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1.0 KEY FINDINGS 

A High Risk Work Licence (HRWL) is an essential qualification for the safety of employees and 
contractors carrying out work in high risk areas such as rigging, scaffolding, crane operations and 
dogging in the construction, resources, transport and logistics industries. 
 
The Training Accreditation Council (TAC) commissioned a survey of businesses who employ HRWL 
holders to gain an understanding of the employer’s perspective on HRWL training and to identify 
areas for improvement. 
 
The survey participants indicated that the majority of them paid for the cost of HRWL training and 
almost all provided paid training leave for employees and contractors to receive training.  The most 
important and most widely mentioned issues in selecting an RTO for HRWLs were: 
 

 The reputation of the RTO for doing a thorough job of training. 

 The ability to offer training when it was required. 
 
Cost was an issue in selecting an RTO with 70% of employers listing it as important; however, just 
over 30% listed low cost as very important in their selection criteria. 
 
Keeping the course short was of less importance with about 50% of employers listing it as important 
and only 32.8% listing it as very important; keeping the course short was of more importance to 
small/medium size companies than large companies.  Generally the RTO set the length of the course, 
though in a few instances (14.5%) the employer and the RTO would negotiate this.  In less than 10% 
of cases the employers indicated that they specified the length of the course. 
 
In all 63.8% of employers rated their satisfaction with the HRWL training delivered in the survey as 
8 out of 10 or higher, 15.5% scored it 6 or 7 out of 10 and 20.9% scored it 5 out of 10 or lower.  
 
The survey indicates that there is a perceived lack of consistency between RTOs in delivering the 
training outcomes.  Only half the survey participants felt that HRWL training course attendees from 
the different RTOs graduate with similar levels of skills and competency.  There is also perceived to 
be a lack of consistency in training outcomes between licence types. Fewer than half the survey 
participants find HRWL training course attendees training for different licence types graduate with 
similar levels of skills and competency.  Those who reported inconsistencies were the least satisfied 
with HRWL training. 
 
The survey indicated that about 40% of employers felt that the skills required to obtain HRWLs only 
went part way to meeting the needs of their business.  The main area where needs are not being 
met relates to the level of experience delivered, the main concern being that there is too much 
emphasis placed on “book learning” rather than hands on experience in a variety of circumstances.  
The comments made by employers in the survey indicated that the employers: 
 

 Are not convinced that the HRWL holder is competent when confronted with a wide variety of 
situations; and 

 The licence holder believes that because they have the licence they are able to do the job 
without further hands on experience. 
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Employer confidence in the competency of employees with both basic and those with advanced 
HRWLs is 4.1% of survey participants rating their level of confidence in the competency of those 
with a basic HRWL as 10/10 and 12.2% rated their confidence as 9 or 10/10.  The figures are only 
marginally better for the advanced HRWLs – 8.1% of survey participants rating the competency of 
employees and contractors with an advanced HRWL as 10/10 and 19.9% as 9 or 10/10. 

 
A common concern underscoring these figures is expressed as the lack of practical experience 
required by the HRWL.  Survey participants indicate that employees are able to gain their basic 
licences with no practical experience and that employees are able to progress from basic to 
intermediate to advanced licences, and be awarded them, without stepping on site.   
 
“People must gain experience at the basic level before advancing further. It is absurd that someone 
can hold an advanced rigging ticket and never been on a job.” 
 
Employers note that the lack of practical experience also means that trainees do not have the 
opportunity to consolidate their learning and are not exposed to the variety of real life scenarios 
they must deal with on the job, yet the HRWL certifies that they are competent to do the job. 
 
In addition employers report that course attendees are often told that they are qualified and work 
ready to perform high risk work once they have their licence without practical experience.   
 
The comments made by employers indicate that many employers who hire employees with an 
HRWL expect them to have been taught the practical skills of rigging or scaffolding as part of the 
HRWL course over and above the safety issues.  The request for on the job experience (one 
suggestion was a signed off log book) as part of the HRWL requirements or before the HRWL can be 
issued was made by almost 90% of employers, with 64.7% saying it should definitely occur.  It was 
felt that this approach should ensure that: 
 

 The employee has relevant work experience under a competent professional. 

 The employee can do the job consistently. 

 The employee has faced a variety of risk situations that might be encountered on the job. 
 
Other improvements suggested by employers were: 
 

 A review of the course content to ensure that a core set of skills are taught by each RTO which 
are fit for purpose. 

 A mandated minimum time period between completing qualifications during which candidates 
needed to work in the occupation. 

 A review of the quality and consistency of the RTOs, trainers and assessors, both in: 
 
 - The ability to teach the subject. 
 - Their competency and the currency of their knowledge.  
 

 TAC should have the legal authority to enforce its audits and suspend or shut down RTOs that 
are non-conforming. 

 Verification of Competency should be undertaken independently of the RTO doing the training. 
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2.0  BACKGROUND 
 
The Training Accreditation Council (TAC) licences and regulates VET training organisations who 
provide training services only in Western Australia.  It regulates about 320 organisations. 
 
On occasion TAC undertakes a strategic industry audit and in the second half of 2015 TAC is in the 
process of auditing the training for High Risk Work Licences (HRWL).  Research Solutions was 
approached to survey employers who employed staff required to hold HRWLs to gather the 
employer perspective of the training provided for HRWLs. 
 
 
2.1  The Objectives 
 
The survey addressed the following issues: 
 

 The employer’s involvement in organising the training for a HRWL. 

 The selection of the HRWL RTO. 

 Satisfaction with the RTOs providing HRWL training. 

 The appropriateness of the HRWL training. 

 Confidence in the standard of HRWL training. 

 Verification of competency. 

 Areas for improvement. 
 
The results of the survey are detailed in the following pages of this report. 
 
 
2.2  Method 
 
The TAC provided Research Solutions with a briefing and a list of draft questions for the survey.  
These questions were then framed into a questionnaire by the Research Solutions’ team following 
discussions with the industry stakeholders.  The questionnaire was distributed by TAC to its 
stakeholder committee for comment, following this it was redrafted to take into account the 
comments from industry and programmed into an online survey.  The survey was then reviewed by 
TAC along with a covering email ready for distribution.  Due to privacy limitations, TAC provided the 
covering email and a common link to the questionnaire to four organisations who have contact with 
HRWL employers.  These organisations were: 
 

 Department of Mines and Petroleum 

 Master Builders Western Australia 

 Construction Training Council 

 Resource Industry Training Council 
 
Following an initial email, two reminder emails were sent at weekly intervals encouraging 
participation in the survey; the survey period was from mid November to 10 December 2015. 
 
A final sample of 150 employers responded to the survey.  This is a convenience sample as it is not 
known if all employers of people with HRWL received this survey, nor if all relevant staff within an 
organisation were reached.  However, the results of the survey are consistent in most areas and 
similar across all groups of employers and hence are deemed to be fairly reliable. 
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3.0 THE LOGISTICS OF HRWL TRAINING             

 

Just over 60% survey participants required their employees and contractors to hold HRWLs prior to 
being employed.  The majority refer existing employees and contractors for training to obtain 
HRWLs, and just over 60% employers paid for the cost of training. 

Almost 95% of employers provide paid training leave for employees and contractors to receive 
training, with the amount of time typically linked to the length of the course, as specified by the 
RTO. 

 
 
3.1 The Requirement 
 
60.7% of survey participants require their employees and contractors to hold HRWLs prior to being 
employed.   
 
This was particularly the case for businesses requiring Intermediate and Advanced Rigging HRWLs, 
Intermediate and Advances Scaffolding HRWLs, and Slewing Mobile Crane HRWLs, here more than 
70% of those businesses where these HRWLs were relevant required the licence prior to 
employment. 
 
The majority of companies (78.0%) refer existing employees and contractors for training to obtain 
HRWLs.  18.0% place the responsibility for obtaining this training on their employees and 
contractors.  The remaining 4.0% don’t refer them for training.  
 
 

 

     Q.6b. Do you refer existing employees/contractors for training to obtain HRWLs?  n=150 
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3.2 Who Pays 
 
As shown in the figure below, 62.4% of survey participants pay the full cost of training for their 
employees or contractors.   
 
For 9.4%, the cost is paid for by the employee or contractor, with a HRWL being a pre-employment 
requirement for 2.6% of those (the remaining 6.8% must pay for their training after commencing 
employment).   
 
For the remainder of the survey participants, 25.6% indicated that who pays varies depending on the 
licence, and 2.6% share the responsibility with the employee or contractor making a contribution to 
the cost of training. 
 
 

 
Q.7. Who usually pays for the training of an employee or contractor in your business? (n=117; 33 do not refer existing 

employees / contractors for training to obtain HRWLs).  n=150 

 
 
3.3 Time Off 
 
94.1% of survey participants provide paid time off for their employees and contractors to receive 
their training; 5.9% require them to take leave without pay. 
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3.4 Training Time 
 
In 66.4% of cases, the time allowed for the training for each licence for each employee is determined 
by the RTO specifying the length of the course.   
 

 Who determines the training time / course length % 

The RTO specifies the length of the course 66.4% 

Employer and RTO negotiate the length of the course together 14.5% 

Award/agreements/industrial arrangements 9.1% 

The employer specifies the length of the course 7.3% 

Time allowed for training is dependent on the work schedule on site 2.7% 

Other (type in) 0.0% 

Q.9. How is the time allowed for the training of each licence for each employee determined? (n=110; 7 did not 

answer; 33 do not refer existing employees / contractors for training to obtain HRWLs) 
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4.0 THE SELECTION OF AN RTO   
                               
The majority of companies use multiple RTOs to meet their HRWL training needs.  In choosing these 
RTOs, reputation and the timing of the course are the most important factors.  Whilst not specifically 
measured, a consistent theme throughout the survey is the importance of the competence, 
experience and professionalism of the trainers and the requirement for proper training and 
assessment.  These are also important factors in choosing RTOs.  

There is definitely a level of consultation, customisation and flexibility in course content and 
delivery, although this doesn’t occur on all occasions and for all client organisations. 

In all 76.1% of survey participants use multiple RTOs to provide the training that leads to HRWLs.  
This is true of all types of HRWL. 
 
 
4.1 What’s Important in Choosing an RTO 
 
The most important factors in selecting an RTO are reputation for doing a thorough job of training 
and the ability to offer the training when the company requires it.  These are significantly more 
important than any other factor.  Of the two, reputation is more “critically important”. 
 
The next most important factors are a good record in getting the employees licensed, cost and the 
ability to deliver on site. 
 

Important Factors in Choosing an RTO 

Critically 
important 

(10/10) 
Very important 

(9+/10) 

Overall  
importance  

(6+ / 10) 

A reputation for doing a thorough job of the training 62.6% 75.7% 94.8% 

The ability to offer the training I require when I need it 47.0% 65.8% 95.7% 

A good record of getting the employees licensed 38.7% 45.9% 70.3% 

A low cost 22.4% 32.8% 69.8% 

The ability to deliver training at my site 18.3% 27.0% 64.3% 

Keeping the courses short 16.2% 20.7% 51.4% 

Running courses out of hours like weekends 6.7% 7.7% 33.7% 

Online courses 5.9% 9.8% 33.3% 

Q.11. How important are the following factors in selecting your RTO? Please score each of the following factors out of 10 
where 1 is not at all important and 10 is critically important. (n=102-117; 0-15 don’t know; 33 do not refer existing 
employees / contractors for training to obtain HRWLs) 

There were little differences between companies in terms of which factors were important.  Keeping 
the course short was less important for large companies (only 32.7% of survey participants from 
large companies rated this as important overall). 
 
Survey participants also nominated a number of other factors they considered important in selecting 
an RTO, the more popular of which should be included in future surveys.  These are: 
 

 The quality, competence, industry experience and professionalism of the trainers (13 mentions). 

 Proper training, not a “tick and flick” (5 mentions). 

 Flexibility of the RTO in meeting clients’ needs (covering specific areas), timing and location (5 
mentions). 

 
For those located in regional WA, having an RTO in their  town was also an important factor in 
choosing an RTO. 
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In their own words ... 
 

“Actually educating personnel and not just a tick and flick.  Completing thorough and 
detailed VOC's especially with Scaffolding. The VOC process or skills assessment needs to 
cover all aspects, more practical assessment over a number of days, not just 3 or 4 hours 

as this benefits no one, not the individual nor the company.” 
 

