. HALL — I want to take members in the 
chamber through this graph because it helps give the 
history and background to the position that eventuated 
after the introduction of Securing Jobs for your 
Future — Skills for Victoria 2008. On this graph that is 
now in front of members the lighter blue bars show 
what anticipated expenditure would occur with the new 
change to an uncapped market-driven training system. 

In 2008–09, in the first year that this was introduced, 
the then government budgeted to spend $799.6 million 
on training, rising to a figure in 2011–12 of 
$855 million. Over the top of those graphs is a red line, 
which is the actual expenditure that occurred, and 
members can see that the red line is rising at a far 
greater rate than the height of those blue bars. If you 
add up the gaps between the top of the blue bars and the 
red line of actual expenditure, you see that there is a 
difference there of just over $1 billion. So whereas the 
previous government in this document Securing Jobs 
for Your Future said that this change over four years 
was going to cost $139 million — that is what it 
budgeted for and what it told us in black and white — 
the actual figure came in at over $1 billion. 
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Consequently one can see that there was an issue there 
when a government of the day got it so poorly wrong. 
One has to take stock and not only wonder how it got it 
wrong but also understand that there are questions to be 
asked about the viability and the long-term 
sustainability of funding when the then government 
estimated so very incorrectly as to what the actual cost 
would be. 

Mrs Peulich — Who was the Treasurer at the time? 
Tell us. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — The Treasurer as you know — 
and I have already said this — was Mr Lenders, and I 
asked him on a number of occasions during the interim 
to tell us how we were going with that $139 million and 
whether it was costing more or less, but again without 
getting any straight answers to that particular question. 

For the sake of honesty I have also included what the 
current government made a decision to expend on 
training subsidies for 2012–13. Members will see 
from the dark blue bar that that figure is 
$1244.4 million. Therefore if you compare the red 
line with the 2012–13 budget, yes, the red line comes 
in at $1.334 billion and the blue bar comes in at 
$1.244 billion, but members will see clearly from that 
graph that the budgeted 2012–13 expenditure is 
second only to the inflated blow-out that we have had 
in 2011–12. And with more targeted training effort I 
would suggest that the amount we are spending on 
training subsidies in the state for the next 12 months 
will provide as much opportunity as ever for people 
to acquire training that will lead to a productive 
purpose. 

I wanted to put this on the record because it needs to be 
understood in terms of budget decisions that have been 
taken, and when Mr Lenders and Ms Pennicuik talk 
about government choices they need to look at the 
situation in which those choices have been made, and 
that is an extraordinary blow-out in the anticipated 
expenditure on training. 

I want to move to analysis of the current training 
system. Part of that analysis, therefore, includes the 
financial outline that I have just given the house. But 
there was also, associated with that growth in 
expenditure, growth in training effort. There is no doubt 
that there has been a growth in training effort, and 
much of that has been good — I do not deny that at all. 
Since 2008 we have seen about a 44 per cent growth in 
enrolments in accredited training programs. 
Twenty-nine per cent of that 44 per cent growth has 
been in the last 12 months. Some of that has been very 
good and positive growth, but some of it has been in 

areas that one would think would be of less value to the 
Victorian economy and to those who are making those 
decisions. We have seen funding apprenticeships, for 
example, increase by 15 per cent, which is good 
positive stuff. We have seen growth in programs such 
as aged care, again, which has been in the order of 10 to 
15 per cent, and that has been very positive growth and 
we welcome that. 

However, we have also seen very significant growth in 
areas where people would think there is less of a 
positive outcome for those involved in training. For 
example, in the area of the diploma of management 
there has been a 5000 per cent increase, for 
certificate IV in sports coaching there has been a 
2800 per cent increase and there have been increases in 
many other areas, such as certificate II in customer 
contact, where there has been a 2234 per cent increase. 
A couple of these increases have been well documented 
and mentioned by previous speakers today. The 
increase in fitness instruction, for example, is also a 
percentage of many thousands. 

The point I make is that while training growth has in 
part been good, there has been a mismatch between 
training effort and job outcomes, and if I am charged 
with the responsibility of overseeing government 
expenditure on training in this state, coupled with the 
significant private investment that some would make in 
their own training, then I think it is our responsibility to 
ensure that those moneys spent have been put to a 
useful purpose and that there is a reasonable prospect of 
a job outcome at the end of the day. 

