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PREMIER’S STATEMENT 
Consideration 

Resumed from 27 February on the following question — 

That the Premier’s Statement be noted. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [11.43 am]: As members are fully aware, this is my last year in Parliament. I 
have no intention of wasting it. I intend to speak on a number of issues that I think are important to the future of 
this state. I have loosely given this speech the title of “Swan Song One”. Others will follow. That title extends to 
“The State of the State”. I will address the place of Western Australia within the Federation but, more 
specifically, I will address the loss of public confidence in and respect for the institutions of state Parliament and 
state government. I wish to make a number of recommendations, which are not radical, about improving our 
Parliament and our system of governance. I recognise that these recommendations will not be adopted before the 
next state election. Perhaps Parliament will take them on board for the future. 

I turn to the Federation of this nation. Over recent years, a lot has been said about our system of federation and, 
indeed, our system of governance in Australia. If we asked most Australians whether they think that they are 
over-governed, it is almost certain that their answer would be yes. However, I am not sure whether they would 
say yes because they think that there are too many levels of government, because there is too much overlap or 
duplication or because there are too many rules and regulations overall. Whatever reason they chose, they would 
have a point. There is a growing sense in our community that our system of governance is in trouble and in need 
of a revamp. Members should make no mistake that as we begin this century, the institutions of state government 
and state Parliament are under threat. Some people are calling for radical change, such as the abolition of the 
states, the secession of Western Australia, the abolition of local government or a handing over of powers, such as 
health, to the commonwealth. Just on that, and as an aside, what an abrogation of responsibility it would be for a 
state Parliament to hand over its responsibility for the health of its citizens to another government. There are 
issues in health, but handing over that power is not the solution. We have, as members are very much aware, a 
federal system.  

Our constitution shares powers between the central or federal government and state governments. The alternative 
system is a unitary system, with one central level of government. Interestingly, both tend to have lower levels of 
government at a local, city or regional level. It is true that the majority of the world’s governments are 
centralised unitary systems. However, most of those have small, underdeveloped economies. The larger 
countries—I refer to their geographic size and to the size of their economy—have mostly federal systems. I refer 
to Australia, the United States, Canada, Brazil, Russia, India and Germany, to name a few. We are not alone in 
having multiple levels of government. Most countries and federations have three levels of government. People 
should heed caution before they jump on the bandwagon of abolishing the states or handing over powers in a 
global way. I would prefer it if we improved our system of Federation to make it work better. That should be the 
focus. Indeed, radical change, such as abolishing the states, is not likely to happen given the Constitution and the 
difficulties in passing a referendum. Abolishing local governments—which could be done by this Parliament—is 
not realistic in any political sense.  

The issue that gets the most attention is the shift of power and responsibility from the states to the 
commonwealth. The founding fathers designed our Constitution to avoid that, because our Constitution limits the 
powers of the commonwealth. They set up the Senate as the states’ house and they established the High Court to 
adjudicate on matters of dispute over constitutional responsibility. However, since Federation there has been a 
continuing drift that has seen responsibility shifting from the states to the commonwealth. To me, this has been 
Australia’s quiet civil war, a war that continues today. The reasons for that drift are well documented. I do not 
want to dwell on them, but I will mention them in passing. The Senate has never been the states’ house. It has 
never succeeded in that role. The High Court has consistently failed the states when it has adjudicated over 
disputed responsibility, whether it be over interstate trade, conditional grants, corporations power or precedents 
of federal laws. The other big factor has been the shift of financial powers from the states to the commonwealth. 
I refer to the uniform taxation measures that were introduced in 1942 during World War II. That was a major 
shift. I refer also to the use of tied grants and the more recent goods and services tax legislation. The 
commonwealth has also legislated in areas that constitutionally and traditionally were seen to be the 
responsibility of the states; namely, environment and biodiversity, native title and industrial relations. It has even 
legislated on the flying of flags at schools. There has been an overlay of legislation. It should be noted that where 
issues have needed genuine national attention, the states have been forthcoming, even generous, in achieving the 
uniformity and consistency of legislation. We have seen that in recent years with gun control, anti-terrorism 
measures and stem cell research. The states have played a positive role in our Federation. There are also less 
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obvious factors. Business is more nationally and internationally focused, as is the media. The areas of 
privatisation, deregulation and independent regulation tend to gravitate towards central control.  

There has also been a move by Canberra politicians to discredit the states and to undermine public confidence in 
state governments, state institutions and state administration. There have been direct interventions. We saw that 
in the last election campaign when the Howard government intervened at the Mersey Hospital in Tasmania. 
There have been other issues. We have seen legislation and actions of the commonwealth in bypassing the states. 
Two notable examples are bypassing the states on giving direct funding for roads to local government, which I 
know local government enjoys, but the consequence has been the continual building of roundabouts in the city 
while country roads remain neglected. Another example is the commonwealth giving grants direct to schools, 
rather than through the education department, and that has had the consequence that schools in coastal locations 
have been air-conditioned while inland schools have not. That has been the reality of bypassing sensible state-
based administration. Those things happened under the Howard government, but now the Rudd government in 
Canberra has a policy position of threatening to take over public hospitals. 