“Maintain consistency and ensure their trainers hold appropriate training delivery skills, 
adequate industry experience with licence being delivered and most importantly don't 
take short cuts.” 

 
“The people delivering the training and assessing have up to date industry experience.  

The system with which they are assessing against is flexible enough for team 
demonstration of skills can be assessed as a group to meet the outcomes and 

demonstrate the skills needed.” 
 

“The RTO should also have a reputation for not passing students who are not yet 
competent.” 
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4.2 Customisation and Flexibility of Course Content 
 
The majority of survey participants report that the RTOs they use for delivery of HRWLs customise 
the training they deliver to meet client needs some or all of the time. 
 
Whilst 74.3 say they are consulted, 44.4% are usually consulted about what training they need to 
meet their requirements and 29.9% are sometimes consulted. 
 
RTOs usually train on the same equipment that the employer organisation uses amongst 43.6% of 
employers and a further 48.7% find this happens sometimes.   This is less likely to usually happen to 
companies based in Perth (25.8%). 
 
Whilst customisation was experienced by 70.1% of survey participants, 23.9% usually receive 
training customised for the needs of their organisation and 46.2% sometimes receive customised 
training. 
 
Only 16.2% receive incentives from the RTOs for placing their HRWL training with them.  Most of 
these incentives are price-related. 
 

Consulted about training requirements 

 
 

Q.12a Do they consult with you about what training you need to meet your requirements? n=150 
Q.12b Do they customise the training for you? 
Q.12c Do they train on the same type of equipment as you use? 
Q.12d Do they provide some incentives for you to place your training with them? 
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5.0 SATISFACTION WITH THE TRAINING OUTCOMES          
                      
Overall, there is felt to be a lack of consistency between RTOs in the training outcomes they deliver.  
Whilst half the employers believe their employees achieve similar levels of skills and competency 
regardless of the RTO, half do not. 
 
Satisfaction with the HRWL training is divided; in all 63.8% of employers rated their satisfaction with 
the HRWL training delivered in the survey as 8 out of 10 or higher, 15.5% scored it 6 or 7 out of 10 
and 20.9% scored it 5 out of 10 or lower. The least satisfied are those who feel there are large 
differences between RTOs in the skills and competency of employees and contractors on completing 
HRWL training. 

 
 
5.1 Consistency of Training Outcomes Between RTOs 
 
Survey participants have very different experiences with RTOs;  half the companies (49.6%) report 
that the RTOs produce fairly similar levels of skills and competency for the same HRWL, the 
remaining half find that the different RTOs graduate employees with different levels of skills and 
competencies.  35.0% of companies find some RTOs are quite different and 15.4% find many or all 
RTOs are quite different for the same HRWL. 
 

 

Q.13 Do people receiving the same HRWL have a similar level of competency and skills regardless of the RTO 
used or are the levels quite different between RTOs?  n=150 

 
Survey participants from construction companies (64.8%) and medium sized companies (81.5%) 
report that the skill and competency levels between RTOs are fairly similar.  Whilst few survey 
participants found large differences between RTOs (15.4% overall), those that did were more likely 
to come from large companies (25.0%) and from resource companies (23.4%).  They were also more 
likely to come from businesses with a need for Intermediate or Advanced Scaffolding HRWLs (28.3% 
and 26.5% respectively) and/or from businesses located in the Pilbara (37.0%). 
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5.2 Satisfaction with HRWL Training 
 
Whilst overall, survey participants are satisfied with the training provided by the RTOs, they are not 
highly satisfied leaving considerable room for improvement. 
 
 
5.2.1 Satisfaction with HRWL Training Delivered 
 

 
 
Q.14a  Following the HRWL training, how would you rate your satisfaction with the HRWL training delivered?  
Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent.  Please use the whole scale not just the 
ends. (n=116, 1 don’t know) 

 

In all 63.8% of employers rated their satisfaction with the HRWL training delivered in the survey as 8 
out of 10 or higher, 15.5% scored it 6 or 7 out of 10 and 20.9% scored it 5 out of 10 or lower. 

Those survey participants who felt that many RTOs graduate employees with different skill levels 
and competencies (see  Section 5.1 above) gave much lower ratings with 55.7% rating their 
satisfaction with the HRWL training delivered as 5 out of 10 or lower. 
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5.2.2 The Ability of the Person to Do the Job Required 
 
The research indicated that 28.2% rated their satisfaction with the ability of the person to do the job 
required as 9 or 10 out of 10, this increased to 57.3% when one includes those who rate their 
satisfaction as 8 out of 10 or more. 
 

 
 
Q.14e  Following the HRWL training, how would you rate your satisfaction the ability of the person to do the 
job required?  Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent.  Please use the whole scale 
not just the ends. (n=117) 

 
 
In all 22.2% of respondents rated their satisfaction as 6 or 7 out of 10 and 20.6% rated their 
satisfaction as 5 out of 10 or lower. 
 
In all 66.7% of those people who felt that the level of skills and competencies were quite different 
between RTOs rated the ability of the person to do the job required after training as 5 out of 10 or 
below. 
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5.2.3 The Quality of Training 
 
The majority of survey participants (62.1%) rated the quality of the training as 8 out of 10 or better 
and 20.6% rated the quality of training as 5 out of 10 or below. 
 

 
 
Q.14b  Following the HRWL training, how would you rate your satisfaction with the quality of training?  Please 
use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent.  Please use the whole scale not just the ends. 
(n=116, 1 don’t know) 
 

 
Those people who felt that the level of skills and competencies were quite different between RTOs 
were the most dissatisfied with the quality of training, 61.2% of these people rating the quality of 
training as 5 out of 10 or lower. 
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5.2.4 The Skills the Person Achieves 
 
In all, half of respondents (50.9%) rated their satisfaction with the skills the trainee received as 8 out 
of 10 or greater, and 22.3% rated skills as 5 out of 10 or lower. 
 

 
 
Q.14d  Following the HRWL training, how would you rate your satisfaction with the skills the person achieves?  
Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent.  Please use the whole scale not just the 
ends. (n=116, 1 don’t know) 
 

 
As above, respondents who felt that the levels of skills delivered were quite different between RTOs 
were the least satisfied with the skills received with two thirds of respondents (66.7%) rating these 
skills as 5 out of 10 or below. 
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5.2.5 Value for Money 
 
As above, half (50.0%) of survey participants rated the value for money they received from the 
HRWL training as 8 out of 10 or higher.  A further 19.6% rated it 6 or 7 out of 10. 
 

 
 
Q.14c  Following the HRWL training, how would you rate your satisfaction with the value for money?  Please 
use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent.  Please use the whole scale not just the ends. 
(n=112, 5 don’t know) 
 

 
In all 30.5% rated their satisfaction with the value for money they received as 5 out of 10 or below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

14.3%

12.5%

23.2%

11.6%

8.0%

16.1%

3.6%

1.8%

3.6%

5.4%

0 20 40 60 80 100

Excellent -10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

Very poor 1

Satisfaction with value for money



16 | P a g e  

 

 

6.0 THE APPROPRIATENESS OF HRWL TRAINING    
 
Almost 40% of companies report that HRWL training is not meeting the needs of their business, with 
the main issue cited being the lack of experience.   

Furthermore, just over half of survey participants find that there is a lack of consistency in training 
outcomes between licence types, although there is no particular licence that is affected more than 
any other. 

 
 
6.1 How Well Skills Produced Meet the Needs of Business 
 
56.6% of survey participants report that the set of skills required to obtain the HRWL are appropriate 
to the needs of their business and this closely correlates with those people who rate their 
satisfaction with HWRL training as 8 out of 10 and above. A further 4.1% report that the skills 
required are more than needed for the jobs they are employing for. 
 
The remaining 39.3% find the skills required to obtain the HRWL don’t meet the needs of their 
business, although most of these (32.4%) find they go part way.  Only 6.9% report they don’t really 
meet the needs of their business. 
 

 

Q.15a. How appropriate are the set of skills required to obtain the HRWL to the needs of your business?  
n=150 

 
The main area where needs are not being met relates to the level of experience delivered.  There is 
a concern that there is too much emphasis on “book learning” rather than hands on experience in a 
variety of circumstances.  The book learning produces licensed employees who believe that because 
they have a piece of paper they can do the job.  Comments include: 
 

 A greater length and variety of experience to complete the qualification, for example using a log 
book to document the type and amount of experience (12 mentions) 

 Mentored experience is required for effective training (6 mentions) 

 Verification of competency is conducted over too short a time frame to really assess their skills 
(4 mentions) 

 Incompetent people should not be passed; turning up to the course should not guarantee a pass 
(2 mentions) 
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“Mostly when they return from training they are as unemployable as when they went in 
but it is a statutory requirement to do the training and there is no substitute for on the 
job experience. Any fool can get a scaffold ticket and scaffold their own house or as in 
the case of a supervisor attempt to understand scaffolding and the process involved.  

Owner builders / individuals can get a ticket and be in the workforce. They should have 
to be retested and gain their full ticket after an apprenticeship / probation period 

working in the industry with a scaffolding overseer.  Just had an employee leave me to 
work FIFO after just completing his SI and it is a joke that he can go work in the industry 
when he is completely incompetent as a basic scaffolder - even after 6 months employ. 

How he got his ticket amazes me? It’s just too easy to get a ticket. They come out of 
training expecting a pay rise because they have a ticket but to me it’s useless because 

they have no real knowledge.” 
 

“The system pushes a short course approach to high risk work and I believe that this is 
one of the main reasons we have accidents. When I trained to become a rigger I had to 
provide evidence (a log book) of my working under the supervision of a licensed rigger 

for a minimum of two years before I was eligible to sit the exams. We also tend to 
condition people to look for a written procedure for doing a job rather than thinking for 

themselves and having to use their brain.” 
 
“The course is so short the candidates have no time to consolidate any of their learning.  
There are also major gaps in what is being taught to the level of HWRL.  For example, 5 

day SB, 3 day SI, 3 day SA, now licensed to erect a dropped scaffold underneath an oil rig 
in the middle of the ocean!!” 

 
“Training over a set period of time, whether short or extended with a log book, still 

requires supervision & training on the job to achieve acceptable competency levels. The 
mistake made by most RTO's is that once the certificate is issued, they assure the 

candidate they are work ready. At times they offer Verification of competency when not 
even on the equipment on the actual job.” 

 
 
The other key area for improvement is in the course content.  A number of survey participants 
suggest a core / generic skill set be identified and taught, with additional training or customisation to 
meet the needs of the site, company or particular equipment being used. 
 

“Often time is wasted on things that many participants may never use,  i.e.  gin poles in 
advanced rigging. I believe this should be a separate endorsement for those that need it. 

Also, concrete tilt-up panels are covered yet there is a separate tilt-up panel course.  
Again, this could be a 2-3 day endorsement additional to the HRWL.  Neither of these is 
ever used in the resources sector yet personnel have to do this in the training.  Food for 

thought - a rigger in the entertainment industry would rarely use a slewing crane let 
alone tilt panels/material hoists and the like.” 

 
“There are many examples - one would be basic rigging. Our tradesmen are required to 
hold the basic rigging HRWL for the use of chain blacks and lever hoists. WorkSafe, TAC 
are focussed on the construction industry they have not catered for the mining industry.  
As a subject matter expert and lead auditor in the mining industry for 30 years I feel that 

high risk licensing is at the worst level I have ever seen.” 
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6.2 Consistency of Training Outcomes Between Licence types 
 
Survey participants report varying experiences between licence types in the level of skills and 
competency provided; 43.3% find they are all fairly similar.  Of the 56.7% who feel the level of skill 
and competency is not similar, the problem is seen to be limited to some (43.3%) licences rather 
than many or all (13.3%) of the different licences.    
 

 

Q.16a. Is the level of competency and skills provided between licence types variable, and do you experience 
more problems with some types of licences, than others?  n=150  

 
Amongst that 56.7% who report problems, half of them report the problems relate to all licences.   
Amongst the rest, no particular HRWL stands out as having more problems than any other. 
 

