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SHARED CORPORATE SERVICES PROJECT 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the following terms -  

Please be advised that today I seek to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

This house has no confidence in the capacity of the Premier and the Treasurer to manage the 
government’s shared corporate services project and to deliver the promised savings to Western 
Australian taxpayers. 

The matter appears to me to be in order.  If at least five members stand in support of the matter to be discussed, 
the matter can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.10 pm]:  I move - 

That this house has no confidence in the capacity of the Premier and the Treasurer to manage the 
government’s shared corporate services project and to deliver the promised savings to Western 
Australian taxpayers. 

It is always stimulating to be moving one of these motions when neither the Premier nor the Treasurer is here to 
participate, but I am sure we will work through that issue.  We want to debate serious issues surrounding a 
matter that is supposed to be the jewel in the crown of the state government’s public sector reform program.  The 
Office of Shared Services and shared services reform have been the subject of more mutual backslapping from 
the Treasurer and the Premier than almost any other item I can recall.  For those members who are not familiar 
with shared services, it is essentially built around the following assumption: the delivery of all back-office 
services is taken out of government departments and put into the Office of Shared Services, a large centralised 
service provider, from where those services are then provided to the agencies.  The long-running justification for 
the Treasurer’s reform program has been that shared services reform is estimated to deliver $55 million of 
savings to Western Australian taxpayers.  The facts are that this is a reform process that has run off the rails 
badly.  In many ways, the shining light that the Office of Shared Services was supposed to be for the Treasurer 
and the government of Western Australia has become a fiscal black hole into which this government has tipped 
tens of millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money.  Reputations are at stake in the success of this shared services 
reform.  The reputation of the Treasurer of the state is at stake.  He is the person who has claimed that the 
implementation of shared services reform is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to deliver efficiencies in core 
service delivery in the Western Australian public sector.  The Premier’s reputation is at stake because, 
throughout 2006, in his capacity as Minister for Public Sector Management, he had responsibility for the Office 
of Shared Services.  It is worthwhile noting that it was during 2006 that this project started to go pear-shaped, if I 
can put it so bluntly.  Serious cracks started to emerge in the operation of the Office of Shared Services. 

It has been interesting to watch the government’s handling of shared services reform.  The government has been 
happy to not only talk about it, but also put its money where its mouth is.  In 2005, the government committed 
and spent $6.2 million upgrading the old Australian Taxation Office in Cannington.  It was to produce an office 
space of 14 000 square metres that could accommodate up to 840 staff.  In June 2005, the government signed a 
10-year, $67 million contract with Oracle to provide business solutions, the engine, to drive the Office of Shared 
Services.  In January 2006, the government signed a contract for $88 million with ASG (Asia Pacific) Pty Ltd.  
We now know that contract was influenced by Brian Burke and Julian Grill and we now know that process could 
possibly have been corrupted, as many other decisions made by this government have been.  It will be interesting 
in the fullness of time to understand the Treasurer’s role in that process and what involvement he had with 
Mr Burke and Mr Grill as they worked through this.  We all know that he spent time on the phone to them, with 
others, seeking advice from Mr Burke about how they should conduct themselves in public, in particular when 
they had discussions with the editor of The West Australian.  We know Mr Burke is a source of advice to the 
Treasurer and others close to the Treasurer.  We know that Mr Grill is a factional ally of the Treasurer.  It is 
beyond belief to suggest that Brian Burke and Julian Grill did not have their grubby hands in some way, shape or 
form on the awarding of this $88 million contract to ASG.  It is also important to note that the government 
committed, last financial year and this financial year, $105 million to the Office of Shared Services. 

In summary, we have a government that raced to embrace the reform agenda built around shared services.  It 
committed the taxpayers of the state to $155 million of long-term contracts with Oracle and ASG.  It has spent 
$7 million fitting out the lovely office in Cannington for the bureaucrats of the Office of Shared Services.  To 
date, the government has dumped $123 million - to the best that we can determine - into this financial black hole.  
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That amount excludes expenses incurred by departments on consultants and the like.  It is very interesting to 
look at what this process has delivered for the taxpayers of Western Australia.  What has the government’s 
principal public sector reform agenda delivered to the taxpayers of this state?  The answer is, quite simply, 
nothing.  Thus far it has delivered cost overruns and it has delivered delays but it has not provided a net benefit 
for the taxpayers of Western Australia.  Four years ago, the then Premier, Dr Gallop, assured the taxpayers of 
this state that in the 2005-06 financial year, we would see benefits of $50 million.  That is what Dr Gallop said 
four years ago.  He said, “We are on a reform journey.  Come with us because the reward for the taxpayers will 
be $50 million.”  A year later, he said that he made a blue and that we would not get the benefits in 2005-06, but 
in 2006-07, which is this year.  Not one red cent of benefit has been delivered from the Office of Shared Services 
to taxpayers this year.  Two years ago the government changed its tune again and said that this experiment, 
which is a multimillion dollar reform project, would deliver benefits in 2007-08.  In November last year, the 
Treasurer came back into this house and said that he had made another blue and that the project had gone off the 
rails.  The year 2006 was a bad year for the Office of Shared Services.  The benefits will now not be returned 
until 2009-10.  The government has had a slip of five years regarding the provision of benefits that the people of 
this state were conned into believing they would receive by the then Premier in order to embrace this reform 
agenda.  Last year in November the Treasurer said it would cost us a bit more and that it was running late but 
that it was all back on track.  The year 2006 was a bad year.  That, of course, was the year the Premier was in 
charge of the Office of Shared Services. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What year? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The year 2006.  The Premier was the Minister for Public Sector Management, which is in 
charge of the Office of Shared Services.  The Premier might be familiar with it.  It is a small item on the budget 
that is absorbing large sums of money.  The Treasurer said that he had fixed the problem and that the Department 
of Fisheries was off and racing. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  I think you have made a minor mistake in your analysis. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We will see.  The Treasurer said that by 2008 the rest of the government would be tucked 
into the Office of Shared Services.  Two months later, we found out that the Department of Fisheries was still 
processing its payroll in-house.  It sends its documents on a courier’s back and he cycles to Cannington and 
gives it to the Office of Shared Services.  That is the Treasurer’s definition of reforming public sector processing 
in Western Australia.  It is a farce.  Fisheries is not on track; it has fallen behind.  The government will not meet 
the 2008 objective.  There is no guarantee that these benefits will ever be delivered. 