All those factors have resulted in the commonwealth growing at the expense of the states. However, I want to 
make an additional point in that debate. To me, whingeing about Canberra is very much the small agenda for 
Western Australia. Our future is not over the Nullarbor; it is over the horizon in the Asia-Pacific region. We 
should not fall for this small agenda. There have also been state failings that we can do something about. As I 
said, the public has lost a lot of confidence in the state government, state politicians, the state Parliament and 
state administration. There has been poor performance at a state level. However, perhaps most important of all, 
and the thing that concerns me most, is that the state has a tendency to abrogate its responsibility and to not deal 
with the truly important issues for this state and its people. Some of the failings—they go across governments of 
both persuasions—are the finance brokers scandal, lead pollution in Esperance, the failure to act properly on 
child protection, chronic delays in the administration of mining in this state, the fiasco over the Office of Shared 
Services, the costly break-up of Western Power and so on. They are all examples of gross failings at a state level. 
Add to that the successive political scandals we have seen. There have been the Corruption and Crime 
Commission hearings, and four Labor ministers have been sacked over the past couple of years, or forced to 
resign. Parliamentary committees have been compromised by the leaking of information and by the activities of 
people outside this Parliament influencing the terms of reference and the conduct of parliamentary committees. 
We have seen public servants questioned, quizzed and named before CCC inquiries. There was the recent Neale 
Fong issue in health, and we have seen political appointments, again across governments of both persuasions. 
Therefore, there have been serious failures in state administration. It behoves us, as parliamentarians, to do 
something about that. 