“I've hired so called advanced riggers and they wouldn't know how to tie their shoe 
laces. You can ask them some basic rigging questions; they roll their eyes and say that 

I'm supposed to teach them those basics. I hire skilled people to work for me, not to have 
to train them when they come to work for me.  If I wanted labourers I would have hired 

labourers.” 
 

“In too many areas people have tickets yet they are effectively incompetent.  Having 
worked in industry for 40 years I have many skills but few licenses. All too frequently I 
find I have greater skills than half the licensed tossers you blokes have given tickets to. 

They can legally do the work; I can't.” 
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“We had major issues with every scaffold RTO in the past.  We now do not use any of them 
other than --- for scaffolding.  This training centre is nothing like you see anywhere in 

Australia and the trainers are far superior in the education of our people.  This is the only 
training business we use and recommend to anyone in the scaffold industry.  We still have to 
use other RTOs for rigging aspects and see the same issues with most RTOs, just want them 

out the door fast so they can get more people through which means more dollars, and that’s 
all most RTOs are about – sad to say but most would agree.” 

 
The majority of survey participants (70.0%) find that new employees or contractors presenting with 
HRWLs usually some but not all the prescribed skills they require for a HRWL.  A further 3.3% report 
they have none of the skills and yet have their HRWL.  Only 26.7% present with their HRWL and all 
the skills required. 
 
 

 

Q.17 When new employees or contractors present with high risk work licences, do they usually have?  n=150 
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7.0 THE STANDARD OF TRAINING            
    

There is a low level of confidence that once an employee or contractor has completed their basic or 
advanced licence that they are competent to do the work they are licensed to do.  And most of this 
is attributed to the lack of practical experience the employees have. 

There is strong support for practical experience to be a requirement for high risk work licences, both 
basic and advanced levels. 

 
7.1 Level of Confidence in the Standard of Training  
 
Amongst  High Risk Work Licences, the proportion of employers who have high levels of confidence 
in the competency of employees and contractors is small.  Only 4.1% of survey participants are 
extremely confident in the competency of those with a basic HRWL and only 30.4% give a rating of 8 
out of 10 or better. 
 

 
 
Q.18a In general, how confident are you that once the person has completed their basic licence, they are 
competent to do the work they are licenced to do on your site? Please rate your confidence out of 10, where 1 
is not at all confident and 10 is extremely confident. (n=148, 2 missing) 
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The figures are only marginally better for the advanced HRWLs – 8.1% of survey participants are 
extremely confident (10/10) of the competency of employees and contractors with an advanced 
HRWL and 43.4% are highly confident (8 out of 10 or higher). 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
The single main factor for this lack of confidence is the lack of practical experience required to get 
the ticket (25 mentions).   
 

“The construction and mining industry have built a rod for their own back where they 
require advanced qualifications for personnel on site, but don't require a minimum level 
of experience. It is possible for someone to sit in a classroom for 20 days and obtain an 
advanced riggers ticket with no more experience that what is gained in the course.  I 
have a little, albeit reserved, confidence the people holding the license have the skills, 

knowledge and experience to perform the role to an adequate level of practical 
competency.” 

 
“There are occasions when employees or contractors have completed course levels one 

after the other, but have no practical skills in application to real life scenarios.” 
 

“A person with no experience in construction work or even in scaffolding can complete 
an advanced HRWL in scaffolding and immediately begin work erecting/dismantling 

scaffold up to 45 metres in height. I see scaffolding on worksites which is non compliant 
and when I speak with the scaffolders they are not aware of the scaffolding safety 

requirements (codes and standards)” 
 

“It’s very text booky. The biggest problem is they need to know what to do when things 
go wrong. That is what makes good riggers, you just can’t teach that stuff (in the 

classroom).” 
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Q.18b In general, how confident are you that once the person has completed their advanced licence, they are 
competent to do the work they are licenced to do on your site? Please rate your confidence out of 10, where 1 is 
not at all confident and 10 is extremely confident.  (n=136, 14 don’t know) 
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 “They don't assess common sense or willingness to do the work. With scaffolding I 

believe you need to be 100% focussed and apart from the minority, most see it as an 
easy way to a high paying job or another ticket on their resume to make them more 

employable. I constantly hear – “yeah I have a scaffold ticket” - but they wouldn't know 
a coupler from a brace.” 

 
 
Other concerns relate to: 
 

 Uncertainty that the training is not of sufficient depth for employees to perform the tasks safely 
and efficiently (5 mentions). 

 The fact that employees believe they have a ticket, so they are competent. They don’t 
understand the importance of basics.  They don’t realise what they don’t know or when they 
don’t know (4 mentions). 

 Lack of experience and competence of the trainers doing the training (4 mentions). 

 Lack of experience, competence and thoroughness of the assessors (3 mentions). 
 

 

7.2  The Level of Practical Experience Required      

 
Overall, 89.4% of survey participants support the implementation of a set level of workplace 
experience at a basic level before an employee can obtain an intermediate licence and further 
workforce experience before progressing to an advanced licence.  64.7% believe this should 
definitely be a requirement. 
 
 

 

Q.20a Should a set level of experience be required in the workplace at the basic licence level before a person 
can obtain the intermediate licence and then be required to gain even more experience in the workforce 
before they can do an advanced licence? n=150 
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8.0 VERIFICATION OF COMPETENCY     

                                      

A verification of competency (VOC) is used by 90.6% of companies in the resources industry and by 
60.2% of organisations who said they operate in the construction industry (a small percentage 
operated in both industries) although not for all licences.  The main reasons for doing so relate to 
confidence in skills competency and safety. 

Most use an in house program and those who use an external organisation use one that also delivers 
HRWL training. 

VoC pass rates are high, but retraining amongst those who do not pass happens consistently 
amongst only 39.0% of companies. 

 
8.1  Use of the VoC process 
 
70.0% of survey participants use a verification of competency (VoC) process at their workplace.  
42.7% use it for all high risk work licences and 27.3% use it for some licences.   Survey participants 
from the construction industry were the least likely to use a VoC process (see below). 
 

Verification of Competency Resources Construction Transport Other  

Yes for all HRWL licences 49.1% 34.7% 60.0% 53.8% 

Yes for some HRWL licences 41.5% 25.5% 30.0% 30.8% 

No 9.4% 39.8% 10.0% 15.4% 

 n=53 n=98 n=10 n=13 

Q.21  Do you use a certification of competency (VOC) process at your work place analysed by industry type? 

 
 
32.4% of survey participants report having a separate VoC for each site.   
 
The key reasons for using a VoC process relate to confidence in skills competency and safety. 
 

Reasons for Using a VoC process  

To ensure employees or contractors have the appropriate skills to do the job 74.3% 

To ensure a safe workplace 71.4% 

To ensure employee or contractor skills are current 47.6% 

Part of induction process 31.4% 

Legislative requirement 26.7% 

Company requirement 1.9% 

Q.22.  Why do you undertake a VoC process? Multiple responses allowed (n=105 who use a VoC process) 

 
 
Responsibility for the VoC process: The majority of employers (72.4%) use an in house program with 
their own staff, in addition a few do this in combination with an external provider (3.8%).  22.9% 
only use an external organisation for VOC. 
 
The majority of those using an external organisation (70.8%) use one that also delivers HRWL 
training. 
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8.2 Passing and Training 
 
Those who were able to provide information on the VoC pass rates (about half of the respondents) 
report the pass rates shown below. 
 

 

Q26.  What percentage (or estimate) of employees pass their verification of competency 

 
Note: The graph should be read as: 
 

 98.7% of employers reported more than 10% of their employees passing 

 59.2% report more than 90% of their employees passing 

 32.9% report 100% of their employees passing 
 

Retraining of employees who fail their VoC does not happen all the time.   
 
58.1% of them do this retraining in house; 41.9% do it through an RTO. 
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9.0 AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT                                                                 

 
Half the employers participating in the survey provided further comments about how HRWL training 
can be improved.  
 
Again, the topic of experience received many comments.  Experience is felt to be about competency.  
It is about being exposed to a variety of situations so that employees know how to handle them.  
And it is ultimately about safety and about productivity – doing the job right, every time. 
 

“Experience is at least as important as the required training qualification. Currently 
people can get the formal qualification, but without the experience, our confidence in 

their ability to perform is not always great.” 
 

“Candidate must have some level of work place experience through mentoring or buddy 
programme before being able to be engaged by RTO to be trained and receive licence.” 

 
“For Scaffolding I think we should revert back to the old system where a Licensed 

Scaffolder could have a few unlicensed people in their team. After enough practical and 
theoretical experience they can then be examined to gain verification of the competency 

level they have achieved and if achieved the appropriate licence be issued.” 
 

“I think that some level of experience should be gained before any licence is issued, such 
as a probationers licence until a certain amount of hours is achieved this could be 

verified by the employer.” 
 

“Needs to be logged-booked, just like the IRATA (International Rope Access Trades 
Association), 1,000 hours must be completed on the job to be able to sit your next level 
of training, from Basic 1,000/Intermediate 1,000 to Advanced – actual in-depth training 

spending 80% of time building multiple scaffold scenarios.  This needs to be standard 
from all RTOs, then and only then will you see an increase in skill and ability and the 

likelihood of someone seriously injuring or dying dramatically reduced.” 
 

“People must gain experience at the basic level before advancing further. It is absurd 
that someone can hold an advanced rigging ticket and never been on a job.” 

 
“As far as HRWL's go it is good the person has learnt the skills required but until a 

person has experienced those "OH SH!#" moments it would be difficult to say they were 
100% skilled for the task.” 

 
“The HRWL system needs to go back to a logbook process so people have time to gain 

the on the job experience. I did a three year traineeship as a Rigger in 1985.  We had to 
have 100 logbook hours on every license we obtained. It took three years to get my RA, 

SA, Dogman, LF, EWP and C6 Crane. You had enough time to learn the skills and practice 
them. I have only recently come back to Mining after several years in Construction and 
the Standard of license holders is getting lower.  How you can do two weeks of training 

and be an Advanced Scaffolder doing Canter lever? Dropped scaffolds is a joke.  I 
wonder how many people could actually set up a Gin Pole if we asked them to. Most 
people that I have VOC'd in construction could not even tell you the fleet angle of a 

winch if asked.  I found the failure rate was high when working at places like Barrow 
Island but sadly in the mining industry we have fitters / boilermakers being Riggers and 
Crane drivers and they do not have the skill set. If they do, they lose it because they do 

not use the skills frequently enough.” 
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Hand in hand with experience is the issue of mandating minimum time periods between 
qualifications so employees have the time to cement those skills and avoid the issuing of HRWLs to 
inexperienced people that some fear is happening today. 
 

“Copy the system that has evolved in the UK.  Do not allow scaffolders with no 
experience to obtain all of their tickets and licences in 'one hit'.  Do not rely on VOC's 

which are as loose as the HRL system and are often carried out in a tick the box manner. 
To me it seems like a money-generating scheme and not an accurate reflection of a 

person’s skills or experience at all.” 
 
 
Another area of concern is the quality and consistency of the RTOs, the trainers and the assessors.  
There is a perception amongst some that they are not up to the job and there is no guarantee of 
quality, let alone consistency across RTOs and HRWL course content and assessment. 
 

“Firstly, Improve the VET knowledge of registered assessors. It is these people who are 
making the licensing decisions. Having met many of them in the capacity of an RTO 
manager before starting with this industry employer, I can say that many should be 

required to re-sit Cert IV TAE. Basic understanding of VoC requirements as well as actual 
responsibilities of a Trainer or Assessor should be the first priority.  Many do not have 

the skills to be good trainers. Just because a person has been a scaffolder or rigger for X 
amount of years does not make the person a good trainer. However, WorkSafe who 
accredits them is only interested in their past experience, not in their capability as a 

trainer or assessor.”  
 

“The lack of consistency across RTO's is a major problem and this will not be resolved by 
paperwork audits conducted by State or Federal departments.  True audits should be 

done observing delivery by the trainers and observing the assessing of the participants 
on the various RTO HRWL programs.  Any audits should also include an inspection of the 

training facility to see if the equipment and environment that the training is being 
delivered in is suitable to deliver real life work experience.”  