We have also seen an increase in the number of 
providers in training, particularly in private providers. 
We had 18 TAFE institutes in 2008 and we still have 
18 TAFE institutes now, but there has certainly been a 
significant increase in the number of registered private 
training providers. I would also say that the move by 
the previous government has seen a risk to quality. I 
have never shied away from saying that with the 
expansion and rapid explosion in some of these training 
courses there will always be a risk to quality. 

Looking back as part of the history at what some people 
were saying, they were predicting that this sort of thing 
would happen. I could again cite quotes from 
Swinburne University, Box Hill Institute of TAFE and 
the Victorian TAFE Association back to 2008 when 
this system was introduced, and again they warned us 
that this would happen. It was their prediction that this 
would be the outcome — that we would get an 
explosion in some of those areas and we would also put 
at risk quality control measures within the system. I 
make this commentary in terms of my analysis, 
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therefore, of the market-driven uncapped system put in 
place by the previous government. 

One of the things that was obviously lacking in terms of 
what was being put forward as the new system was the 
presence of any overriding control — that is, any 
architecture that looked at these very issues about the 
appropriateness of training or about the quality of 
training. There was not one single measure or piece of 
architecture that was giving some overriding 
responsibility to monitor the new market-driven 
training system that we had in Victoria. Yet if you look 
at some of the other what I would think are comparable 
systems that we could learn lessons from, in each 
instance when there was a deregulation or a move to a 
market-driven system some market-overriding 
measures and controls were put in place. 

If you talk about the electricity industry, for instance, 
when it was first moved to a market-driven, uncapped, 
unregulated system, we had a regulator-general put in 
place. We now have the Essential Services Commission 
(ESC), which requires providers within that industry to 
meet certain access conditions and to meet certain price 
conditions, and all of those are subject to control by the 
Essential Services Commission. 

It is the same situation with water. They are 
government business enterprises, publicly owned 
enterprises, but still we have an Essential Services 
Commission that regulates prices that water authorities 
can charge for access to their products. If you look to 
telecommunications, it has a range of quality oversight 
measures, such as the Australian Communications and 
Media Authority. That is a federal government agency. 
If you look to the banking or financial industry, as 
another example, you have the Australian Prudential 
Regulation Authority, the Reserve Bank of Australia 
and the Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission, as well as the Australian Securities and 
Investments Commission. They are all bodies that give 
some oversight and control — the very matters that 
were lacking when we moved to a market-driven 
training system here in Victoria. 

I could quote myself saying exactly that at the time in 
2008 in the debate to which I think Ms Pennicuik made 
reference. I could also quote others who at the time said 
that we need to have quality control measures in place 
and that we need to make sure that the move to a 
training market is going to serve individuals and serve 
the Victorian economy, but none of that architecture 
was put in place at the time. 

In terms of moving on I will ask the obvious question 
that I have been asked before: ‘If you thought this was 

going to happen, why didn’t you do something about it 
a long time ago? You’ve been in government now for 
18 months; why didn’t you do something about it when 
you came to government?’. There is an answer to that, 
and it is a fairly simple answer. I was sworn in as 
minister on 2 December 2010, and from 1 January 2011 
the final implementation stage of this uncapped 
market-driven system came into being. 

If you have got this document I referred to earlier — 
and Ms Pennicuik has it — you will see that it sets out 
all the scheduled payment rates right through to January 
2012. Contracts had been entered into and businesses 
had planned that come 1 January 2012 these were the 
rules that were going to apply. No government can 
come in and in the space of 29 days — that is, the 
difference between when this government was sworn in 
and when the next stage of the rules took place — break 
contracts with 400 or 500 providers at that point in 
time. This thing was set in concrete and there was no 
turning back at that point. 

What have we done, though? Due to my concerns and 
as a pre-election commitment we looked at a number of 
things, including commissioning the Essential Services 
Commission to look at issues like fees and funding and 
whether there was a fair and equitable access to training 
in this state and whether it was appropriately funded. 
We also had a look at other bodies which undertook 
some work. We looked at the industry engagement 
sector — Boston Consulting Group had a look at that. 
The Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission 
(VCEC) also undertook some evaluation of the training 
system we have in this state of Victoria. All those are 
public documents. They are all on the public record, 
and as a government we use those to guide us. Where it 
has been appropriate to do so we have also made 
changes along the way and addressed some of the 
issues which we could as they arose. However, by 
doing things piecemeal you attract as much criticism as 
you do by doing something integrated and setting a 
concrete path for the future, which is what we have 
done in this budget. We have been guided by things like 
the ESC review and the Boston Consulting Group 
review on industry engagement and by the VCEC 
evaluation. 