However, as I said before, what probably irks me more than anything else is that this Parliament and 
governments, whether they be Labor or Liberal, are starting to abrogate their responsibility. I will give some 
examples, perhaps not typical, but ones that I have had something to do with and that is why they come to mind. 
The issue of the rock art on the Burrup Peninsula is probably the most significant heritage issue that Western 
Australia has ever faced. This Parliament did not deal with it. It was not an easy issue; we just did not deal with 
it. We left it to Canberra. We abrogated our responsibility in our own backyard. The proposed merger-cum-
takeover of BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto is probably the biggest commercial issue that this state has ever faced. 
The state government does not have a view, and the state Parliament has not even discussed it. We have 
abrogated our responsibility. There is also the planning, protection and future development of the Kimberley. 
The Kimberley will be as important to this state in this century as the Pilbara was in the last century. We do not 
even discuss the Kimberley and its future. We leave it now presumably to Peter Garrett and the commonwealth. 
We abrogate our responsibility about our future and our children’s future in Western Australia. There is the 
condition of Aboriginal people. Again, successive governments and members of Parliament should have done far 
better in dealing with those issues. Now, the next big commercial issue is foreign investment, particularly by 
Chinese government-sponsored organisations in our resource industry, and perhaps in building major 
infrastructure such as that at Oakajee. It is a massive issue for the independence and the sovereignty of Western 
Australia, but we, as members, do not talk about it; we do not deal with the issues that we are charged to deal 
with. That is the greatest failing in commonwealth-state relations, from a state perspective. Unless we have the 
courage to deal with the important issues, this Parliament and the institutions it supports will pale into 
insignificance. 
As I said, there is much we can do. Looking over and whingeing about Canberra is a small agenda. The public is 
switching off state politics. There are all sorts of signs of that. When we seek candidates for preselection, the 
Liberal Party attracts some good people, but very few people. The same is probably true of the Labor Party. 
People are switching off. We could give up and just slide into irrelevance. That is a possibility; it is probably a 
probability. Whingeing about Canberra will not work. We have been doing that for the past 100 years, and we 
lose every time. It is a waste of time doing that. Alternatively, we could set about making some sensible reforms, 
starting with this Parliament and with the institution of government itself, modernise our administration, which is 
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a state or provincial government, take responsibility and become a more contemporary, more relevant Parliament 
and a better performing government, whoever happens to be in power. There is something to be said for self-
determination, to determine our future and our children’s future, and there is something to be said for having the 
courage to be different—viva la difference! We do not have to all be the same. After all, Western Australia does 
not have poker machines in hotels, it does not have toll roads and it does not have Sunday trading. We can be 
different. We can use our constitutional power and our autonomy and sovereignty as a state to be different. I will 
make some suggestions. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I know that there will not be agreement on all these suggestions. However, they are simple 
changes that could be made. Perhaps the first one is a little more dramatic: voting in elections. Let us clean up 
the act. The public wants us to clean up state Parliament. There have been a number of CCC reports, and there 
are many more to come. Following the WA Inc farce and following the finance brokers farce, the public wants to 
see better administration, better people, better conduct and better performance, so let us start with voting in 
elections. The core of democracy is the right to vote, and an equal right to vote. It is a straightforward concept, 
yet what do we do? We have a preferential voting system. People do not understand it. It is confusing; it is 
complex. They cannot understand why the person who got the highest number of votes did not win in some 
cases. They expect the person who gets the highest number of votes to be the elected member. They cannot 
understand how someone’s second, third or fourth preference can negate another person’s first preference. They 
do not see the sense in that, and they rightly are suspicious of it. They see complex arrangements and dealings 
between political parties and candidates over exchanging and swapping preferences. People are suspicious of 
that. It is unclear and unsavoury. Some people think that their vote has been manipulated; others think that 
democracy itself is compromised through that. I believe they have a point. In Western Australia, why do we not 
have, at least for this house in which we have single-member electorates, a clean and simple voting system; that 
is, the person who gets the highest number of votes wins? It is as simple as that. The public will understand it. It 
would take away a lot of the unsavoury, murky aspects of elections that have taken place. It would also make the 
act of voting simple for those who are expressing their democratic right. 
Would it make a difference? Australia was the first country to introduce preferential voting. It is a peculiarity 
almost of Australia only. We are joined by two other democracies. Which ones are they? Ireland and Malta. 
There are elements of preferential voting in various presidential elections around the world and in various local 
government elections. However, as a basic, fundamental core of the electoral system, it is in place in Australia, 
Ireland and Malta. All the other great democracies of the world essentially have first-past-the-post voting. With 
all the complexity of and trouble with preferential voting, would it have made any difference at all in this 
chamber had it been first-past-the-post voting? In this chamber there are 57 members. At the last election, of 
those 57 members, 56 who are in the chamber today would be here today had it been first-past-the-post voting. 
The only exception would have been in the electorate of Alfred Cove, which, under first-past-the-post voting, 
would have been won by Graham Kierath. I do not know whether that strengthens or weakens my argument, but 
basically we get the same result. Why do we persist with it? Why not be different in Western Australia and lead 
the nation by having a simple voting system, as is the case in all the great nations and democracies of this world?  
The second proposal is fixed election days. Why do we persist with this farce of variable election days? It is 
inherently unfair that the incumbent government gets to pick the election day and makes it a tactic in the election 
process. It is basically unfair. Ask any sportsman or sportswoman whether that is the way to run the game. They 
would say no. It is inherently wrong. It causes uncertainty, it is wasteful, it causes extended campaigns and it is 
frustrating and confusing for the government and the public service. It serves no purpose at all. Reform is 
underway in Australian politics. New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia and the Australian Capital 
Territory now have fixed election dates. I put it to the government that the next electoral reform should be to fix 
the election date, whenever it might be, and stick by it. Let us clean up that side of getting elected to this 
Parliament.  
I move now to pre-election advertising. In every election campaign—it will be the same with the forthcoming 
Western Australian election—we witness the misuse of incumbency through the use of public funds for what is 
clearly political advertising. It is alleged that in the last federal election campaign the Howard government spent 
$122 million of public funds on promoting WorkChoices. I find that abhorrent. I supported the concept of 
WorkChoices, but I do not support the use of $122 million of public funds in that way. In the last state election 
campaign, the Gallop government spent at least $21 million in government advertising in the lead-up to the 
election. Both sides of politics are guilty of it. It is wrong. Again, it is inherently unfair, it is waste of taxpayers’ 
money and it is an abuse of incumbency of government. Why do people need to know in the lead-up to the 
forthcoming election that the Water Corporation is doing a good job? Why do we really need to tip off burglars 
to be aware of DNA? Members know that it is nonsense and that it is something that all governments have been 
doing. I advocate that we have a ban on publicly funded advertising by government in the three months prior to 
the fixed election date. The only advertising that should take place is that which is of a clear public purpose—
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and there are examples of that—and which is approved, perhaps by the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission and with the agreement of the then Leader of the Opposition. We should take that practice out of 
our election campaigns.  
My next point is a cap on local campaign expenditure. There is anger in the community, because people are sick 
and tired of letters and brochures being stuffed in their letterbox throughout an election campaign. It is right out 
of control. It was extraordinarily abused in the last federal election and it will happen in the forthcoming state 
election. Members know that in every tight contest that is what will happen. The public believes there are too 
many brochures and too many letters—too much junk mail. With the introduction of public funding, members of 
the public now think they are paying for it—and they are right. They are paying for what effectively is now 
public money. Against that there is a democratic need for candidates to fairly and properly put their case for why 
they would make a suitable candidate for a member of Parliament. That is part of democracy. I visited the United 
Kingdom Parliament at Westminster last year. It has had a cap on local campaign expenditure in place for some 