We know also that this project has blown out in cost.  The government has sunk $123 million into the project on 
top of the $155 million it has spent on contracts.  Last year the Treasurer said that the project was not only late, 
but also about 20 per cent over budget.  He said that the government would increase its budget and that “she’d be 
right”.  As I said, the Office of Shared Services has run off the rails.  The project is late and its budget could be 
described as a moving feast at best.  What has been the government’s response to date?  It has blamed Oracle.  
We are told that the failings of the Office of Shared Services are not the government’s responsibility or Peter 
Costello’s responsibility; they are the responsibility of Oracle, the provider of the computer equipment.  The 
Treasurer said that Oracle was not meeting the deadlines the government had set.  He says that it is naughty and 
nasty and that the government will have a serious look at it.  Never does he assume that the delays are caused by 
the government’s mismanagement.  That is where the problem lies.  I am very interested to look at the public 
reports from Tim Marney to the Treasurer.  Members know that last year Tim Marney, the well respected Under 
Treasurer, was sent to the Office of Shared Services.  I understand that he was based for a week in Cannington.  
He has described the Office of Shared Services as a basket case.  The Premier oversaw the slide of the Office of 
Shared Services from being a jewel in the government’s crown to becoming a basket case, because that is what it 
is.  Tim Marney said that the Office of Shared Services - 

. . . really didn’t have the focus and emphasis that was required particularly in a project that was not 
delivering according to its schedules . . .  

The Premier can make light of the fact that he has invested a huge amount of money in a project that is giving 
every appearance of being doomed to failure.  He can do that.  There is a word for it, Premier.  That word is 
arrogance, and it is a word that is starting to be attached more and more to the Premier.  I reckon that over the 
next couple of years it will become synonymous with the Premier and his term as Premier. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What will? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Arrogance.  The Premier reeks of it.  He sits there and refuses to accept the evidence as 
presented.  I recall the time when we came into this house and discussed the fact that Burke was outside with 
Max.  Labor members were gathered around Brian Burke like bees to the honey pot.  We came into the chamber 
and said, “We think you’ve got a problem, Premier.”  The Premier opened the door and said, “No.” 
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Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Which door did you come in? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I came in that door over there, Premier.  I stood here, I looked at the Premier and I told him 
that, and he just sat there smugly and arrogantly.  Tim Marney also said - 

. . . the project had lost sight of its planning priorities . . .  

He said further - 

Project management was poor and contract management was failing to deliver. 

The Office of Shared Services was being looked after, from a government perspective, by the arrogant Premier, 
as he has become.  The Premier could not care less about the failings of the Office of Shared Services.  He just 
sits there and is too busy trying to plug up the holes in his government.  That is what Tim Marney said about the 
Office of Shared Services: an absolute basket case. 

What happened at the same time?  Ron Mance, the Premier’s dear friend, was given a golden handshake; he was 
given the old management-initiated redundancy: “See you later.”  Heave-ho Ronnie Mance.  Out with Paul 
Albert and out with whoever else - management-initiated redundancies, Premier. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What has Paul Albert got to do with this? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will get on to the education department in a second and to when the Premier was the 
minister responsible for that department.  Ron Mance was turfed out.  The government sat down and thought, 
“Who are we going to blame now for the problems in the Office of Shared Services?  We can’t blame Oracle, 
because we know we’re going to court with Oracle, and we know damned well that Oracle has a very sound 
case.”  If the government ends up in court with Oracle, it will spell financial disaster for this state - absolutely.  
Therefore, the government thought, “We’d better find someone else.  We can’t kick Ron Mance.  It’s not the real 
estate industry, so we can’t kick the real estate agents.  We’d better kick Ron Mance out.”  Therefore, Ron 
Mance was turfed - 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Have you had a discussion with anyone from Oracle about this matter? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Are you sure about that? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am positive.  Ron Mance was turfed out.  The interesting thing is that although Ron 
Mance was turfed out, Tim Marney described the organisation over which the Premier had control as a basket 
case.  The chief executive officer was kicked out, but the Premier came into the Parliament last week and said, 
“That Ron Mance is a great guy.  I don’t know why he’s taken an MIR.  I want him to stay in the public sector.”  
How is that consistent with what the Premier has done to him?  It is inconsistent.  What does the Premier want 
him to stay in the public service for?  The Premier has a department in crisis.  Tim Marney said that it is a basket 
case.  The Premier has sent the CEO packing, and he has stood in this Parliament and said, “We want to give him 
another job.”  Why would the Premier waste another $200 million?  Why? 

