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Committee met at 1.00 pm

FANTE, MR PETER
General Counsel, Verint Systems Inc,
330 South Service Road,
Melville, New York, examined:

FISCHLER, MR ZVI
Vice-President, Marketing and Sales, Verint Systems Inc,
23 Habarzel Street,
Tel Aviv, Israel, examined:

PALINSKI, Mr Leonardo
Director, Sales, Asia-Pacific, Verint Systems Ltd,
SECOM Building, 81 Toh Quan Road East,
Singapore, examined:

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much for appearing before us.  Have you received a copy of
the “Details of Witness” form?  Have you read and understood it?

The Witnesses:  Yes.

The CHAIRMAN:  This hearing is to be recorded by Hansard.  I am Hon Derrick Tomlinson,
Chairman of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission.  My
colleague Hon Graham Giffard is a member of the committee.  Katherine Galvin is the senior
research officer of the committee.  On or about 21 September Mr Rijo spoke to Ms Galvin,
expressing some concern about matters that the committee raised in its report of its hearing with the
Corruption and Crime Commission of 5 July 2004, report No 1.  Mr Rijo indicated that officers of
your organisation would be in Perth on Monday, 27 October and requested to meet with me or
members of the committee.  Unfortunately, because the Legislative Council was sitting in
Kalgoorlie that week, a meeting was not possible.  We did request that Mr Rijo provide us with a
letter expressing his concerns.

For the purpose of Hansard I will read the pertinent part of that letter.  It was from Mr Fischler and
dated 29 September 2004.  The relevant part states -

. . .  we find that the testimony before the Committee bears almost no resemblance to
feedback we have received from the CCC nor the ACC before that.  We further contend that
the testimony is highly inaccurate.  We are disconcerted by the statements and are concerned
about the effect these statements may have on Verint’s reputation in Australia and elsewhere
if allowed to go unrefuted.

In relevant part, Mr. Silverstone’s testimony was summarized in the Report to state
that there were “technical considerations” that could render Verint’s system “inappropriate”
for use by the CCC, including:

• “problems with access to ‘call data’ necessary for ‘assisting and monitoring’”
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• “issues of security and inflexibility of the system by nature of the parent company,
responsible for the development and maintenance of the system, being foreign owned”

• “an inadequate ‘path to future technology’”

These statements impugn Verint and are wholly unsupported.  The only statement with
which we would agree is that Verint is not an Australian corporation.  However, all of the
other statements regarding Verint’s viability as a vendor are unsubstantiated, and Verint has
been offered no opportunity to answer or refute these statements.

The opportunity to answer and refute them is now before you.  I point out that the joint standing
committee considered the request for you to appear before us.  Unfortunately, it was not possible for
all members of the committee to be present today, but the committee appointed this subcommittee,
comprising me and Hon Graham Giffard, to take evidence.  The committee resolved that the
hearing would be a closed hearing, which means that the information is confidential; neither we nor
you are allowed to speak about what is said here today until such time as the committee publishes it
or the Legislative Assembly gives you permission to reveal it publicly.  As a properly appointed
subcommittee, our proceedings are protected by the Parliamentary Privileges Act, which means, in
brief, that nothing said here can be used in any proceedings of a civil or criminal nature.  Do you
have any questions about what I have said?

Mr Fante:  I do not.

The CHAIRMAN:  At this stage, may I invite whoever of you wishes to speak to make a
statement?

Mr Fante:  First, we are extremely grateful for the opportunity to come to speak with you.  On
behalf of Verint we appreciate the time you are taking to speak with us.  If possible, by way of
introduction, I would like to give a 20 000-foot view of Verint and perhaps a little bit of
background, which may perhaps give some context to some comments that Zvi and Leonoardo will
make after mine.

First, Verint is a US public company.  Its securities are traded in the United States.  We have had
principal executive offices in New York since 1994.  We went public in 2002.  Verint is expected to
have approximately $245 million revenue this year.  We have operations in 13 countries, including
Australia.  We sell our products and services into 50 countries throughout the world.  Verint has
approximately 1 100 employees, 300 of whom are solely devoted to research and development and
support of the products we produce and sell.  We have approximately the same number of people
who are engineers and smart people who can build these products, unlike people like me who do not
fully understand how they work but who are glad that they do work.

