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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 5) 2006 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 
Schedule 1:  Consolidated Fund for the Year Ended 30 June 2006 - 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Firstly, I thank the Treasurer for providing some additional information this year over and 
above that which was provided last year.  The opposition has a copy of the Treasurer’s briefing notes this year, 
which have been beneficial to me and, I assume, to a number of my colleagues.  I want to ask a number of 
questions about matters listed throughout schedule 1.  The first question is about, funnily enough, the Office of 
Shared Services under the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  Will the Treasurer explain the additional 
$824 000 for depreciation associated with the Oracle business system?  Why was that funding for depreciation 
not adequately allowed for, given that I assume it is to cover the $58 million contract signed with Oracle?  Why 
was the depreciation underestimated?  Will the Treasurer confirm that it is depreciation for the full $58 million 
that I understand has been paid to Oracle for that system?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think this relates to the assumed effective life of the asset.  Obviously, if there is a change 
to the assumed effective life of the asset, that affects the depreciation provision that has to be made. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I want to ascertain whether the asset to which this depreciation applies is the $58 million 
Oracle e-business system.  As the government purchased that system from Oracle, is it now sitting on the books 
as an asset, and is this depreciation associated with that $58 million asset? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand that this is a provision for depreciation for what has been developed so far, 
adjusted for the effective life of the asset as approved by the Auditor General.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Was the $58 million for the contract paid to Oracle at the commencement of the contract, or 
is that the amount of the money paid periodically during the life of the contract? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand that periodical payments are made to Oracle.  A significant payment was made 
in May 2006 relating to licence purchases.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  How much was that significant amount?  I want to understand whether the money for what 
is often touted as the Oracle contract - the 10-year contract - was paid in May 2006.  I know there will be 
ongoing payments to Oracle for maintenance and the like, but has that $56 million been paid; and, if not, how 
much has been paid? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  With respect, this is about a $824 000 provision for depreciation.  I am not sure whether the 
bill under consideration provides for a wholesale examination of every financial matter connected with the 
Office of Shared Services.  If that were the case, I would have officers from the Office of Shared Services 
present in the chamber.  I can say that the contract provided for a significant payment in May 2006. 
Mr T. Buswell:  How much? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not have the details of that significant payment here with me.  The payment was made 
on the advice of the State Solicitor’s Office on the contractual provisions and the work that Oracle had done to 
that date.  Further payments are due to Oracle as the work proceeds.  Sufficient of the work had been completed 
to contractually require the payment made in May 2006.  I do not think this depreciation amount relates to the 
schedule of payments; it really relates to a variation to the depreciation provision, based on the assumed effective 
life of the contract.  The briefing notes are not quite explicit enough for me to say what the variation in the 
assumed life of the contract was, but presumably there has been some change that has been approved by the 
Office of the Auditor General, requiring an additional provision for depreciation. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not follow the Treasurer’s argument.  This item relates to depreciation of a public 
asset - the Oracle business system.  I want to know how much the government has paid Oracle thus far for that 
system, and the Treasurer cannot tell me.  It is perfectly legitimate for me to be questioning the Treasurer on the 
value of the asset while we are discussing an item related to the depreciation of that asset.  I am sorry that I did 
not let the Treasurer know that I wanted to ask this question.  I would have thought that, with the interest in the 
Office of Shared Services in recent days, the Treasurer would have expected a question such as this.  I want to 
know, and the public has a right to know, how much was paid to Oracle in May of last year as part of this 
contract.  Further to that, I would like to know a little more about the Oracle contract.  I know that the Treasurer 
will not tell me about it today.  There are many unanswered questions about the Oracle contract; for example, 
those associated with the original tender that Oracle submitted to the government.  Was the original tender 
amount equal to the $60 million tender that was ultimately signed with Oracle?  I do not think so; I think it was a 
lot less, and through some process of negotiation, Oracle ended up with a contract paying a lot more money than 
its original low tender bid.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you want to know who led the negotiating team? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Who? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Ken Michael.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am asking the Treasurer what transpired between the time the original Oracle document 
was lodged with the government and when it was finally signed.  How much was in the original Oracle 
document, and how much was signed for?  Was the Treasurer lobbied by John Dawkins on behalf of Oracle? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Was the Premier of the day lobbied by John Dawkins, the former federal member for 
Fremantle, on behalf of Oracle?  Was the Treasurer aware that Mr Dawkins may have been operating for Oracle 
in relation to this matter? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What role was played by the changing of the specifications, so that the two companies 
could compete with each other, and the removal of that condition?  There are a lot of unanswered questions 
about this.  This is an appropriations bill and I have an obligation to stand and ask these questions.  I am not 
going to have the Treasurer bat it off and say that he does not have enough detail.  Woopy-doo!  The Treasurer 
told us the other day that he was the minister responsible for the Office of Shared Services.  If that is so, why 
was it that, in the estimates committee in May last year, the Premier came in with Ron Mance?  I cannot 
understand that.  The Treasurer said the other day that he was responsible.  Maybe the Treasurer can tell me who 
was responsible, because I do not think he was.  If that were the case, he would have been sitting over there next 
to Mr Mance.  Of course, that will not be the case this year, because Mr Mance has been turfed out.  Maybe the 
Treasurer can enlighten me again about who was responsible.  I think the Premier was responsible.  Mr Mance 
reported to Mr Wauchope, who reports to the Premier.  The Premier cannot run interference on this; if he was 
responsible, he would have been in the estimates committee last year.  I hope he is in that place this year, 
because questions on the Office of Shared Services will take a lot of time in this year’s estimates committee.  