A number of critical issues need to be further examined regarding the Office of Shared Services.  There are four 
issues, and I will work through them quickly.  Those four issues, as I alluded to just then, are associated with the 
departure of Ron Mance.  Why was Ron Mance made the fall guy for this project, Premier?  He is such a good 
friend of the Premier, who is so proud of him.  The Premier stood in this chamber last week and sang his praises, 
and yet he is happy to see him go as the fall guy for the failings of the Office of Shared Services, because it has 
clearly failed. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  I wasn’t happy to see him go. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why did the Premier let him go? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  He wanted to go, as I understand. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why would someone who wants to leave voluntarily be given a management-initiated 
redundancy?  How is voluntary departure consistent with a redundancy initiated by management? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You don’t understand, do you? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No.  I have a lot of trouble comprehending the Premier’s position on Mr Mance’s 
departure.  Mr Mance has been set up as the fall guy, and the Premier will not provide us with any of the details 
of his golden handshake.  How much was he paid out, Premier? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Ask him. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am asking the Premier.  How much was he paid out? 
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Mr A.J. Carpenter:  I don’t know. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why does the Premier not know?  The Premier is responsible for these sorts of matters.  
The Premier should know how much Mr Mance was paid and what conditions were attached to his golden gag.  
What can Mr Mance tell us?  What can he not tell us? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  They are the standard conditions. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We are all aware of the standard conditions.  However, I suppose the question at the bottom 
of it is: was he pushed or did he voluntarily leave?  We all know he was pushed.  The Premier says that 
Mr Mance left and that the Premier is very sad that he left, but he was pushed because the Office of Shared 
Services is heading for failure.  It is nosediving.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  By your analysis he should have been sacked.  You have stood there denigrating him. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Have I said anything about Ron Mance?  I have merely reported to the Premier the 
observations made by Tim Marney, whom the Treasurer had to send to have a look at the Premier’s failed 
experiment.  The Premier mucked it up last year, then the Treasurer sent Mr Marney, who has come back and 
said that it is a basket case.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You have just spent five minutes denigrating him. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am just telling the Premier what someone else said about him.  We want to know the 
details of Ron Mance’s departure.  

The second issue is the involvement of Burke and Grill in the awarding of this $88 million contract to ASG.  It is 
a significant issue.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Are you suggesting that they were involved in the granting of the contract? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  They were paid to lobby for ASG.  From the evidence given to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, we all know how Burke and Grill work.  The Premier cannot say to me that they would not have 
had any contact with any bureaucrat in the Office of Shared Services or the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, because they would have.  The Premier cannot tell me that they did not have any contact with any 
member of the government about it, because he would not be able to.  The Premier needs to get the Treasurer to 
investigate the awarding of this contract to ASG so that he can stand and say that he has investigated it.  He can 
say that, as Premier of the state, he was concerned, having heard what had happened in front of the CCC, that 
these two individuals had lobbied for the successful bidder for a major government project.  He can then say that 
he had a look at it and found that there was no problem.  That is all he has to do; it is not difficult.  However, he 
will not do it because he is slowly drowning in his own arrogance.  That is a major issue.  

The third issue that needs to be established is the true position of this project.  The opposition has suggested that 
this project be referred to the Public Accounts Committee, so that the Premier can then tell us how much it is 
costing, because he would not have a clue.  He does not give a damn about taxpayers’ money or that the 
centrepiece of his public sector reform is nosediving.  He does not care; he has no interest.  How much has it 
cost, and does that cost include the costs incurred by all the departments?  It is all smoke and mirrors.  How 
much has it cost?  How much is it going to cost?  What are the implications of the long-term contracts with 
Oracle and ASG?  What are the time lines, and are these fabled $50 million to $55 million in benefits actually 
deliverable?  People who have watched this issue and the Office of Shared Services have no confidence 
whatsoever that the Premier, the Treasurer or the government will deliver the outcomes that have been promised.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Have you been in contact with Oracle on this matter? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Can you speak a little louder so that we can get it on the record? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have not been in contact with Oracle in regard to this matter.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Not at all? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Not that I am aware of.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  We’ll see, because it would be terrible if you were standing on your feet prosecuting the 
case for Oracle.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I said that, to the best of my knowledge, I have not been in contact with anyone from 
Oracle.  Someone may rush in and tell me that I am wrong, but to the best of my knowledge that is the case.  I 
understand the issues in the Office of Share Services.  I do not need somebody from a computer company with 
which the government will potentially be in dispute to tell me how bad the project is going.  I can read the 
figures.  I can read what Tim Marney says about what has happened there.  I can see the way the Premier got rid 
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of his good mate Ron Mance.  He turfed him out, right on his backside.  The shared services matter is a major 
issue that has major funding implications for the people of the state, and it has failed.  It failed badly last year on 
the Premier’s watch.  He can sit there and deny it, but he has now sent the Treasurer out as his white knight - and 
I pity the horse the Treasurer is riding.  The Premier sent in Tim Marney to sort out the problem, and we have all 
heard the statements he made.  What has the Premier done about it?  The Premier continues to sit there smug and 
arrogant.   