To get to where we are and to advance to the next stage 
of my presentation this morning I want to put on record 
some of the significant steps we have now taken. I want 
to say from the very outset that three key words were 
driving the changes. We needed to make sure that 
training in Victoria was of quality. Quality is no. 1 — it 
is the no. 1 priority. We have said that training in 
Victoria needs to be of a quality that people respect as a 
worthwhile product to invest in and a quality product 
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that serves business well in Victoria. The second issue 
is that of relevance. We want to make sure that the 
training that people undertake in Victoria meets the 
needs of the industries with whom they hope to gain 
employment into the future. We want to make sure that 
the training here is fit for purpose in Victoria; therefore 
the second priority is relevance. The third priority is to 
ensure that we have a sustainably funded system, 
because the way in which that red line was spiralling 
upwards was simply unsustainable for whoever was in 
government. If there were an election tomorrow, you 
would even have to ask the current opposition what it 
would do. We did not hear what it would do — we did 
not hear it today. Would it just let that spiral take the 
path that it is taking? We did not hear that. 

We mentioned those issues of quality, relevance and a 
sustainably funded system guided by the various 
inquiries that have been undertaken. 

I have been on my feet for a while now, but I am not 
going to speak for hours today. However, I will draw 
members’ attention to the documentation made 
available on the website 
education.vic.gov.au/refocusingvet. There is some very 
helpful information which the public and members of 
this house would serve themselves well to read and see 
exactly what we have done. Contained within that 
material is a set of single sheets outlining the various 
aspects about which I have been speaking — quality, 
for example. 

Some of the topics include information about additional 
contractual requirements on those who have had a 
contract with the department to deliver training. We 
have made the hurdles higher to ensure that the 
standards we expect TAFE teachers to achieve have 
been significantly raised. We are putting in place a new 
market monitoring unit so that we can understand how 
the market works and so we can have a real-time 
analysis of how the market is working. Whether it is in 
delivering quality products, monitoring fit-for-purpose 
products or continuing to provide access for those who 
need training in this state, we now have a market 
monitoring unit. 

A new rapid response team has also been set up so that 
immediately concerns are raised there are people who 
are able to respond in person and meet the challenges 
related to quality. We also want to involve industry in 
the issue of quality. It is important if we are to serve 
industry and the training service is to serve industry, 
that we make sure industry is in the front seat driving 
and shaping training to its needs. One of the 
mechanisms for doing that is seeking industry 

acknowledgement of some of the training programs that 
have been delivered in this state. 

We are developing a provider code of conduct, 
something which private training — the Australian 
Council for Private Education and Training, for 
example — already has, and it is a jolly good idea. I 
note that recently the Victorian TAFE Association 
commented favourably about that provider code of 
conduct, and that is being established with our 
providers. 

As I said, there is an overlap in terms of relevance, 
which is not mutually exclusive to some of those 
quality measures, because being relevant and having 
industry engagement also means that we address some 
of those issues of relevance that I broadly spoke about. 

In terms of each of these measures, I have always 
believed that a market is as effective as the knowledge 
of the consumers who participate in that market. We are 
all used to markets. If you buy a washing machine, you 
do not have experience of that market so you do your 
research. You get some consumer knowledge. 

An honourable member — You look at Choice. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, you look at Choice, or 
you look at the ratings that might have been applied to 
the various products you buy, and that helps you make 
a decision. Vocational training is a significant 
investment that people make, so we think those people 
should have better knowledge of what particular 
programs they are investing in, and the state should 
have that as well. That is why we are interested in 
quality and consumer choice. 

One of the things we are doing in assisting with greater 
consumer choice is developing a website that will 
enable people to get comparable data on training 
providers and training programs. We will require 
up-front costs to be available for people when they are 
looking at this website. There is a great opportunity to 
extend the knowledge of consumers in training. It is not 
only schoolkids and young school leavers; it is also 
adults, because the average age of people who enrol in 
TAFE programs is over 30 years. We need readily 
accessible, comparable information so people can 
pursue vocational careers of their choice and compare 
them with full knowledge of what fees might be and 
what the implications are, including whether they are 
eligible for a government subsidy or the like, and we 
are going to do that. 