The questions the Treasurer is not answering now should be answered.  Will the Treasurer tell me how much 
was paid to Oracle, and the size of the asset on the public books that relates to those payments to Oracle, to 
which this item relates? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A 10-year contract valued at $66.8 million to supply, implement and support the whole-of-
government business solution was awarded to Oracle Corporation Australia Pty Ltd and ASG (Asia Pacific) Pty 
Ltd.  A contract of $87.8 million over 10 years was awarded in December 2005 to ASG (Asia Pacific) Pty Ltd 
for the provision of application and infrastructure management services for the computing and 
telecommunications structures.  This contract also involves an alliance of partners called WAGlobal, 
incorporating CSC Pty Ltd, IBM, Amcom, REDhat and Hewlett Packard.  Because of the nature of this debate, 
in which we deal with any number of items of extra expenditure that occurred in the previous year, I do not have 
full information to hand on the Office of Shared Services, and I do not have the officers from that unit to provide 
that detail.  I agree that the public is entitled to information beyond that which I have given here.  I have said 
what the values of the contracts were.  In effect, I have been asked by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to 
detail the progress payments that have been made.  I have indicated that a major payment was made in May last 
year and that there are further payments to come.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has also asked the value 
at which the asset is currently carried on the government’s books.  I do not have that information, but I will take 
those questions on notice and I will provide the information to the member.  I will provide the member with an 
answer on those matters. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The payment to Oracle is now being called substantial, so I will assume it was the majority 
of the contract amount.  Other payments will be made to Oracle for work tendered along the way.  I would be 
interested to know whether that payment included the cost of the payroll system.  If that was the case, subsequent 
to the payment for that payroll system being made it transpired that Oracle could not deliver the whole-of-
government payroll system and the government has to use an alternative payroll system.  We all know that the 
government is using an alternative, bodgie payroll system because Oracle cannot deliver.  The centrepiece of the 
government’s reform is rapidly crumbling.  What recourse will the Treasurer have to reclaim the money that has 
already been paid to Oracle if Oracle cannot deliver?  Has the Treasurer sought advice from the State Solicitor’s 
Office on the contractual obligations between Oracle and the state government?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The payment that was made in May was made on the advice of the State Solicitor’s Office 
that the state was contractually required to make that payment.  The State Solicitor’s Office has provided us with 
advice.  Of course, we do not table or make public the legal advice that we receive, because that could have the 
effect of compromising the state’s position in any legal action that might ensure.  However, I am confident that 
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the state’s contract with Oracle is a robust document that protects the public interest.  The public interest will be 
protected if Oracle does not deliver according to its obligations.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If the Treasurer does end up in court with Oracle, they will spit him out and kick him 
halfway across the Nullarbor!  I hope they do not do that, but -   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am glad you said that, because I would hate to think you were on the side of Oracle rather 
than on the side of the public interest! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Does the Treasurer know whose side I am on and always will be on - the taxpayers! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is whose side I am on, too! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is that vast multitude of people who live in this state. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are in support of the taxpayers. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  So, does the Treasurer support homebuyers who are trying to buy their first home in this 
state? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I support the public interest in Western Australia, including homebuyers.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  For the Treasurer to suggest that he is on the side of taxpayers suggests to me that perhaps 
he got his medication wrong this morning!  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you take the red tablets or the blue ones? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Both, preferably!  

The Treasurer has just said that in May last year a substantial payment was made to Oracle.  I take that to be the 
$68 million that we have been talking about.  I want to get this right.  That was in May 2006.  The Treasurer 
made that payment on advice from the State Solicitor’s Office.  Therefore, I assume that before May last year 
there were problems with the contract with Oracle in terms of deliverables and the like that led the Treasurer to 
seek that advice, because I cannot imagine that that would be the normal course of events.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I was not personally involved in the decision to make the payment.  That is an operational 
matter that was handled by the public servants in charge of the project.  However, it would be normal, when we 
are dealing with a major contract that is part way through but not absolutely complete, to protect our position by 
making sure that we are acting in the public interest and to take legal advice.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am very interested to hear the Treasurer say that he was not personally involved with the 
project and it was done at officer level.  I think the reason the Treasurer was not personally involved is that the 
Premier had responsibility for this project.  I cannot believe for one minute that the Under Treasurer would not 
have let the Treasurer know if there had been problems with this contract last year.  He is a very competent 
officer.  I cannot believe for one minute that he would not have said to the Treasurer, “We have some issues with 
Oracle.  I need to toddle off to the State Solicitor’s Office and get some advice before I pay them this 
$68 million.”  I cannot believe that that would not have happened.  I can make only two deductions: either the 
Treasurer was not involved and the Premier had responsibility or there was a degree of incompetence that has 
now been exposed.  There are serious issues in the Office of Shared Services.  At every opportunity the 
Opposition will pursue the Treasurer to get open and accountable information about this matter, because that is 
simply not happening.  I am interested to hear the Treasurer talk about payments to Oracle.  We all know that 
over and above the contracts that have been let, the Office of Shared Services has spent $123 million of 
taxpayers’ funds.  Has any of that money gone to Oracle for the ongoing development of the project?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member seems to be in some confusion.  The project was administered within the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet until late last year, when a decision was made by cabinet to shift the 
administration of the project from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the Department of Treasury and 
Finance.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  How much did that cost? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It did not cost anything as far as I am concerned. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  In terms of logistics and staff time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not think there was any additional cost to shift it from DPC to DTF.  