The fourth issue that we should consider is the awarding of certain Department of Education and Training 
contracts to Oracle when the Premier was the Minister for Education and Training.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  This will be very interesting to learn! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It will be very interesting.  

The Department of Education and Training has some interesting contract-awarding habits.  I was interested to 
learn that Oracle was awarded a $33 million contract - small change - back in early 2005 for the supply of online 
concept management, etc.  It would be an interesting exercise if people independent of the Premier looked at 
what happened at that time.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What is your point?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My point is that the computer industry was very unhappy with the awarding of that 
contract.  A lot of questions were asked of the Premier when he was the Minister for Education and Training - 
they are still being asked - about how Oracle was awarded that contract.  The number of companies that were 
short-listed was reduced from five - we can count them on one hand - to two companies, and they were then 
asked to proceed to the demonstration stage.  Oracle was not one of those companies.  Who won the contract?  
Oracle won the contract.  I have three questions to ask the Premier about this matter, because it happened when 
he was the Minister for Education and Training.  How did Oracle win that contract?  What did the Premier do 
with the complaints that were formally lodged with the government about the awarding of that contract?  Finally, 
will the Premier tell us about Greg Martin’s role in the awarding of that contract?  The Premier may know Greg 
Martin from the informal briefings that he had with him while in opposition.  He was the Premier’s source on the 
inside.  I ask the Premier: did Greg Martin leave the Department of Education and Training to work for Oracle?  
Further, did Oracle subsequently win the Department of Education and Training contract?  Did that happen 
under the Premier’s watch?  When he was in opposition, did the Premier’s source on the inside, Greg Martin, 
leave the Department of Education and Training to work for Oracle, and did Oracle subsequently win a contract 
with the Department of Education and Training?  They are simple questions that I want answered today.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  That is disgraceful to say that about that fellow.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier has called many of us a disgrace.  

In summary, shared services was a central plank of the government’s public sector reform and it has failed 
dismally because of delays and dysfunctional management.  Furthermore, the implementation has run over 
budget and the office’s executive director has been removed.  Serious questions must be asked.  The Premier can 
sit there and talk like that.  However, he should answer the questions that we have asked.   This is an important 
matter that relates to the effective spending of Western Australian taxpayers’ money.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.35 pm]:  The member for Vasse made a number of comments 
about arrogance as he delivered his speech.  I will say this: there is nothing as arrogant as the member for Vasse 
staying in his position after he met a person who was of interest to the Corruption and Crime Commission in the 
Parliament car park to concoct his evidence before that inquiry.  There is nothing so arrogant as the member for 
Vasse being the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  His arrogance has led him to make an error.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition spent most of his speech attacking the Premier.  However, the Premier has never had 
ministerial responsibility for this project.  The member for Vasse was completely wrong for two-thirds of his 
speech.  What sort of arrogance leads to that sloppy level of research?  

After the 2005 election, I was responsible for the shared services project as the Minister Assisting the Minister 
for Public Sector Management.  When the project was shifted from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to 
the Department of Treasury and Finance, I was again responsible as the Treasurer.   

Mr T. Buswell:  When did that happen? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Late last year.  

Mr T. Buswell:  When? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Late last year.  

Mr T. Buswell:  When?  
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Late last year!  I could go on for another 29 minutes!   

Late last year the government decided to shift the project from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the 
Department of Treasury and Finance.  There was no change in the responsible minister.  I was previously 
responsible as the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management and I became, as I am now, 
responsible for the project as the Treasurer.   

An opposition member interjected.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is no need for me to be supported by any of my Labor colleagues other than my fine 
colleague the member for Maylands.  I can deal with every member on the other side of the house if the member 
for Maylands wants to have a cup of tea.  If the member for Maylands feels the urgent need for a cup of tea she, 
too, should feel free to depart the chamber for afternoon tea.  