 
“More rigor applied to RTOs. Specific auditing of RTOs. Too many RTO's do not conduct 
training in the correct manner. (It’s) not competency based. VOCs are seen as tick and 

flick exercises. Trainers should also be regularly assessed as to their competency. 
Regular audits of RTO trainers on site with reference to their paperwork and practical 

skills would be of an advantage. Just because the paperwork is signed off does not mean 
that the training was conducted correctly. The system as it stands today is allowing 
some RTOs to pass personnel who do not have the required competency to obtain 

HRWL.”  
 

“Needs to be delivered by people who have performed the work and are experienced in 
the work rather those who simply hold a training qualification.”  
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“Improve the auditing and monitoring of HRWL Assessors. For too long WorkSafe and 
TAC have been leaving the auditing to each other. The result is gaps and too many non-
compliant assessors. The old system of WorkSafe auditing the assessors was far better.  

Ensure TAC has the legal authority to shut down non conforming RTO's.”  
 

“Consistency and recognition of HRWL across all States within Australia would be of 
assistance.”  

 
“Ensure VOC's are an accredited training process, (via an RTO), that is nationally 

recognised, (just like the licence), and portable from site to site for up to 2.5 years, - i.e. 
half the life cycle of the HRL.”  

 
“The VOC process needs to be relevant to the skills being assessed; you cannot trust an 
RTO to conduct a VOC when they have provided substandard training in the first place.  

How about you put some secret shoppers through some courses to see how bad it really 
is out there?”  

 
 
There is also a call for more thorough assessment of skills and competencies, to ensure those 
holding a HRWL can perform the tasks they are trained for.  
 

“One of the questions, in this survey asked about the skills of new employees. The 
question should also include the underpinning knowledge and practical application of it. 
Most scaffolders and riggers, even those in industry for many years, cannot demonstrate 

knowledge during a VOC assessment yet can show the skills. Let’s face it, anyone can 
use a spanner.  More time should be allocated to both (useful) knowledge and skills if it 

wasn't spent on things they are unlikely to use once they are licensed.” 
 

“The course material provided at training is excellent however most organisations skim 
over it and only complete the parts needed to pass the exam. Exams need to be a closed 

book. It needs to be acceptable to fail a course regardless of the consequence on fees 
charged.” 

 
“A thorough assessment of the person’s ability in understanding of the training 

undertaken and not just the fact that they have attended needs to be carried out before 
the licence is granted.” 

 
“Applicants for HRWLs should be verified 'in the field' prior to receiving their HRWL. This 
way their competence can be assessed outside of a controlled classroom scenario and 

their compliance with associated factors such as safety control measures, pre-inspection 
of equipment etc. can be adequately verified.” 

 
 
Course content, length and cost attracted some comment.  Ultimately, they are all linked to the 
need for the courses to be fit for purpose - thorough to cover the essentials fully and properly, no 
unnecessary duplication given that the training involves taking productive resources out of the 
business for days at a time, and not penuriously expensive for the business.  More flexibility to 
recognise prior learning and to fill the gaps in knowledge or competency would also be welcomed. 
 

“A lot of these courses should not be run in such a short space of time with the attitude 
that no one fails. There needs to be more time spent on most of them.  More than half of 

the info is just skimmed over.” 
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“A course may be booked to run for 5 days but can easier be completed in 3 days. There 
seems to be a lot of duplication between high risk tickets on the first day of each 

course.” 
 

“Many WorkSafe Assessors feel they are entitled to huge payments because they have 
that accreditation. This makes extending the duration of training courses an unviable 

option.  I personally would like to see that Scaffolding and Rigging be a minimum of 3-4 
weeks training though many employers would disagree because of costs. In its current 

form the only one making money is the Registered Assessors and I've already questioned 
their VET knowledge and skills.” 

 
“A more flexible system would be good for RPL for experienced staff whose ticket has 

lapsed or is not recognised in WA.” 
 

“Assess the person’s skill and knowledge level prior to training. Many could have the 
desired level and only require a refresher and not sit through full training. RTOs need to 
understand the requirements and not have predetermined, out of date ideas that do not 
suit industry e.g. stating set log book hours for everyone regardless of their skill levels.” 

 
“There should be more allowance for recognized prior learning and courses modified in 

length of time and cost to reflect less time needed in training.” 
 
 
Training in regional areas is a particular area of concern for those not based in Perth.  It is costly and 
classes are often not run because of small student numbers.  Ultimately, the consequence of poor 
access to training is employee safety. 
 

“Have more training facilities in the regional centres.  The local Institute of Technology 
only runs courses if they have the numbers and you often find the course has been 

cancelled due to lack of numbers and their costs are too expensive.  We have either been 
sending our employees to Perth or paying for a training company in Perth to send one of 
their trainers down to conduct the courses on our premises. To increase the numbers we 
enquire if any of our clients need any of their employees to complete the course we are 

running.” 
 

“Training Council should look at the individual needs of each region. Provide more 
assistance and maybe assist with subsidies to the individual Perth based trainers, so it is 
attractive for them to come down to the regions rather than having training centralised 
in Perth. This increases dramatically the training costs for the student or the employer 

because of the extra accommodation, travel and extra time costs.  Lack of training in the 
regions increases the danger of having untrained workers on site due to no choice (the 

job has to be done and risks are taken) or running the risk of having workers on site with 
fake licences.” 
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“We are in an established industry in a small area and it is difficult to get training done. I 
have had one person booked for a course for eight months and because the numbers are 
not high enough the course keeps being delayed. He is a good competent employee but 
by law he should not be working with me. Can rural areas get more subsidy to enable 

smaller class sizes?” 
 
 
A number of other suggestions relate to: 
 

 A centralised register of HRWL holders so employers can check the bona fides of prospective 
employees and contractors. 

 Compiling evidence from thorough adverse incident investigations involving high risk work to 
provide feedback on the breadth and depth of coverage of HRWL skill and competency areas. 

 Develop tools to allow industry to make objective assessments of RTOs. 

 Make HRWL holders fully accountable for their actions, just like holders of motor vehicle 
licences. 

 Developing (where they don’t exist) Australian Standards for the equipment being used in high 
risk work to reduce the likelihood of things going wrong. 
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10.0 SAMPLE PROFILE 

A sample of 150 employers or contractors took part in the survey, all of whom employed and 
contracted people with High Risk Work Licences (HRWLs). 

The participants were drawn from across the state, many with multiple locations in both Perth and 
country regions.  Just under 60% were located in the Perth and Peel regions and 64.0% had locations 
in regional WA.  Participants represented a mix of business sizes, with just under half being large 
businesses (100+ employees). 

The majority of survey participants were in the construction industry (66.0%) and 36.0% in the 
resources sector; it should be noted that some companies participated in multiple sectors.  
Understandably, the resources companies were generally large businesses and the construction 
companies were small and medium-sized businesses.  

The most popular HRWLs were Elevated Work Platforms and Dogging (used by more than 80.0% 
survey participants), Basic Rigging, Non Slewing Mobile Cranes and Basic Scaffolding (used by at least 
64.0% of companies).  In total, 74.7% had an interest in Rigging HRWLs, 72.0% were interested in 
Scaffolding HRWLs, and 36.0% were interested in Slewing Mobile Cranes over 100 tons HRWLs.  
Larger businesses mostly used employees / contractors with the Rigging, Scaffolding and Mobile 
Crane HRWLs. 

   

Business Size None – I am self-employed 0.0% 

Small 1 - 20 employees/contractors 30.0% 

Medium 21 – 99 23.3% 

Large 100+ 46.7% 

Industry Construction 66.0% 

Resources 36.0% 

Transport and Logistics 6.7% 

Other (specify) 0.0% 

Miscellaneous 7.3% 

Location Perth 57.3% 

Peel 6.7% 

South West 19.3% 

Great Southern 8.0% 

Goldfields/Esperance 14.7% 

Mid-West 11.3% 

Wheatbelt 4.0% 

Pilbara 21.3% 

Kimberley 5.3% 

Perth + Peel 58.7% 

Regional WA (outside Perth & Peel) 64.0% 

HRWL’s that are relevant to the business EW – Elevated Work Platform 86.7% 

DG – Dogging 84.0% 

RB – Rigging Basic 68.0% 

RI – Rigging Intermediate 48.0% 

RA – Rigging Advanced 42.7% 

SB – Scaffolding Basic 64.0% 

SI – Scaffolding Intermediate 48.7% 

SA – Scaffolding Advanced 43.3% 

CN - Non slewing mobile cranes 64.7% 

CO - Slewing mobile cranes over 100 tonnes 36.0% 
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Technical Appendix 1 - Sampling and Data Collection Specifics 
 

Component Details 

 
Project Management Team 

Research Solutions Contact Nicky Munro 

Client Contact Kane Depiazz, Training Accreditation Council 

Data programming company Thinkfield 

Field Company Credentials ISO 20252 

 
Research Methodology 

Data collection method Online survey 

 
Sampling Methodology 

Target population for survey Employers in High Risk Work Licence industries 
employing staff 

Source of sampling frame 
e.g.  Access panel, Grey Pages, client provided 

list, customers visiting xxx between date & 
date 

Online survey distributed by industry associations 
in the Department of Mines & Petroleum to 
members and organisations on their distribution 
lists 

If using an Access Panel (note below or 
NA): 

N/A 

 Selection criteria for the sample Census 

 Appropriateness of the sample for the 
purpose 

Completely appropriate, these employers 
employed people with HRWL 

Sampling Technique  
e.g.  quota /probability / convenience / 

geographical coverage if relevant 

Convenience sample across Western Australia, 
stakeholders and RTOs were screened out of the 
questionnaire at Q.2 

Sample Size 
e.g.  if sample size achieved was different from 

planned sample, note this and reason why 

150 

Was sample quota’d? (note below or NA): N/A 

 
Fieldwork 

Data collection undertaken by client’s stakeholder 
organisations and industry bodies 

Pilot study date(s) 3-13 November 2015 

Changes made as result of pilot Some changes to wording 

Survey dates 11 November – 7 December 2015 

Questionnaire length / administration time 10 minutes 

Incentives provided for respondents 
e.g.  No / yes & description of incentive 

No 

If using client provided product/incentive 
(note below or NA): 

N/A 

Survey Procedure for Online / Mail surveys (note below or delete): 

 Administration process Covering email and link sent to each of the 
organisations distributing the questionnaire to 
members 

 Number of reminders to non-
respondents 

Two reminders to non-respondents at the 
beginning of the second and third weeks 
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Data Collection Outcomes: 

Response Rate or  
Participation rate (non-probability 
samples) delete as required 

Total number of members to whom the survey 
was sent is unknown as is the number of eligible 
employers 

Overall sampling error This is a convenience sample; if full coverage of 
the industries using HRWL was obtained the 
sampling error would be ±8% at the 95% level of 
confidence 

Validation procedures Not required as survey was self-completion 

 
Data Coding, Analysis and Data File Treatment 

Validity and Reliability Issues This is a convenience sample with an unknown 
universe 

Data coding 
 

 N/A 

Consistency checks 
 

 Preliminary data file checked by Project 
Manager using SPSS: 
o Frequency counts 
o Relevant cross tabulations 

 Data outside the range/duplicates or 
abnormalities investigated  

Treatment of missing data  One response was excluded from analysis and 
noted where relevant 

  

Was sample weighted? (note below or NA): No 

Any estimating or imputation procedures 
used  

NA 

Statistical tests used  See Survey Research Appendix: Statistical Tests 

Data file provided to client If requested 

De-identified data files retained For five years 

 
This project has been undertaken in compliance with ISO 20252. 
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Technical Appendix 2:  Statistical Tests 
 

Test: One Sample T-Test of a Proportion 

Use: To determine if the proportion of a variable in one sub-sample is significantly 
different to the proportion of the same variable in some other group, such as:  

 The sample overall (i.e. sub-group differs to the sample in general) 

 The rest of the sample (e.g. sub-group of people aged 18-24 differs to the 
sub-group of people not aged 18-24). 

Data Assumptions:  Measure being tested is normally distributed within the two (sub-) 
samples. 

 Data must be interval or ratio. 

 Variance of measure being tested is roughly similar (homogeneity of 
variance). 

 Appropriate version of the test chosen for independent or dependent 
samples. 