With that in mind, approximately two-thirds of our business is generated for what we call the
security industry.  For us that means that nearly two-thirds of our business is from communications
and interception and also other products and services that we sell that serve the purpose of
improving security and protecting people and assets from criminal acts, corruptions and things
along those lines.  Verint has a long history of providing communication and interception solutions
to Governments through the world.  Because of our strong R&D capacity, approximately 12 per
cent of our operating budget, which is relatively high from an industry standpoint, is devoted to the
development of our products.  We have a long history of providing these kinds of solutions to
Governments throughout the world.  As a result, it enables us to understand the considerations that
confront Governments in the selection of these kinds of systems and the things that are important
when deciding what capacities they need.  It also enables us to stay at the leading edge of
technology in this area.  As you know, there is a variety of evolving networks and systems that
systems such as ours need to be able to monitor.  Because of our breadth as a company, we are
strongly positioned to continue to provide the best products and services to our customers.  That
describes Verint in a snapshot.
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I think I will defer to Zvi to talk a little more specifically about some of the issues that may have
been raised in our previous testimony.

[1.15 pm]

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  I do apologise because I referred to your company as Verint, with
the emphasis on the second syllable.  I assume Verint is a contraction of something like verifiable
intelligence.

Mr Fante:  That is exactly what it is a contraction of.

Mr Fischler:  We became aware of this issue from a publication in one of the newspapers in
Western Australia.  We looked further and found out about the parliamentary hearing.  We accessed
the report you mentioned before.  We are operating in Australia under the umbrella of our parent
company, called Comverse.  Verint used to be a business unit within Comverse.  For the past three
years it has been established as an independent company.  However, our personnel who work for
the company are hired by Comverse, as a parent company, located in Sydney.  We have staff and
support engineers in both Sydney and Melbourne.  From these offices - particularly the Sydney
office - we support customers throughout Australia.

We have been active in Australia since 1993.  At that time we made initial sales to law enforcement
agencies here such as the [confidential information] and the [confidential information].  Later on we
won a tender to provide the Hansard system, by the way, for the [confidential information].  We
provided the recording and transcription system for that application, which is still in operation.  We
are currently covering three segments in Australia, starting from the telecommunications
interception segment.  We have operations in several markets here with government agencies such
as the [confidential information] as well as with the telecommunications industry, which are obliged
under the law to provide access for interception.  One example is [confidential information].  We
also provide equipment to our local competitor, [confidential information].  We are selling our
subsystem for data interception and decoding as OEM supplier to [confidential information].  This
equipment is currently with at least six different law enforcement agencies across Australia.

From the other side of the business we are providing video security systems.  Such a system was
provided for the Olympic Games in Sydney as subcontractor to [confidential information].  Our
system is installed with the [confidential information].  Some of this business is done through
[confidential information], which are established security companies here in Australia.  On the
commercial side, we provide recording equipment for call centres.  Our main customer is
[confidential information].  All the [confidential information] call centres are equipped with
software solutions from our company.  That is related in general to our presence in Australia.

We came across the specific ACC project in December 2000.  It was an open tender in which we
participated.  We won it in December 2000.  This contract was finally signed in December 2000.  It
included the delivery of equipment as well as support.  At that stage it was clarified with the
customer that support would be done through our office in Sydney by flying in and out of Perth if
necessary, and providing telephone and helpdesk support from our office.  This contract has been
extended twice.  Originally it included two years of support, and it was extended twice - first, until
December 2003 and finally until December 2004.  It was extended under the same price and other
conditions.  The customer did not find any reason to change any of the terms or services included
under the contract.  I was personally involved with this project.  At that time I was in charge of the
Australian market, as part of some other markets, and I was personally involved in the negotiations
and the winning of this account.  Over the years since 2000, general satisfaction has been expressed
by the customer.  I was visiting here every three or four months, meeting the technical people as
well as the management of the Anti-Corruption Commission.  The general feedback received was
satisfactory.  We are dealing with quite complex IT systems, so I cannot say that there were never
any problems.  This kind of system sometimes has problems, but those problems were resolved
promptly.  We have always provided the service promptly.  Before coming here, I found out how
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many visits had been made to Perth to check the system, for preventive maintenance and so on.
Altogether the time amounted to eight weeks over the past year.  There was a visit, on average,
every six weeks by our support engineer, flying in from Sydney.

[1.20 pm]

The CHAIRMAN:  Was that for 2003?