Mr T. Buswell:  What about the consultants that you had to send into the Office of Shared Services at that time? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let me continue with explaining the situation.  The project at its commencement was 
situated within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  As a matter of ministerial responsibility, it was the 
responsibility of the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management.  For a significant period of 
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time, the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management was the Leader of the House, so he had 
responsibility for the project.  After the election in 2005, I became the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public 
Sector Management, and I had ministerial responsibility for the project from then on.  In fact, the Director 
General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and Mr Ron Mance, would meet with me from time to 
time to report on the progress of the project.  When the project was shifted to the Department of Treasury and 
Finance, the matter became, and is still, my responsibility as Treasurer.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Is the figure of $824 000 for provision for depreciation for the Office of Shared 
Services the only figure for provision for depreciation that has been charged to that service?  Secondly, is that 
just a book entry, or has a cheque been written out and put into a provision for depreciation account?  If so, what 
is the total amount in that account?  We talked earlier about taxpayers.  Some creditors do not get paid for 
months.  Have any creditors made a claim for account fees, or for excessive interest that they have had to pay to 
banks, because they have not been paid?  What additional costs have been incurred because of the delay in 
payments, if any? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think I can add some further clarification.  I had assumed that the matter related to an 
assumption about the effective life of the asset.  However, further advice to me from my officer present at the 
table today indicates that there is also a question of when the asset is assumed to come onto the government’s 
books.  The timing of the incorporation of the asset onto the books affects the timing of when we are required to 
make a provision for depreciation.  The provision for depreciation is an accounting entry.  It is not a cash 
payment. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  What is the rate of depreciation chargeable?  What period of depreciation does the 
$824 000 represent?  Is it a full 12 months or is it nine months? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the member was to look at page 145 of budget paper No 2 for the 2006-07 budget, he 
would get a better understanding, as I do when I look at it.  The provision for depreciation and amortisation in 
the Office of Shared Services in 2005-06 was $884 000.  For 2006-07, it is $5.35 million; for 2007-08, it is 
$6.25 million; for 2008-09, it is $6.7 million; and for 2009-10, it is $7.1 million.  As the value of the asset is 
built up, the provision that has to be made for depreciation builds up.  I expect that the initial provision that we 
are talking about was determined by the time at which the portion of the asset came onto the books, which really 
depends on the rate of work and the rate of completion.  The advice given to me is that, as the asset is assumed to 
have a 10-year life, it would be written off over 10 years.  Therefore, the appreciation provision is 10 per cent.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I assume that the computer system has a 10-year life?  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is what the briefing notes provided to the opposition say.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The reason I asked how much is in the provisions and what the time factors were is 
that I am assuming the Treasurer’s forward estimates and the provisions he quoted are not subject to any 
increases in the cost of providing the product.  Hence, I asked the question: what period of time does the 
$884 000 represent and what was the rate of depreciation?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have given the answer to that question.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer just said that the rate of payment for the Oracle system relates to the rate of 
completion.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, I didn’t say that.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, he did.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, I didn’t.  Check the Hansard; I did not say that. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will rephrase that.  Let me jump ahead then.  If it does not relate to the rate of completion, 
the majority of the money was paid to Oracle last May. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you reflect on what I said, I said that the provision for depreciation depends on the value of 
the asset that’s accumulated.  I didn’t say the rate of payment relates to it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I think the Treasurer said “rate of completion”. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m talking about the provision of depreciation.  Why are we providing for depreciation of 
$884 000 in 2005-06 and then in subsequent years, depreciation at rates of $5 million, $6 million and $7 million?  
That is because it is coming onto the books in a staged fashion.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is not completely consistent with the Treasurer’s earlier advice.  In May last year, 
which is at the end of the financial year, the government made a substantial payment to Oracle.  The Treasurer 
refused to provide the details of how much that payment was.  I have taken a leap of faith and assumed that it is 
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most of the contract.  I am assuming that there is an asset on the government books of around $50-$60 million 
called Oracle business system.  The reason the depreciation was low last year is that it was purchased only in the 
past two months.  Immediately, there is only one-sixth of the depreciation that would normally apply in a full 
financial year.  I do not think the Treasurer is being quite honest with us.  I think Oracle has been paid the 
majority of that $68 million contract, or whatever it happens to be.  It is not dependent on performance.  When 
the government paid for it, it also paid for a salary component so that the salaries provisions of the public service 
could be centralised.  I think Oracle has already been paid to provide that service, yet we all know that it is not 
working and there is nothing the government can do about it.   
The Treasurer can beat about the bush and talk about provision for depreciation and this, that and the other, but 
the facts are that the government paid Oracle.  It tried to tell us that it would pay for it when it started to be 
completed.  I do not think that is the case.  I think it paid for it and it is stuck with it.  I think the Treasurer has 
been down to the State Solicitor’s Office and sought advice and its officers have said, “Yes, you’re stuck with 
it.”  They have looked at what has happened around the world when people have taken on Oracle.  People have 
been chewed up and spat out.  The Treasurer will be kicked across the Nullarbor, which is something I hope will 
not happen.   
The Premier insinuated the other day that I was an agent for Oracle.  What a ridiculous statement!  I am an agent 
for my electorate and the taxpayers of this state, not for Oracle.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  You’re a double agent. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think he is a double agent. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know the member for Bassendean is overexcited from seeing the John Travolta flight 
special the other night.  “L. Ron” Whitely, come on down!  I reckon he has a model of John Travolta’s 707 
hanging up in his bedroom at home.  I do not want to get into that; I am focused here.  This is actually very 
important public policy. 
I do not want to go on for too much longer.  This contract with Oracle and the contract with ASG have seriously 
exposed this state.  They have seriously exposed the Treasurer as well.  As I said before, a lot more needs to 
come out on this.  We can conclude that the government paid Oracle a big sum of money last year.  That is why 
the depreciation jumped up in the last two months of the year and no deliverables have been delivered.  The first 
one that has fallen off the rail is payroll.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I want to say firstly that the shared services project is a good project and it is worth 
proceeding with.  Why should we spend more on back office operations than we need to?  We need to spend less 
on back office operations, freeing up money for frontline services.  Unlike the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, 
who believes in less money being spent on less services - he is a less with less man - I actually believe in 
improving services to the people of Western Australia.  I work hard as Treasurer to find money for the services 
that the people of Western Australia need.  One of the ways in which money can be found is to reduce the excess 
money that we spend on back office operations.  When we find that one agency is paying more than $30 to 
process an invoice while another agency can do it for $2.44, there is an obvious reform project staring at us.  