We also need to make the training system in Victoria an 
efficient system. I believe there is room for greater 
efficiencies within the training system. Other speakers 
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have concentrated on the TAFE sector, but that ignores 
the other 50 per cent of the training market in Victoria, 
which includes publicly owned providers — that is, the 
adult and community education sector, which accounts 
for about 10 per cent of training in Victoria and the 
private sector. We need to compare how effective and 
how efficient each of those sectors are in delivering 
product. In respect of this we have to look at the whole 
range of conditions, including the course profiles they 
deliver and the industrial relations agreement 
arrangements for those employed in each of those 
private bodies and/or TAFEs to make comparisons. 

Very few people realise that the Victorian TAFE 
Teaching Staff Multi-Business Agreement 2009 sets 
conditions for TAFE teachers. While getting paid for 
38 hours per week, TAFE teachers only have to attend 
their place of employment for 30 hours per week. That 
is clear in the agreement, and I am happy to show it to 
anybody here. TAFE teachers are only required to 
attend their training institution for 30 hours per week. 

Ms Pennicuik — So it is presenteeism. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — I beg your pardon? 

Ms Pennicuik — It does not mean they are not 
working. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — No, it does not mean they are 
not working, but within that 30 hours they have hours 
of scheduled duties and hours of unscheduled duties, 
and about 20 of those 30 hours are scheduled — that is, 
face-to-face teaching, meetings or travel, which is 
counted as scheduled — and the other 10 hours is 
preparation and correction time. That is allowed for in 
the agreement. 

Ms Hartland — And that is a problem? 

Hon. P. R. HALL — No, it is not a problem, except 
that the day off that TAFE teachers have per week — a 
day that they do not have to attend their training 
institution — is also a good golf day for some. It is a 
good trade day where TAFE teachers can practise their 
trade. It is a good study day. Some go off and study, but 
the fact of the matter — Ms Hartland can look shocked 
and horrified — is that they are paid for 38 hours per 
week, and they only have to attend for 30 hours with 
absolutely no conditions attached to the 8 hours when 
they do not attend work. 

Mr Drum interjected. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — It is in the conditions. 

Honourable members interjecting. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — It is good if you can get it. All 
I am saying is there are opportunities for greater 
efficiencies in the industrial relations sector. There is 
room for greater efficiencies. 

In the award in front of me there is a provision that says 
that every five years TAFE teachers can apply for 
sabbatical leave on 80 per cent of salary for that leave. 
The offsetting condition is that for the year prior to the 
year’s sabbatical leave, or the equivalent period of 
time — it might be six months on 80 per cent of 
salary — they also have to accept 80 per cent of salary. 
That is not a bad condition if you want to go off every 
five years and do a year’s sabbatical on 80 per cent of 
your salary. I would make the sacrifice on 80 per cent 
of salary on the equivalent year prior to that, 
particularly as I would only have to work four days of 
that week anyway. It is a pretty generous condition. I 
am not saying for 1 minute that all TAFE teachers 
abuse that particular provision. 

Ms Hartland interjected. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — Ms Hartland can interject — 
at least I have the courtesy to listen in silence to others 
as they speak — but I have said quite clearly that these 
particular terms are fairly generous, and I think there is 
room for efficiency. I am not saying every single TAFE 
teacher is not productive during the time they are not 
required to attend their training institution or that they 
do not put to good use a sabbatical year. Nevertheless, 
when you are faced with these sorts of funding 
conditions, as I have shown in the graph I have tabled, 
and you are competitive or are asked to be competitive 
against others within the system, then I think there is 
room for some flexibility. The government’s decision 
as part of all these reform changes will enable each of 
Victoria’s 18 TAFE institutes to negotiate its own 
enterprise bargaining agreement and not be required to 
enter into a multiple business agreement as the previous 
government required of them. 