Mr Fischler:  Yes.  One of the issues that came across is the CAD upgrade, which is the adaptation
to the client’s delivery protocol from the telecommunication network.  This activity was done on
several occasions over the years at no cost - with the exception of one case, which was last year,
when the customer was charged for it - although our service contract does not include this service.
We have also in August or September decided to do another upgrade free of charge, which we
originally proposed to do at a cost of about $60 000, as part of our service to the customer.  To the
best of my knowledge - it was verified in September of this year - all of the telecom operators
delivering products to the Corruption and Crime Commission system here in Perth have had their
interfaces verified and in operation, so that there is no case, as far as I am aware - nothing was
informed to us - of any issue of not being able to intercept or collect hard data from any of the
networks in Australia.

Regarding future technology, of course we are promoting our product, and we are very proud of it,
but it is up to the customer to decide which technology he wants to buy.  I cannot address any issue
about the customer not appreciating or not selecting us; it is completely up to the customer to decide
which technology he wants to purchase.  However, I can say that, on many occasions we presented
the next generation of our systems to the customer.  It was demonstrated on several occasions, most
recently in Melbourne at a conference involving all the Australian law enforcement agencies, so the
personnel from Perth were able to see a demonstration of the new technology.  The new technology
is being used by other customers in Australia, such as the [confidential information].  We have
made several offers of new technologies to the Anti-Corruption Commission and then to the
Corruption and Crime Commission, some of which were requested by them and some of which
were part of our marketing effort.  I believe that we have fully exposed what is available and what
we consider to be relevant for the future needs of the Australian market.

Regarding commercial issues, costs and so on, this opportunity was won through an open tender.
All of our business in Australia, with both law enforcement agencies and telecommunications
providers, goes through tenders.  One can argue whether or not the equipment is expensive.
However, it is won through open competition.  Telecommunications interception is a niche market;
it is relatively small worldwide.  Therefore, most of the business is done by global players because
the investment is such that it is not justified economically to serve just one market.  There is a local
vendor here in Australia - [confidential information].  We are competing against that company in
several important tenders that are now being let, but on the other hand we also cooperate with it.
For instance, we are selling it equipment it is using in its systems.  However, I would not find it
strange or unusual for a law enforcement agency to use a system that is not made by a local vendor,
but is made by a global player.  Most of the equipment that is sold worldwide for such applications
come from global players.  There are several such players in the United States, Germany, Israel and
other countries.

I will talk on a specific support issue.  I think it is related to a specific case that was mentioned here
regarding a problem being noticed on Thursday and solved on Monday.  I was trying to find out
what it was all about, and I hope I am addressing the right case.  There was one case in which it was
discovered - it was not a failure - that there was a time gap of one and a half minutes between the
time reported for an interception made from [confidential information] and the actual time recorded
in the system.  This kind of time difference could happen if a telecom operator runs on a different
time watch from the system.  This issue has actually existed for years; it was just discovered on this
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particular Thursday.  It was reported, and the next day, Friday, we came up with a proposed
solution to the issue, and how to do the adjustment.

[1.30 pm]

It was proposed to the personnel in Perth that we could do it from remote, by sending the necessary
software and instructions.  Because it was already Friday and it was not an urgent thing to do, the
person in Perth in the ACC suggested that we do it after the weekend, when all the personnel were
available at work.  This is how it was done.  Again, I assume that it relates to this incident.  Again, I
see it as normal behaviour.  I do not see that there was some breach of response to support or lack of
support to a customer.  I will mention that as far as support goes, we are providing it on a
continuing basis.  There was a period of several months - I think up to six months - this year when
because of the shift from the ACC to the CCC, payments were delayed by more than six months.
We never stopped doing the service.  We even sent a reminder letter after five or six months, so we
consider the customers here to be strategic and important customers.  To the best of our belief we
serve them honestly.  Regarding improvement, we are open to improvement.  We do not claim that
there is nothing to be improved.  If there is any issue that will come as far as insisting on having a
lot of support in Perth, and as far as any other services that are needed, we are more than open to
any improvement or any shift in the contracts that will be done in the future.