This reform project was recommended by the Functional Review Taskforce.  It was backed up by substantial 
business cases, prepared by companies such as Deloitte, and it has been embarked upon by the government.   
We are not the only government that is embarking upon shared services projects.  For example, the Queensland 
government is embarking upon a shared services project.  We are not alone in the public sector in embarking on 
shared services projects.  Major companies such as Rio Tinto engage in shared services reform.  No-one says 
that these reforms are easy; in fact, these reforms are quite hard and challenging.  There are many possibilities 
for a major reform project like this to go wrong.  They are still worthwhile pursuing.  Whatever harassment I get 
from the media or from the opposition, I will press on with shared services because I think it is a valuable reform 
in the interests of our taxpayers.  It may be more challenging and it may take longer than was initially proposed 
when the government made its decision to embark on this reform, but it is still worthwhile.  I am driving for 
those $55 million a year savings because I do not want to spend them on old-fashioned incoherent, disorganised, 
inconsistent, uncoordinated payments of too much money for routine back office operations.  I want to get a 
modern, efficient, cost-effective system into the government.  I do not want a circumstance where we have 21 
different finance systems in the top 49 government agencies.  I do not want a system that has more than a dozen 
payroll systems.  We have to get organised, and shared services is part of that.   
Any big information technology project will have its difficulties.  That is known.  If the government wanted a 
quiet life, it would not do anything about it.  It would simply say, “Too hard.”  That is what Richard Court’s 
government said: “Too hard; we won’t do this sort of stuff.”  The government is not like that.  It thinks that the 
reforms have to be tackled.  With regard to provision of information, I have been and will continue to be open 
and accountable on the shared services project.  I made a statement in Parliament last year outlining all of the 
difficulties.  It was made as a major ministerial statement, so there was opportunity for the opposition to respond 
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and comment.  The opposition received a copy of the statement two hours before I delivered it.  I put all of this 
on the record.  Although I do not have details to hand because it is not that type of bill or debate, and I do not 
have the relevant advisers with me, I will answer the questions the opposition has asked.  My answers will be 
provided as soon as possible.  I have already indicated that I will provide the information that I think the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition is seeking.  However, I say to the opposition that if it pretends or wants to be in 
government within the next four years, this is a reform that will benefit it.  The opposition will benefit from the 
$55 million a year in savings if this project can be successfully brought about.  I say to the opposition that it 
should get behind the principle of shared services.  It should by all means scrutinise the process, hold me 
accountable and make sure that the government is proceeding with the project as well as possible, but it should 
not throw the baby out with the bathwater and it should not oppose the principle of shared services. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I want to make one final contribution to consideration in detail with respect to the first line 
item.  It is all well and good for the Treasurer to talk about savings - 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Say you support shared services. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not support the Treasurer’s management of the shared services reform. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Say you support the principle of the shared services reform. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I think the principle has a number of positive attributes.  I am critical of the Treasurer’s 
management of it. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  So you support shared services in principle? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am saying that the principle has a number of positive attributes that need to be examined.  
It is of course incumbent upon the opposition to make sure that taxpayers’ funds are being expended as 
efficiently as possible.  However, the management of this project has been completely and absolutely lacking.  
The Treasurer talks about this fabled $55 million benefit, which we now know will not be achieved until 
2009-10.  At the rate the government is going, the value of the $55 million will be significantly eroded.  What 
impacts have the cost increases that have occurred and the erosion of value because of time delays had on the 
business case that was first presented?   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  It’s still robust. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It would have had a significant impact on the return on this project for the taxpayers of this 
state.  The principle may have some good attributes, but the Treasurer’s management of the project has been 
appalling.  The Treasurer says that he has been open and accountable.  He will not even tell us how much he paid 
Ron Mance when he turfed him out last week.  All he will say is that it was standard practice.  That is fantastic.  
The opposition sought under the Freedom of Information Act consultancy reports sent in by government 
ministers.  We have seen the dozens of consultants that the Treasurer has refused to report on.  Guess what it 
says: “Office of Shared Services implementation.”  These are consultancies working for government 
departments that the Treasurer does not report on.  He hides the true cost of the project.  He does not tell us about 
the cost to the departments for their implementation teams and consultants, the reintegration costs or the 
relicensing costs.  Treasury cannot tell us how many government departments have, since the launch of the 
Office of Shared Services, put in place their own back office systems.  Some have done so, and the Treasurer 
knows it.  It runs against the spirit of shared services for the government’s departments to be doing that, yet 
nobody can tell us what is happening. 
The absolute indication that there are serious management issues and lack of oversight for this project is the fact 
that last week the chief executive officer of the Office of Shared Services was basically given a golden 
handshake by the government.  There is a lot of contention over the question of whether he left or was pushed.  I 
am not here to discuss that.  However, it is abundantly clear that the management and oversight of that project 
have failed over the past couple of years.  Why else would the Treasurer get rid of the CEO and write a $950 000 
cheque for Ernst and Young to try to fix the problem?  Why did the Treasurer hire consultants following the 
arrival of Mr Marney?  I will not go on about it.  There may well be some merit in the Treasurer’s argument, but 
he is failing dismally. 
I can see that the Treasurer has become almost visibly excited as he peruses the budget papers, so I had better sit 
down. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would not like to become visually excited in front of the member for Vasse! 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It doesn’t conjure up very nice thoughts! 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For once I agree with the Leader of the Opposition! 