Dr J.M. Edwards:  Your speech isn’t that bad! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I thank the member for Maylands!  That is faint praise, but it will suffice for the moment.  
The member for Perth is right behind me, which fills me with confidence!  Indeed, I feel better already! 
Several opposition members interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Although members may have found the Treasurer’s comments 
amusing, they are making Hansard’s job very difficult.  I ask members to refrain from interjecting and let the 
Treasurer continue his speech.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Vasse described the shared services project as the centrepiece of the 
government’s public sector reform.  It is worthwhile noting the other public sector reforms that rival that of the 
Office of Shared Services.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Not at the moment. 
For example, when we came to government, we commissioned the Machinery of Government Taskforce and 
halved the number of government departments.  Secondly, we established what has been a very successful public 
sector reform project.  I refer to our procurement reform, which will save $450 million over four years.  Those 
reforms are already saving us $100 million a year.  That is a very significant reform.  The member for Hillarys, 
who formerly presided over a failed procurement system, demanded that I show him the evidence.  Each year we 
produce a report that indicates how the savings have been made.  Furthermore, the Auditor General has audited 
the performance of the procurement reform project and reports that the savings assessments are both 
conservative and reasonable.  We have received a tick from the Auditor General for the success of the 
procurement reform program.  I have referred to three areas of public sector reform: the machinery of 
government reforms, which halved the number of government departments; the procurement reform, which is 
very successful; and the worthwhile shared services project, which, I have to concede, is challenging.  Before I 
go on to talk about shared services, I want to talk about the public sector that we inherited from the Liberal 
government.  The Liberal government was lazy when it came to public sector reform; it paid no attention to it at 
all.  That is one reason, apart from indiscipline of ministers such as the member for Cottesloe, that it delivered 
five budget deficits out of eight.  We embarked on the machinery of government reform after a disappointed 
member of the Liberal government gave us the program for public sector reform that Richard Court refused to 
implement after the 1996 election.  It was not as though the public service was not giving Richard Court’s 
government good ideas about how to reform the public sector.  Richard Court’s government was too timid to do 
anything about it.  Eventually someone approached us with a program.  We looked at the program and thought it 
was a good idea.  We commissioned the machinery of government review following a promise we made at the 
2001 election to cut the number of government departments.  We got on with the job.  We got on with not only 
that job, but also the job of cleaning up some of the failed projects of the previous government; for example, the 
police service’s Delta Communications and Information Technology program and the Computer-Aided Dispatch 
and Related Communications project.  They were entered into by the Commissioner of Police, not pursuant to 
formal budget decisions taken by an expenditure review committee and not taken through cabinet.  No, they 
were entered into by the Commissioner of Police on the basis of a side letter from the Premier that was outside 
the budget papers and outside the cabinet process.  The side letter said, “You can go on with this project and 
we’ll tidy it up after the election.”  It fell to us to tidy it up and we had to pour in tens of millions of dollars to fix 
up those DCAT and CADCOM projects.  If I am not mistaken, the police service is still coming back to us 
saying it needs a bit of extra money to finalise the mess in DCAT and CADCOM.   
We inherited a public service that had not been given the attention it should have been given by the previous 
government.  We inherited a public service with a significant number of projects that were failing and that 
required bailing out by the incoming government.  One of the things that we inherited was a public sector 
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spending $317 million per annum on its corporate services, and employing more than 5 000 full-time equivalents 
to deliver those corporate services.  At the time, $30 million was spent about every three years by the public 
sector upgrading or renewing IT systems.  Because of the devolved nature of the public sector that we inherited 
from our opponents, there were 21 different finance systems and 12 different payroll systems in the largest 49 
agencies.  One agency - health - had three different finance systems and 22 independent operations of one human 
resources system.  Many of those disparate systems did not support high levels of automation.  There were very 
high levels of overhead costs, including systems support and maintenance costs.  There was a huge variation in 
costs for routine transactions.  For example, when we examined the possibility of shared services reform, it was 
found that the cost of processing an invoice in the Western Australian public sector varied from $2.44 per 
invoice up to $33.51 per invoice.   
Mr J.N. Hyde:  And the Liberals have never addressed that issue, have they?  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Liberals have never addressed that issue.  They tolerated the situation in which some 
agencies were paying $33.51 to process an invoice while other agencies could do it for $2.44.  People in the 
private sector do it with even greater cost effectiveness.  The business case for the shared services reform was 
not based on getting the Western Australian public sector to private sector levels; it was based on getting all of 
the Western Australian public sector to the effective levels then enjoyed by some sections of the WA public 
sector.  In other words, if we could get the whole of the public sector up to the level of the best, we could make 
very significant savings as we went through this project.  It is a project on which it is necessary to spend money 
first so that savings are achieved later. 
Mr T. Buswell:  When? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have achieved savings to date of $18 million from education, training and health shared 
services centres, while we have achieved savings of $30 million with avoided capital expenditure on new 
systems over the past few years. 
Mr T. Buswell:  What are they now using then? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Vasse asked for savings and I have given them.  He wants to go back into 
battle again, minus an arm.  Let me chop off another one.  Savings for 2007-08 are forecast to be $29 million, 
with $54 million of savings in 2008-09.  Yes, it is a reform project that requires money to be spent up-front, but 
it is also a reform project that will, firstly, pay for itself and, secondly, deliver significant savings to taxpayers in 
the future.  That is what we want.  This is all about cost effectiveness.  This is all about reducing the amount of 
money spent on routine back-office transactions, releasing money for key front-line services.  As in any other 
state, we have immense pressures for service improvements, immense pressures for infrastructure, immense 
pressures for fair wages and immense pressures for tax relief.  It is up to the government to be very active in 
trying to get best value for taxpayers’ money reconciling all of those pressures.  One of the ways we reconcile 
those pressures is by spending less on routine back-office transactions and getting ourselves to the level of the 
best in the public sector; hopefully, we will go beyond that and get ourselves to the level of the best in the private 
sector, releasing that money and spending it on key front-line services and infrastructure.  That is what it is 
about.   
I did say that this project requires investment up-front.  I also said that it is a challenging project.  The project 
has not proceeded at the pace that the government anticipated at the beginning.  I have already made public 
comments about Oracle’s role in that.  Oracle has not delivered the payroll software within the time lines that it 
was supposed to.  The failure of Oracle to deliver that payroll software within the previously anticipated time 
lines obviously creates a delay for agencies rolling in to the provision of payroll services from the Office of 
Shared Services.  As I explained to the house late last year, that creates a dual financial effect.  Firstly, the 
achievement of the savings is delayed because the roll-in schedule is slower and, secondly, the period during 
which corporate services are, in effect, paid for twice - once in the agency and once in shared services - 
continues on for a little longer.  Members should not underestimate the impact on the project of Oracle’s failure 
to meet its time lines for the delivery of software.  It is fortunate that we have a very robust contract with Oracle.  
It is fortunate that we had a robust negotiating process to settle a contract with Oracle.  That robust negotiating 
process was led by Ken Michael.  He did an excellent job negotiating the final arrangements with Oracle.  We 
are fortunate that we are left with a robust contract.  The circumstance that we face is that Oracle has not been 
able to deliver the payroll within the time lines contemplated.  Part of the reason for that, I suspect, is that at a 
time when economies are booming, not only in Western Australia but also in other parts of the world, there is a 
worldwide shortage of IT staff.  It is apparent that Oracle has not been able to staff the project as we would have, 
and I believe it would have, expected.   