Test Measure / 
Cut-off Criterion: 

p <= 0.05  
i.e. the difference between two groups has only a 5% probability of occurring 
by chance alone 

Issues to be aware 
of: 

The result should be both statistically significant and clinically or tactically or 
strategically significant. Be mindful of statistically significant differences where: 
1. The sample sizes are very large 
2. Scores within the groups are very similar (i.e. the groups have small 

standard deviations) 

 
 

Test: Z-Test 

Use: To determine if the proportions of a variable in two independent samples are 
significantly different. 

Data Assumptions:  Measure being tested is normally distributed with the two samples. 

 Data must be interval or ratio. 

 Sample size is large enough to form a normal curve (n>30) 

 Variance of measure being tested is roughly similar (homogeneity of 
variance). 

Test Measure / 
Cut-off Criterion: 

p <= 0.5 

Issues to be aware 
of: 

The result should be both statistically significant and clinically or tactically or 
strategically significant. Be mindful of statistically significant differences where: 
1. The sample sizes are very large 
2. Scores within the groups are very similar (i.e. the groups have small 

standard deviations) 
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Test: Chi Square (Pearson’s chi-square) 

Use: To determine if two variables are related by more than chance alone. 

Data Assumptions:  Data is from a random sample. 

 Data must be nominal, ordinal or interval. 

 Sufficiently large sample (absolute minimum n=30) & adequate cell sizes 
(n=10+) 

 Observations must be independent. 

 Observations must have the same underlying distribution. 

 Data is unweighted 

Test Measure / 
Cut-off Criterion: 

p <= 0.5 

 

Test: False Discovery Rate 

Use: To adjust the results of tests of statistical significance to reduce the chance 
of finding results to be significant when they are really due to sampling 
error. 

Data 
Assumptions: 

The data assumptions are relevant to the underlying tests of significance 
being “adjusted” 

Test Measure / 
Cut-off Criterion: 

q <= 0.5 
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Appendix 3:  The Questionnaire 

 

High Risk Work Licence Employer and Contractor Survey 

Do you or your company employ or contract workers involved in dogging, rigging, 

scaffolding or crane or EWP operations? 

 

If you do, the Training Accreditation Council (TAC) would like to know your views on the 

quality of high risk work licence (HRWL) training in your industry and how you feel it can be 

improved and how well the licences meet your business needs.   

 

TAC regulates registered training organisations (RTOs) who operate in Western Australia or 

Victoria only.  As part of its regulatory function, TAC is undertaking a strategic industry audit 

(SIA) of RTOs which deliver training that leads to the issuance of HRWLs in Western Australia.  

The purpose of an SIA is to provide a ‘point in time’ snapshot of the quality of training and 

assessment in a specific industry area. 

 

The findings of the survey will be used to help TAC understand the issues impacting on your 

industries and compare these with the audit findings. The survey will not ask questions that 

identify individuals or companies, so you can be assured your responses will be confidential.  

A summary of survey findings will be published in the SIA report, which will be published in 

early 2016 and will be available on the TAC website (www.tac.wa.gov.au).   

 

The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. You can leave it at any time and it will 

restart where you left off. We would appreciate it very much if you would complete the 

survey by the 10th December 

 

If you would like to know more about the SIA or the survey please contact Angela 

Hollingsworth on 9441 1986 or angela.hollingsworth@des.wa.gov.au 

 

Please note:  

 

This survey is being conducted on behalf of TAC by Research Solutions, a Perth-based 

research company.  You have the right to access any information you have provided as part 

of the survey and request that this information be destroyed.  

Research Solutions’ privacy policy is available on its website (www.researchsolutions.com.au) 

and provides further details regarding how you can access or correct information, how you 

can make a privacy related complaint and how that complaint will be dealt with. You can 

also contact the Privacy Officer Nicky Munro on 0411 600 074. 

 

Please click on the link below to start the survey 

http://www.tac.wa.gov.au/
mailto:angela.hollingsworth@des.wa.gov.au
http://www.researchsolutions.com.au/
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Firstly, just a few questions about you and your business to help us understand the answers that you 

provide 

1. Do you or your business employ or contract people with High Risk Work Licences (HRWLs)? 

 

Yes   

No/ don’t know   programmer thank and 

terminate survey refer to the 

results availability at the end 

2. How many people does your business employ or contract? Programmer single response 

 

None – I am self-employed   

Small 1 - 20 employees/contractors   

Medium 21 – 99   

Large 100+   

 

3. What industry are you in?  Programmer allow multiple response 

Construction   

Resources   

Transport and Logistics   

Other (specify)…………………………………   

4. Where are you based in WA? (programmer allow multiple response) 

Perth Metro area   

Regional: South west   

Regional: North   

Regional Eastern   

5. Which of the following HRWLs are relevant to your business? (Multiple response) 

EW – Elevated Work Platform   

DG – Dogging    

RB – Rigging Basic    

RI – Rigging Intermediate    

RA – Rigging Advanced    

SB – Scaffolding Basic    

SI – Scaffolding Intermediate    

SA – Scaffolding Advanced    

CN - Non slewing mobile cranes   

CO - Slewing mobile cranes over 100 tonnes   
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Training Requirements  

6a Are your employees/contactors required to hold HRWLs prior to being employed? 

Yes     

No     

6b.        Do you refer existing employees/contractors for training to obtain HRWLs? 

Yes         Go to 7 

 No         skip to Employee/Contractor Skills  

         Q15a 

 Not applicable Employee/Contractor responsibility          skip to Employee/Contractor Skills  

         Q15a 

7. Who usually pays for the training of an employee or contractor in your business? 

All paid by the employer  

All paid by the contractor  

All paid by the employee         

The employee makes a contribution to the cost of training  

The contractor makes a contribution to the cost of training  

It varies depending on the licence  

HRWL is a pre-employment requirement  

 

8. Does the employee: 

Receive paid time off for the training   

Takes leave without pay   

Not applicable  
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9. How is the time allowed for the training of each licence for each employee determined? 

Award/agreements/industrial arrangements  

The employer specifies the length of the course   

The RTO specifies the length of the course  

Employer and RTO negotiate the length of the course together   

Other ways (type in) ……………………………………………………………  

 Not applicable  

 

 

 

10.   For the training leading to HRWLs do you use: 

 

A single preferred RTO or  

Multiple RTOs   

 

11. How important are the following factors in selecting your RTO? Please score each of the 

following factors out of 10 where: 

1 is not at all important 

10 is critically important 

Please put in one number against each statement     

   Score out of 10 

  

A good record of getting the employees licensed [__________] 
   
The ability to offer the training I require when I need it [__________] 
  
A low cost [__________] 
   
Running courses out of hours like weekends [__________] 
   
The ability to deliver training at my site [__________] 
   
Keeping the courses short [__________] 
   
Online courses [__________] 
   
A reputation for doing a thorough job of the training [__________] 
  

    Is there anything else that you consider is an important factor in selecting your RTO? (Type in) 

 ............................................................................................................................................. 
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12. Now thinking about the RTOs you use for delivery of HRWLs: 

a. Do they consult with you about what training you need to meet your requirements?  

 

Yes usually  

Yes sometimes  

No  

b. Do they customise the training for you? 

Yes usually  

Yes sometimes  

No  

c. Do they train on the same type of equipment as you use? 

 

Yes usually   

Yes sometimes  

No  

 

d. Do they provide some incentives for you to place your training with them? 

 

Yes  

No  

If yes, what incentives are offered (programmer not mandatory) 

13. Do people receiving the same HRWL have a similar level of competency and skills regardless 

of the RTO used or are the levels quite different between RTOs? 

All fairly similar  

Some are quite different  

Many/ all are quite different   

14. Following the HRWL training, how would you rate the following? 

 Please rate each out of 10 using a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is very poor and 10 is excellent,            

don’t know =99, please use the whole scale not just the ends. 

  Score out of 10 

a. Your satisfaction with the training delivered [_________] 

b. The quality of the training  [_________]  

  

c. The value for money of the training [_________] 

d.  The skills that the person achieves [_________] 

e.  The ability of the person to do the job required [_________] 
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Employee/Contractor skills 

 

Thinking of the ability of the person to do the job required 

 

15a. How appropriate are the set of skills required to obtain the HRWL to the needs of your 

business?  

Meet the needs of my business  

Go part way there to meeting the needs of my business    

Don’t really meet the needs of my business    

More skills than needed for job requirements   

 Programmer If 9a (2 or 3) ask:  

15b Where do you feel the needs are not met or exceeded? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

16a. Is the level of competency and skills provided between licence types variable, and do you 

experience more problems with some types of licences, than others?  

All fairly similar   Go to 17 

Some licences have much more variation in skills than others  

Many/ all are quite different    
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16b. Which type of HRWL do you experience the most problems?  

 

EW – Elevated Work Platform  

DG – Dogging   

RB – Rigging Basic   

RI – Rigging Intermediate   

RA – Rigging Advanced   

SB – Scaffolding Basic   

SI – Scaffolding Intermediate   

SA – Scaffolding Advanced   

CN - Non slewing mobile cranes  

CO - Slewing mobile cranes over 100 tonnes  

All have their own issues  

 

Comment: ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

17. When new employees or contractors present with high risk work licences, do they usually 

have:  (tick one) 

No skills          

Some but not all the prescribed skills they require for a High Risk Work Licence  

All the prescribed skills of the High Risk Work Licence     

 

18a. In general, how confident are you that once the person has completed their basic licence, 

they are competent to do the work they are licensed to do on your site? Please rate your 

confidence out of 10, where 1 is not at all confident and 10 is extremely confident 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Not at all confident                  extremely confident  

 

18b. In general, how confident are you that once the person has completed their advanced 

licence, they are competent to do the work they are licensed to do on your site? Please rate 

your confidence out of 10, where 1 is not at all confident and 10 is extremely confident 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Not at all confident                  extremely confident  
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If not confident to Q18a or b ask:  

19. What are the factors that impact on your level of confidence? Type in full 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
……………................................................................................................................................... 

20. Here are some views which have been expressed and we would be interested in your 

feedback on them.  

a. Should a set level of experience be required in the workplace at the basic licence level 

before a person can obtain the intermediate licence and then be required to gain even more 

experience in the workforce before they can do an advanced licence? tick the one closest to 

how you feel 

 

Definitely should  

Probably should  

May/ may not  

Probably not  

Definitely not  

                                                                                                                                  

b. Is it appropriate for students with no workplace experience to go from basic to advanced 

HRWL course in one week or less? tick the one closest to how you feel1   

 

Definitely should  

Probably should  

Undecided  

Probably not  

Definitely not  

 

Verification of Competency 

 

21.  Do you use a verification of competency (VoC) process at your workplace?  

Yes for all HRWL licences  

Yes for some HRWL licences  

No   Go to General areas for improvement 

If yes to Q21 (codes 1or 2) ask Q22-28: 

 

  

                                                           
1 This question was withdrawn as it was found not to reflect industry practice 
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22.         Why do you undertake a VoC process? MULTIPLE RESPONSES  

Legislative requirement      

To ensure a safe workplace     

Part of induction process     

To ensure employee or contractor skills are current    

To ensure employees or contractors have the appropriate 

 skills to do the job     

Other specify ………………………………………………………………….  

 

23.       Who is responsible for conducting VoC processes at your sites? 

In-house program and staff     

External organisation     

Other     

 

24.       If an external organisation conducts your VoC process, do they also deliver the HRWL training?  

Yes        

No        

   

25.        Do you have a separate verification of competency for each site? 

Yes  

No  

 

26. What percentage (or estimate) of employees pass their verification of competency? 

 

…………………………………………% 

 

27. Do you retrain staff or contractors who fail their verification of competency? 

Yes always   

Yes sometimes  

No  

 

28.        If yes, how are staff or contractors retrained? 

In-house training       

Retrained with RTO      
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General areas for improvement Programmer ask all 

31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved? (describe in 

full) 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

Thank you for participating in this survey.  The results will be 

included in the report on the Strategic Industry Audit of HRWLs 

which will be published in early 2016 on the Training Accreditation 

Council’s website. 
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Appendix 4:  Verbatim Responses 
 
The following pages contain the verbatim responses to the open-ended questions in the survey.  Not all 

survey participants answered these questions and the comments cannot be taken as representative of 

the opinions of all participants.   

 

Minimal editing has only been performed for clarity purposes.   