I turn to the budget papers, pages 144 and 145.  The position can be seen there.  The estimated expenditure for 
the Office of Shared Services’ capital works program for 2005-06 was $38.7 million.  Although I do not have the 
detail of the actual expenditure - I will provide it to the member later - that was the estimate prepared for the 
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May budget 2006.  By the end of last year, the government had spent $38.7 million in capital on the Office of 
Shared Services.  The depreciation amount relates to the amount of the year remaining and the capital that would 
have been spent by that time. 
Mr T. Buswell interjected. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member should let me conclude.  At budget time, the estimated actual depreciation 
amount was $884 000.  Page 145 of the budget papers reveals that there is no figure in the 2005-06 budget.  
When the government prepared the 2005-06 budget, there was no amount listed for depreciation in the Office of 
Shared Services.  The government gave an estimated actual amount for 2005-06 of $884 000, but the provision 
eventually proved to be $824 000.  What we are in fact debating now is the figure comparable to the estimated 
actual amount for depreciation for 2005-06 that appeared in the budget papers when the government presented 
the last budget.  The estimated actual amount was at that time $884 000 and the final amount was $824 000.  As 
the government did not provide for the $824 000 when it prepared the 2005-06 budget, it provided for it in the 
current financial year, and this is the bill that provides parliamentary approval for that depreciation provision.  
We are not in fact talking news; we are talking about the retrospective approval of a figure comparable to one 
that was advised to the house in May last year. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer the Treasurer to the figure of $27 million for the Department of Education and 
Training.  I seek some further explanation from the Treasurer.  This figure was spent during 2005-06, 
presumably during the reign of the former Minister for Education and Training. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  A very good minister.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  According to you but very few other people. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  She was responsible for training reforms that were unprecedented in the state. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, funded by the contracts let to Huntly Consulting Group.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  Let us return to the bill. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to the community awareness campaign.  There was an amount of $1 million a year 
for two years - that is, $2 million in total - to develop a comprehensive advertising campaign to inform the 
Western Australian community of changes to education and training.  Are those the changes to education, in 
particular, that have been abandoned by the minister’s replacement, the very capable member for Rockingham?  
Can the Treasurer give me a bit more detail on what the money for the advertising was for; was it to do with the 
supposed reforms that have been abandoned by the government? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I believe it was in relation to the change in the school leaving age. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am staying with the same minister.  There is an item referring to a conversion to day 
labour cleaning in schools.  It states that additional funding was approved to support the reinstatement of day 
labour cleaning in schools.  For the benefit of members, that was when the contractors were turfed out and the 
Australian Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union was brought into schools.  We should bear in mind that 
the miscellaneous workers’ union is one of the major donors to the Australian Labor Party. 
Mr J.H.D. Day:  The miscellaneous workers’ union kickback. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Well, it is a very interesting circle, member for Darling Range.   

There was an additional $2.8 million in 2005-06.  My understanding is that there had already been a budget 
increase for the removal of contractors and the introduction of miscellaneous workers’ union day labour into 
schools prior to the budget.  I want to know how much that increase was, so that we can add that to the 
$2.8 million in order to understand exactly how much extra the taxpayers of this state are paying to have our 
schools cleaned by members of the miscellaneous workers’ union to a standard - to the best of my knowledge - 
that is no better than how they were being cleaned before.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Sorry, what was the question? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  How much extra is the government paying to have the miscellaneous workers’ union clean 
schools than before?  I will explain it.  The former Minister for Education and Training, who is now the Premier, 
refused to yield when the missos put pressure on him to let their members back into the schools.  Does the 
Treasurer remember that?  Does the Treasurer know who he is?  He sits next to the Treasurer in question time.  
He is the Premier.  He left education and there was a new Minister for Education and Training.  She is now a 
failed, disgraced and kicked out minister.  The Treasurer might be familiar with her.  She came in and bent over 
like a young sapling - maybe that is not the right term - in a breeze when the missos put the heat on.  Does the 
Treasurer remember that?  She let them come in and start cleaning again.  We all know that cost extra.  There are 
two components to the extra cost: the amount that was already included in the budget and the additional 
$2.8 million.  I want to know how much more the taxpayers of this state are paying to have schools cleaned 
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because the former failed, disgraced ex-Minister for Education and Training bent over to the miscellaneous 
workers’ union.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government went to the election in 2005 with a commitment to insourcing school 
cleaning.  We are honouring an election commitment that we gave.  We have a mandate for the implementation 
of the commitment.  Of course, in-house cleaning costs more than contract cleaning.  We provide decent wages 
and conditions for some of the lowest-paid people in our community.  Why should those people not have a share 
of the prosperity that Western Australia is experiencing?  Why should they be exploited by people like the 
former Minister for Labour Relations, Graham Kierath?  Why should they be exploited by employers like that 
and be paid wages and experience conditions that do not reflect their position as citizens in this state?  We 
support decent wages and conditions for low-paid workers and we make no apology for insourcing cleaning into 
state schools.  We went to the election with that as our policy and we are implementing it.  Of course it costs 
more.  Some of the additional money is provided for by this decision. 

Mr T. Buswell:  How much more? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Direct that question to the Minister for Education and Training. 