I made a report to this house late last year - I think it was in November - in which I clearly outlined some of the 
difficulties that were being experienced in the shared services project. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It was $42 million down, wasn’t it? 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I was just helping him.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I do not think the Treasurer needs the Leader of the Opposition’s help.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  He needs all the help he can get.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  If members on my left wish to seek an interjection, there is a way to do that.  That 
was not it.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government paid very close attention to the developing situation in the Office of Shared 
Services.  That was the situation that developed from May last year onwards, as it became increasingly apparent 
that Oracle would not be delivering the payroll software as anticipated.  I reported to the house on the financial 
implications of that matter.  As the government digested the financial implications, it made an unequivocal 
strategic decision to shift the Office of Shared Services from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the 
Department of Treasury and Finance.   
We did not order the Under Treasurer to go to Cannington.  The Under Treasurer became the chief public officer 
with responsibility for the Office of Shared Services.  He chose to go to Cannington to talk to the people working 
in that office so that he could fully understand all these issues.  Amongst all this, I pay tribute to all the good 
people working at Cannington who are working on a very important reform project for the future of the public 
sector in Western Australia.  They are good people who are doing good work, and, committed and together, they 
will reach a successful conclusion.  This project will deliver savings to the taxpayers of Western Australia.   

Mr T. Buswell:  When?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There have been savings of $18 million in education and training and health service centres 
and $30 million in avoided capital expenditure on new systems over the past three years.  From Cannington, it 
will be $29 million next financial year and $54 million in 2008-09.  They are working on an important reform 
project and, I repeat, they are good people doing good work and I support them.  I know that in the end we will 
all be very proud of the outcome of the Office of Shared Services project.   
Issues have been raised about the tendering process that led to ASG (Asia Pacific) Pty Ltd, in a consortium with 
IBM and one other company, winning a 10-year contract for the provision of hardware.  I have absolutely no 
evidence that there is anything wrong with that tender process.  Although negative comment has been raised 
about that tender process, nobody in the past couple of days has presented any specific complaint or piece of 
evidence that would lead me to believe that the tender process had any problems.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Were Burke and Grill involved?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I answered this question at question time.  Insofar as I am aware, those two gentlemen were 
not involved with the tender process.  I have not been able to find any evidence that anybody in the public 
service spoke to them.  It needs to be made very clear that this sort of tender process is conducted absolutely 
independently of ministers.   
Several members interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members on my left!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The principal for that contract was the Under Treasurer.  He is the person who signed off on 
this contract.  He signed off independently without any direction or involvement from me.  If members opposite 
have a genuine concern about these contracts, they should provide that concern to the Under Treasurer who has 
an obligation, if he receives information indicating corruption or malpractice, to refer that matter to the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  If they have any evidence or any suspicion, they should refer it to the Under 
Treasurer and he will refer it to the CCC.  If opposition members do not like that sort of approach, they should 
go directly to the CCC.  It is a body with 150 staff, a budget of $20 million plus, draconian powers and more 
telephone intercept capacity than the Australian Crime Commission.  It is a very powerful body, and if 
opposition members have a single skerrick of evidence or one iota of suspicion, they should refer it to the CCC.  
I have no reason to believe that anything is wrong with this tendering process.  If I am given evidence, I will give 
it to the CCC, but I have not been given any evidence.   
If the opposition thinks that there is something wrong with this matter, it has a tried and true, well-resourced, 
powerful avenue for handling that issue.  It is not good enough to simply come into this place and link one name 
with another and say that they must have been involved.  My reading of the newspaper article was that ASG said 
it had hired these gentlemen for advice.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What would Brian Burke know about computer software?   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not answer for ASG.  I cannot tell the company who they might or might not hire.  My 
advice to any company would be: do not hire those two gentlemen; it will not get them anywhere.  That is not 
advice that companies have to take from me, and I am not asked by companies for advice on those issues.  It is 
ASG’s decision who it hires.  I certainly had no meetings with those gentlemen and I can find nobody in the 
public sector who had meetings with them on this issue.  I do not believe there is any evidence. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Who did you ask?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I asked the Under Treasurer, who is the officer accountable for these issues.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Did you ask Oracle?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not an investigative agency.  I do not have telephone intercept powers; I cannot 
summons people to give evidence on oath; I cannot hold public hearings; I cannot seize documents; I cannot 