A key part of these changes is about maintaining 
opportunity for disadvantaged people and people who 
may not have had the same opportunities as others to 
continue to access training systems in this state. That is 
why we maintain a concession policy so that people 
who are health-care card holders will still be able to 
train at a concessional rate. That is why we still 
maintain a regional loading so that all training delivered 
in non-metropolitan areas will attract a 5 per cent 
premium on the student contact hour rate being paid. 
Indigenous students will also attract a 1.5 per cent 
loading. 
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There is provision in part of the government’s response 
to protect Victoria’s vulnerable young people who are 
in out-of-home care or those who have recently exited 
from out-of-home care. Under this system there is still 
potential for them to get fee-free training opportunities. 
There are also a small number of positions available for 
asylum seekers to access fee-free training. It is a small 
measure, but I know it is one that is welcomed by 
people who are assisting asylum seekers in this country. 
In terms of maintaining opportunities, as part of this 
budget decision there are a range of measures to 
maintain opportunities for people who may be from an 
area of disadvantage to participate in training. 

I now want to respond to some of the particular matters 
raised by Mr Lenders and Ms Pennicuik in their 
contributions to this debate. The first point I want to 
make is this: both of the previous speakers spoke about 
savage budget cuts. I clearly put on the record that the 
2012–13 budget provides a record four-year investment 
in training in Victoria. There has been no other 
four-year period ever before when such money was 
invested in training in this state. Beyond the base figure, 
we have added, through this budget, an extra 
$1.033 billion in training over the next four years. That 
is how I got to the dark blue line in the graph that I 
spoke about earlier. This year we will spend in excess 
of $1.2 billion on training subsidies, and that is a level 
we have budgeted for over the next four years. In terms 
of budget cuts, let us make sure the terminology is put 
into perspective. This budget makes a record 
investment in training. I put the lie about savage budget 
cuts to rest. 

In paragraph (e) of his motion, Mr Lenders addressed 
the point that there would be ‘fewer educational 
opportunities for young people in regional and rural 
Victoria’. I do not know how anybody else could be 
more committed than me to improving educational 
opportunities for people in rural and regional Victoria. 
When the Baillieu-Ryan government came to office we 
enacted a program called the Regional Partnerships 
Facilitation Fund with a $20 million investment over 
the term of this government. Already $11.2 million of 
that $20 million has been allocated to eight different 
partnership projects whereby universities and TAFE 
institutes, and in one case an adult education provider, 
have partnered to deliver a greater range of higher 
education programs for people in rural and regional 
Victoria. 

Already about 1700 students are currently enrolled in 
either a higher education program or a pathway 
program to higher education as a result of round 1 of 
the distribution of that $20 million. If you extrapolate 
from that first round alone, over 10 years it means that 

10 000 country students will have the opportunity to 
complete their higher education while still living at 
home in their home regions. That is the sort of 
commitment we have made. Therefore it belies 
paragraph (e) of Mr Lenders’s motion that we are 
providing fewer opportunities; indeed we are increasing 
the opportunities for rural and regional students to 
pursue educational choices in their own regions. 

I will come back to the issue of Auslan courses, 
because I know that was mentioned, and I will go to 
some of the areas Ms Pennicuik also raised. What I 
found not unsurprising and probably typical of 
Ms Pennicuik’s contribution was the complete focus 
and anti view about private providers in the state of 
Victoria. Her comments suggested that TAFEs are the 
only providers ever worth supporting in terms of the 
training system we have in Victoria. She said that all 
the other providers were simply profit driven. 

What about group training companies, for example? I 
ask Ms Pennicuik to reflect on group training 
companies, which is a model that has been around for a 
long time. They are classified as a not-for-profit private 
provider and employ 13 per cent of Victoria’s 
apprentices. They are the absolute ideal model. 
Apprentices are employed by the training company. 
They are placed with different host employers, with the 
security of knowing that if a host employer is having 
financial difficulties, they will be brought back by the 
training company so that employment is maintained. 
They will then be hosted by another employer. Some 
group training companies organise the training as well. 
Some are registered training organisations (RTOs) in 
their own right; others contract other institutions to 
deliver that training. 

When you talk about profit-driven private providers and 
the big bogey about private providers of training in this 
state, then you are including group training companies. 
You are also talking about industry associations, 
because many of them are RTOs. Consider the 
plumbing or housing associations. I talked to people at 
the Printing Industries Association of Australia 
yesterday; it is moving into training as well. How 
relevant is that to have an industry association involved 
in the delivery of training? The industry association 
best understands the need of its industry, and industry 
associations are all classified as private companies. 
Some companies themselves are training providers in 
their own right. Again, what is wrong with that? A 
company employing people can also be registered to 
provide training to the quality and standards that RTOs 
are subject to. It is almost ignorant to suggest that all 
private providers are profit driven and do not have 
anything worthwhile to contribute to the training 
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system in Victoria, yet that was the implication of what 
Ms Pennicuik was saying. 