 

Q11. Is there anything else that you consider is an important factor in selecting your RTO?  

Ability to meet our needs when we need them to be met at a minimal cost and disruption to business 

Actually educating personnel and not just a tick / flick. Completing thorough and detailed VOC's 
especially with Scaffolding.  The VOC process or skills assessment needs to cover all aspects, more 
practical assessment over a number of days, not just 3 or 4 hours as this benefits no one, not the 
individual nor the company. 

After Training Support 

An RTO that automatically deducts the CTF rebate from the cost of the course makes managing 
training much easier. 

Availability and duration of course 

Availability of courses at short notice 

Competent Teacher/Trainer 

Ensure that there is sufficient exposure to employees for gaining experience in line with the 
qualification i.e. Intermediate to Advanced forms of training require different amounts of exposure for 
experience purposes. 

Good communication / follow up for any issues that may arise. 

Good correspondence with the RTO's representative 

Good feedback from attendees and there supervisors regarding relevancy etc 

Good reputation 

Harder training and proper tests. 

Having a RTO in town! 

Location 

Location and complying with above criteria 

Location of the RTO, as we are located in the South West (Busselton) 

Maintain consistency and ensure their trainers hold appropriate training delivery skills, adequate 
industry experience with licence being delivered and most importantly don't take short cuts. 

No compromise on quality or time taken to train as a result of pressure from the requesting company 

Professional 

Professional, and admin returns calls/emails in a timely manner 

Professionalism 

Quality training at a competitive price, and stick to the agreed time frame so we can plan our training 
relief roster. 

Record/reputation for training in general 

Reputation to deliver thorough, high quality training 

RTO must complete our company safety qualification process before they can become a supplier to us 

RTO needs to provide quality training but be flexible with employer needs 

Running as a partnership.  Deliver the training to our requirements. Important is the ability of the RTO 
to manage their side of the agreement 

Standard of training must be of the highest quality, no cutting corners and consistency within the 
trainers 
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Q11. Is there anything else that you consider is an important factor in selecting your RTO?  

Supporting local companies. 

The ability to modify training to suit our  requirements 

The capacity to understand the capabilities and needs of indigenous trainees as well as regular 
employees, and ensure that all trainees are provided with an equal opportunity to succeed in their 
chosen field 

Feedback from the persons undertaking the courses, i.e. was the training good/ bad and worthwhile 
or was it just treated as a tick and flick, meaning you paid the fee so you are guaranteed to get the 
ticket regardless of your competency 

The people delivering the training and assessing have up to date industry experience.  The system with 
which they are assessing against is flexible enough for team demonstration of skills, they can be 
assessed as a group to meet the outcomes and demonstrate the skills needed. 

The quality of the working relationship between the employer and the RTO including alignment of 
values, quality reputation and low staff turnover, particularly their high risk trainer/assessors 

The RTO needs to listen to industry and be flexible with delivery, time and content 

The RTO should also have a reputation for not passing students who are not yet competent. 

The RTO's in Western Australia have failed, as they have zero accountability for the individual and the 
education is dated and unacceptable.  People are dying.  Not educated, specialist 

The training is done with comparable equipment to what the trainee will be using once qualified. 

We look for people who are flexible with location and accommodating to our needs 

Who are the Trainer / Assessors? 

Work conditions. Modern facilities. Trainers experience. 

Yes, I would like them to stop selling us plastic! 

 

 

 

Q15b. Where do you feel the needs are not met or exceeded? 

A HRWL is a license which means all are trained in the basics which in parts means all workers have a 
strong base to improve from; however experience is the key to a competent worker, and each 
individual has various levels of experience.  The VOC system I have witness on numerous sites and for 
different contractors is on the  whole quite poor; it’s a very short verification of competence.     I 
believe the Log book system (Brown Book) is warranted to document experience and various types of 
experience.  e.g.  www.rms.nsw.gov.au/business-industry/partners.../certification.pdf 

Actual training being provided is not comprehensive enough 

As an example, an advanced licence can be obtained in two weeks. In other countries this take a 
minimum of three years. Says it all. 

Common sense 

Common sense should still be allowed to be used 

Demolition involves understanding multiple High Risk areas and a HRWL does not ensure the worker is 
effectively trained to operate this equipment on a demolition site. For demolition activities, they still 
need to be mentored and have done demolition training. 

Does not relate to site-specific standards 

Due to the different standards of the training, we need to conduct a verification of competency after 
the training to ensure they have been trained correctly and can competently perform the task. 

Employees are qualified to the highest level in approximately 3 weeks dependant on the qualification, 
however in some instances candidates may have never been exposed to the conditions in which they 
are required to work. The real world is very different to a classroom. 

Essentially the view is any person can obtain a HRWL - which in personal opinion should not be the 
case.  Needs are not being met with respect to large differences in quality of delivered training where 
we continually see incompetence. 
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Q15b. Where do you feel the needs are not met or exceeded? 

Even though most RTO's meet standards, the QUALITY of training varies between them 

I have found that the majority of successful trainees have had some prior experience with the 
equipment (if putting a 'first timer' into a course).  Refresher courses are generally not much different 
to initial training, so trainees can be bored/disengaged after the training. 

Industry specific requirements 

It seems that the Competency Based Training has not been successful. A lot of people with 
"Qualifications" but not really experienced. 

Lack of on-site experience with an competent worker on hand 

Majority of our business is single storey residential housing. 

Many providers pass people who are not competent and never will be. Rigging is a good example of 
this. 

Mostly when they return from training they are as unemployable as when they went in but it is a 
statutory requirement to do the training and there is no substitute for on the job experience.  Any fool 
can get a scaffold ticket and scaffold their own house or, as in the case of a supervisor, attempt to 
understand scaffolding and the process involved. Owner builders/individuals can get a ticket end be in 
the workforce. They should have to be retested and gain their full ticket after an 
apprenticeship/probation period working in the industry with a scaffolding overseer.  Just had an 
employee leave me to work FIFO after just completing his SI and it is a joke that he can go work in the 
industry when he is completely incompetent as a basic scaffolder - even after 6 months employment. 
How he got his ticket amazes me. It’s just too easy to get a ticket. They come out of training expecting 
a pay rise because they have a ticket but to me it’s useless because they have no real knowledge. 

Needs are met by achieving the regulatory license requirements for high risk work, however they are 
not met entirely from the perspective of actual competence 

Not specific to operation procedures 

Often time is wasted on things that many participants may never use.  i.e. Gin Poles in Advanced 
Rigging.  I believe this should be a separate endorsement for those that need it.  Also, concrete Tilt-up 
Panels are covered yet there is a separate Tilt-up Panel course, again, this could be a 2-3 day 
endorsement additional to the HRWL.  Neither of these is ever used in the Resources sector yet 
personnel have to do this in the training.  Food for thought - A Rigger in the Entertainment Industry 
would rarely use a slewing crane let alone tilt panels/material hoists and the like. 

Personnel having completed the course not aware of basic requirements which leads to poor standard 
of work (Particularly in scaffolding work found on our worksites) The HRWL training courses appear to 
be getting shorter in duration which can lead to important information not being covered. 

Practical experience 

Prior experience is not up to an acceptable standard in being granted a HRWL 

Project Specific Requirements 

RPL and RCC. It is very onerous getting RTO's to get involved with this process, easier to do the course 
again. 

Scaffolding activities in general, a lot of scaffolders are not  clear about basic requirements even if 
they hold an advanced  scaffolder ticket 

Site and industry specific hazards 

Some site requirements and job specific requirements can vary. 

Sometimes skill sets are very generic, and do not cover relevant industry situations 

The "generic" training mostly meets the needs but does rely on the trainer "personalising" the training 
to meet specifics for site i.e. site procedures, equipment etc. I don't believe much can be done about 
this. 

The attitude that here is no failing any course, even though some of these high risk skills can kill. The 
pass rate is 100% no matter how you complete the course, the attitude of the employee is that they 
don't have to listen and learn in the course, but just be there and at the end of it they have their 
ticket. 
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Q15b. Where do you feel the needs are not met or exceeded? 

The course is so short the candidates have no time to consolidate any of their learning; there are also 
major gaps in what is being taught to the level of HRWL, example 5 day SB, 3 day SI, 3 day SA, now 
licensed to erect a dropped scaffold underneath an oil rig in the middle of the ocean!! 

The courses are generic and cover a mix of construction and mining scenarios.  At the basic level this is 
OK but not beyond that 

The HRWL as it stands just now does not take into account the experience factor.  All too often we see 
Advanced Scaffolders or Advanced Riggers who are issued license's after a 10 day program at an RTO.  
The system needs to be stepped with gates between levels with evidence through logbook/APP of 
time and task completed. 

The HRWL is limited and there are not clear standards once a license has been obtained in regards to 
license renewal or refreshers. 

The individual’s pre-existing skills are more relevant than the training. Site based training after a 
licence is received is where people learn how to carry out 'high risk' work. It's a bit like your car licence 
- you learn how to drive safely when you’re driving on the road, not in the paddock. 

The needs of an arborist using an EWP are very different to other occupations.  We rig trees, which is 
not a common practice and not very well understood. 

The Scaffolding Education Tool, the Trainers delivering need a complete review, as it is it has FAILED, it 
takes 4 years at Uni to educate grade 1 kids in Perth and yet 10 days of so called education and you 
are able to deliver HRL education????????? 

The timing in getting the issued credentials 

There are many examples, one would be Basic rigging, our tradesmen are required to hold the basic 
rigging HRWL for the use of chain blacks and lever hoists. Work Safe, TAC are focussed on the 
construction industry they have not catered for the mining industry.  As a subject matter expert and 
lead auditor in the mining industry for 30 years I feel that high risk licensing is at the worst level I have 
ever seen. 

Tick and flick training, not enough exposure to the real world. 

Training is not good enough for all high risk trades. It should go back to the days of proper traineeships 
under the guidance of experienced personnel with existing High Risk Work Licenses prior to the issue 
of license. Assessments should be given after the traineeship prior issue as well 

Training over a set period of time, whether short or extended with a log book still requires supervision 
& training on the job to achieve acceptable competency levels. The mistake made by most RTO's is 
that once the certificate is issued, they assure the candidate they are work ready. At times they offer 
Verification of competency when not even on the equipment on the actual job 

Training programs always seems to be the same training topics. In the region, RTO's are having 
problems bringing down trainers if not enough students sign up... Therefore, certain training topics do 
not happen and the same training keeps occurring because those particular trainers are prepared to 
come to the region... 

We have been on waiting list for scaffold and dogging for over 12 months, can’t get enough people 
together to run a course 

What I have seen is the training does not go into enough detail, they brush over things too quickly 
leaving too many questions in certain people’s minds, and the practical side of the assessments can be 
next to nothing. 

Where do I start, basically the stuff that is taught in the classroom is nothing like it is in the real world. 
The assessment was a disgrace and some answers required to pass do not line up with Australian 
Standards. I know this because I am telling my employees one thing and they are trying to tell me I am 
wrong, it was a test question. So I go to the standards and turns out they have been taught WRONG. 
They came up with some crazy maths equation that is totally irrelevant and completely useless for 
dual crane lifts. The trainer did have a few good tricks to show them but that was in the practical. I 
have basically had to un-train them and train them myself. 

Workers need long term structured training. The old permit system was far better as a worker could 
operate the High Risk Plant. 
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Q16b. Which type of HRWL do you experience the most problems?  Comment: ……………… 

As a small owner Builder I think some of the Dogging and Crane operators are rushing sometimes to 
get the next job for their company. The Dogging man is usually a contractor to the Crane company not 
a direct employee. I think I am correct with that statement. 

As EWP are used day in day out people are complacent with their use and risks 

Due to LLN limitations (Maths) 

However having given my answer we still complete a Visual Observation Checklist, (V.O.C) on all 
mobile equipment. Guidance and overseeing is conducted with new dogmen but once they have been 
observed undertaking a lifting task then they are deemed competent. 

In the majority of cases the employee or contractor only requires/utilises about 10 to 20% of the skills 
learnt to obtain the licence. 

In too many areas people have tickets yet they are effectively incompetent. Having worked in industry 
for 40 years I have many skills but few licenses. All too frequently I find I have greater skills than half 
the licensed tossers you blokes have given tickets to. They can legally do the work, I can't. 