Several issues were brought up regarding security - being a foreign company and therefore not
satisfying a security issue.  What I can say is that as a company we operate under very strict security
regulations.  We have a policy.  I can give you a copy of the company policy and the procedures.
We sometimes operate by remote access.  This was also mentioned in the report.  That means that
we connect to the system from remote in order to download some software.  This is done under very
strict procedures, which are documented here.  At any time that such access is requested, it is done
only after we have received by fax a confirmation from the customer that he is allowing us to do it.
When such procedures take place, the system information is disconnected so that there is no way for
anybody from the outside to have access to the information and especially the sensitive information
that is in the system.  All across this time, whenever there was such a need to do remote access, it
was done according to these procedures.  Nevertheless, again, if the CCC finds it inappropriate to
allow such access, we will of course not do it this way and if necessary, people will fly in from
Sydney and will do the necessary operations.  There was some issue regarding inflexibility and so
on.  It is quite difficult to address such issues, but as far as the system being capable of performing
its functionalities - that is, to work in the environment that is established in Australia as far as the
different network operators, the interfaces, the protocols and the significant telecom regulations that
exist - to the best of my knowledge the system is fully compatible.  We dispatched our director of
customer support here in September.  He was visiting a customer and receiving feedback.  Nothing
was reported to him during that visit that there was anything in the system that was not functioning
according to what was required.  There was no critical or extreme issue raised regarding the service.
As I said before, some people may claim that the system is not as advanced as they would want.
They can claim that some competitors have a better solution.  I cannot argue with that.  That is up to
the customer to evaluate, but as far as our understanding of the functionality, doing the job and
being available without breakdowns or interruption, again, based on both feedback that we received
and the specific things that were said here, we did not receive any negative complaint that was
contrary to this statement.

Mr Fante:  If I can just augment some of what Zvi said, I think Zvi has covered a lot of territory
and done very well.  One thing that I took particular concern with was any concern that a customer
might have regarding the security procedures in place with Verint.  Obviously, this is the business
of security.  You need assurances and it is our business to make sure that our system operates in a
manner that makes you, the customer, comfortable regarding the security protocols that we have to
have in place in order for the system to operate.  What Zvi refers to is security procedures that have
been mandatorily put in place.  Because of our experience with providing these kinds of solutions
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and our sensitivity to the needs of the customers that we have dealt with worldwide, we understand
that there is a lot of concern about how the system gets serviced and that the customers need the
assurance that the integrity of the system is protected; for example, that something like remote
access is done only with the permission of the customer, because the customer needs to ensure that
the sensitive data that has been recorded on the system is maintained and protected and they are
assured that that data is not being accessed inappropriately.  As a result, this policy is strenuously
enforced within Verint.  To the best of our knowledge, it has always been adhered to in how we
service.  Any time the customer does not want service provided in this way, as Zvi mentioned, we
will service it another way.  We will service the customer however the customer wants to be
serviced in this manner, so as to ensure that their security considerations are in place.  Because
Australia as a market and our customers in Australia are particularly important strategically to us,
we do have Verint employees on the ground here who provide the support that we have been talking
about.  As a matter of fact, some of these employees have been here for as long as the CCC has
been a customer of Verint, or the ACC before that, which I think provides the continuity and
stability that the customer needs in order for us to provide the best solution that we can for you.

I also want to emphasise what I mentioned previously about the R&D efforts that Verint undertakes,
because it is a global provider.  As Zvi mentioned, it is very hard to have niche-based providers -
people who service just a particular market - because of the complexity in the developments that are
constantly going on that require new interception capabilities.  Verint, through its research and
development efforts and also through acquisition, makes sure that it is constantly trying to stay
ahead of what the market is requiring, because we interface with our customers all the time.  We
understand the new developments that they need and it is our job to try to stay ahead of the game.
As a global provider of these kinds of solutions, that is something that we hope we can continue to
provide for this customer and all the customers we have in Australia.

[1.40 pm]

The CHAIRMAN:  Do you wish to add anything, Mr Palinski?

Mr Palinski:  I will add just one thing - Zvi covered almost everything - on the personal
relationship between me, as the sales manager, and the customer concerned.  I worked with this
customer for a long, long time addressing several issues - commercial issues and technical issues -
with our support engineers in Australia.  The general impression we got from the customer was that
it was about sharing information more than a formal discussion.  As my colleague here just said, we
value what the customer says in order to develop our products to the satisfaction of all our
customers.  We made sure that this specific customer, the ACC, was happy that all these issues,
either technical or commercial, were addressed.  We never heard of any complaint out of the
ordinary from this customer.

The CHAIRMAN:  When you say that there was the “sharing of information”, I assume that the
sharing of information in this case is with the direct customer being the ACC.

Mr Palinski:  Yes.

The CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  May I say at the outset, as far as the commercial aspects of this contract
go, it is not a matter with which the committee may concern itself.  My understanding is, as you
have indicated Mr Fischler, that the purchase process by the ACC was open tender not by the ACC
but the appropriate government agency for the tender, whether the ACC had a role in choosing and
so on.  In answer to a question in Parliament, I was informed that the process was by open tender.
Anything else is of no interest to this committee.