Ms Pennicuik also implied that we are seeing a 
proliferation of dodgy providers and short, cheap 
quickie courses that are compromising quality and that 
we need to do something about them. If I told 
Ms Pennicuik that you were able to get a Diploma of 
Human Resources, a Diploma of Management, a 
Diploma of Marketing or a Diploma of Project 
Management in just eight days, what would she say 
about that? Would she classify that as an el cheapo 
quickie — one of the courses she said we should be 
jumping on because they are offered by profit-driven 
private providers? If you study one day per month for 
eight months for $999 — that is just eight days 
attendance — you can get a diploma. 

That is what that brochure tells them. Do members 
know where this brochure is from? It is from 
Holmesglen Institute of TAFE, which is one of our 
biggest TAFE institutes in the state. Do not get me 
wrong: I am not saying that this is inappropriate, but 
that is what M Pennicuik was implying when she 
spoke about private providers offering el cheapo 
quickies — — 

Ms Pennicuik — I said ‘some’. 

Hon. P. R. HALL — She said ‘some’. I am just 
saying, do not jump to conclusions about everything 
that you see that is private and therefore conclude that it 
is only the privates that are offering suspicious or 
questionable programs, because we have, for example, 
the largest TAFE institution in Victoria offering such a 
course. It might be quite legitimate — I am not 
questioning that — but let us not make assumptions 
that when you see that, it is all dodgy private provider 
stuff, because our public providers engage in it as well. 

Equally, Ms Pennicuik said, ‘What about the rorting 
that occurs with multiple enrolments?’. I can tell her 
that I know that another of our bigger public providers 
in this state at one stage had the same person enrolled 
simultaneously in seven different programs. That was 
one of our larger TAFE institutes here in Victoria. 
Ms Pennicuik said we need to do something about that. 
I want to point out that we did do something about it, 
and we did it in December of last year — that is, 
preventing anybody from enrolling in more than two 
government-subsidised training courses in any 
12-month period. That action was taken last December. 
It copped a bit of criticism because there were a few 
instances where people may have been legitimately 
seeking to enrol in three. You have to set some sort of 
guideline and you have got to set some sort of standard. 

On balance, that decision was taken and we have acted 
in regard to it. 

The issues raised by Ms Pennicuik and Mr Lenders are 
of the nature which I have just described. They also 
spoke about courses and jobs, and of course we have 
seen headlines in the papers and we have seen 
statements from various TAFE providers in regard to 
that. No-one has ever denied the fact that things will 
change, but I would also say that we need to change to 
ensure that the training system we have in Victoria is 
put on a sustainable and funded level, but equally 
importantly we need to change to make sure that we 
have an efficient system, that we do things we are good 
at, that we look for innovation and that we better align 
vocational and higher education. That is the sort of 
change we will see. 

In my view it is premature — and I maintain this — to 
talk about gross quantities in terms of any job losses or 
indeed course closures, because there is a process 
which every TAFE institute is working through that 
will determine its future. That is a future which I have 
been intricately involved with, and I have been 
prepared to meet those TAFE institutes on a regular 
basis, as has the department and as has government in 
terms of a way forward. 

I just want to comment on the recent Auslan matter, 
because that was raised in this Parliament yesterday and 
it has been the subject of media comment. It has been 
suggested that Kangan Institute of TAFE is 
withdrawing from Auslan training because of the 
changed funding arrangements. Let me just put a 
couple of facts very clearly on the record. Kangan 
TAFE first indicated to the state government that it 
wanted to withdraw from Auslan provision in 
November 2010, which was before the last state 
election. It also came back to us in May of last year — 
again more than 12 months ago, when budget matters 
that we are discussing now were not even 
contemplated — and indicated the desire to stop 
training those who wanted to work with the deaf. 

The second fact I want to put on the record is that the 
subsidy for Auslan training at certificate III and IV 
levels will actually increase as a result of the subsidy 
levels that are set out in the documentation to which I 
referred and which is on the website. It is true that like 
their peers who are undertaking diplomas the fee rate 
for Auslan has decreased, as have the fees for most, but 
not all, diploma-level qualifications across the state, 
because they have access to VET FEE-HELP. That 
opportunity presents itself to those students, just like 
advanced diploma students, and puts them on an equal 
footing with a higher education contribution scheme 
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debt that would be incurred by a university student. 
They are the facts of the matter. 