time. In UK constituencies that are far larger than ours, there is a cap on direct expenditure by candidates of 
₤12 000—not a great deal of money. Speaking to both Labour and Conservative members, to a man and a 
woman, they supported the retention of that cap on local expenditure. I put it to members that a cap be put in 
place in this state. A generous figure would be perhaps $40 000. Some may argue about that. We should adopt 
the principle of putting a cap on the number of brochures and letters allowed, but allow for a reasonable degree 
of direct communications to take into account the differences between electorates—geographic size and number 
of voters. Let us stop this excessive waste of what is effectively public money at election time.  
I move now to caretaker provisions. This is something I experienced not so much as a minister, but as a Leader 
of the Opposition. The convention of the Westminster parliamentary system is that once the writs for an election 
are issued, the government of the day goes into caretaker mode. Essentially, no major decisions are made and the 
day-to-day operation of government is left to the public service. Caretaker provisions are well documented and 
understood at a commonwealth level. Rarely do we hear of a dispute. In this state, that is not the case. For a start, 
caretaker provisions are administered through the Premier’s department.  
I will tell members what happened at the 2005 election when I was the Leader of the Opposition. In the lead-up 
to that election I could not get a clear statement of what the caretaker provisions were. We could not find out 
what were the rules of the game as we went into an election campaign. At the same time in the lead-up to that 
election, the Gallop government was putting signs outside schools promoting the government and its capital 
works program in schools. The majority of these schools were election booths on election day. It was 
unacceptable. I refer to the use of government aircraft. It was my understanding going into the election campaign 
that the Premier and Leader of the Opposition were entitled to unlimited travel in government aircraft during the 
election campaign. That is clearly what happened federally; both John Howard and Kevin Rudd had an aircraft 
to travel around in with their entourages. That was my understanding. There was some scope that if the Leader of 
the Opposition could not attend something, he could deputise, but that was very limited. When the election 
campaign started, we noticed on day one that Labor ministers were travelling all over the place in government 
aircraft. We queried that and could not get a clear answer. Meanwhile, the Labor ministers kept flying around. 
The response that came back to my office was that, “They are ministers and we are not sure, but you can charter 
some aircraft, if you like, and we will pick up the bill.” That is completely impracticable in a four-week 
campaign. The Premier of the day and government ministers travelled at taxpayers’ expense with readily 
available aircraft waiting on the tarmac for them, but the opposition did not have that opportunity. There was 
lack of clarity, lack of fairness and lack of disclosure about the caretaker provisions. That needs to be fixed up.  
A recommendation for the appointment of a parliamentary standards commissioner was raised by the member 
for Avon last year. We have seen cases of improper conduct and issues raised about potential criminality. There 
is no doubt that members of Parliament have a special responsibility to behave with propriety and integrity. Most 
do, but sometimes some do not and sometimes some make mistakes. We have seen this played out in the 
hearings of the Corruption and Crime Commission, with some of its findings being disputed and perhaps 
overturned. I have a concern about the real criminals in our society, as most members do. As I sit back and look 
at the events of the past year, including the CCC other inquiries and some of the parliamentary procedures that 
have taken place, my thought is that it is a bit like watching MI5 chasing Arthur Daley around a flea market. It 
really is getting like that. Issues need to be dealt with. The member for Avon’s recommendation for a 
parliamentary standards commissioner is important. Members of Parliament, particularly new members of 
Parliament, can make mistakes. They might not know whether it is correct to receive a gift or accept an 
invitation. They need somebody from whom they can seek advice and guidance. They need somebody to 
recommend and enforce rules of propriety and good conduct in Parliament, perhaps at cabinet level and at senior 
public service level. The Parliament needs that, because it is part of cleaning up our act. Every election a new 
crop of members come in and they will make mistakes, but there is nobody to whom they can go to seek 
independent, confidential advice. It is an overdue and commendable reform and I commend the member for 
Avon for the work he did in that area.  
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The public service, which is fundamental to a Westminster system, is meant to be an independent and 
professional public service. A departmental head should be able to advise his or her minister without fear or 
favour on any issue. I was lucky as a minister; I had public servants, perhaps of the old ilk, who did that, 
certainly without any fear, and I respected them. I did not interfere in their department, and there was a clear 
understanding of the role of the minister and the role of the public servant. I was fortunate to have experienced 
public servants working with me. However, a lot of that has been changed, and again this has happened under 
both governments. We have seen some of the best senior public servants lost from the system. As I have said 
previously, there have been a number of serious failings in state administration. We have seen confusion over the 
roles of ministers and chief executive officers. We even see public servants being sent out to the media to debate 
issues with the opposition of the day. That is inappropriate; that is not what is done under the Westminster 
system. If it is a political issue, the minister goes out and takes on the opposition; a public servant should not be 
sent out. I recommend that we re-establish the position of a public service commissioner as the head of the 
public service. It should not be someone who is jointly heading up the public service and the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. Re-establishing a public service commissioner will give the independence, professionalism 
and integrity back to our public service. We should let the public service rebuild itself, because it is under 
question, just as this Parliament is. We should also reinstate the concept of permanency for heads of 
departments. 
Another point is accountability to Parliament. Parliament is meant to have supremacy over government, but in 
reality we all know that does not happen. Nevertheless, we should make sure that there is a clear distinction 
between the role of Parliament and the role of the executive. All matters to do with members of Parliament—
salaries, staffing, electorate offices, information technology and so on—should be managed through the 
Parliament, not through the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. As members of Parliament, we should be 
totally independent of the Premier’s office and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. It should all be 
administered through this Parliament. I am not suggesting that any wrongdoing has taken place; it is just the 
correct thing to do. The Auditor General reports directly to this Parliament, and so will the Commissioner for 
Children and Young People, but so should the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity and the Commissioner for 
Public Sector Standards. 
This may be an unusual point, but I want to conclude on pomp and ceremony. Sometimes people think of 
Parliament as being old-fashioned, fuddy-duddy, or an old English tradition. It is easy to say that it is stuffy and 
outdated and that we should get rid of traditions. One of the problems is that this Parliament has become far too 
casual. People will not respect that behaviour. Believe it or not, they want to look up to us; they want to look up 
to their Parliament and their government. We have to respect that, and behave and appear accordingly. While it 
can be easy to dismiss pomp and ceremony, we are now engaging with Asia, particularly from Western 
Australia. All of us who travel in Asia know that pomp and ceremony matters in Asia. Why do we not do it 
better? If we truly want to engage with Asia, let us have some pomp and ceremony. Let us not be too 
embarrassed or ashamed to promote the Parliament and to promote the Western Australian government, and 
indeed the opposition of the day. This includes dress standards and a whole lot of other things. I commend the 
Speaker and the President of the Legislative Council for improvements such as the Aboriginal People’s Room 
and the Parliamentary Library. 
I know that this will be as popular as Richard Court’s belltower, but I suggest that this Parliament and 
governments think seriously about establishing an office of the Premier and a cabinet room within the 
parliamentary precinct. Let us not have visitors to the Premier of Western Australia crowding into the lift in a 
high-rise building filled with other visitors. Let us build a Premier’s office and a cabinet room, over the road 
perhaps, but as part of the parliamentary precinct, so that when people visit Western Australia and come to meet 
the Premier of the state and maybe even the leader of the opposition, they can walk into a fine and appropriate 
building. They can visit the cabinet room displaying the history, tradition and culture of this state. Let us be 
proud of Western Australia and do something worthwhile. 
I know that I have run out of time, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams), but can I crave a moment’s 
indulgence? I know that these changes will not happen before the next election. I present them as swan song 1 in 
good faith. They are not radical changes. They are changes that this Parliament can look at in a bipartisan way to 
improve our Parliament and government and to restore and enhance public respect for this institution and 
government and the relevance of this Parliament itself. 