Mr T. Buswell:  You are the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not responsible for providing information at that level of detail.  The Treasury deals 
with matters at a higher level of aggregation than that.  If the member wants that information, he should ask the 
Minister for Education and Training.  We provided some additional money in the middle of this financial year 
presumably because of the timing of some skills shifting from contract cleaning to day labour.  I make no 
apology for that.  It was a definite government policy and we went to the election on the policy because we 
believe in decent wages and conditions for cleaners and because we think that cleaners on site play a role in the 
overall school community beyond the simple cleaning of the classrooms which, by the way, we like to be done at 
a high quality. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Stimulating, Treasurer!  First of all, where is the proof that there is a great differential in 
wages?  Secondly, if that were the case, the Premier seemed very happy to endorse it during his reign as the 
Minister for Education and Training.  Is the Treasurer saying to me that the Premier supported something when 
he was the minister that he could have changed; that he supported suppressing workers’ wages?  That is what the 
Treasurer just got up and said.  The Treasurer criticised him for holding very firm to a policy position for very 
good reasons.  Did he not?  I bet the Treasurer would not say to the Premier that he has suppressed the workers.  
That is what he has just said.  The Treasurer has accused him of embracing a system while Minister for 
Education and Training that suppressed the low-paid people of Western Australia, has he not? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, I didn’t. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Shame on the Treasurer and shame on the Premier if that is what he did. 
Let us have a guess: $2.5 million here or $2.8 million extra.  I reckon there were a couple of million dollars more 
in the budget at the start of 2005-06 to pay for this pandering to the miscellaneous workers’ union.  Let us say, 
because the Treasurer cannot provide us with the information, that $5 million was paid to the cleaners.  How 
many more teachers would $5 million have funded?  I am not sure; what are the on costs for a teacher?  Is it 
$100 000 a year?  I am not exactly sure.  That is only 50 teachers at $100 000 a year.  I do not know but I am 
intrigued.  Sadly, the Treasurer is again not going to provide information.  It is a point that is well made.  The 
government’s philosophical pandering to the miscellaneous workers’ union by the failed, disgraced former 
Minister for Education and Training who was turfed out - although the former minister, the now Premier, stood 
up to them - will cost the taxpayers of this state $5 million.  It is a point well made and the Treasurer cannot 
refute it because it is absolutely true. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I support decent wages and conditions for school cleaners, and I support the role that school 
cleaners play in the school community.  We went to the election with a policy in 2005 and we are implementing 
it, which is what people would expect us to do.  With regard to details such as those the member has asked about, 
he should address them to the Minister for Education and Training because the budget process and Treasury do 
not deal with that level of detail.  Quite frankly, the amounts presented to us are aggregated; they are at a higher 
level.  Ministers are accountable for details to the house.  The member should ask the minister. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I make the point that education, off the top of the bat, spent $1 million to advertise failed 
reforms in education.  There has been an expense of $5 million for school cleaners. 
Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was all about the failed outcomes-based education experiment.  An amount of $6 million 
that could have been better used to educate our children has been thrown out of the back door of the car as the 
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government sped down the highway.  That is all I am saying to the Treasurer.  I am sure that members on my 
side agree that it is a point well made. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For the first time we have learnt that the opposition opposes the raising of the school leaving 
age, because that is what the campaign was about. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection, if I may be so bold as 
to venture there!  I am recovering from the great soldier from the school teachers union’s vicious attack on me. 

There is a very interesting reference to the trade union education fund.  It is $1.5 million, which I know is a 
trifling amount.  Page 13 of the Treasurer’s notes says that during 2006, the expenditure review committee 
approved a contribution of $1.5 million to the trade union education fund for a proposed education program for 
Western Australia as part of a national initiative aimed at improving the skills required for enterprise bargaining.  
Fantastic!  How many Western Australians received training as part of that program? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That level of detail must be provided by the minister.  I suggest that the question either be 
put on notice or asked without notice to the Minister for Employment Protection.  I do not have ministerial 
responsibility for the administration of programs.  I have ministerial responsibility for the allocation of funding, 
but beyond that, the minister must answer the question. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have asked the minister that question, funnily enough.  I was very interested to know why 
in 2005-06 the government would give $1.5 million to the union education fund.  I should point out to members 
that the union education fund is a foundation established by that august institution that is headed by Sharon 
Burrow - the Australian Council of Trade Unions.  It runs the union education fund.  It had a very interesting 
board of directors, which was comprised of one Sharon Burrow, one Gregory Combet, one Robert J.L. Hawke 
and one Greg Sword, who resigned in 2004.  The Treasurer might talk to them soon about uranium mining when 
he toddles off across the country.  The education fund was set up by the ACTU, and its purpose, as best as I can 
understand it, was to assist in the provision of training for trade union members, particularly shop stewards and 
the like, to help them be better unionists.  The state government of Western Australia paid $1.5 million for it.  