seize computers; I cannot arrange for a bug to be put in people’s houses; I cannot arrest people; and I cannot 
charge people.  However, we have a body that can do all those things, except arrest somebody; that is, the CCC, 
which has proved its power in this state.  Surely members opposite have confidence in that body; surely 
members opposite will not say that that body will stand by and let any single act of corruption go by unpunished; 
and surely members opposite have confidence in that body.  If they have confidence in that body and they have 
any grounds for their suspicion, they should go and see the CCC.  Do not ask me to conduct an amateur inquiry - 
do not ask me to be Miss Marple.  We have a professional body that is charged with investigating lack of 
probity, corruption or misconduct within the public sector.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are so embroiled with Burke and Grill that you don’t know which way to go.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I know which way I would go if I were in opposition and thought there was corruption or 
malpractice in the public sector.  I would take my evidence and hotfoot it to the CCC and ask it to investigate 
that matter.  The CCC is a powerful body.  It can do all of those things I have said.  The one thing it cannot do is 
bug a car if they do not know that a meeting is going to occur in the car.  They cannot do that.  A reason that 
somebody has a meeting in a car might be that they do not want to use the phone or they do not want a meeting 
in their office, but they want a meeting where they might not be overheard.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Yokine probably has more experience in how people like this behave.  The 
member for Vasse and Noel Crichton-Browne probably had the motor running and the radio on as they talked 
about the evidence that the member for Vasse would give at the Corruption and Crime Commission.  The CCC is 
a powerful body.  If it did not have forewarning that people would behave in the way the member for Vasse 
behaved, perhaps it could not get the bug or the camera into the car in time.   

It is right for the Parliament to scrutinise the progress of the shared services project.  It is an important public 
sector reform that is challenging and involves significant up-front investment.  The government has a 
responsibility to be open and accountable about its progress.  The government has been open and accountable.  I 
reported to the Parliament in November last year the changed financial position at the Office of Shared Services.  
I made public comment about the payroll difficulty.  I authorised the Under Treasurer to speak directly to 
journalists about the progress of the shared services project. 

Mr T. Buswell interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have done it.  I authorised the Under Treasurer to speak directly to journalists about the 
matter.  Although the member for Vasse misrepresented the Under Treasurer’s comments about the Office of 
Shared Services - 

Mr T. Buswell:  I read them straight out of the newspaper.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps the comments were misrepresented by someone else.  It is noteworthy that so much 
of what the member for Vasse had to say was actually a rehash of the Under Treasurer’s reported public 
comments.  I think that when the opposition’s criticisms are criticisms that have already been made within the 
government, it just shows that the government has been open and accountable about this issue.  We know about 
these criticisms.  That is why we made the decision to change the project’s location from the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet to the Department of Treasury and Finance, a department arguably more suitable to deal 
with a reform project such as this.  We are riding this reform project very hard indeed because this is an 
important project.   

I contrast our willingness to take a risk and to embark on public sector reform with the indolence of our 
conservative predecessors.  Members opposite did not get into trouble over something like this because they 
were timid; they did not want to tackle reform.  They let the public service moulder and decay.  They left 21 
different finance systems in the top 49 agencies.  Any reformer faces a hard road.  The critics come out at the 
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beginning of a reform project but the people committed to reform must press on until they can deliver the 
advantages and prove that the project is worthwhile.  Any government that does not tackle reform is not 
honouring its obligations to the taxpayers of Western Australia.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.03 pm]:  We have just heard from 
the reformer!  Is the Treasurer the minister who has presided over the recruitment of, I think, an extra 18 000 
public servants at the last call?  There are now more than 20 000 extra public servants in Western Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  More nurses, more teachers, more doctors, more police officers, more child protection 
workers, more disability service workers, more environmental approval officers and more planners - more 
services for the people of Western Australia.  We are not for less with fewer people; we are for better services.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Despite there being more than an extra 20 000 public servants, there is still not anywhere 
near enough teachers, nurses or policemen.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There are 3 000 more staff members in classrooms than there were under the coalition 
minister, the member for Cottesloe.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The information provided at the briefing we were given in August from Ron Mance on the 
strategic overview of shared corporate services reform showed the Minister for Public Sector Management 
heading it, followed by the executive director.  The Premier says that he knows he is the Minister for Public 
Sector Management.  When is he not?  Obviously when he is the Premier.  Is the Office of Shared Services all 
the responsibility of the Treasurer?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Since the election it has been my responsibility.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  In his speech of November last year the Treasurer sallied forth and stated - 