Amendment to Question 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I move — 
To insert after “noted” — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 28 February 2008] 

 p522b-533a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Bob Kucera; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr John McGrath 

 [6] 

and that, in light of the government’s decision to spend an additional $243 million on the 
shared services experiment, this house calls on the Treasurer to immediately table a complete 
and unedited copy of the business case that this decision was based upon 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [12.15 pm]: I will speak to the amendment moved by the member for Cottesloe. 
We came into the chamber on Tuesday to listen to the Premier’s Statement. It was a relatively uninspiring 
statement that did not address many of the important issues of the day. One of the important issues that were 
ignored was the debacle surrounding the Office of Shared Services. It was a difficult statement, and one of 
remarkably little interest even to members of the Labor Party. During the Premier’s Statement members were 
moving in and out of the government benches the entire time. Some ministers were not present during the entire 
debate. Members were wandering in and out, not particularly interested in the words of the Premier, because 
they had no substance and did not address the issues of the day. The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and 
the Minister for Education and Training carried on a lively conversation while the Premier was delivering his 
statement. The Minister for Housing and Works, as far as I could tell, did not turn up for the address at all. The 
member for Collie-Wellington turned up with a couple of minutes to go. I believe I saw the members for 
Riverton and for Victoria Park, and a number of other members, wandering in and out of the house, because the 
debate lacked substance. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA: There is no relevance at all to the amendment in what the member is saying. The member 
should address the amendment. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams): Yes, the member should address himself to the amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I suspect that I have touched a raw nerve here. The Office of Shared Services commenced 
its life as an $83 million commitment under the Gallop Labor government back in 2003. By early 2006, the cost 
had blown out to $151 million. By later that year, it had blown out to $172 million. By the end of last year, the 
cost of this project had blown out to $450 million. This cost blow-out amounts to about half of the blow-out that 
resulted from the WA Inc debacle that eventually cost the state of Western Australia an enormous amount of 
money, the Labor Party government, and the Parliament and the government of Western Australia its reputation 
and good name. That was the result of WA Inc, and the Carpenter Labor government is halfway there. We are 
halfway back to WA Inc. Members might care to look at a very good episode of Yes Minister — 
Mr R.C. Kucera: The member might care to note that I have to leave the chamber. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS: I am happy for the member for Yokine to leave. It was more important for him to be in the 
chamber for the Premier’s Statement, considering that his preselection is at risk. 
There is a very good episode of Yes Minister in which Hon Jim Hacker is required to justify expenditure within 
his Department of Administrative Affairs. He is brought before a committee of his Parliament, which asks him 
about the centralisation of the purchase of consumables; in this case, paperclips. He is asked about the 
centralisation of the purchase of paperclips, á la the centralisation of services in the Office of Shared Services. 
They asked him how much had been saved, but he could not answer. They said, “We can tell you. It’s actually 
costing you twice as much as it would have done had you actually let the staff in those departments walk out and 
buy their paperclips in the high street.” That was a very good lesson that centralisation does not always equal 
economies of scale. In this instance, we would like to know whether that is the case. The Parliament of Western 
Australia, the opposition and the people of Western Australia would like to know whether genuine savings are 
on track, because we cannot tell. The Premier and the Treasurer have said that this will provide $55 million in 
savings every year and will pay for itself. However, they will not release the business case that justifies that 
position. There is a particularly interesting document that I will read into Hansard. I refer to the policy that the 
Labor Party took into the 2001 election. Labor won that election on the back of a number of things, as the 
member for Cottesloe described, such as the finance broking scandal. People were concerned about lifting the 
standards of Parliament. The policy contains two sections of interest. The first is headed “Making contracts 
publicly available”. I will cut to the chase. The policy states — 

A Gallop Labor Government will: 
•  make all government contracts publicly available; 
•  ensure that specific claims of commercial confidentiality . . . are strictly and independently 

validated on a case by case basis; 
That was the promise of the Gallop Labor Party in 2000 and 2001. Has the current Premier thrown out the 
accountability standards that were lauded by the Labor Party in opposition, or has the Premier simply let the 
standards slip because he is not up to the job of enforcing them? This is the problem with the Office of Shared 
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Services. The government refuses to live up to its own agenda and policy commitments—it refuses to let the 
people of Western Australia know how much money they will have to throw into the Office of Shared Services. 
It is an enormous shame and a disgrace, which the government will hopefully rectify. That is why these words 
need to be included in the Premier’s Statement. The government has been asked to make publicly available not 
just the initial business case but also the review of the business case on which the government has justified its 
expenditure. This project was originally to cost $83 million but will now cost $450 million, which is a 550 per 
cent blow-out in the cost of this project. The Treasurer is trying to go one-up on the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure and the Minister for Health, who can manage only 50 to 70 per cent blow-outs or, in terms of the 
Minister for Health, an at least 100 per cent blow-out for the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden: It is closer to 200 per cent  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: It will get to 200 per cent. However, neither of them gets anywhere near the amazing record 
of the Treasurer, with his 550 per cent blow-out in the $450 million cost of the Office of Shared Services. Why 
would the Treasurer and the Premier refuse to release the business case? I turn to what the Premier said 
yesterday. An article in Monday’s edition of The West Australian outlines that when the Treasurer was asked 
why he refused to reveal the business case, among the reasons he gave was “public perception of reform failure”. 
One of the reasons for throwing more money into the Office of Shared Services and backing it up is that the 
Premier does not want to look bad. He wants to keep the project going. That is fair enough, but he should justify 
his position. There is only one way in which he can do that to the satisfaction of the public and the Parliament of 
Western Australia, and that is to release the full and open business case for continuing that project. The 
government has constantly refused to justify its actions. The government is shrouded in secrecy and 
embarrassment. It might be embarrassed to reflect on its original policy promise from 2001.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden: When the Treasurer was sitting about where you are, he constantly berated the Court-
Cowan government about confidentiality. He said that it should not exist in the Western Australian Parliament. 
There are reams of Hansard in which the Treasurer makes those statements. What did he say yesterday?  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: I will elucidate the policy, because that sums up the actions of the then Gallop Labor 
opposition compared with those of the Carpenter Labor government. The policy document states — 

During the Court Government’s eight years in office, however, a veil of secrecy increasingly fell over 
government business dealings. Claims of “commercial confidentiality” have been regularly used to 
explain the lack of disclosure to the people of Western Australia as to what its government was doing.  

Goodness! My, how the worm has turned! There has been complete and utter hypocrisy—a complete switch 
from one end to the other. It is an absolute embarrassment. The Labor Party policy also states — 

A strong democracy requires a well-informed public that is able to hold the government accountable for 
its actions.  

It would be very nice if the Carpenter government gave anything more than lip service to that process. The 
policy continues — 

This principle was reflected in Commission on Government (COG) Recommendation 11, which stated 
that copies of government contracts should be available for public inspection.  