Can you confirm that in all of your dealings with the ACC and now the CCC you have had no
negative feedback from either agency?

Mr Fischler:  Yes, do you mean from the ACC or CCC?

The CHAIRMAN:  Both.
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Mr Fischler:  Yes, as I said, there was no negative feedback.  I considered the overall situation as
normal conduct of business.  As I said, it does not mean that there was no failure from time to time
or things that needed to be corrected, but there was never negative feedback regarding the system
performance, functionality or level of support.  Recently, some issue was raised, perhaps from the
CCC, regarding the cost of the upgrade and the service; however, as I mentioned in the beginning,
since these commercial terms were agreed to based on a tender process, then it was up to the
Government to select the best offer.  I believe that we were selected as putting forward the best
offer.

Mr Fante:  I also think it is true, although I will ask Zvi and Leonardo to confirm, that the nature
and the tenor of the concerns and comments that were reflected in the testimony previously were
new issues to us.  To our knowledge, the overall relationship has always been positive.  When the
concerns were expressed it was the first that we had heard of them.  Naturally, we were
disappointed because, as in any good customer relationship, you want to be able to resolve these
issues before they reach the level at which they were discussed.  We were disappointed that we had
not been able to address those concerns previously.  This was our first knowledge of these issues.

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Given the nature of the issues that were identified in the hearing, and
in light of your explanation that essentially this went to open tender and the ACC purchased a
particular product with certain parameters, we have now heard from the CCC that it has some issues
in that regard; the fact that your company is foreign owned, that you are located in Sydney and not
here and that you can access data from overseas but the CCC seems restricted in its ability to access
data within that system.  The CCC has not raised any issues about that; however, it has bought a
product with certain parameters.  Any new organisation looking at the systems that it has in place
could quite reasonably form a view about a particular product that was purchased by its
predecessor.  The CCC might say, “This product has limitations for us.  There are concerns for
security.”  You would not necessarily expect the CCC to go to you and say that you need to fix the
product, if in fact those are the limitations of the product it has purchased.  My understanding from
what the CCC has said is that it has looked at this product and its attitude is that this service has
limitations.  I would not necessarily expect it to go to you and say that even though it has purchased
the product, and you are a foreign owned company that is based in Sydney, that it wants all that to
change because that is the product it has bought.

Mr Fante:  That is a fair statement, and within it I believe an implied question.  My initial response
subject to -

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am not too concerned that the CCC has not raised these issues with
you because they are issues that it will raise if it wants you to have another go at providing a
different product.

Mr Fante:  Therein may lie the implied question, which I will let Zvi speak to a little more; that is,
I do not believe that one needs to scrap the entire system.  You have suggested that this system is
incapable of being improved upon in such a way that it can meet the additional requirements of the
CCC, as opposed to saying that in order for the product to meet new functionality, that system has
to be scrapped.  If there were dialogue, we would find that the system would have the ability - we
have done this for others in the past - and again, subject to -

Mr Fischler:  We have simply been asked to make a proposal, which we did, for the upgrade of
this system in relation to a major change that will be implemented in Australia allowing the
interception of broadband data such as Internet traffic going from Internet service providers.  We
made such a proposal, and this indeed will be a major upgrade to the system.  In relation to your
question, when we initially met with the CCC after it took over the ACC.  It made the statement to
us that it was evaluating the system, and since it is rebuilding its services and operation, it will
consider whether it will continue to operate with this system or go for a new tender and a new
system in future.  All these options were put in front of us.  Nevertheless, the CCC did not mention
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to us that there are specific issues such as dissatisfaction with the service.  The issue of security and
remote access was recently mentioned, and we responded by saying that we are open to change with
this operation as far as remote access is concerned.  We were not informed that there were any
specific issues with the CAD delivery for instance, so it is quite fair for the CCC to evaluate this
current installation and condition and decide whether it wants to go ahead with our services and our
system.  It is completely up to it to decide whether it wants to do so.