Inadequate standards on EWP's. 

I've hired so called advanced riggers and they wouldn't know how to tie their shoe laces. You can ask 
them some basic rigging questions; they roll their eyes and say that I'm supposed to teach them those 
basics. I hire skilled people to work for me, not to have to train them when they come to work for me, 
if I wanted labourers I would have hired labourers. 

Only experience minor issues and rarely any problems.  Just slight inconsistencies between trainers 
and different RTO's 

RTO to ensure there is enough and appropriate time for exposure to experience as experience 
necessary for Rigging Basic is very different to experience necessary for Rigging Advanced etc. Do not 
want RTO to rush through training, want them to assess against appropriate time frames. 

Short courses with little to no instruction 

The process needs to go back to being a Certificate of Competency and passing needs to be based on 
understanding of the requirements of the ticket. For example; a traineeship followed by a qualification 
is much better than the existing system of a qualification followed by a traineeship. 

The System has failed!! 

We contract out the Scaffolding, we don't require Rigging past basic but send a few supervisors to get 
advanced Rigging so they have a better concept of the License, Our workshops require basic rigging 
only for Come-A longs / chain Pullers and all the rest of the skills are not used IE : Mast climbers, 
material hoist, winches, Span wires and Safety nets, thing like steel erection are not used as we only 
do mechanical repairs but need Basic rigging just to use chain Blocks/ chain pullers. 

We do not experience problems with any of the HRWL, they are what they are and an employee can 
only conduct work for which they are licensed in. The Telehandler RIIHAN309D is not a HRWL but we 
feel it should be as this poses issues depending on what attachment is being used. 

We had major issues with every scaffold RTO in the past.  We now do not use any of them other than -
-- for scaffolding.  This training centre is nothing like you see anywhere in Australia and the trainers 
are far superior in the education of our people.  This is the only training business we use and 
recommend to anyone in the scaffold industry.  We still have to use other RTOs for rigging aspects and 
see the same issues with most RTOs, just want them out the door fast so they can get more people 
through which means more dollars, and that’s all most RTOs are about – sad to say but most would 
agree. 

What is one problem with one employee’s interpretation of a point may not be a problem with 
another one’s. 

When considering DG is also covered in CO and RB, and could be course on its own and recognised 
when completing the higher level course 

When getting RA's VOC'd we have had people fail 

Where possible I try to use RTO's with similar brands of equipment to us. 
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Q16b. Which type of HRWL do you experience the most problems?  Comment: ……………… 

You should add forklift 

 

Q19. What are the factors that impact on your level of confidence?  

A person with no experience in construction work or even in scaffolding can complete an advanced 
HRWL in scaffolding and immediately begin work erecting/dismantling scaffold up to 45 metres in 
height. I see scaffolding on worksites which is non compliant and when I speak with the Scaffolders 
they are not aware of the scaffolding safety requirements (Codes and standards) 

Ability to piece together planning and safe work requirements.  Ability to do the simple aspects of a 
job - i.e. not leave open edges etc. Continued supervision required for licensed trades who see 
themselves as competent however more often than not from on the basis of the quality of work they 
dish up. 

Advanced Scaffolding can be achieved with little or no experience. Scaffolding Basic can be achieved in 
4.5 days with no experience and that person can erect scaffold to 45 metres in height!! 

After the candidates complete their HRWL in the mining industry they are required to complete a VOC 
(verification of competency).  This is a DMP regulation. We are currently experiencing around 50% of 
all candidates who sit the VOC are NYC (not yet competent). 

All persons are only competent at time of training not competent at industry requirements or 
operating within industry. 

Already commented on in previous question, the time between basic, intermediate and Advanced 
need to be stepped with hours experience logged centrally against the licence holder 

Although they have done the training my level of confidence remains in the lower end due to a belief 
that the personnel have not gained the levels practical experience required to align with the level of 
licence achieved. 

An Employee should be able to do some onsite training for a probationary period and then do the 
training and obtain the HRWL.  They will then have some understanding of what they are learning and 
be better able to take the information in and when they go out on the job they will start really 
learning the work. 

As previously said, prior experience is not required to the level it once was, and the standard being 
accepted nowadays is poor 

Can you train them to switch brain on 

Common sense. Caution 

Compromise on level of training vs. work place consolidation 

Experience 

Experience on the job is a big thing, as most personnel that have just done training with an RTO don't 
know or understand too much. 

Experience. There are occasions when employees or contractors have completed course levels one 
after the other, but have no practical skills in application to real life scenarios. 

A few days of training do not guarantee a person is competent on the job. Several hours of practical 
training should be mandatory. 

General lack of experience 

Having tried several training providers, most are more interested in processing as many people as they 
can (for profit) and not in improving the skills of WA's work force. There is absolutely no doubt the 
quality of training has deteriorated significantly and we now have many "qualified" people who are 
not competent and in some cases dangerous if they were to use their ticket at work. 

Inexperience is the main factor followed by one certificate for all. The same ticket is held by an 
experienced person as the long term unemployed guy who Centrelink put on a course to satisfy his 
unemployment benefits condition. 

It’s very text booky. What is taught in the classroom is like some fantasy world. There is not much that 
they take away from the classroom that is any good to me.  The biggest problem is they need to know 
what to do when things go wrong. That is what makes good riggers, you just can’t teach that stuff. 
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Q19. What are the factors that impact on your level of confidence?  

Lack of exposure to the industry and ease of obtaining a HRWL. 

Lack of practical skills. Lack of knowledge of OSH requirements. Lack of knowledge of Australian 
Standards related to the class of high risk work 

My experience seeing people coming through the RTO process 

New employees should also have a log book of hours showing past works and experience. 

On site experience with a competent worker 

Once the employee gets there license they think they know everything. My issue is that we have to 
have a license before they can start work legally without getting supervised experience first. I had a 
competent worker removed from site because he was not licensed and picked up a hammer. 

People completing their advanced ticket in 10 days, this is a joke.  When we have new scaffolders 
come into our business we send them straight over to --- for a 2 days skills assessment.  The pass rate 
for the ticket they hold is only around 15 to 20%.  This is concerning that there are RTOs out there that 
just sign off on tickets just to get paid.  When we ask most of the new guys that have just got their 
ticket what the course was like, majority turn round and say their training was an absolute joke.  
Normally answers on the white board when completing their assessment.  Some have even been 
issued high risk licences with not even touching a single piece of scaffolding. 

Practical experience and actual operating time. IF they have multiple categories or only one 

Practical on the job experience 

Renewal of licence fast tracked if there is prior experience 

Short length required to obtain the advanced ticket not enough time to teach everything required to 
conduct the job. 

The ability of the trainer to pass on the information required and the ability of the trainee to retain 
this information. People have different levels of coordination this impacts on their ability to perform 
many tasks especially with the operation of EWP 

The construction and mining industry have built a rod for their own back where they require advanced 
qualifications for personnel on site, but don't require a minimum level of experience. As it is possible 
for someone to sit in a classroom for 20 days and obtain an advanced riggers ticket with no more 
experience that what is gained in the course, I have a little, albeit reserved, confidence the people 
holding the license have the skills, knowledge and experience to perform the role to an adequate level 
of practical competency. 

The Entire System is Not working and has not worked.. 

The fact that an advanced licence can be obtained in two weeks. 

The lack of proper education and experienced trainers 

The length of exposure to the works/process, understanding of knowledge and risk, verification of the 
individuals competencies on site. 

The quality of the training provided by some providers is very low. Examples include both Confined 
Space and Working at Heights licenses achieved in under 3 hours and EWP licenses achieved with only 
20 minutes of actual equipment operation 

Their experience on the particular machine/job/equipment/skill. 

They don't assess common sense or willingness to do the work. With scaffolding I believe you need to 
be 100% focussed and apart from the minority most see it as an easy way to a high paying job or 
another ticket on their resume to make them more employable. You shouldn't be able to retain a 
license in something if you are not actively doing it. I constantly here - yeah I have a scaffold ticket 
from builders etc - but they wouldn't know a coupler from a brace. Past employers should be 
contacted for some sort of reference before tickets are issued. There is no way I would let some 
people get any ticket. So the main factor is real experience. 

Training programs are too short. 

Uncertainty that the training is at the depth required to complete the task safety and efficiently 

Variable quality of assessors and trainers 
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Q19. What are the factors that impact on your level of confidence?  

When a labourer gets a job and works, the employer thinks that this person is promising, so he puts 
them through some form of high risk training. The attitude of some of these people is that they have 
never achieved anything in their career before and all of a sudden they have got a high risk ticket. It 
makes them proud, but they don't really give a toss if they can do the works required with the high 
risk certificate. 

 

 

Q31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved?  

1. Improve the auditing and monitoring of HRWL Assessors. For too long WorkSafe and TAC have been 
leaving the auditing to each other. The result is gaps and too many non-compliant assessors. The old 
system of WorkSafe auditing the assessors was far better.  2. Ensure TAC has the legal authority to shut 
down non conforming RTO's 

1. More rigour applied to RTO's. 2. Specific auditing of RTO's, too many RTO's do not conduct training in 
the correct manner, not competency based, VOC's are seen as tick and flick exercises. 3. Time on task log 
books should be reintroduced for all HRWL's especially for all crane operators. 4. Trainers should also be 
regularly assessed as to their competency. 5. Regular audits of RTO trainers on site with reference to 
their paperwork and practical skills would be of an advantage, just because the paperwork is signed off 
does not mean that the training was conducted correctly. The system as it stands today is allowing some 
RTO's to pass personnel who do not have the required competency to obtain HRWL. 

A CCC enquiry into the state of the industry and the RTO'S 

A course may be booked to run for 5 days but can easier be completed in 3 days. Their seems to be a lot 
of duplication between high risk tickets on the first day of each course. 

A HRWL such as a forklift or possibly an EWP licence can be completed in 2 days & have a person 
competent.  Licences such as Crane operations I feel need industry experience, there are a wide set of 
variables in the workplace that most RTO's cannot duplicate, also someone who completes a HRWL & 
does not use that competence immediate is likely to have a limited confidence/competence. 

A lot of these courses should not be run in such a short space of time with the attitude that no one fails 
there needs to be more time spent on most of them.  More than half of the info is just skimmed over 

A person who had SB on their licence, had not used the skill for 15 years...but as they renew the licence 
each year this is not checked. There is no currency requirement and when we employ people that have a 
licence they should be able to use it. One person failed their VoC with our provider yet passed with 
another group the next day without doing anything further.... 

A thorough assessment of the person’s ability in understanding of the training undertaken and not just 
the fact that they have attended needs to be carried out before the licence is granted. 

Applicants for HRWLs should be verified 'in the field' prior to receiving their HRWL, this way their 
competence can be assessed outside of a controlled classroom scenario and their compliance with 
associated factors such as safety control measures, pre-inspection of equipment etc. can be adequately 
verified. The ability for 'back to back' training results in many cases with advanced license holders with 
little or no competence at a basic level 

As an employer we send all of our employees to preferred RTOs for Training in order to maintain 
consistency of quality. Contractors however come from many different RTO's and cost seems to be a big 
driver rather than quality.  Verifying contractor skills is a time consuming but essential part of the pre-
task process. 

As noted previously - Traineeships. 

Consistency and recognition of HRWL across all States within Australia would be of assistance. 

Consistency across RTO's 

Copy the system that has evolved in the UK.  Do not allow scaffolders with no experience to obtain all of 
their tickets and licences in 'one hit'.  Do not rely on VOC's which are as loose as the HRL system and are 
often carried out in a tick the box manner. To me it seems like a money-generating scheme and not an 
accurate reflection of a person’s skills or experience at all. 
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Q31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved?  

Courses are too long for what they deliver. 

Don't employ impractical tossers as trainers 

Ensure that businesses check to see that the equipment used in the training is appropriate or similar to 
that used on site. 

Ensure training organisations are accountable in delivery of high quality training courses and maintain 
consistency across the board from content and material preparation through to delivery styles and 
formats. 

Ensure VOC's are an accredited training process, (via an RTO), that is nationally recognised, (just like the 
licence), and portable from site to site for up to 2.5 years, - i.e. half the life cycle of the HRL. 