The then Labor opposition said not only that these contracts should be made available and that the government 
should justify itself, which the Commission on Government also said should happen, but also that the then 
government was an embarrassment because it did not make these things available to the public. It is an 
embarrassment. It remains an embarrassment. It is only getting worse under the Carpenter Labor government. 
This amendment to the Premier’s Statement is relatively small. It is a minor amendment that deals with one 
small aspect that was neglected by the Premier in his statement and has been neglected by the government ever 
since. I am not generally in the habit of quoting from newspapers, but an editorial from Friday, 28 December 
2007 is particularly well written. It states — 

There is only one question to be asked of the financial disaster which is the Office of Shared Services: 
how much more taxpayers’ money will be poured into this ever-deepening black hole?  

How much money will go into this ever-deepening black hole? How can we know that without the business case 
being presented? Under the initial terms of reference for the Office of Shared Services, which were announced 
by then Premier Geoff Gallop in 2003, the coming financial year was supposed to realise $55 million in savings. 
It is now at least two years behind schedule, and there is no guarantee, except in the mind of the Treasurer, that 
there will be any savings, because we cannot make an assessment of that. We cannot tell whether those savings 
are real. Back in 2003, the development of the Office of Shared Services was a wonderful project that would 
save the government an enormous amount of money. Departments that were to be rolled into the OSS were told 
not to spend money on their computer systems. What has happened? Have departments let their computer 
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systems disintegrate in the meantime as they wait for the Office of Shared Services to develop its computer 
system?  
Mr M.W. Trenorden: Definitely.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: Is that the case?  
Mr M.W. Trenorden: Definitely.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: It is not entirely the case because departments have spent more than $30 million trying to 
hold the systems together until the other system is ready. 
Mr M.W. Trenorden: I can tell you, member for Capel, that some agencies have definitely let their computer 
systems go down and they are using manual systems to hold things in place.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: There we go, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams) we are back to the old card-file 
system. Activities in your electorate might be back into flicking through the old card-file system on which are all 
the little chicken scratchings. The situation has amounted to this: the member for Greenough contacted me today 
to discuss education, health and policing in his electorate; he would have put it on the computer but he does not 
have one operating. That is the situation we have reached.  It would be interesting if the government were to talk 
about the staffing of the Office of Shared Services at Cannington. Based on second-hand information that I do 
not know is true, I want to know whether some staff who have been seconded to the Office of Shared Services 
have refused to go there and have taken other positions instead. At the moment, who would like to be on board 
the Titanic? I wonder whether that is true.  
Mr P. Papalia interjected.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: We will see over time whether that is true. We will have to put the question on notice. For 
the record, the member for Yokine has returned. He might have missed my remarks while he was on the way out 
of the chamber, but I suggested that it would be more important for him to be in this place while the Premier was 
here because Labor preselection is coming up and I have no influence over that.  
Mr R.C. Kucera: I wish you did.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: I might go and lobby for the member for Yokine! I am lobbying for the member for Swan 
Hills to retain the more appropriate seat rather than be pushed across into the more marginal seats. She is a good 
contributor and I would like to see her continue her work in Parliament.  
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS: I missed the member for Yokine’s interjected. If it was good, he can let me know!  
Ms J.A. Radisich: I needed a new challenge, maybe Nedlands!  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: Does that mean the member has had the chop?  
We digress again and, if we are not careful, the member for Yokine will be calling another point of order so we 
had better return to the issue of the Office of Shared Services. All we are seeking in this proposed amendment is 
for the business case and the review of the business case that occurred in the last half of last year to be tabled.  
Mr G.M. Castrilli: It’s not worth the paper it’s written on.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS: We need to make an assessment. It might not be worth the paper it is written on, but it 
might be. How can we assess it if we cannot even get hold of it? I will not seek an extension of time and talk 
about issues relating to Ron Mance, Oracle, or Brian Burke lobbying for Oracle and all the issues that could have 
been included in this debate. This is a simple question of government accountability. If the government has a 
shred of decency and wants to show a shred of accountability, it will release the business case and the review 
held last year of the Office of Shared Services so that the opposition, the Parliament and the people of Western 
Australia can assess whether they want more and more money poured into a fiscal black hole. Do they want to 
see it extend beyond the $450 million with a 550 per cent blow-out in a system, which, as far as indications go so 
far, may have no benefits at all. It is a very simple question: will the Parliament of Western Australia be 
accountable and stand up for the rights of the people of Western Australia or will the Carpenter Labor 
government shroud itself in secrecy, hide the truth and go back down the path that led to WA Inc, the greatest 
blot on Western Australia’s reputation? If the government does not support this amendment, I suspect we are 
already halfway there.  
MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.33 pm]: I put it to this house: is this a case of politics or is this a case of 
maladministration? Every single one of the 57 members of this chamber should be extremely concerned that 
$450 million has gone down this black hole. I will not be as kind as the member for Capel. I think there is a very 
serious matter here that we need to address.  
Dr S.C. Thomas: I am a big softy!  
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I am not a member of the Liberal Party and that is not meant to be a negative 
comment, member for Capel. I am speaking straight from my heart. I spent many years on the Public Accounts 
Committee and many years examining the administration of this state. Auditor Generals and other people have 
provided fantastic service. A very functional Auditor General’s report was written on this issue. There is an 
underlying current here that we must address, and it rests with Deloitte. Deloitte charged this government 