That is money that we might have been able to use in the state.  If I had been given $1.5 million, I could have 
stuck it in the back of the Statesman government car and driven around Busselton and set up some very good 
initiatives.  However, the Treasurer chose to not give that money to me.  Instead he chose to send it to the ACTU 
to help train Western Australian trade unionists.  Does the Treasurer know how many trade unionists were 
trained with that $1.5 million?  How many does the Treasurer think?  Was it 10, 20 or 30?  It was none!  The 
government sent $1.5 million of taxpayers’ money from this state to the ACTU to help train shop stewards and 
unionists to be better unionists.  They will want to get on the training bandwagon, because at the rate people are 
leaving unions these days, the only people left will be the shop stewards.  They can train each other.  The 
government paid $1.5 million of taxpayers’ money to the union education foundation, which was established 
under the auspices of the ACTU, to provide training for unionists, and not one red cent was spent in this state. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  What did they use it for? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a very good question.  It is an absolute disgrace that the Treasurer would pander to 
them.  Can people imagine the phone call?  Sharon Burrow would have called the Treasurer and said, “Oh, Eric, 
Sharon here.  We need a bit of dough.  Can you give us a cool $1.5 million?”  The Treasurer would have said, 
“No worries.  It’s a done deal.  We’re onto it.”  Then Sharon would have asked the Treasurer for a bit of money 
to help with the WorkChoices campaign so that Sharon could fly all over Australia to whip the workers into a 
frenzy.  I bet the Treasurer will get another request from the ACTU to try to work out how to get back all the 
workers who have left the unions because they have absolutely no relevance in modern Australia.  It is reported 
that $1.5 million was paid to the trade union education fund to provide training.  I want to understand how the 
Treasurer can say that this was for an education program for Western Australia when not one red cent came back 
to people in this state. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The administration of this program is the responsibility of the Minister for Employment 
Protection, and she will be accountable in providing that information.  On the other side of politics there is a 
strange assumption that somehow unions are not a legitimate part of public life.  They are a legitimate part of 
public life.  Members opposite might not like that and they might not like the association between unions and the 
Labor Party, but unions are a legitimate part of public life and civil society.  They are community organisations 
just like any other community organisation.  Just as other community organisations are assisted by the 
government from time to time, there is no reason why unions, as community organisations, should not be 
assisted by governments.  I make no apology for that.  Members opposite should carry on with their pro-
WorkChoices campaign and they should identify themselves with it.  They should say over and again that it is a 
good thing.  Perhaps I should give members opposite a grant to identify themselves with WorkChoices, because 
it is playing a treat for the federal Labor Party.  The Leader and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should 
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campaign for WorkChoices.  Every time they do, one of Howard’s battlers has another think about it and decides 
to vote for the Labor Party at the next federal election.  Go for it! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer will never find a member on this side of the house who would endorse the 
blatant misuse of taxpayers’ money to serve the Labor Party’s union masters in the Australian Council of Trade 
Unions and other places.  Never, ever!  We support unions playing an active role.  They need to play a role 
representing workers in this state; that has never been in dispute.  We do not support the Treasurer and union 
hacks that make up part of the government - part of, I hasten to add - misusing taxpayers’ funds to prop up those 
failing institutions. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you think the country would be better off if we had no union movement? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, I do not.  I have never said that.  However, I reckon that the people in my electorate 
would be better off if I had taken the $1.5 million and used it to upgrade the 28-year-old toilets of Busselton 
Senior High School.  I cannot believe that a responsible government, which prioritises every single item of 
expenditure that is waiting to be funded in this state - the list would be a mile long - could put at the top of that 
list $1.5 million to a union education fund that did not result in one hour of training being delivered to a Western 
Australian.  That is what I am saying.  The Treasurer can say that we are pro-WorkChoices.  We are supportive 
of people in the workplace being able to arrange their working conditions in a manner that best suits them.  We 
have always agreed with that.  We do not believe that workers must be forced and coerced into joining unions.  
We do not believe that taxpayers should pay extra for school cleaning contracts so that the Liquor, Hospitality 
and Miscellaneous Workers Union can have a membership drive and raise union funds to donate to the 
Australian Labor Party.  Damn right we do not!  We support the ability of Australians to negotiate the best 
conditions and most productive conditions for them.  The member for Swan Hills talked about productivity.  She 
is on the money.  Productivity improvements have been delivered in Australia since the 1980s.  Can members 
guess which government introduced more flexible working conditions in the 1980s through the use of the 
corporations power?  It was the Keating government.  It was the Treasurer’s mate.  The Keating government 
started the ball rolling.  This is just part of the evolutionary process of changing workplace arrangements in 
Australia, and deep down the Treasurer knows it. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  What a shame that 57 per cent of the population does not appear to agree with you. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why are people leaving trade unions in their tens of thousands?  It is because they are not 
relevant to modern Australian workers, because they do not understand their aspirations and they do not 
represent them.  Modern Australian workers do not trust the trade union movement to represent them.  That is 
the situation, and yet the Treasurer is happy to waste taxpayers’ money in this state.  Any one of the 57 members 
in this house could have better spent that money in his or her electorate.  Shame on the Treasurer. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The Treasurer might want to brush off this issue as part of the political debate about industrial 
relations legislation and WorkChoices.  However, as a taxpayer in this state, and more particularly as a 
representative of about 29 500 taxpayers and electors in the Darling Range electorate, I am interested to know 
what the $1.5 million has been spent on.  If the money has been sent to the union movement for the trade union 
education foundation and has not been used for training union members, as it was intended, what exactly has it 
been spent on?  The Treasurer might want to brush this off and say that it is a matter of fine detail. 
Dr E. Constable:  He hasn’t got a clue. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  If the Treasurer does not have a clue, it is time that he found out. 
The Treasurer has two advisers with him.  It may be that they are dealing with matters at a more macro level, but 
the Treasurer probably has staff who are watching this debate.  If he does not, he should have, as he probably has 
an excess number of hacks in his ministerial office who should be able to find out for him and get a note to him.  
I want to know what this $1.5 million of Western Australian taxpayers’ money has been spent on and I want to 
know precisely where it has gone. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will forward the Hansard to the Minister for Employment Protection who is responsible 
and accountable to this house for the provision of that information. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I wish to move on to the Public Transport Authority, and I am mindful of the time.  
However, this item highlights a significant issue with the appropriation bill being dealt with in this manner.  It is 
almost pointless for opposition members to ask questions because the Treasurer does not have a clue as to the 
answers.  He gives us the old Sergeant Schultz response: I know nothing.  That is exactly what is happening.  In 
saying that, I do not mean to be disrespectful of the Treasurer’s advisers.  I would not expect good senior 
bureaucrats from the Treasury to have the level of detail at their hands on the questions that I am asking.  That 
comment therefore is not a reflection on those two gentlemen at all.  I could go on asking questions all day but I 
will not do that, as this is a flawed process.  I will ask about one item relating to the Public Transport Authority; 
that is, the sum of $1.9 million to renew the bus service between Belmont and Claremont.  I spoke to the member 
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for Cottesloe about this matter and it is not something with which he is too familiar.  He is not aware of many 
Western Australians who need a bus service from Belmont to Claremont, the suburb next door to Cottesloe. 