Every now and then, there should be some one that fails and has to do the course again, and I do believe 
that many of these trainees should fail, but the TRO's pass them out. This would pass on a message that 
you actually do have to listen and learn in the course. 

Experience 

Experience is at least as important as the required training qualification. Currently people can get the 
formal qualification, but without the experience, our confidence in their ability to perform is not always 
great. 

Experience is generally far better than training in my views. I believe there should be hours on the job or 
a time frame between getting higher tickets in the same high risk i.e. scaffolding, rigging, crane etc. 

Experience is generally the best teacher 

First and foremost would be to assess the person’s skill and knowledge level prior to training, many could 
have the desired level and only require a refresher and not sit through full training. RTO's need to 
understand the requirements and not have predetermined, out of date ideas that do not suit industry 
e.g. stating set log book hours for everyone regardless of their skill levels. 

Firstly, Improve the VET knowledge of registered assessors. It is these people who are making the 
licensing decisions. Having met many of them in the capacity of an RTO manager before starting with this 
industry employer, I can say that many should be required to re-sit Cert IV TAE. Basic understanding of 
VoC requirements as well as actual responsibilities of a Trainer or Assessor should be the first priority.  
Many do not have the skills to be good trainers. Just because a person has been a scaffolder or rigger for 
X amount of years does not make the person a good trainer. However, WorkSafe who accredits them is 
only interested in their past experience, not in their capability as a trainer or assessor. Many WorkSafe 
Assessors feel they are entitled to huge payments because they have that accreditation. This makes 
extending the duration of training courses an unviable option.  The realm of HRW Licensing should be 
under one regulator, not multiple. This is just the surface and it hasn't even been scratched yet! I have 
many thoughts on this and the advantage of being able to look at the situation from the sides of an RTO 
and as an Employer organisation.  I personally would like to see that Scaffolding and Rigging be a 
minimum of 3-4 weeks training though many employers would disagree because of costs. In its current 
form the only one making money is the Registered Assessors and I've already questioned their VET 
knowledge and skills.   One of the questions, in this survey asked about the skills of new employees. The 
question should also include the underpinning knowledge and practical application of it. Most scaffolders 
and riggers, even those in industry for many years, cannot demonstrate knowledge during a VOC 
assessment yet can show the skills. Let’s face it, anyone can use a spanner.  More time should be 
allocated to both (useful) knowledge and skills if it wasn't spent on things they are unlikely to use once 
they are licensed.  I would welcome the opportunity to be part of a working group to instigate change, 
but alas, I was on one with WorkSafe NT looking at crane assessment in 2014. This only resulted in a 
rehash of the same problems. 

Fit for purpose independent regular auditing and engagement programme of RTOs that deliver HRWL. 
Candidate must have some level of work place experience through mentoring or buddy programme 
before being able to be engaged by RTO to be trained and receive licence. 
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Q31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved?  

Follow-up:  Operator Log book to record type and frequency of using their skill.  Bring in a trainee or 
mentoring (basic level) and an open level with EWP, Crane operators & Doggers/Riggers.  The VoC also 
needs to be sent to WorkSafe to add to the profile of the operator and a scan of the scab/ of the log book 
should also be included with the VoC to WorkSafe. 

For Scaffolding I think we should revert back to the old system where a Licensed Scaffolder could have a 
few unlicensed people in their team. After enough practical and theoretical experience they can then be 
examined to gain verification of the competency level they have achieved and if achieved the appropriate 
licence be issued. 

Further practical experience prior to issuing the licence 

Give VOC when completing ticket 

Have more training facilities in the regional centres.  The local Institute of Technology only run courses if 
they have the numbers and you often find the course has been cancelled due to lack of numbers and 
their costs are too expensive.  We have either been sending our employees to Perth or paying for a 
training company in Perth to send one of their trainers down to conduct the courses on our premises and 
to increase the numbers we enquire if any of our clients need any of their employees to complete the 
course we are running. 

HRWL is not the answer,   some one can go off for a day or two and be entitled to use the same 
machinery, should be hands on training 

I have never experienced any personnel here onsite having to be retrained on their HRWL's. We require 
all our personnel to provide updated renewal's of their licences so we can maintain a correct record on 
our Training Management System. We conduct reviews with our personnel on a regular basis; this is an 
excellent time for personnel to request their next stage of High Risk training. We have a good and 
experienced group of personnel working here on site; all their training requirements are met. 

I passionately believe that the logged hour’s system should be introduced, having conducted audits for 
one of the largest miners on external RTOs for one of the largest miners I believe that accreditation is 
given by TAC far too easily.  For example (CN) non-slewing crane should require 100 logged hours of 
operation before the HRWL is considered. 

I see there is nothing about forklifts. Some RTOs are 2 days some are one. Manitous come under forklift 
tickets but they are completely different. 

I think an independent VOC Cert should also be provided apart from the RTO within 3 months for the 
latest accreditation to be valid and new ticket sent out 

I think that some level of experience should be gained before any licence is issued, such as a probationers 
licence until a certain amount of hours is achieved this could be verified by the employer. 

I would like to have confidence that RTO's are not providing HRWL's when adequate skills have not been 
displayed. I also would not like to see industry shortening the duration of courses. 

Ideally, onsite training would be the best for our business, as the student will be training in the 
environment they'll be working in. 

Incorporate a category for demolition 

Indentured apprentices under the age of 18 should be allowed to complete HRWL courses and gain 
qualification. In a lot of industries the HRWL is the bread and butter of the job, if the person cannot get 
the endorsement why employ them...  We let them drive cars and motorbikes on the roads after all..... 

Introduce a VOC that is standardised and minimum set assessment for each HRWL 

Introduce training logbooks, encourage traineeships, incentivise employers to engage staff on 
traineeships. 

Just need to ensure consistency across the whole of the country with respect to HRWL. 

Mandate the level/s of underpinning knowledge required. Mandate that more advanced HRWLs take 
longer to achieve, and set the minimum time periods 

Mandated hold points should apply at each level of competence to stretch the acquiring of tickets from 
basic to advanced to at least 12 months 

My issue is the levels of practical experience currently required 
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Q31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved?  

Needs to be delivered by people who have performed the work and are experienced in the work rather 
than those who simply hold a training qualification 

Needs to be logged-booked, just like the IRATA (International Rope Access Trades Association), 
1,000 hours must be completed on the job to be able to sit your next level of training, from Basic 
1,000/Intermediate 1,000 to Advanced – actual in-depth training spending 80% of time building 
multiple scaffold scenarios.  This needs to be standard from all RTOs, then and only then will you 
see an increase in skill and ability and the likelihood of someone seriously injuring or dying 
dramatically reduced. 

Needs to be more relevant 

People should have to have a period of on the job experience prior to being given a ticket of competency 

Prescribed time in the field, similar to a traineeship. Log books would be a good start. 

Quality training for high risk work licences comes down to the quality of the RTO selected to conduct the 
training and the quality of the relationship between the employer and the RTO.  One key element in 
establishing an effective working relationship between employer and RTO is in developing a diagnostic 
tool which allows industry to make an objective assessment of an RTO for selection. 

Reduce the cost of training. 

Reduce the cost of training. It is very difficult to have more of our employees undertake HRWL training 
due to the cost. 

Reduce the duplication in the Basic - to - Advanced and reduce the TIME spent on training. More 
practical, onsite assessments would be more beneficial in a workplace such as ours. ROT's to provide 
flexibility in offering VOC Assessment with employer equipment 

Some of the training content seems to be irrelevant to the actual training, for example, what ID is 
required when applying for HRWL etc. 

The course material provided at training is excellent, however most organisations skim over it and only 
complete the parts needed to pass the exam. Exams need to be closed book. It needs to be acceptable to 
fail a course regardless of the consequence on fees charged. Much more government monitoring of 
training providers is needed to weed out the rogue operators. People must gain experience at the basic 
level before advancing further. It is absurd that someone can hold an advanced rigging ticket and never 
been on a job. A more flexible system would be good for RPL for experienced staff whose ticket has 
lapsed or is not recognised in WA. 

The HRWL system needs to go back to a Logbook process so people have time to gain the on the job 
experience, I did a three year Traineeship as a Rigger in 1985, We had to have 100 Logbook hours on 
every license we obtained, It took three years to get my RA, SA, Dogman, LF, EWP and C6 Crane, you had 
enough time to learn the skills and practice them. I have only recently come back to Mining after several 
years in Construction and the Standard of license holders is getting lower, How you can do two weeks of 
training and be an Advanced scaffolder doing Canter lever, Dropped scaffolds is a joke, I wonder how 
many people could actually set up a Gin Pole if we asked them to do them at a VOC, most people that I 
have VOC'd in construction could not even tell you the fleet angle of a winch if asked, I found the failure 
rate was high when working at places like Barrow island but sadly in the mining industry we have Fitters/ 
boilermakers being Riggers and Crane drivers and they do not have the skill set of if they do, they lose it 
because they do not use the skills frequently enough 

The lack of consistency across RTO's is a major problem and this will not be resolved by paperwork audits 
conducted by State or Federal departments.  True audits should be done observing delivery by the 
trainers and observing the assessing of the participants on the various RTO HRWL programs.  Any audits 
should also include a inspection of the training facility to see if the equipment and environment that the 
training is being delivered in is suitable to deliver real life work experience. 

The training needs to be more regulated by WorkSafe and TAC/ASQA 

The VOC process needs to be relevant to the skills being assessed; you cannot trust an RTO to conduct a 
VOC when they have provided substandard training in the first place.  How about you put some secret 
shoppers through some courses to see how bad it really is out there 
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Q31. Do you have any other comments about how HRWL training can be improved?  

There is very little Advanced Rigging that gets done in this day and age, however at least if someone has 
their advanced ticket there is no part of rigging they cannot do. So with a little supervision they are 
usually good to go even if they are fresh out of school. 

There should be more allowance for recognized prior learning and courses modified in length of time and 
cost to reflect less time needed in training. 

These  licences should work just like a car licence where the individual is  made fully accountable for their 
actions 

Training Council should look at the individual needs of each region and separate from the metropolitan 
area. Provide more assistance and maybe assist with subsidies to the individual training Perth teachers, 
so it is attractive for them to come down to the regions rather than having training centralised in Perth. 
This increases dramatically the training costs for the student or the employer because of the extra 
accommodation, travel and extra time costs.  Lack of training in the regions increases the danger of 
having untrained workers on site due to no choice (the job has to be done and risks are taken) or running 
the risk of having workers on site with fake licences. 

Training providers should need to complete a register that allows business using their students to check 
all qualifications. 

We are in an established industry in a small area and it is difficult to get training done. I have had one 
person booked for a course for eight months and because the numbers are not high enough the course 
keeps being delayed. He is a good competent employee but by law he should not be working with me. 
Can rural areas get more subsidy to enable smaller class sizes? 

We do question that some RTO's pass everybody that walk through the door and set their training 
packages up to pass a VOC processes 

With the correct education being given and also with the correct educated trainers. 

With the VOC process the site specific aspects of a task can be covered. Part of the VOC is to have the 
candidate carry out a practical component which as a trainer and assessor it is fairly obvious after a 
practical whether the person has the desired skill set to carry out the task. As far as HRWL's go it is good 
the person has learnt the skills required but until a person has experienced those "OH SH!#" moments it 
would be difficult to say they were 100% skilled for the task. Compiling evidenced from thorough incident 
investigations involving high risk work would be advantageous in acquiring information related to the 
effectiveness and depth required of HRWL's. 

Your questionnaire should have had the ability for comments on each answer as your multiple choices 
often were inadequate. Carrying out the VoC allows for picking up deficiencies and correcting them. 90% 
of the time there is a deficiency and 90% of the time common sense and a JHSA resolves the deficiency - 
hence the 80% success rate for the process. The 20% fail rate is the contractor or trainer's responsibility 
to resolve not ours. Regarding EWP's, there are so many low cost imported machines now on the market, 
that the lack of Australian Standards will lead to higher risk activities being carried out and higher 
likelihood of things going wrong.  One of the big issues we see is that joystick controls in particular in the 
EWP basket are not safe when forward motion on the controls can cause an upward movement of the 
basket. This is common on imported machines today and can be the cause of fatalities when someone 
accidentally leans forward on the controls causing the basket to rise in an uncontrolled manner. 
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