[1.50 pm]

Mr Fante:  I have two other points in addition to what Zvi was saying.  First of all, the lack of
Perth-based support: again I am not sure how many possible providers there are that have support
directly in Perth, but to some extent customers make decisions like that based on economies of
scale.  I believe, as we had articulated, we had someone in city approximately eight weeks out of
last year.  On that basis, if the customer believes that having someone here all the time is necessary
and appropriate for the continued operation of the system, we are happy to talk about that, but often
customers decide that such a thing is not necessary because eight weeks does not necessarily
translate into needing someone here 365 days a year.  The other situation that you mentioned - Zvi
may be better at addressing this but it concerned me when I heard it - was a concern that the CCC
itself does not have access to the data that resides in the system.  I do not understand all the
technical implications of the system, but I do not understand that.  I believe that the customer
always has, through authorised persons, access to all the system data and certainly has priority over
us.  The customer’s security requirements supersede our own, so we adapt to the customer.  I cannot
imagine that the customer does not have access to the data.

Mr Fischler:  There is no black magic here.  Training is provided, documentation is provided and
whenever there is any issue, people can of course raise it.

Mr Palinski:  Our technical person is always with a technical person from the customer.

Mr Fante:  That is one of our security procedures.  It is to ensure that if our person is on site with
the system, he is there with somebody from the customer to ensure that all the processes and
procedures that the customer believes are important in servicing and maintaining the system are
met.  That is one of our security procedures and, to the best of our knowledge, we have never had
any issues with this situation.

The CHAIRMAN:  There was evidence that in 2003 over a period of eight weeks in total there
were technical personnel in Perth and there was no revelation of any concerns.  My understanding is
that at that time the ACC was not only undertaking telephonic surveillance for its own operations,
but also undertaking telephonic surveillance on behalf of the royal commission.  Your evidence is
that at that time no concern was expressed about the capacity of the system that the ACC was
operating.

Mr Fischler:  First of all, I am not aware which needs the system was serving, so I am not able to
distinguish between different law enforcement or investigations that were requesting the service,
but there was no concern regarding capacity.  An extension of the system or extension of the
capacity if needed was built in to the original tender optional prices.  We have made several
proposals on different issues of the system across this year, and there is no issue of increasing
capacity.

The CHAIRMAN:  Sorry, there is no issue -

Mr Fischler:  There are no issues limiting the system being upgraded for additional capacity.

Mr Palinski:  And no issue was raised.

The CHAIRMAN:  From the technological point of view, there is no issue.

Mr Fischler:  Right.
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The CHAIRMAN:  However, from the CCC’s point of view, the information it has given us - that
is what we rely on - is that there may be a need to upgrade, and it is uncertain whether the existing
system can meet those specifications until it has evaluated it.  Your belief is that the technology
available could meet foreseeable requirements.

Mr Fischler:  Right.  Specifically addressing additional capacity, one issue could be increasing the
capacity in terms of number of interceptions.  That is easily done.  It could be done in a matter of a
few weeks.  Another upgrade that has already been offered is to increase the capacity to intercept
different types of traffic that is not intercepted now.  I mentioned broadband Internet access from
the Internet service providers.  We have indeed offered this kind of capacity increase, so I am not
sure which capacity - let us say - limitations are of concern.  Most of them could be addressed.  The
other upgrade could take more time, probably a matter of two to three months, but there is no
technological limit to both capacity increases.

The CHAIRMAN:  Could I just be quite clear on the contract for maintenance?  Am I correct that
the original tender included maintenance; that is, it was part of the contract?

Mr Fischler:  Right.

The CHAIRMAN:  The contract has been renewed twice since then?

Mr Fischler:  Right.

The CHAIRMAN:  Is there a current contract for maintenance?

Mr Fischler:  There is a contract until December of this year.

The CHAIRMAN:  When your organisation learnt of the evidence to the committee through a
newspaper report - I did not even know we had reached the newspapers -

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It might not have been our daily.

Mr Fischler:  It was mentioned that this project was a lemon.

The CHAIRMAN:  I can understand that.  That may not have been as a result of evidence given to
this committee.  It may have been a statement made by another person elsewhere, but obviously
Verint was surprised at that revelation or at that disclosure.  Did you immediately contact the CCC?

Mr Fischler:  We contacted it as well and, as I have mentioned already, we also dispatched our
director of service to pay a visit there and to address any issues with service or system functionality.
I do not remember now exactly how much time passed, but it was at about the same time; I would
say a few days.

Mr Palinski:  It was in parallel.

Mr Fischler:  A maximum of a week.

The CHAIRMAN:  Has the CCC given you an explanation of the concerns it raised with this
committee?

Mr Fischler:  One feedback we received was that whatever was published in the newspaper was
somehow mixed, and there was a mixture between another issue relating to IT systems within the
CCC.  Probably the reporter did not fully understand all the connection between TI and IT and so
on.  Also, when I was here in September - this was when we also asked to meet with you; it was 27
September, not October -

The CHAIRMAN:  September; I am sorry.