But let us not fool ourselves.  This is watershed reform.  It involves a significant investment in new 
technology and systems design; a shift in the employment arrangements of hundreds of public servants; 
and major structural changes to corporate services delivery across the sector.  It is a reform program 
that must be rolled out progressively and will take several years, . . .  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It sounds like a good speech.  He stated further on - 

These delays have resulted in savings over the period 2006-07 to 2008-09 being reduced by a total of 
$42 million. 

The Treasurer was making an admission there and then that he had failed.  His speech of 29 November 2006 was 
a snow job.  The shared services project was going bad back then.  The Treasurer had the responsibility, along 
with the Premier.  Thank God Tim Marney, the Under Treasurer, is honest.  He at least made some honest 
comments and exposed this government’s incompetence.  I must ask the Treasurer: why is it that Brian Burke 
and Julian Grill talked to Murray Rosa from ASG?  Why did the Treasurer not meet with them? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have met with Murray Rosa since ASG has been awarded the contract.  He comes in and sees 
me from time to time to tell me how he thinks the contract is going.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It all comes out now.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What do you mean, “It all comes out?”  I said “. . . since ASG has been awarded the contract”.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Why does Mr Rosa have to see Brian Burke and Julian Grill before he comes to see the 
Treasurer?  Why did he not talk to Mr Rosa? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It would have been improper for me to talk to them while a tender process was in place.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If someone wants an approval project in Western Australia, he cannot go to the public 
servant - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You’re a goose. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I heard the Deputy Leader of the Opposition call the Leader of the Opposition a goose.  To 
the best of my recollection, Mr Speaker, you ruled last week that that was highly inappropriate.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am trying to tell the Deputy Premier that it is common knowledge today that people who 
want a project to get up do not approach the minister; they do not approach the public servants; they go to Julian 
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Grill and Brian Burke.  In the end, the responsibility stays with the responsible minister or the Premier.  There 
are so many sacked ministers in Western Australia because they do not have the principles of office that people 
in high office should have.  Why are Brian Burke and Julian Grill so much in demand?  No matter where we go 
or what we deal with, there is a connection with Brian Burke and Julian Grill.  That people must go to Brian 
Burke and Julian Grill to get something done is an indication that the government of Western Australia - this 
Labor government - is dysfunctional.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Or go to one of the other Labor lobbyists. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They are aware of who they are.  They have direct access to the ministers of this 
government.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If Brian Burke’s and Julian Grill’s names are removed from the register, who will they be 
advising in the future?  Will it be those people whose names are on the register?  There is no doubt that the 
blame for this disaster involving contracts of $87.8 million to ASG and $66.8 million to Oracle is all of a sudden 
being placed on Oracle.  The government has lashed out; it must blame someone.  Does all the blame now lie at 
Oracle’s feet?  Is it to blame, rather than the Treasurer’s oversight as the minister responsible?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I wouldn’t say that at all.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This whole issue has gone to the pack - it is not the responsibility of the Treasurer or the 
Premier of Western Australia that tens of millions of taxpayers’ dollars have been placed at risk. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I accept ministerial responsibility.  I am the minister responsible for the progress of the shared 
services project. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is the Treasurer saying that he stuffed it up? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I don’t think it has been stuffed up.  It is a challenging project that has some difficulties. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is someone else’s fault!  It is the fault of the tenderers.  The Treasurer is saying that it is 
the fault of the people whose virtues he was espousing only 12 months ago.  For months this government has 
been crowing that this is the biggest public sector reform in Western Australia.  The truth is that the government 
and the Treasurer have failed miserably on this issue.  The government has set up a white elephant and is 
spending millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money on an absolute failure.  This white elephant will hang over the 
Deputy Premier’s head for the rest of his career.  We will not leave it alone.  We will make sure that the 
connections between Brian Burke and Julian Grill come home to roost under the Treasurer’s responsibility. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If I were you, I’d be off to the CCC this afternoon. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the Treasurer thinks there is a problem, why is he not referring it to the Corruption and 
Crime Commission? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I don’t have any evidence that there is a problem. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Every time something goes wrong with this government, it will blame the CCC for not 
investigating the matter.  Is that what we will hear from now on?  That is the message the government is sending 
to Western Australians. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  
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Noes (26) 

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 J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.J. Birney Ms S.M. McHale 
 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr M.P. Murray 
 Mr J.H.D. Day Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 

Question thus negatived. 
 