If Kangan chooses to go ahead with what it is saying — 
that is, to withdraw from the delivery of Auslan — it is 
misleading to suggest that it is simply a factor of the 
changes in terms of funding rates, because clearly it is 
on the record as having said up to two years ago that it 
was looking to withdraw from it. Indeed the funding for 
certificates III and IV has actually increased this time 
around, so to suggest that a withdrawal from that course 
is purely a result of these budget measures I think is 
totally erroneous and misleading, and I will leave it at 
that. 

I want to go to the last area of the contribution I said I 
wanted to make, and that is to talk about what I think is 
probably the most important contribution anyone can 
make here today — the vision for vocational training in 
this state and the role we see TAFEs playing in terms of 
that vision. This budget decision — the documentation 
that I have outlined here today and referred members to 
on the website — sets out that vision and where we 
think we are going with training in this state and what it 
should be. First of all, in terms of our vision for 
vocational training in Victoria, we want to see a quality 
vocational training system that is industry driven; that is 
point one. Secondly, we want to continue to be market 
driven, with guaranteed training entitlements, which 
again goes to the point I made about access and 
opportunity for all Victorians to participate. 

But our vision will see a training system that is better 
managed with system architecture in place to ensure 
that the significant public and private investment in 
training represents good value for money — both 
public money and private money. Our vision also says 
that consumers will be equipped with the knowledge to 
make informed decisions about their training needs and 
their training future. How do we see the mix? 
Vocational training in this state will continue to 
comprise a mix of public and private providers, and I 
have no prejudice against either by any stretch of the 
imagination. Even Ms Pennicuik said in her 
contribution that the important thing is outcomes. Quite 
frankly, if Auslan continues to be delivered in this state, 
I am not fussed whether it is a public provider or a 
private provider, so long as that provision leads to a 
quality product with people having the opportunity to 
train in that area. 

As part of the vision I think we will see better 
integrated vocational and higher education programs 
and we will see greater levels of cooperation between 
providers. Again this is something we have encouraged, 
and I am sure it is going to be an outcome of the current 

discussions that are taking place. TAFEs are actually 
collaborating with each other, sharing delivery in some 
instances, making use of the extensive infrastructure 
and facilities that TAFEs have available to them and 
getting maximum utilisation of them. I think we will 
see some innovative delivery models evolve out of the 
current discussions as well. 

Where does TAFE fit into that vision? In my view 
TAFE will continue to be the major sector provider 
within Victoria’s vocational training system, but I say 
very clearly that it does not have an as-of-right position. 
Like every other provider it will need to demonstrate 
that it is a quality and efficient provider delivering 
quality programs. But in doing that I think it starts with 
a handy sort of lead, because our TAFE institutes have 
some significant advantages over other providers — 
that is, the TAFE brand, which is synonymous with 
training in this state. 

When people think of training, they think TAFE — for 
example, comments from the opposition here today. It 
also has a very strong reputation, and I think it is a 
reputation worth preserving and not trashing. I am not 
sure of the motives of some or whether their actions are 
actually upholding the reputation of TAFEs. The 
TAFEs also have a very significant capital asset 
advantage over other providers. The capital and 
facilities have been provided by the state over a long 
period of time, and whereas a private provider has to 
lease or buy its own facilities, that facility has been 
provided to TAFES in the past by the government of 
the day. 

What I am saying is that I think TAFEs have a 
significant advantage over private providers that they 
need to capitalise on, and I think they will. But you 
cannot just say we have got to protect TAFEs as the 
Holy Grail of training in this state. TAFEs have to 
demonstrate that in a market-driven training system 
where people choose their training provider and are not 
directed to it, their first choice should be TAFE. TAFEs 
have got a heads-up when it comes to that level of 
competition. 

I want to conclude by saying that I think we need to 
broaden this debate. The opposition and the Greens 
need to broaden their horizons when talking about 
vocational training in Victoria. They need to talk not 
just about TAFEs, but more broadly about all 
vocational training. TAFEs have the opportunity under 
these budget changes and the way training is funded in 
this state to strengthen their position, not weaken it. But 
they will only do that if they concentrate on what they 
do well and demonstrate the quality of the product they 
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can deliver and that it is a product that will become the 
first choice of those wishing to undertake training. 