$8 million for a report that has resulted in the cost to the taxpayers of $450 million, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. 
Woodhams). By addressing you, Mr Acting Speaker, I am not meaning to point the finger at you.  
Anyone who has been following the Deloittes of this world will know about the way those great companies, 
worldwide, were reduced down to four companies, and about the very famous case in the United States with an 
auditing company where the conflict of audit versus consultation caused a major crisis. I am not trying to accuse 
Deloitte directly of not being a good company, but what I am saying is that Deloitte has seriously failed this 
government. It is a firm of significantly reputable consultants; it makes the vast majority of its income from 
providing very professional consultancy. It has failed this government. Why are we not telling Deloitte that it has 
a responsibility to bring that information to this house and show us what its information was and on what basis 
the decision was made that has resulted in the disgusting debacle we now face? 
At the time I was involved in this, a big slice of the information technology companies of Western Australia 
were saying two things to me: firstly, the centralisation of shared services will not work; and, secondly, the 
Oracle software will not work. What has happened? It has not worked. In this state there are many very small IT 
companies and many IT companies that employ 700 or 800 people who advise places such as the Australian 
Defence Force. The advice of those significant companies in Western Australia was thrown out the window. 
Where did all that come from? If it came from Deloitte—that is the only conclusion I can come to, because I 
believe the business plan cost $8 million—that company, whose plan was the basis on which the state 
government developed the Office of Shared Services, has a responsibility to us—not to the Carpenter 
administration but to the 57 members who must wear this in our community. People will laugh at us. Public 
servants, in conversation, love to tell us the processes they must go through to pay wages and to issue cheques.  
Mr G.M. Castrilli: Some of them are three or four months behind.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: They are way behind. Some people are being paid their weekly or monthly wage 
twice and some are being paid nothing. This week, on behalf of one of the ministers, I will be handing out 
cheques to the Returned and Services League. One will get a plastic cheque and the other will get a real cheque. 
When I asked why, I was told that the Office of Shared Services could not do it. 
Dr S.C. Thomas: You are lucky it was not a rubber cheque!  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Yes. That does not matter. What matters is that the state has paid $450 million and 
the costs are going north. I am getting a bit excited about this. It is disgraceful that Deloitte has put us in this 
position. It has a moral responsibility to tell all of us, including members on this side of the chamber, what its 
business case was. If Deloitte did not give a good business case, we should not deal with it. BHP would not deal 
with it; it would find out who made the decisions within the agencies and whether those decisions were fair and 
reasonable or whether they were, in fact, the whims of the minister. They are things that we need to know. If 
they were the whims of the minister, we know why we are here today with an incompetent minister. If they are 
not the whims of the minister, where did this go wrong?  
I do not want to hang people; that is not the issue. We have a crisis. I am disturbed that Tim Marney, the Under 
Treasurer, is reported in the paper as having said that he is prepared to put his credibility on the line. He should 
not have to do that. I think he is a good Under Treasurer and a good public servant. I do not want Mr Marney’s 
head on the line. 
Dr S.C. Thomas: I agree, but he’s carrying the can for the Treasurer. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: That is the point. I do not want Mr Marney to be in that position. If we follow the 
normal processes of the past five years, we will see Mr Marney pack up his bags and leave his office. 
Dr S.C. Thomas: He’ll get a management-initiated package and be off. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Yes, and then he will come back as a consultant. This is not a minor matter. There 
are agencies that are running dual systems. The likelihood is that if we have not been able to fix up the Oracle 
system over this period of time, what will happen tomorrow to make it work? I have been told not just by one 
person but by a raft of people that the software used by Oracle will not work. It has not worked. I am not putting 
myself forward as an expert; I have no idea how Oracle functions. I listened to a range of people who I believe 
are very competent in their professions who have proven to be right. Oracle has not worked. We have paid a 
fortune for that. The people of Western Australia are spending $450 million trying to fix up Oracle’s program, 
which Oracle told us would work. I presume, because I have never seen the report, that Deloitte said to buy 
Oracle. If Deloitte is saying to buy Oracle to the Western Australian government, we can be certain that Deloitte 
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is saying that to every other company and Parliament. Consultancy is now off a database these days. Deloitte 
will not just be giving this information to the Western Australian Parliament. 
Dr S.C. Thomas: We might be the experimental lab rat to see if it works. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Why should we have to pay for that? I am saying to the people at Deloitte directly 
that they have a fantastic record. They are part of a highly professional company. They should be professional 
and not have it forced on them. They should walk into this building and explain to all members either 
individually or publicly in one of our rooms what their recommendations were. If Deloitte does not do that, it has 
the problem. We need to know in this state whether there is another $200 million or $400 million lining up 
tomorrow. That is not the real issue or the real cost. The Office of Shared Services has been in neutral for two 
years. The Office of Shared Services and the functioning of this state are in neutral right now. We know that it 
will be in neutral tomorrow. Why are the 57 of us who sit in this chamber putting up with this? Why are we not 
acting in a commercial manner? We keep talking about the process of acting in a commercial manner. Why are 
we not saying to Deloitte, “Explain your business plan. If it went wrong, okay, we will forgive you for that, but 
tell us where it went wrong and what can we do about this process”? Is this just about saving a minister’s 
backside? Is this whole process of spending $450 million just about saving a political backside? I do not have a 
personal problem with the Treasurer; I quite like the bloke and I am happy to talk to him, as he well knows, but 
of all people, he cannot take this position. He stood in opposition, as the member for Capel said, and preached to 
Richard Court about openness and confidentiality in government. He is on the record as saying exactly that 
numerous times. Why is this information not being made available? Unless it comes forward, we can only 
assume that the whole purpose of the loss of $450 million is to save the Treasurer’s political neck. Any result 
outside of that is just unacceptable. 