Ms J.A. Radisich:  What are you saying: that people from Belmont shouldn’t go to Claremont? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, I am just trying to ascertain who in Belmont would have a strong desire to go to 
Claremont and Cottesloe on a regular basis using the late-night bus service. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Heaven forbid that the people of Belmont should be prevented from going to Cottesloe Beach!  
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), that is a prejudice. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not having a go at the people of Belmont. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  So they should stay bound to the inland plains, prevented from access to the coast? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My interest, Treasurer, is in one particular resident! 

Perhaps the Treasurer can tell us about this $1.9 million.  It is for a service in the Treasurer’s seat.  I know that 
the Treasurer does not know about the money he spends in this state; he has very little idea about any of it. 

Dr E. Constable:  It is confetti! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer’s view on the spending of public money is not dissimilar, as the member for 
Churchlands said, to the despatch of confetti as a happily married couple leave the church. 

Perhaps because this item relates to something in the Treasurer’s electorate, I will test him.  Will the Treasurer 
tell us exactly what this funding is for and why this service is different from the normal services offered by the 
PTA? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As members opposite might recall, the previous government privatised large sections of the 
bus system.  Therefore, although the bus system is overall coordinated under the aegis of the Transperth 
organisation, individual services are provided by private contractors.  From time to time those contracts expire.  
Normally provision is made in the budget for the renewal of contracts or the outcomes of new tender processes.  
Sometimes the tender processes do not go according to expectations and tenders come in at a higher rate than the 
budget estimate has provided for.  My advice is that this is one of those circumstances in which provision was 
made in the budget for all of the bus contracts that were to expire.  Provision was made in the budget on 
estimates of the cost of the new contracts.  In this case tenders came in higher than estimated.  The government 
had a choice: either not proceed with renewing the contract - in other words, have no Belmont to Claremont bus 
service - or pay the higher rate.  We decided to pay the higher rate and, because it had not been provided for in 
the budget, an additional allocation had to be made. 

I must say that the opposition has expressed complaint about information provided in this debate.  This year we 
have provided more information than has ever been provided for in the past in this type of debate.  When we had 
this type of debate under the previous coalition government, we as the opposition got only a schedule.  We did 
not get the level of detail that has been provided here.  I wonder whether I am on a winner here because I believe 
that what will happen is the more information I provide, the more information will be requested and the more the 
complaints will be about what is lacking rather than what has been provided.  I think government should be 
accountable and should provide this information.  However, I am in the position in which I have provided more 
information than any government has previously provided for this type of debate, and I am being attacked for 
lack of accountability. 

Members should have some historical perspective before they accuse this government of lacking fiscal 
transparency.  While I am on the question of fiscal transparency, I might say that Access Economics every year 
rates governments across the country for fiscal transparency and accountability.  Every year Western Australia 
leads the pack and every year Western Australia gets an “A” rating.  Access Economics comments that Western 
Australia is continuing to improve its fiscal transparency and accountability and is continuing to lead the states.  
I will not have it said that we are somehow or other covering up our budget provisions.  We are compared with 
the other states and we come out as the leader, and we have always in recent years been the leader on that 
particular assessment. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will ask a couple more questions.  I direct the Treasurer’s attention to my opening 
comments in this debate in which I did compliment him on the provision of that information.  Of course that 
information opens up some opportunities for the opposition to pursue certain lines of questioning, and it would 
be remiss of us not to do so.  I thought I should make that comment before the Treasurer picks up his bat and ball 
and heads home. 
When advance information is given, we will provide the relevant acknowledgment, as I did with some of the 
changes that the Treasurer made to reporting the use of the Treasurer’s advance account, which I think is 
reported on a quarterly basis now.  I therefore do not think that the Treasurer’s comments were necessarily fair.  
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I will not go through all of the items in the schedule.  As the Treasurer pointed out, my colleagues and I are 
aware that we can ask ministers questions on notice.  However, I think we have highlighted some of the flaws in 
this process. 
I will conclude with a couple of quick questions about the Public Transport Authority and railcar refurbishment, 
although I know that time is against me.  It would appear to me that the railcars for Perth and the rail line were 
actually delivered to the government in the 2005-06 financial year.  The information I have states that the receipt 
of new railcars in advance of the completion of the railway created the opportunity to bring forward 
refurbishment on others.  I am assuming that new ones went on and other ones came off and were refurbished.  I 
am intrigued as to why the government would buy railcars for a railway line at least 12 months before they were 
needed.  Secondly, while I am on my feet, I want to ask about the provision of seatbelts in orange school buses.  
Will the Treasurer give us a quick update on how that project is moving along? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not the minister responsible for the provision of seatbelts in orange school buses; 
therefore, the information would have to be provided by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and I am 
sure she will do so with her usual verve, enthusiasm and intellectual rigor.  The question of railcar purchases is 
again a question on which the house would benefit from information being provided by the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  However, on a number of occasions there have been commercial advantages for the 
government in proceeding with earlier than expected purchases of railcars.  In other words, sometimes if we 
renew an existing contractual arrangement or get in ahead of other expected orders, we get either an operational 
advantage in the timing of delivery of the railcars or a better price for them.  Although I do not have the detail 
here to elaborate more on that, I am sure the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure could do that.  I am aware 
that there have been a number of occasions on which we have gained a commercial advantage by proceeding 
earlier than previously to the ordering of railcars.  

Schedule put and passed.  

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.  
 