Mr Fischler:  We also at that time asked to meet the CCC.  It also suggested that we do that in a
later phase, and we are going to meet it this Wednesday.  However, I did meet it.  That meeting was
more on a technical level, explaining to it where we stand now; what is our program for the product.
It was mainly, I would say, a normal work meeting, but they asked us to address this specific issue
in a separate meeting that will take place later.
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[2.00 pm]

The CHAIRMAN:  I do apologise for the incorrect date - of course, 27 October has yet to come.
Your organisation will be meeting with the Corruption and Crime Commission to discuss technical
matters at a future date.

Mr Fante:  Yes.

The CHAIRMAN:  Until now, you have not directly discussed with the CCC the three matters that
it raised with the committee and which the committee reported to Parliament?

Mr Fischler:  That is right.  We asked to do so and it suggested that we meet during a later phase.
The meeting was discussed with the CCC, but it suggested that it be postponed until the coming
Wednesday.

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  On a more general note, as I run through the issues that the CCC has
identified with us and the evidence you have given today, either the CCC has not understood the
nature, ability and potential of the product - for example, its ability to be upgraded - or it has not
understood - it could be a combination of these two elements - that that was the product it purchased
when it opened it up for tender.  They seem to be the two threads of explanation you are giving.  As
I address each of those specific issues, it seems to be either one or the other or a combination of
both of those factors.  Is that a fair and general assessment of what you are saying in your evidence?

Mr Fischler:  I hesitate to say yes, because I cannot speak for the CCC.

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  You are either saying that it got it wrong and that it does not
understand the nature of the product, or that it does not understand the product that it bought and
that it bought it within those parameters.  That is your response to the CCC identifying these issues.
Is that right?

Mr Fante:  That is a relatively fair characterisation.  There are things we can do without scrapping
the system in terms of upgrading.  I think Zvi mentioned that at times additional information has
been elicited from us and at times, as part of our marketing efforts, we have offered it.  In terms of
upgrades, there are things that can be done with the existing system of various kinds of capacity.  It
struck us that that was not clearly understood from our impression of the testimony.  The other side,
as to whether the existing system is inadequate for certain purposes, the way we understand the
testimony is that it implies that the system was not meeting the requirements set for it.  We believe -
this is our primary concern - that the system does meet the requirements as we understood them to
be and as they were presented to us, and that if there are additional needs we have the capacity to
help and service this customer.

Mr Fischler:  I will add two things.  The first is general.  Given the complexity of the system
involved on the one hand and the development of the network operator site and technology, it is not
unusual for the system to need an upgrade after four or five years.  It is quite common that such a
system is upgraded without reaching such time scales.  The second issue is that we have at the
moment a new generation of system that is on a road show around Australia.  It has been
demonstrated to several government agencies in Australia.  In July we offered to bring the system
here for several weeks so that it could be evaluated by the CCC.  That offer was made on a
technical level, not to the management level of the CCC.  At that time it was rejected from a
logistical and organisational point of view because the CCC did not think it had the resources to do
the evaluation.  This offer is, by the way, still open and that has been communicated to the CCC.

The CHAIRMAN:  While you have been speaking I have been trying to remember the newspaper
article which may have alerted you to this.  I now recall it.  Given that there was some confusion in
matters that were reported - you have referred to the uncertainty about TI versus IT - I would like to
give you the background as to why this issue was raised with the CCC in the first place.
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As you know, the previous operator and your first customer was the Anti-Corruption Commission.
It was disbanded following the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers.  The royal commission recommended the
appointment of a new organisation and the Government accepted and responded to that
recommendation.  Concern arose during the transition from the ACC to the CCC that personnel
from the ACC might not be employed by the CCC since it was going to start from scratch.  There
was concern that the information technology that was used by the ACC might not be transferred to
the CCC, likewise the telecommunications interception equipment.  With that, if those things were
not transferred, there would be a loss of corporate knowledge between the two organisations.
Corporate knowledge was essential to the continuing function of anti-corruption activities.  These
matters have been raised with members of the committee.  We met with the Anti-Corruption
Commission.  We published a report on that meeting, which is still on the web.  You have received
copies of the report and transcripts of the hearings with the CCC.  If you wish to receive a copy of
the transcript of the hearings with the ACC, the subcommittee would have no reason to deny them
to you, because they are open matters.  When the ACC outlined its concerns to us about the loss of
corporate knowledge, the committee asked the CCC a series of questions to which it responded in
the hearing.  Its answers are in the transcripts.  The only information we have is that which was
available in that public transcript.  There has been considerable confusion about TI and IT.  It seems
that your concern, provoked in the first instance by that newspaper report, was the result of
confusion.  However, quite clearly the CCC is evaluating the equipment.  It will make decisions that
are based entirely on its judgment.  I have given you that background so that you understand where
this committee fits in.  Whatever this subcommittee decides will be reported to the committee.  The
committee will receive a transcript of today’s hearing and will decide what action to take.