We love to play games in here. Every day we see the shuffling back and forward of politics but sometimes, as 
the member for Cottesloe pointed out to us a few moments ago, we should get serious about our job. Every one 
of the 57 of us needs to know whether the Office of Shared Services is going to work. I do not need to repeat 
myself. The head of Mr Tim Marney will be on the line. I am not interested in Mr Marney’s head being on the 
line or, frankly, anyone else’s head being on the line. I want the Office of Shared Services to work or get shut 
down. We have received advice. I did not expect to be speaking on this matter today, so I am speaking off the 
cuff, but I think that advice from Deloitte cost us $8 million. It has a responsibility to us as a client to talk to us 
about its plan, us being the Parliament, not the minister of the day. If it does not do that, it is at fault and we 
should not deal with Deloitte any more until it can prove it is competent. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result —  
Ayes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

 

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.D. Omodei Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 
 Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.P. Murray 
 Mr G. Snook Mr J.A. McGinty 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 
Amendment thus negatived.  

Consideration Resumed 
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MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [12.51 pm]: I rise to reply to the Premier’s address. The Premier has made 
much of the government’s spending on infrastructure and its planned spending in the coming budget. That is all 
well and good. However, it reminds me that we are living in the greatest boom period in the state’s history. 
Never has a government been in a better position to spend on infrastructure. The Carpenter government will be 
derelict in its duty if it does not take advantage of the boom and build infrastructure that can be used in the years 
to come. Similar to the Leader of the Opposition, I am concerned that the government has been caught on the 
hop by the same boom. We have already heard that the Office of Shared Services has lost $440 million. That is 
an absolute disgrace, given the state of the economy. The members who spoke on an earlier motion that dealt 
with that issue, which was defeated by the government, made some very good points. It all comes back to 
accountability. I know some people who work in government agencies and they have told me on a number of 
occasions that the government’s shared services program is simply not working. Recently, when an imprest 
payment had to be made by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, it told the person involved that it would 
be difficult to get a cheque for him. When we reach that situation, we know that something is really wrong with 
the system.  

It is true that the government is building infrastructure around the state. It is great that we have the Perth-
Mandurah railway, which I will talk about later, and that we are getting a new sports stadium. However, I am 
concerned about our children, who face the prospect of not being able to buy a house. I recently became the 
shadow Minister for Housing and Works. In the short time that I have been in that position, it has become clear 
to me that housing affordability is a huge problem. Some young people have no chance of buying a house, 
because there are no houses for them to buy. Some people cannot rent a premises due to the snowball effect. 
Young people who apply to rent a property are often up against 50 or 100 other applicants. The government has 
not been able to keep astride of the boom.  

The mining industry has been crying out for workers. At the moment fly in, fly out workers are coming from as 
far away as India. They fly to the mines and then fly back home again. Fly in, fly out workers are also coming 
from other Australian cities. If those people could rent or buy a house in Perth, I am sure that they would bring 
their families to Western Australia. In that way, they would help us to build up our economy and our 
communities. That would help us manage the boom and it would help with the development of the state.  

The Premier mentioned the First Start shared equity scheme, which has been lauded in other states, and I agree 
with his comments. Last week I attended a housing affordability conference in Sydney, at which the Western 
Australian scheme was mentioned. It is a good scheme. However, what about the people who do not fit into that 
category? What about our young people who are looking for rental accommodation? Why is the government not 
making more land available on the urban fringes? Why does everyone have to live within walking distance of the 
central business district? The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure wants everyone to walk or ride a bike to 
work. She wants a cycling revolution in which no-one uses cars. The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has 
a thing about Western Australians using cars. We are a unique state in that we make more use of motor vehicles 
per capita than any other state.  

The dream of owning a home is alive and well in Perth, despite the fact that some people have said that young 
people no longer dream of buying their own home. Young Western Australians want to raise families in an 
environment in which their kids can play in their own backyard. They do not want to live in high-rise 
accommodation, nor do they want to share a square of grassed area in a recreational area with hundreds of other 
people. That is not the way that we have been raised in Western Australia. We like our freedom. The government 
must release more land. We must make land available on the urban fringes. People have proved that they do not 
necessarily want to live in the city. They do not mind shopping at the shopping centres in Booragoon or 
Cannington, because that is the way our city has grown.  

Another problem that this government has not been able to address is the huge delays in the approvals process. I 
have spoken to some people in the housing industry who have become so frustrated that they have basically 
given up because they are continually hamstrung when they try to do a development. Whilst those delays are 
taking place, the cost of land is going up and is adding to the housing affordability crisis. I thought of that subject 
when the Premier spoke about the new waterfront project in the city. Some people have unkindly called it 
“Dubai on the Swan” after seeing the 30-storey tower on television and in the newspaper, because the graphics 
did not look so good. I support the revitalisation of the riverfront and the river precinct. That is a good thing. The 
Premier said that it will give Western Australians a true waterfront precinct that embraces our greatest natural 
asset; namely, the Swan River. The Premier assured us that it would be completed by 2015. I question whether 
that will be the case. When I look at the development of Belmont Park Racecourse, which is close to my heart as 
the shadow Minister for Racing and Gaming, and the problems that it has experienced, I am not so sure. What 
was going to be a $2 billion development that would house 8 000 people has now been reduced to a development 
that will house only 4 000 people. Why? Because the Swan River Trust and the Environmental Protection 
Authority have failed to support the development. The Western Australian Turf Club has been forced to scrap 
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plans for a high-rise city on the racecourse site. It spent 10 years planning that development because the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure came up with her Network City vision. The Western Australian Turf Club 
thought that it should be a part of that vision because it had a big area of land on the river. It decided to transform 
the racecourse while keeping it in an area in which people could live and recreate close to the city. It would also 
assist the housing problem in Perth. The minister was gazumped by the Environmental Protection Authority and 
the Swan River Trust. They insisted on a full assessment of the redevelopment proposal. From all accounts, the 
minister was quite furious about that. I refer to an article in The West Australian on Wednesday, 20 February 
2008. The article states that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure wrote to the Minister for the 
Environment, David Templeman, last October and accused the EPA of not taking an independent and objective 
assessment of the environmental impacts of the proposal.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 542.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