I give the undertaking — and I have given it in person 
to TAFE institutes around the state — that I am totally 
committed to working with TAFEs to enable them to 
realise the significant advantages they have and to 
ensure that they have a strong future that continues to 
grow in this state. I am not interested in playing politics. 
I have said that publicly, and I say it again today. I am 
not interested in playing politics; I am interested in 
working with our public providers to ensure that they 
realise their full potential. That is my vision for a 
training system in this state of Victoria. 

I think we are all beholden to pay a contribution 
towards advancing the significant benefits of the great 
training system that we have in Victoria, 
notwithstanding the fact that we needed to make 
changes to strengthen and improve it so we have a solid 
basis on which to grow training and meet the needs of 
individuals and industry here in Victoria. I do not think 
the motion before the chamber helps in any way at all. I 
think we could be far more constructive in what we do 
here. By condemning the government for making 
changes that were necessary and that will strengthen 
and provide a solid foundation for the training system 
we have in Victoria this motion does not help, and that 
is why the government will not be supporting it 

Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — In the nearly 
10 years that I have been in this job I have never 
received so many messages from constituents 
expressing their anger, fury and profound 
disappointment over a single budget measure. This 
Liberal-Nationals coalition government’s decision to 
attack the TAFE system by exacting these savage 
reductions in TAFE offerings, which Mr Hall has 
delivered, has provoked a flood of emails. All of us 
have received them, and I cannot imagine what those 
opposite say in their return emails — if they answer 
them at all. 

While many messages I have received are clearly part 
of a planned campaign — and there is nothing wrong 
with that — very many of these messages contain 
personal comments and examples of how the funding 
cuts will affect and harm individuals, families and 
communities. 

One woman wrote to me: 

I am an adult student, mother of three boys, that is hoping to 
return to work through furthering my education. Without 
assistance I would not be able to do this as my family’s 
financial commitments need to come first, so I would be 
trying to return to the workforce with no current education, 

and having been out of any major field for more than 
12 years, this would be a dead end. 

The cycle would then continue as I would not be able to 
financially afford for my three boys to continue their studies 
either, this would end up with all of us being in a bigger 
financial burden on the government than assisting us in 
furthering our education, and trying to improve our own 
future financial success. 

The budget cuts to the TAFE sector are the most savage 
ever delivered, and while the Victorian TAFE 
Association initially estimated that around $100 million 
would be cut from the system every year, this has now 
been revised up to around $290 million each year to 
2013, resulting in over 1500 public sector job losses — 
this despite Mr Hall’s statement in his contribution that 
the budget has in fact increased funding. The Baillieu 
government argues that the cuts are the result of a 
$400 million overrun, but the medicine threatens to kill 
the patient. The fact is that the government is going to 
either have to think again or explain to TAFE leaders 
how they have got it so wrong. 

GippsTAFE made a statement immediately after the 
budget was released announcing that the cuts would see 
a reduction in fee subsidies for courses — which the 
constituent was referring to — in the hospitality, 
fitness, business, events and retail areas. The Gippsland 
Trades and Labour Council has, as usual, taken action 
and called a meeting of local training providers to 
discuss the situation and to plan a local Gippsland 
response. The GTLC is naturally concerned about the 
wider position of training and employment and the 
economic viability of Gippsland — issues that the 
government should have worked through prior to 
running off to reduce its budget bottom line without 
considering the human and economic consequences. 

A key issue for the Gippsland Trades and Labour 
Council and for us is apprenticeships, because a lack of 
apprenticeship places for the new young tradespeople 
that come out of the training system will erode the rich 
skill base that Gippsland boasts and with it the 
competitive advantage and economic viability of the 
region. The funding cuts to GippsTAFE come not three 
weeks after Apprenticeships Group Australia had to 
suspend nearly 30 young unplaced apprentices because, 
as I understand it, AGA was unable to continue paying 
them after they had been unplaced for around three 
months. Thirty young people, 16 from the Latrobe 
Valley and 12 from West Gippsland, have not been 
placed for three months in the context of a downturn, 
and there is nothing that the Baillieu government is 
doing about it. I understand the member for Morwell in 
the Legislative Assembly, Russell Northe, has had a 
meeting with the City of Latrobe and Apprenticeships 
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