Is there any action that you would request the committee to take?

[2.10 pm]

Mr Fante:  I do not think so vis-à-vis that article; certainly nothing specific.  We believe that the
committee, in the hearing it has held and the opportunity it has afforded us to come to address the
matters with the customer and the committee, are the opportunities that are most important to us.
We appreciate that.

The CHAIRMAN:  Could I ask one question relating to the security of this system?  The
committee was informed that the Western Australia Police Service was looking to employ the same
system for its purposes.  I make no judgment about what that means.  A concern was that if the
CCC and the Police Service had the same monitoring equipment, the Police Service, which
sometimes the CCC monitors, may have access to confidential information; that is, the operational
matters of the CCC.  That was the only matter of security that has been raised to my knowledge
with the committee in its hearings over several years.  I do not know whether the Police Service is
persisting with this procedure.  If the CCC and ACC were to be using systems provided by Verint,
is it a genuine concern that the security between the two systems could be breached?

Mr Fischler:  The way this request was put in and the way we proposed it was that the only thing
that would be shared between the two systems is the interface with the telecom network providers.
In such a configuration each one of the organisations has its own systems, with storage and
database.  The only shared part, which is a significant part in cost, is the interface and connectivity
with the different service providers.  In such a case there is no risk of any compromise that can
occur.  I will take just one example.  We have provided such a system in [confidential information].
It is one central system, which is operated by a federal agency.  It actually serves the intelligence
service, the police and any other law enforcement agency in [confidential information].  There is no
issue in providing a central system that can serve multiple users as long as the information, the
database and the lists of targets under investigation is held by each individual agency separately.
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Mr Fante:  I am just making sure I understand this.  I understand that each of the agencies can have
the same system but because the systems do not speak to one another they are not linked.
Therefore, the information that is necessary to segregate or maintain separately - the fact that they
each have the same system - is not a security concern.  We have seen this configuration in other
places.

The CHAIRMAN:  That is what I was hoping to hear: that the system, as such, can have built-in
firewalls among multiple users if that is a specification.

Mr Fischler:  We did address the issue of remote access because we did find in the hearings that
some of the reports made by the CCC were related to remote access.  That is why we brought this
up as a security issue.

The CHAIRMAN:  We have no further questions.  Do you have any final statement you wish to
make?

Mr Fante:  I think the only final statement that I have is again to reiterate our appreciation for the
opportunity to speak to the subcommittee.  We understand that these kinds of systems and the
implications are terribly important because Governments have the responsibility of maintaining
transparency and being effective in fighting crime and corruption.  This is a concern throughout the
world.  It is our business to try to be of assistance and to not be a source of problem or concern.  As
Zvi has mentioned, we hold this customer as a strategic customer and we hope for the opportunity
to continue to work with it in the future.  We appreciate the opportunity of being able to speak with
the subcommittee about these matters.

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.  As confirmation of your observation of confidentiality
and transparency, which can sometimes be in conflict, this committee, which is established to
monitor the function of the CCC, may not, by legislation and standing orders, have access to
operational matters of the CCC.  You can imagine that at times we find that frustrating.  We
recognise that the confidentiality of the operations is most important.

Gentlemen, as I indicated at the beginning, a Hansard transcript will be produced of these
proceedings.  You will receive a copy of that transcript.  I ask you to read it carefully.  Correct any
matters of style but not substance in the transcript.  If there are matters of substance that you wish to
correct, by all means write to the committee separately.  Read the transcript and correct any errors
of style as you wish.  Please return the transcript to Ms Galvin at the earliest opportunity.  I repeat
that this is a closed hearing and until such time that the committee deliberates and makes decisions
about whether to report to Parliament on the matter, it remains confidential to all concerned.  Thank
you very much for appearing before us.

Mr Fischler:  If there is interest, I can table this security document and some basic information
about the company.

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.

Committee adjourned at 2.17 pm


